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NE of the features of the Summa Theologica of St.
O Thomas Aquinas which strikes the casual reader is

the wealth of references and quotations contained in
every question, every article. The same reader may conclude
that St. Thomas had in mind to make his masterpiece appear
exceedingly erudite, to bolster up his arguments, and this con-
clusion has resulted in a very lengthy series of tracts. The
student of the Summa readily concurs in the general admira-
tion of the vast knowledge St. Thomas had of the literary
and intellectual heritage of the past. At the same time, he
is aware that the Angelic Doctor set out to give a brief, concise
and orderly exposition of the whole of Christian doctrine.
The Summa Theologica represented the perfection of his
thought. His intent was to avoid all useless questions and
arguments, to eliminate confusing and tiresome repetitions.
Consequently, he introduced into his work only those elements
which were necessary for developing an argument or clarify-
ing a point of doctrine. Among those elements are included
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the authority, the testimony, of the Fathers and Doctors
of the Church.

St. Thomas manifested the highest respect and humility to-
wards the Fathers and saintly Masters of the past. Often he
raised objections to their writings merely in order to justify
or to clarify their teaching. He was very conscious of the value
of authority and tradition in theclogy. He wove his own
thought closely into the framework already established by the
great intellectual pioneers. The Doctor Communis chose his
authorities very judiciously and quoted from them always
with a definite purpose in mind. Upon closer examination it
becomes clear that among these theologians of earlier periods
there were a few who exerted a direct and positive influence on
St. Thomas. They were his masters, while, at the same time
he brought their teaching to perfection.

All Patristic writers can be generally grouped under two
schools—that of Alexandria and that of Antioch. These theo-
logical traditions wielded a tremendous and permanent influ-
ence on the development of theology until well into the Middle
Ages. Tt is the purpose of this study to sketch the teaching,
methods, and importance of these schools. Obviously, only the
outstanding representatives of each can be treated here, and
those only in outline. Both those theologians who are geneti-
cally disciples of Alexandria and Antioch and others spiritually
affiliated with them will be treated. The object is to discover
what writers exercised the most profound and direct influence
on St. Thomas in his Summa Theologica, as well as how and in
what respect these two theoclogical traditions entered into the
framework of his system.

I. TeE ScHOOL OF ALEXANDRIA
Beginnings
The great Egyptian metropolis of Alexandria has been asso-
ciated with learning and culture almost since the days of its
foundation by Alexander the Great in 331 B. C. By the second
century of the Christian era, it had developed into the para-
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mount intellectual metropolis of the world, the center for unit-
ing the thought and influences of East and West. It is not
surprising that from the Christian community in this locale
there should arise a powerful movement toward the forma-
tion of a precise and scientific system of Christian thought.
This movement, appearing in history in the person of Clement
(150—c. 215), is properly known as the School of Alexandria,
a single systematic stream of Christian intellectual expression.
Its Hellenic and Judaic predecessors and contemporaries can-
not correctly be labelled schools, since within these divisions
existed opposing doctrines and contradictory tendencies, e. g.,
Platonism and Stoicism.

The Gospel of Christ was proclaimed in a definite milieu—
Palestine in the reign of the Herods. Later it was propagated
abroad among the peoples of the Greco-Roman world, an
entirely distinct culture. Although Christianity itself was born
in Judaism, the Christian theology developed in a Hellenic en-
vironment. At Alexandria there was in addition the significant
factor of Hellenic Judaism. Converts from these philosophies
were very apt to retain traces of their former doctrines and
often reacted vigorously in exaggerated defense of the Chris-
tian truths opposed to their previous errors. In order to under-
stand the methods and expressions of the representatives of the
Christian school at Alexandria, it is necessary to preface the
study with a brief survey of the Greek philosophies and the
Jewish system in vogue in the second century.

Alexandria was a depot for a mélange of doctrines. The
world at the time was witnessing the breakup of old beliefs and
the dissolution of traditional patterns of thought. Concomi-
tantly, strenuous efforts were being made toward a reconstruc-
tion and renovation of the old order. Each group attempted
to analyze and solve in its own way the idealist and religious
problem, the perfection of man. Eclecticism in philosophy {and
syncretism in religion) was an open and universal practice.
Because the various Greek tendencies were the more powerful
and the more metaphysical of the two movements, we shall
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treat them first, and secondly Alexandrian Judaism, in order to
discover the characteristic teachings of the movements.

The predominant Greek philosophies were the Platonic sys-
tems (especially Neo-Platonism) and Stoicism. The latter was
a religious moralisim, but its dogma was built on a materialist
physics. God and the world were confused; the immaterial was
confounded with the sensible. The God of the Stoics tended to
be identified with the created and the finite. They taught a
metaphysics of immanence. In this system

there are no pure spirits: all things are bodies, some more, others
less, refined. The mind, which is a body of a rather delicate na-
ture, is identical with God who, just like a subtle fire;, an eternal
ether, an immanent and hidden force diffused into the world, per-
meates and moves and rules it, and is its very soul. From God
came matter, which, after clothing Him as with a garment, must
again be absorbed into Him. From Him are also derived all the
forces of nature, even the very spirit of man. .He is, in the world,
the principle of all activity or energy, not in the sense that He im-
parts it and creates it from outside; it is He Himself, or, in the
strict sense of the word, it emanates from Him. He is, then, by
way of pre-eminence, the Adyos owepparicds, the seminal reason of the
universe; a universe which He governs by immutable laws, laws
proper to Himself; for He is identical with Fate and the fatal order
of the world, though at the same time He is reasonable, perfect,
exempt from all evil, and the author of all good things.

This materialistic Pantheism was considerably attenuated by
the second century A.D. through the growth of Stoicism into a
preponderantly religicus and moral philosophy. Yet the influ-
ence of Stoicism will at times * check the flight of Christian
thought by loading it with its material imaginations.” 2
Gradually absorbing Stoicism and surpassing it was the
powerful movement, dominant during the peried of the begin-
nings of Christian theology, built upon Platonic elements, which
received the name of Neo-Platonism. This philosophy was
itself a reaction to the gnosis which was being erected by other

* Tixeront, J., History of Dogmas, vol. I, p. 23.
? LeBreton, S.J., Jules, History of the Dogma of the Trinity, vol. I, “ The
Origins,” p. 68.
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Greek doctrinal movements and the various Oriental religious
philosophies. It also failed to bring a solution to the intel-
lectual and religious problems of the age.

In its development as a living doctrine Platonism had en-
countered many other influences and assimilated their ideas. It
assumed a more syncretist character, approaching the era of
the advent of systematic Christian theology through many
channels. . The Platonism of this period is far removed from
that of Plato and went through still further developments in
the succeeding decades, especially under Plotinus. It would
be far afield to discuss the progress of Platonism up to this
period. It is not to the point to consider it in any one system
but rather as an influence. For it was the method and pivotal
doctrines ‘of Platonism which influenced the early Christian
theologians.

The principal contributions of Platonism were a philosophy
of transcendence and a doctrine of dualism. God for the Pla-
tonists was so far removed from all creation as to be inacces-
sible. No predication could be made of the divinity which
would fittingly describe it. Every quality and perfection,
whether corporal or spiritual, that existed in the creature had
to be excluded from inherence in the divinity. The notion of
God remained absolutely indeterminate and mysterious. Such
excessive transcendence led to the postulating of a multiplicity
of intermediary beings between God and man. Neo-Platonism,
however, rejected these numerous divine emanations. The Pla-
tonist metaphysic of transcendence thus opposed the Stoic
philosophy of immanence. ‘

Paralleling their efforts to refine the notion of God of all
elements of limitation and imperfection, the Platonists sought
to correct the Gnostic confusion of the spiritual and sensible
elements. They taught a dualism of the corporal and the
spiritual worlds. Sensible reality is an image, a reflection, of
the spiritual world. It is also considered a principle of imper-
fection—a thesis attributed to the infiltration of Oriental
notions into the Platonist tradition.
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The theories of divine transcendence and the relation of the
sensible to the spiritual order were powerful weapons of
thought. In the hands of many philosophers they were mis-
used and exaggerated. It was left to the theologians of the
Church to employ these principles in the service of theology, to
correct their excesses, and to enrich the development of dogma
by their fruitful consequences. Platonism was a divine phi-
losophy, or rather a theology. It concentrated on the things
above, the realm of the spiritual. The things of this world
were examined mn the focus of the immaterial. Platonism sought
to understand the divine, to discover the secret of union with
it. Small wonder that it exerted a deep impression on devout
Christian thinkers.

Alexandria was the center of the most numerous and con-
spicuous Jewish assembly of the Diaspora—the Hellenistic
Jews. Contrary to the practice of their Palestinian brethren,
who severely rejected all foreign influences and shut themselves
up in the word of the Law, the Jews of the Dispersion were
by dint of circumstances forced to come to terms with the
Gentile culture in which they lived. They were faced with the
same problem which later confronted Christian thinkers—how
to expound their teaching in a manner palatable to the systema-
tically precise and philosophical Greeks. The Alexandrine Jews
borrowed heavily from Greek terminology and thought in order
to enrich their own meager philosophy. The greatest exponent
of a doctrinal conciliation of Hellenism and Judaism was the
Jew, Philo. It was Philonism which obtained at Alexandria in
the second century A.ID. Since the Diaspora was the bridge
by which the Christian faith was diffused throughout the
civilized world, it is necessary to describe the salient features
of the Philonian teaching.

Philo did not possess any clearly defined system, but rather
his thought was stamped with certain ideas which gave direc-
tion to his speculations. Because of the influence of his Jewish
background, he conceived God as a concrete and personal
Being. God alone was properly good, just, and merciful.
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Happiness and joy were strictly the possessions of God. But
the goodness of God was diffusive and the reason for his role
as Creator.

If we inquire into the cause why God has constructed the uni-
verse, it seems to me that we can reply with an ancient that the
father and the maker of the world was good. ... He derived the
inspiration of doing so from no one—no one existed but Himself;
but He knew for Himself that He should spread profusely the
riches of His graces on nature, which without a divine gift, could
not of itself have any good in it.?

God, then, being the Creator is not the immanent law of
the universe of the Stoics. His goodness invites men to a par-
ticipation in His perfections. However, in the great field of
speculation left open by the poverty of Jewish philosophy, Philo
was deeply imbued with Platonism. His God was entirely
transcendent and undetermined. He was without any quality,
drowos, since to affirm such of Him would be to limit Him. He
is who is, True Being.

In Judaism the divine transcendence is not inculcated with less
force, but it has a distinctly moral character; it is the sanctity of
Jahve which isolates him, whereas, according to Philo, it is his ideal
grandeur. According to the Jewish prophets man cannot see God,
because he is impure and his lips are defiled: for Philo such con-
templation is impossible because it exceeds the power of human
intelligence. According to Philo man can demonstrate, for example,
by the reign of order in the world, the existence of a. first cause,
which he calls God; man can go no further; God can neither be
known nor named by him.*

All that human reason can do is to arrive at the knowledge that
there is a cause of the universe; to wish to go further and to know
the nature and qualities of that cause is an extreme piece of folly.

God does not resemble man; for he is not like the heaven nor yet
not like the earth; for these things have determinate and material
forms; God, on the contrary, is not even comprehensible by the
spirit, except insofar as he exists: for what we understand of him,
apart from the fact of his existence, is nothing.’

3¢ De op. mundi,” 21-23, Mangey, London, 1742, vol. I, 5.
* LeBreton, op. cit., p. 142. ©“ De Poster, Caini,” 168, Mangey, vol. I, 258.
% “ Quod Deus sit immut.,” 62, Mangey, 1bid., 258.
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Philo’s insistence on the inadequacy of the human concept to
represent the divinity and the divine perfections is a point
which scarcely needed correction. No created idea or con-
catenation of ideas can claim to exhaust God, nor can it be
asserted truly that the divine reality is limited or circum-
scribed by the mode or content of our intellectual representa-
tions. Philo was too conscious of the supreme uniqueness of
God to allow such dishonor. The awareness of the analogy of
being, the inequality of essences, lies behind his refusal to
postulate any quality in the divine being in se. For quality, for
him, meant determination, the modifying of an essence. Conse-
quently God, being simple and transcending every category of
being, could not be constituted and determined in any genus
or species. He is the most generic of beings, in His own class
above all genera. All other beings are umnequal to Him, far
from Him in essence (as the Scholastics were to say, infinitely
distant from Him). Any passage from this Being to others is
as from one genus to another.’

On the other hand, Philo admits certain perfections in God.
He is eternal, immutable, free, omniscient, and omnipotent.
These perfections belong to Him properly and cannot be com-
posed with created essence. There are other properties which
are possessed both by God and by man, such as goodness, jus-
tice, and wisdom. In God they exist as one with His essence,
in the sense that, being even greater, He is their source; mn
creatures they exist by participation.

God is the summit and the term and the supreme height of
happiness, not receiving his perfections from anything else, but dif-
fusing over all things the particular goodness of that source of all
beauty which is himself: for all the beauty in the world could
never have come into being if it had not been formed to the image

of that archetype which is truly beautiful, without origin, happy
and incorruptible®

In his love of philosophy Philo neglected much of what God
had revealed of Himself to the chosen people, yet he did at-

?CE “Leg. Alleg.,” II, 86, ibid., 82. “ De Sacrif. Abel,” 92, ibid., 81.
& Pe Cherub.,” 86, tbid., 154.
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tempt to check the tendency of Platonism to make of God a
bare abstraction, unknown and unknowable, which would lead
to the extreme of agnosticism.

To establish contact with this transcendent Being, to explain
the work of creation and the progress of man to God, Philo was
forced to adopt a theory of intermediaries, powers or forces.
His doctrine was drawn from a variety of sources: Platonic,
Stoic, mythological, Biblical. In his hierarchy of being,

At the head of the scale is God; in the second place is the Logos;
in the third and fourth the creative and the royal powers; in the
fifth, depending on the creative power, the power of beneficence; in
the sixth, deriving from the royal power, the power of punishment;
and finally in the seventh, the world composed by the ideas.?

Correlative with this hierarchy of being is the hierarchy of
knowledge, ascending from that which attains to the exterior
world through the lower powers, the powers of mercy and com-
mand, the superior powers of creation and kingship, the Logos,
until God Himself is reached.’® On the nature of these inter-
mediaries, and a fortior: of the Logos, which is at once their
principle and the sum of all of them—whether they are divine
or ereated, infinite or finite—Philo is unable to decide. His
statements are contradictory, such as his description of the
Logos, who is “ neither unbegotten like God, nor begotten like
us, but in an intermediary way.” **

It was inevitable that Philo’s metaphysical principles should
profoundly affect his treatment of the contents of the Bible.
The written word of God was the jealously cherished heritage
of the Jewish nation. The attempts which were made, par-
ticularly within the ranks of the Diaspora, to fashion a phi-
losophy were inspired by an apologetic purpose, to defend and
to expound in a rational system the truths of Sacred Writ. The
Jews were quite conscious of the peculiar character of this Book.

?“Tn Exod.” II, 68, Aucher, Venice, 1822-26, p. 5186.

1 Cf. “De Confus. ling.,” 97, Mangey, vol. I, 419. “ De fuga,” 97 sqq., tbid.,
560. “Leg. Alleg.,” III, 100, bid., 107.

11 ¢“ Quis rerum divinarum haeres.,” 42.
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All agreed that it contained both an cbvious or literal meaning
and a hidden or mystical sense. In their endeavors to under-
stand and explain the doctrines and facts contained in the
Sacred Writings one or the other of these elements was empha-
sized. This accounts for the two Jewish systems of exegesis,
the Palestinian and the Alexandrian. Their differences were
not so much essential as modal, since at the bottom both
admitted a double sense in the Scriptures. It was rather that
the isolationist Palestinians held to the literal method of inter-
pretation, while the cosmopolitan Alexandrians emphasized the
allegorical. The Jews of Palestine, as evidenced by the Scribes
and Pharisees, were bound up in the letter of the Law.

The Alexandrian method of interpretation, as best repre-
sented by Philo, was inspired by the desire to harmonize the
contents of the Scriptures with the teachings of Greek phi-
losophy. The Alexandrians were ready to see in the Bible the
doctrines of the latter philosophy. Moses and the Greeks
taught many points in common; in fact, these Jews felt that
the Greeks had borrowed some of their ideas from the Bible.
The Alexandrians found the method of the allegory a fruitful
instrument in the understanding of this harmony. The Stoies
had excessively allegorized the ancient mythology, seeing in its
characters and figures symbols of the moral and psychological
orders. However, Jewish and Philonian allegorism was predi-
cated on the doctrinal transcendence of the Seriptures and the
idea of God. Etymologically, the allegory (dAro-dyopévw) signi-
fied the saying of one thing by which something else is under-
stood. Thus whatever was found in the Bible which was
unworthy of God, unreasonable or contradictory, was not to
be taken in the literal but in the allegorical or figurative sense.
In this way certain laws and events were allegorized by Philo.
Yet he maintained both the body and the soul of the Serip-
tures, denying that the whole was an allegory. Philo’s insist-
ence on the exclusive presence of the soul or spiritual sense of
the Scriptures 1s especially apparent in the passages contain-
ing anthropomorphisms. The danger in this system to which
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many succumbed was to make this sense prevail to the exclu-
sion of the literal and to maintain it as the sole true meaning.

The Christian Apologists made no attempt to construct a
theological system; ** their aims did not require them to employ
a scientific exposition of the truths of Christianity according
to a well-defined logical method. Their use of philosophy was
of an incidental nature. They were not seeking a metaphysical
pattern but rather certain forms of expression, details apt for
illustrating Christian truths, without being concerned with the
perfection of the whole or the sequence of its parts. Some
Apologists were very disparaging toward the philosophical sys-
tems, whereas the greater number, themselves philosophers
before their conversion, saw their utility. St. Justin, a repre-
sentative of the latter, advances a twofold explanation. The
truths which the philosophers realized in their teachings were
somehow borrowed or acquired from the Old Testament.’® This
is the opinion already noted among the Alexandrian Jews. In
the second place, the Word, which existed from the beginning,
invisibly communicated truth to the minds of the philosophers
in some imperfect way and directed their teaching.* It seems
that this must be understood with reference to the powers of
the human mind as they more or less perfectly mirror the
Divine Intelligence. Insofar as the Apologists were influenced
by any one philosophical system it was Platonism.

The phenomenal spread of the Christian faith by the middle
of the second century, bringing it into contact with current
philosophies and enrolling under its banner many converts from
the latter, inspired a movement toward a more precise under-
standing of its content. Attempts were made to develop the
unexplored rational setting of the revealed truths, to form the
latter in exact theological concepts and definitions. With the
establishment of the Christian school at Alexandria,’® scientific

12 For a more complete treatment cf. the excellent study of A. de la Barre in
Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique, vol. I, pt. I, cols. 805-823, “ Ecole Chrétienne
d’Alexandrie.”

13 Justin, Apol., 11, 44, 59. *Ibid., 1, 5, 46; 11, 8, 10, 13.

% From early times there had been at Alexandria a school of catechumens. By



282 NICHOLAS HALLIGAN

theology made its successful debut. The lectures delivered by
the Masters there, especially by Clement and Origen, propelled
an intellectual movement and injected into Christianity a sys-
tem or school of thought of major importance for the evolution
of theology. We shall try to outline here its general spirit.

The virus attacking the Christian body which the Alex-
andrian teachers rose up to counteract was false Gnosticism. It
was the most dangerous and deep-rooted philosophy in Alex-
andria. The reaction of the Christian scholars to the Gnostics’
errors in both reason and faith, together with the contact they
had with the philosophical streams already noted at Alexandria,
served to determine the character of their providential mission
in the development of theology. They were forced to a new
doctrinal approach, embracing better-defined principles and a
special method.

False Gnosticism threw down the challenge by pretending to
the role of a universal synthesis. It was an effort made by
philosophic thought to transform Christianity into a religious
philosophy or, better, the attempt of religious thought to give
to the Christian mysteries a philosophic elucidation more pro-
found than that of the faith.** The false gnosis being a science

the last half of the second century it had developed into an important school of
scientific theology, the Didiscalia. It enjoyed at least a semi-official approval, the
heads of the school being appointed and withdrawn by the bishop. The auditors
were of the most diverse kinds—students of every condition and age, pagans,
catechumens, baptized. The rudiments of the faith were taught to the catechumens
while a more substantial theology was imparted to Christians anxiocus to learn.
The bases of Catholic belief were discussed even in the presence of pagans. The
program of studies was indicated by St. Gregory in his Panegyric. First, a general
knowledge of the sciences was given, then a study and commentary on the writ-
ings of the poets and philosophers of every school except the Epicurcan was made.
Plato and Aristotle were held in great authority. The teaching was characterized
by a moral bent, yet employing a dialectic method of distinguishing and defining
the fundamental notions of religion and morality. The Alexandrian school was
placed in a milieu of idealist, eclectic, and moral tendencies of Gnostic and Neo-
Platonist syncretism. It reached its greatest fame under Origen but declined
considerably under his successors, notwithstanding the brilliance contributed by
Didymus the Blind. Its intellectual heritage was retained in the theology of the
Cappadocian Fathers, who perpetuated the truly traditional elements.

18 Cayré, A. A, F., Manual of Patrology and History of Theology, val. I, p. 101,
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of a higher order was sufficient to replace the data of revela-
tion. The Gnostic was considered to have penetrated the ob-
scurities and understood the mysteries. Gmosticism taught an
exaggerated notion of the inaccessible position of God and His
infinite separation from matter. On the other hand, their base
conception of matter accounted for the corruption of man and
the force drawing him away from God. They postulated a
series of intermediary beings of varying grades of perfection
which, emanating from the Great Silence or Abyss, served as
the bridge between this God and created beings, and as the
means of man’s ascent to God.

To the Gnostic heresy championed by brilliant intellects and
adorned with a severe moral practice, the Church in the second
century opposed only her hierarchical tradition—the teaching
of the Apostles and their qualified successors, which gradually
overcame the danger. There was as yet no doctrinal tradition,
no system or rational synthesis of faith, no adequate theology
with which to meet the errors. The latter developed and
crystallized as a result of the controversies and the teaching of
the Masters at Alexandria. It was their mission to state pre-
cisely the root ideas of Christian theology, proposed under the
aegis of revelation, with the authority of a supernatural tradi-
tion, not only as a philosophical teaching but even as a theo-
logical doctrine. In the domain of reason they affirmed the
ontological transcendence of God, superior to all degrees of
being, and consequently a like logical transcendence, His pre-
eminence over all categories of thought. They avoided the
excess of agnosticism by insisting against the Stoics and anthro-
pomorphists upon the intimate presence of God to all beings as
fully consonant with His transcendence. Likewise, they taught
the knowledge of God through His creatures. Both of these
truths were clearly contained in the Secriptures. Far from iso-
lating themselves from natural truths, they sought, while main-
taining their distinction from the super-rational, to include
them in the frame of their synthesis, to indicate the possibility
of conciliation and a certain coherence with supernatural truths,
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tracing their authorship to God, the source of the entire intel-
ligible order. It is useless to seek among the Alexandrians the
precision of thought and expression found later among the
Schoolmen of the Middle Ages. They frequently employed the
common terminology of the time, though not always with the
significations of the parent philosophies. For them, as for the
Apologist, the Christian deposit was the center of all learning;
truth and authority are based on Revelation. Philosophy
always holds a secondary place, the traditional doctrine of the
Church serving as the point of departure.

On this basis they sought to work out the principles cover:
ing the connection of the divine and human sciences. Concern-
ing the utility of the latter there existed a twofold opinion. The
generality of Christians, often referred to as the simplices or
simpliciores, were opposed to them, whereas the more educated
faithful felt that they must be judiciously employed in the
general Christian teaching.' Among the scholars themselves
there were differences of attitude toward Greek learning and
culture. Thus, though both were extraordinarily steeped in
it, Clement assumed a very favorable attitude while Origen
seldom gave it credit. Nevertheless, in the structure of their
thought, the Alexandrian theologians found place for reason’s
products both ante and post fidem.

The human sciences were conceived as preambles or means
to true wisdom. Philosophy can be exceedingly useful in the
attainment of divine truth, as a preparation, a discipline, a dis-
posing cause. This is the view of Clement.”* Origen viewed
learning under the threefold division of ethical, physical, and
theoretical or contemplative.”® These two masters taught a
method of ascending from the visible and the created to the
invisible and the uncreated, a method insisted upon by the
Scholastics and St. Thomas.*

17 LeBreton, “Le désaccord de la foi populaire et de la théologie savante dans
L’fglise chrétienne de ITI° sidcle, Revue D’ Histoire Ecclésiastique, XIX, 1928,

18 St. Clement, Stromata, I, 20. 1 Cf. Prolog. in Cant. Canticorum.

20 8t. Thomas, Opusculum LXIII, g. 2, a. 3: “ Lumen fidei quod nobis infun-
ditur, non destruit lumen naturalis cognitionis nobis naturaliter inditum, quamvis
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With faith as the point of departure, reason could be used
to build up a true gnosis. Knowledge deduced from the faith
is the most certain of all.®* It is to the truths of the faith as
the principles of the synthesis that human truths are attached.
In this way simple faith (wioris) is enriched and developed into
an understanding faith (yvéois). This is the concept of the-
ology, the vital and scientific evolution of faith, such as St.
Augustine, St. Anselm, and the Scholastics understood it. The
Alexandrians realized that the acceptance of the Christian be-
lief still left open a wide field for further researches based on
the foundation of this belief and in which a sound philosophy
could be the instrument. The method of reasoning which they
used was Platonism.

It is not strange that the Alexandrian Fathers should have
favored the Platonist tradition. Even aside from the presence

autem naturalis lumen mentis humanae sit insufficiens ad manifestationem eorum
quae per fidem manifestantur, tamen impossible est quod ea quac per fidem nobis
traduntur divinitus, sint contraria his quae per naturam nobis sunt indita: oportet
enim alterum esse falsum: et cum utrumque sit nobis a Deo, Deus esset nobis
auctor falsitatis quod est impossible, sed magis, cum in imperfectis inveniatur aliqua
imitatio perfectorum, quamvis imperfecta; in his quae per naturalem rationem
cognoscuntur, sunt quaedam similitudines eorum quae per fidem tradita sunt.
Sicut autem sacra doctrina fundatur super lumen fidei, ita philosophia super lumen
naturale rationis. Unde impossible est quod ea quae sunt philosophiae, sint con-
traria iis quae sunt fidei, sed deficiunt ab eis; continent tamen quasdam similitudines
earum, et quaedam ad-ea praeambula sicut natura praeambula est ad gratiam. . . .
In sacra doctrina, philosophia possumus tripliciter uti. Primo ad demonstrandum
ea quae sunt praecambula fidei. . . . Secundo ad notificandum per aliquas simi-
litudines ea quae sunt fidei; stcut Augustinus in libris de Trinitate utitur multis
similitudinibus ex doctrinis philosophicis sumptis ad manifestandum Trinitatem.
Tertio, ad resistendum his quae contra fidem dicuntur, sive ostendendo esse falsa,
sive ostendendo non esse necessaria.”

Ibid., ad 7: “ Scientiae quae habent ordinem ad invicem, hoc modo se habent
quod una potest uti principiis alterius, sicut scientiae posteriores principiis priorum
scientiarum, sive sint superiores, sive inferiores. Unde Metaphysica, quae est
omnibus superior, utitur his quae in aliis scientiis sunt probata, et similiter Theo-
logia, cum omnes aliae scientiae sint ei quasi famulantes et praecambulae in via
generationls, quamvis sint dignitate posteriores, potest uti principiis omnium
aliarum.”

Cf. St. Albertus, Omnia Opera, t. XII, p. 2.

21 Cf. Clement, Stromata II, 11; I, 20.
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of Platonic influences at Alexandria and the fact that many of
these men, especially Clement and Origen, knew Plato directly,
the Platonic philosophy of itself was a most suitable instru-
ment. Harnack rightly remarks that Platonism was not so
much a system as a spirit. Being mystics, the Alexandrians
quite inevitably would be attracted by the tone of the Platonist
philosophy, which represented being in hierarchy and which
was not so much concerned with explaining and understanding
the things of this world as In concentrating on those above
and the problem of attaining them. Such, in the opinion of
R. Arnou, is the secret of its lasting influence on Christian
thinkers.*

Theology by definition is centered on God. It is in their
conception of God or in their manner of understanding Him
that various theologies are radically differentiated. There is a
twofold process in attaining an understanding of God. The
first emphasizes the divine transcendence by negating or re-
moving all created and therefore limited perfections from God
or qualifying their application. The other affirms the presence
of perfections in a supereminent and analogical way. The
Alexandrians, intent on maintaining the divine transcendence,
employed the negative method, while, unlike Philo, correcting
it with the affirmations of positive theology. Moreover, as a re-
action to the excesses of Neo-Platonism and the Gmnostic exag-
gerations, the Alexandrians, as indeed all Patristic antiquity,
proclaimed the intimate presence of God in the world and His
accessibility to human knowledge. They were thus freed from
the peril of agnosticism and from the necessity of postulating
a series of intermediary beings. It is significant that the the-
ology of the Alexandrian Doctors emphasized the divine ele-
ment. This was most evident in their controversies, especially
the Trinitarian and Christological problems, which lie at the
core of any system of Catholic theology. It is too much to
demand from them an exactness of terminology and felicity of

23 R, Arnou, “ Platonisme des Péres,” Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique, XII,
pt. 2.
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expression anticipating and precluding later errors as such.
They staunchly upheld the distinctive personality of the Word,
the divinity of Christ, the real relations of origin in the Trinity.
Exaggerations due to the circumstances of controversy which
seemed to imply a subordinationist theory were more form of
expression than fact. It was to a great degree the intrusion
into dogma of some Platonic ideas that gave rise to this or
that Trinitarian or Christological error. As R. Arnou points
out:

In this sense, Plato can be called the father of heresies. How-
ever, he holds this paternity with Aristotle, the Stoics and other
profane philosophers. Greek philosophy, especially Plato, could
prepare spirits or even offer them the occasion to penetrate farther
in the comprehension of revealed truths and in coordinating them,
but it supposes revelation and follows it. Some have reversed the
role and made the part of philosophy preponderant. They are
heretics in the measure that, to explain dogma, they have preferred
the tradition of Plato to that of the Apostles.?®

The Scriptures were the theme upon which ecclesiastical sci-
ence, theology, was founded. The attempts at a synthesis of
doctrine based on the written Revelation (and Tradition) as
the premise were influenced by the various philosophical and
other tendencies which entered into the interpretation of the
content of the Scriptures. Judaism and Christianity have
always presupposed the existence of a literal and a spiritual
sense, the result of belief in the transcendence of the Inspired
Word. Controversy and inclination impelled the Alexandrian
teachers to favor, sometimes exclusively, the sub-literal sense.
Allegorism, symbolism—the tendency to search for a deeper
meaning beneath the letter or the fact—characterized them.
It was a ready consequence of their theodicy. Platonic thought,
in addition to viewing God practically as in no way resembling
creatures, conceived of the spiritual and sensible worlds as
dualistically opposed, the sensible maintaining its inferior re-
ality from the superior element. A far more attenuated opinion

22 Ibid.
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was professed by Origen and his disciples who, like St. Paul,*
saw the sensible as the image of the spiritual world. The Alex-
andrians were accustomed to see sensible things as symbols of
higher realities. Such a procedure was sanctioned by the Scrip-
tures and Tradition.” To apply this principle of metaphysics to
Scripture as an absolute norm invited excesses. The Old Testa-
ment lost all but its representative value. Although the text
must be understood in its literal, historical meaning and then in
the spiritual sense, certain passages, in their literal sense seem-
ingly unworthy of God and His elect, must be taken only in the
spiritual sense. The latter is ubiquitous, the lack of a corporal
sense being accidental. Yet, where the Fathers seem to deny
the literal sense, they are referring to the proper literal, not the
figurative sense.

The Alexandrians found it necessary to emphasize and de-
fend the spiritual character of the Bible against pagan critics,
as did the Jews before them. Lacking a higher sense the Bible
would be a profane instrument, unworthy of God. From it the
Christians sought to evect their own philosophy. Allegorism
was profitable in refuting the Jews, who held that Christ did
not fulfill the prophecies to the letter, and in harmonizing the
Old and New Testaments. It was a reaction against excessive
literalism, from which Christian Millenarianism and anthropo-
morphism stemmed. The principles of metaphysical transcend-
ence and Scriptural symbolism were fruitful instruments of
Christian thought. In the course of time they were refined and
made precise in their application. The sense of tradition, a
famous rule with Origen, kept these masters from many of the
excesses to which their system was susceptible. It is significant
that the great heresies concerning the fundamental tenets of
the Christian belief were not of their parentage.

The School of Alexandria boasts a long list of distinguished
theologians. Many of them were content merely to repeat the
teachings of the masters, especially Origen. We shall attempt
to study some of the most representative followers of this tradi-

** Romans, 1, 20. 2 Galatians, 1V, 24.
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tion, in whom are discovered positive contributions to the
progress of a doctrinal synthesis and who exerted an influence
on later theologians, in particular, the Angelic Doctor.

Clement of Alexandria (150—c. 215)

The earliest master of the Didiscalia whose writings have
survived is Clement of Alexandria.”® This remarkable scholar
introduced into his lectures the intellectual drive of a pro-
digiously learned and truth-loving philosopher and the apo-
stolic zeal of a convert. His strong attachment to philosophy
and the truths of sound reason was surpassed only by his
burning attachment to the faith and the Christian mysteries.
Despite his open admiration for the fruits of the Greek mind,
Clement strongly maintained the absolute superiority of the
Christian truth and the faith. He purposed to study reality in
its relationship to God. He was a mystic and a moralist,
endeavoring by his teaching to induce his hearers to attain that
exalted perfection, the deeply spiritual identity with the divine
in this life, which he conceived to be the true Christian voca-
tion. His principles and method are revealed in his teaching
on certain questions.

Clement’s doctrine on faith embraces all the essential notes.
Faith is the firm adherence of the mind, something entirely
intellectual and absolutely supernatural and free.”” Clement

28 Titus Flavius Clemens was born probably at Athens around 150 A.D. of
pagan parents. He received a very careful pagan Greek education. He travelled
extensively in Italy, Syria, Palestine, Egypt. At Alexandria he was drawn to the
Master Pantaenus. Following his conversion he was later ordained and succeeded
Pantaenus as head of the school about 200 A.D. During the persecution of
Septimus Severus (202-203) he fled to Cappadocia. He died sometime between
211 and 216 A.D.

The works of Clement comprise his Exhortation to the Greeks, The Tutor, and
The Stromata, three parts of an unfinished whole, envisioning apologetics, moral,
and dogma. Together with the lesser products—Quis dives salvetur, Hypotyposes
(Sketches) especially in the Adumbrationes in epistolas canonicas—they constitute
the sources of Clement’s thought.

*7 Stromata, bk. IV, c. XXII: “If, then, we are to give the etymology of
émoriuy, knowledge, its signification is to be derived from ordats, placing; for our
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only vaguely defined faith in itself, considering it more as the
beginning of true knowledge.® Faith is the foundation of
religious knowledge which is its natural development, and the
first principle of salvation, not, however, advancing without
charity and the other virtues. The soul is united with the
invisible, the object of faith. No demonstration can ever cause
faith but only make it acceptable.”® Faith, the condition of
this life, is crowned with vision in the life after death2® 'The

soul, which was formerly borne, now in one way, now in another, it settles in
objects. Similarly faith is to be explained etymologically, as the settling (ordots)
of our soul respecting that which is.”

Ibid., bk. 1L, c. III: “Now the followers of Basilides regard faith as natural, as
they also refer it to choice, [representing it] as finding ideas by intellectual compre-
hension without demonstration; while the followers of Valentinus assign faith to
us, the simple, but will have it that knowledge springs up in their own selves
(who are saved by nature) through the advantage of a germ of superior excel-
lence, saying that it is as far removed from faith as the spiritual is from the
animal. Further, the followers of Basilides say that faith as well as choice is
proper according to every interval; and that in consequence of the supramundane
selection mundane faith accompanies all nature, and that the free gift of faith is
conformable to the hope of each. Faith, then, is no longer the direct result of free
choice, if it is a natural advantage. . . . And the entire peculiarity and difference
of belief and unbelief will not fall under either praise or censure, if we reflect
rightly, since there attaches to it the antecedent natural necessity proceeding from
the Almighty. . .. But God, as I think, [according to these men] turns out to be
the distribution to men of natural powers, which has not as the foundation of
salvation voluntary faith.”

Exhortation, c. I, IV.

28 Stromate, bk. II, c. VI: “Faith is the voluntary supposition and anticipation
of pre-comprehension.”

Ibid., ¢. IV: “ ... He, again, who has learned has already turned his preconcep-
tion into comprehension. And if he who learns, learns not without a preconceived
idea which takes in what is expressed, that man has ears to hear the truth. . .. If,
then, faith is nothing else than a preconception of the mind in regard to what is
the subject of discourse . . . no one shall learn aught without faith, since no one
learns aught without preconception.”

8 Stromata, II, c. II: “. .. And since choice is the beginning of action, faith
is discovered to be the beginning of action, being the foundation of rational choice
m the case of anyone who exhibits to himself the previous demonsiration through
faith. Voluntarily to follow what is useful, is the first principle of understanding.
Unswerving choice, then, gives considerable momentum in the direction of knowl-
edge. The exercise of faith directly becomes knowledge, reposing on a sure
foundation. . . .”

Stromata, 11, ¢. VI; ibid., ¢. X1, 30 Instructor, bk. I, c. VI,
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supernatural character of this gift excludes any claim to it by
reason of one’s previous intellectual assets, although Clement
recognizes the value the latter may have in the service of the
faith once received.®’? Clement’s teaching on the role of reason
is important. As a pedagogue he searched the philosophers for
a starting point or for any help to be found among them. Asa
theologian he attempted to explain the function of reason in
the edifice raised upon the principles of faith.

His profound knowledge of early literature enabled Clement to be
the first to expose with abundance, although with a pedagogical
and moral purpose, rather than apologetical and theological, the
relations of philosophy and Christianity, of reason and faith. He
was thus a pioneer and, thanks to him, the School of Alexandria
was able to carry out its providential mission.??

In Clement’s plan the position of Greek philosophy ante
fidem is purely propedeutical. In itself it is inadequate to
attain universal truth.*® Clement was among the first to dis-
cover its value in the service of God and His Truth. It had
prepared the Gentile world in a measure to accept the faith.*
Philosophy is contributive to and useful in the attainment of
divine truth.®*®* In accord with the practice of the third cen-
tury, even among the pagans, Clement regarded philosophy in
a religious and moral light. Because of the intimate connec-
tion between the intellectual and the moral spheres, the
methods of philosophy were apt to discipline the spirit, to
purify and to instil virtue. Philosophy was for him not any
one system but the complex of the truths discovered by the
human reason; *° it is the science of divine things and the prac-

3 Stromata, I, c. VL 32 Cayré, op. cit., p. 179.

2 Stromata, VI, e. VII: “And they [the Greek philosophers] think that they
have hit the truth perfectly; but as we understand them, only partially. They
know, then, nothing more than this world.”

Stromata, 11, c. IV,

3¢ Stromata, I, c. V: “ Philosophy, therefore, was a preparation paving the way
for him who is perfected in Christ.”

5 Stromata, I, e. XX; #bid., c¢. V; VI, c¢. XV. Cf. note 20, supra.

38 Stromata, I, ¢. VII: “. . . whatever has been well said by each of these
sects, which teach righteousness along with a science pervaded by piety—this
eclectic whole I call philosophy.”
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tice of a virtuous Christian life. Moreover, Clement realized
the powerful instrument of thought the Greeks possessed in
their dialectic. Through it they were able to formulate their
teaching on various philosophical problems in precise, set terms,
formulas or dogmas (8dyuare). In opposing the errors of the
Greeks and the Gnostic heresies, Clement found it necessary to
adopt similar means to express his doctrine.

The value and importance of philosophy in the service of the
faith, of reason post fidem, in defense of the faith and as an
instrument in the deeper study which faith makes of its own
mysteries, is iIncomparable. Its apologetic role is considerable.”
Beyond this is its office of aiding in the development of the
faith. This introduces the subject so dear to the thought of
Clement—the Christian Gnosis.

There were, at Alexandria, * gnostics,” that is, Christians, who,
without denying the traditional dogmas, rejecting none of the
obedience due to the Church, aspire to a deeper and more learned
knowledge of the truths they profess.®®

Clement, foremost among them, sought to fulfill these aspira-
tions with his gnosis. He believed in the existence of a true
gnosis, which avoids the rationalism of the false gnostics and
the exclusive supernaturalism of narrow-minded Christians, and
which, though not necessary for salvation, leads to greater
perfection.

The very foundation, the principle and point of departure,
for Clement is the faith; it is the criterion of knowledge.®
Christ is the base and the edifice of the faith and the gnosis.*°
As for the role of reason,

its actual part is to be the helpmate of faith in the study the latter
makes of its own deep mysteries; it must aid the faith to build itself
into a gnosis. True, the doctrines of philosophy add nothing to
the light of Christian truths; but its methods and dialectics train

37 Stromata, I, e. XX; ibid., ¢. IX.

38 LeBreton, “ Le désaccord de la foi . . .” (v. note 17, supra).
2 Stromata, 11, c. 2, 4.

£ Stromata, VII, ¢. X,
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the mind and guide it in its seeking after truth, in its striving after
good, in its apostolic endeavors to spread good and truth.

The faith (wioris) is generally understood by Clement as com-
mon faith, that of the simple Christians, which is sufficient for
salvation. This faith may be perfected by knowledge (yvéuos),
which seeks a fuller, more intimate understanding of the things
of God. The faith is essential, the gnosis its crowning. It is
the faith made precise, enriched and developed by means of
human learning. In this sense, a gnostic has been called a
simple believer arrived at maturity, a Christian who has drawn
out the virtualities contained in the faith. The wioris and the
yvéows merely denominated two degrees of the Christian life, the
common and the perfect, not an essential difference. Baptism
contains this seed of Christian perfection.’? Clement insisted
upon this idea in opposition to the heretical gnostics who
taught a determinist theory, a conception of essential differ-
ences founded on the diversity of nature of men. Some were
predestined to an inferior Christianity, others to the gnosis.
The false gnostics boasted a superior intelligence and considered
ordinary Christians as incapable of perfection, children.

It is interesting to note the exalted and highly intellectual
perfection which Clement teaches is the vocation of the faith-
ful. It is the normal development of the faith.** It perfects the
faith, purifies and increases love.** A right philosophy applied
to the data of the faith can educe further conclusions contained
in it.** The gnostic, then, is the perfect man, most likened to
Christ who was supremely perfect.** He pursues the good for
its own sake, preferring the knowledge of God to eternal salva-
tion, if the two could be separated. For this knowledge springs
from faith under the impulse of love. Clement considered this
gnosis not as purely speculative knowledge but as a religious

41 Pixeront, History of Dogmas, vol. I, p. 245, and references cited.

42 Instructor, 1, c. VI. This idea of the Christian gnosis as the development of
faith was later also that of St. Anselm, St. Augustine and the Scholastics.

43 Stromata, V, c. L.

44 Siromata, VIL, c. X; ibid., e. X1.

e Stromata, I, ¢. XI; V, c. L. ¢ Stromata, IV, ¢. XXI.
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knowledge.*” This edifice of the faith is not erected without
reference to grace, the gifts and charity. The perfection of
knowledge is ordained to the perfection of the integral man.
Charity is its principle.*®

In attempting to trace out his pattern of theology, in his
efforts to transform Revelation into a theology, faith into a
science, Clement not only insisted upon the faith as a corner-
stone but insisted also that theological speculation be subject
to the Secriptures and to tradition.** It was a sound and fruit-
ful principle, if not always followed by him. Clement’s loose
theological synthesis is marked by two things, its method and
its championship of the divine transcendence.

The exalted notion of the Deity which has already been
noted as characteristic of the Alexandrian Masters, seems to be
the fulerum of Clement’s theology. It sharpened his attitude
towards the dangers of anthropomorphism and made him
keenly aware of the imperfections and limitations of our knowl-
edge of God. ' Mindful of the errors of his time, he strove to
maintain a pure and transcendent notion of the divinity. He
studied all things from a divine viewpoint, as proceeding from
God, manifesting the divine nature and serving to lead man
back to God through knowledge and love. He was conscious
more of the divine dissimilarity than of man’s likeness to Him.
Clement’s doctrine on the gnosis appears exaggerated, his ideal
of Christian perfection lofty, because his God is so transcen-
dent. Man, as an image, only shares in the divine perfections
and must seek his perfection in a fuller sharing in God through
knowledge and love. The destiny of man is to realize in him-

7 Stromata, IV, c. XXII; I, ¢ XIX,

& Stromata, V, c. XIL; VII, c. XI. Tt should be noted that there are sufficient
indications in Clement’s works to deny that he subordinated the role of charity
and placed knowledge as the principle of union. He was lead into exaggerations
by zeal and a reaction to the heresies of Millenarianism and false gnosticism, but
they do not destroy his basic concept.

Stromate, VI, e. 15-16; I, c. 1.

49 Stromata, VII, c. 16: “He ceases to be a man of God and faithful to the
Lord, who discards with contempt the ecclesiastical tradition and yields to the
opinion of human heresies.”



PATRISTIC SCHOOLS IN THE ‘ SUMMA ~ 295

self the divine similitude.”® This will explain why Clement
emphasizes the divine element in Christ. He realized that any
humanizing of the Deity would also lower the God-man.

God is so unique in being and nature as almost to border on
abstraction.”* It follows, then, that our knowledge of Him and
the expression of it are entirely inadequate and imperfect.
We know Him more as He is not than as He is.*> The method
of attaining to true, though inadequate, knowledge of God is
by the negative way. Clement clung to the principles of nega-
tion in theology, denying the presence of both corporeal and
spiritual properties in order to maintain an absolutely simple
and unlimited Being. Yet he was conscious of the corrective
value of an affirmative theology. He attributed to God cer-
tain positive perfections attained through a knowledge of crea-
tures which were analogically and supereminently applied to
the Supreme Being.** In this way he sought to preserve a
refined notion of God and the things intimately associated with

80 Stromata, IV, c. 22; II, espec. c. 19.

51 Stromata, 11, c. 16; IV, c. 25; V, c. 10-12. Paedagogus, 1, c. 8.

52 Stromata, I, c. 16: “ For the Divine Being cannot be declared as it exists;
but as we who are fettered in the flesh were able to listen, so the prophets spoke
to us; the Lord savingly accommodating Himself to the weakness of men.”

Stromata, V, c¢. 11: “. . . we may reach somehow to the conception of the
Almighty, knowing not what He is, but what He is not. . . .”

Ibid., c. 12; VI, c. 18; 11, c. 10-11.

53 Stromata, V, c. 11-12; I, c¢. 19. This Insistence on a negative theology, albeit
corrected by an affirmative method, is also the teaching of St. Thomas and the
Schoolmen. Cf. St. Thomas, De Potentia, q. 7, a. 5 totum; also loc. cit., ad 14:
“Jt-is because human intelligence is not equal to the divine essence that this
same divine essence surpasses our intelligence and is unknown to us; wherefore
man reaches the highest point of his knowledge about God when he knows that he
knows him not; inasmuch as he knows that that which is God transcends whatever
he conceives of him.”

De Divinis Nominibus, Prologus: “. . . Sed quia omnis similitudo creaturae ad
Deum deficiens est, et hoc ipsum quod Deus est, omne id quod in creaturis
invenitur, excedit; quidquid in creaturis a nobis cognoscitur, ad Deo removetur,
secundum quod in creaturis est; ut sic post omne illud quod intellectus noster ex
creaturis manductus de Deo concipere potest, hoc ipsum quod Deus est, remanet
occultum et ignotum . . . et sic hoc ipsum quod Deus est, cum excedat illud quod a
nobis apprehenditur, nobis remanet ignotum.”

Loc. cit., cap. I, lect. 3.

113
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Him. The charge of anthropomorphism could never be levelled
at him.

It follows quite naturally that symbolic and figurative lan-
guage would be used by this theologian, and hidden and
mysterious significations sought. Clement had much to say on
these subjects. Since his theclogical reasoning was in close
contact with the Secriptures,”® his ideas on the latter can be
outlined. The Scriptures are the source of all true faith.”
They are divinely inspired,”® offering an irrefutable demon-
stration of the truth, superior in certitude to anything human
and rational.® Clement devotes much space *® to explaining
the use of symbolism in the Seriptures, the employment of
signs and mysterious veils in teaching the divine doctrine. He
finds many reasons of convenience, of traditional authority,
many examples among the Egyptians and Greeks. Symbolism
is especially necessary because of the truths transmitted, which
are objects essentially mysterious. The Seriptures hide their
sense in order to make us diligent in the search for the truth
and in order not to injure the weak. Thus the parable is char-
acteristic of the Scriptures and the teaching of Our Lord. He
sought to conduct men from the sensible to the intelligible
world, to lead them by these familiar conceptions to an under-
standing of spiritual realities. Clement describes the parable
as terminology borrowed from what is secondary and auxiliary,
leading to what is principally intended, a formula rendering
superior realities efficaciously intelligible by means of secondary
notions.” The use of symbols in the Scriptures is explainable

8¢ S¢ronata, VII, e. 16-17.

85 Stromata, VII, ¢. 16.

56 Exhortation, IX; Stromata, I, e. 21.

57 Stromata, 11, c. 4; VII, ¢. 16:

58 Stromata, V.

58 Stromata, VI, c. 15: “ For many reasons, then, the Scriptures hide the sense.
First, that we may become inquisitive, and be ever on the watch for the dis-
covery of the words of salvation. Then it was not suitable for all to understand, so
that they might not receive harm in consequence of taking in another sense the
things declared for salvation by the Holy Spirit. . . . Wherefore also He employed
metaphorical description; for such is the parable,~a narration based on some
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by the loftiness of the truth contained and the need for pre-
serving the purity of the doctrine expressed.*® Clement is an
apologete for the Scriptures, especially the Old Testament
against the gnostics. Defense of the Scriptures is a defense of
the true Christian philosophy. He tried to point out the truths
which the Secriptures and Greek wisdom held in common,
attributing a priority to the former. He uses the symbolic
method to justify the obscurity of Scripture.

It has been necessary to deal at some length with Clement
of Alexandria. He was essentially a man of transition, the
link between primitive Christianity of the Apostolic Fathers
and the Apologetes, and Origen and the Doctors of the Church.
He was truly the creator of ecclesiastical theology more than
anyone else responsible for the evolution of Christian faith and
teaching into a systematic body of truth with which to defend
and enrich the Christian deposit. He stoutly maintained the
supernaturality of faith. The mutual roles of reason and faith
he attempted to delineate. He held firmly to the principle of
the divine transcendence and insisted on the inadequacy of
human ideas and expressions. In his theology he employed
primarily the negative way restrained from excess by the posi-
tive method. These principles and methods had their influence
on Scriptural exegesis in the use of the allegorical sense and of
symbolism. Allegorism was fruitful in dissipating errors such
as Millenarianism. If Clement and the Alexandrine Masters
seemed at times radically to oppose the body to the spirit, they
did bring men to rise above purely material aspirations. The
metaphysical principle of transcendence, of the sensible as

subject which is not the principal subject, but similar to the principal subject, and
leading him who understands to that which is the true and principal thing.”

Stromata, V, ¢. 4: “ All then, in a word, who have spoken of divine things, both
Barbarians and Greeks, have veiled the first principles of things, and delivered the
truth in enigmas, and symbols, and allegories, and metaphors, and such like tropes.”

% 16id., c. 8: .. .Very useful, then, is the mode of symbolic interpretation for
many purposes; and it is helpful to the right theology, and to piety, and to the
display of intelligence, and the practice of brevity, and the exhibition of wisdom.
‘ For the use of symbolical speech is characteristic of the wise man. .. .”

Ibid., c. 9, 10, 11.
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image of the spiritual, together with the method of symbolic
exegesis were pregnant with advantages for Christian theology,
as well as dangers. Christian tradition avoided the latter, for
example, Origenism. Clement propelled a movement which
was taken up and developed by his successors, of whom the
most notable was his pupil and greatest follower—Origen.

Origen (185—c. 254)

Origen, the greatest disciple of Clement, the most notable
Master of the Didiscalia, was the most voluminous writer in
antiquity.® The influence of his dynamic intellect was felt in
the East and also among Latin theologians for centuries. Origen
became the subject of very bitter controversies and the highest
praise. The memory of few men and their works have met
with so varied a fate in the course of history. Origen was
strongly devoted to the Church and attached to ecclesiastical
tradition. He attacked a difficulty with boldness and proposed
his opinions with humility and docility. He perfected the work
of Clement. More than any individual theologian he gave
direction to the development of a truly scientific theology. This
great Master proposed to explain and defend the truths of the
faith embodied in the books of the Scriptures and interpreted
by ecclesiastical tradition.

The first step was to define the objects of faith and theology.

®* Origen was born at Alexandria of Christian parents about 185 A.D. He re-
ceived a Christian education from his father, St. Leonides, who had him learn the
Scriptures by heart. Origen was always seeking the hidden meanings. During the
persecution of Septimius Severus, he wished to share his father’s martyrdom. At
this time he took over the headship of the Didiscalia from Clement. At the same
time he studied for & while under Ammonius Saccas in order to broaden his edu-
cation and become familiar with the doctrines he had to refute. He learned
Hebrew and made a critical study of the Bible, resulting in the famous Hexapla
and Octapla. He made several journeys after 212 A.D. Falling into disfaver with
his bishop, Origen went to Cesarea in Palestine about 231 A.D. and opened =
theological school there. His fame and renown drew many scholars to him, e. g,
Gregory Thaumaturgus. He suffered severely for the faith in the persecution of
Decius. He died in 253-255 A.D. OF his remaining works, the De Principiis repre-
sents the first Summa Theologica in history, a science consisting of rational com-
clusions based upon revelation.
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There are certain revealed truths which have been taught to
all, which have always been considered necessary even for the
pigriores.> But over and above these are other matters not
explicitly contained in the faith, which are the object of theo-
logical speculation, the free investigation and research of the
studiosiores.®® “ Faith attains the objective content of revealed
truths (quia sint); whilst theology deals with the cause and
mode of these truths (quomodo aut unde sint).” * Ecclesias-
tical preaching sets the limits to the object of faith; everything
outside these limits is the object of theology.” ** These dis-
tinctions were very important, albeit not fully applied.
Associated with these is another principle of equal impor-
tance, which is echoed throughout Origen’s entire writings.*®
It is the rule of faith as manifested through tradition. Origen
always had the highest respect for and docility toward the
traditional teaching of the Church. He considered it to be the
basis of his theology. The first rule of conduct is not to re-
ceive or teach anything as true except what “ differs in no way
from ecclesiastical and apostolical tradition.” ®* The faith of

%2 They are: one God, author of the two Testaments, just and good; Jesus Christ
born of the Father before all creatures, His servant in creation, yet remaining God;
who became incarnate of a Virgin and the Holy Spirit, was truly born, suffered,
died, rose again, was taken up into heaven; the Holy Spirit associated in dignity
and-honor with the Father and Son, the inspirer of the Old Dispensation and the
New; the immortality of the soul, its reward or punishments; resurrection of the
body; free will; the struggle of the soul with the devil and his angels who truly
exist; the creation of the world in time and its future destruction; the inspiration
of the Scriptures, their apparent and their hidden meanings; the existence of good
angels, God’s ministers to men. De Princ., preface, 4-10.

% They are: Is the Holy Ghost engendered or not? Is He the Son of God? Is
the soul ex semine traduce, created ex nihilo, or pre-existent? What existed be-
fore the creation of the world? Are God and the spirits incorporeal (doGuara)?
When were the angels created? What are they? Are devils fallen angels? Are
the stars animated or not? Listed in Cayré, op. cit., p. 210-211. Cf. De Princ.,
preface, 4-10.

%t Cayré, op. cit., p. 210. Cf. De Princ., preface, 2-3.

85« De Prine.,” I, 1, 1, Patrologia Graeca, XI, col. 249, “In Rom.,” comment.
I, 11, P. G, XIV, col. 898. Ibid., V, 1, P.G., ibid.,, col. 1015. “In Matt.,” ser.
187, P.G., X111, col. 1787. Ibid., ser. 47, P.G., ibid., col. 1669.

% De Princ., preface, 2.
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the Church is summed up in its baptismal symbol. The one
Origen used can only be gathered from his writings.”” He did
not state with precision the depositaries of the faith and the
traditional teachings, nor explain fully the magisterium of the
Church. Yet his life testified to his fidelity to it. He vigor-
ously condemned the heretics, especially Valentinus, Basilides,
and Marcion, whom he called heterodox.®®

Origen proposed to justify and explain the traditional doc-
trine by the use of Scripture and the instrumentality of sound
philosophy.®® With this intent he employed all the resources of
Hellenic philosophy in which he was versed. Like his mentor,
Clement, and his early teacher, Ammonius Saccas, Origen was
an eclectic. His ideas were rooted in Christian teaching,
although expressed in Platonic and Stoic terminclogy. The
philosophic vocabulary of the third century was filled with
terms stemming from these two philosophical traditions.”
Origen believed with his predecessor that the philosophers had
somehow received their truth from Revelation.™ Clement had
sung the praises of philosophy; he was attracted by its value in
the service of the faith. Origen, however, although he used it
extensively was far less enthusiastic. He appreciated its radical
inadequacy and insufficiency as compared to the faith.”” He

57 ¢ In Matt.,” ser. 33, P. G., XIIL, col. 1648-1644: “ Quidam autem. . ..” “In
Joann. XXXIL” 9, P. G., XIV, col. 783: “ Ante omnia credito. . . .”

88 ¢« In Matt. XTL,” 23. P.@G., XIII, col. 1038. “In Joan. IL,” P.G., XIV, col.
195.

% De Princ., preface, 10.

7 Prat, F., Origéne, Paris, 1907, pp. xiii-xiv: “It is impossible to comprehend
anything of Origen’s theories if he is regarded as being bound to any particular
school; the great fault of Origenism, in its various forms, has been its attempts to
find in his writings a logical and exhaustive development of a philosophical system.”

Denis, J., De la Philosophie d’Origéne, p. 59-60: “I do not believe that Origen
found any of his essential principles in Greek learning. He would have had the
same ideas had he not known the Stoics and Plato. But it is true that he often
took from the latter the dress in which his ideas are clothed . . . he certainly made
use of Greek philosophy for the better expression of his doctrines. . . . But as for
the ideas themselves, 1 think that their source must be sought elsewhere.”

" % T Genesim,” hom. XIV, 3, P. G., XI, col. 237-238.

2 Contra Celsum, III, 75; 1V, 14.
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considered the most decisive charge against philosophy to be its
obvious powerlessness to correct the morals of its devotees.”™
Origen was imbued with the methods and spirit of the phi-
losophers rather than their doctrines. His at times strong lan-
guage belittling philosophy is the expression of the apologete
striving to answer the attacks of the pagan Celsus. For him,
the Christian truth was the best philosophy, true wisdom, a
coherent system. The Christian system was too noble to be
compared with the pagan teachings.

Faith and the knowledge of God are supernatural, being the
divine gift and in no way attainable by the human mind
alone.™ It produces a supernatural assent of the mind.”” The
wisdom which is called divine is absolutely distinet from human
wisdom.”™ Revelation was necessary so that all men might
attain to the truth. Not only is the Christian belief not opposed
to reason, but it is most in accord with it and would be far
superior to all other systems even without reason.”” It is in
accord with the natural desire implanted in every soul to know
God.™

Faith establishes the unique place of God in the scheme of
reality. Origen did not feel compelled to attempt a proof of
this truth. He is no less insistent than Clement on the doctrine
of the divine transcendence. God is above all created cate-
gories; He is above truth, wisdom, and life; He is them in
Himself. He is above intelligence and being, superior to sub-
stance in dignity and power.”” It was the teaching of Celsus
that by composing the notion of God with that of other beings
or by separating it from all others, or by analogy, knowledge of
God could be had. Origen, basing himself on the words of the
Scriptures that no one knows the Father but the Son and
those to whom the Son has revealed Him, maintained that the
knowledge of God is a grace, surpassing human nature, where-

3 Ibid., VI, 3.
“ Ibid., II1, 14. "8 Ibid., I, 13; VI, 18-14; 10.
75 Ibid., 39. ™ Ibid., I, 11; 13.

"8 De Prine., II, 11. Contra Celsum, III, 40; V, 48.
70 ¢ In Joan.,” II, 28, P. G., X1V, col. 162-163. C. Celsum, VII, 38; VI, 64.
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fore the philosophers fell into so many errors concerning God.
But this knowledge has been given to some through the good-
ness of God and His love for the human race.®

God is not so transcendent that nothing can be known about
Him. Origen insisted upon the nature of God insofar as rea-
son can know it. He is simple and incorporeal, absolutely
immaterial, incorruptible, not part of the world or the world
itself.®* He is goodness and life itself, essentially active.® He
is provident and condescends to help man, though remaining
immutable in His being.** God is absolutely impassible. Such
terms in the Bible as divine anger, repentance, et cetera are
mere figures that must be so understood.®* The power of God
is, as it were, limited, not that He could not have produced
other than the present reality, but He is powerless to perform
contradictions or what is incompatible with His Nature.®® Per-
fection consists in an ever closer likeness to God, a more and
more perfect sharing in God and in Christ.®®

The Trinity was the object of a great deal of theological dis-
cussion and official definition in the Eastern Church. Origen
clearly taught the distinction of the Three Persons in God. He
opposed monarchianism.®” He clearly taught the coeternity of
the Father and the Son, the latter engendered from all eternity
and not created.®®* He is the Son by participation in the Divine
Essence, not by grace and adoption.®® Although the Son is
known properly only from the Scriptures, the Holy Spirit could

8 Ibid., VI, 44; 17, VII, 42-46. De Princ., 11, 6.

81 De Princ., I, 1, 5-6; 2, 2. C. Céelsum, VI, 65, 71. “In Joan.” XIII, 21,
P.@G., X1V, col. 451, 454.

82« Tn Joan.” XIII, 25, P.G. XIV, col. 412-413. “In Matt.,” XV, 10, P.G.,
XIII, col. 1278-1288.

83 0 Celsum, IV, 5; V, 12; VI, 71.

8¢ De Princ., 1L, 4, 4. “In Jerem.” hom. XVIII, 6, P.G., XIII, col. 474-478.

85 De Prine., 11, 9, 1. C. Celsum, V, 23.

% De Princ., I, 8; 1L, 6; 111, 6; IV, 1.

87 In Joan.” X, 21, P.G., X1V, col. 876. Ibid., I, 23, P. 3., ibid., col. 65.

88 Ibid., 11, 1, P.G., X1V, col. 108-109. “In Gen. fragm.” “in Kuseb. Contra
Marcel.,” I, IV, 22. De Princ., IV, 4, 1.

3 Selecta in Psalm., hom. XIII, 134, “In Matt,” XXVIII, 18, P. G., XVII, col.
809, De Princ., IV, 1.
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not even have been suspected without them.”® He is coeternal
and consubstantial with the Father and the Son. Origen was
doubtful not as to His creation but as to His filiation.”* He
was not sure of theé mode of being of the Holy Spirit, since St.
John wrote in his prologue omnia per ipsum (Word) facta sunt.
Although his Trinitarian doctrine is filled with contradictions
and imprecisions, the constant tradition of the Church caused
him to acknowledge the Personality of the Holy Spirit. In this
he was more explicit than his predecessors. By reason of his
doctrine of transcendence, he seemed to subordinate the Word
to the Father, yet he insisted on the divine attributes of Christ.
Origen’s purpose was to glorify the Son, to manifest His
equality with the Father. Although the incompleteness of his
thought and the lack of exactness in his terminology offered a
mine of material for latter condemnations, much of what he
wrote can be explained in an acceptable sense.””

The most famous and the most critically judged of Origen’s
writings are those which contain his notions on Scripture. They
are the principal sources which characterize his method. An
outline of his Scriptural teaching and classifications will reveal
the great advantages (and at the same time the dangers) of
the method, which later Fathers tried to employ.”® The inspira-
tion of the Scriptures is a certainty, synonymous with their
divinity, both of which are proven by the divinity of Chris-
tianity.”* TUnlike human works they are the product of a
special motion of God.”® Origen did not explain the mode of
this inspiration, although it consists primarily in an illumina-
tion of the intelligence.”®

Inspired by Plato’s trichotomy of body, soul, and spirit, he
found in the Scriptures a corporal, a psychic, and a spiritual

2 Ibid., 1, 8.

o1 Ibid., I, preface, 4. “In Joan,” II, 6, P. G., XIV, col. 125.

°2 Tixeront, La Théologie antinicéene, 9th ed., p. 309. Denis, J., op. cit., p. 121-
122.

%8 Summary of Prat, ., “ Origéne,” Dict. de la Bible, IV, col. 1870-1889.

%t De Prine., IV, 1, 6, 8.

% Ibid., 1, 6. C. Celsum, III, 81; VI, 7. *8 Ibid., I, 48.

3
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sense.’” Unfortunately, he all too loosely defined each of these
senses. The corporal sense is variously referred to as the body,
the flesh, and the letter of the Seriptures, the grammatical, his-
torical or sensible sense. Some parts of the Seriptures have no
corporal sense. By this he means the proper literal sense
whereby the words are understood in their proper signification.
He had in mind the many anthropomorphisms in the Bible
which should be taken as metaphors; various passages which
would express something unworthy of God if taken literally;
precepts impossible or unreasonable according to their obvious
sense.

The intermediary is the psychic or moral sense, such as is
found in St. Paul.®® Tt embraces whatever is capable of edify-
ing the reader or listener.”” This explains its frequent use in
homilies for popular edification. In practice, Origen neglects
this sense and reduces the Scriptures to their letter and spirit.

The psychic sense 1s more frequently absorbed by the
spiritual or pneumatic sense, otherwise called the sensus mysti-
cus, allegoricus, spiritalis intelligentia. According to Origen’s
explanation the spiritual sense includes the metaphorical or
figurative, the typical, the consequent and even the accom-
modated senses.® The spiritual sense was by far the most
important in the mind of Origen.’* He frequently confused the
mode of signification with the objects signified by this sense.
Among these he enumerated all the theological doctrinal senses
directly or indirectly contained in the Scriptures and the accom-
modations, metaphors, and symbolism to which the historical
passages are susceptible.

*" De Princ., IV, 11-12. “Hom. V in Levit,,” V, 1, 5, P. G., XTI, col. 447, 455.
“Hom. XI in Num.,” 1-2, P.G., ibid., col. 641-645. “ Hom. II in Levit.,” P.G.,
3bid., col. 422.

°8 I Corinthians, IX, 9. De Princ., IV, 12.

% “ Hom. XVII in Gen.,” 9, P. G., XII, col. 262.

19 Origen refers to St. Paul: Rom. XI, 4 (accommodated sense); I Cor. X, 4
(spiritual sense); X, 11 (typical sense); Col. II, 12 (shadow); Heb. VIIL, 5 (O.T.-
N.T.); I Cor. IX, 9 (consequent). Figurative and extended sense: . Celsum,
1V, 87, 49-52, 71-72, 87; Vi, 62. Spiritual sense: "C. Celsum, IV, 44; VII, 60.

191 De Princ., 11, 2, 4; 111, 5.
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The norms by which Origen sought to interpret the word of
God were solid bases for a sound exegesis. The fact remains
that they were not always followed or wisely applied. The
first rule 1s to explain the Scriptures in a manner worthy of
their Divine Author.*”® Being His work, they must reflect the
divine truth, unity, plenitude, and holiness. The interpreter
cannot allow anything false, contradictory or opposed to the
perfections of God."® From the perfection of divine plenitude
Origen deduced the necessity of the spiritual sense, without
which the Scriptures would be unworthy of God and not
superior to human conceptions.’®*

As a corollary, the literal sense must be abandoned when it
expresses something impossible or unworthy of God. Just when
this occurs Origen does not clearly determine. His examples of
passages justifying recourse to metaphors, allegory, et cetera—
such as anthropomorphisms, prescriptions like plucking out
one’s right eye—are supported by satisfactory reasons.® Tt is
easy to understand how this principle came to be abused.

The third great rule and the constant theme in Origen’s
works is the insistence on the teaching of the Church as the
principal guide. It was the great safeguard of his own ortho-
doxy despite his bold intellectual wanderings. It also explains
the modesty and reserve with which he proposes his own
interpretations.’*

This method maintains the transcendence of God and safe-
guards the divine perfections. Origen’s use of symbolism ren-
dered these concrete and vital while at the same time in no

102« In Num.,” hom. XXVI, 3, P.G., XII, col. 774. “In Jerem.” hom. XII,
P.G., XIII, col. 378.

102 « Philocalia VI, e secundo tomo in Evan. Matt.,” P. G., X111, col. 831.

104« Iy Num.,” hom. XXVIIL, 1, P. G., XII, col. 782: “ Non possumus hoc dicere
de Sancti Spiritus litteris, quod aliquid in eis otiosum sit aut superfluum, etiamsi
aliquibus videantur obscura.” “In Psalmos,” I, 4, P.G., XII, col. 1082. “In
Jerem.,” hom. XXXIX, P. G., XIII, col. 5§43.

198 De Princ., IV, 12-17. _
106 pid., IV, 9. “In Matt,” serm. XLVL P.G. XIIL, col. 1667: “Sed nos

illis credere non debemus, nec exire a prima et ecclesiastica traditione, nec aliter
credere nisi quemadmodum per successionem Ecclesiae Dei tradiderunt nobis.”
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way diminishing them. In this way “ he was not only a scholar
defending his exegetical methods; he was above all a deeply
religious man defending what he held to be most sacred.” **

In retrospect we can point out the principles which the great
Alexandrian Doctor contributed to the theological tradition.
He drew clear lines for the division of the objects of faith and
theology, both of which he firmly rooted in the Scriptures and
the teaching of the Church. Without depreciating its value
Origen emphasized the inadequacy of reason and philosophy
ante fidem. Yet with a sound philosophy the theologian can
proceed to investigate and solve those guestions not explicitly
answered by the faith. He continues the teaching of Clement
on the divine transcendence. He places positive perfections in
God, present by essence. Christians are divided into two non-
exclusive classes according to the degree of their sharing in the
divine perfections. In the Trinity the divinity of the Persons
1s taught, their coeternity and the eternal generation of the
Son. The coequality of the Persons was not so explicitly taught
until the fourth century. In his Trinitarian and Christological
teaching it is the divine element which is brought out. Origen’s
exegetical principles contained the seeds of true greatness. It
was left for later Masters to refine and develop them. ILike
Clement, Origen’s work was one of invention, defense and de-
velopment. His enormous influence in both East and West was
largely a good influence. “ The Eastern Church has never pro-
duced a bolder theological explorer, or rather pioneer, nor a
more stimulating sower of 1deas.” *°®

The Cappadocian Fathers

The greatest of the disciples of Origen were the Cappadocian
Fathers, St. Basil the Great (c.830-379), St. Gregory Nazi-
anzen (c.330-395), and St. Gregory Nyssa (c.335-395) .2

197 T eBreton, “ Le Désaccord . . . ,” (v. fn. 17, supra), p. 506.

208 Tizveront, History of Dogmas, 1, p. 284.

1%° St. Basil the Great was born in 330 A.D. at Cesarea in Cappadecia. His
paternal grandmother, Macrina, had been under the guidance of St. Gregory
Thaumaturgus and his maternal grandfather was a martyr. He studied at Cesarea,
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Bound by the ties of blood and friendship, they were brought
still closer together by the general unity of their doctrine. They
carried on the traditions of Alexandria and developed in har-
mony with orthodoxy the teaching of Origen, endeavoring to
avoid its excesses. At the same time they were very definitely
affected by the influence of the School of Antioch. Since their
doctrinal works are least famous for their mutual differences, it
will be of more advantage to treat their theology in general
from the viewpoint of the greater unity which it certainly
possessed.

While acknowledging the primacy of the Christian deposit of
faith, the Cappadocians sought to demonstrate this doctrine as
a self-sufficient whole, having its reasonable foundations, not
contradicting but surpassing reason. In order to present Chris-
tian teaching as a scientific system of theology, they enlisted
the services of the best philosophical thought, aware of the
role of reason in the explanation and exposition of the truths

Constantinople, and Athens. During these years he became the friend of Gregory
Nazianzen. They became monks. Together they published selected writings of
Origen, called the Philocalia. Basil became bishop of Cesarea in 870. Until his
death he fought political, ecclesiastical, and doctrinal difficulties. He died in 379,
Of his works the two important theological books are the Against Eunomius, de-
fending the consubstantiality: of the Son and the divinity of the Holy Spirit, and
On The Holy Spirit, proving the divinity of the Third Person.

St. Gregory of Nyssa, Basil’s younger brother, was born at Cesarea about
335 A.D. He was taught by his brother who later made him bishop of Nyssa.
He was unsuited to administration and suffered under political troubles. He died
in 894, Gregory was a great thinker, a philosopher. He liked clearness and logic,
the spirit of systematization. Following his model, Origen, he proposed to reduce
to a coherent system the whole of Christian doctrine. He followed Origen’s teach-
ings closely. His more important works are Against Eunomius, Against Apollinaris,
and The Catechetical Discourse, his work of systematic theology, a fairly complete
exposition of Catholic doctrine.

St. Gregory of Nazianzen was born at Arianzus in Cappadocia about 326 A.D.
He studied at Ceasarea in Cappadocia, the town of the same name in Palestine, at
Alexandria, and at Athens. He was baptized in 360, followed the monastic life of
Basil but left to aid his father, the bishop of Nazianzus. Basil made him bishop
of Sasima which he never visited, and later he was patriarch of Constantinople for
a short time. He died about 390. Gregory shone as an orator. His greatest works
are his theological sermons, especially the five great Theological Discourses, which
treat of the difficult mysteries of faith.
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of faith. Philosophy always remained an instrument. It was
even under suspicion since it was so often appealed to by the
heretics. The Fathers employed it as often as required to re-
fute the heretics with their own weapon. Philosophy for them
meant the efforts of reason to understand more fully and expose
the truths of faith. In using philosophical terms such as obofa,
Piots, tmdoracis, they were not sanctioning any system but merely
employing them in théir current popular meaning. Strict phi-
losophy is found somewhat excessively only in Gregory of
Nyssa, who was more genuinely a philosopher, and to a far less
degree in St. Basil.

The great doctrinal source for the Cappadocian theology was
Holy Secripture. In their exegesis, which was under the form
of a religious commentary, the influence of both Alexandria and
Antioch are apparent. The representative of the former is espe-
cially Gregory of Nyssa,''® while that of the latter is St. Basil.***
Gregory of Nazianzen made a moderate use of the allegorical
method. Their conflicts with the Arians who were trained in
the methods of Antioch forced these writers to a more scien-
tific treatment of the Scriptures, while still remaining attached
to the allegorical interpretation. At the same time, realizing
the development taking place in theology and in order to
refute the objections of the Eunomians, they insisted upon the
importance of the allied principle of tradition.

The Cappadocian Fathers taught the incomprehensibility of
the Divine Being. Faith through Revelation and reason by
the contemplation of creatures can know the existence of God,
but of His essence we are ignorant.”*? KEven the Scriptures do

110 Gregory of Nyssa set out to follow the literal method, boasting that he had
never violated the texts by figures and allegories. (P.@., XLIV, col. 121, 68.)
Yet in the Life of Moses he allegorizes to excess. (P.G., ibid., col. 297-430.) He
exposes the mystical sense of the Canticle of Canticles which he prefaces by praise
of Origen and a defense of the spiritual and anagogic senses. (P.(G., ibid., col,
772.)

111 Although he cooperated with the Nazianzen Doctor in the Phiocalia, in Hom.
III in Hexameron (also IX, 1) he rejects the abuse of allegorical interpretations of
Scripture.

212 Gregory Nyssa,.“ C. Bunom.” P.G., XLV, col. 933. Basil, CXXVIL, P.G.,
XXXIL. col. 188.
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not comprehend His nature.**®* However, through His energies
or operations many things about God are discerned.'* Nor
does the incompleteness of our knowledge deprive it of truth.**
Quite commonly, they describe analogies and aflinities between
the visible and invisible worlds, a Platonic and Origenist ten-
dency. The soul especially reflects its divine Creator and
Archetype.'® Even the Trinity finds its illustrations in human
psychology.

The chief imaportance of the Cappadocians was their contri-
bution to the Trinitarian question. It was their mission to
definitively affirm the divinity of the Son and the Holy Spirit.
They fixed the terminology expressing this fact as well as the
mutual relations of the Three Persons and their coexistence in
the divine Unity. They consecrated the Origenist distinction
of nature (ofoia) and person (vméoracis). St. Basil was the
pioneer, the others followed and completed his work. He dis-
tinguished between the common and the singular, teaching that
essence corresponds to the former and hypostasis to the latter
concept.”” St. Basil asserted that because of the unity of na-
ture, our knowledge of one Person leads to the understanding
of the others.

"The Fathers of Cappadocia unanimously defended the
divinity of the Holy Spirit against the Pneumatomachi. He
was consubstantial and equal in dignity with the Father and
Son. The knotty question of His origin or procession was vari-
ously treated. St. Gregory Nazianzen found it impossible to
distinguish precisely how this procession differs from the genera-
tion of the Son.”** St. Basil taught His procession from the
Father by the Son, which is also the formula of Gregory of
Nyssa. The latter went on to state that this power of the Son

1% Gregory Nyssa, op. cit. Gregory Naz., Orat. XXVIII, 5, 7, 17.

124 Basil, Ep. 234, 1; Adv. Eunom. I, 32.

118 Basil, Ep. 233, 2.

"¢ Basil, Hex. IX, 6. Greg. Nyssa, “De An. et Res,” P.G., XLVI, col. 41;
“ De Mortuis,” P. G., ibid., col. 509.

17 Cf, Epistle 38.

18 Opgt. XXXIX, 12; XXIII, 13, XXXI, i8.



310 NICHOLAS HALLIGAN

has been received from the Father, who, nevertheless, remains
the first principle. Such has always been the characteristic
formula of Oriental theology.

Christology in the Cappadocian theclogy was occasioned by
the heresy of Apollinaris. For this reason the Cappadocians
insisted on the personal unity in Christ, a strong point in the
Alexandrian tradition. In this way they avoided the errors of
many Antiochenes, since they used similar Antiochene language
in affirming the reality and completeness of Christ’s nature.
Against Apollinaris,'™ they taught the existence of a rational
soul in Christ; otherwise there would have been no redemption.
Following Origen, they used the term *“two natures ” existing
in a personal unity without confusion of their respective proper-
ties. This union is essential.’*® Origen had outlined the theory
of communication of idioms; the Cappadocians strongly empha-
sized it.*** From it they developed the dogma of the feordros .2
Each taught the redemptive purpose of the Incarnation.
Gregory of Nyssa insisted on its universal efficacy, that Christ
embraced all humanity. The others spoke about the divine
image in man and his deification in Christ.**® The Redemption
is cousistent with God’s attributes, displaying His power,
righteousness, wisdom, and goodness.

The nature and conditions of man were discussed in order
to refute the Manicheans, and consequently the position of free
will. This faculty was the result of man’s creation as the image
of God. In misusing it, in rejecting the good, man weakened
but did not destroy it. The blessedness and privileges which he
enjoyed in his state before the Fall are called natural, though it
is not clear how these theologians understood this term. Their
teaching on inherited original sin is very vague.’** However,

18 Greg. Naz., Orat. 11, 23; XXXVIL, 2. Greg. Nyssa, Antirrh. 11, 14, 24, 82.

2% Greg. Naz., Ep. 101.

21 Greg. Naz., Orat. XXX, 8. Greg. Nyssa, Ep. ad Theophil.

123 Greg. Naz., Ep. 101; Orat. XXIX, 4; of. Ep. X.

33 Basil, De Sp. Sancio, IX, 83. Greg. Naz., O 1, 5; XXXIX, 17; XL, 45.

*%¢ Greg. Nyssa, P. G., XLIV, col. 336, 337, 1184, 600. Basil, Hom. VIII. Greg.
Naz., Oret. XIX, 18.
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for the removal of all sin and for the attainment of salvation,
grace is absolutely necessary.'*® Likewise, the concurrence of
free will is required. Although admitting the importance of
grace and man’s dependence on it, they are not too precise in
delineating the relations of one to another. Nor did they divide
adequately the natural and supernatural moral goods. Gregory
of Nyssa seemed to introduce grace only in the good action
itself.*** The Doctor of Nazianzen offered the most complete
treatment. Without God’s grace it is impossible to will rightly,
to choose the good; the willing itself and the call to holiness
are from Him and not from our natural aptitude. Yet salva-
tion is both His work and ours, demanding our cooperation.’?’
The question of grace as such had not arisen at this time to
require an exactness of theological teaching. It was only
incidentally treated in the refutation of Manicheism.

The Cappadocian Fathers, although holding a position some-
where between the Alexandrian and the Antiochene traditions,
are more properly classed with the former school. Their au-
thority in both Oriental and Latin theology was very great.
They were especially the Masters of St. John Damascene, who
frequently quoted St. Gregory Nazianzen. Their works are
cited throughout the Summa Theologica of St. Thomas, who
lauds the authority of the Nazianzen:

At the same time the contrary is not to be deemed erroneous;
especially on account of the opinion of Gregory Nazianzen, whose
authority in Christian doctrine is of such weight that no one has
ever raised objection to his teaching. .. .

Through St. Ambrose, a student of the writings of St. Basil,
Cappadocian influence took hold in the West. These theo-
logians were mystics whose notions were highly elevated, a
tendency which put them in contact with contemporary non-
Christian thought which was Neo-Platonist in tone. Such

2% Basil, De Sp. Sancto, 18, 55; Hom. in Psalm. XXIX, 2; in Psal. XXXII, 2.

26 “De Orat. dominica,” IV, P.G., XLIV, col. 1165. De Instituto Christiano,
P.G., XLIV, col. 304.

127 Orat. XXXVII, 13, 15, 21-22. %8 Summa Theol, 1, q. 61, a. 8.
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tendencies were developed more openly by Pseudo-Dionysius.
The Cappadocian endeavor to present a scientific theology pro-
duced, in the work of St. Gregory Nyssa, the finest Summa of
Christian thought between Origen and St. John Damascene.

II. TuE ScHOOL OF ANTIOCCH
Beginnings

In the forward march of Christian theology, the School of
Alexandria was complemented by the teaching of the great
scholars who followed the tradition of the School of Antioch.
The doctrine of the Church benefited by the best features of
both traditions. The Antiochene school did not possess the
vast intellectual heritage of Alexandria nor was it able to boast
an equal list of great masters. Its rise was occasioned by the
natural reaction to the exaggerations and errors of many Alex-
andrians. Although this school fell into disrepute after a com-
paratively short existence because of the heresies taught by its
disciples, its principles and method continued to be valued and
applied, especially in modern times.

Antioch, the great metropolis of Syria, was founded about
300 B. C. by the Seleucids as their capital. It soon became the
third city of the Roman world. ILike Alexandria this Greek
city was a microcosm in itself. Its Jewish population became
very numerous and powerful. Their influence was felt by the
pagans. Later the early Christian community was affected by
much that was Jewish, because of this environment or because
many of the Christians were converts from Judaism. However,
it must be remembered that it was at Antioch that the faithful
first received the name of ““ Christians.” The Christian Church
grew rapidly there and was able to send out missionaries and to
help the brethren elsewhere with: alms. Very early it had
attained a privileged position by reason of its numbers, the
authority and prestige of its bishops, and the firmness of its
teaching. Up until the middle of the third century, the Antio-
chene Church was not seriously troubled with heresy. The
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bishop had always been the vigilant custodian of orthodoxy.
The error of Docetism which was preached at Antioch in the
early second century was very vigorously opposed by St. Igna-
tius of Antioch. He insisted on the reality of Christ’s flesh,
His sufferings, death, and resurrection.

At the end of the second century there existed at Antioch no
catechetical or theological school such as existed at Alexandria.
The teaching at Antioch was done by the Church. There were
no great Masters as in Egypt, but the Antiochene theologians
were the bishops of the place. However, since the time of St.
Ignatius, Antioch had added nothing to the world of thought
and the expression of doctrine. The first reference to any dis-
tinctly theological teaching was at the time of the condemna-
tion of Paul of Samosata in 268 A.D.** He succeeded in
arousing the Christian world and launching a movement whose
repercussions were felt for a long time afterwards. It is diffi-
cult to state definitely that Paul represented a distinct school
of thought at Antioch. In opposition to the Alexandrian notion
of the Logos, he denied the divinity of Christ. God had merely
revealed Himself more fully to the Prophet Jesus. In God
there are not really Three Persons but One Person. Reason
(Aoyos) and Wisdom (oopia) are distinguished in God not as
subsisting in themselves but merely as modes or attributes of
God. Christ was not God but a man united to Wisdom in an
accidental union whereby God dwells within Him. Other points
in this doctrine include

the value of personal deeds, opposed to the excellence resulting
from nature alone. What comes from nature has nothing meri-
torious nor superior; it is the effort of the will, the personal merit
that constitutes true greatness. Jesus is not God by nature: He is
more than that; He has become such by His virtue. On the other
hand, by its way of explaining the union of the man and the Word,
the system foreshadowed Nestorianism.'3°

129 Tomatius, Ad Magnesios, XI; Ad Trallenses, IX; Ad Smyrnaeos, I-VI; Ad
Ephesios, XVIII. Bardy, “Paul de Samosate,” Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense,
1929.

130 Tixeront, History of Dogmas, I, p. 403.
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Lucian of Antioch (martyred in 312 A.D.), who was also
the teacher of Arius, certainly founded the school of Antioch
about 260 A.D. He is said to have studied in the schools of
Edessa and Cesarea. Probably the influence of Origen at the
latter place attracted him to biblical studies. His exegetical
method differed from Origen’s, especially in the importance he
assigned to the literal sense. The allegorical excesses found
among the Alexandrians and his own preference for Aristotelian
philosophy inclined him to this method. Through Lucian, the
Adoptianism of Paul of Samosata was linked with the teaching
of Lucian’s pupil, Arius. They taught the existence of a created
Logos. Lucian lacked the sense of ecclesiastical tradition and
the mystical spirit which guided the great Alexandrians. Sub-
ordinationist tendencies filtered into Antiochene theology after
Lucian, the defined teaching of the Church notwithstanding.

Diodore of Tarsus (c.330-c.391)

Dicdore of Tarsus, who succeeded to the See of Antioch in
878 A. D., was renowned for both virtue and learning. He had
a remarkably extensive knowledge which embraced all the sci-
ences of his time. At the same time he had a disinterested zeal
for spreading the Faith by both word and pen. During his
lifetime he was considered one of the lights of orthodoxy. His
disciple, St. John Chrysostom, always held him in admiration.
It was another pupil, Nestorius, who drew from the Master’s
teaching all its latent heresy.

In his exegesis Diodore founded those rational principles
which form an inseparable part of the Antiochene School. To
allegorism he opposed the literal sense, or theory, the search for
the spiritual sense through the literal. In his writings against
Apollinaris in defense of the integrity of Christ’s human na-
ture, he used certain inexact and unfortunate expressions which
brought about his condemnation by synods held at Constanti-
nople (499 A.D.) and Antioch (508 A.D.). Diodore was
inclined to exaggerate the distinction of the two natures in
Christ, nearly affirming two personalities. He held that the
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Son of God dwelt in the Son of David as in a temple, the man
born of Mary is not by nature but by grace the Son of God.
Such is also the manner of expression of those who later taught
the moral union of the natures in Christ. It cannot be said
that he consciously held these teachings in their heretical
sense.’**

Before proceeding to treat in detail those few great repre-
sentatives of the Antiochene tradition whose works have come
down to us more or less in their entirety, it will be useful to sum
up the characteristic tendencies which by the end of the fourth
century were clearly in evidence.

The principle of the literal method was a wise brake upon
the dangers of the Alexandrian exegesis. It, however, courted
the very proximate danger of rationalism. In giving too much
value to the letter, the spirit and the divine element of the
Scriptures were neglected. In place of the mystical purpose of
their rivals, the Antiochenes employed a moral teaching which
was salutary in the hands of a Chrysostom but savored of
Pelagianism in a Theodore. The penchant for Aristotelian
philosophy
induced, on the one hand, an extremely precise, positive, and
analytical research method, but, on the other hand, lacked inspira-

tion and inclined to that species of rationalism which so easily
blunts the sense of tradition.**?

The Antiochenes were not particularly concerned with meta-
physical speculation on the being of God or proofs of His exist-
ence. Diodore had proposed solely a cosmological proof in his
work Against Fate.”® They also taught a Providence extend-
ing to particulars. In their doctrine on the Trinity these
Masters depended more upon exegesis than upon metaphysical
arguments. They affirmed the distinction of Persons in the
Trinity, which they called hypostases, a term easily apt to
convey the notion of three different substances. Its misuse by
Paul of Samosata, and the tendency of the Alexandrians to

181 Pirot, L., I’Oeuvre exégétique de Theodore de Mopsuestia, p. 83-34.
132 Cayré, op. cit., p. 299. 83 Photius, P. G., CIII, col. 833.
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admit a subordinationism lest the divine unity be sacrificed, led
the Antiochenes to oppose the Nicene duooiotos,

The histerical study of Scripture and the lofty conception of
human nature led to an emphasis on the humanity of Christ.
The Alexandrians had begun with the truth that He who
assumed human nature was personally God and had elevated
human nature to a vital union with Himself. The Antiochenes
took as their starting point the truth of the reality and com-
pleteness of Christ’s human experiences. Opposition to Apol-
linarism sharpened their Christological doctrine. The true and
complete human nature in Christ, His free will and the lack of
confusion of the two natures or of transformation of the human
into the divine nature were emphasized by the Antiochenes.
Their Aristotelian conception of otola as an individual par-
ticular being made it difficult for them to conceive of a com-
plete nature that was not at the same time personal. Those
who fell into heresy in this school did not fail to assert a true
moral and intellectual development in the humanity of Christ
as well as the presence of two distinct personalities.

Theodore of Mopsuestia (350-428)

Theodore of Mopsuestia was a pupil of Diodore and a fellow
student of St. John Chrysostom. As an independent thinker
and a systematic theologian, he was the greatest of the Masters
of Antioch. He erected a fully thought-out system on the na-
ture and destiny of man, the Person and mission of Christ, as
well as on sin, the fall, free will, and grace, which is distinctly
Pelagian in tone. The Scriptures were the primary source of
Christian doctrine. They were inspired, but in different de-
grees. 'The highest degree is exemplified in the prophetical
books, which type is a sort of prophetical ecstasy. Entirely
unconscious of external reality, the prophet received in his own
mind certain spiritual impressions of things hidden or future,
which is true Biblical inspiration. Other books, such as
Proverbs, are of inferior inspiration, called the spirit of pru-
dence. The inspiration of the Spirit truly influenced the sacred
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authors, but the variances in style are due to the individual
differences of the authors. To the Alexandrian exegesis Theo-
dore opposed an excessive literalism. The historical books con-
tain true history from which true spiritual lessons are to be
deduced, not indiscriminately imposed. He recognized a limited
typical sense in the Holy Writings."** The Old Testament
obscurity results from the shadows and imperfect truths it con-
tains, not the truth itself. Thus figurative language is used in
reference to its original object.'™ In his exegesis Theodore
gave no thought to tradition.

Theoretically, Theodore admits the authority of the Fathers and
of the Councils; in practice, in his exegesis, he never takes them
into account. He is rigorously and strictly personal in his work.
He places too much confidence in himself, and that was perhaps the
source of his errors.!

He was led to reduce greatly the number of Messianic psalms
and prophecies.

What is known of Theodore’s doctrine concerning the Trinity
is in his firm opposition to the Arians and Pneumatomachi. He
taught the natural procession of the Holy Spirit from the
Father alone. It was especially his Christological teaching
which survived in manuscript and influence. An Antiochene,
Theodore was concerned with maintaining the truth of Christ’s
human nature, avoiding a confusion of the two. Practically, he
was unable to separate personality from nature. Verbally he
preserved the unity of Person in Christ.**" In reality, he taught
a dual personality, postulating a mere moral union. The Word
became flesh in appearance only, since the Word was not
changed into flesh.”*® He admitted a real ignorance in Christ
and a true progress in knowledge. The Godhead imparted

134 Proem. in Jon. 138 Pirot, L., op. cit., p. 324.

135 In Joel, 2, 28. ¥ P G, LXVI, col. 985.

138 1hid., col. 981, “ De Incarnatione Filii Dei,” VIIT: “ When we distinguish the
natures we say that the nature of the God Word is complete, and that His Person
is also complete, since it cannot be said that a hypostasis is impersonal. (Similarly
we say) that the nature of the man is complete and his person complete also. But
when we consider the union we say that there is only one person.”



318 NICHOLAS HALLIGAN

wisdom to Christ only gradually. [Theodore denied that God
was born of Mary.”*® She is called feordros because God dwells
in the man she bore.”**] He recognized three possible modes of
divine indwelling: by essence, which is the particular reward
of the Saints; by operation, which is had in all creatures; by
divine approval or complacency, which is had in Christ. God
dwelt in Christ as in a Son.*** Although other men participate
partially in the grace of the Holy Spirit, Christ received the
plenitude.*** Such a union made it easy for Christ to advance
in virtue.'* Worship is due to Christ because of the One
assuming his operations.'**

In Theodore’s system the Incarnation is viewed more as the
accomplishment of man’s destiny than as his freedom from the
consequences of sin. The work of the Redemption was merely
moral in the sense that Christ became our model and showed
us the way. This fits in with the exalted notion of human
nature. Man is the link between the spiritual and the material,
the revealer of God in the bosom of creation. He has in himself
the powers necessary to accomplish his destiny, especially free
will, the power of self-determination, exercised in conjunction
with the guidance of the Spirit. Human nature, created liable
to change and mortality, and subject to the passions, is by the
Fall under the penalty of actual death, the opposition of the
passions, and increased propensity to sin. Original sin 1s not
inherited as Adam’s sin, but it is death, the result of one’s own
transgressions. There is a very positive affinity between Theo-
dore and Pelagius through Julian of Eclanum.

It is not mecessary to discuss the teaching of the heretic
Nestorius. He represents the worst excesses to which the Antio-
chene school was susceptible. In him, rationalism in doctrine
and exegesis triumphéd over the traditional teaching of the

Church.

130 Ibid., col. 997.

140 Ibid., col. 992.
241 Ibid., col. 976. 148 Ibid., col. 977, 986.

1¢2 Ibid., col. 980. 14 Ibid., col. 991, 996.
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St. John Chrysostom (c. 344-407)

St. John Chrysostom was one of the most outstanding Greek
Fathers and the greatest Doctor and noblest representative of
the Antiochene School.*® He was not a theologian in the strict
sense of the term, but paramountly a moralist. His use of
theology was not speculative but for the purpose of practical
edification. A preacher, he was a man of action, a moralist. He
preached to those who wished to live good lives and were not
concerned with penetrating the deep mysteries of Christian
revelation. He believed that those who lived well would think
well. Theological controversies did not interest him. His life-
time spanned a period of quiet following the Arian disputes and
preceding the Nestorian and Eutychian controversies.

The well of Chrysostom’s ideas was the Holy Scriptures. He
had studied them under Diodore and Meletius of Antioch. His
sermons were constructed of two parts, doctrinal and moral.
The first opened with a text from Scripture upon which a literal
explanation was given in accordance with the Antiochene
exegesis and according to which the teachings of the Faith were
explained. The second part consisted of moral applications.
The method of literal exegesis to which St. John was attached
did not exclude all allegorism, but he insisted that its moderate
use be strictly founded upon the letter. His sense of tradition
as the rule of faith preserved him from the pitfalls into which
others fell.

St. John had a very lofty conception of God and His at-
tributes. However, he did not analyze the latter in themselves
but viewed them in reference to man’s journey to God. He was
a man of his school in the field of Christology, emphasizing the

145Gt John Chrysostom was born at Antioch about 344 A.D. He studied
rhetoric with Libanius and philosophy with Andragatius. In 870 he was baptized
and ordained lector. In 374 he retired into solitude for six years. He returned to
Antioch in 380 and was ordained priest in 386. In 397 he was called to the See
of Constantinople. Uncompromising with evil, he was forced into exile where he
died in 407. St. John was a brilliant and zealous preacher. His sermons and short
treatises are an inexhaustible source of his moral teaching.

4
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duality of natures rather than the unity of Person in Christ.
The mode of this union Chrysostom did not attempt to state,
being content to use vague terms, common and indetermined
expressions. How Christ is one, only He knows.**® Although
there are two distinct and unconfused natures in Him, there is
only one Christ.**” Tt is this fact which Chrysostom insists
upon in accordance with the Faith. His realization of the
greatness of this mystery, as also of the Trinity, and his
humility, sense of tradition, and moral purpose drew him from
profound speculations on these truths and preserved him in
orthodoxy. Christ, consubstantial with the Father,**® tock to
Himself our sinful flesh, though without sin.'*® His was a true
human nature, not an appearance or fiction, in proof of which
He died and thereby also manifested its frailty.**® Chrysostom
did not fail to exalt Christ’s divine attributes, despite insistence
upon His human properties. The ignorance which Christ ex-
pressed concerning the Day of Judgment St. John interprets as
a prudent answer to a rash question.**

The statements of St. Chrysostom about the Blessed Virgin
Mary are difficult to explain. His failure to call her fcordxos is
understandable in view of the Antiochene dislike of the term.
However, he seemed to emphasize her human sentiments rather
than manifest her unique position in the divine economy. He
even went so far as to place in Mary certain unbecoming senti-
ments toward Christ.*** Tt may be that his historical and literal
method led him to see Mary more as the mother of the man
than as the Mother of God.

148 % Hom. XI in Jo.,” 2, P. G., LIX, col. 80.

147« Hom. VII in Ep. ad Philip.,” 2, 8, P. G., LXTI, col. 281 sq. “ Hom. VII
cont. Anom.,” 6, P. (., XLVIIL, col. 765.

148 % Mom. I in Matt,” 2, P. G., LVIL, col. 17.

142 ¢ Hom. XIIT in Ep. ad Rom.,” 5, P. G., LX, col. 515.

150 ¢ Ty Illud: Pater si est possibile,” 4, P. G., LI, col. 87 sq. *“ Hom. in Ascen.,”
3, P.G., L, col. 446. “1In Joan.” Hom. XI, 2, P.G., LIX, col. 80. Ibid., LXIII,
1, 2, ibid., 849; ibid., LXVIL, 1, 2, ibid., 371; ibid.,, LXXXVIL, 1, sbid., 474,

151« Mom, LXXVIT in Matt.,” P. G., LVIII, col. 702-703.

152 ¢ Hom. IV in Matt.,” 5, P. G., LVII, col. 45. “ Hom. XXT in Joan.,” 2, P.G.,
LIX, col. 180-131. “Hom. XLIV in Matt.,” P. G., LVII, col. 463. Summe Theol.,
IIL, q. 27, a. 4, ad 3: “ In verbis illis Chrysostomus excessit. . . .”
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In his teaching on the Redemption, St. John added nothing
to the traditional doctrine of the Church. The prime motive
for Christ’s becoming Incarnate was the Redemption.**®* Christ
had voluntarily substituted Himself, in perfect accord with the
will of His Father, to accomplish our salvation, the work of
love.*®* 'The work of salvation was the deliverance from sin,***
yet its positive effect was to make men sons of God.®® The
sacrifice which Christ made on the Cross has merited a super-
abundant efficacy.”’

It is in regard to original sin and grace that the Antiochene
theological tradition strongly appears. It is here that the
source of Chrysostom’s appeal to and authority over the Pela-
gians is found. St. Augustine often opposed the Pelagians who
cited St. Chrysostom, holding that they misinterpreted him. It
is true that the Doctor of Antioch was not analyzing the ques-
tion of grace theologically with the rigid and exact precision of
that science. He had the practical purpose of exciting strong
personal moral action and effort in his listeners. His education
and environment influenced his expression. He insisted upon
the sovereign power of human liberty. Man had been created
immortal,’®® but he abused his liberty and fell {from his primi-
tive state. With mortality came concupiscence, though in
itself it is not a fault or a sin. He insisted that human liberty
remains intact. Each one is responsible for his acts, chooses
his own rule of conduct.”®® (od has manifested His mercy to
all in the same way. One person rejects and another accepts

18« Hom. V in Ep. ad Hebr.,” 1, P. G., LXIII, col. 478.

¥4 “Hom. XI in Ep. IT ad Cor.,” 3, 4, P. G., LXI, col. 478. “Hom. LX in
Joan.,” 2, 8, P.G., LIX, col. 330. “Hom. XXVI in Joan.” 1, 2, P.G., LIX, col.
158. “Hom. XV in Ep. ad Rom.,” 2, P. G, LX, col. 543. “ Hom. XX in Ep. ad
Ephes.,” 2, P.G., LXII, col. 187.

%8 «“ Hom. II in Ep. ad Gal,” 8, P.G., LXI, col. 646.

158 ¢ Hom. XI in Joan.,” 1, P. G., LIX, eol. 79.

7 “Hom. X in Ep. ad Rom.,” 2, P.G., LX, col. 477. “Hom. XVII in Ep. ad
Hebr.,” 2, P. G., LXIII, col. 129.

158 « Hom. X1 ad popul. Antioch.,” 2, P. G., LXIX, col. 121.

160 “ Hom. XIX in Ep. ad Rom.,” 1, P. G, LX, col. 507. “ Hom. XIX in Gen.,”
1, P.G, LIII, col. 158. “Hom. XX in Gen,” 3, P. G, LIII, col. 169.
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His grace, according to the individual’s own will.**® Grace is
universally necessary for all actions in order that they be done
well or meritoriously.*®* Good is from us and from God.**
Divine grace cooperates with us, performing the chief part in
our works but not all.’** Following St. Paul on the point that
God works in us both to will and to do,*** on the other hand he
holds that we begin of ourselves to wish the good, to tend
toward it and to desire it, while God strengthens this intent
and desire and bestows the power to realize the good effec-
tively.*® St. Chrysostom distinguished in God the woluntas
prima, by which He wills sinners not to perish, and voluntas
secunda, by which He wills their punishment—an anticipation
of the antecedent and consequent wills of St. John Damascene
and St. Thomas Aquinas.'*

St. John Chrysostom was the great moralist, the Doctor of
the spiritual life. As a theologian he is a witness to the Antio-
chene tradition, preserving its advantages and rescuing it from
complete disrepute by his lively sense of ecclesiastical tradition.

NicaoLas Havnican, O.P.

Dominican House of Studies,
Washington, D. C.

(To be continued.)

180« Wom, XVI in Ep. ad Rom.,” 8, P. G., LX, col. 561. “Hom. XVIII in Ep.
ad Rom.,” 5, P. G., LX, col. 579.

101 ¢ Hom. XIV in Ep. ad BRom.,” 7, P. G., LX, col. 532. “ Hom. XXV in Gen.,”
7, P.G., LIII, col. 228. “ Hom. I in Ep. ad Ephes.,” 2, P. G., LXII, col. 13.

192 ¢ Hom. X in Joan.,” 1, P. G., LIX, col. 73.

283« Tom. XIX in Ep. ad Rom.” 1. “ Hom. XII in Ep. ad Hebr.,” 3.

164« Hom, VIII in Ep. ad Philip.,” 1, 2.

185 “ Hom. XXV in Gen., 7. “ Hom. XII in Ep. ad Hebr.,” 8. “ Hom. VIII in
Ep. ad Philip.,” 1, 2.

196 < De Fide Orth.,” II, c. 29 c. fin., Summa Theol., I, q. 18, a. 6, ad 1.



FUNCTIONS, FACTORS, AND FACULTIES

(o

FOR a modern psychologist, to speak of functions is a

matter of course, to discuss factors a necessity, to use

the term faculty forbidden. The typical attitude to-
ward these notions is perfectly defined. The notions them-
selves are less well defined. One may turn over the pages of
many volumes and never come across a definition of “ func-
tion.” The interpretation of “factors ” is a controversial ques-
tion. The forbidden term *faculty ” seems to correspond in
the minds of those who mention it—only to reject it—to a
definite meaning; this meaning, however, is false.

Under these circumstances it may not be useless to inquire
into the precise signification of these three terms. Such an
investigation seems the more indicated as the recently de-
veloped “ factorial analysis ” has been viewed very differently
by those, on the one hand, who detest even the name of faculty,
and those, on the other hand, who believe this notion to be
perfectly legitimate and even indispensable. The first object
to the “ factors,” or at least to a certain interpretation of these,
because they apparently threaten to bring back the ideas of a
faculty-psychology; the latter welcome the new concept for the
same reason.

I shall endeavor to show that the fear of the first group is
as unfounded as the hope of the other. Particularly 1T want to
show:

(1) That the ostensible similarity between the two concepts
of faculty and factor is more apparent than real, and that
insofar as there is any relation it is not of the kind feared by
the one and praised by the other group;

(2) That the theory of faculty which its enemies have in
mind is neither the one taught by the Scholastics of old nor
the one maintained by their followers of today, that this “ most

323
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pernicious ” idea exists mainly in the minds of its enemies, and
that in truth the faculty-psychology is something very different
from what its critics imagine it to be:

(8) That the modern and “ scientific ” psychologist has no
reason to fear the revival of faculty-psychology, simply because
this theory has never been abandoned and in fact underlies the
very concepts of any psychology, however scientific or modern
1t may be.

In pursuit of this plan, I shall not attempt to render an
exhaustive account of the theory of faculties. Kven less shall T
try to survey the already enormous literature on factorial
analysis and its achievements. On the first point, most text-
books on Thomistic philosophy or psychology give a satisfac-
tory report. The second point can equally well be studied
without difficulty in current literature. I shall deal only with
those aspects of both these notions which are in need of clari-
fication. The references, therefore, are merely illustrations.
They are not intended as a survey of all the various interpre-
tations of the “ factors of the mind ” and even less as a discus-
sion of the merits and peculiarities of the various methods used
in factorial analysis.

Usually the modern psychologist has nothing but contempt
for the notion of faculty. There is, however, one notable excep-
tion. R.S. Woodworth wrote this sentence: “ If we substitute
for ‘ faculty ° a more modern-sounding word such as ¢ function’
there is nothing repugnant or absurd about this theory.”*
Everybody speaks of functions. But nobody seems to know
exactly what a function is. Since the word is “ more modern-
sounding,” it must have a particular significance which makes
it fit into the conceptual pattern of modern psychology.

If one searches for a definition, the results are meager.
Baldwin’s Dictionary has this to say: ° Function, in biology
and psychology: any normal activity, process, or performance
accomplished by an organism or an organ.” Fisler identifies

*R. 8. Woodworth, Experimental Psychology, 2d ed., New York; H. Holt, 1939,
p- 178.
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function with ““ achievement, mode of action, or performance
of an organ; in psychology as a mental experience (seelisches
Erlebnis) as an action or reaction on the part of an ego.” > He
tells us also that the term occurs first in Tommaso Campanelia
and Ludovico Vives, and that the term functiones corporis was
used only as late as Descartes. Thus it would seem that the
notion is originally a psychological one and was transferred to
physiology, whereas one commonly thinks that psychology tock
over the term from physiology. Gould’s Medical Dictionary
defines function as “ the normal or special action of a part of
the organism.” *

Although no definition is given in the textbooks on physi-
ology and psychology, one can gather that the general use of
the term is rather in relation to “ parts,” that is, organs or
performances, than to the whole. It is true that one may say,
and does say in common parlance, of someone that his mind
functions all right, or normally, or that an organism functions
perfectly. But it seems that the term is used mainly and
properly in regard to some part the achievements of which are
to the advantage of a whole; thus the organ functions for the
whole organism. In the same sense we also say of a machine
that it functions satisfactorily, if it performs the services for
which it is designed and which are expected of it. Similarly, a
person may be said to function within the whole of an “ organi-
zation ”’; an employee of the state has his “ function,” delegated
to him by the people or the ruler.

The main idea of function, therefore, apparently is that it
comprises a set of performances in the service of a greater
whole. A part of a body is considered an organ when and
insofar as it “ functions ”’ in such a sense. A mass of fat which
has been accumulated somewhere in the body is not usually
called an organ because it has no definite function; even though
it can be considered eventually as a stored reserve, to be con-

2R. Eisler, Woerterbuch der philosophischen Begriffe, 4th ed., 1927. Vol. I,

p. 450.
3 Gould’s Medical Dictionary, 5th ed., Philadelphia, 1941.
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sumed in case of starvation, and even though it may be
anatomically characterized, it is not an organ in the proper
sense of the term because it has no definite function, that is,
has no proper performances of its own, and by its own activity,
which are helpful for the whole organism. To perform for the
whole has been taken by O. Schwarz as the very criterion of an
organ.*

Physiclogy, however, speaks of functions also in cases in
which the performance is not bound to one definite organ. The
metabolic activities are described as functions. Parts of them
can be localized in certain organs; the hormones which regu-
Jate metabolism are produced in individual endocrine glands;
the transformation of the carbohydrates of food into glycogene
is mostly done in the liver, etc. But the general metabolic
processes, the oxygen intake and the output of carbonic acid,
the production of heat, and so 6n, result from the life processes
in all the cells of the organism. Thus it would seem that there
are ““functions ” performed by the organism as a whole and
not by any of its parts.

Nonetheless, metabolism is but a partial function of the
organism. If we speak of metabolism, or discuss it in a sepa-
rate chapter in a textbook on physiology, we disregard for the
time being most of the other functions, be they localized or
general. We may speak of the metabolism of an isolated
organ, e.g., of the heart. When we do so, we disregard the
circulatory function of the organ. The chapter on metabolism
disregards, for instance, the sensory functions, or the locomo-

4. Schwarz, “ Das Problem des Organismus,” in Psychogenese und Psycho-
therapie koerperlicher Symptome, ed. O. Schwarz, Vienna-Berlin, J. Springer, 1925,
p. 18: “ Die Relation hat Richtung, die Strultur Sinn, das Organ eine Leistung,
und die menschliche Handlung einen Zweck” In a later work, the idea has be-
come more definite: “ Machines have achievements (Leistung), organs have func-
tions in the service of the total organism because they are members (eingegliedert)
of the whole.” Organs, therefore, function, but the total organism acts or behaves.
“ An action is constituted by the active turning towards the environment, entail-
ing an integration of several individual functions by central regulation.” “ Central,”
in this context, does not necessarily mean ° achieved by the central nervous
system.” O. Schwarz, Medizinische Anthropologie, Leipzig, 1929, Hirzel, pp. 48, 67.
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tive activities; it considers them only insofar as any such func-
tion is directly involved, e. g., because of its needing so and so
many calories.

The notion of function, therefore, retains its signification.
It refers to a “ part ”; but this part must not be understood
only in a strictly anatomical sense. In fact, the idea of
“organ” has to be somehow corrected or enlarged. One may
speak of the blood, or of all the white blood corpuscles as one
“ organ,” although there is no anatomically circumscribed place
where this “organ ” is located. Or the many lymphatic glands
may be spoken of as one organ; it is more customary to refer to
them as an “ organ-system,” but this only a terminological
nicety; in fact they form one organ.

The anatomical definition of an “ organ ™ as a well defined,
separable part of the body, characterized by a definite micro-
structure, is therefore insufficient, at least in regard to its sig-
nification in physiology. There are not only anatomical but
also “functional ” parts, or, if this name should appear re-
dundant in a discussion of ““ function,” one may speak of * per-
formative ” parts. But, as the name of “ partial functions ” is
quite common, so one may speak of “ functional parts.”

One using such terms as “ functional parts” seems to come
into serious conflict with an idea which plays an increasingly
important role in today’s discussions on problems of physi-
ology—or pathology—and of psychology as well. 1 refer, of
course, to the “ holistic ” trend in these fields. The organism
“functions as a whole ’; the mind “ functions as a whole.” To
speak of partial functions and to treat them as if they were
independent entities is tantamount to misunderstanding the
real problem and doing violence to the facts.

Connected with this criticism is another, of different origin,
submitted by the “ holistic”” school and by others. Anyone
speaking of partial functions in psychology is accused by these
critics of “ reification,” of “ substantializing fictitious entities,”
of taking a name, coined for the sake of convenience or, even
worse, taken over from popular psychology, for a reality, and
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thus of falsification of the “given.” But no holist, however
extreme, has as yet accused physiologists of * reification ” when
the latter speak of the liver as a reality, or of its performances,
e. g., the production of bile, as real functions. Of course not;
because we can see the liver, we can measure the amount of
bile. But perception cannot be *“ seen ” and neither can an act
of will; when one speaks of measuring them, he uses this term,
perhaps, in a non-genuine sense. At least, whatever is meas-
ured is not the “ thing” itself but some other phenomenon,
such as stimuli, or some change in visible reality, some aspect
of behavior which is then traced back to a mental function for
the existence of which there is no proof.

The primary reason for this attitude is presumably the
incapacity or the unwillingness to recognize any reality out-
side the extended, spatial, and material world. This incapacity
or unwillingness obviously contributed in a large degree to the
success of the theory of cerebral localization. The immaterial
entities, whether called faculties or performances of the mind,
were apparently transformed by this idea into functions of sub-
divisions of the brain, equivalent, at least in the thoughts of
some, to real organs possessing a relative independence. Now
this theory has been to a large extent discredited. The whole
conception of strict localization and of functional units, such as
reflexes, is in fact crumbling. Reflexes are neither as immutable
nor as independent as they had been believed to be. Centers
are not what the discoverers of localization claimed. In truth,
there was never an ahsolute certainty regarding centers as
“seats ” of definite nervous or mental functions. The whole
theory of localization would not have developed at all in the
way 1t did, if certain elementary demands of logic had been
followed. What are the facts? The findings obtained by ex-
periment and clinical analysis can be suramarized by saying
that it is certain that the intactness of certain brain regions is
a necessary condition for certain achievements. It is, of course,
absolutely true that stimulation of the so-called motor region
of the brain produces contraction of muscles and that the vari-
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ous groups of the latter are “ represented ” in well defined spots
on the cortex. Tt is equally true that certain lesions produce
with great regularity—although perhaps not invariably—cer-
tain defects. But this does not prove that the respective parts
of the cortex are the “seats” of any such functions. Like
every general hypothesis, this one results from a syllogism of
which the empirical findings form the minor. The major, how-
ever, is the preconceived idea that every distinguishable per-
formance must be attributed to an equally distinguishable part
of the body. This major proposition is nothing else but what
Rudolf Virchow called “the anatomical idea in medicine.”
Biological sciences, including medicine, have moved since Vir-
chow’s time from a prevalently anatomical to a prevalently
“ functional ” viewpoint.

As we shall see later, one of the criticisms raised against the
theory of faculties consists in this: that this theory is based on
an illegitimate analogy between bodily functions and the organs
where they “ reside ”” on one hand, and mental performances on
the other. The history of “ cerebral localization ” seems to
show that the same fallacy, if fallacy it 1s, may be committed
also in the opposite direction.

The idea of defining functions by the organs to which the
former belong, then, is not satisfactory. If there are striking
coincidences, there are also cases in which this parallel does not
hold. We are, therefore, more or less thrown back to the stage
of pre-scientific, popular distinctions. These must, of course,
be corrected in many instances. Thus, it would not do to
separate heat production and metabolism in homoiothermic
animals, although to retain a certain body temperature and to
provide nourishment seem at first sight to be very different
performances on the part of the organism. In the main, how-
ever, we have apparently no other means of distinguishing
functions than their phenomenal differences.

One may object that there is no need to make any such
divisions for other reasons than those of convenience and re-
search. Convenience is served because subsuming a number of
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elementary or complex phenomena under one name is a time-
saving procedure and proves harmless as long as one avoids
“ reification.” For research purposes, we have to select certain
facts and isolate them if we want to study them at all. But
we must keep in mind that any such isolation is artificial, that
in truth there is no such thing as “ the functions of the liver ”
but only the liver functioning within the total context of the
organism. We can indeed study the liver separated from the
organism in the kind of experiment in which a * surviving ”
organ is made the subject of research; we may, for instance,
determine what becomes of a chemical compound sent through
the liver, and answer many similar questions. We may pre-
sume that the liver will behave in the same way also when
functioning as an organ in the strict sense, that is, within the
context of the organism. But we never can be absolutely sure
of this. QOur presumptions must be tested on the intact
organisim.

This “ holistic ” view is, as we know, not at all new. The
ancients and also Aquinas emphasized that a part of the body
when separated from the rest ceases to be what it was in rela-
tion to the other parts and the whole. An eye separated from
the body is no longer an eye in the proper sense, just as a corpse
is no longer a man, even though we may speak, indulging in
some kind of sentimental illusion, of the corpse as “the de-
ceased.” In truth he has not only deceased but has ceased
to be.

But even the most consistent holism cannot fail to recognize,
and not for reasons of methodology alone, that the whole is
capable of manifold and obviously different performances. The
usual formula refers to the different performances as so many
different “ aspects” of the one whole, or states that the whole
is capable of various functions according to the inner and outer
conditions to which it responds.

The last-named conception has its indubitable value. It
recognizes not only that the organism responds as a whole,
however much one or the other “ aspect ” may stand in the
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foreground; it recognizes also that it responds to the total situa-
tion. Admitting this, we have also to admit that we cannot
know beforehand which “ aspects” of the situation may be
relevant, nor can we claim that the order or degree of relevance
will be always the same. On the contrary, it becomes eminently
possible that relevance has no fixed and unchangeable value
but varies with the total condition of the organism. Previous
influences may have altered permanently or temporarily the
way in which an organism responds to a situation. To this
corresponds on the level of mental response and human be-
havior the complex of the many difficult questions centering
around notions like “ set,” “ attitude,” “ experience,” etc.

Under such circumstances, there remains only one method
by which to arrive at a somewhat reliable knowledge of the
interrelations between situation and performance, situation re-
ferring here to inner as well as to outer conditions. The one
procedure promising results is statistical analysis.

Statistics has been, since it began to develop from Bernouilli’s
tirae, the one procedure apt for dealing with facts the deter-
minants of which are too numerous and too little known to
permit the establishment of “laws” like those of physics.
The increasing use of statistics is the result not only of the
great progress this branch of mathematics has made in recent
times, but also in part of the growing need for such procedures.
This need became greater on one hand because of practical
necessities. The development of insurance of all kinds is the
best-known example; but there are innumerable other practical
problems which demand the use of statistical methods. Some
of these methods had to be developed and were developed
solely for the sake of dealing with one or another problem and
later proved capable of much wider application. On the other
band, it was realized that many phenomena, especially those
related to human existence, are of such complex structure that,
for the time being or for all time, the statistical approach is
the only possible one.

When statistics began to develop, its main concern was with
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frequency, and, therefore, with the probability of such or such
an event ! appening. In recent times the method of correla-
tions has permitted the extension of statistics to quantitative
expression of the relations obtaining between events of different
kind. The correlation establishes a relation between frequen-
cies; If two phenomena stand in correlation one to the other,
it can be presumed that there is some link between the two.
If, furthermore, the correlation applies not only to frequency
but also to quantity; that is, if not only the phenomenon A is
associated with a certain regularity with the phenomenon B,
but also the magnitude of A, whatever this figure may mean,
is correlated to the magnitude of B, there is reason to assume a
definite interdependency of the two. But the correlation does
not indicate anything about the nature of this interdependence.
A may be a partial cause of B, or vice versa, or they may both
be effects of a third known or unknown phenomenon C. Least
of all does the computation of correlations enable us to make
any statement as to the nature of this C.

According to the “ holistic ” interpretation, everything within
an organism is related somehow with everything else within it.
But this relation may be so distant that it does not show in
correlational calculus. Personality being a unit, there must be
some velation between, say, the ability to do mental arith-
metic and a preference for the paintings of Perugino cver those
of Luca Signorelli. But if we were to test the arithmetical
ability and the preferences for paintings in a great number of
persons, 1t 'i1s doubtful that any correlation would result, let
alone one of significant magnitude. This seems a pretty re-
liable prediction; the absence of such a correlation is credible
without carrying out the tests. It is credible because a pre-
scientific analysis of the two performances shows them to be
very different in kind.

However, were [ to claim that by pre-scientific analysis,
simply by reflecting on the procedure of mentally solving arith-
metical problems, I discovered all or at least the most relevant
conditions for such an achievement, T might be very much mis-
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taken. I might, of course, be right insofar as my own mind is
concerned; but I might be quite wrong if I were to generalize.
There are persons who do mental arithmetic mainly by means
of visualization; they figure out the problems, as it were, on an
imagined paper with an imagined pencil. This does not enable
one to say that visual imagination is a necessary condition for
this achievement. On the other hand, anyone can predict
that a certain capacity for retention is a necessary condition;
no one can solve any problem if he is unable to remember the
problem or the partial steps towards its solution.

Correlational computation, like any other statistical pro-
cedure, does not permit any conclusion about an individual. Its
figures refer to averages. Suppose one finds a very high corre-
lation between two types of achievement—to be concrete, be-
tween the number of solutions in certain tests and others
concerning the clarity of mental visual images. Then it is
correct to say that the latter property enters as a relevant
condition into the total set of conditions on which depends the
first achievement. But this discovery does not preclude the
possibility that another person, devoid of such imagery, may
also do very well in the first series of tests; there are many
such tests which can be done by reasoning.’

If there is found in the results of several series of tests a
correlation between some pair of them, although the numerical
value may be rather different, we are invariably led to presume
some underlying determinant ° common to the types of achieve-
ment tested. This has been stated clearly by Cyril Burt,” so

5 See the remark of Cyril Burt: “I myself was once assured by a psychological
investigator that I had a good visuo-spatial imagery because I excelled most other
testees in tasks to test this ability; actually, I solved them all by rapidly convert-
ing them into verbal form—a trick which I long age acquired to compensate for
my weak visualization.” The Factors of the Mind, New York, 1941, Macmillan,
p. 312, note. This observation, incidentally, serves to emphasize the need for
mtrospective reports, whenever obtainable, even in apparently simple test situations.

¢T use the neutral term “ determinant” in order not to prejudice anything con-
cerning interpretation, as would be the case were I to speak of “ cause,” nor to
employ the term “ factor,” the meaning of which has still to be elucidated.

“ The Factors of the Mind, p. 4.
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that a brief summary of his remarks will serve best as an
introduction to the following discussion.

The psychologist, so Dr. Burt says, is able only to state
partial dependences, the degree of which is measured by a
coefficient of correlation. C. Spearman spoke of “ the system
of correlation . . . as expressing the hidden underlying cause of
the variations investigated.”® This hidden underlying cause,
the same that J. S. Mill called the ““ common connecting fact of
causation,” is now regularly designated by the name “ factor.”

It is evident, and Dr. Burt does not fail to point out, that in
considering the “ factor ” as “ expressing the underlying cause,”
the level of mere factuality is already left behind; by speaking
of causes we pass over to the level of interpretation.

One must absolutely agree with the eminent English psy-
chologist when he emphatically declares (p. 256): * Factors
as such must be defined, not by trying to identify them with
concrete causal entities but by specifying the operations by
which they are to be obtained.” In other words, a factor has
primarily a signification only within a definite system of statis-
tical operations. This being the case, it is in no way astonish-
g to find that the procedure of factorial analysis allows for a
wide application. As Burt has shown, it may be used equally
well to establish correlation between various mental operations
or trace them back to some * general factor,” and to establish
types of personalities.

In regard to subsequent discussions it may be well to point
out here that factorial analysis yields results which have noth-
ing at all to do with the notion of “ faculty.” Thus the analysis
of tests of the functions of the vestibular organ and of balance
uncovers nine different factors, among which are two combina-
tions of semicircular canals, kinesthetic sensitivity and response,
tensions reinforcing response, and a visual factor.® Or the

#C. Spearman, “ The Proof and Measurement of the Association beiween Two
Things,” American Journal of Psychology, 1904, XV, 74.

®R. I. Bass, “ An Analysis of the Components of Tests of Semicircular Canal
Function and of Static and Dynamic Balance,” Res. Quart. Am. Ass. Health. Phys.
Educ., 1939, X, 33.
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study of “ verbal abilities ” establishes factors like memory for
rote learning, word fluency (implying two sub-factors), verbal
relation (with two or three components) , fluency in oral speech,
facility in attaching appropriate names and symbols, speed of
articulatory movements.®

No commentary is needed to show that these factors can-
not have anything in common with the traditional notion of
“faculty.” Nor can this be the case with the eight factors
allegedly determining memory abilities.* They are: a general
recognition memory factor for words, three different visual fac-
tors, a logical factor involved in learning word meaning, and
three more the significance of which did not become clear.
Incidentally, the logical factor itself is of a complex nature.

The procedures by which such a general factor is computed
do no more than demonstrate the “ existence ” of the factor.
Whether it “ exists ” otherwise than within the particular “ sta-
tistical discourse ” is another question which will demand our
attention later. In any case, the factor is statistically sig-
nificant, but has as such no real significance. This was recog-
nized many years ago by Dr. T. V. Moore, when he remarked
that “ the tetrade equation only proves the fact of the existence
of this general factor. It tells us nothing of its nature.” **

On the other hand, there are some authors who believe that
the factors should be given a definite concrete significance.
When they speak of ““ abilities ” of the mind, or identify one or
the other factor with, e. g., “ general intelligence,” they do more
than just give a convenient name to a statistically significant
magnitude. They proceed towards the same “ reification,” not
indeed of a name but a figure, of which they accuse their prede-
cessors. “The student of factor-analysis in psychology is
tempted to reify the factors named, and to visualize a logical
analysis as a physical separation, tacitly assuming that, if dis-

3. B. Carroll, “ A Factor Analysis of Verbal Abilities,” Psychometrica, 1941,
VI, 279.

*H. B. Carlson, “Factor Analysis of Memory Abilities,” Journal of Experi-
mental Psychology, 1987, XXI, 477.

127T. V. Moore, “ The General Factor in Intelligence,” Proceedings of the Catho-
lic Philosophical Association, 1929, V, 29.

5
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tinct abilities are ever to be discovered, they will be concrete
and separable ‘organs’ like the heart or the lungs, and that
the ‘ mental mechanisms * which form them will be localized in
separate . . . cortical areas.” ** That the latter hope is rather
illusory, has been pointed out above.

The inclination characterized by Burt and indeed found in
many psychologists is the result of other motives besides the
desire for concreteness and the hope of discovering tangible
“causes.” Apart from the often unnoticed but nonetheless
influential trend towards a materialistic interpretation as alone
“ scientific,” there are other ideas at work which I do not hesi-
tate to call prejudices, in the sense that they determine as
preconceived and therefore unexamined principles the whole
attitude of the scientist or psychologist. Generally speaking,
these prejudices may be summarized in what may be aptly
called the “ idolatry of the scientific method,” wherein “ scien-
tific 7 is taken in the extremely narrow sense of “ physicalistic.”
This particular prejudice rests on the guite unproved assump-
tion that a reliable knowledge of reality can be obtained only
by methods fashioned on the pattern of physics. For this
assumption there is no proof whatsoever. Rather, the various
attempts at building up a “ scientific ” sociology, history, or
psychology might be used as proof to the contrary. The phrase
that “ we have not yet advanced far enough ” or not yet de-
veloped adequate procedures for making, e. g., sociology “ truly
scientific,” 1s meaningless. First it must be demonstrated that
such procedures are adequate to the subject matter. This
demonstration, I hold, is impossible.**

1% C. Burt, op. cit., p. 1'7. See also bid., p. 21.

14 Dr. Burt seems, I am glad to notice, to hold similar opinions. Although he
too would like to discover definite “ neural events” as the basis of mental phe-
nomena and thus render them more tangible, as it were, he is fully aware of the
difference in kind between physics and psychology. He writes, for instance: 1
myself should argue that, if simplicity is a reason for the acceptance of an explana-
tion in a simple science, simplicity is a reason against its acceptance in a science
whose subject-matter is highly complex.” Op. cit., p. 25. I am not quite sure
whether Dr. Burt would agree that complexity is not a merely quantitative dif-
ference; but if he did, his position would be rather like the one I believe to be
inevitable if any true progress in sciences of man and mind is to be realized.
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Some psychologists claim that distinguishable properties
must also be separable. To consider “ the attribute not as a
part of the concrete individual, but only as an aspect ” is re-
garded as tantamount to “ nothing less than a denial of the
validity of scientific method.” *** In this statement, two fea-
tures deserve attention. One is the naive identification of
“ scientific ” with the methodological principles of physics; the
other 1s the manifest incapacity for understanding what Schol-
astic philosophy calls a “real distinction.” This incapacity
explains to a large extent the misinterpretations of the idea of
faculties.

The fact that the factors cannot be identified with or related
to any definite “ primary abilities ” or elementary functions,
whether of the mind or of the nervous system, in no way invali-
dates their practical usefulness. For instance, factorial analysis
may enable us to discover certain aspects of a testing situation
through which the tests may be rendered more effective, more
revealing, and more homogenecus. The critical remarks sub-
mitted here are not at all directed against factorial analysis as
a method; they question only a certain type of interpretation.
Philosophy has nothing to say on ascertained facts, but much
on hypothetical interpretations.

Thus factors are, as Dr. Burt justly emphasizes, “ in their
essential nature principles of classification . . . rendered more
discriminative and exact by being cast in quantitative form ’;
they are “logical principles rather than psychological prin-
ciples.” **

iR B. Cattell, “ Measurement versus Intuition in Applied Psychology,” Char-
acter and Personality, 1937, VI, 114. The contemptuous manner in which this
author deals with the notions of “ structure” and “ configuration ” shows inci-
dentally his utter inability to think along any other lines than those of physicalism.
Not that the proponents of structure or Gestalt psychology are not guilty of exag-
gerations and misstatements, but unprejudiced judgment must admit that in their
work there is much of value for general psychology.

15 C. Burt, op. cit, p. 101, 103. Perhaps a word ought to be said by way of
justification for the extensive use I make of Dr. Burt’s work notwithstanding the
existence of numerous other treatises on the subject of factorial analysis. The rea-
son is simple: Dr. Burt is practically the only one who gives any consideration to






