
lated to the intellect; GOOD is being related to the appetite.
The principle refers to the ontological good and true, and
hence, does not refer directly to the moral order.

Virtus consistit in medio (Virtue is found in the
mean). Aristotle’s basic principle of good moral action
is to place VIRTUE between two extremes that are called
vices. Virtue is the good habit whose act avoids the ex-
tremes and maintains the mean of honest living. Aristotle
puts it in this way: ‘‘Virtue, then, is a state of character
concerned with choice, lying in a mean, i.e., the mean rel-
ative to us, this being determined by a rational principle,
and by that principle by which the man of practical wis-
dom would determine it’’ (Eth. Nic. 1107a 1–3).
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SIGNORIELLO, Lexicon peripateticum philosophico-theologicum
. . . (Naples 1906; Rome 1931). PETRI DE BERGOMO, Tabula aurea
(Photocopy from Thomas Aquinas’s Opera Omnia, Editiones
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SCHOLASTICISM
First used in a derogatory sense by humanists and

early histories of philosophy in the 16th century, scholas-
ticism has come to mean either a historical movement or
a system of thought that was bequeathed by that move-
ment.

In the historical sense described in this article, it is
an intellectual movement in the history of the Church that
can be divided into three periods: medieval, modern, and
contemporary. Medieval scholasticism arose gradually in
the 12th century from the use of Aristotelian DIALECTICS

in theology, philosophy, and Canon Law; it matured in
the 13th with the assimilation of new philosophical litera-
ture and consequent concentration on metaphysics; it de-
clined in the succeeding period; and it passed into
desuetude with the RENAISSANCE. Modern (or middle)
scholasticism, extending from 1530 to the early 19th cen-
tury, witnessed a revival of metaphysics in the 16th cen-
tury, a multiplicity of eclectic schools in the 17th, and an
abandonment of ancient sources and method in the 18th.
Contemporary scholasticism began with the rediscovery
of the works of St. Thomas Aquinas in mid-19th century,
spread throughout the Catholic world under the aegis of
Leo XIII, and flourished in the 20th century, particularly
in Continental Europe and in North and South America.

As a system, scholasticism has sometimes been un-
justly described as ‘‘one of the greatest plagues of the

human mind’’ (Diderot), or as ‘‘philosophy brought into
slavery to papist theology’’ (C. A. Heumann), and curtly
dismissed as not meriting attention. At the other extreme,
some seem to consider it a homogeneous body of doctrine
providing answers to all possible problems. The truth lies
between these two extremes (see SCHOLASTIC METHOD;

SCHOLASTIC PHILOSOPHY).

1. MEDIEVAL SCHOLASTICISM

It is customary to trace the roots of scholasticism
to the Carolingian age and to divide medieval scholasti-
cism into four periods: prescholasticism (c. 800–1050),
early scholasticism (1050–1200), high scholasti-
cism (1200–1300 or 1350), and late scholasticism
(1350–1500).

Prescholasticism. The learning of the Middle Ages
has its origins in the enactments of CHARLEMAGNE and
in the vision of ALCUIN that brought about the establish-
ment of episcopal and monastic schools and the gradual
revival of the trivium and quadrivium. In this early peri-
od, dialectics occupied a relatively small place in the triv-
ium and relied mainly on De nuptiis Mercurii et
Philologiae of Martianus Capella, the Institutiones of
CASSIODORUS, a few chapters of the Etymologiae of ISI-

DORE OF SEVILLE, the Dialectica of Alcuin, and perhaps
some treatises of BOETHIUS. What came to be called the
old logic (logica vetus), i.e., Aristotle’s Categories and
Perihermenias and Porphyry’s Isagoge, was not popular-
ly known or used [J. Isaac, Le Peri Hermeneias en occi-
dent de Boèce à saint Thomas (Paris 1953) 38–42].

The ‘‘new Athens’’ that Alcuin sought to build in
France [Epist. 86; Patrologia Latina, ed. J. P. Migne, 217
V., indexes 4 v. (Paris 1878–90) 100:282] was not
marked by any great philosophical revival. Alcuin him-
self was content to duplicate the culture of the past; RA-

BANUS MAURUS was primarily a compiler who brought
Alcuin’s program to Germany; Fredegisus (d. 834), disci-
ple and successor of Alcuin, showed perhaps a wider in-
terest, since his De nihilo et tenebris contains some
original thought; while the Dicta of CANDIDUS OF FULDA

offers the first medieval proof of the existence of God
based on dialectics. The court of Charles II the Bald wit-
nessed a discussion on the nature of the soul, its origin
and relation to the body, involving HINCMAR OF REIMS,
RATRAMNUS OF CORBIE, and PASCHASIUS RADBERTUS.
Above all, the court was famous as the home of the one
truly original thinker of this period, JOHN SCOTUS ERIU-

GENA, whose De divisione naturae (c. 866) is a synthesis
of theology based on Neoplatonic principles. In theology
proper, the Carolingian period was marked by controver-
sies on predestination and the Real Presence, initiated by
GOTTSCHALK OF ORBAIS. Neither controversy seems to
have resulted from the use of dialectics.
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Early Scholasticism. The Carolingian renaissance
was of short duration. The dismemberment of the Em-
pire, the coming of the Normans, frequent wars, and gen-
eral political disorder were hardly favorable to
intellectual pursuits. Yet the 10th century was not wholly
devoid of intellectual life in some monasteries and cathe-
drals; one need only consider the learning of Gerbert of
Aurillac, who became Pope SYLVESTER II, and his disci-
ple FULBERT OF CHARTRES. Such men prepared for the re-
vival of learning in the 11th century that centered largely
on the question of dialectics. As scholasticus at Reims
(973–982) Gerbert had provided a full course on the old
logic (J. Isaac, op. cit. 44).

Less than a century later St. PETER DAMIAN com-
plained of the Aristotelian subtlety that had spread
through the schools and of those who forgot it was but
a handmaid and not the queen (Patrologia Latina,
145:603). He may have had in mind his contemporary,
BERENGARIUS OF TOURS, who had urged recourse to dia-
lectics on all questions, since reason was the gift of God.
Applying this science to the Eucharist, Berengarius con-
cluded that since reason proclaims that accidents cannot
exist apart from substance, the bread and wine must re-
main after the Consecration. The effect of the Consecra-
tion is but to add another form to the bread, that of the
‘‘intellectual body’’ of Christ: an allegorical, spiritual,
and symbolic rather than a real, physical presence is the
result. Berengarius remained throughout the 12th century
an example of reason and logic intruding where it had no
place. Yet, while some reacted strongly against dialec-
tics, others were quick to recognize its value if used with
restraint. ‘‘For those who examine the matter carefully,
dialectics does not undermine the mysteries of God’’
(Lanfranc of Bec, In 1 Corinthians 1.11; Patrologia La-
tina, 150:157), and what St. Paul reproves is not the art
of disputing but the perverse use some make of it (In Co-
lossians 2.3; Patrologia Latina, 150:323). In this ap-
proach LANFRANC prepared the way for the daring but
sound metaphysical meditations on dogma of St. Anselm.

Anselm of Canterbury. The Monologium of ANSELM

OF CANTERBURY is a profound prayerful study of the ex-
istence and nature of God, yet professedly is based on
reason and not on the authority of Scripture. In it, Anselm
clearly affirmed that faith is his starting point; yet through
reason he will seek to understand what he believes.
‘‘Faith seeking understanding’’ (Fides quaerens intellec-
tum) was, in fact, the original title of his second great
work, the Proslogion. Conscious of the novelty of his po-
sition—he had been reproved by Lanfranc for his dar-
ing—Anselm himself recommended prudence in the
spread of his writings (Epist. 1.74; Patrologia Latina,
158:1144).

The dialectic that Anselm fostered among his pupils
at Bec led to the systematic Sententiae and Summae of
the 12th century. The first steps were taken by ANSELM

OF LAON, pupil of St. Anselm, who for some 30 years
taught in the episcopal school of Laon. Though his teach-
ing was primarily on Scripture, he did apparently orga-
nize the material of older theology in more systematic
fashion. His school attracted a host of pupils who were
to become famous in 12th-century theology: GILBERT DE

LA PORRÉE, and ROBERT OF MELUN (HEREFORD), Alberic
of Reims, Lotulphus of Novara, and WILLIAM OF CHAM-

PEAUX.

Peter Abelard. Of much more importance for the
systematization of theology was the work of Peter ABE-

LARD. The Sic et Non produced by his school is a vast
repertoire of Biblical, patristic, and canonical material for
and against specific points of doctrine. Its prologue, the
work of a master dialectician, sets forth principles for the
reconciliation of opposing texts through the analysis of
words, authentication of texts, or noting changes of opin-
ion on the part of an author. Perhaps the most influential
Abelardian principle was that ‘‘one can often solve a con-
troversy by showing that the same words are used in dif-
ferent senses by different authors’’ (Patrologia Latina,
178:1344D). The dialectical method of Abelard was uti-
lized by both canonists and theologians, reaching notable
heights in the Decretum of Gratian, originally known as
the Concordantia discordantium canonum, and the Libri
sententiarum of PETER LOMBARD (see SENTENCES AND

SUMMAE; GRATIAN, DECRETUM OF).

Abelard is perhaps best known for his role in the con-
troversy concerning UNIVERSALS, ‘‘which is always the
most important question for those engaged in dialectics’’
(Historia calamitatum 1.2). Disputing the solutions of his
teachers, ROSCELIN and William of Champeaux, Abelard
attributed universality to names, not things. This position,
sometimes called NOMINALISM, was vastly different from
the nominalism of the 14th century. The 11th-century
controversy centered on grammar and logic without the
aid of Aristotle’s metaphysics and psychology.

School of Chartres. During the first half of the 12th
century the most eminent center of learning was the ca-
thedral school in Chartres. Inspired by a deep feeling for
ancient culture, masters such as BERNARD OF CHARTRES,
THIERRY OF CHARTRES, Gilbert de la Porrée, and CLAREN-

BAUD OF ARRAS cultivated an integral humanism that was
literary as well as theological. Perhaps JOHN OF SALIS-

BURY, later Bishop of Chartres, was the most eloquent
spokesman of the literary humanism typical of this
school. WILLIAM OF CONCHES, HONORIUS OF AUTUN, and
BERNARD SILVESTRIS developed a Platonic cosmology
out of earlier sources. Acquainted only with Platonic
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sources, apart from the Organon of Aristotle, the philoso-
phy taught at Chartres was mainly an eclectic Platonism,
centered on questions of God and the world, EXEMPLAR-

ISM, creation, the sciences, as well as the Latin classics
and the LIBERAL ARTS. ADELARD OF BATH and other
alumni became well known translators of scientific works
from Arabic into Latin.

Mysticism. At Paris the Abbey of Saint-Victor,
founded in 1108 by William of Champeaux for the CAN-

ONS REGULAR OF ST. AUGUSTINE, became a flourishing
school of theology and mysticism under HUGH OF SAINT-

VICTOR and RICHARD OF SAINT-VICTOR. To his contem-
poraries, Hugh was the ‘‘new Augustine, the agent of the
Holy Spirit,’’ a learned theologian famous for his theo-
logical summa On the Sacraments of the Christian Faith
(tr. R. J. Deferrari, Cambridge, Mass. 1951), his program
for Christian schools, the Didascalicon (tr. J. Taylor,
New York 1961), and his ability to use all knowledge as
paths to union with God. Richard was the outstanding
mystical writer of this school; his works were appreciated
and used especially by St. Bonaventure and St. Thomas
Aquinas.

Cistercian mysticism, stemming from St. BERNARD

OF CLAIRVAUX, was marked by its psychological ap-
proach. Almost every writer of this school of mysticism
produced a treatise on the soul as a preface and key to his
spiritual doctrine (see SOUL, HUMAN, 2; ISAAC OF STELLA;

ALCHER OF CLAIRVAUX; WILLIAM OF SAINT-THIERRY).
One exception to this was ALAN OF LILLE, who had taught
at Paris and Montpellier before entering monastic life. He
is known mainly for his theological works against the
heretics of his day and for his attempt to reduce theology
to a more exact science.

High Scholasticism. History can never be divided
by centuries. Yet mid-13th-century Paris, with St. ALBERT

THE GREAT, ROGER BACON, St. BONAVENTURE, and St.
THOMAS AQUINAS, was a far different ‘‘city of letters’’
from the mid-12th-century Paris of Peter Lombard. The
12th and preceding centuries had been essentially patris-
tic in content, largely dominated by the doctrine and spirit
of St. AUGUSTINE.

Introduction of Aristotle. Apart from his logic, Aris-
totle was known only through secondary sources; and the
West little suspected that he had written anything else. In
the 13th century scholastics were caught up in a ferment
of thought as their cultural horizon was suddenly broad-
ened and their allegiance to the past was deeply chal-
lenged through the influx of a vast philosophical and
scientific literature translated from the Greek and Arabic.
For the first time they came face to face with a world-
system, a Weltanschauung, which relied completely on
reason and appeared almost entirely at variance with the

Christian faith. They were faced with doctrines such as
the Prime Mover, eternal motion, denial of creation and
providence, uncertainty on the immortality and spirituali-
ty of the soul, and a morality based on reason alone. Such
theories seemed almost like a new revelation, or, for
many, like intruders from an alien world. ‘‘The Christian
people,’’ said WILLIAM OF AUVERGNE, ‘‘is plunged in as-
tonishment by theories hitherto entirely unknown to it’’
[De universo 1.3.31 (Paris 1674) 1:805b]. The first reac-
tion on the part of traditionalists was one of distrust: the
synod at Paris in 1210 forbade the use of Aristotle’s writ-
ings on natural philosophy or commentaries on them in
the schools; the University of Paris statutes of 1215 ex-
tended this prohibition to the ‘‘metaphysics and natural
philosophy, summae on them, or books on the doctrine
of DAVID OF DINANT, AMALRIC OF BÈNE, or Maurice of
Spain.’’ Yet such prohibitions, renewed in 1231 by Greg-
ory IX, did not exclude private study or use of such
works, or prevent their growing popularity. In 1255 the
new statutes for the faculty of arts officially included all
the known works of Aristotle in the texts assigned for
public lectures. As the profundity and novelty of Aristot-
le’s thought was further complicated by the crudity and
literalness of the translations, scholastics were inclined to
turn to AVICENNA and, after 1230, to AVERROËS as guides
in understanding the Philosopher (see ARABIAN PHILOSO-

PHY). Unfortunately, Avicenna’s interpretation was
largely Neoplatonic, especially on the origin of things
from God by necessary emanation, and on the nature of
the soul (see EMANATIONISM). The acceptance of Averro-
ës as the Commentator gave rise eventually to a crisis at
Paris.

Universities. This influx of literature clearly could
not have produced its far-reaching effects had it not been
for the formation and organization after 1200 of a new
scholastic milieu, in the founding of the University of
PARIS, and those of OXFORD, Cambridge, Toulouse, BO-

LOGNA, and others. Usually divided into four faculties of
theology, medicine, law, and arts, the universities are re-
membered mostly for the work achieved in theology and
in arts, which quickly became primarily a school of phi-
losophy. In the theological faculty, while the older tradi-
tions were maintained, new methods, inspired partly by
the ‘‘new logic’’ of Aristotle (the Analytics, Topics, and
Sophistical Refutations, translated about 1128 by James
of Venice), produced a new type of scientific theology in
contrast to the scriptural studies (sacra pagina) of the
12th century. Roger Bacon complained bitterly of the dis-
placement of the Bible as the heart of theology by the
Sentences of Peter Lombard. He blamed ALEXANDER OF

HALES, who as dean of the school had made the first pub-
lic gloss on the Sentences (c. 1230). For better or for
worse, Alexander was making use of a procedure already
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in vogue in the arts faculty, of using the work of some
‘‘authority’’ (e.g., Aristotle, Porphyry, Donatus) as the
basis of scholastic lectures. In arts at Paris, Roger Bacon
himself seems to have been the first to undertake such
courses on the newly discovered writings of Aristotle.

English Scholars. The Englishman Roger Bacon was
a product of the University of Paris, where he lectured in
arts longer than any other master. Bacon traced his own
preference for mathematics and mathematical methods to
ROBERT GROSSETESTE, one of the most original and ver-
satile minds of the century. Conversant with the works
of Aristotle, some of which he had translated, Grosseteste
was by inclination more Neoplatonist and Augustinian.
Influenced likewise by optics and perspective, he at-
tempted to deduce from the nature of light a complete
cosmological system, wherein the dynamic energy of
light produced the finite world and the multiplication of
individual beings. Such scientific ideals, especially his
faith in mathematical reason, reappeared in Bacon, who
set as his ideal the renewal of contemporary thought
through a reassessment and reorganization of Christian
wisdom. On the other hand, in ADAM OF BUCKFIELD one
finds a proof that Aristotle’s writings were by no means
neglected at Oxford. Yet both Dominicans, such as RICH-

ARD FISHACRE and ROBERT KILWARDBY, and Francis-
cans, such as THOMAS OF YORK, ROGER MARSTON, and
JOHN PECKHAM, were inclined to an eclectic type of Aris-
totelianism and to resist the complete acceptance of the
Philosopher in Christian schools. The trends implanted
by Grosseteste retained their vitality even in the 14th cen-
tury, with a renewed interest in mathematics and physics
on the part of THOMAS BRADWARDINE and the Merton
College group of physicists (see JOHN OF DUMBLETON;

RICHARD OF SWYNESHED; WILLIAM OF HEYTESBURY).

Parisian Scholars. For the medieval schoolman, as
for the modern historian, scholasticism meant primarily
the University of Paris, the studium of the Church, ‘‘the
city of books and learning’’ (Gregory IX). The long tradi-
tion of schools at Notre Dame, Sainte-Geneviève, Saint-
Victor, gave rise about 1200 to a guild (universitas) of
masters and scholars, which under royal patronage and
papal direction soon became the most famous and impor-
tant seat of learning in the Western world. At first, most
of the masters in theology, guided by the directives of
Pope Gregory IX (1228 and 1231), continued the conser-
vative, so-called Augustinian, traditions of the 12th cen-
tury. At the same time, the Aristotelian ideal of a science
gradually made clear the distinction between philosophy
and theology, and indeed the further distinction between
theology as exegesis and theology as an organized body
of knowledge (M. D. Chenu, La théologie comme science
au xiiie siècle, Paris 1957).

Franciscan School. Alexander of Hales, who joined
the Franciscan Order in Paris after a long and fruitful
theological career, showed very little tendency to use the
works of Aristotle; at most, he cited well-known axioms
and principles. In contrast, his associate, JOHN OF LA RO-

CHELLE, depended closely on Avicenna in his Summa de
anima; otherwise he remained close to traditional theolo-
gy.

A much greater knowledge of the philosophers was
manifested by St. Bonaventure, likely because when he
had studied in the arts faculty Aristotle was given more
prominence. Nonetheless, though he spoke the language
of Aristotle, considered him ‘‘the more excellent among
the philosophers,’’ and made great use of his works, Bon-
aventure can hardly be called an Aristotelian. Primarily
the theologian whose only master was Christ, Bonaven-
ture regarded philosophy as a help in understanding the
faith: ‘‘As the children of Israel carried away the trea-
sures of Egypt [Ex 3,22; 12, 35], so theologians make
their own the teachings of philosophy’’ [Opera omnia
(Quaracchi 1882–1902) 8:335b], ‘‘taking from philo-
sophical knowledge on the nature of things what they
need to build’’ the structure of theology and reach an un-
derstanding of the things of God (ibid. 5:205a). Yet a
close examination of the philosophy thus incorporated
into the synthesis of Christian wisdom shows relatively
little acceptance of Aristotle. In later years, faced by the
Averroist crisis, Bonaventure became vehemently critical
of Aristotelianism and of any attempt to philosophize in-
dependently of the safeguards of faith. Though his disci-
ples, John Peckham and MATTHEW OF AQUASPARTA,
made more use of the Philosopher, they were close to
Bonaventure in outlook and spirit.

Dominican School. A marked contrast to the Francis-
can and early Dominican school is found in St. Albert the
Great and St. Thomas Aquinas. Among the scholastics
Albert was the first to see what riches the Greco-Arabic
science and philosophy contained for Christian thought.
He was inclined to emphasize the practical separation of
philosophy and theology, since philosophical problems
should be handled by philosophical methods, and to es-
tablish a new hierarchy of authority: ‘‘In matters of faith
and morals Augustine is to be believed rather than the
philosophers, if they are not in agreement. But if one
speaks of medicine, I should rather believe Galen or Hip-
pocrates; or if of the nature of things, I believe Aristotle
or some other who is expert in the nature of things’’ (In
2 sent. 13.2). If Albert did not succeed in building a true
philosophical synthesis from such an overwhelming
wealth of material, he did make possible the work of St.
Thomas, providing as well inspiration for a school of his
own among the German Dominicans, who emphasized
the Neoplatonism inherent in his thought (see THEODORIC
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OF FREIBERG; ULRIC OF STRASSBURG; ECKHART, MEI-

STER).

For Thomas Aquinas, the basic problem was to dis-
cover how as a Christian scholar he could order anew the
whole structure of Christian wisdom in such a way that
pagan philosophy would be made tributary to the Chris-
tian faith. For Thomas there was no need to reject or de-
spise whatever pagan reason had discovered of the truth;
just as grace does not destroy nature but perfects it, so sa-
cred doctrine presupposes, uses, and perfects natural
knowledge (Summa theologiae 1a, 1.8 ad 2). Some truths
about God exceed the ability of reason. But there are
other truths that the natural reason of man is able to reach
(C. gent. 1.3). Both come under theology because God
has seen fit to reveal both and propose them to man for
belief (1.4), even though the second group is properly of
the philosophical order. Both kinds of truth are incorpo-
rated into the Summa contra gentiles and the Summa
theologiae.

Many contemporaries took scandal at the synthesis
Thomas achieved, complaining that he had brought Aris-
totelian naturalism and metaphysics into the heart of the-
ology in speaking of the being of God and creatures, the
POTENCY of MATTER (to the abandonment of Augustine’s
SEMINAL REASONS), the definition of soul as FORM, and
the rejection of any theory of ILLUMINATION in knowl-
edge. Yet they apparently failed to see that the Aristotle
of St. Thomas was not simply the Aristotle of Athens in
Latin dress, but an Aristotle brought into captivity to
Christ, whose principles found interpretations and appli-
cations in problems he himself had never faced. Above
all, the synthesis of St. Thomas is his synthesis; Thomism
is not the mere evolution of Aristotelianism, but a revolu-
tion born of St. Thomas’s own great intellect.

Averroist Crisis. The Angelic Doctor’s knowledge
of Aristotle and Averroës helped him meet in adequate
fashion the crisis that had developed in Paris after 1255
(see AVERROISM, LATIN; INTELLECT, UNITY OF). With the
introduction of the unfamiliar corpus of Aristotle into the
arts curriculum, many masters turned for aid and enlight-
enment to the commentaries of Averroës. Under the lat-
ter’s influence some came to seek a philosophy free from
theological control. When their teachings contradicted
the faith, they were careful to propose them merely as the
conclusions of reason and philosophy. To philosophize,
as SIGER OF BRABANT said, was to expound as faithfully
as possible the thought of Aristotle, in methodical ab-
straction from the faith. The theologians were quick to
react. In 1267 and 1268 Bonaventure publicly rebuked
and condemned errors current in the university that
‘‘arose from the unbridled use of philosophical investiga-
tion.’’ Yet only with the return of St. Thomas to Paris

were such brash philosophers met on their own level. At-
tacked by innumerable theologians, the Averroist move-
ment was formally condemned on Dec. 10, 1270, by the
bishop of Paris, Étienne TEMPIER. The 13 propositions
condemned embodied the essential tenets of Latin AVER-

ROISM. This condemnation seems to have had little effect;
the conferences In Hexaemeron of Bonaventure in 1273
witness the bitterness of his opposition to Aristotle and
Averroists. After the death of Thomas Aquinas and Bona-
venture in 1274, there was no theologian great enough to
stem the Averroist tide in Paris. In the eyes of many, no-
tably John Peckham and Robert Kilwardby, the Aristo-
telianism of Aquinas was dangerously close to that of the
Averroists.

Condemnation of 1277. When the Parisian unrest
was felt at the Papal Curia, Pope JOHN XXI wrote to Bish-
op Tempier on Jan. 18, 1277, directing him to ascertain
where and by whom the errors in question had been
taught or written, and to transmit to him, as soon as possi-
ble, all pertinent information [Chartularium universitatis
Parisiensis, ed. H. Denfile and E. Chatelain, 4 v. (Paris
1889–97) 1:541]. Apparently without reply or further
consultation with the Curia, Bishop Tempier issued a
motu proprio and a condemnation of 219 propositions on
March 7, 1277, the third anniversary of the death of Aqui-
nas. In the prefatory letter, Tempier explicitly named
Siger of Brabant and BOETHIUS OF SWEDEN as propaga-
tors of the errors condemned, and warned against the pre-
text of teaching a proposition as true according to reason,
while it may be false according to faith (ibid. 1:543; see

DOUBLE TRUTH, THEORY OF). The propositions con-
demned by Tempier included Averroist doctrines already
condemned, multiplicity of worlds, each and every limi-
tation of God’s absolute freedom of action, individuation
by matter, and certain crucial teachings of St. Thomas
(ibid. 1:544–555). However, no proposition touched the
specific Thomistic doctrine of the unicity of substantial
form, so violently attacked by Peckham and other Augus-
tinians. Consequently, Robert Kilwardby, Archbishop of
Canterbury, proceeded at Oxford on his own authority to
condemn 16 additional propositions, including 6 that
touched the unicity of form, on March 18 (ibid.
1:558–559). The Paris condemnation, confirmed by the
Pope on April 28, was an overwhelming victory for tradi-
tional Augustinianism.

In the light of the condemnation of 1277, WILLIAM

DE LA MARE tried to preserve orthodox Franciscan teach-
ing by drawing up a Correctorium of individual passages
in the writing of Aquinas. This Correctorium was offi-
cially adopted by the Franciscan Chapter of Strasbourg
in 1283; only notably intelligent lectors were allowed to
read the works of Aquinas, and then only with the Cor-
rectorium as a guide. Spontaneously, early supporters of
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THOMISM, particularly at Oxford and Paris, where contro-
versy was most intense, replied with CORRECTORIA to
William de la Mare’s ‘‘Corruptorium’’ [see RICHARD

KNAPWELL; THOMAS OF SUTTON; JOHN (QUIDORT) OF

PARIS].

Early 14th Century. Another reaction was the nu-
merous controversies that occupied the scholastic world
well into the 14th century concerning ESSENCE AND EXIS-

TENCE, the unicity and plurality of FORMS, ILLUMINA-

TION, the soul and its powers, and the like, that involved
GILES OF ROME, HENRY OF GHENT, PETER THOMAE, WAL-

TER OF CHATTON, and others. In the midst of this intellec-
tual turmoil, faced with the skepticism of theologians on
the one hand and the audacity of philosophers on the
other, John DUNS SCOTUS sought to create a new synthe-
sis. In a critical yet positive spirit, he undertook to exam-
ine anew the limits of reason contrasted to faith, the
whole problem of knowledge (mainly against Henry of
Ghent), the object of metaphysics, and the doctrine of
being, giving greater emphasis to divine liberty and meta-
physical proofs for God’s existence. Whether Scotus was
successful in weaving all these elements into a true syn-
thesis is not altogether evident, but SCOTISM became a
thriving school of thought in later periods of scholasti-
cism.

The last of the great scholastics of this period was
WILLIAM OF OCKHAM, who epitomized the spirit of criti-
cism that pervaded the early 14th century. His contempo-
raries called his nominalist position the ‘‘modern way’’
(via moderna) in contrast to the ‘‘old way’’ (via antiqua)
of Thomas and Scotus. His NOMINALISM also played a
significant role in the later development of scholasticism
(see OCHKAMISM).

Late Scholasticism. After 1350 scholastic thought
quickly moved away from the metaphysics utilized so
fruitfully by the great theologians of the 13th century and
was beginning to examine new questions. To this extent
it did not immediately lose its vitality. One evidence of
this change was the 14th-century interest in speculative
grammar, that is, the philosophical analysis of language,
in which metaphysics became the foundation of gram-
mar. Parallel to this was the growth of logic after the
Summulae logicales of Peter of Spain (JOHN XXI); WIL-

LIAM OF SHERWOOD is an example of the close bond be-
tween logic and metaphysics. Late scholasticism also
witnessed the beginnings of modern physics and scientif-
ic methodology. At Oxford physicists began to apply
mathematics to the study of nature, and to construct new
theories on space and motion. At Paris, JOHN BURIDAN,
ALBERT OF SAXONY, and NICHOLAS ORESME anticipated,
by their teachings on IMPETUS, gravitation, and the uni-
verse, many later discoveries in physics and astronomy;

their doctrines implied radical departure from the physics
of Aristotle.

While such new ideas occupied the professors of the
arts faculty, the theologians appear to have advanced lit-
tle beyond the giants of the preceding period. Instead,
they manifested the tendency to crystallize into schools.
THOMISM, which had become the official doctrine of the
Dominican Order, was championed by HARVEY NEDEL-

LEC, JOHN OF NAPLES, John CAPREOLUS, and later by To-
masso de Vio CAJETAN. Since Scotism was not official
among the Franciscans, more originality and indepen-
dence was found in such scholastics as ANTONIUS AN-

DREAS, Francis of Meyronnes, HUGH OF NEWCASTLE,
Peter Thomae, and WILLIAM OF ALNWICK. Among the
Augustinians, the doctrines of Giles of Rome were made
official even within his lifetime.

With this, Paris unfortunately became a city of con-
flict and confusion. Religious-minded scholars revolted
against it, while the growing number of humanists sought
means to restore the classical concept of the liberal arts
and return to the prescholastic type of culture. Since the
University of Paris failed to achieve a synthesis of all
these elements, old and new, one might take the founding
of the Collège de France (1530), for the study of classics
not provided at the university, as a sign that scholasticism
was at an end. In Germany, the vitriolic attacks of Martin
LUTHER on the schoolmen and on philosophy, and the
ravages of the Reformation, destroyed whatever scholas-
ticism was in that country. There had been little scholasti-
cism, as such, in Italy, and it gave way before the
humanists. Only in Spain did it show new life with the
rise of middle scholasticism.
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2. MODERN OR MIDDLE SCHOLASTICISM

Modern or middle scholasticism extends roughly
from 1530 to 1830. It may be conveniently divided into
three periods: second scholasticism (1530–1650), reac-
tion and adjustment (1650–1750), and crossroads and
transition (1750–1830),

General Characteristics. As a system and method
of speculative and practical thought modern scholasti-
cism exhibited seven general characteristics that resulted
from a peculiar combination of traditionalism and moder-
nity in both philosophy and theology: (1) continuity with
the past; (2) orientation of philosophy to the Word of
God; (3) systematic realism; (4) rational method; (5) ad-
justment to contemporary science and modern philoso-
phy; (6) concern with ideology; and (7) developments
characteristic of different religious orders and of Protes-
tant scholasticism. At times many of these positive char-
acteristics were excessive; they were frequently ridiculed
and misinterpreted by nonscholastics who, using the term
scholasticism in a pejorative sense, revealed some of the
negative characteristics of the system such as its antiquar-
ian character and reliance on authorities in philosophy to
the detriment of legitimate speculation.

The leaders of this movement were predominantly,
though not exclusively, Catholic priests and Protestant
clergymen. Among members of religious orders DOMINI-

CANS, FRANCISCANS, and JESUITS predominated, al-
though the diocesan clergy, BENEDICTINES, CARMELITES,
AUGUSTINIANS, and members of other orders also made
substantial contributions.

The transition to modern or middle scholasticism
was necessitated by the humanists of the Renaissance
whose use of, as well as expressed contempt for, scholas-
ticism exemplified its unique characteristics; those who
tried to change or destroy it were themselves shaped by
it, and they adapted the results of this development to
their own problems and times. Most significant were the
invention of printing (c. 1440), the fall of Constantinople
(1453), the discovery of America (1490–92), and the
Protestant REFORMATION. These world events changed
radically the cultural milieu of early modern scholasti-
cism with powerful consequences for its evolution during
subsequent centuries. Thus modern scholasticism began
in the turmoil of the Reformation and terminated in the
confusion of the French Revolution, the dissolution of
monasteries, the suppression of religious orders, and the
diminution of scholastic writers who were forced into
practical apologetics.

Geographically, modern scholasticism flourished in
Belgium, Great Britain (including Ireland and Scotland),
France, Germany (together with Austria and the Nether-
lands), Hungary, Italy, Portugal, Poland, and Spain, usu-

ally in the shelter of Catholic or Protestant universities
and in religious houses of study. Scholasticism was also
transplanted to the New World with the establishment of
religious orders and the founding of institutions of higher
learning in North and South America and the Philippines.
American colleges, such as Harvard, Yale, and William
and Mary, reflected the scholasticism current in Protes-
tant universities of the 16th century, especially Cam-
bridge and Oxford, Edinburgh, Glasgow, and institutions
in Germany and the Lowlands.

Second Scholasticism. The ‘‘second scholasticism’’
of the late 16th and early 17th centuries was a period of
renewed activity after the chaos of the 14th century. Gen-
erally by 1500 the various theological schools were free
to hold distinctive philosophical positions and to make
consequent theological interpretations of revelation and
church doctrine that became characteristic of the great re-
ligious orders. Despite these variations within schools,
the following core of scholastic philosophical doctrine
may be noted as common to all: (1) Thinkers agreed that
the world is apprehended immediately as other than the
individual knowing mind and that sense and intellect are
two different modes of knowing. (2) Natural philosophy
and psychology were characterized by an advocacy of
pluralism (as opposed to monism), of a teleological dyna-
mism operative within the world of nature, and of free-
dom and responsibility in man, who was regarded as
having an immortal soul. (3) The possibility of metaphys-
ics was recognized, as well as that of a normative and not
merely descriptive ethics, not autonomous in the rational-
ist’s sense but dependent on law and on a lawgiver know-
able to man without benefit of revelation. (4) The
existence of one God, infinite in being and power, a free
Creator who conserves the universe by His all-powerful
will, was regarded as demonstrable. (5) Knowledge was
divided in a way that kept the philosophical and theologi-
cal orders formally distinct, yet considered Christian rev-
elation an indispensable auxiliary to reason and to moral
integrity.

Three famous schools were well established at the
beginning of the modern period: the Thomist (whose var-
ious interpretations are sometimes styled Thomistic to
distinguish them from the original doctrine of St. Thom-
as), the Scotist (and similarly, Scotistic), and the nomi-
nalist. After 1600 the teaching of F. Suárez and his school
(Suarezianism) was added to the traditional three. Com-
mon to all scholastic and nonscholastic thinkers within
the Church was the powerful Augustinian movement of
long standing in Christianity. Among the scholastics the
resulting variety and doctrinal differences were jealously
guarded; at times the various religious orders exploited
their chosen masters with a loyalty that might have been
expressed: ‘‘my order, right or wrong.’’ Yet, out of this
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welter also proceeded many outstanding scholastic
works.

Dominicans. Among the Dominicans, John CA-

PREOLUS, Tommaso de Vio CAJETAN, and Francis Syl-
vester FERRARIENSIS, together with JOHN OF ST. THOMAS,
constituted a classical commentator tradition that sought
a positive rather than an apologetical understanding of St.
Thomas. At the University of Salamanca, Francisco de
VITORIA instituted a new pattern of achievement in scho-
lasticism on the eve of the Reformation when he took the
actual text of the Summa theologiae of St. Thomas as a
text in theology in place of the Sentences of Peter Lom-
bard. His successor, Melchior CANO, was famous for his
treatise on sources, in which he also presented a scheme
for the reform of theology and philosophy. Among
Cano’s pupils were the Dominicans, Bartolomé de MEDI-

NA and Domingo BÁÑEZ, and the Augustinian, Fray Luis
de LEÓN. The Jesuit J. MALDONATUS had been, with
Cano, a pupil of Vitoria. Bañez and others at the end of
the 16th century engaged in a prolonged debate with the
Jesuits over theological explanations concerning human
freedom and divine grace (see THOMISM).

Franciscans. Franciscan scholastics of the period,
like Dominican and Augustinian thinkers, were rooted in
the systematic achievements of their medieval predeces-
sors. St. Bonaventure or John Duns Scotus, for some, and
William of Ockham, for others, constituted the sources
of speculative guidance. Franciscans were free of official
pressure to follow one master exclusively. Scotus was de-
clared their doctor in 1593, although in 1550 the Capu-
chins had been forbidden to follow him and were
encouraged to return to St. Bonaventure. Neither St.
Thomas, declared a Doctor of the Church by Pius V in
1567, nor St. Augustine was excluded, and Aristotle ap-
peared often in a Scotistic context.

Outstanding interpretations of the Franciscan tradi-
tion appeared early in the 16th century in works of M.
O’FIHELY and Francesco Licheto (Lychetus, d. 1520),
whose commentary on Lombard’s Sentences was reis-
sued in 1639 by Cardinal Sarnan. Other 16th-century au-
thors were A. TROMBETTA and the Capuchin theologian
Peter Trigosus (Pedro Trigoso de Calatayud).

Seventeenth-century Franciscan scholastics useful in
interpreting Scotus include Hugh Cavellus (MacCaugn-
well, 1571–1626), Johannes Bosco, a Belgian recollect,
and B. MASTRIUS. The Italian, L. BRANCATI, with An-
drew Rochmarius, a Pole (d. 1626), and Alphonsus
Bricero (d. 1667), called a second Duns Scotus when
teaching in Lima, Peru, exemplify the international
spread of 17th-century Scotism. John Ponce of Cork as-
sisted L. WADDING in editing the works of Scotus and
wrote his own manuals, Integrum philosophiae cursum

ad mentem Scoti, together with a complete course in the-
ology according to the mind of Scotus. He is also credited
with introducing, in the 17th century, the actual formula
often attributed to Ockham, Entia non sunt multiplicanda
praeter necessitatem (Entities are not to be multiplied un-
necessarily).

William van Sichem (d. 1691) produced a clear,
easy-to-teach Cursus philosophicus harmonizing Scotus,
St. Thomas, and Bonaventure. Mattheus Ferchius
(1583–1669) and Gaudentius Bontempi (1612–72) exem-
plify commentators on St. Bonaventure’s work.

An important and scholarly presentation of the theol-
ogy of Duns Scotus came from the pen of C. Frassen, a
doctor at the Sorbonne in 1662, whose Scotus ac-
ademicus and Cursus philosophiae embody noteworthy
simplicity of style, clearness of method, and subtlety of
thought; both volumes went through numerous editions
until late in the next century. By the middle of the 18th
century, however, Franciscan philosophy and theology
had suffered the general decline of modern scholasticism.
In many writers of this period the original basic accord
between Scotus and Thomas had been transposed into an
irreconcilable opposition (see SCOTISM).

Augustinians. By 1530, the Augustinians (Hermits of
St. Augustine) had a commitment to an earlier scholastic
tradition that fitted in with their special claim on St. Au-
gustine. In 1287 a general chapter of Florence com-
manded members of the order to accept and defend the
position of GILES OF ROME, one of their members who
had been a pupil of St. Thomas Aquinas, himself declared
a second doctor of their order in 1560. This new synthesis
avoided some disadvantages associated with the Platonic
elements in Augustinianism, especially its theory of
knowledge and its absence of a dialectical method and of
an ordered system. The school flourished into the 18th
century, with the teaching of Augustinian philosophy and
theology at Salamanca, Coimbra, Alcalá, Padua, Pisa,
Naples, Oxford, Paris, Vienna, Prague, Würzburg, Erfurt,
Heidelberg, Willenberg, and other centers of learning.

Bartholomaeus ARNOLDI taught Luther during his
monastic days and later was his theological opponent.
Both Arnoldi and J. Altenstaig were moderni or nominal-
ists in their philosophy. In the 16th-century disputes
about grace, Augustinian scholastics generally accepted
an efficacy of grace ab intrinseco, as opposed to the
Molinist doctrine ab extrinseco. Cardinal H. NORIS, a
Louvain theologian, and Cardinal G. L. BERTI, invited by
the general of his order, Schiaffinati, to write a methodic
exposition of Augustinian theology, were involved in the
dispute over grace. They confronted the ‘‘primitive’’
Augustinianism of BAIUS and his followers, C. O. JAN-

SEN, and J. DUVERGIER DE HAURANNE.
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Earlier in the 16th century Raffaelo Bonherba
(d.1681) examined the principal controversies between
St. Thomas and Duns Scotus in the light of the doctrine
of Giles of Rome, as did Fulgentius Schautheet about
1660. Federico Nicola Gavardi (1640–1715) was one of
Giles’s most important interpreters. In the works of Jor-
dan Simon (1710–76) there is a curious eclectic philoso-
phy built on a foundation derived from Raymond LULL.
(See AUGUSTINIANISM.)

Oratorians. In the 17th century, with the physics of
Aristotle in ruins and that of Galileo in triumph, there
came a joining of Augustinianism and CARTESIANISM

through the influence of the Congregation of the Oratory,
founded in 1661 by Cardinal P. de BÉRULLE. Among the
ORATORIANS, the cause of Augustinianism, as a vehe-
ment protest against the alleged paganization of Chris-
tianity by Thomism, was advanced by THOMASSIN, R.
SIMON, B. LAMY, J. B. DU HAMEL and especially N.
MALEBRANCHE, of whom J. B. BOUSSUET said that his
doctrine was ‘‘pulchra, nova, falsa.’’

Benedictines. The Order of St. Benedict bore many
attacks against Catholicism but managed to produce
some of the classic works of scholarship in the modern
period and, as with other religious orders, less distin-
guished manuals and compendia. Many Benedictine au-
thors took St. Thomas as their guide, but some looked to
St. Anselm of Canterbury as an intellectual father. An-
dreas de la Moneda (d. 1672), a Spaniard, wrote a course
in scholastic and moral theology ‘‘according to the mind
of Anselm and Thomas.’’ Probably the best work on dog-
matic theology produced by a German Benedictine was
Theologia scholastica secundum viam et doctrinam divi
Thomae Aquinatis (Augsburg 1695, 1719) by Paul Mez-
ger (1637–1702). The Philosophia Thomistica Salisbur-
gensis (Augsburg 1706) of Ludwig Babenstuber
(1660–1726) was in the old peripatetic tradition. Celestin
Pley (d. 1710) offered a synthesis of rationalism, Tho-
mism, and Benedictinism in his Theoremata theologiae
angelicae Beneditino-Thomistica (Salzburg 1711). Nor
was the Franciscan Doctor, Scotus, neglected, as the
works of A. C. Hermann (c. 1720) and Marianus Brockie
(1687–1757), written ‘‘according to Scotus,’’ indicate.

Carmelites. Carmelite professors at Alcalá and Sala-
manca early in the 17th century published their lectures
in a series of manuals of Thomistic scholastic philosophy
and theology. Authors of the philosophy manuals were
designated as COMPLUTENSES (the old Roman name of
Alcalá was Complutum) and those of the theology series
as SALMANTICENSES. The works exhibited a high degree
of consistency in doctrine because of the discussions that
influenced the final form of each work. Disputes were set-
tled by vote.

Later in the 17th century, attempts were made by
some to elevate to the rank of a theological school the
doctrine of John Baconthorp, a Carmelite Averroist. St.
JOHN OF THE CROSS, the classic writer on ‘‘empirical
mysticism,’’ was intimately acquainted with the Summa
theologiae of St. Thomas from his higher studies at Sala-
manca. Carmelites engaged also in polemic writings
against QUIETISM, JANSENISM, GALLICANISM, Cartesian-
ism in philosophy, and RATIONALISM in Scripture and
history.

Servites. Founded in 1233 at Florence, the Order of
SERVITES originally followed Scotus. Later they turned
from him to Henry of Ghent, actually a secular master but
mistakenly thought to be a Servite. His Augustinian phi-
losophy of a Neoplatonic character was made obligatory
during the 1600s. H. A. Borghi, at Pisa in 1627, wrote a
text for students based on Henry of Ghent, as did Jerome
Scarpari (d. 1650) and Calistus Lodigeri (d. 1710); the
last named was said to have advocated Henry’s doctrine
so strongly as almost to bring the man himself back from
the grave. But Gerard Baldi (d. 1660) followed St. Thom-
as in his Catholica monarchia Christi, a theological trea-
tise, and Marc Struggl (d. 1760) followed Molinism. At
the beginning of the 19th century, Constantine Battini (d.
1830) contributed to the restoration of theological studies
in Italy that later fructified in the works of the Servite car-
dinal, A. LÉPICIER.

Jesuits. Founded in 1540, some five years before the
beginning of the Council of Trent, suppressed in Europe
in 1773 and restored in 1814, the Society of Jesus came
into the stream of modern scholasticism in time to con-
tribute with the Dominicans to the flowering of Spanish
scholasticism. St. IGNATIUS OF LOYOLA personally and in
the official documents of the Society rooted Jesuit philo-
sophical and theological speculation in Aristotle and St.
Thomas, a directive reiterated in the RATIO STUDIORUM.

The guidance given by St. Thomas was not taken as
strictly as among the Dominicans, however, and a certain
liberty of thought independent of established masters
soon characterized Jesuit theology and philosophy. This
appeared to some as eclecticism and to others as laxism—
e.g., the teaching of PROBABILISM in problems affecting
conscience. Many early Jesuits broke away from the
physics of Aristotle in favor of new scientific movements.
Later, some Jesuit textbook writers departed completely
from metaphysics and the Thomistic synthesis, some
adopting a Cartesian orientation, others the methodology
and format of C. WOLFF or modifications of the sensism
of É. B. de CONDILLAC and J. LOCKE. Yet some of the pio-
neers of the return to St. Thomas in the 19th century were
members of the Society of Jesus.

Francisco de TOLEDO, first Jesuit cardinal and ‘‘fa-
ther of scholastic philosophy in the Society of Jesus,’’
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had held the chair of philosophy at the University of Sala-
manca before becoming a Jesuit and had studied under
the Dominican Domingo de SOTO. During Bellarmine’s
time at the Roman College practically all the professors
were Spaniards, e.g., Gabriel VÁZQUEZ and his rival, F.
SUÁREZ. M. SA was a Portuguese from Coimbra. C. ALA-

MANNI, born at Milan, studied under both Vázquez and
Suárez and wrote a Summa totius philosophiae e divini
Thomae Aquinatis doctrina (Padua 1618–23), which fol-
lows the form of St. Thomas’s Summa theologiae. Later,
following the style of the new manuals stimulated by
Suárez, he published a Summa philosophica D. Thomae
ex variis eius libris in ordinem cursus philosophici acco-
modata (Paris 1639), which F. EHRLE reedited at Paris in
1894. GREGORY OF VALENCIA, J. de LUGO, and L. LESSIUS

were also at the Roman College at some time during their
careers.

Peter da FONSECA, called the ‘‘Portuguese Aristot-
le,’’ was provincial when the work of the Coimbricenses
was undertaken by the Jesuit professors of the University
of COIMBRA. Somewhat like the project of the Carmelites
at Alcalá and Salamanca, this famous course was later
published at the direction of the Jesuit general, C. AC-

QUAVIVA. Fonseca may also be the father of the doctrine
on SCIENTIA MEDIA made famous by his pupil, L. de MOLI-

NA, in his Concordia . . . (Lisbon 1588). (See SUAREZIAN-

ISM; MOLINISM.)

Council of Trent. In its totality scholasticism em-
braces exegesis of Scripture, patrology, and Church his-
tory, as well as systematic theology and its related
philosophy. In all areas, but particularly in philosophy
and theology, scholastics contributed to the formulation
of conciliar decrees at Trent (1545–63), clarifying and
making precise the concepts and definitions expressing
the imputation of guilt, the causal influence and effects
of supernatural grace, the reality of infused virtues, the
analogy of matter and form in the Sacraments, and the
sacramental character. These decrees also exemplify the
masterful use by the Church of the contributions made by
various orders and schools through their delegates at the
council.

Later, in turn, scholastic philosophy was influenced
by Trent in such matters as the distinction of three de-
grees of CERTITUDE that appears in the manuals after
1563. The discussion of certitude in the theological con-
text of the Lutheran teaching on justification by faith
alone and the Christian’s personal certitude of his own
state of justification shifted the emphasis from the objec-
tive to the subjective order. To be certain meant to be se-
cure, although certitude had reference also to the truth of
things. In the manuals it went through curious forms that
bear little resemblance to the teaching of the great medi-

eval scholastics [S. Harent, Dictionnaire de théologie
catholique, ed. A. Vacant et al., 15 v. (Paris 1903–50)
6:211–215].

Sociopolitical and Moral Theory. Diego LAÍNEZ, a
Jesuit delegate to Trent, had held the doctrine that the
power to govern was delegated by the people to the sov-
ereign, who was responsible to them for just rule. Anoth-
er Jesuit, St. Robert BELLARMINE, for whom the
Dominicans, Pedro de SOTO and Domingo de SOTO, were
favorite authorities, carried on a famous controversy with
James I, King of England, and his apologist, Filmore,
over the political theory on the divine right of kings.
Suárez gave powerful expression to the scholastic posi-
tion on the origin and nature of civil power in his Tracta-
tus de legibus (Coimbra 1612). The Dominican Vitoria
shared with three other Spanish theologians, Domingo de
Soto, Molina, and Suárez, the creation of a body of clas-
sic political theory attending to natural law and its impli-
cations.

Vitoria, Soto, and Suárez may be grouped also with
Cajetan, Toletus, Bellarmine, and Gregory of Valentia in
their brilliant reworking of the scholastic position on war-
fare. More the legalist, Suárez was interested in the
source of lawmaking and took the existence of a plurality
of individual states, each enjoying its own sovereignty as
a perfect society, as a practical datum of 16th-century
life. But Vitoria maintained that the good of the world as
a whole (bonum orbis) was the care and concern of all,
and he seems to have been the last scholastic internation-
alist until the 19th-century Jesuit, L. TAPARELLI

D’AZEGLIO.

Generally in Europe, economic expansion raised
questions in moral theology concerning just prices, mon-
etary standards, and usury. Another development cen-
tered around the rights of penitents and practical
standards or rules of confessors to make equitable moral
judgments. St. Alphonsus LIGUORI, who had founded the
Redemptorists at Scala in 1732, published his Annota-
tiones (1744) to a classic work in moral theology by the
Jesuit H. BUSENBAUM. Reissued in 1753 as Theologia
moralis, after being recast in Liguori’s own classic style,
it was the source of many compendia of moral theology.
By 1750 CASUISTRY, or the practice of formulating cases
and solving them to illustrate the right or wrong involved,
had become a synonym for moral laxity; but not before
the Dominicans had forbidden the use of probabilism to
their confessors and the Jesuits had developed a consider-
able doctrine and practice of the same. The Redemptor-
ists sought a balance in EQUIPROBABILISM. 

Reaction and Adjustment. From 1650 to 1750 the
multiplicity of schools, writings, changes in format, and
attempts to combine the traditional with the modern
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found a type of unity with the rise of the new manuals,
first under the influence of Suárez and then later with
Leibnizian-Wolffian developments. Allied with this was
the growth of Protestant scholasticism and scholasti-
cism’s continuing confrontation with the new science and
with modern reforms in philosophy.

New Manuals. Under the pressure of a widespread
polemic and reflecting contemporary change in method,
the four areas in which scholastics were trained became
increasingly specialized. Theologians, despite the work
of such scholars as the Benedictines of Saint-Maur, made
a dialectical rather than a historical use of Scripture and
the Fathers. Texts were excerpted for the specific defense
of decrees of the Church or to ‘‘prove’’ scholastic theses
in theology. As a result of this, there appeared autono-
mous manuals and compendia in dogmatic and moral the-
ology that were harmful to an integral understanding and
practice of the faith.

Further, attacked as philosophers, scholastic teachers
and writers attempted to counterattack as philosophers
and had little time for the ponderous tomes of previous
eras. Concurrently there arose a variety of courses, manu-
als, and systematic disputations designed to simplify the
teaching of basic matter and attempting to incorporate
what was useful in the new sciences. In some of these
may be detected the beginning of a more radical enter-
prise, that of exploring and explaining revelation in terms
of philosophies lacking roots in Greek thought. While
textbook commentaries declined, works that gave an en-
tire course in philosophy or theology or an integral part
of theology became more numerous. In physical appear-
ance these manuals were reduced in size from the folio
to the quarto or smaller format.

One landmark terminating this process of change
was Suárez’s Disputationes metaphysicae (Salamanca
1597). Without manifesting a commitment to any one of
the classical scholastic traditions, Suárez nevertheless
stayed within the boundaries sketched by Thomas, Sco-
tus, and Ockham, while incorporating his own reactions
to the philosophical concerns and achievements of non-
scholastics. Among these concerns was the subject of
metaphysics, now considered in the context of new prob-
lems, one of which was the quest for an ontological prin-
ciple from which everything else could be derived.
According to some interpreters, Suárez’s inclusion of the
possible in the meaning of BEING (defined as ‘‘whatever
is or can be’’) meant that metaphysics could be turned
into an ontology and the way opened to working out a
mathesis universalis along lines proposed by G. W. LEIB-

NIZ and C. WOLFF.

Soon shorter manuals appeared, displacing those of
Fonseca (an excellent commentary on Aristotle) and To-

ledo. Most influential were works by the Jesuits, Pedro
Hurtado de Mendoza (1578–1615), R. de ARRIAGA, and
F. de Oviedo. The last named’s Cursus philosophicus
(Antwerp 1632–39), with its notable stress on principles,
perhaps foreshadowed later developments when philoso-
phy would be defined as the ‘‘science of principles.’’ J.
E. Mora sees Arriaga, very influential during his teaching
years at Prague, as representing the link with the scholas-
ticism of Leibniz and Wolff that influenced Kant through
his teacher, Martin Knutzen (1713–51).

Dominicans who adopted the manual method and
format include A. GOUDIN, A. PINY, and Nicholaus Arnu
(1629–92). The Carmelite PHILLIP OF THE BLESSED TRIN-

ITY, the Benedictines, A. Reding and Joseph Saenz
d’Aguirre (1630–68), and the Theatine Z. Pascualigo,
followed a similar method and doctrine.

A curious combination of theology and philosophy
appeared in the works of prominent scholastic theolo-
gians between 1650 and 1750 who used both the Fathers
and ancient pagan author to provide historical evidence
for their non-Thomistic view that ‘‘God exists’’ is a self-
evident proposition. This trend is illustrated by the Orato-
rian THOMASSIN, the Portuguese Jesuit Antonio Cordeyro
(1640–1722), the Sorbonne scholar H. de TOURNELY, the
Minim Antoine Boucat (d. 1730), the Capuchin Thomas
of Charmes (1703–65), and the Augustinian cardinal G.
L. BERTI. These authors presaged positivistic practices
that were to appear later and may also have originated the
modern argument for the existence of God ex consensu
gentium.

Protestant Scholasticism. Luther’s personal con-
tempt for Aristotle and the schoolmen was bound up with
his doctrine on the nature and effects of faith. Other fac-
tors were his nominalist background in philosophy and
the influence of the Devotio Moderna exemplified in
THOMAS À KEMPIS and the Brothers of the Common Life
at Deventer, itself a reaction to the confusions of late me-
dieval scholasticism. But MELANCHTHON undertook to
construct a Protestant theological system and introduced
among Lutherans a humanistic ARISTOTELIANISM set to
the service of religion. Also in the background of all the
Reformers was the scholasticism of Peter RAMUS, whose
Dialecticae institutiones (1543) was an attempt to substi-
tute for the logic of the schoolmen a more simple type
composed ostensibly from Plato, Cicero, and Quintilian.
In this sense Ramus was the first ‘‘scholastic’’ Protestant.
But with the growing appreciation of metaphysics for es-
tablishing the meanings at issue in the Christian dialogue,
Ramus’s antimetaphysical logic was forbidden in the
Protestant universities—at Leyden in 1591, at Helmstedt
in 1597, and at Wittenberg in 1603.

Since humanistic Ramism and philosophical skepti-
cism were as unsatisfactory to Dutch, German, and Bohe-
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mian Protestants as they were to Catholics, the scholastic
teacher of Protestant theology in Central Europe began
to rely on the work already cloned by Spanish and Portu-
guese scholastic philosophers. Of the compendia,
Suárez’s Disputationes metaphysicae outranked all Cath-
olic scholastic literature and served as a textbook in phi-
losophy for many German universities in the 17th and
part of the 18th centuries. Soon Protestant authors began
to produce their own manuals. Cornelius Martini
(1568–1621) at Helmstedt, who, with Johannes Caselius
(1535–1613), worked in the Italian Aristotelian tradition
pioneered among Protestants by Jakob Schegk
(1511–87), wrote an early work using quotations from St.
Thomas and Cajetan. In 1604, after making acquaintance
with the Spanish scholastics, he printed his Metaphysicae
commentatio. Jakob Martini (1570–1649) published a
Theoremata metaphysicorum (Wittenberg 1603–04)
showing the influence of Suárez’s Disputationes, which
had appeared in the Mainz edition several years earlier.

By 1617 Christoph Scheibler (1589–1653), author of
an Opus metaphysicum, was known as the Protestant
Suárez. F. P. Burgersdijck (1590–1635), author of an In-
stitutiones logicae (Leyden 1626), used his own compo-
sition of a kind of Suarezian compendium published
posthumously in 1640. Burgersdijck’s pupil and succes-
sor at Leyden, Adrianus Heereboort (1614–61) also
wrote a logic and metaphysics based on his teacher’s
work. He taught many academic philosophers of the 17th
century in the Netherlands, among whom were two of
Leibniz’s teachers, Jakob Tomasius (1622–84) and J. A.
Scherzer (1628–83), both also influenced by Daniel
Strahl. B. SPINOZA, who mentions Heereboort, also
shared the debt to Spanish scholasticism and took Bur-
gersdijck’s division of the causes into his own systematic
organization of philosophy. Other prominent Protestant
authors were Bartholomew Keckermann (1571–1608);
Polanus von Polansdorf (1561–1610); William Ames
(1576–1633), under Ramist influence but essentially
scholastic; and Johann Heinrich Alsted (Alstedius;
1588–1638), a Protestant encyclopedist.

Across the Atlantic, the records of the Boston Book
Market together with the curricular offerings and public
dissertations at Harvard show this same scholastic influ-
ence in the New World. John Harvard (1607–38) left to
the college library his copy of a popular compendium,
that of the French Cistercian, Eustachius a S. Paolo,
whose Summa philosophiae (preface dated 1608) was
mentioned favorably by Spinoza.

In England, the Oxford of John LOCKE likewise re-
flected these manual developments. The Puritans’ con-
cern for scriptural preaching alienated them from the use
of scholastic matter, and yet John WESLEY and Richard

HOOKER are known for their scholastic borrowings.
Works by J. Ray, W. Derham, and C. Mach and the fa-
mous Natural Theology of William Paley, so disappoint-
ing to Darwin, echoed as late as 1836 a scholasticism
long since strained thin and mixed with innumerable
other elements. As with the Roman Catholics, Protestant
scholastics experimented with the Cartesian contribution
to modern philosophy. An obdurate Aristotelian among
Protestants was Georgius Agricola, who objected in 1665
to the Copernican geocentric system, claiming that if the
earth were a star men would all be in heaven!

Modern Science and Philosophy. In the light of sub-
sequent history, the new science of mathematical physics
evolving at the hands of G. GALILEI and I. Newton was
of utmost importance. B. PASCAL confessed his inability
to decide between the Ptolemaic, Copernican, and Tyc-
honean systems, a decision involving further complex
options concerning matters in Aristotle’s Physics. But
this was only one of a number of areas that engaged the
attention of modern scholastics. At a time when the ad-
vance of knowledge with new methods and theories
called for quiet scholarship and balanced evaluation, the
scholastic world generally was much concerned with the
polemic and ideological issues it judged crucial for
human welfare in general.

For some, occultism helped to compensate for the
decreasing interest in philosophy and theology and was
a factor in the terrible witch trials in Europe. The non-
physical atmosphere of predictive ASTROLOGY seemed to
provide a way of contending with a mechanical interpre-
tation of reality that appeared to menace human values.
In the 18th century this materialistic threat had become
a powerful ideology at the hands of the ENCYCLOPEDISTS,
who threatened institutions and societies in conflict with
their ideas and seemed to have the destruction of Chris-
tianity as one of their avowed aims.

Moreover, polemic concern with the Reformation
distracted competent minds. Controversial theology, a
preliminary form of the more developed discipline of
APOLOGETICS, began to grow. But putting the old physics
or the new science to work for the sake of securing an ad-
vantage over skeptics, atheists, and impious materialists
did not make clear what the new physics was about in its
method and conclusions. Nor did Isaac Newton’s famous
affirmation of THEISM in the General Scholion appended
to the 2d edition (1713) of his Mathematical Principles
of Natural Theology help the situation.

Despite a few scholastics who were interested in sci-
ence during the modern period, such as the Jesuit R. G.
Boscovich and the Cistercian Juan CARAMUEL LOB-

KOWITZ, the majority showed little evidence of scientific
knowledge in their works. With Galileo’s defeat in his
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battle for freedom from theological control, and with Co-
pernicus also on the Index from 1616 to the turn of the
19th century, it seemed safer to scholastic philosophers
to adopt a watch-and-wait attitude that inhibited scholarly
examination and evaluation of the new ideas. Preachers
and casuists gained prominence and writers of manuals
in philosophy and theology worked almost always with
the aim of apologetics in mind.

Crossroads and Transition. The last period of
modern or middle scholasticism, roughly between 1750
and 1830, may be characterized as one of crossroads and
of transition. Noteworthy in this period were the develop-
ment of Wolffian manuals preceding the revival of Tho-
mism, the concern for ideology, and the Cartesian
influence within the scholastic tradition.

Wolffian Manuals. In 1720, Christian WOLFF began
producing at the Protestant University of Halle, first in
German and then in Latin, some 40 volumes of philoso-
phy according to a new method and format. Using Euclid
and his geometric method as a model, he aimed to present
philosophy systematically by reducing it to its principles.
He first proposed a new division of philosophy based on
the distinction between experience and reason—a dis-
tinction later to widen into the divergent streams of EM-

PIRICISM and RATIONALISM and never to be closed in
scholastic works of Wolffian origin. For Wolff, philoso-
phy belongs to the realm of reason, as distinct from that
of experience, and its theoretical or speculative part is
metaphysics. Using a systematic breakdown into genus
and species, he divides metaphysics into general meta-
physics or ONTOLOGY and special metaphysics, and the
latter in turn into three parts: COSMOLOGY, PSYCHOLOGY,
and THEODICY (see SCIENCES, CLASSIFICATION OF).
Wolff’s definition of philosophy as cognitio rationis
eorum quae sunt vel fiunt then sets the tone for its later
development, which makes special use of the principles
of CONTRADICTION and of SUFFICIENT REASON. Because
sensation is radically distinct from rational knowledge
and since existence is systematically meaningless in this
conception, a philosophy understood as a science of rea-
sons or rationes must be a science of essences. But the
essence is the possible, and the possible is ultimately the
noncontradictory. Thus the primacy of essence for the
Wolffian system is practically equivalent to the primacy
of logic.

For the most part, scholastic imitators of Wolff
maintained a kind of static tension between the extremes
of experience (empiricism) and reason (rationalism).
Many continued, as did Wolff, one of the less commend-
able characteristics of postmedieval scholasticism, viz, a
rationalistic attitude toward reality that segregates and
exalts the speculative power of man’s reason while de-

preciating his other powers. Others, however, expressed
reservations over the new philosophy. Among Protestant
theologians at Wolff’s own Halle and in the Berlin Acad-
emy there was criticism of his system, especially on the
point of sufficient reason. This principle took on an ideo-
logical dimension in that, if reason were understood as
a determining reason, difficulties were created over the
freedom of the will and a point made in favor of fatalism.
Mansuetus a S. Felice, (d. 1775), an Augustinian profes-
sor of moral theology, wrote several philosophical-
theological dissertations on the principle of sufficient rea-
son in connection with liberty, a best possible world, and
the various aspects of grace and predestination (Cremona
1775). Cardinal Hyacinthus Sigismond Gerdil of the
Barnabites (1718–1802) wrote a short essay on the Mém-
oires of N. de Béguelin (1714–89) that illustrated how the
problem of determinism in the moral order brought its
metaphysical aspect to the foreground. Earlier, the Bene-
dictine Anselm Desing (1699–1772) wrote Diatriba
circa methodum Wolfianum (1752), using diatribe in its
original Greek meaning of a study or discussion. This
purported to show that Wolff’s approach was neither a
method nor scientific, especially for establishing the prin-
ciples of natural law.

Scholastic Imitators. Scholastic imitation of Wolff’s
method and format began about 1750. German Jesuits
principally in Austria and Franciscan manual writers in
Germany and Italy produced a body of philosophical
compendia that, in the next two centuries, was to be mis-
takenly regarded as an embodiment of the scholastic tra-
dition. Often, too, the Kantian critique of Leibnizian
scholasticism in its Wolffian form would be taken as a
competent demolition of genuine scholastic doctrines.

The Jesuits Joseph Redlhamer (1713–61) and
Berthold Hauser (1713–62) were among the early scho-
lastic imitators of Wolff. Two other prominent Jesuit
Wolffians were Benedict Stattler (1728–97) and S. von
STORCHENAU. Stattler made use of the principle of suffi-
cient reason almost to the saturation point in his Philo-
sophia methodo scientiis propria explanata (Augsburg
1769–72), granting the principle an eminence that rivals
its use in Wolff and that probably was not equaled in any
subsequent scholastic work. Storchenau had taught phi-
losophy at Vienna for ten years when the Jesuits were
suppressed in 1773. His Institutiones logicae (Vienna
1769) and his Institutiones metaphyxicae (Vienna 1772),
with its division into metaphysics, cosmology, psycholo-
gy, and natural theology, went through numerous editions
until as late as 1833. Both Storchenau and Stattler are re-
lated to Suárez in certain features of their philosophy.
Stattler’s cosmology, already without any doctrine of
matter and form to give it substance, is more of an outline
of the apologetics of miracles and a remote preparation
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for ‘‘proving’’ the existence of God from the fact of law
in nature. The Austrian government in 1752 had forbid-
den the teaching of Aristotelian doctrine on matter and
form, and the same prohibition was requested also in Ger-
many. Generally HYLOMORPHISM was held in complete
disrepute among these philosophers.

Franciscan manual-writers who reflected the current
of the times were Herman Osterrieder (d. 1783) and
Laurentius Altieri. The former taught philosophy to Fran-
ciscan students in Ratisbon and his Metaphysica vetus et
nova (Augsburg 1761) was adapted to their needs. It
combined basic Scotistic notions with the Wolffian order
of ontology, placing the principle of sufficient reason in
its accustomed place after the principle of contradiction
before treating ‘‘the concept of being and its attributes in
general.’’ Giuseppe Tamagna (1747–98) published his
Institutiones philosophicae (Rome 1778), with a second
edition in 1780 under the patronage of the minister gener-
al of the Franciscans. In his logic he showed concern for
the practical aspects of criteriology and commented on
Wolff’s mistake of confusing the existence of sufficient
reason with the ability to assign a sufficient reason. He
also tried to break out of the Wolffian logic of essences
into the assertion of existential reality independent of de-
duction.

In face of the chaotic condition of textbooks, the
minister general of the Friars Minor proposed for uniform
adoption a Philosophiae universae institutiones; this ap-
peared anonymously in 1843 or 1844 but had the author’s
name, Dionysius of St. John in Galdo, displayed on the
second edition (Rome 1846).

Concern for Ideology. The Jesuits, Ignace Monteiro
(1724–1812), Philosophia rationalis electica (Venice
1770), Antonio Eximeno y Pujader (1729–1808), and
Juan Andrés (1740–1817), attempted to assimilate atom-
istic and sensualist philosophies in Spain and were ardent
defenders of doctrines proposed by Locke in England and
Condillac in France, while repeating the strictures of An-
tonio Genovesi (1713–69) and L. A. Verney (1713–92)
against Aristotelian philosophy. Locke’s sensism was
taught at the Vincentian college in Piacenza for a time.
Vincenzo Buzzetti (1777–1824) was influenced while
studying theology by an exiled Spanish Jesuit, Baltasar
Mesdeu (1741–1820), who helped him abandon Locke.
He taught the three Sordi brothers, who later entered the
Society of Jesus (restored in 1814) and worked for the
restoration of scholastic and particularly Thomistic phi-
losophy in their order.

The Celestine, Appiano Buonafede (1716–93), a dis-
tinguished philosopher, was imbued with doctrines of
Condillac. J. BALMES in Spain and the Jesuit J. KLEUTGEN

in Germany were not writers of textbooks, but they

worked with an eclectic method of drawing useful matter
from St. Thomas and opposed sensism in scholastic writ-
ers.

At an opposite pole of the reaction against rational-
ism were the powerful tendencies already at work in Car-
tesian and Leibnizian philosophies toward various forms
of IDEALISM. In these the world of matter and the experi-
ence of sense knowledge, if not denied, had no systematic
relevance. Three famous scholastic theologians who
launched positive attacks against ‘‘scholastics’’ and at-
tempted a synthesis with the genuine values of critical
and idealistic philosophy were G. HERMES, A. GÜNTHER,
and J. FROHSCHAMMER. Kleutgen’s defense in Germany
against their attacks on scholasticism did not always
identify the sources and nature of the scholasticism at
issue. A contemporary, J. B. Hauréau, in De la philoso-
phie scolastique reduced everything to the problem of
UNIVERSALS. The crucial questions at issue in the at-
tempts of these three theologians to assimilate the new
philosophy centered around the relation between being
and knowledge in the context of faith.

Less successful in confronting the new while main-
taining what was valid in the old were apologists such as
the Spanish Benedictine B. J. Feijóo y Montenegro
(1676–1764). Feijóo admired F. BACON and Newton for
their work in the order of experimental truth and eulo-
gized Descartes as a genius. His Teatro critico universal
sopra los erroes communes (Madrid 1726–40) was not
lacking in critical sharpness, unlike the work of another
Benedictine, François LAMY, whose refutation of Spino-
za, Le nouvel athéisme renversé, did not touch the issues
very profoundly.

The Benedictine Maternus Reuss in Germany exalt-
ed Kant’s philosophy and sought permission to visit the
great German philosopher to profit from conversations
with him. Other Benedictines teaching Kantian philoso-
phy about this time (c. 1788) were Placidus Muth
(1753–182) and Augustinus Schelle (1742–1805). P.
ZIMMER followed J. G. FICHTE, while both Zimmer and
Marianus Dobmayer (1753–1805) showed evidence of
assimilating doctrine from F. W. J. SCHELLING.

J. M. SAILER, Cajetan von Weiller (1762–1826) and
Jacob Salat (1766–1851) attempted to use insights from
the fideism of F. H. JACOBI and J. G. HAMANN. In France
the Abbé Jean Marie de Prades (1720–82) was close
enough to the philosophy of the ENLIGHTENMENT to con-
tribute the article on ‘‘Certitude’’ to the famous Ency-
clopédie.

Cartesian Influences. Finally, one of the most pow-
erful influences within modern scholasticism in its later
period was that of Cartesian Catholic philosophy. Des-
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cartes had led the way in adapting his system to scholastic
needs when, in the vain hope of having it adopted as a
Jesuit textbook at his Alma Mater, he cast his metaphysi-
cal masterpiece, Meditations on First Philosophy (1641),
into scholastic form in Principles of Philosophy (1644).
(See CARTESIANISM.) Toward the end of the 17th century,
however, Catholic philosophers were teaching a brand of
philosophy that was committed to Cartesian starting
points and methods—sometimes combined with tradi-
tional scholasticism, sometimes generating systematic
opposition and tensions. Antoine Le Grand (d. 1699), a
Franciscan professor at Douai, the Benedictine Robert
Desgabets (1620–78), the Minim Emmanuel Maignan
(1601–76), and Andreas Pissini found difficulty squaring
their Cartesian philosophy with the truths of faith. The Je-
suit Honoré Fabri (1607–88) attempted to construct a sys-
tem based on Aristotle that ended up not very different
from the atomism of P. GASSENDI. P. D. HUET began as
a partisan of Cartesian philosophy but, coming to regard
it as a danger to the faith, wrote Censure philosophiae
cartesianae (Paris 1680), which was severe in its stric-
tures and of great influence among Catholic philosophers
and theologians.

Some 18th-century Cartesians whose manuals went
into the following century include the Jesuit C. BUFFIER,
whose Traité des premières veritez was edited by Lamen-
nais in 1822 and influenced the Scottish philosopher, T.
REID; Jean Cochet (d. 1771), who combined the Cartesian
Cogito with the Wolffian division and method; L’Abbé
Para du Phanjas (1724–97); Michael Kalus (d. 1792); and
J. V. de Decker. Claude Mey (1712–96) and Antoine
Migeot (1730–94) also wrote in this tradition, all of them
seeing in Descartes the savior of philosophy after its peri-
patetic decadence. Migeot was also a good witness to a
widespread conception that SCHOLASTIC METHOD was
identical with that of Wolff and the geometrical ideal in
general.

One of the masterpieces of Cartesian manual writ-
ing—which G. VENTURA DI RAULICA, a former Jesuit,
onetime general of the Theatines, and a moderate tradi-
tionalist in philosophy called ‘‘le cours classique du car-
tésianisme’’—was the Institutiones philosophicae
auctoritate D.D. Archiepiscopi Lugdunensis. Written by
a Father Joseph Valla (d. 1790), whose name does not al-
ways appear on the title page of later editions, it was first
used in the Diocese of Lyons and became generally
known as Philosophie de Lyon. Valla, as well as G. C.
Ubaghs (1800–75), Belgian traditionalist, drew consider-
able inspiration from Malebranche. Emphasizing the im-
portance of a philosophy that conceives man as a soul
temporarily confined in a body, Valla warned against
philosophical theories that detract from the excellence
and spirituality of the mind of man. He urged a doctrine

of innate ideas, emphasizing that the philosopher must
not conceive man’s mind as so dependent upon the or-
gans of the sense as to derive its ideas from them.

Among the Sulpicians, manuals by Valla (purged of
Jansenism), and L. Bailly, Theologia dogmatica et mor-
alis ad usum seminariorum (Dijon 1789; 2d ed. Lyons
1804), remained in use until the middle of the 19th centu-
ry. But French predominated as the language of instruc-
tion and Saint-Sulpice was characterized by the general
absence of dogma in favor of apologetics and morals, the
latter quite juridical and on the rigorous side. Pierre Denis
Boyer (1766–1842), one of the more original professors,
developed his course on religion and the Church under
the inspiration of Bishop Jean Baptiste Duvoisin
(1744–1813), a professor at the Sorbonne before the
French revolution. But aware of the change from 18th-
century hostility to 19th-century indifferentism, Boyer
introduced a thesis to show that indifferentism was ‘‘con-
trary to reason, harmful to God, opposed to man’s nature,
temerarius or opposed to prudence, and contrary to the
welfare of society.’’
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[J. E. GURR]

3. CONTEMPORARY SCHOLASTICISM

Contemporary scholasticism is predominantly a re-
discovery of the thought of St. THOMAS AQUINAS that
began early in the 19th century, developed slowly in
Catholic countries of Europe, gained momentum through
the efforts of Leo XIII, spread to most countries of the
world, and survives today in various forms. Beginning as
an ideological discovery by Catholic philosophers con-
fronted with contemporary problems, it was supported by
serious historical studies of the Middle Ages and of scho-
lastic authors previously neglected. These historical and
doctrinal studies led to a clearer distinction between
NEOSCHOLASTICISM AND NEOTHOMISM. Although con-
temporary scholasticism includes revived SCOTISM,
SUAREZIANISM, and a variety of eclectic adaptations, it is
predominantly an attempt to return to the vital thought of
St. Thomas in a way that is relevant to contemporary
man.

Origins of the Revival. The study of St. Thomas
never entirely died out in the Dominican Order, although
the general chapter of 1748 had to emphasize ancient ob-
ligations. In 1757 the Master General, J. T. Boxadors, re-
viewed the ancient legislation and insisted that all
Dominicans return immediately to the solid teaching of
the Angelic Doctor. His long letter was included in the
acts of the general chapter that met in Rome in 1777
[Monumenta Ordinis Fratrum Praedicatorum historica,
ed. B. M. Reichert (Rome-Stuttgart-Paris 1896–)
14:344–350]. That year Salvatore ROSELLI, professor at
the College of St. Thomas in Rome (Minerva), published
a scholarly six-volume Summa philosophica dedicated to
Cardinal Boxadors. Intended to renew Thomism in the
order, the Summa directly influenced all leaders of the
Thomistic revival in Italy, Spain, and France. Three edi-
tions of this work (Rome 1777, 1783; Bologna 1857–59)
and a four-volume compendium (Rome 1837) were
quickly exhausted.

Italy. The prevailing philosophy in Italy was ON-

TOLOGISM, promulgated principally by A. ROSMINI-

SERBARI and V. GIOBERTI. The earliest pioneer of the
Neothomistic movement in Piacenza was Canon Vincen-
zo Buzzetti (1777–1824). Taught the philosophy of J.
LOCKE and É. B. de CONDILLAC by the Vincentian Fa-
thers of Collegio Alberoni, he abandoned Locke’s sens-
ism under the influence of Baltasar Masdeu (1741–1820),
an exiled Spanish Jesuit. Buzzetti discovered St. Thomas
by reading Roselli and a smaller, simpler text by the

French Dominican Antoine GOUDIN. As professor of phi-
losophy in the diocesan seminary (1804–08), Buzzetti
wrote Institutiones sanae philosophiae iuxta divi Thomae
atque Aristotelis inconcussa dogmata [Enciclopedia filo-
sofica, 4 v. (Venics–Rome 1957) 1:845–846]. Basically
Thomistic, this work suffered from the influence of
Christian WOLFF and an insufficient understanding of St.
Thomas. Among Buzzetti’s disciples were two Sordi
brothers, who later became Jesuits, and Giuseppe Pecci,
brother of the future Leo XIII.

Serafino Sordi (1793–1865), the younger brother,
entered the Society of Jesus (restored in 1814) and tried
desperately to revive Thomism. The general was dissuad-
ed from assigning him to the Roman College (Gregori-
anum) as professor of logic because of faculty
opposition: ‘‘so strong are the prejudices against Fr.
Sordi because he is a Thomist’’ (letter of the provincial,
Oct. 2, 1827; Dezza 33). Domenico Sordi (1790–1880)
followed his brother into the Society and was assigned
to teach, even though he had many enemies. Among his
disciples was the Jesuit Luigi TAPARELLI D’ AZEGLIO, au-
thor of several Thomistic essays on natural law, who, on
becoming provincial of the Naples province, secured the
services of Domenico Sordi in 1831 and procured
Goudin’s Philosophia for the Jesuit College in Naples.
Sordi, wishing to revive Thomism, formed a private
philosophical society that was discovered and disbanded
by a Roman visitator in 1833; Sordi was prevented from
teaching and Taparelli was sent to Palermo to teach
French. In 1834 Matteo LIBERATORE, a Jesuit who had
not been a member of the disbanded group, was appoint-
ed professor in the college. The first edition of Libera-
tore’s Institutiones philosophiae (Naples 1840) was
entirely eclectic, influenced mainly by V. COUSIN. By
1853 Liberatore became convinced of Thomism, largely
through association with Civiltà Cattolica, founded in
Naples in 1850 by Carlo Maria Curci and Taparelli. This
journal strongly promoted the Catholic cause and restora-
tion of the Christian philosophy of St. Thomas. Giuseppe
Cornoldi (1822–92), confrere and close friend of Libera-
tore, wrote manuals of Thomistic philosophy and many
works attacking Rosminianism, ontologism, pantheism,
and scientism.

Most zealous for the revival of Thomism in Italy was
Gaetano SANSEVERINO, a diocesan priest of Naples. Orig-
inally a Cartesian in philosophy, he was influenced about
1840 by Roselli’s Summa. With assistance from Taparelli
and Liberatore, he began publishing and writing articles
for La Scienza e la Fede, a journal that systematically
criticized current rationalism, idealism, ontologism, and
liberalism. When he wrote Philosophia Christiana (5 v.
Naples 1853), refuting D. HUME, T. REID, I KANT, F. W.
J. SCHELLING, H. F. R. de LAMENNAIS, and Gioberti, he
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was a thoroughly convinced Thomist. Reviewing this
work in 1865, the Spanish Dominican Ceferino GONZÁ-

LEZ Y DÍAZ TUÑÓN criticized it for being too Thomistic
and contemptuous of modern thought. Sanseverino’s
work was continued in Naples by Nunzio Signoriello
(1831–89) and by many disciples who began publishing
major works of St. Thomas, neglected for almost a centu-
ry. Between 1850 and 1860 the Summa theologiae was
published also in Parma, Bologna, and Paris. The Parma
edition of the Opera omnia was published by Fiaccadori
(1852–73) in 25 folio volumes.

In Rome the center of Thomistic revival was the Do-
minican College of St. Thomas (Minerva), where the
Summa theologiae was used as a textbook. Among the
eminent theologians there were Vincenzo Gatti
(1811–82), author of Institutiones apologeticae (1866),
Francisco Xarrié (d. 1866), author of Theologia Thomisti-
ca and coauthor with Narciso Puig (d. 1865) of Institu-
tiones theologicae ad mentem D. Thomae (1861–63), and
the philosopher Tommaso ZIGLIARA. Zigliara, regent of
the college from 1870 to 1879, wrote an influential
Summa philosophica that ran through 17 editions and
many Italian treatises against traditionalism and ontolo-
gism. In 1879 Leo XIII acknowledged his contribution to
the Thomistic revival by creating him cardinal and ap-
pointing him director of the Leonine Commission en-
trusted with editing the critical text of St. Thomas.

Spain. The influential philosopher J. L. BALMES

openly professed to follow the Christian philosophy of St.
Thomas in his Filosofia fundamental (1846) and Curso
de filosofia elemental (1847) when Thomism was still un-
popular. His friend J. D. Cortés (1809–61) utilized St.
Thomas in an attempt to develop Christian political theo-
ry. In Spanish seminaries, according to a student plan
adopted in 1824 and decreed in 1868 by the board of edu-
cation, the Summa theologiae of St. Thomas was adopted
as the basis of theological studies. Enthusiasm for Tho-
mistic theology was renewed at Salamanca by the Do-
minican Pascual (d. 1816), at Cervera by Francisco
Xarrié, and by other Dominicans at colleges in Coria and
Ocaña. As early as 1820 the Dominicans Felipe Puigser-
ver and Antonio Sendil vehemently opposed philosophi-
cal errors of the day and tried to restore the whole of
medieval scholasticism, even its Aristotelian cosmology.
In the University of Madrid J. M. Orti y Lara
(1826–1904), professor of metaphysics and a layman,
openly taught St. Thomas and attacked the prevailing
Kantian philosophy of Karl Krause and his Spanish disci-
ples.

The most important and influential representative of
the Thomistic revival was Ceferino González y Díaz
Tuñón, Dominican professor of philosophy in Manila and

Ocaña, later bishop (1874) and cardinal (1884). His Estu-
dios sobre la filosofia de S. Tomás (Manila 1864), Philo-
sophia elementaris (3 v. Madrid 1868), and Historia de
la filosofia (6 v. Madrid 1879–85) were translated into
many languages and became standard textbooks of
Neothomism throughout the world.

France. With the restoration of the monarchy in
1814 French Catholics, such as F. R. de CHATEAUBRI-

AND, J. M. de MAISTRE, L. G. A. de BONALD, and H. F.
R. de Lamennais, fought prevailing rationalism with his-
torical and Christian apologetics. They proposed TRADI-

TIONALISM as historical proof of divine revelation of both
natural and supernatural truths. Historical researches of
V. Cousin aroused curiosity concerning 12th-century
thought and the problem of universals. Catholic semi-
naries, however, continued to teach eclectic CARTESIAN-

ISM exemplified by the Philosophia Lugdunensis of
Joseph Valla. In 1850 the Dominican Order was reestab-
lished in France by J. B. H. LACORDAIRE, and interest in
Thomism was renewed even outside the Dominican
Order. Pierre Roux-Lavergne (1802–74), professor in the
diocesan seminary in Nîmes, wrote two philosophical
textbooks ‘‘according to the doctrine of St. Thomas’’
(Paris 1850–59; 1856) and revised the celebrated Philo-
sophia of Goudin (4 v. Paris 1850–51; 4th ed. 1886). A
conscientious attempt to return to the philosophy of St.
Thomas was made in 1851 by G. VENTURA DI RAULICA,
former Jesuit and onetime general of the THEATINES.
Ventura, a moderate traditionalist, invoked St. Thomas
and attempted to develop a Christian philosophy that re-
quired revelation for clear and distinct knowledge of
God’s existence, the spirituality of the soul, and moral
obligations. Although works of St. Thomas were pub-
lished in Paris prior to the Vivès edition of the Opera
omnia (1871–82), the revival of Thomism was impeded
by traditionalism on the one hand and ontologism on the
other; both philosophies fused natural and supernatural
orders of truth.

Germany and Austria. Instead of combating prevail-
ing idealism, Catholic thinkers tried to reconcile Catholi-
cism with Kant and G. W. F. HEGEL. Georg HERMES,
distinguished and influential rector of the Catholic Uni-
versity of Bonn, developed a Kantian rationalism demon-
strating supernatural truths that was condemned in 1835.
Anton GÜNTHER, rejecting scholasticism completely,
elaborated a Christian Hegelianism to prove truths of rev-
elation. By the middle of the 19th century Günther’s
Catholic Hegelianism was taught in major universities of
Austria and southern Germany, even after it was con-
demned in 1857.

Foremost leaders in the scholastic revival in Germa-
ny were Clemens, Werner, Stöckl, Kleutgen, and Com-
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mer. Franz Jacob Clemens (1815–62), professor at
Münster, wrote on the relation of philosophy to theology
from the scholastic point of view (1856) against Günther.
Karl Werner (1821–88), professor at Vienna and one-
time follower of Günther, wrote a pioneer study Der hl.
Thomas v. Aquin (3 v. Ratisbon 1858–59), containing the
earliest history of Thomism and numerous historical
studies of late scholastic philosophers. Albert Stöckl
(1825–95), professor at Münster, wrote the first German
textbook of scholastic philosophy, Lehrbuch der Philoso-
phie (3 v. Mainz 1868), and the first strictly Catholic his-
tory of medieval philosophy, Geschichte der Philosophie
des Mittelalters (3 v. Mainz 1864–66). Hermann Plass-
mann (1817–64), professor of theology at Paderborn,
wrote a less satisfactory, though influential, summary of
Thomistic philosophy, Die Schule des hl. Thomas (5 v.
Soest 1858–61), based on Goudin’s Philosophia. Franz
Morgott, theologian of Eichstätt, was among the most
zealous and prolific proponents of Thomism. Morgott,
through extensive reading and continual correspondence
with Liberatore, Cornoldi, González, and other foreign-
ers, was sufficiently informed to write extensively on the
Neothomistic revival in Europe.

The most outstanding German Thomist was the Jesu-
it Joseph KLEUTGEN (1811–83) called Thomas redivivus
by M. SCHEEBEN and princeps philosophorum by Leo
XIII. Through various editions of his Theologie der
Vorzeit (1st ed. 1853–60), he strenuously opposed Her-
mesianism, Güntherianism, and the pseudo-Thomistic
traditionalism of Ventura. In Philosophie der Vorzeit
(1860) he attempted to give an accurate account of Tho-
mistic philosophy for his day. Although Kleutgen was
professor in Rome for 40 years, he earned a wide reputa-
tion in Germany as well as in Rome. It is said that he
wrote the first draft of Aeterni Patris.

Aeterni Patris and Legislation. The first encyclical
issued by LEO XIII (Quod apostolici muneris, 1878) con-
cerned socialism and the general need of a sound Chris-
tian philosophy. This was followed by AETERNI PATRIS

(Aug. 4, 1879), in which he called for the restoration of
Christian philosophy and exhorted bishops to ‘‘restore
the golden wisdom of Thomas and to spread it far and
wide for the defense and beauty of the Catholic faith, for
the good of society, and for the advantage of all the sci-
ences’’ [Acta Sanctae Sedis, 11 (1879) 114]. Leo XIII ex-
emplified this restoration through numerous subsequent
encyclicals concerning social problems, government,
human liberty, the religious question, Sacred Scripture,
Catholic Action, marriage, and education. The first draft
of RERUM NOVARUM was written by an eminent Thomist,
Cardinal Zigliara. To implement the restoration of scho-
lasticism, Leo XIII founded the Roman Academy of St.
Thomas (Oct. 13, 1879); established a commission for

editing the critical text of St. Thomas; ordered in 1880
that an Institut Supérieur de Philosophie be established
in Louvain as ‘‘a center of studies for promulgating the
doctrines of St. Thomas’’; and made St. Thomas patron
of all Catholic universities, academies, colleges, and
schools throughout the world (Aug. 4, 1890). The Catho-
lic University of Fribourg, Switzerland, was founded in
1890, the theological faculty being entrusted to Domini-
cans.

Journals. Although CIVILTÀ CATTOLICA zealously
promoted the restoration of Thomistic philosophy, other
journals occasionally published articles of scholastic in-
terest. The first scientific journal devoted to Thomistic
studies was Divus Thomas (1880–), published in Latin by
the Collegio Alberoni, Piacenza. Ernst COMMER, doctor
in theology from the Dominican College of St. Thomas
in Rome (1880), founded and edited Jahrbuch für Philo-
sophie und spekulative Theologie (1887–). Thomistic and
neoscholastic journals multiplied rapidly: St. Thomas-
blätter (1888–), edited by Ceslaus Schneider of Regens-
burg; Philosophisches Jahrbuch (1888–) by professors of
the diocesan seminary in Fulda; Revue Thomiste (1893–)
by French Dominicans; Revue néoscolastique de philoso-
phie (1894–) by Louvain; Rivista Italiana di filosofia
neoscolastica (1909–) founded by the Franciscan Agos-
tino GEMELLI and edited by professors of the Catholic
University of Milan; and La Ciencia Tomista (1910–) by
Spanish Dominicans.

Effect of Modernism. During the pontificate of Leo
XIII the reestablishment of scholasticism had six goals:
(1) to edit critically the text of scholastic authors, particu-
larly St. Thomas; (2) to study the historical origins and
evolution of scholastic philosophy; (3) to expound the
solid doctrine (philosophia perennis) of scholastic phi-
losophy for a modern age, discarding useless and false
views; (4) to study and refute errors of recent and con-
temporary philosophers; (5) to study the physical sci-
ences and examine their relevance to philosophy; and (6)
to construct a new scholastic synthesis of all philosophy
consistent with the progress of modern science. Since this
program could not be accomplished by one man or one
group, it was hoped that cooperation of all Catholic intel-
lectuals could be counted on. This was impossible in the
crisis of MODERNISM that broke out after the death of Leo
XIII in 1903.

One of the principal causes of Modernism in Italy
and France was lack of philosophical and theological
training among those who felt the impact of German his-
toricism and higher Biblical criticism. Unable or unwill-
ing to return to the principles of St. Thomas, they felt that
scholasticism was not ‘‘modern enough’’ for modern
needs. The Holy Office decree  LAMENTABILI (July 3,
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1907) condemned 65 errors of Modernism, many of them
directly contrary to the ideals and teaching of neoscholas-
ticism. St. PIUS X noted in his encyclical PASCENDI (Sept.
8, 1907) that the Modernists ‘‘deride and heedlessly de-
spise scholastic philosophy and theology’’ [Acta Sanctae
Sedis, 40 (1907) 636].

Efforts of Later Pontiffs. There was no universal ac-
ceptance of the Thomistic revival proposed by Leo XIII.
Some institutions were willing to teach an eclectic scho-
lasticism; others made no attempt whatever to return ei-
ther to St. Thomas or to scholasticism. Disturbed by
various attempts to evade the directive of his predecessor
and being aware of the dangers of Modernism, Pius X in-
sisted that by ‘‘scholasticism’’ he meant ‘‘the principal
teachings of St. Thomas Aquinas.’’ In Doctoris Angelici
(June 29, 1914) he left no room for doubt, declaring sol-
emnly ‘‘that those who in their interpretations misrepre-
sent or affect to despise the principles and major theses
of his philosophy are not only not following St. Thomas,
but are even far astray from the saintly Doctor.’’ Ac-
knowledging commendations of other saints and doctors
by the Holy See, Pius X maintained that their doctrine
was commended ‘‘to the extent that it agreed with the
principles of Aquinas or was in no way opposed to them’’
[Acta Apostolicae Sedis, 6 (1914) 338]. He went on to in-
sist that all institutions granting pontifical degrees had to
use the Summa theologiae as a textbook in theology; fail-
ure to comply within three years was to result in with-
drawal of pontifical status. The question immediately
raised was the meaning of ‘‘major theses’’ of Thomistic
philosophy. For clarification the Congregation of Studies
on July 27, 1914, issued a list of 24 theses, compiled by
the Jesuit Guido Mattiussi (1852–1925) as the principia
et pronuntiata maiora of St. Thomas [ActApS 6 (1914)
383–386]. In reply to queries, the Congregation of Semi-
naries and Universities stated on March 7, 1916, that the
Summa was to be used at least as a major reference work
for speculative theology and that the 24 theses were to be
taught in all schools as fundamental theses in philosophy.

The 24 theses, of which 23 were contrary to the
teaching of F. SUÁREZ, posed a problem in conscience for
many Jesuits who could not accept them. On Jan. 18,
1917, Wladimir LEDÓCHOWSKI, General of the Society,
submitted a letter, intended for Jesuits, to BENEDICT XV

for approval or revision. Emphasizing the traditional
place of St. Thomas in the Society, the letter stated that
although the essentials of Thomistic philosophy are con-
tained in the 24 theses, the prescriptions of Pius X are
‘‘sufficiently satisfied, even though not all the theses are
held, as long as they are proposed as safe directive
norms’’ [Zeitschrift für katholische Theologie, 42 (1918)
234]. This interpretation was approved by Benedict XV
on March 19, 1917.

The Code of Canon Law issued under Benedict XV
in 1917 required all professors of philosophy and theolo-
gy to hold and to teach the method, doctrine, and princi-
ples of the Angelic Doctor (1917 CIC c.1366.2).

PIUS XI reiterated the mind of his predecessors con-
cerning St. Thomas in Studiorum ducem (June 29, 1923),
saying that ‘‘the Church has adopted his philosophy for
her very own’’ [Acta Apostolicae Sedis, 15 (1923) 314].
The apostolic constitution DEUS SCIENTIARUM DOMINUS

(May 24, 1931) imposed with the fullest apostolic author-
ity a detailed curriculum of studies for all seminaries.

The ‘‘New Theology.’’ Ecclesiastical legislation dur-
ing and following the Modernist crisis failed to achieve
the broad goals of Leo XIII. A narrow legalized Tho-
mism, out of touch with modern movements after World
War II, created resentment and a ‘‘new theology’’ that
found inspiration in EVOLUTIONISM, PHENOMENOLOGY,
and the teachings of P. TEILHARD DE CHARDIN. PIUS XII,
an ardent advocate of modernity, found it necessary to
condemn dangerously extreme views of the théologie
nouvelle in HUMANI GENERIS (Aug. 12, 1950). After re-
viewing the importance of solid philosophical formation
in the light of St. Thomas, he lamented, ‘‘How deplorable
it is then that this philosophy, received and honored by
the Church, is scorned by some who shamelessly call it
outmoded in form and rationalistic, as they say, in its
method of thought’’ [Acta Apostolicae Sedis, 42 (1950)
573].

The new spirit of JOHN XXIII made it possible for
theologians well trained in Thomistic principles to study
modern problems in the light of history, revelation, and
scholastic theology. Deeper research into the true mean-
ing of St. Thomas and the breadth of medieval concerns
likewise made possible a new, less rigid, and less legalis-
tic scholasticism.

Philosophers and Problems. At the beginning of
the Leonine revival, the principal centers of scholasticism
were Rome and Louvain; but by 1930 there were strong
centers in every country. The main concern of philoso-
phers was to expound the ARISTOTELIANISM of St. Thom-
as’s philosophy, drawn largely from his theological
writings.

Textbooks. Early textbooks of Neothomistic philoso-
phy were influenced by the Wolffian division of the sci-
ences: logic, ontology, cosmology, psychology, theodicy,
and sometimes ethics. This order was followed notably
in the influential textbooks of Zigliara, J. J. URRÁBURU,
Vincent Remer (d. 1910), Michaele de Maria
(1836–1913), Pius de Mandato (1850–1914), and Sebas-
tian Reinstadler of Metz. Ethics and natural theology,
when discussed at all, were extracted from the Summa
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theologiae of St. Thomas. Problems of EPISTEMOLOGY

were discussed in major logic, and the scholastic method
was thought to be a deductive and syllogistic defense of
theses (see SCHOLASTIC METHOD). This conception of
scholastic philosophy was made familiar to beginners by
the Jesuit Stonyhurst series (R. F. Clarke, John Rickaby,
Joseph RICKABY, Michael Maher, and Bernard Boedder)
and the simple Summula (Dublin 1903) by the Irish Cis-
tercian J. S. Hickey (1865–1933). The Cursus philosoph-
icus of JOHN OF ST. THOMAS was the basis for better texts
by Edouard HUGON, Josef GREDT, F. X. Maquart, and
Jacques MARITAIN. A highly influential text was Gredt’s
Elementa philosophiae Aristotelico-Thomisticae (2 v. 1st
ed. Rome 1899–1901; 12th ed. 1958). Gredt, a German
Benedictine of San Anselmo, seriously faced problems of
modern science, but followed the theological order of the
Summa for psychology, natural theology, and ethics.

A complete course in the philosophy of St. Thomas
was given in Louvain by Cardinal D. J. MERCIER between
1882 and 1889. As president of the Institut Supérieur
(1889–1905), he and his assistants, Simon Deploige
(1868–1927), Maurice DE WULF, Désiré Nys
(1859–1927), and Armand Thiéry (1868–1955), devel-
oped all branches of a philosophia perennis based on Ar-
istotle and St. Thomas, integrating all modern science
and mathematics. Mercier, Nys, and De Wulf prepared
a Cours de philosophie that became influential in many
countries through various translations (Eng. tr. 1916).
The precise meaning of philosophia perennis raised prob-
lems for later neoscholastics.

Medieval studies at Louvain were led by Maurice De
Wulf, who published the first edition of Histoire de la
philosophie médiévale in 1900. Believing ‘‘scholasti-
cism’’ to be a single body of doctrine, he inevitably limit-
ed the content of philosophia perennis as well as the
number of true ‘‘scholastics’’ in the Middle Ages. In
1901 he launched the collection ‘‘Les Philosophes
Beiges,’’ containing texts of medieval Belgian philoso-
phers.

The neoscholastic revival at Louvain exerted great
influence through its numerous publications and long line
of distinguished professors, notably Leon Noël
(1878–1955), Auguste Mansion, Jacques Leclercq, Fer-
nand Van Steenberghen, Georges Van Riet, Albert Mi-
chotte, Louis De Raymaeker, Albert Dondeyne,
Alphonse De Waelhens, Gérard Verbeke, and Fernand
Renoirte.

New Interests. During the first two decades of the
20th century Thomist philosophers emphasized the pri-
macy of POTENCY AND ACT in Thomism (N. del Prado,
G. Mattusi, E. Hugon, and G. Manser). In the 1920s the
importance of ANALOGY was seen to be the key to Tho-

mistic metaphysics (N. Balthasar, M. T. L. Penido, and
S. Ramirez). In the middle 1930s the doctrine of PARTICI-

PATION and the recognition of Platonic elements in St.
Thomas was considered the basis for a deeper apprecia-
tion (L. B. Geiger, C. Fabro, A. Little). In the 1940s the
existential character of Thomistic metaphysics was em-
phasized, and some philosophers considered EXISTENCE

(esse) to be the deepest and truest characteristic of Tho-
mistic metaphysics (J. Maritain, É. GILSON, C. Fabro, and
G. B. PHELAN). After the middle of the century other
scholastics sought to synthesize St. Thomas with M.
Heiddeger or E. HUSSERL, leaving the older controversies
behind.

Between 1925 and 1950 the principal philosophical
controversy concerned the meaning of CHRISTIAN PHI-

LOSOPHY. After a review by P. MANDONNET of Gilson’s
Philosophy of St. Bonaventure (Paris 1924), the mounting
controversy involving all leading Thomists of the period
centered on the relation between revelation and philoso-
phy. Some maintained the autonomy of reason in philo-
sophical discourse and only an extrinsic normative
influence of revelation on Christian philosophers (Man-
donnet, Ramirez, and Van Steenberghen). Others, argu-
ing from various points of view, maintained a direct,
intrinsic influence of revelation on Christians who philos-
ophize (Gilson, Maritain, and M. D. Chenu). This funda-
mentally theological question was argued mainly by
philosophers and historians. 

Historians and Historiography. The revival and
development of neoscholasticism profited much from the
work of medievalists of the 19th and 20th centuries. Ger-
man historiography, establishment of the École des
Chartres (1829), the work of V. Cousin and J. B.
Hauréau, and a new curiosity about the Middle Ages
made possible the edition of critical texts and a critical
study of scholastic authors. The pioneering work of Cath-
olic historians—Pietro Uccelli, H. S. DENIFLE, Franz
EHRLE, Clemens Baeumker, Georg von Hertling, and M.
Baumgartner—was continued by Mandonnet, Franz Pel-
ster, August Pelzer, Konstanty Michalski, Martin GRAB-

MANN, Chenu, Gilson, and many others.

The critical edition of the Opera omnia of St. Thom-
as, begun in 1882, continued under eminent Dominican
scholars. A center for editing works of St. Bonaventure
and other Franciscan scholastics was established at Quar-
rachi, near Florence, in 1877; the edition of Bonaventure
(1882–1902) was followed by work on Alexander of
Hales and other Franciscan authors. A separate Scotus
Commission was established in Rome (1938) under the
direction of C. Balić to publish the Opera omnia of Duns
Scotus (1950– ). The Comissió Lulliana undertook the
edition of Ramon Lull’s Opera omnia (1906–50). The
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Benedictines of Solesmes assumed responsibility for
publishing a new edition of John of St. Thomas’s Cursus
theologicus (1931– ), and the Albertus Magnus Institut,
founded in Cologne in 1931, began publishing the Opera
omnia of Albert the Great in 1951.

Widespread use of photoelectric reproduction after
World War II made old editions of scholastic authors eas-
ily accessible to scholars in America. Two institutes of
medieval studies were established in North America, one
in Toronto in 1929 by Gilson, the other in Ottawa in 1930
under the inspiration of Chenu, which transferred to
Montreal in 1942.

Results of these medieval studies were better under-
standing of St. Thomas, appreciation of different currents
in medieval thought, and recognition of pluralism in me-
dieval scholasticism (see PLURALISM, PHILOSOPHICAL).

Theologians and Renewal. The last two regents of
the College of St. Thomas in Rome (Minerva) were Al-
berto LEPIDI and Enrico Buonpensiere, who expounded
the Summa in the tradition of older commentators. In
1909 the college was organized into the Pontifical Athe-
naeum ‘‘Angelicum,’’ which received university status
together with the Lateran in 1963.

In the first half of the 20th century Thomistic theolo-
gians concentrated on apologetics, developing special-
ized treatises De ecclesia and De revelatione as outlined
by VATICAN COUNCIL I. Notable among these apologists
were J. V. De Groot (1848–1927), A. M. WEISS, Reginald
Schultes, Ambroise GARDEIL, Antonin SERTILLANGES,
Christian PESCH, and Reginald GARRIGOU-LAGRANGE.
(See APOLOGETICS (HISTORY OF).)

Revival of Thomism also renewed ancient contro-
versies concerning grace in the writings of G. SCHNEE-

MANN, A. M. Dummermuth (1841–1918), J. B. Stufler
(1865–1952), Norbert del Prado, Francisco MARÍN-SOLÁ,
Charles Boyer, B. M. Xiberta, and numerous Spanish Je-
suits and Dominicans. (See THEOLOGY, HISTORY OF.)

Mystical theology was developed in a way that was
notably different from 19th-century asceticism in the
writings of A. A. TANQUEREY, J. G. ARINTERO, Bartho-
lomé Froget, and Garrigou-Lagrange. Moral theology
was continued somewhat in the older tradition by
Hieronymus NOLDIN, Dominikus PRÜMMER, and B. H.
MERKELBACH. (See MORAL THEOLOGY, HISTORY OF.)

With World War II a new spirit entered scholastic
theology in the extensive writings of Dom Odo Cassel,
Romano Guardini, Yves Congar, Chenu, Karl Rahner,
Hans Küng, and Edward Schillebeeckx. Leaving aside
older controversies, they approached current problems in
the light of vital scholastic principles. This renewal of

scholastic theology supported by Biblical, historical, and
liturgical studies, led to the general renewal in the Church
effected by VATICAN COUNCIL II. 

Scholasticism in the U.S. Prior to the Leonine direc-
tive, Jesuits taught a form of scholasticism in their uni-
versities; Dominicans taught St. Thomas in studia and
colleges; and Orestes A. BROWNSON expressed hope for
a scholastic revival, although he knew little of St. Thom-
as. American bishops, Catholic schools and seminaries,
and The CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA responded
obediently to the directives of the Holy See regarding
scholasticism and the subsequent fear of Modernism. The
principal influences on Catholic teaching in the U.S. were
Rome and Louvain. Notable pioneers of American
neoscholasticism were the Jesuits Nicholas Russo
(1845–1902) and Biagio Schiffini, both of Georgetown
University. Russo’s Summa philosophica iuxta scholasti-
corum principia (2 v. Boston 1885) and Schiffini’s Insti-
tutiones philosophicae ad mentem Aquinatis (Turin
1889) were used for many years in some seminaries. The
Dutch Dominican E. L. Van Becelaere (d. 1946) did
much to make Thomism respectable among American
philosophers outside the Church, notably Josiah ROYCE,
who wrote an introduction to Van Becelaere’s La philo-
sophie en Amérique depuis lea origines jusqu’ à nos jours
(New York 1904). The Bavarian priest John Gmeiner
(1847–1913) taught Thomistic philosophy for seven
years at St. Francis Seminary in Milwaukee and later at
St. Thomas Seminary in St. Paul, Minn. Textbooks gen-
erally used in seminaries and religious houses were Euro-
pean. Some English texts were written for college
students by Msgr. Paul Glen, Celestine Bittle, Henri Re-
nard, and others. In 1927 the American Catholic Philo-
sophical Association was formed by Msgr. E. A. PACE of
Catholic University, who was its first president. The New
Scholasticism, official journal of the association, was
founded and edited by Pace and James H. RYAN in 1927.
In 1990 the New Scholasticism changed its name to
American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly, reflecting a
diminished interest in scholastic philosophy among many
members of the Association. On the other hand, the Asso-
ciation’s annually elected presidents and the recipients of
its annually conferred Aquinas Medal continue, for the
most part, to be distinguished philosophers who are inter-
ested in maintaining and developing the scholastic tradi-
tion.

Recent Developments. During the past three dec-
ades the study of scholasticism and scholastic philosophy
has developed in several directions. New critical editions
of medieval scholastic texts by both major and minor au-
thors have continued to appear. Between 1881 and 1965,
the Leonine Commission had produced 15 of the project-
ed 50 volumes of its edition of Aquinas’s opera omnia;
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since 1965 another 13 new volumes have appeared, one
of the earlier volumes has been revised, and preparation
of several more volumes has begun. An important com-
plement to the Leonine edition has been provided to Tho-
mistic scholars by R. Busa’s Index Thomisticus
(1974–80; CD-ROM, 2nd rev. ed. 1993). The critical edi-
tion of Scotus’s opera omnia is now being produced in
two academic centers: in Rome the Commissio Scotistica
is continuing to work on Scotus’s revised Oxford lectures
(the Ordinatio); working now at The Catholic University
of America, the Scotus Project has produced three vol-
umes of the opera philosophica, and two more volumes
are soon to be published.

As these recent critical editions attest, historical
knowledge of the methods, language, and writings of me-
dieval scholastic authors has become ever more precise
and minute. Further evidence of this development is pro-
vided by a collection of studies of the disputed question
(1985), by a monograph by J. Wippel on the metaphysics
of Aquinas (1999), and by a collection of papers on Aqui-
nas by L. Boyle (2000). The publications and quinquen-
nial conferences of the Société Internationale pour
l’étude de la philosophie médiévale, which serve to co-
ordinate the work of medievalists on an international
level, have also contributed to this growing historical
knowledge. Scholastic philosophy continues to be stud-
ied seriously both in Europe (for example at the Universi-
ties of Cologne and Paris) and in the U.S. [for example
at The Catholic University of America, The Center for
Thomistic Studies at the University of St. Thomas (Hous-
ton), and Boston College]. The Pontifical Institute of Me-
dieval Studies (Toronto) continues to publish
monographs, translations, and the journal Mediaeval
Studies. On balance it might be said that exact historical
knowledge of the scholastic tradition has come to pre-
dominate in academic work in the field, while the kind
of original philosophizing from within the scholastic tra-
dition exemplified in an earlier generation by Maritain
and Gilson has declined.

This last observation might be thought to be coun-
tered by the emergence of ‘‘analytic Thomism’’ and
more generally ‘‘analytic medieval philosophy,’’ exem-
plified by the work of B. Davies, N. Kretzmann, and J.
Haldane, by The Cambridge Guide to Later Medieval
Philosophy, and by the journal Medieval Philosophy and
Theology (1991–). But although this school seems to
have discovered new ways of reading and reflecting on
medieval scholastic thought that speak to at least some
contemporary philosophers, its critics suggest that it
tends to disregard the literary and historical contexts of
medieval works and to value medieval philosophy only
for points of convergence with the interests and perspec-
tives of analytic philosophy. Still, it is a vigorous move-

ment, producing numerous monographs, collections of
studies, and translations.

Pope John Paul II’s encyclical FIDES ET RATIO

(1998), in its defense of both faith and reason, reiterated
recommendations of earlier papal documents that the
writings of Aquinas and other scholastics be used in the
search for timeless truth.

See Also: THOMISM; NEOSCHOLASTICISM AND

NEOTHOMISM.
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[J. A. WEISHEIPL/EDS.]

SCHOLASTICUS
Magister scholarum, maistreescoles, cancellarius,

or master of schools, originally a functionary attached to
the cathedral chapter who exercised control of schools
(regimen scholarum, jus scholarum, jus in regendis
scholis) throughout the area under the jurisdiction of the
chapter. (In other places, jurisdiction over schools was
exercised by certain other ecclesiastical bodies, usually
a monastery, a priory, etc.) Before and even during the
12th century, when the great medieval universities were
forming, schools of an area continued to have only one
scholasticus or magister, some member of the cathedral
chapter. He was the sole ruler of the schools in the cathe-
dral’s jurisdiction but had the right to appoint assistants
or substitutes. With the increase in the demand for teach-
ers, he granted the licentia docendi, or the permission to
teach, to persons he judged suitable. No competent teach-
er could be refused this licentia, and it had to be granted
freely, without payment of fee, to avoid suspicion of si-
mony (though there were abuses). In Paris the schools
(even the university itself) continued to be ruled by the
chancellor of the cathedral church, on whom the duties
of the scholasticus fell. At Salamanca the scholasticus,
or as he was now called, the chancellor of the university
(as opposed to rector), had the right to imprison scholars
(a right that he shared with the bishop from 1254 on-
ward), since he was held to be the iudex ordinarius of stu-
dents.
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[T. C. CROWLEY]

SCHOLIUM
A biblical scholium may be defined as a brief exeget-

ical explanation of a passage that is difficult on account
of variant readings, obscure historical or geographical al-
lusions, grammatical difficulties, and the like. Scholia are
usually found in the margin of the text, less frequently at
the foot of the page. The author as well as the collector
of scholia is called a scholiast.

While this definition agrees with the usage of con-
temporary authors, it requires certain qualifications. As
worded, it is intended to distinguish a scholium from a
gloss and from a commentary. Unfortunately all Chris-
tian biblical literature does not justify quite so clear-cut
a definition of the term. The works to which it has been
applied range from a scholium as just defined (Origen)
to a full-fledged commentary (Arethas of Caesarea on
Revelation).

Once the term’s meaning is understood to roam
about in this way, we may claim the remains of numerous
biblical scholia. Perhaps the earliest are those of Clement
of Alexandria in his Hypotyposis of which only frag-
ments survive. Others, to list a few, are those of Origen,
Hippolytus, Gregory Nazianzen, Jerome, Hesychius of
Jerusalem, Procopius of Gaza, and Arethas of Caesarea.

To consult these and all others, the exegete is obliged
to call on the patrologist to help him locate the most accu-
rate available editions. Still a desideratum is a corpus of
biblical scholia in the sense defined above.
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[C. O’C. SLOANE]

SCHOLLINER, HERMANN
Benedictine theologian; b. Freising (Bavaria), Jan.

15, 1722; d. Welchenberg, July 16, 1795. He entered the
Abbey of Oberaltaich in 1738. After his philosophical
and theological studies at Erfurt and Salzburg, he was ap-
pointed director of the house of studies of the Bavarian
Benedictines (1752–57), and then taught dogmatic theol-
ogy at Salzburg (1759–66). He became prior at Ober-
altaich (1772), and after the suppression of the Jesuits,
taught at Ingolstadt (1776–80). As a member of the Ba-
varian Academy of Sciences he wrote Monumenta
Niederaltacensia and Monumenta Oberalticensia, Elisa-
bethcellencia et Oosterhofensia, which are parts of the
master collection Monumenta Boica, guided by Schol-
liner in 1768. Among his other works are De magistratum
ecclesiasticorum origine et creatione (Salzburg
1751–52), De disciplinae arcani antiquitate et usu (Teg-
ernsee 1755), Ecclesiae orientalis et occidentalis con-
cordia in transubstantiatione (Regensburg 1756), De
hierarchia ecclesiae catholica (Regensburg 1757), Hi-
storia theologiae christiani saeculi primi (Salzburg
1761), and Praelectiones theologicae ad usum studii
communis congregationis Benedictino-Bavaricae (12 v.
Augsburg 1769). 
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