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Does the Catholic Church Teach That There Is No One , b
True Philosophy? L

John E X, Knasas

Abstract: This paper assesses various reasons for the claim that a Catholic should
avoid being a proponent of a one and true philosophy. Rather, within limits, a
Catholic philosopher ought to be a conceptual pluralist. These reasons include
Pope John Paul IT’s remarks in Fides ez Ratio like the following: “The Church has
no philosophy of her own nor does she canonize any one particular philosophy
in preference to others.” (para. 49) Also, Gerald A. McCool in his From Unity to
Pluralism: The Internal Evolution of Thomism argues that ironically the twentieth
century Thomistic revival refuted the perceived call of Aeterni Patris to return
to the conceptual formulations of Aquinas. In that respect, this paper considers
three “Thomistic” arguments for philosophical pluralism as put forth by J. M. Le
Blond during a famous debate between French Dominicans and Jesuits following
the Second World War. Le Blond’s “Thomistic” arguments include: the abstractive
character of concepts, the equivalency of being and the true; and the epistemology
of intellectual dynamism. My conclusion is that neither the Pope nor Aquinas is
a proponent of philosophical pluralism.

recall a run-in with a colleague. It was during the Spring 0£2000. I was on

sabbatical and preparing to write a book on the philosophical resiliency

of the twentieth-century Thomistic revival.! Informed of this project, my
colleague immediately quipped back, “Neo-Thomism, oh that is heretical!” For my
colleague, just as there was no stereotypical way to be a great baseball player, a saint,
or to build a charming city, so too many different apologetics exist for defending
Catholic truth. One could use Bonaventure’s, Anselm'’s, Scotus’s, Augustine’s, Pascal’s,
etc. But not only was there no one set of philosophical concepts for expressing the
Catholic faith, there could not be, and so in claiming that Thomism was #be con-
ceptual expression of truth, neo-Thomists were heretical. In other words, what the
neo-Thomist has to understand is that just as the Church in the very important
area of the spiritual life does not anoint any one particular style of spiritualicy,
viz., Jesuit, Cistercian, Franciscan, Carmelite, etc., so too in the comparatively less

© 2004, American Catholic Philosophical Association, Proceedings of the ACPA, Vol. 77




- R,

84 PHILOSOPHY AND INTERCULTURAL UNDERSTANDING

important area of philosophy, the Church again does not.an'd could not select any
one philosophy as the true philosophy. So the neo—Thoml.st is out of line, o
Now if what this colleague claimed expressed the mind of the Ch.m'ch.lt.sc )
many would have a serioys problem. For some Catholic intellectuals Fhelr reli g;lmﬁ
faith is the one and only thing, They need nothing else and want nothing else..I he)j
have what they need to live, and as a result they are indifferez}t to whether phll(;so’
phy can attain the truth. If they are interested in philosophy, it is only becaflsc t 1&.’)f
find that some philosophical ideas are helpful to articulate the faith. 'But this u}s]t'f[ﬂ—
philosophical ideas is all done in total abstraction from whether t'hese 1dea§ are pl i (:l :
sophically validated. Other Catholic intellectuals are interested in the phllOSf}p lic
project to grasp truth and express this interest in the attempt to do 1r.1etaphyl31cs, .:.e.;
to come to a fundamenta| understanding of reality. This philosophical project is
old as the Greek thinker Thales who thought that everything was ‘Iljasmally wa‘te'f';
is project is ani d by the intellectual grasp of a “sameness” or comI}mna}l Iy
pervading all things, and as Etienne Gilson narrates in Being zfnd Son'ze Philosop. fff:s-
the history of philosophy can be understood as an unrelenting series of e?tte‘m p
to work out the cotrect definition or basic description of this commonality.* But

L , .. . i e 1S
the point is that since there s intellectually this one commonality, then ther:

, L . : imilarly, since
i principle one fundamenta] understandmg of reality. Somewhat similarly, sin
there is intellectually one commonal

ity in the isosceles, equilateral, and right :mglj

triangles, then there i one understanding of triangle, and that has be.en wml'ﬂ? :
out in geometry. But, for my colleague a Catholic’s interest in such a phllOSOPbl‘_i‘

| project would be not only a waste of time but also morally vicious just as the desire
: of one man for many women is considered to be false and vicious, _ .

I'want to assess critically the claim that Catholicism morally requires Phll"s""f’_'lﬁ

cal pluralism, To accomplish that end, I will consider briefly the 1998 encyc‘fltﬁ

Fides et Ratip in which John Paul IT asserts “The Church has no philosophy of ht—‘f
own nor does she canonjze any one particular philosophy in preference to oth@f-‘i-

(para. 49) I'will also take a longer look at Froz, Unity to Pluralism: The Internal {ELW'

lution of Thomism by Gerald McCool, 8.]., in which the author claims that Aquinas

himself was o philosophical pluralis. 3 My own conclusion will be that neither the
Church nor Aquinas js a philosophical pluralis.

L. Fides et Ratip

< if Fides et Ratio is remembered as an assertion of
ver the previously quoted line means, it does not

whlch they are expressed (para, 96) The attached no
inwhich the notions and term; hammered oyt toun

te cites Humani Generss (1950)
¢ Principles anq notions deduced fro

derstand dogma are based u pon
M a true knowledge of created things,™

Bl
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Secondly, though John Paul reiterates the standard ecclesiastical recommenda-
tion of Aquinas as a model of how to synthesize faith and reason, the Pope is clear
(para. 79) thac he intends to go beyond this recommendation to something more
substantial. For the well-being of systematic and moral theology, the Pope recom-
mends (para. 97) a metaphysics, a philosophy of being (philosophia essends), that
is based upon the act of being (quod actu ipso “osendi” sustentantur). If this sounds
Thomistic, it does so because it is. Affixed footnote 115 directs the reader to the
Pope’s 1979 Angelicum address on the centenary of Leo XIII's encyclical Aeterni
Pagris. This address leaves no doubt that Fides et Ratio is referring to Aquinas’s central
metaphysical notion of actus essendi. The Pope says that through this actus essends
understanding of what is meant by the existence of a thing, Aquinas’s philosophy
is so open to all of reality that the human intellect comes to know God.* John
Paul certainly appears to be presenting Aquinas’s metaphysics of actus essendi as an
unsurpassable human achievement. Everything else that is true will find a place
within this metaphysics.”

How is this new substantive papal recommendation compatible with the earlier
mentioned line that the Church has no philosophy of her own nor does she canon-
ize any one particular philosophy? All readers of the encyclical must be honest and
atrempt to reconcile both claims. This reader sees no contradiction because though
the Pope presents Aquinas’s actus essends doctrine as the Church’s clear preference, he
presents it as no mote than a recommendation. By the earlier remark the Pope makes
it clear that the Church will never go further and “canonize,” or place its infallible
and solemn seal of approval on any one philosophy. The wisdom of this approach
is that the Church both encourages philosophers who may need encouragement
and yet leaves philosophers free to disagree with each other. This approach assures
that their mutual agreement will be attained by a particular doctrine making the
philosophical case for itself? In short, the Church has an official philosophy, even
though she does not say s0 officially.

Hence, in this latest statement on the relation of faith and reason, the Church,
through the person of the Pope, gives more thana wink to those philosophers who
carry on their activities 10 2 «assical” frame of mind. Nothing in the encyclical
warrants saying that the Church teaches that no one true philosophy exists or that
the Church has made the pluralist turn.

2. McCool's From Unity to Pluralism

Falling like 2 bombshell in this debate is Gerald McCool's From Unity to Plu-
salism: The Internal Evolution of Thomism. His ironic thesis is that the Church has
unwittingly taught a de jure philosophical pluralism in and through recommending
Aquinas. Most Catholic intellectuals perceived Pope Leo XIIl's encyclical Aeterni
Patris (1879) as a papal trumpet call to propound Aquinas’s philosophy as the one
true philosophy. Though it seems more accurate to claim that the encyclical recom-
mends not a philosophy buta way of doing philosophy, viz., with faith functioning
as an extrinsic norm,* Leo did lionize Aquinas’s philosophical position asa synthesis
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of what previous Church doctors had achieved. Leo compares their doctrf11is to
“scattered members of a body” into which Aquinas placed a wonderful order, along
with important additions.? That image did suggest to readf:rs th‘at the Chu.t;h w;::
opting for a definite philosophy—Aquinas’s. Hence, hisFonans rightly lC01151_ ert .
encyclical as bestowing a decisive impetus to the twentieth cencury Thomistic ll
vival. " But as McCool tells the tale, the evolution of the revival 1ron{caﬂy refutec.l the
perceived call of the encyclical to return to the conceptual formulations ;iAcl“fnj:'
In the interpretative work of such key Thomists as Maréchal, follller, an : f)llclg; n'[
conceptual formulations became relative and contingent. What is stable and invaric
is one€’s innate and constitutive intellectual dynamism to a supra—conc.:eptllﬂlltﬂ.fm
described either as Infinite Being (Maréchal and Rahner) or as the notion of )emgs
(Lonergan). Concepts form in the wake of this dynamism and attempt o CX}‘)[‘:S”
its term. But they succeed imperfectly. Hence, metaphysical pl.urahsm must .emsl ,L N
Necessarily, a number of conceptual expressions of the real exist; 'each 1s a true s
finite expression of the real. Furthermore, this view of philosophies was Aquinas’s,
even in respect to his own philoso hy.
The Vls)vatershcd momfnt for tI;’liS pirouette in the revival was .af ter World f’vz:z
L and prior to Pius XII's Humani Generis (1950). A heated and actimonious Iil; '] ;‘i
flared up between the French Dominicans and Jesuits.'? The Dommlca_us ’( [' ?['t ‘
Labourdette, M.-J. Nicolas, and R. Garrigou-Lagrange) argued for the mind’sa n_f l)r;
to frame concepts that provide the foundation for a definitive fundamental express 10“3
of reality. The speculative system adequately based upon these concepts is the o1 -
true philosophy. It is an absolute grasp of the truth. On the other hand, the Jes u: c
(H. Bouillard, B. de Solages, J. M. Le Blond) argued that human cc')nc-epts are ":S
sentially imperfect. Speculative systems obviously possess the same limitation. I-Ic.?c:‘::
0o system is the one true system. No system possesses the absolute truth. Rather,
necessarily, or d jure, a plurality of systems exists. Each system tries dGSPcrately to
express reality but always falls short. In its conceptual expression, each phl}OS(?pi})' _151
the proverbial flea on the elephant. Bach flea describes the elephant from its limited

. . . ) - hin
perspective. Accordingly, Bonaventure’s metaphysics will better express something
about reality than Aquinas's and vice versa.

What I propose to do is to assess the possibility of “Thomistic” pluralism by
investigating Le Blond’s

particularly apt reasons for pluralism. In his “L’Analti gle
dela Véritd,” Recherches de science religieuse 34 (1947): 129-141, Le Blond provides
three apparently Thomistic grounds for pluralism. Unlike secular thinkers who base
pluralism on the indet

erminacy of the data to underwrite any one philosophical
conception, the Thomist Le Blond bases pluralism up
of the data and the essential
is the same: in ptinciple,
the truth,

on an overwhelming richness
poverty of our concepts about that data. But the res ult:~
or e jure, there can be no one conceptual expression of
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3. Le Blond and the Abstractive Character of Concepts

1 want to begin with Le Blond’s third Thomistic case for a de jure pluralism of
philosophies.” In sum, the intellect uses concepts to approach reality. Concepts are
Jbstractions. Abstractions leave something out about reality. Hence, even in its most
fully developed concepts, the intellect’s reach for realicy falls short. Even when the
ntellect is conceiving a portion of reality, the abstractive nature of conception neces-
sarily entails that that portion is only partly known. Just as the sense of sight picks
up the one side of reality that is color 2nd the sense of hearing picks up the side of
sound, so too concepts and formulations thereof pick up one side of reality but hide
others. If reality is 5, then any conceptual expression of reality is always 4 plus some
decimal. Asan abstraction, i.€., a8 something that leaves something out, any concept
necessarily only approximates the real, Obviously, this fact, if true, leaves room for
other approximations of the real, and so philosophical pluralism results.

No Thomist could disagree with the “words” of this argument. As abstrac-
tion proceeds from real instances given in sensation, abstraction leaves out content
found in those real instances. For example, in the sosceles, right angle, and equi-
ateral triangles sketched on the blackboard, 1 intellectually perceive something the
same that does not run through the square and the circle. I call this something,
this commonality, “criangle.” As common to the three figures, it does not include
what distinguishes one figure from the other and so is appreciated as “leaving out”
aspects of the data. But the crucial claim of Le Blond’s argument is that as “leaving
out” aspects of the data, the concept should be regarded as disidentifying itself from
reality, Le Blond is thinking that as an abstraction, the concept is only and simply
part of the whole from which it was drawn, and you cannot identify a part with its
whole. So again, the crucial point is the correctness of Le Blond’s contention that
s abstractive, concepts should be regarded as disidentifying themselves from real-
ity. As abstractive, are CORCEpLs in no respect identical with the whole from which
they are drawn?

To other Thomists, Le Blond’s reasoning for conceptual pluralism from the ab-
stractive nature of Our CONCEpts is victim to an unnuanced understanding of Aquinas’s
position on abstraction as initially presented in Aquinas’s early De Ente et Essentia
(1252«1256). In sum, Aquinas explains that abstraction can be carried out either
with precision o7 without precision.15 Le Blond misses this distinction by identifying
abstraction itself with one of its subdivisions, viz., abstraction with precision. Tet
me explain. What is typical about non-precisive abstraction is the relation of the
abstracted essence, or commonality, to the particularities of the data, for example,
the relation of “man” to the white complexion of Tom and the black complexion
of Dick. When abstracted without precision, the essence does not “cut” itself from
the particularities of the data but continues to remain “open” to theow. For example,
though “man” is not understood to be white or blacls, it is understood to be able
to be, to be open to being, white or black. In other words, the essence abstracted
without precision is still regarded as 2 “potentiality” for the particularities. It does
not exclude what it does not include. Hence, in non-precisive abstraction, there is
asignificant sense in which the commonality does not “leave out,” but continues to

§
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Since non-precisive abstraction keeps the essence basically identical with, the
real individual, hon-precisive abstraction does not render the essence simply q Por.
tion ofan existent. This basic identity between the essence and the individual a[[ows
a predication of the essence to the individual, In predication essence is identiﬂed
with the individual, e.g., “Socrates 7 a2 man.” In other words, the non-precisiye|
abstracted commonality s for all of jt “leaving out” still basically identical With
the whole from which it was abstracred. Instead of being a portion of the whole,
the non-precisively abstracted essence is the whole considered in a certain respecy,
For example, the meaning of “man” js 4 consideration of Socrates from 2 certaiy

respect. As such it is a stable fiy that may be patiently probed without any fear of

eing undercyt by what it leayes out. One realizes that one is looking at the 5.

0ot considered as open to, or in potency to, the
§ case, essence is unqualsfiedly or simply a part of
15, essence is unable to be identified i predication
ple, besides abstracting human nature in Tom, Dick,
abstract it precisively as “humanity.” And so, while
one cannot say “Tom is humanity.” At best one can
- This way of speaking about humanity indicates its

and Harry 55 “man,” ope can

I , then, leaye something out. Apparently, thiswill
ave foom for another Mega-concept, The conceptual inability to grasp the whole,

even from 5 Perspective, creares he impression that ouy awareness of the whole is
fon-conceptug|, This scts the stag

o ¢ for subordinating conce ts to something else,

&g, lfke th.e Transcendental Thomist supra—conceptusﬁ dynargism of the jmeﬂgect to

rom [tilljirling.. I;;,il(;?ds ctuallly touches on this in his last reason examinef:l below.

ﬂo&-pfecisive:v% ofa ,stractlonf none of t?lat 15 necessary if one recognizes that
rT Smaction £an provide the Prior awareness of the whole,
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4. Le Blond on the Equivalency of Being and Tiue

In a second argument for de jure conceptual pluralism, Le Blond begins by
recalling from Aquinas the equivalency of being and the true.!¢ But being is purely
and simply in God and deficiently and imitatively in creatures. Hence, the true
should be likewise. At best creaturely truth is a deficient and never equaling imitation
of divine truth. In the light of Aquinas’s view of reality, no philosophy could claim
to be the expression of the truth. The claim to possess he expression of the truth
would mean that one has climbed the ladder of being to the divine level. This is so
preposterous and foolish that it does not even merit a dismissal. So, just as no cre-
ated being can claim to be the representation of being as such, so too no speculative
system can claim to be the expression of truth as such. Le Blond ends by adding the
disclaimer that his position is not a denial of truth. Just as finite created beings are
really and propetly beings, so too finite truth is really and properly truth.

Here, too, no Thomist would disagree with these words. Everyone talks the
same language. The disagreement is over the meaning of the words. In particular,
does “deficiently true” mean a concept that only approximates reality or does it
mean a concept that grasps reality but never expresses reality fully. In short, does
the phrase designate a concept abstracted with precision or a concept abstracted
without precision? Now the concept that is intended to be an expression of reality
is the concept of being, the ratio entis. It is the subject of the most universal science,
metaphysics. But this is a status that belongs to it as a Auman science. Metaphysics
is not the most universal science absolutely speaking. Above it is theology and the
divine knowledge itself shared in a brief fashion by the mystics and in a permanent
fashion by the blessed in heaven. So the concept of being, the ratio entis, is deficient.
But the crucial issue is in which of the above two manners is it deficient?

If the concept of being is precisive, the concept automatically becomes just one
partial perspective, simply a piece of the whole, admitting other perspectives and
pieces. Aquinas’s concept of being would itself be one of these pieces. But there will
be others. This all means that there will be no overarching commonality, or concept,
among these concepts of being. Each concept of being is at best an approximation.
This conceptual plurality is what you have in Heidegger and in Transcendental
Thomism. For both there is something over-arching all concepts of being, but it is
non-conceptual. In his Basic Problems of Phenomenology, Heidegger says that this
larger context is Dasein’s own temporality which in turn is glossed in terms of an
ungrounded freedom. In the wake of that radically free temporality, Dasein projects
the various concepts of being.'” For the Transcendental Thomists, the over-arching
item is not non-rational; it is more positive than that. But it is still non-conceptual.
It is the dynamism of the intellect to Absolute Being. Iwill return to it in my analysis
of Le Blond’s last case for conceptual pluralism.

But if being is abstracted non-precisively, then it will not exclude what it does
not include. In a significant sense, the zatio entis will not “leave out” that from which
it abstracts. By such a behavior, the ratio entis will achieve a stable and definite con-
ceptual fix on reality. One can then patiently explore that fix with the real hope of
attaining the definition or basic description of the commonality.
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Fortunately, Aquinas makes it unmistakably clear that the ratio entis is 5 v
precisive abstraction. This characterization comes out in some famous texts g 5
ratio entis. These texts are from the Quaestiones de Veritate at 1, lc, and XL Ic
In the course of both articles Aquinas explains how one makes addition e 112
thought of being. One does not do this by bringing back in what the convepr Fad
left out. Rather, one makes addition here by making explicit, or surfacing, whaz the
abstracting of the ratio entis had rendered implicit to the rzzio. Aquinas's descrigt
of the addition phenomenon especially suggests that the ratio entis does noy raie 1
slice of the real and simply leave something out. In fact, as a transcendental nussias,
it is true that the ratio entis “leaves out” nothing at all. Far from intellection ending
up with something thin and impoverished, the intellection of the ratio entis areains
an object with a richness that could never be realized in the parade of instanscs
from which it was drawn.

. This understanding of the ratio entis comes out especially in De Ver. XXI. i
A(;Ulﬂas begins by describing three ways in which addition can be made to some-
thing. The second way deals with addition to non-precisively abstracted notivsns. i
::: ;:10;? g:}; )an cigsiieir rhf: Wﬁy in ;vhich a sp.ccics is addccE to the .t{u:ugﬁf af
bringing in the thouph; ffrzg in aj 0:1,;; df f;rloT z}mmal to maa. Il.llS”Sh!f Uinsashoes
insiss that che thougght OEratiznaJ,'c ed t ; d1fferen::e: dﬁ{wntm. Bnut Aeuasmias
animal. The given reason is thail if 'IS not “wholly out:s_x de: 2 e{zmu eitra” the 5@““‘

1t were wholly outside, animal would be onls &

. art of man i :
p » and since we cannot predicate a part of a whole, then we could sas

52y, as we evidently do say, i i
¥s “Man is an animal.” So Cvhe oo e
leaves out the » the thought of the genus buth

difference, The abstracting of
ow then are we to express the
found in the species? Aquirsas
: tually contained in the noris
» 8 I wete, potentially (implicite et quasi posen-
on of genus, species, differenae.

spcc_les is clearly in respect to what the [ Frar
uanced thinker opy al;l;’tf;?::g’;l:fac:ei . fna“if':esm " Ui“iifﬁ ey
ply a part, a slice, Some i:i:icte o e deP‘uCted b)" I@‘ pard

Pts continue to invalve the

C : . . . » g
t and so continye to remain, in a significang

Aqui

I 1185 says that the mod; ensis “express”

r . .
the addition taking the form of "an
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expression” is that every nature is “essentially” a being. Unlike a genus upon whose
surface differentiation appears by adding things from the outside, being undergoes
the addition of the supreme genera of substance and the various types of accidents
by surfacing them from its depths. In other words, if a genus contains its differences
implicitly but potentially, as Aquinas said at XK1, 1c, then being has to contain its
differences implicitly but actually."®

This behavior of the 7tio entis presents it as an abstraction still in very close
contact with the real. The intellect achieves the ratio entis by a non-precisive ab-
straction that manages to keep the differences of things actually contained, though
rendered implicit. The ratio does not leave out anything in a manner that would
permit it to be trumped by another concept of being, Rather, it is the one and only
concept of being possible.

The debate over the understanding of being will, then, not be over whether
the understanding of being is in terms of one concept or of many concepts. The
concept of being is one. The proper subject of the debate will be over the correct
basic description of the one ratio. Elsewhere I have argued that for Aquinas the ratio
entisis an abstraction from the self-manifestly real data provided by sensation.”? This
interpretation contrasts to that of the Transcendental Thomists who ascribe an a
priori origin for the ratio. The just mentioned comparison of the rario to the ratio
animale and other objects of non-precisive abstraction underline the a posteriori
interpretation. Yet if being is an abstractum, then a deeper understanding of the
ratio lies along the path of a deeper understanding of the sensible data. Aristotelian
Thomists can argue from real accidents to the substance and how further analysis
necessitates understanding sensible substance to be hylomorphically composed.?®
At this point the most basic understanding of being is in terms of “habens forma,”
a possessor, or haver, of form.

Existential Thomists argue that in the light of Aquinas’s immediate realism
of sensation, the analysis of the data should be further deepened. For reality also
to cognitionally exist, reality cannot be real of itself or intrinsically. This conclu-
sion indicates the presence of a more profound actus than forma. This actus is what
Aquinas calls esse.”’ Aquinas uses esse tO describe better the 7atio entis in terms of
babens esse. | think that it is philosophically cogent. So, if any talk remains of the
ratio entis “leaving out,” then it is not in respect to anything that would produce 2
further basic description. Instead what is “left out” is an expressed knowledge of all
the different substances that are habentia esse. For instance, before I saw a platypus,
I never could have imagined that a mode of being could take that form. And I freely
admit that neither I nor anyone has or will ever see the end of the parade of different
substantial modes of being, It is in this respect that 2 philosophical Thomist will
concede to Le Blond that creaturely truth is deficient and does not equal divine
truch. Human understanding cannot express every thing implicitly but actually
contained within being. Nevertheless, one thing is known for sure—any mode of
being will be a habens esse.
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is the tendency of the human spirir.to the Absclilut?- T}?S
tendency is the “fopy of every affirmation and is imglied in the ‘fopltlrar’(’) O;th:
judgment, The diverse fepresentations in the affirmarion are tf.le ma he i i
affirmatiop, In other words, the basjc contact of human knowmg wit fea ltynd
found in jrg tendency to the Absolute. Truth js apporrio.nec{ to other th{rlgs 1{23@
through ¢hej; relation to thgy dynamism. Since the minds contace wit o ‘md
is SUpra-conceptual, ap impassible divide exists between even the most ct " ;vi[l
best built human system of thought and Trych itself. The best human sys Cm .
never be the bege possible. In the wake of this epistcmolog?r, novabsolu?z Sys::h t!hat
unique System, can exige, Hence, the Thomist synthesis exists side by side w. o

of Bonaventure, Duns Scotus, and Suarez ag complementing rather .thall OPP;SJ e‘f’
positions. All thege Systems and firture ones are Part of the asymprtotic effort of hu

fan person to reach the Absolue,

. : X re, but
Once more fet me say that no Thomjst would dispute the words he s
ings or i

teply to Le Blond’s second case for cong
would point gy that n

of God, then i resolving alf of o
telating all of oy, knowledge t,
that T have beey, talking aboy
Hence, the philosophical The

eing and the true withoyt i

UI concepts into the ryzp entis, we are in a fashion
0 God. But this concept of being is the same one
t—the one and only concept of being th_"’lt there 1sf.‘
mist can keep the implications of the equ.IVaICHCY OF
terpreting human trygh’s relation to God in terms o
3 Supra-conceppyg| dynamism thay creates concepryal pluralism.

Blond citeg o Thomistic texgs foran interioy relation of the mind to God. What
he does 3PPEAr to do is echo the Tho,:
Cabierv (1926) of his Z¢ Point 4,

N terms of 3 Supra-conceptual dynamism of .the
Thave preseneq , study of the texts that answers the question
in the negatiye 22 A SUmmary of my findings js a5 follows.

First, the defense of the on-contradictipn principle at 73 71 Meta., lect, 6,
does not Presume, as Mapgep, i
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defense is to observe that the realism of their opponents should render their thinking
contradictory and so reduce them to the level of plants. On the other hand, if the
opponents want to keep their thinking consistent, then in light of their realism they
should acknowledge that reality is consistent. No party begins by claiming that the
non-contradiction principle could be a law merely of the mind. Again, everyone is
a realist. Yet Kantian skeptical opponents with whom Maréchal is arguing do begin
without realism. They assume that the principle could be just a law of the mind.
Neither Aristotle nor Aquinas are addressing these opponents. Hence, it is far from
clear that Aristotle and Aquinas would be concerned to validate the objectivity of an
a priori factor. Rather, both in lectio 6 and in Quaestiones de Anima 5c¢, the notion
of being and the first principle based upon it receive an abstractive validation. It is
worth noting that the characterization of the first principle as per se notum never
meant to preclude as a source of its concepts an acknowledgment of an abstraction
from real sensible things. The denomination “per se notum” excluded a syllogistic
validation of the first principle.

Second, Aquinas’s talk at 8. 7' 1, 12, 1¢, and I-1], 3, 8¢, about the natural desire
for God is not about something innate to the intellect. Rather, it is an @ posteriori
occurrence. It “kicks in” once God’s existence has been known from sensible things.
The desire consists of the attempt to understand what God is after having proven that
God exists. In other words, it is a particular application of the intellect’s first opera-
tion, which tries to grasp the guidditatis re, to a cause discovered from metaphysical
reflection upon sensible things. Before that discovery, there is no actual intellectual
desiring as Aquinas understands these words. Within this  posteriori context Aquinas
understands Augustine’s “My heart is restless until it rests in You.”

Third, texts like De Ver. 22, 2, ad Im and S. T 1, 6, 1, ad 2m, that speak of an
“implicit” desire for, and knowledge of, God also do not amount to 2nything like
the Transcendental Thomist 4 priori intellectual dynamism. To desire God implicitly
means to desire things made in God’s likeness. And such a doctrine is subsequent
to a proof of God as the all-perfect being in whose likeness everything is made.
Likewise, cognitive beings implicitly know God in any object of knowledge because
every single thing has been made in the likeness of God. To know a thing is, then, to
know God, Aquinas’s doctrine of an implicit knowledge of God indicates nothing
a priori. Rather, it is a gloss on  posteriori knowledge once the status of things as
creatures has been discovered through # posteriori reasoning.

Fourth, Aquinas’s agreement with the opening words of Aristotle’s Metaphys-
ics, “All men by nature desire to know,” also does not signal what Transcendental
Thomists call the 2 priori and constitutive intellectual dynamism. Rather, in Aquinas’s
commentary, the intellect’s natural desire to know is simply its natural desire to
know by abstraction. The knowing powers are “inclined” to receive, not to project.
Transcendental Thomists assume that every inclination has to be an imposition of
a projection.

Fifth, neither does Aquinas’s talk at De Ver. 10, 6, and In IV Meta., lect. 6,
of the first principles as “naturally known” and “inborn” signal any a priori for the
human intellect. In line with the contexts of these remarks, one should understand
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the natural and inborn knowledge of the first principles in terms of the inborn

capacity of the agent intellect to abstract the principles immediately.and Wifil zase-
Similacly we say that someone is a natural born baseball player. This remark does

N . o e
hot mean that the individual is bory with the ability to throw a curve ball. Rather,
we mean that the individyal jg born with the ca

pacity to acquire the ability w.ith
ease. In this way also the human intellect reflects to some extent the mode of divine
knowledge by way of i

nteriority. Rousselot argues that intellectual creatures, 1.31..
angels and humans, must in some respect reflect the creato.r’s way of kFOWIE‘lghf'Ca ;
ity in and through knowing himself. Hence, angels have innate species o .t lllng
and humans have innate knowledge of first principles.* But the texts admit the #
Dosteriori Thomist interpretation that the first principles are inborn because we are
naturally disposed to abstract them so easily, ) blish
Sixth, nor does any need exist to appeal to intellectual dynalnlsnl to E'St'ab‘[l's
the subject matter of metaphysics—ens commune, appreciated as an intelligi ility
able to be realized in spirits as well as bodies, Supposedly, intellectual fiynamlsm
beyond the material order is the prompt for the judgment of separation that ;:
being is not necessatily a body. But using the work of Canadian Tnomlst, Josﬂep
Owens, one can regard this description of the subject of metapnysms asare ]eC-
more mature understanding, Though no science proves its sub)oct, other
things about the subject matter ate proven. For instance, the natural philosopher
demonstrates matter and form as the intrinsic principles of ens mobile. Amon%
these things proven of the subject matter, why can one not include kn?Wlfdge o
the subject’s extent? Discovering ens q#a ens as the commonality in sensible things
both really and cognitionally existing, the metaphysician will go on to l?roaden that
concept by Proving immaterial realjcies like the rational soul and possible Séfpal‘i‘-t‘;_
substances,?> Thig Activity is not accurately described as proving the subject o

metaphysics, In truth, it js an establishing of the full extent of a sub ject matter that
has already grounded metaphysics,

as at least possible, Ag just noted, both are known b

Pposteriori reasoning,2 Hence, though the metaphysician does not prove the subject

matter of metaphysics bu, [jke every other science, discovers it, the metaphysician
does go on to establish the extent of j

the abstractum of being, In sum,
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Thomists for its supposed indication of a dynamic intellectual a priori can be given
a home in 4 posteriori Thomism.

Finally, Aquinas’s claim at De Ver. L, 9c, that the intellect knows truth by a
reflection upon itself also does not trumpeta reference to an intellectual dynamism
whose objectivity is retortively schieved. In the context of earlier articles of ques-
tion I, Aquinas is referring to the intellect’s own grasp of the conformity between its
formulated propositions and what it apprehends in sensible things themselves. Con-
sequently, the intellect understands that it is geared to conform itself to reality.

No doubt, proponents of Transcendental Thomism will go on to cite new
texts or to give new twists to old texts. Their reading of Aquinas is a genie out
of the botte and so the interpretive game will continue. Other Thomists must
remain open to the further moves in the Jebate. But for the time being at least the
a posteriori Thomist reply possesses sufficient inertia to be undisturbed by textual
sniping. Only a response in kind, viz., a substantial one, can effect the drift of the
a posteriori interpretation.

Philosophically speaking, it is just as well that Maréchal’s approach fails to
square with the texts. Despite his protestations to the contrary, Maréchal's 2 priori
approach has difficulty reaching anything real. Maréchal’s tell-tale sign for achieve-
ment of objectivity in our thinkingis ineluctability. If what is doubted is shown to be
affirmed in the very doubr, the doubt destroys iself. So, for example, to deny truth,
affirms truth by affirming the truth of the denial. Truth appears as something that
the mind cannot shake off. As temptingly streamlined as this approach is, the skeptic
can always reply that ineluctability is just what you would expect if we are dealing
simply with how the mind works. Hence, if Aquinas did maintain a constitutive 4
priori dynamism to infinite being, his philosophy would fall short of realism. Not
only real things but real possibilities would be beyond the reach of our knowledge.
That conclusion means that we have no assurance that the concepts forming in the
wake of intellectual dynamism are even approximations of something real. Pluralism
collapses back into skepticism.”

6. Conclusion

Because of Aquinas’s concept of being, Thomism, as I understand it, cannot
be a proponent of pluralism. First, as abstracted without precision, the concept of
being s appropriately regarded as all embracing, It leaves nothing out. Hence, unlike
conceiving animal by adding Fido and Flicka to the data pool of Tom, Dick, and
Harry in which one grasps the concept man, no further data from which one can form
another and opposing concept of being exists. Even what Transcendental Thomists
call the intellect’s supra-conceptual dynamism is not in fact supra-conceptual. The
concept of being is what ignites intellectual dynamism, and so the true home of the
dynamism is within the context of the concept of being. Second, since, there is one
concept of being, there must be one and only one definition, or basic description,
of the concept of being. In principle, then, Aquinas’s thinking excludes many true
definitions of being. Third, in fact, however, philosophers have formulated many
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