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James V. Schall, S.J.

Professor Emeritus
Georgetown University
Washington, D.C., USA

ON “THE CONTINGENCY OF OUR OWN
BEATITUDE.” SOME REFLECTIONS ON
GILSON’S “THE FUTURE OF AUGUSTINIAN
METAPHYSICS”

But now the suffering also had been made present to him in an amplitude beyond the reach
of his mind. He would never know even the extent to which its suffering had been unneces-
sary. It seemed to him almost proof of immortality that nothing mortal could contain all its
sorrow. He thought, as we all have been taught to think, of our half-lit world, a speck hardly
noticeable among the scattered lights in the black well in which it spins. If all its sorrow
could somehow be voiced, somehow heard, what an immensity would be the outcry!
—Wendell Berry'

But this means, quite beyond speculations about the nature of truth and its metaphysical
conditions, a sort of moral dialectic that, taking as object of its search the search itself by
man of God, endeavors to show the presence in the heart of man of a contingency much
more tragic and disturbing than that of the universe, because it is the contingency of our own
beatitude.

—Etienne Gilson®

I

Etienne Gilson’s essay on “The Future of Augustinian Metaphysics”
was published in 1930 on the occasion of the fifteenth centenary of
Augustine’s death in 430 A.D. I recall reading this essay probably some-
time after the publication in 1957 of A Gilson Reader, in which it was re-
printed. This essay has always existed somewhere in the back of my mind.
So it is a particular pleasure to recall it here as I have long desired to look

! Wendell Berry, “A Place in Time,” in 4 Place in Time: Twenty Stories of the Port William
Membership (Berkeley: Counterpoint, 2012), 236-237.

? Btienne Gilson, “The Future of Augustinian Metaphysics,” in 4 Gilson Reader, ed. Anton
C. Pegis (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday Image, 1957), 102.
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at it again. The essay is, in part, a polemic with the heritage of Descartes
on the starting point of philosophy, on whether we begin in things or in the
mind—the “si fallor, sum” of Augustine and the “cogito ergo sum” of Des-
cartes. Though he considered them both to be rooted in realism, Gilson
also contrasts the Thomist approach through what is with that of Augustine
through the mind and truth. He is at pains to maintain that Aquinas had the
more complete philosophy. But he recognized that Aquinas was himself
a devoted reader of Augustine, none better. I recall hearing a lecture of
Gilson once in which he insisted that the beginning point of philosophy
was the affirmation: “There are things and I know them.” He warned about
trying to prove this known fact from something clearer. Nothing was more
clear.

The most famous passage in all of Augustine’s vast works is, no
doubt, from the Confessions—Thou hast made us for Thyself, O Lord,
and our hearts are restless till they rest in Thee.”® (Why does that passage
sound so much better if we use “Thee’s” and “Thou’s”?) And, of course,
this passage in turn is mindful of the two cities vying for our attention—the
City of God and the City of Man, wherein we seek our ultimate rest. We
also read this very Augustinian passage in the Second Book of The Imita-
tion of Christ, of Thomas a Kempis: “You have here no lasting city. For
wherever you find yourself, you will always be a pilgrim from another city.
Until you are united intimately with Christ, you will never find your true
rest.” In each of these passages, our actual lives, even at their happiest, are
depicted as still unsettled. In a sense, the whole dynamism of the universe
is grounded on this primary fact. Augustinian metaphysics, Gilson will
hold, begins with this existential fact, itself a real event in the real universe
of each of us in our time in this world.

Originally, I had entitled this article: “Habits without Metaphysics.”
This separation between ethics and metaphysics was the basis of my ap-
proach to Gilson’s essay on “The Future of Augustinian Metaphysics.”
Later, however, I pondered the remarkable passages from Wendell Berry
and from Gilson himself that I cited in the beginning, and I decided that the
present title—"“On the Contingency of Our Own Beatitude”—was a better
one to bring out the point I had in mind with regard to the relation of habits
to metaphysics.

? St. Augustine, Confessions 1, 1: PL 32, 661.
* Thomas a Kempis, The Imitation of Christ, 2, 1.
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“But just what was the point you had in mind?”” one might inquire.
Some of it, at least, has to do with Berry’s remark about the “extent to
which this suffering [in the world] had been unnecessary.” Aquinas, citing
no less an authority than Augustine himself, had inquired about God’s
permission of evil. Augustine had said that God would only allow evil if,
in allowing it, some greater good could come about. A world in which sin
happened because of freedom was also a world in which sorrow, repen-
tance, and mercy could operate. The Incarnation itself took place through
this latter route. Evidently, a universe in which sorrow can exist is “better”
than one in which it does not exist. It reveals to us more of what God is
really like.

I have, in any case, long been convinced of the superiority of Aris-
totle’s emphasis on virtue over the modern notion of “rights” as the core of
ethical and political things. Virtues emphasize what we freely do to acquire
them. “Rights” stress what someone else has to do for us. It is true that the
world itself and we in it are things that someone else has done for us. Exis-
tence itself is a gift, not a “right.” If it were a “right,” God cannot be God,
the God who was also free not to create. In our case, however, since we
need not exist, our ‘beatitude’ is contingent even for God.

This latter fact, however, does not lessen God’s omniscience but en-
hances it. A voluntarist theology, however, maintains that such a lack does
lessen God. God, the voluntarist claims, is not “free” to make evil good or
good evil. Thus, in this reasoning, God is not all powerful. He would be
more powerful if both good and evil were at his disposal. Yet, the God who
is Logos, not voluntas need not create either the world or us in it. But if He
does create, He cannot subsequently cause a free being necessarily to par-
ticipate in His inner life. Such a “determination” denies the free will that
was given in the first place. It thus remains “contingent” on the creature’s
freedom to decide its beatitude. And if this is so, it is quite likely that the
world still will be filled with sorrow as a result of the use of this freedom,
as Berry indicated. It is unlikely that the world would exist at all if God
refused to accept the possibility of sin and hence sorrow and the possibility
of repentance, forgiveness, and mercy as remedies.

All of this really brings us to Plato, to the problem that he had, as
a young man, as to whether the world was created in justice or injustice. As
the Republic teaches, it pretty much looks like it was created in injustice if
we judge from the viewpoint of what actually goes on in existing cities.
This civic disorder was also something Augustine described very vividly in
the City of God—a book, by no means accidentally with the same basic
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title as Plato’s Republic. In no way, can we study the history of actual cit-
ies in their this-worldly form and not know that injustice often triumphs
and justice is punished, as Adeimantus and Glaucon earnestly tell Socrates.

Thus, the doctrine of the immortality of the soul was proposed in
a political context in Plato. It is a product of precisely political philosophy.
It was argued in order to resolve the question of the justice of the world.
And this doctrine included not just immortality but judgment. Without
judgment of individuals with regard to how they lived, there could be no
real justice as it was the individuals who chose the disorders from which
sorrows flow. And if there were no justice, there could be no God—except
perhaps a voluntarist one.

Andy Catlett, in Berry’s story, came to more or less the same con-
clusion. Plato approached the issue from the unjust not being punished.
Berry approached it from the sorrows that are consequent on sin and injus-
tice that are never resolved. This awareness is why “It seemed to him [Cat-
lett] almost proof of immortality that nothing mortal could contain all its
sorrows.” Obviously, Christ is called “the man of sorrows” precisely in this
context.

This conclusion too has Platonic overtones. In the eschatological
myth in the Phaedo, we have an incident in which someone who has mur-
dered a man is being punished forever in the rivers of Tartarus. The only
way that he can escape is if the man he killed forgives him. The Christian
gloss on this story is that the murder is not just against the man killed but
against all family, friends, and polity. It is also a sin against the light that
only the light can forgive. This solution is substantially the reason that
Christ is said to have died for all sins and all sinners, whether either the
sinner repents or the individual sinned against forgives or not.

II

The moral virtues of which Aristotle speaks in the Ethics are good
habits, parallel to vices which are their contraries, bad habits. They are
expressive of what a man ought or ought not to be in his living—
just/unjust, brave/cowardly, temperate/intemperate, and prudent/imprudent.
Basically, a virtue/vice relates to every act over which we have some con-
trol. Thus we have virtues/vices concerning our given wealth, our anger,
our social graces, our wit, and the way we do or do not tell the truth.

Man is not born with virtues or vices, but acquires them through acts
of the virtues or vices. Habits, when acquired, enable us to do what we
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have chosen to do more easily and smoothly. It should be noted that be-
tween virtues and vices lie the habits of continence and incontinence, that
is, when we usually but not always do what we ought or ought not to do.
Most people in fact are not completely virtuous or vicious, but somewhere
in between in the way they control their fears, pleasures, actions, and ex-
changes with others.

Prudence is the intellectual virtue of the moral virtues. It is the
judgment of what is good or bad here and now in the present act that [ am
considering to put into effect. Prudence thus must be an element in every
act. What it refers to is my end, that is, that for which I do all that I do. It
ought to refer first of all to what I ought to be. This ‘what I ought to be’ is
the point where metaphysics comes into ethics. Thus, prudence itself is
contingent on the end for which I actually live my life. In the light of
a chosen end, I decide the particular actions that lead to this chosen end.
We might say that the drama of virtue and vice in any given individual life
is an anticipation of its fragility or “contingency,” as Gilson put it.

Why does such fragility or contingency exist in human life? Basi-
cally, to make it worthwhile or significant, even in evil. What does this
mean? It means that some things cannot be bad unless we freely choose
them. Among these things is the completion of our own meaning or beati-
tude in which we have some part in its reality, not what it is, but whether
we will have it. Thus, it is not enough to speak of the virtues and vices.
Aristotle himself talks of the practical virtues and the theoretical virtues.
He rightly implies that ultimately the practical virtues, while designed to
lead us to beatitude, do not really tell us what it is. We know it is some-
thing for its own sake. We know it belongs to a complete life.

The practical virtues practiced in existing cities can lead us to a life
in which we have the leisure (to look at things) not constantly overcome by
our selection of ends that do not lead us to happiness. That is why we need
virtues and to reject vices. The theoretical life itself is or can be a danger-
ous thing. For it is here wherein we seek to understand just what it is that
reality is about, including primarily human reality. Here we seek to know
whether it is all right that we be the sort of being we are, subject so obvi-
ously to vices and deviations from the good. We live in a contemporary
world that has itself willed to affirm that there is no order found objectively
in what is.



12 James V. Schall, S.J.

11

Aquinas, following Aristotle, defined man as the being in this uni-
verse with both mind and hand. With the mind, he understands what is
there. With his hands as tools, he can fashion what he thinks outside of
himself into what he wants or needs.

In an old Peanuts sequence, Linus, with Lucy in the background
reading a book, is eating a jelly sandwich while looking at his hands:
“Hands are fascinating things.” He continues: “I like my hands. I think
I have nice hands.” While Lucy finally looks up from her book, Linus
adds: “My hands seem to have a lot of character. These are hands which
someday may accomplish great things. These are hands which may some-
day do marvelous works.” Finally, standing in front of an unusually pas-
sive Lucy who isn’t buying it, he goes on: “They may someday build
mighty buildings, or heal the sick, or hit home-runs, or write soul-stirring
novels.” He then yells at Lucy: “THESE ARE HANDS WHICH MAY
SOMEDAY CHANGE THE COURSE OF DESTINY.” Lucy calmly looks
at these mighty hands and says to Linus: “They’ve got jelly on them!” In
the last scene, Linus is reduced to utter silence, as Lucy walks away.’

Of this scene, I might say that it is metaphysics modified by a bad
habit. Our loftiest ideals are seen against the kind of messy beings that we
in fact are. Habits prefect an already constituted being in what it is. Man is
the one mortal being whose perfection does not come with his being, but
only with his own input into what it already is.

Gilson argues that Augustinian metaphysics consists in a realism,
the realism that is Augustine himself, body and soul. Neither Augustine
nor anyone else is simply a natural man. “For St. Augustine . . . the initial
sum [l am] contains the supernatural order given in his experience and his
being, as well as the natural order into which the supernatural is inserted.”®
To isolate the natural order is to close off man’s experience of himself.
Augustine, as we know from his Confessions, was a young man with not
a few faults and sins to deal with. His story is not just of Augustine pursu-
ing the truth, but of God pursuing Augustine. He was a man with several
bad habits that he was loathe to give up. He tried to justify them by the
theory of the Manicheans, and then of the Platonists, who to Augustine at
least seemed to be on the right track. To justify our sinful ways that we do

’ Found in Robert Short, The Gospel according to Peanuts (Richmond: John Knox Press,
1967), 46.
6 Gilson, 98.
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not want to question necessarily involves constructing a mental world de-
viant from the world that is.

Augustine finally realizes that there are things and true judgments
about them. He wants to know how this true judgment is possible. He finds
truth in God’s search for him, Augustine.

The primum cognitum of St. Augustine is not God; it is man within
the universe, and, within this universe and this man, the experience
of a true judgment. But it must be added that this primum cognitum
is not even the primum reale; on the contrary, it becomes intelligible
only on condition of finding its sufficient reason in a transcendent
fact which provides its explanation.”

The drama that goes on within Augustine’s soul is not a stage-show. It is
a real event that is guaranteed by his understanding of God.

The hypothesis of Augustine, then, is that his experience of being
‘hounded by heaven’, to use Francis Thompson’s famous phrase, is em-
pirical to him. He knows it is happening to him and that it is not a delusion
or simply a figment of his imagination. “It is grace which turns knowledge
into wisdom and moral effort into a virtue, with the result that instead of
regarding Christianity as a belated crowning of philosophy, he sees in phi-
losophy an aspect of Christianity itself, since it is the Way, the Truth, and
the Life.”® The moral effort itself that leads to virtue falls within the more
general experience of being led to God by God.

Augustinian moral life is not that of a systematic and orderly acqui-
sition of the natural virtues in the light of the theoretic and supernatural
virtues. Rather it is a detailed reflection on the disorders of one’s own soul
and the errors of one’s own mind. But in it is still found a thread leading
the soul out of the morass of his sins and errors. This reflection means that
no one is exempt from this divine searching, neither great sinners nor pro-
fessional unbelievers, let alone ordinary people. Mostly it is not acknowl-
edged because man does not want it to be acknowledged. Augustine him-
self struggled mightily with this refusal:

It is in no case possible for man to start from God to deduce from
Him the creature; on the contrary, he must mount from the creature
to God. The course recommended by St. Augustine—and herein lies

"1d., 97.
81d., 98.
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his personal contribution to the treasure of tradition—is the path to
God, leading through this particular creature which is man, and in
man, thought, and in thought, truth.’

The particular man actually exists, and knows that he does. He
knows that he thinks. He knows that the purpose of thinking is truth. This
is the way the mind works. He did not cause it to work that way, but he
merely notices that it does. Thus, for a finite mind to know the truth, the
truth must already exist.

In conclusion, this emphasis on the approach to metaphysics
through a single, graced but contingent man, brings us back to Berry’s
sense of immortality due to the enormous amount of suffering, the cause of
which was not resolved or requited in this life. Likewise, it brings us to
Gilson’s “contingency of our own beatitude.” The discussion of truth, as
Gilson sees it, “brings us to a sort of moral dialectic that, taking as object
of its search the search itself by man of God endeavors to show the pres-
ence in the heart of man of a contingency much more tragic and disturbing
than that of the universe, because it is the contingency of our own beati-
tude.”'’ The “contingency” of the non-human universe is not conscious,
nor does it depend on its own inner life. It cannot properly be called
“tragic.”

Human beings, on the other hand, can know how and why they are
‘capable of truth’. They have minds that know and affirm the truth of
things that actually exist. None the less, we still “need to understand the
presence in us of an appel by God, who, working in our souls, creates in us
a fruitful restlessness, moves, stirs our soul, and leaves it no rest until it has
finally put itself into His hands.”"' The “contingency of our own beatitude”
is such that we can resist this divine pursuit to the end. Augustine thought,
in fact, that most people did resist it to the end. This possibility is what
I mean by ‘habits without metaphysics’. We form our own habits by how
we live and choose. Our habits can protect us from ever being aware of
things for their own sake. All is seen in the light of what end we have cho-
sen for ourselves. We build a false picture of the world, a system, an ideol-
ogy, in order to justify what we choose in preference to what is and the
search of God within our existing immortal souls.
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But Augustinian metaphysics begins, not with things out there, but
with the restlessness in our own souls. In this restlessness, any person can
bypass what Linus called “the course of destiny” to confront the sorrows
that he has put into the world, the remedy of which can be considered in
immortality. There is indeed a tragedy ‘more profound’ than that of the
contingent world. That tragedy is the one that, within the finite world, does
not hear the voice stirring in his soul. Augustine heard it and was glad. But
there are those who hear it and ‘go away sad’, as the rich young man, be-
cause their habits have enabled them to reject a metaphysics open to all
that is really found in all actual human souls, among which is the voice of
God calling them in whatever condition in which they chose to surround
themselves. The world, I suspect, still remains filled with the “restless
hearts” of which Augustine spoke. He listened. Not all do.

It seemed to him almost proof of immortality that nothing mortal could contain all its [the
world’s] sufferings.
—Wendell Berry'

There is present “in the heart of man . . . a contingency much more tragic and disturbing than
that of the universe, because it is the contingency of our own beatitude.”
—Etienne Gilson"

ON “THE CONTINGENCY OF OUR OWN BEATITUDE.” SOME REFLECTIONS
ON GILSON’S “THE FUTURE OF AUGUSTINIAN METAPHYSICS”

SUMMARY

Inspired by selected passages from Wendell Berry’s story “A Place in Time,” the article
discusses Etienne Gilson’s essay “The Future of Augustinian Metaphysics” with special
regard to the relation of habits to metaphysics. The basis of this relation is human being
whose life, from the perspective of Augustinian metaphysics, is permanently unsettled. Man
is the one mortal being whose perfection does not come with his being, but only with his
own input into what it already is. Habits, then, prefect an already constituted human being in
what he or she is. Man is not born, however, with habits, but acquires them through acts of
the virtues or vices. The article develops the Augustinian idea according to which the moral
effort of man to pursue virtues and escape vices results not so much from his natural desire
of ‘beatitude’, but rather from the fact of being led to God by God.

12 Wendell Berry, “A Place in Time: Some Chapters of a Telling Story,” The Hunson Review
LXII:2 (Summer 2009): 236.
" Gilson, 102.
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Pawel Gondek
John Paul II Catholic University of Lublin
Poland

COMMUNIO AND COMMUNICATIO:
THE ROLE OF COMMUNICATION FOR
PARTICIPATING IN PUBLIC LIFE

Communication is of essential and unquestionable significance for
society’s existence and functioning. Communication is not just the ex-
change of information, which has an influence on the consistency and iden-
tity of societies, but it is also a creative factor that shapes human develop-
ment. Society exists thanks to the relationships that exist between the peo-
ple living in community, and communication is the most perfect way for
people to express themselves within a community. For this reason, a reflec-
tion on the issue of man’s participation in public life in the context of
communication processes is an important element shaping the conscious-
ness of the community’s functioning. Considerations on the evolution of
interpersonal relationships and the way people participate in them based on
communication seem to be particularly relevant. It might seem that at the
wake of the information society era, man, through communication, can
fully participate in all public events. Meanwhile, we stumble upon the
opposite phenomenon, meaning a progressive lack of involvement, and
even indifference, towards public issues. The experiences of former com-
munist countries are especially important in this respect. For instance, Po-
land has created a tradition of philosophical personalism developed by
Karol Wojtyla and Mieczystaw A. Krapiec.' Their personalism, which has

' We primarily refer to the following works: Karol Wojtyla, The Acting Person, trans.
A. Potocki (Analecta Husserliana X, 1979), Karol Wojtyla, Person and Community. Se-
lected Essays, trans. T. Sandok (New York 1993), and Mieczystaw A. Krapiec, /I-Man. An
Outline of Philosophical Anthropology, trans. M. Lescoe and others (New Britain 1983). Cf.
also: Roger Duncan, “A Profile of the Person,” Proceedings of the American Catholic Phi-
losophical Association 60 (1986): 120-134.
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become an important and current issue in Poland, is a basis on which re-
flections on man’s participation in public life and observations on the role
of communication are carried out in this article.

The personalistic approach corresponds to the concept of participa-
tion in the polis based on the discourse formed in ancient Greece. Isocrates
expressed this in his speech Nicocles or the Cyprians:

For in the other powers which we possess we are in no respect supe-
rior to other living creatures; nay, we are inferior to many in swift-
ness and in strength and in other resources; but, because there has
been implanted in us the power to persuade each other and to make
clear to each other whatever we desire, not only have we escaped
the life of wild beasts, but we have come together and founded cities
and made laws and invented arts; and, generally speaking, there is
no institution devised by man which the power of speech has not
helped us to establish.”

This theme was also highlighted by Jean—Pierre Vernant who, in his essay
The Spiritual Universe of the Polis, indicated that communication was an
essential condition for the proper functioning of social life in ancient Ath-
ens. Vernant pointed out that: “The system of the polis implied, first of all,
the extraordinary preeminence of speech over all other instruments of
power. Speech became the political tool par excellence, the key to all au-
thority in the state, the means of commanding and dominating others.”
Citizens participating in the organization of the polis became the basis for
the new system. Not without reason, in ancient Greece in the context of the
formulation of the polis as a community of citizens (Politeia), rhetoric was
the primary means for the functioning of social communication. Under-
standing man’s nature has become the basis for a revision of social life in
which not force and violence, but discussion and arguments were to decide
upon the social system. Contemporary reflection on the relationship be-
tween the community and communication is facing the same problem.

2 Isocrates, Nicocles or the Cyprians, 56, in Isocrates, Volume I: To Demonicus. To Nico-
cles. Nicocles or the Cyprians, Panegyricus, To Philip, Archidamus, trans. G. Norlin (Har-
vard University Press 1954).

3 Jean—Pierre Vernant, The Origins of Greek Thought (New York: Cornell University Press,
1982), 49.
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Communication as a Basis for Community Participation

Every community exists due to the social relationships between the
people involved in a community. Forms of public associations play an
important role in man’s life, and they are a necessary part of personal de-
velopment. It is thanks to society that man can achieve his personal poten-
tials. Intellectual development, building moral relationships or various
forms of creative activities take place thanks to the ability to cooperate.
Man accomplishes his various life goals by participating in social life. Due
to people’s similar personal structures, we can have similar goals to other
people. This makes the diversity of individual ways of implementing spe-
cific goods result in a multiplicity of ways of achieving the common good.
Consequently, the common good is to determine the purpose and the way
societies are to exist. The existence of a variety of ways to implement the
good stems from the potential and the dynamics of human nature.* Every
kind of association is an expression of community that occurs between
people and due to people. The great number of the ways of functioning in
social communities thus results from the needs and activities of the people
involved in them. This potential created by human nature requires constant
improvement. Yet, man is not self-sufficient in this regard and therefore
must be supported by various communities.

The individual and sovereign way that man functions in society be-
comes the cause for the search for ways to organize community life. These
activities are aimed at building a realm for achieving the common good.
Every social relationship must be formed according to the model of
a community of persons. The special action of every person is the act of
decision making. Decision making is expressing the moment of human
existence through actions and is an expression of man’s fulfillment.’ It is
through decisions that man expresses his freedom of choice and determines
his actions. Building relationships with other people reveals the social
context of the decision undertaken by a man. Community bonds are formed
on the basis of openness and acceptance towards another person in an ac-

* The personalistic approach to relationships that create society is comprised of factors that
make it possible for man to become a fully accomplished person and understands man to be
a participant in the life of society. See Mieczystaw A. Krapiec, “The Person and Society,”
Angelicum 62 (1985): 609-623; Karol Wojtyla, “The Person: Subject and Community,” in
Person and Community. Selected Essays, 219-261.

’ Woijtyla points out that a person most fully expresses themselves through actions, cf. The
Acting Person, 8—11.
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tion. Therefore, the act of deciding becomes the final guarantee for inter-
personal relationships, since it not only determines the action, but also
takes responsibility for the operation. By consciously undertaking rational
and free acts, a man becomes a successful person and may set a goal by
themselves and for themselves. The real existential distinction and extraor-
dinary richness of these fulfilled actions places man as the sovereign entity
in the face of all relationships.

The discovery of his own subjectivity is the basis for man to become
aware of his role and place in society. However, by continuing to operate
in interpersonal relationships, man can undergo the false belief that public
associations exist in an independent and autonomous way. In this way,
man can lose the actual proportion between himself and his creations,
which leads to reducing man’s sovereign participation in society. Not
without significance is the fact that it is precisely in the area of interper-
sonal relationships that many phenomena pose a threat to humans. They
consist in limiting the sovereignty of a person performing an action, espe-
cially by determining his or her decisions.® Meanwhile, man as a sovereign
person should not be subordinate to any form of community. Only the
sovereign manner in which a person participates in a community is an indi-
cator of its proper functioning. The free act of accepting something as
one’s own (the act of making a decision) and agreeing to become engaged
(conscious participation in the relationship) are the foundations of every
community. Therefore, the appropriate way to determine man’s place in
society is through participation, which is the conscious and free human act
of remaining in relationship with other people.” We should also consider
communication processes from this perspective.

The appropriate place for communication to function is society. The
transmission of contents, which possess information, personal beliefs or
even reveal an inner experience (moral, aesthetic or religious), opens up
the possibility for a person to be actively involved in society.” Extremely
meaningful in this context is the root word “communication,” which comes
from the Latin words: communio, meaning the community, as well as
communicare, “to make common,” “to become a participant,” “to confer

¢ This takes on the form of individualism and totalism in the life of society, cf. Wojtyta, The
Acting Person, 271-276; Krapiec, I-Man, 259-270.

7 For more on this subject, see the two works by Wojtyla: The Acting Person, 261-299, and
“Participation or Alienation?,” Analecta Husserliana V1 (1977): 61-73.

¥ Krapiec draws attention to the tri-level possibility of interpersonal communication: cogni-
tion, love and freedom. Cf. Krapiec, I-Man, 241-244.
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together.” Based on this, we get the term communicatio, which in the strict
sense means “to participate together.” The essence of participation is
a relationship whose motive and end is man. Therefore, combining com-
munity and communication is not accidental. The community dictates how
man exists in society, and communication is a prerequisite for the overlap-
ping of community relationships and community building. Communication
is therefore a tool for the proper functioning of society. The development
of the means of communication also takes the form of social development,
and the very possibility of any support in this process is a measure of pro-
gress.

The analysis of communication indicates the specifically personal
aspect of its functioning. Therefore, communication is seen as a process
that emerges from the nature of the human being, and it enables a person to
create and deliver contents that do not have a purely physical sensory di-
mension (as in animals). Man is characterized by a multifaceted way of
communicating. Communication involves man in all his personal actions
(which are conscious and free). Thus understood, communication, as
a consequence of man’s social functioning, is the starting point for under-
standing participation. The dependence of these areas is not only the basis
for the emergence of social discourse, but also has an impact on man’s
harmonious coexistence and development. In the context of the personalis-
tic approach, it is an essential factor because it determines how man par-
ticipates in society. If communication, as a dynamic and socially dominant
relationship, takes on an autotelic form, man ceases to be a member and the
goal of social discourse. Such processes are now taking place particularly
in the field of mass communication. The anonymity of the recipient and
a fascination with the technological development of the media can cause
a loss of seeing the subject and the purpose of such communication.

Communication gives a person a unique opportunity to participate in
social life. It allows the transmission of contents that are valuable in form-
ing man’s decision-making moments. The core message is formulated
within each community at this level. Here, there is agreement on a level
beyond the material order. Man through communication “discovers” an-
other man with his personality characteristics. This makes society some-
thing more than a collective. Society as a community of people creates its
own proper dialogue, which is not simply a formal communication struc-
ture. This is a reflexive relationship where the exchange of contents creates
communicated agreements on a totally different level. The sphere of the
community is defined by real participation which results in a relationship
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founded on the basis of the “exchange” of personal human experiences.
Communication as participation creates interpersonal social discourse,
which is based on the mutual affirmation of persons through the communi-
cated contents. Social discourse is an interpersonal relationship, which
determines not only the existence of the functioning social relationships,
but primarily the participation of the people involved in it.” Therefore,
there is a close functional relationship between society and communica-
tion, whose specific expression is the community (communio).

The Specifics of Communication in Society

Reflections on the social aspect of communication are constantly
evolving, since new social media phenomenon are also appearing.'® The
dominant issue is communication through digital media, especially the
Internet. However, in every type of communication, the essential variable
for its social impact is to capture the functioning moment. It should be
emphasized that communication is an interpersonal relationship, in which
by deliberately choosing signs, the selected contents of cognitive experi-
ences are presented. Thus, the selection of signs determines how the mes-
sage exists. Indeed, communication can take on many forms. In the era of
audiovisual and computer technologies, these capabilities are exceptionally
important. Media, by technically improving the structure of messages,
make it possible for the message to “reach” the potential recipient capable
of receiving it. We see, therefore, that there are no pointless messages.
Whatever the situational context, the recipient is always the motive for
relating the communication. The media used are subordinated to the recipi-
ent, the reason for whom the message is created. Even if the recipient is not
present at a given moment or directly recognized, the message is formu-
lated so that it can be successful with respect to the hypothetical recipient.
That is why communication is a process that in the social area possesses
signs of a moral action, intention and act characterized by decision making.
The moment of the sender’s decision making as to the form and contents of

? Wojtyta underlined that “the common good has to be conceived of dynamically and not
statically . . . In fact, it must liberate and support the attitude of solidarity but never to
a degree such as to stifle opposition. It seems that the principle of dialogue is very aptly
suited to that structure of human communities and participation which satisfies these needs”
(The Acting Person, 287).

' Cf. Graeme Burton, Media and Society: Critical Perspectives (Berkshire 2005).
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a communication becomes the essence of communication in interpersonal
relationships.

Taking into consideration that communication is a social media
process characterized by an intention, we must remember that not all forms
of communication are the same. This is proved by both the methods of
creating messages and their goal. In the interpersonal context, the mes-
sage’s goal becomes particularly important. This is because the action in
the communication is due to the goal and involvement of the sender in the
discourse. For this reason, Garth S. Jowett and Victoria O’Donnell identify
two types of communication: informative and persuasive.'' Social dis-
course is created within these two types of communication. Providing in-
formation, although it seems to be essential, from the side of participating
in social discourse has a limited ability to make an influence. Information
as a message serves as the structural “organizer” of communication. In
social life, information is the basis for the development of community rela-
tionships. Often, knowledge obtained based on it becomes a prerequisite
for participating in the community. The lack of information limits the abil-
ity of a person to function in society, and can even lead to social exclu-
sion.'> However, communicating information is the basis only for such
forms of discourse whose aim is to obtain knowledge about something.
The reliable communication of information is based on consultation and
the exchange of information as well as the lack of persuasive measures
used in this process.

However, not all communiques should be treated as informational
communication. Man is not a simple transceiver “mechanism.” Extensive
cognitive and volitional spheres are present in a man, additionally assisted
by the sphere of emotions. Each of these spheres is involved in the proc-
esses of communication and has an impact on its course and form. Using
these powers broadens the impact of communication. Therefore, inter-
personal relationships also include persuasive communication, which in
addition to information transfer also introduce an element of persuasion.
Persuasive communication is based on the authentication of the communi-
cated contents, where information alone is insufficient. The methods of

" Cf. Garth S. Jowett, Victoria O’Donnell, Propaganda and Persuasion (London: Sage
Publications, 2012), 28-33.

"2 The issue of excluding society in the Information and Communications Technology (ICT)
sphere is becoming the cause of diversified social and economic development. Cf. Michelle
W. L. Fong, “Digital divide: The case of developing countries,” Issues in Informing Science
& Information Technology 6 (2009): 471-478.



24 Pawet Gondek

authentication are a powerful group of argumentative forms in which there
is a persuasive moment. Authentication is a kind of commanding based on
discovering what is convincing. In the process of trusting someone, a man
considers something to be reliable, without empirically verifying the nature
of that thing. The specific feature of this process is the decision to declare
something to be true. However, the dominance of the volitional factor in
this process concerns determining that whatever is true is also trustworthy.
Thus, the consequence of trusting is the intellect’s recognition of the cogni-
tive contents as acceptable without their rational verification, but only
under the pressure of the will.

In this perspective, rhetoric is performed as an essential way for per-
suasive communication to function in society. The primary objective of
rhetoric is such a formulation of communiques that makes them convinc-
ing."”” However, convincing someone is not only influencing them to
change their attitude, or to impose one’s views or positions. Persuasion
methods used as part of rhetoric are based on authentication, because they
concern what is most probable. The communicated contents do not refer to
obvious or directly given facts and require authentication. The appropriate
field of rhetorical communication becomes whatever can attest to the cer-
tainty or guarantee the media contents. The credibility of the communique
depends on the credibility of the argument, which acts as the authenticator
of the message’s contents. However, the argument is not based on the ran-
dom arrangement of the contents, but is determined by what the message
directly concerns.'* Therefore, the communication process, on the basis of
social discourse, must be accompanied by the ability to respond to the
arguments, as well as to refer to the facts which form the basis for reaching
an agreement.

In social discourse, rhetoric is mainly carried out as advisory
speech, in which the majority of communiques concern the future.'> Advi-

% Cf. Kenneth Burke, 4 Rhetoric of Motives (Berkeley 1969), 49—65.

' Aristotle formulated the following definition of rhetoric: “Let rhetoric be [defined as] an
ability, in each [particular] case, to see the available means of persuasion” (On Rhetoric.
A Theory of Civic Discourse, trans. G. A. Kennedy (Oxford University Press 2007), 1355b).
Aristotle did not understand rhetoric simply as knowledge, but perceived in it the functioning
of interpersonal relationships in society. Rhetoric is to assist the bios politikos, which is
striving for the common good. Cf. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, trans. H. Rackman (Har-
vard University Press 1926), 1094a28-b10.

13 Aristotle introduced a division of three types of speech that appear in persuasive commu-
nication: deliberative, judicial and demonstrative. The most significant in forming social life
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sory speech becomes particularly important in politics broadly understood,
where the intended activities take on the form of achieving the common
good. In the absence of the possibility of verifying the intended acts, we
have to trust specific ideas based on achieving political activities. This is
also what the value of our choice is based on, which is the essence of de-
mocratic processes. The choice must be based on the belief that submitted
proposals are trustworthy. This decision-making process requires not only
political preparation, but also sophistication in terms of rhetorical
argumentation. Persuasive communication without proper factual contexts
merely becomes a set of persuasion techniques. The hypertrophy of persua-
sive techniques over the cognitive relation concerning the facts and the
moral relationship with the recipient may even lead to manipulation. The
danger exists of unconsciously being influenced, which—in the form of
carefully prepared propaganda—is able to turn society into a mob.'®

Today, social discourse mostly operates in the area of audio-visual
persuasion. Technologies allow the creation of more and more sophisti-
cated audiovisual media whose persuasive power increases disproportion-
ately in relation to the ability to consciously and freely participate in social
life. The audiovisual form of persuasive communication takes on the form
of mass communication, which has an impact on the social identity of the
media message’s recipient. The mass media create a one-way communica-
tion impact on the recipient, which eliminates the possibility of personal
participation. Factors regulating the functioning of mass communication
are measured by viewing statistics or pageviews websites. Yet, this does
not allow judging the qualitative impact on the recipient. In addition, this
form of communication in the mass media is generally restricted to persua-
sion aimed at the recipient’s emotions that produce reactions, but does not
verify the social consequences.'” Multiplying the mass media’s ability to
influence people can be an obstacle to the functioning of social solidarity.

Concerning their interpersonal communication processes, the mass
media can create a barrier consisting in the unification of all forms of me-

is deliberative speech, which most broadly relies on encouraging or rejecting. Cf. Aristotle,
On Rhetoric, 1358b. This division is used in the theory of rhetoric till present day.

' Anthony R. Pratkanis and Elliot Aronson in their work The Age of Propaganda. The
everyday Use and Abuse of Persuasion (New York 2001) recall the mechanisms and exam-
ples of how persuasion functions in social life, at the same time pointing out the dangers that
appear.

' Gabriel Weimann describes this phenomenon as “media effects” (Communicating Unreal-
ity: Modern Media and the Reconstruction of Reality (Thousand Oaks 2000), 15-38).
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dia which is difficult to overcome. For this reason, holding social discourse
on the basis of mass media becomes practically impossible. The whole
process of social communication requires special credibility, and this not
only concerns the interpersonal order, but also the subjective order. The
subjective context is an exceptional criterion for message authentication
because we always persuade someone to do something. This form of com-
munication is generally unattainable by using the mass media. Yet, the
development of information technology makes it possible to create newer
forms of communication. In the face of the mass media’s one-way trans-
mission, there is an increase in the demand for interactive communication.
Social discourse is constantly looking for new ways of understanding, an
example of which is the use of internet-based social-site media.'®

Since communication is the dominant factor for participating in so-
cial life, narrowing the forms of communication to the mass media may
cause man to become the instrument of reception. Only a conscious and
voluntary decision guarantees man’s autonomic functioning in society.
That is why the credibility of messages must be based on the perspective of
man’s personal actions. Shaping the attitude of participation is most fully
accomplished on the basis of communication processes, whose basic model
is dialogue. Openness to other people’s arguments and focusing on the
common good are the conditions for dialogue.

Participating in social discourse will depend on the confrontation of
positions and forms of dialogue to resolve disputes. Dialogue possesses
a special community building ability because it requires the affirmation of
all the participants in the dialogue in terms of personal acts of cognition
and decision-making. At this level, there is a real affirmation of man as
a person, while at the same time it creates community bonds. In this
perspective, dialogue enables the creation of a unique community of
people.” Its impact on communication processes has consequences in
social discourse. Therefore, attention paid to the method and level of
communication in society is at the same time caring for the common good.

'® The role of public media in the processes of creating and participating in the community
requires a separate report. See more on this topic in the articles by Andreas M. Kaplan and
Michael Haenlein: “Users of the world, unite! The challenges and opportunities of Social
Media,” Business Horizons 53:1 (2010): 59-68 and “Social media: Back to the roots and
back to the future,” Journal of Systems and Information Technology 14:2 (2012): 101-104.

' Wojtyla points out that through dialogue we obtain the attitude of solidarity thanks to
which “human beings live and act together” (The Acting Person, 284).
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Conclusions

Man as a personal being possesses a special kind of need to live in
a community. Man’s public activity is shaped in relation to all factors that
improve his personal potentials. Among these, communication is of par-
ticular importance for a person’s fulfillment in society. Through communi-
cation, man expresses personal cognitive and decision-making acts, which
have a significant influence on the existence of all interpersonal relation-
ships. As a result, this creates public discourse, which is the common basis
for understanding between parties. It is described by dialogue based on
personalism. Acceptance of others, which constitutes the highest form of
affirming personal authority, is most fully realized through dialogue.
Therefore, dialogue is not only a form of communication, but above all it is
a model for the proper functioning of society. Awareness of these issues is
what allows man to actively participate—meaning to personally partici-
pate—in public discourse. By getting to know the workings of communica-
tion in society and how to formulate the contents of messages, a person
becomes more sovereign in decision making and more resistant to manipu-
lation.

At this point, we cannot forget that communication is carried out in
various ways. Communication processes occurring in public discourse
primarily rely on persuasion. The functioning of persuasive communication
methods is based on methods for authenticating media contents and needs
a skill that requires preparation. The ancient Greeks were aware of this,
and for them, rhetoric was the main skill required for participating in pub-
lic activities. Forms of persuasion developed on the basis of classical rheto-
ric are used today in the media. By applying specialized audio-visual
means, persuasive communication appearing in the mass media becomes
particularly effective in action. Especially when the potential of techno-
logical change is used to override the realism of public life, mass persua-
sive communication can get control over any public discourse. Therefore,
there is a need for being educated about the public media in regard to
learning not only to use modern technology, but also rhetorical skills,
meaning learning about the mechanisms of creating persuasive messages
and their impact on us. Possessing rhetorical skills is today becoming an
essential tool for the real—meaning conscious and free—participation of
persons in public life.
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COMMUNIO AND COMMUNICATIO:
THE ROLE OF COMMUNICATION FOR PARTICIPATING IN PUBLIC LIFE

SUMMARY

The article discusses the issue of man’s participation in public life in the context of commu-
nication processes which play an important role in shaping the consciousness of community.
Every community exists because of the relationships between the people involved in it. Thus,
communication is the most perfect way for people to express themselves within the commu-
nity. This relational dependency between the community and communication becomes the
core of public participation. Persuasive communication plays the dominant role there, which
is significantly important at the moment of message authentication. Persuasive communica-
tion has its foundation in the art of rhetoric and has been present in public life since the
ancient Greece. Today, however, the mass media seem to dominate the communication in
society by using means of persuasion and the public discourse detached from the context of
interpersonal relationships.

KEYWORDS: personalism, man, community, communication, participation.
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PODMIOTOWOSC CZLOWIEKA W SWIETLE
PERSONALIZMU CHRZESCIJANSKIEGO

Z perspektywy chrzescijanskiego personalizmu adekwatna postawa
wobec ludzkiego podmiotu jest mitosé. Swigty Jan Pawet II w swojej
ksiazce pt. Mitos¢ i odpowiedzialnosé sformutowat koncepcje normy per-
sonalistycznej, ktora stanowi probg przetozenia religijnego przykazania
mito$ci na jezyk filozofii. Papiez stwierdzit:

Jestesmy sprawiedliwi wobec osoby, jezeli ja miluyjemy—tak Boga,
jak i ludzi. Mito$¢ osoby wyklucza traktowanie jej jako przedmiotu
uzycia . . . Przykazanie mitosci domaga si¢ nie tylko wykluczenia
wszystkiego, co jest traktowaniem osoby jako przedmiotu uzycia—
dom?ga si¢ czego$ wigcej: domaga si¢ afirmacji osoby dla niej sa-
mej.

Ponizsze rozwazania beda proba uchwycenia istoty ludzkiej pod-
miotowos$ci w kontekscie prawdy o osobie, ktora “jest takim dobrem, ze
wlasciwe i petnowartoéciowe odniesienie do niej stanowi tylko mitosé.””

Bég i ludzKie fiat

Mito$¢ potrzebuje wolnosci, czyli mozliwosci odnalezienia si¢
w dobrowolnosci wyboru, w decyzji “tak, chce.” Jednak to nie wolnosé
jest najwyzszym dobrem cztowieka, jak glosit Jean Paul Sartre,” lecz wiag-
nie mito$¢, dla ktérej wolno$é jest naturalnym $rodowiskiem.* Srodowisko
to zostato dane czlowiekowi przez Boga wraz z darem istnienia.” Oczywis-

! Jan Pawel 11, Przekroczyé prég nadziei (Lublin 1995), 157.
2 Karol Wojtyla, Milo$¢ i odpowiedzialnosé (Lublin 2001), 42.
? Stanislaw Wszolek, Wprowadzenie do filozofii religii (Krakow 2004), 114.



30 Renata Kucharska

cie, w tym wypadku nie chodzi o $rodowisko przyrodnicze, ale o ten rodzaj
przestrzeni, w ktérej dochodzi do spotkania osob—cztowieka z czlowie-
kiem Iub Boga z cztowiekiem—podczas ktérego cztowiek u§wiadamia so-
bie fakt bycia obdarowanym wolnoscia, rozumiana nie jako swoboda poru-
szania sig, lecz jako dar wolnej woli.® Uswiadomiona wolno$¢ manifestuje
si¢ w osobowym “tak,” ktore wprowadza cztowieka najpierw w przestrzen
relacji z Bogiem-Stworca,’ a nastepnie—z innymi ludzmi, w tym—w prze-
strzen ponadczasowego namystu filozofow, ktory jest owocem umitowania
madrosci, oraz zbawiennego dorobku Doktorow Kosciota, ktéry jest owo-
cem umitowania Mitosci. Wydaje si¢ bowiem, ze dopiero po rzeczywistym
przezyciu przez konkretnego czlowicka jego osobistego fiat wobec Boga®
moze on lepiej rozumie¢ wypowiedzi chrzescijanskich myslicieli, np. tek-

* Por. Zofia J. Zdybicka, “Jan Pawel II o miloici,” Fides et Ratio 3 (2010): 7: “Wolno$é
ludzka jest wlasciwoscia samej osoby. Osoba ludzka ma strukture, ktora Ks. Wojtyta okresla
jako ‘samo-posiadanie’ i ‘samo-stanowienie.” Czlowiek ma wigc zdolno$¢ panowania sobie.
Moze stanowi¢ o sobie jako cato$ci. ‘Stanowienie o sobie stanowi istotg wolnosci. Nie jest to
jednak wolnos¢ absolutna. Wolno$¢ ludzka to nie tylko zalezno$¢ od wilasnego ja, ale takze
zalezno$¢ od prawdy (prawdziwego dobra). Sumienie ujawnia tkwiaca w wolnosci czto-
wieka zalezno$¢ od prawdy’ . . . Taka struktura osoby umozliwia dobrowolne zwiazanie si¢
z osobg druga, co ma miejsce w mitosci oblubienczej. Milo§¢ stanowi najwazniejsze
wykorzystanie wolnos$ci.” Na temat wolnosci z perspektywy personalizmu chrzesci-
janskiego, zob. takze Ks. Jan Grzesica, “Wolno$¢ jako zadanie (W $wietle encykliki Veri-
tatis Splendor),” Slaskie Studia Historyczno-Teologiczne 29 (1996): 197-202.

’ Na temat specyfiki istnienia czlowicka, zob. Ks. Marian Antoniewicz, “Cziowick stwo-
rzony na obraz i podobienstwo Boze. lkonalno$¢ osoby ludzkiej w ujgciu personali-
stycznym,” Teologia w Polsce 7:1 (2013): 13-23.

% Na temat struktury wolnosci czlowicka w $wietle personalistycznej antropologii Karola
Woj.tyly, zob. Teresa Grabinska, “Wolno$¢ a wolna wola osoby,” w Persondlna obnova hu-
manity na prahu 21. storocia, ed. M. Klobusicka, M. Jozek (Nitra 2009), 157-166.

’ Fundamentem rozumienia ludzkiej wolnosci jest stosunek czlowieka do Boga. Dowodem
na to sa konsekwencje wynikajace z odrzucenia Boga. Zob. Jean-Paul Sartre, “Egzysten-
cjalizm jest humanizmem,” w Wartosci: etyka i estetyka. Antologia tekstow filozoficznych,
red. S. Jedynak (Wroctaw 1991), 363: “Dostojewski napisat: ‘Gdyby Bog nie istnial, wszyst-
ko bytoby dozwolone.” Owe twierdzenie jest wlasnie punktem wyjscia egzystencjalizmu.
Rzeczywiscie wszystko jest dozwolone, jezeli Bog nie istnieje, i w konsekwencji cztowiek
jest osamotniony, poniewaz nie znajduje ani w sobie, ani poza soba mozliwo$ci wsparcia.
Przede wszystkim nie znajduje usprawiedliwienia. Jezeli rzeczywiscie egzystencja poprze-
dza istotg, nigdy nie begdzie mozna da¢ wyjasnienia, powotujac si¢ na z gory zatozona
i zakrzepta naturg¢ ludzka; inaczej moéwiac nie istnieje determinizm, czlowiek jest wolny,
cztowiek jest wolno$cia. Z drugiej strony, jezeli Bog nie istnieje, nie znajdujemy przed soba,
w dziedzinach promiennych warto$ci, potwierdzenia czy usprawiedliwienia. JesteSmy sami,
bez usprawiedliwienia. To jest wlasnie to, co chcialbym wyrazi¢ mowiac, iz czlowiek jest
skazany na wolno$¢. Skazany, poniewaz nie stworzyt si¢ sam, a z drugiej strony jednak wol-
ny, poniewaz raz rzucony w wir $wiata, jest odpowiedzialny za wszystko, co czyni.”
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sty Jana Pawta II, w ktérych ani cztowiek, ani tym bardziej Bog—chociaz
rozwazani na sposob przedmiotu—nie sa pozbawieni godnoSci wiasciwej
podmiotowi.

Przestrzen relacji migdzyosobowych jest wigc nie tylko miejscem
poszukiwania podmiotowosci, lecz przede wszystkim miejscem jej odnaj-
dywania.” Dlatego tez punktem wyjscia w poznaniu podmiotowosci jest
doswiadczenie spotkania drugiej osoby.

Doswiadczenie podmiotowoSci:
spotkanie, zachwyt, obecnos¢

W ujeciu ogélnym podmiot (gr. hypokeimenon, tac. subiectum) to
“podstawa czego$, osrodek aktywnosci, ludzkie «ja», osoba, byt osobowy
przeciwstawiany rzeczy lub przedmiotowi.”'® Podmiot jednak to nie to sa-
mo, co podmiotowos¢. Podmiot jest zrodtem podmiotowosci, ktora najwy-
razniej ujawnia si¢ w strukturze spotkania osob.

Wydaje sig, ze jednym z istotnych elementéw spotkania podmiotu
z podmiotem jest zachwyt.'' Jest on bezinteresownym przezyciem, wyni-
kajacym z wcze$niejszego napetnienia mitoscig. Nie jest on fascynacja,
jako ze ta jest przezyciem “interesownym,” wynikajacym z upodobania,
ktore wyrasta z potrzeby, z jakiego$ gtodu. Poprzez zachwyt osoby u-
czestniczace w spotkaniu uobecniaja si¢ we wzajemnej mitosci.

¥ Ponadczasowym wzorem chrzescijanskiego zawierzenia Bogu jest Maryja, Matka Chry-
stusa. Zob. Izabella Smentek, “Blogostawiona, ktora uwierzyta. 1dee przewodnie mariologii
Benedykta XV1,” Warszawskie Studia Teologiczne 25:1 (2012): 94: “Maryja—Matka Kos-
ciofa jest wigc matka wierzacych i nauczycielka wiary, a zarazem osobowym wzorem Kos-
ciofa wierzacego. Jej fiat, Jej catkowite powierzenie si¢ Bogu i zgoda na to, by Jego dzieto
ksztattowato Jej zycie to paradygmat Kosciota, ktorego dziatalno$¢ catkowicie zalezy od
zawierzenia Bogu.”

? Absolutyzacja poszukiwania jest forma nihilizmu. Zob. Jan Pawel 11, Fides et ratio (1998),
46: “Konsekwencje kryzysu racjonalistycznego przyjely w koncu postaé nihilizmu. Dla na-
szych wspotczesnych ma on swoisty urok jako filozofia nicosci. Wedlug teorii jego zwo-
lennikow poszukiwanie stanowi cel sam w sobie, nie istnieje bowiem nadzieja ani mozli-
woS$¢ osiagnigceia celu, jakim jest prawda.”

' Wielka Encyklopedia PWN, t. 21 (Warszawa 2004), 241.

" Por. Konrad Zaborowski SDS, “O pilnej potrzebie racjonalnej kontemplacji,” w Spo-
teczno-kulturowe konteksty racjonalnosci, red. Z. Drozdowicz, S. Sztajer (Poznan 2012),
180: “Cos, co istnieje, zaciekawia intelektualnie, nastgpnie przy dokladniejszym poznaniu
zdumiewa, az wreszcie, gdy intelekt przenika metafizyczng strukturg, pojawia sig¢ przychylne
nastawienie woli ludzkiej i to wzbudza zachwyt—wowczas cztowiek kontempluje to, czemu
poswigcil uwagg.”
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Co taczy obecnos¢ podczas spotkania z czynem? Jezeli czynem jest
$wiadome dziatanie cztowieka,' to jednym z jego specyficznych wyrazow
jest wiasnie obecno$¢ w spotkaniu. Obecno$¢ bowiem podczas spotkania
0s6b nie jest obszarem bezczynnosci, o czym $§wiadczy ich wzajemny za-
chwyt, a w przypadku spotkania z Bogiem—modlitwa, ktéra—chociaz “o-
gotaca” cialo modlacego si¢ z ruchu—mnie jest pozbawiona elementow czy-
nu, poniewaz jest ona $wiadoma “rozmowa’” z Bogiem, ktora posiada cha-
rakter dynamiczny (o czym $wiadcza rozne stopnie modlitwy" [lub—po-
stugujac si¢ aparatem pojeciowym $w. Teresy od Jezusa—kolejne miesz-
kania wewng¢trznej twierdzy] i o czym by¢ moze moglyby zaswiadczyc
neuronauki). Obecno$¢ podczas spotkania z Bogiem, o ile jest obecnoscia
mitujaca, toruje droge ku podmiotowosci. Mito§¢ bowiem—ijak pisat $w.
Jan od Krzyza, doktor Ko$ciota—"jest sktonnoscia duszy, wiadza i sita
pociagajaca do Boga, gdyz przez mito$é laczy si¢ dusza z Bogiem.”"
Dynamizm obecno$ci osobowych podmiotéw w spotkaniu wyraza si¢ za-
tem nie tyle w prostym “byciu obok innych,” co raczej w “byciu dla in-
nych.”"

Spogladajac na mape kultury pod katem naukowego poszukiwania
ludzkiej podmiotowosci, daje sig¢ zauwazy¢ nastgpujace proby:

1) Filozofia (etym. umifowanie maqdrosci), ktora jest historycznie
zmienng pod wzgledem zakresu i rézniaca si¢ wedlug poszczegodlnych
szkot 1 doktryn dziedzing ogdlnych rozwazan na temat istoty i struktury
bytu, zrodet 1 prawomocnosci ludzkiego poznania, zasad warto$ciowania,
sensu zycia i sposobow jego godnego prowadzenia, zagadnien dotyczacych
pogladu na $wiat i cztowieka.'® Chociaz filozofia z zasady docieka istoty
cztowieka na sposob refleksyjny z zachowaniem rygorystycznych zasad
rozumowania, to nie kazdy typ filozofii dostrzega ludzka podmiotowos¢."
Najpetniej czyni to filozofia pierwsza, czyli metafizyka, ktora ukazuje by-

12 Kard. Karol Woijtyla, Osoba i czyn (Krakoéw 1985), 12.
? Kolejne stopnie modlitwy, innymi slowy—kolejne mieszkania twierdzy wewnetrznej,
zostaly zauwazone i w sposob odkrywczy opisane przez XVI-wieczng karmelitanska mi-
styczke, §w. Teresg od Jezusa, doktora Kosciota. Zob. O. Michat Machejek OCD, “Wstgp,”
w Sw. Teresa od Jezusa, Dziela, t. 1, thum. Ks. bp H. P. Kossowski (Krakow 1997), 78-81.
' Jan od Krzyza, “Zywy plomien mitoci,” w tenze, Dziela, thum. B. Smyrak OCD (Krakow
2010), 886.
' Por. Jan Galarowicz, Czlowiek jest osobq: Podstawy antropologii filozoficznej Karola
Woﬂyly (Kety 2000), 257.

erlka Encyklopedia PWN, t. 9 (Warszawa 2002), 92.

7 Zob. Stanistaw Mazierski i in., “Determinizm,” w Powszechna Encyklopedia Filozofii,
t. 2, red. A. Maryniarczyk SDB (Lublin 2001), 511-517.
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towe podstawy podmiotowych relacji cztowieka nie tylko z innymi ludzmi,
lecz takze z Bogiem.'®

2) Teologia (etym. nauka o Bogu), ktéra zajmuje si¢ nie tylko Bo-
giem, ale i cztowiekiem w §wietle Bozego Objawienia. Teologiczne ujgcie
natury cztowieka jest przesycone podmiotowoscia: “Czlowiek, poniewaz
zostal stworzony na obraz Bozy, posiada godno$¢ osoby: nie jest tylko
czyms, ale kim$.”" W relacji do Boga ludzka osoba jest adresatem Jego
mito$ci, a po swoim grzechu—adresatem takze Jego mitosierdzia. Na dary
Bozej mitosci 1 mitosierdzia cztowiek udziela Bogu odpowiedzi swoim zy-
ciem, korzystajac przy tym z daru wolnosci.”’

3) Antropologia (etym. nauka o czlowieku), ktéra jest monogra-
ficzng dyscypling naukowa, zajmujacg si¢ holistycznym opisem cztowieka
zarbwno jako gatunku biologicznego, jak i tworcy kultury.”!

4) Psychologia (etym. nauka o duszy), ktora—zgodnie z sugestia
ptynaca z samej nazwy—wydaje si¢ koncentrowaé¢ na badaniu ludzkiej du-
szy, jako podstawy podmiotowosci cztowieka. Jednak metodologiczna spe-
cyfika pracy psychologa nie pozwala mu na samowystarczalno$¢ w prowa-
dzeniu dociekan nad ludzka dusza.” Psychologiczne ujecie natury cztowie-
ka wydaje si¢ by¢ ujeciem granicznym migdzy przestrzenia nauki i prze-
strzenia wiary.

'® Por. Giovanni Reale, Mys! starozyma, tum. E. Zielifiski (Lublin 2003), 232. Zob. takze
P. Jaroszynski, “Personalizm a kreacjonizm,” w Ewolucjonizm czy kreacjonizm, red. P. Jaro-
szynski i in., (Lublin 2008), 171-183.

1% Katechizm Kosciola Katolickiego (Poznan 2002), 357.

2 Zob. Ks. Tadeusz Lis, “Zarys antropologii teologicznej Jana Pawla 11,” Warszawskie Stu-
dia Teologiczne 17 (2004): 109-166.

' Wielka Encyklopedia PWN, t. 2 (Warszawa 2001), 125. Na ten temat, zob. takze Blqd an-
tropologiczny, red. A. Maryniarczyk SDB, K. Stepien (Lublin 2003).

2 Por. Andrzej Maryniarczyk SDB, “Filozoficzne ‘obrazy’ cztowicka a psychologia,” Czlo-
wiek w Kulturze 6-7 (1995): 77-99.

3 Zob. Piotr Wolski, Czy psychologia jest jeszcze naukq o duszy? [http://www.opoka.
org.pl/biblioteka/l/IP/psychologia_o_duszy.html#, odczyt: 10.02.2015]. Na temat psycho-
logicznych badan nad ludzka podmiotowoscia, zob. Wanda Zagorska, “Relacja podmiotowa
na drogach rozwoju osobowego,” Horyzonty Psychologii 2 (2012): 89-103; oraz Mirostaw
Kofta, “Dlaczego potrzebujemy podmiotowosci?,” Diametros 7 (2006): 166—170, zwlaszcza
nastgpujacy fragment: “[S]tajemy si¢ podmiotami przede wszystkim dzigki temu, ze—na
skutek nadzwyczajnego rozwoju zdolnosci poznawczych—cztowiek jest zdolny nie tylko do
doswiadczania wrazen, spostrzezen i emocji, ale i do poznawczego reprezentowania siebie
jako catosciowego bytu psychologicznego, obdarzonego cechami i uzdolnieniami, przezywa-
jacego emocje i intencje, zywiacego okreslone przekonania, kierujacego si¢ pewnymi zasa-
dami (takimi jak normy badZ warto$ci), generujacego okreslone cele i plany ich realizacji,
majacego wyobrazenie wlasnej—nieraz odleglej—przysztosci itp. Innymi stowy, podmioto-
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Podmiotowos¢ jest cecha danej osoby (podmiotu), zaistniata z nada-
nia jej przez inna osobg. Oprocz podmiotowosci, cechami osoby ludzkiej
sq takze przygodnos¢ i potencjalnosé.”* Cecha podmiotowosci jednak rozni
si¢ od przygodnosci i potencjalnosci tym, ze bierze si¢ z obdarowania.
Obdarowujacym (ta “inng” osoba—oczywiscie—nie w sensie jej “odmien-
no$ci” czy “niepodobienstwa,” lecz w sensie jej “odrgbnosci”’) moze by¢
nie tylko cztowiek—jest nim przede wszystkim Bog.”

Podmiot (cztowiek) potrzebuje obdarowania podmiotowoscia, po-
niewaz z tego obdarowania czerpie sity do ludzkiego dziatania. Przygod-
no$¢ i potencjalno$¢, bedac wpisane w ludzka nature, sg konieczne, ale nie
wystarczajace do zycia na sposob wlasciwy cztowiekowi. “Przygodnos¢ o-
soby ludzkiej przejawia si¢ w jej strukturze bytowej (ztozono$¢), czaso-
wosci trwania (rodzi sig, istniejac podlega nieustannym zmianom, umiera)
oraz w jej dziataniu.””® Potencjalno$é z kolei “aktualizuje sig na trzech po-
wiazanych z sobg plaszczyznach: intelektualnej (cztowiek dazy do praw-
dy), wolitywnej gcziowiek pragnie dobra) i uczuciowo-tworczej (czlowiek
kocha pigkno).””’ Przygodnos¢ i potencjalnosé znajduja swoje dopelnienie
dopiero w podmiotowosci—bez podmiotowosci cztowiek pozostaje co naj-
wyzej bardzo udanym stworzeniem, czy tez wysokogatunkowym przedsta-
wicielem fauny.”®

wos¢ cztowieka moze wynikaé z faktu, ze czltowiek konstruuje poznawczo samego siebie
jako osobg, zdolna do inicjowania dziatan i dokonywania zmian. Analogicznie, zdolno$¢ do
podmiotowego traktowania innych ludzi bierze si¢ z faktu, ze potrafimy innych konstruowaé
jako osoby a nie ‘rzeczy,” a wigc bra¢ pod uwagg ich zycie wewngtrzne (wrazliwo$¢ emo-
cjonalna, to, Zze maja wlasne plany i zamierzenia, ze kieruja si¢ wlasnymi przekonaniami,
normami i warto$ciami itp.). Oczywiscie sam fakt przypisywania innym tych ukrytych wias-
ciwosci nie przesadza jeszcze o tym, czy rzeczywiscie bedziemy ‘innych’ traktowali pod-
miotowo: wazne s3 rowniez nasze wlasne motywacje, zasady, ktorymi si¢ kierujemy (np. po-
szanowanie dla godnosci innych itp.)” (Id., 169).
* Wszotek, Wprowadzenie do filozofii religii, 126.
» 7 perspektywy teologii duchowo$ci dowodem na to, ze Bog faktycznie obdarowuje
podmiotowoscia, sa pustelnicy (eremici). Zob. Ks. Jarostaw M. Poptawski, “Eremityzm,”
w Leksykon Duchowosci Katolickiej, red. Ks. M. Chmielewski (Lublin—Krakow 2002), 249.
z: Wszotek, Wprowadzenie do filozofii religii, 126.

Id.
% Jesli cztowick jest bytem jedynie przygodno-potencjalnym, to kazde jego dzialanic jest
zdeterminowane przez “swoj przedmiot wlasciwy. Taki obraz cztowieka jest catkowicie ‘zo-
biektyzowany,” czyli zwiazany z obiektami, a wigc przedmiotami wlasciwymi dziatania. One
stanowig jedyny wziernik pozwalajacy na spojrzenie w glab struktury bytowej cztowieka . . .
Jednoczesnie ten model substancjalno-akcydentalny sugerowat—dla niespecjalistow w dzie-
dzinie teorii substancji—nieadekwatne rozumienie cztowieka, gdyz wiazat si¢ z roslinnym
obrazem zycia (drzewo, dzialajace przez korzenie, gatezie, liScie, wydajace owoce), a nawet
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Podmiotowo$¢ ujawnia si¢ w relacjach. Miesci si¢ wigc migdzy
godno$cig a mitosierdziem, w przestrzeni czystego serca i czyndw wpro-
wadzajacych pokoj. Sprawia, ze cztowiek zapomina o sobie w sobie i od-
najduje siebie w drugim, by nastgpnie odnalezé w nim t¢ innos¢, ktora
sprawia, ze odrywa siebie od swoich egoizmoéw i kocha juz nie siebie, lecz
bliznich tak, jak siebie.”

Cztowiek, bedac stworzonym na Boze podobienstwo, kocha innosé.
Najwyrazniej uwidacznia si¢ to na przykladzie podobienstwa i innoSci
mezezyzny i kobiety. W sprzyjajacych okoliczno$ciach podobienistwo mig-
dzy nimi doprowadza do zakochania, a ich inno$¢ stwarza warunki dla roz-
woju mitosei. ™

Ludzki podmiot, jezeli zyje w warunkach poszanowania dla prawa
naturalnego, jest obdarowywany podmiotowoscia nawet wtedy, gdy nie
jest tego $wiadomy. Uswiadomienie faktu obdarowywania moze zaowo-
cowaé wdzigcznoscia. Dzieje si¢ tak wtedy, gdy znajdzie si¢ kto$, kto do-
strzeze w danym podmiocie jego wartos¢ i godnos$¢, a nastgpnie wyrazi to
w sposob bezinteresowny.”' Musi zatem zaistnie¢ ktos, kto obdaruje czto-
wieka podmiotowoscia, kto ja cztowiekowi objawi. Tym samym podmio-
towos$¢ jawi si¢ jako cecha nabyta.”

ze statycznym rozumieniem $wiata . . . A tymczasem cztowiek urzeczywistnia si¢ jako czto-
wiek poprzez swoje czynnosci, zwlaszcza czynnosci duchowe: poznanie intelektualne, akty
decyzyjne, tworczos¢” (Mieczystaw A. Krapiec, Suwerennosé czyja? (Lublin 2001), 33-34).
¥ “Mito$¢ drugiego jest uzasadniona tylko jako podobienstwo do miloéci siebie: podmiot
odnosi sig do drugiej osoby jak do siebie samego, a wigc jak do drugiego ‘ja’ (alter ipse) . . .
Mitos¢ drugiego jest wigc pochodna od mitosci siebie i rodzi si¢ z wolnego aktu osoby,
rozpoznajacej w drugim jego (osobowe) istnienie” (Arkadiusz Gudaniec, “Mitos¢,” w Po-
wszechna Encyklopedia Filozofii, t. 7, red. A. Maryniarczyk SDB (Lublin 2006), 248).
30 Zob. Mezczyzng i niewiastq stworzyl ich: Odkupienie ciala a sakramentalnos¢ matzeristwa
/ Jan Pawet I, red. Tadeusz Styczen, przyp. Emilia Ehrlich (Lublin 2011).
3! Milo$¢ o charakterze bezinteresownym rozumiana jako ta, ktéra nic ma “na wzgledzie
jakiejkolwiek korzysci czy przyjemnosci jej podmiotu” (Gudaniec, “Mitosc,” 248) wydaje
si¢ jednak by¢ jaka$ forma niemozliwo$ci; co nie oznacza, ze nie moze si¢ wydarzyé. Na-
tomiast “[i]stotny blad lezy w uznaniu samej przyjemnosci za jedyne lub najwigksze dobro,
ktoremu wszystko inne w dziataniu czlowieka i spoteczenstwa ludzkiego winno by¢ pod-
porzadkowane . . . Przyjemno$¢ z istoty swojej jest czym$ ubocznym, przypadtosciowym,
czyms$, co moze pojawic si¢ przy sposobnosci dziatania” (Wojtyta, Mitos¢ i odpowiedzial-
nosé, 38). Przyjemno$¢ nie odziera mitosci z jej bezinteresownosci.

Np. Jezus Chrystus przywracat podmiotowos¢ kobietom, ktore w jego czasach byly jej po-
zbawione. Zob. Jan Pawet I, Mulieris Dignitatem (1988), 14.
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Sylogizm i miltos¢

Sylogizm jest metoda doskonalego rozumowania, zaproponowana
przez Arystotelesa. Buduje si¢ go z dwoch zdan w funkcji poprzednika
(przestanki) i1 jednego zdania w funkcji nastgpnika. Nastepnik jest wnios-
kiem, wynikajacym z przyjetych wczesniej przestanek. Sposrod trzech ter-
minéw wystepujacych w tej konstrukcji myslowej jeden jest zwornikiem,
ktory spaja dwa pozostale.

Przytoczmy klasyczny przyktad sylogizmu:

Jezeli wszyscy ludzie sq Smiertelni

ijezeli Sokrates jest cztowiekiem,

to Sokrates jest smiertelny.

Wida¢ wyraznie, ze zdanie Sokrates jest Smiertelny jest nastep-
stwem, ktore koniecznie wynika z ustalenia, ze kazdy cziowiek jest
$miertelny i ze Sokrates jest wilasnie czlowiekiem. Terminem, na
ktorym opiera si¢ wnioskowanie, jest termin «cztowiek». W sylo-
gizmie idzie o koherencje rozumowania, a prawdziwos¢ tresci nie
moze by¢ brana pod uwagg . . .>*

W konteks$cie omawianego tu zagadnienia podmiotowo$ci mozna
zauwazy¢ pewien problem obecny w tresci powyzszego sylogizmu—jest
nim prymat rzeczy nad osoba. Sokrates bowiem, jako osoba, zostat “uzyty”
do zbudowania sylogizmu. W rozwazaniu o podmiotowosci nalezatoby ra-
czej uzy¢ sylogizmu dla uwyraznienia godnosci cztowieka, a nie cztowieka
dla dowarto$ciowania metody rozumowania. Czy istnieje zatem sposob,
aby nie straci¢ madro$ci sylogizmu, a jednoczes$nie odda¢ Sokratesowi na-
lezny mu szacunek? Mozna by sprébowac w sposob nastepujacy:

Jezeli kazdy czlowiek jest podmiotem
ijezeli Sokrates jest cztowiekiem,
to Sokrates jest podmiotem.

Obdarowanie podmiotowoS$cia nie jest fatwe, poniewaz wpisane jest
w obdarowywanie mitoscia. Takiej postawy trzeba si¢ uczy¢. Dowodem na
to jest wlasnie klasyczny sylogizm, ktorego bohaterem jest Sokrates. Brak
mito$ci do Sokratesa automatycznie uderza w prymat osoby nad rzecza
i sprawia, ze Sokrates pelni jedynie funkcj¢ przedmiotu.

3 Reale, Mysl starozytna, 291.
*1d.



Podmiotowos¢ cztowieka w §wietle personalizmu chrzescijanskiego 37

Jak uczy¢ si¢ obdarowywania mitoscia? Wydaje sig, ze pierwszym
krokiem w tym kierunku—i jednocze$nie najprostsza forma obdarowywa-
nia mitoscig—jest mito$¢ blizniego, czyli mitos¢ wobec tego, ktory nam
pomaga w naszym utrapieniu. Kolejnym krokiem—i tym samym trudnie;j-
szym zadaniem—jest dar mito$ci-caritas, czyli niesienie pomocy potrzebu-
jacym. Natomiast najtrudniejsza forma mitosci jako daru jest mitos¢ prze-
sladowcow.™ Istnieja wige trzy stopnie praktyki podmiotowosci: (1) pra-
ktyka z wiary: mito$¢ blizniego (obowiazek wzajemnosci), (2) praktyka
z nadziei: milosierdzie wobec potrzebujacych (obowiazek pomagania),
(3) praktyka z mitosci: btogostawienstwo krzywdzicielom (obowiazek
przebaczania). Mito$¢ bowiem “nie moze si¢ da¢ zwycigezy¢. Jej wewngtrz-
ng potrzeba jest zwycigzac, przedziera¢ si¢ przez zto, kocha¢ wbrew i na
przekor ztu. Mitos¢ to jakas jasnos¢ w nas, zar niezmiernie aktywny, ktory
skapitulowa¢ nie moze. Wobec zadnego zla nie moze przesta¢ kochaé.”*®

Brak mitosci jest stalym elementem wszelkich form uprzedmioto-
wienia cztowieka: (1) zniewalajacego uzaleznienia (formy najgorsze: alko-
hol, narkotyki, seks), (2) odmowy mitosci (formy najgorsze: dobrowolna
obojetnosc), (3) kultu zta (formy najgorsze: satanizm), (4) nieSwiadomosci
(formy najgorsze: wykorzystywanie dzieci do popetniania przestgpstw),
(5) odmowy istnienia (formy najgorsze: aborcja i eutanazja), (6) przemocy
jawnej (formy najgorsze: bicie 1 gwatt), (7) przemocy ukrytej (formy naj-
gorsze: infantylizacja).”” Ostatecznym skutkiem kazdej z wymienionych
form uprzedmiotowienia cztowieka jest nihilizm,”® ktory

nie tylko pozostaje w sprzecznos$ci z wymogami i z tre$cia stowa
Bozego, ale przede wszystkim jest zaprzeczeniem cztowieczenstwa
cztowieka i samej jego tozsamos$ci. Nie wolno bowiem zapominac,
Ze usunigcie w cien zagadnien bytu prowadzi nieuchronnie do utraty
kontaktu z obiektywna prawda, a w konsekwencji z fundamentem,
na ktorym opiera si¢ ludzka godnosé. W ten sposéb stwarza sig
mozliwo$§¢ wymazania z oblicza cztowieka tych cech, ktore ujaw-

% Por. Jan Pawet 11, Sollicitudo Rei Socialis (1987), 40: Blizni “[w]inien by¢ przeto ko-
chany, nawet jesli jest wrogiem, ta sama mitoscia, jaka miluje go Bog; trzeba by¢ gotowym
do poniesienia dla niego ofiary nawet najwyzszej: «oddac zycie za braci».”

3 Piotr Roztworowski OSB, Wiara, nadzieja i milos¢ (Krakow 2012), 73.

7 Por. Agata Powojewska, “Mezczyzna wobec zyciowych wyzwah,” Fides et Ratio
1 (2013): 78: “Brak mitosci lub mito$¢ warunkowa charakteryzuje si¢ postawa agresji, a wy-
raza si¢ najczgsciej w przemocy fizycznej lub psychicznej.”

¥ Por. Ks. Piotr Mrzyglod, “Jaka filozofia na dzisiejsze czasy...? Postmodernizm?,” Per-
spectiva 11:2 (2012): 107-129.
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niaja jego podobienstwo do Boga, aby stopniowo wzbudzi¢ w nim
destrukcyjna wolg mocy albo pograzy¢ go w rozpaczy osamotnie-
nia. Gdy czlowiekowi odbierze si¢ prawde, wszelkie proby wyzwo-
lenia go staja si¢ catkowicie nierealne, poniewaz prawda i wolno$¢
albo istnieja razem, albo tez razem marnie gina.>

Powyzsza mysl §w. Jana Pawla Il sugeruje wyraznie, iz szansa na przy-
wrocenie podmiotowosci ofiarom nihilizmu jest ujawnienie prawdy o ich
sytuacji, czyli uswiadomienie doznawanej przez nich krzywdy lub ujaw-
nienie kolejnych zagrozen.

Podsumowanie

Powyzsze rozwazania, podjete z perspektywy personalizmu chrzes-
cijanskiego, ukazaly ludzka podmiotowos¢ w trzech aspektach: (1) od stro-
ny jej zrodta, ktorym jest Osobowy Bog, (2) od strony miejsca jej aktuali-
zacji, ktorym jest spotkanie os6b, oraz (3) od strony sposobu jej realizacji,
ktorym jest mitos¢. Ludzka podmiotowos¢ zatem, odkryta w akcie spotka-
nia z Bogiem i przeniesiona na relacje z drugim cztowiekiem poprzez mi-
to$¢, jawi si¢ jako kluczowy parametr umozliwiajacy wlasciwe ksztatto-
wanie zaréwno indywidualnego rozwoju cztowieka, jak i jego relacji spo-
tecznych.

HUMAN SUBJECTIVITY IN THE LIGHT OF CHRISTIAN PERSONALISM
SUMMARY

The article discusses human subjectivity from the perspective of Christian personalism.
There are three complementary respects in which human subjectivity is examined: (1) its
main source which is God, (2) its place of actualization which is the encounter of persons,
and (3) its way of implementation which is the love of persons. Integrally understood, human
subjectivity appears as a key parameter which facilitates properly shaping the individual
development and social relationships of persons.

KEYWORDS: subjectivity, person, God, encounter, enthusiasm, presence, love, personal-
ism, Christianity.

3 Jan Pawel 11, Fides et Ratio (1998), 90.
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INTRODUCCION AL ANALISIS DE
LA NOCION PHILOSOPHIA PRIMA
EN TOMAS DE AQUINO
Y SUS IMPLICANCIAS REGULATIVAS
EN LAS CIENCIAS PARTICULARES

La opiniéon contemporanea segun la cual la expresion ‘filosofia pri-
mera’ adolece de oscuridad, pareceria verse favorecida por los siguientes
hechos: (1) en la actualidad los tratados de fisica tomistica son poco cono-
cidos;' (2) en los estudios recientes sobre la metafisica de Tomas de Aqui-
no es usual distinguir la ciencia racional del ente (metafisica) de la ciencia
acerca de lo divino (teologia). Y segun ello, la primera distincion tiene por
objeto el estudio del ‘ente en cuanto ente’, y la segunda, en cambio, a Dios;
(3) el problema suscitado por Heidegger para los estudiosos de la filosofia
medieval al calificar criticamente la metafisica tradicional como ‘onto-
teologia’, en el sentido de una inclusion presuntamente indebida del Dios
de la fe en el ambito de la racionalidad metafisica bajo la figura del ‘ente
supremo’.

Si, no obstante, se observa bien, lo comun a aquellas tres circun-
stancias reside en que, en el &mbito de su planteamiento, la expresion ‘filo-
sofia primera’ apareceria difusa, ya que dicho término es traido a colacion
solo en algunas ocasiones de forma ligera y sin mayor detenimiento en
contextos relativos a la fisica o la metafisica. Por consiguiente, el segui-
miento del término ‘filosofia primera’ entre los textos de los comentadores
actuales finaliza en una comprensioén que al presente es poco feliz, ya sea

' Cf. Tomés de Aquino, Comentario a la Fisica de Aristoteles, traduccion, estudio preliminar
y notas de C. A. Lértora Mendoza (Pamplona: Eunsa, 2001), 20.
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por sefialar su ausencia o por constatarse que su sentido es confuso. Esto
es, o bien la filosofia primera se identifica apresuradamente” con la metafi-
sica y se distingue de la teologia, o bien los nombres de filosofia primera
y metafisica se interpretan bajo un marco ‘gnoseologico’.”

? Sin la aparicion del nombre filosofia primera, pero sefialando brevemente uno de sus que-
haceres como ciencia universal en relacion con las ciencias particulares puede verse, cf.
Dietrich Lorenz Daiber, “La teoria aristotélica de las ciencias y su relacion con la antro-
pologia y la teologia de santo Tomas,” Revista Philosophica 22-23 (1999/2000): 147—148.

’ La problematica del conocimiento es una de las raices de la epistemologia. Y el hacer
coincidir este vocablo con la filosofia de Tomas de Aquino es un error epistémico, pues las
raices de la ciencia en el Aquinate se hallan en la afirmacion del esse y no en la problemati-
zacion de la posibilidad de conocimiento. Sin embargo en esta linea, aunque con resultados
dispares, se ha investigado la posibilidad de la justificacion de la division de las ciencias
especulativas por medio de los términos abstractio y separatio. Y en esto, a veces la separa-
tio tendria un sentido gnoseoldgico y a veces no. En la primera posicion, y conjuntamente
con el término abstractio, se atenderia a que la explicacion ultima de Tomas de Aquino
sobre la division de las ciencias seria gnoseoldgica, esto es: que el ente de la metafisica o per
se se alcance por una operacion mental, cuando, por el contrario, el mismo Tomas relaciona
los saberes cientificos seglin sus subiecta. Para el orden de las ciencias segun los sujetos de
cada una, cf. José M. F. Mendoza, “Cartografia epistémica concebida por Tomas de Aquino
seglin su interpretacion de las obras aristotélicas,” Topicos 39 (2010): 129—-151.

Hay ciertas caracteristicas comunes entre la disparidad de posiciones que afirman como tesis
general una interpretacion logica/gnoseoldogica de la relacionalidad de las ciencias, entre las
cuales cabe mencionar la comprension de un Tomas sujeto a su esclarecimiento de lo que
podria llamarse escuela tomista y entre cuyos autores pueden mencionarse a S. Ramirez,
J. Maritain, J. Garcia Lopez y G. M. Manser entre otros, los cuales, a su vez, remplazan,
enmiendan, o clarifican el pensar de Tomas por medio de las doctrinas especulativas de otros
tomistas de antafio, como son Cayetano y Juan de santo Tomas. Al presente tan solo convi-
ene colocar tres ejemplos relativamente recientes. Cf. Mauricio Beuchot, “La metafisica de
las causas en Aristoteles y santo Tomas,” Logos 26 (1981): 9-28: Aqui se observan los
siguientes detalles. El texto tiene tres capas continuas de interpretacion. Esto significa que
después de los textos de Aristoteles, Tomas lo reescribe y lo clarifica, y que lo mismo sucede
entre J. M. Ramirez y el Aquinate. Se asiste a la “peligrosa” idea de que quien es posterior al
mismo Tomas, puede interpretarlo de mejor modo, y que el pensamiento tomistico debe
entenderse necesariamente, primero, en co-relacion con Aristoteles, fusionando en gran
medida ambas doctrinas (doctrina aristotélico-tomista), y segundo, con la tradicion
(neotomismo principalmente moderno). Cf. Mario E. Sacchi, “Los fundamentos de la es-
peculacion metafisica sobre el conocimiento,” Sapientia XLVI (1991): 20-21: “En la
filosofia primera o metafisica, a su vez, se trata de la verdad logica y de la verdad trascen-
dental . . . a la ciencia del ente en cuanto ente le atafie la especulacion sobre los primeros
principios del conocimiento y la defensa de los axiomas de todas las ciencias particulares
y hasta los de ella misma. Igualmente denominada gnoseologia, noética, critica, criteriologia,
epistemologia . . .” Cf. Lorenzo Vicente-Burgoa, “Abstraccion formal y separacion en la
formacion del ente metafisico,” Sapientia, LIX-215 (2004): 139-178: El punto de partida
del texto es dar por conocida la doctrina de la separatio y la abstractio formalis (140), para
luego afiadir con conviccién “comencemos por sefialar netamente que Abstraccion formal
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Contra esto conviene reparar en que el mismo Tomas identifica, se-
gun su subiectum, los términos ‘metafisica’, ‘filosofia primera’ y ‘teolo-
gia’, y que, seguidamente, no parece encauzar sus explicaciones acerca de
la filosofia primera por medio de una gnoseologia.

Finalmente, y en atencion al término philosophia prima, debe de-
cirse que: (1) entre las obras de Tomas de Aquino esta expresion se halla
sumamente restringida;* (2) cuando ella aparece, sefiala siempre un sentido
técnico por medio del cual se busca esclarecer la vinculacion entre las di-
ferentes ciencias particulares y la ciencia universal; (3) la relacion de las
ciencias segundas con la teologia seria imposible sin atender al subiectum
de esta ultima ciencia en cuanto filosofia primera; (4) debe considerarse
que los nombres theologia y philosophia prima sefialan una profundizacion
especulativa de la misma ciencia.

A este respecto el siguiente articulo se divide en tres partes. Pri-
mero, el descubrimiento para el pensar de la necesidad de la filosofia pri-
mera. Segundo, una exposicion sintética sobre el unico subiectum de los
nombres teologia, metafisica y filosofia primera. Y finalmente, la razén de
ser de la filosofia primera, en su acepcion de ciencia universal o teologia,
como nexo con las ciencias particulares.

El descubrimiento para el pensar de
la necesidad de la filosofia primera

. ., . . .5 .

La denominacion de ‘filosofia primera’ como ciencia” ‘primera’

., . . . . 6

halla fundamento en la demostracion previa de que la ciencia fisica per se
. . 7

no puede ser considerada como ‘primera’,” aunque algunos pensadores so-

y Separacion son dos operaciones 0 modos o funciones de la mente, enteramente diferentes
...” (143). Para una consideracion especifica de la posicion de Cayetano que se diferencia
de los textos tomisticos, destacando el sentido gnoseoldgico de la metafisica, cf. Ceferino
P. D. Muiioz, “Concepto formal y concepto objetivo en Cayetano. Un anélisis a partir de su
comentario al De ente et essentia,” Estudios Filoséficos LXI1-179 (2013): 49-61.

* El presente trabajo condensa todos los pasajes donde Tomés se vale de la expresion phi-
losophia prima con el objeto de diferenciar el sentido y los matices que dicho término sefiala
para su pensamiento. Asimismo se ha buscado destacar principalmente los mismos textos,
dejando que ellos hablen sin mayores mediaciones interpretativas. Finalmente se hace tam-
bién oportuno resaltar que todas las traducciones son personales, excepto aquellas del
comentario a la fisica, donde me he valido de la propia de C. A. Lértora Mendoza ya citada.

’ Para una caracterizacion general de la nocion de ciencia (no gnoseoldgica) en Tomas de
Aquino, cf. Gustavo E. Ponferrada, “Ciencia y filosofia en el tomismo,” Sapientia XLVII
(1992): 9-22. Cf. Paloma Pérez-Ilzarbe, “Saber y evidencia en la Edad Media: transforma-
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stuvieran lo contrario. Tomas se pronuncié negando el hecho de “que todos
los entes sean sensibles,”® argumentando que esto es “a causa de que
[aquellos pensadores] no pueden trascender la imaginacion de los cuerpos;’
y [que] segln ellos la ciencia natural es filosofia primera, comin a todos
los entes.”’” El mismo Aquinate continué diciendo: “los antiguos no
conocieron ninguna sustancia sino corporal y mévil, [y por eso] convenian
en que la filosofia primera fuera la ciencia natural.”"'

La negacion tomistica de que todos los entes sean sensibles quedo
también confirmada con la posicion especulativa aristotélica cuando el
Estagirita habia demostrado que el fin de la ciencia fisica no era el estudio
del ‘ente material y sensible’. Y ello por tres razones. Primero, porque la
equivalencia entre las expresiones ‘ente material y sensible’ y ‘todos los
entes’ no es el principio, fundamento y fin de la ciencia fisica; luego, por-
que la sensibilidad y materialidad de los entes solo se corresponde con al-
gunos de ellos; y finalmente, porque el verdadero fin de la ciencia fisica es
el ente movil per se, segun el siguiente razonamiento tomistico: “no digo
sin embargo cuerpo movil, porque en este libro se prueba que todo movil
es cuerpo,”” queriendo con ello sefialar la presente diferencia: todo ente

ciones de la idea aristotelica de ciencia en la vision medieval del conocimiento,” Cuadernos
de Anuario Filosofico (2004): 43—45.

¢ De modo colateral al tratamiento de la ciencia fisica aparece ¢l pensamiento tomistico
sobre el conocimiento sensible. Para una consideracion ejemplificativa de esto ultimo, cf.
Patricia Moya Caiias, “Dificultades que surgen en la comprension del conocimiento sensible.
Una interpretacion desde la recepcion de Tomas de Aquino del De Anima,” Topicos 16
$1999): 87-123.

Subyace a la critica tomistica de la filosofia de la naturaleza o fisica como filosofia primera
la nocion de naturaleza. Para una comprension de dicha nocion, cf. Manuel Ocampo Ponce,
“Algunas precisiones sobre el concepto de naturaleza en Santo Tomas de Aquino,” Doctor
Angelicus 11 (2002): 57-83. Sobre esta estructura, y volviéndose a destacar la necesidad
previa de la ciencia fisica para la metafisica, cf. Leo J. Elders, Sobre el método en santo
Tomas de Aquino (Buenos Aires: Sociedad tomista argentina, 1992), 43—44: “Contraria-
mente a lo que habia sugerido Platon, el Aquinate no atribuye mucha importancia al estudio
de las ciencias matematicas en cuanto preparacion a la metafisica. Pero un conocimiento
profundo del mundo fisico y de sus leyes es necesario.”
¥ Tomas de Aquino, In Phys., lib. 4,1. 1, n. 2.

? La colaboracion de la imaginacion en la comprension de la ciencia fisica, y la imposibili-
dad de la validez de la misma conjuntamente con la de abstraccion en la ciencia metafisica,
obliga la aparicion de la nocion de separatio. Cf. Carlos Llano, “El juicio de separatio en
Tomas de Aquino y la remotio en el Pseudo-Dionisio,” Topicos 23 (2002): 99—131.

1 Tomas de Aquino, In Phys., lib. 4,1. 1, n. 2.

" Tomés de Aquino, In Met., lib. 1, 1. 4, n. 10.

12 Toméas de Aquino, In Phys., lib. 1,1. 1, n. 4.
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corporeo es movil, pero todo lo que se dice movil no se identifica con todo
cuerpo sino sélo en el caso de la parte de la ciencia fisica que atafie a los
cuerpos. Esto significa que, para Tomas de Aquino, la nocién de movil es
mas amplia que aquella de ente corporeo y por ello dira el Aq}uinate que el
tratado aristotélico De Anima forma parte de la ciencia fisica.'

Ahora bien, el hecho de que a la fisica le atafa cual subiectum el
ambito de los entes moviles, incluyendo en esto a los cuerpos capaces de
movimiento, posiciona a dicha ciencia en la posibilidad de estudiar la afec-
cion del tiempo al ente, y con ello investigar si existe un ente inmovil."
Esto es, cuando en la ciencia fisica se demostrd, en el ambito de los entes,
que no todos ellos eran materiales y sensibles, se abrid también la posibili-
dad de indagar expresamente si hubiese existencia de entes inmateriales.
Esta argumentacion por la cual culminaba dicha ciencia colocaba simul-
taneamente las bases para la aparicion de una nueva respecto de un campo
que pudiera haber quedado reducida a mero intento fallido si no se hallaba
una correlacion previa de este razonamiento en la existencia.”’ En efecto,
esta cuestion es la misma que nos refiere Tomds antes de afirmar categoéri-
camente la existencia de la filosofia primera.

Luego . . . si no hay alguna otra sustancia ademas de aquellas que se
constituyen segun la naturaleza, de las cuales trata la fisica, entonces
la fisica sera la ciencia primera. Pero si hay alguna sustancia in-
movil, ésta sera anterior a la sustancia natural, y en consecuencia la
filosofia que considere de este modo a la sustancia sera la filosofia
primera. Y porque es primera, por esto serd universal, y serd propio
de ella especular sobre el ente en cuanto ente y sobre su esencia,
y de todas aquellas cosas que son del ente en cuanto ente. En efecto,
es la misma ciencia la del ente primero y la del ente comun, tal
como se dijo al principio del libro IV."

El texto tomistico se extiende sobre el &mbito de una ciencia cuyo
primer nombre es el de filosofia primera, y no aquellos de metafisica

" Tomés de Aquino, In De Anima, lib. 1,1. 1, n. 7: . . . et ipsa anima est fons et principium
omnis motus in rebus animatis.”

' Esta tematica, en apretada sintesis, conduce al planteo An Deus sit? y cuya demostracion
radica en buena medida en la metafisica de la participacion a través de la escala de los seres.
Con el objeto de esclarecerla véase, Etienne Gilson, El Tomismo. Introduccion a la filosofia
de santo Tomds de Aquino (Pamplona: Eunsa, 1978): 69-92; 93-138. Cf. Angel L. Gon-
zalez, Ser y Participacion. Estudio sobre la cuarta via de Tomds de Aquino (Pamplona:
Eunsa, 2001).



44 José Maria Felipe Mendoza

o teologia. En dicho horizonte especulativo la filosofia primera considera

la nocién de sustancia en si misma, incluyendo e identificando las expre-
. . 17 ST . e .

siones ente primero 'y ente comun. = De aqui pueden inferirse, por un la-

5 Cf. Leo J. Elders, Sobre el método..., 43—44: “. . . santo Tomas nota también que el estu-
dio de la logica y de la fisica es necesario antes de poder entrar en la metafisica . . . De
hecho, para que sea posible la metafisica . . . es preciso demostrar antes que existe un ente
o entes que no sean materiales.”

' Tomas de Aquino, In Met., lib. 6, 1. 1, n. 27.

7 Cf. Jean A. Aersten, La filosofia medieval y los trascendentales. Un estudio sobre Tomds
de Aquino (Pamplona: Eunsa, 2003): La primacia del ente no solo es extramental, sino tam-
bién intelectual. Aersten dice: “el ente es lo primero conocido, lo cual significa que es el
objeto propio del intelecto. Cuando Tomas establece que el alma tiene una apertura a todo lo
que es, entonces se expresa una ‘conformidad’ entre espiritu y ente que ya estaba implicita
en la tesis de que el ente es lo primero conocido” (105). Pero si es lo primero conocido, debe
hacerlo bajo el aspecto de verdadero. Y asi la verdad se afiade al ente en su conformidad con
el intelecto, pues “el verum se afiade al ente secundum rationem (segln la especie)” (107).
Profundizando esta idea Tomas concluye que “[a] una cosa se la llama ‘verdadera’ en virtud
del hecho de que imita al ejemplar divino o esta en relacion con una facultad cognoscitiva”
(107). Sin embargo, para evitar lecturas unidireccionales entre el intelecto y el ente conviene
insistir que “verdad y bien son trascendentales relacionales. Por consiguiente, pueden ser
considerados desde cada uno de los dos términos de la relacion: la relacién del alma humana
con el ente o la relacion del ente con el alma” (108). Y por eso es necesario volver a insistir
que “para Tomas, los trascendentales son los prima del orden cognoscitivo, el fundamento
del conocimiento racional” (109).

'8 Cf. Jean A. Aersten, La filosofia medieval...: Con el objeto de aclarar la relacién entre los
trascendentales y la metafisica, ciencia de lo divino, primero debe decirse que “la teoria de
los trascendentales tiene un momento anti-platonico: son communia, no subsistentia” (362).
Luego, que “la metafisica es la scientia communis. El sujeto de la filosofia primera no es lo
primero trascendente, sino el ens commune y aquello que se sigue del ente. Lo divino es
estudiado por la ciencia del ente, en cuanto que es la causa del sujeto, es decir, la causa
universal del ente” (363). Esto revela, bien pensado el asunto, que “la relacién entre los
trascendentales y lo divino es, metafisicamente hablando, una relacion causal. Tomas afirma
esta conclusion explicitamente: Dios es la causa del ente qua ente; el ens commune es el
efecto de la causa mas alta, Dios” (363). Aqui late implicita la idea de creacion, y “Tomas
interpreta la idea de la creacion en términos de causalidad con una extension trascendental”
(421). Y en torno a esto ultimo conviene afiadir que para Tomas, “el ser divino que es
idéntico a la esencia divina no es el esse commune. La expresion favorita de Tomas para el
ser divino es “el mismo ser subsistente” (ipsum esse subsistens)” (377). Por otro lado,
“Tomas identifica el esse commune con el ser creado. Este esse no se refiere a una realidad
subsistente aparte de los existentes concretos. No es subsistens, sino inherente (inhaerens), lo
que se significa con el principio formal por el que todo ente es” (377). En esto late de tras-
fondo una preocupacion en torno al esse commune y Dios. En efecto, “la negativa de Tomas
a identificar Dios y esse commune se dirige contra una concepcion panteista del mundo. Su
intencion es mostrar la trascendencia del ser divino, oponiendo el ser subsistente de Dios al
ser en general. Esse commune no es un concepto l6gico, sino un principio metafisico. Tomas
lo llama ‘el ser formal de todas las cosas’, o ‘aquello por lo que todo formalmente existe’.
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do, la identidad de algln tipo de sustancia con el ente primero, y por el
otro, el hecho de que debe haber alguna caracteristica general que sea
compartida entre el ente primero y las restantes sustancias no sensibles.
Tomas resuelve esta tesitura del siguiente modo:

Pues esta investigacion es propia de esta ciencia. En efecto, en dicha
ciencia intentamos determinar, por fuerza de la misma, acerca de las
sustancias sensibles, esto es, por causa de las sustancias inmateria-
les, porque la investigacion sobre las sustancias sensibles y materia-
les pertenece bajo cierto respecto a la fisica, que no es la filosfia
primera, sino segunda, segun se dijo en el libro IV. Efectivamente,
la filosofia primera versa sobre las sustancias primeras, que son las
sustancias inmateriales, de las cuales se especula no sélo en cuanto
son sustancias, sino en cuanto son tales sustancias, a saber, en
cuanto inmateriales."”

A su vez el libro VII del tratado de la fisica justifica argumentati-
vamente la necesidad de la existencia de la filosofia primera. Y de este
modo, lo que parecia un razonamiento meramente 16gico halla aqui su
correlato necesario en la naturaleza (el cual es anterior per se, aunque pos-
terior per hominem)™, cuando dice que por necesidad debe haber un Gnico
motor inmévil:*'

Pero se ha demostrado con anterioridad que un movil infinito no
puede moverse en un tiempo finito. Luego es imposible también
aquello de lo cual se sigue, es decir, que se proceda al infinito en la
serie de los motores y los moviles. Asi es evidente que lo que es
movido por otro no procede al infinito, sino que es necesario deten-
erse erzlzalgﬁn punto, y habrd un primer moévil movido por otro in-
movil.

Este principio es considerado sin ninguna adicion, pero es susceptible de adicion. Puede ser
contraido por una forma o un modo especial de ser” (379). Y asi, “cuando decimos que Dios
esta en todas las cosas, esto no significa que Dios sea en las cosas como una parte de ellas,
sino como la causa de las cosas que nunca esta ausente en sus efectos” (379). Y sobre esto
puede deducirse que “la divinidad es el ser de todas las cosas como su causa eficiente
y ejemplar, no, empero, en virtud de su esencia” (380), porque “Dios es la causa del esse
commune” (380).

' Tomés de Aquino, In Met., lib. 7, 1. 11, n. 26.

0 Cf. nota n. 57.

' Cf. nota n. 14.
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Ahora bien, puesto el primer fundamento de la filosofia primera en
la existencia del motor inmévil, y en la coextension de su caracteristica de
inmaterialidad a otras sustancias ajenas al subiectum de la ciencia fisica, el
de Aquino insiste en que la anterioridad de la filosofia primera respecto de
la fisica reviste de una dignidad superior a aquella ciencia, ya que:

Seglin esto, parece que la ciencia, que es en cierto modo de los prin-
cipios, sea la principal. Y en verdad por otra parte, siendo la sustan-
cia el primer y principal ente, es manifiesto que la filosofia primera
es ciencia de la sustancia. Y si no fuera por la misma dignidad de
esta ciencia de la sustancia, no seria facil afirmar de las otras su
consideracion de la verdad o falsedad en relacion con sus axiomas
sino es por la filosofia primera que considera la sustancia.”

Este texto, en conjunto con los precedentes, da a conocer una idea
mas acabada de la nocidén tomistica de filosofia primera. En efecto,
habiéndose gestado el nacimiento de dicha ciencia por imperio de la razén
deductiva y por necesidad de la naturaleza, ella misma se manifiesta ahora
anunciando su propio quehacer. El nombre de filosofia primera dice que su
ocupacion reside en considerar la sustancia en si misma porque es ‘ciencia
de la sustancia’, y que esa sustancia es ‘el primer y principal ente’. Mas, si
bien esto sefialaria la primera categoria de la fisica aristotélica, lo que aqui
se indica es la resignificacioén de la nocién de sustancia para que la misma
sea utilizada con validez en el &mbito de la filosofia primera. Tomas afiade
que ella es ‘universal porque es primera’, para luego derivar de aquello su
condicion ‘reguladora’ de la verdad y la falsedad de los principios propios
de las demads ciencias, y entre ellas de modo principal, las diferentes cien-
cias fisicas, como la astronomia y la geologia (por medio de los tratados
De Coelo et Mundo, De meteora 'y De mineralibus), o la biologia (a través
de los tratados referidos a las plantas, los animales o la medicina). Final-
mente se afirma que esta ciencia de la sustancia se extiende a todas las
sustancias inmateriales, y en modo eminente a aquella que es primer movi-
ente inmovil. También agrega que a todas ellas en conjunto se las llama
primeras, porque anteceden a las segundas, es decir, a las propias de la
ciencia fisica. Ademas, que de tales sustancias inmateriales se estudia su

2 Tomas de Aquino, In Phys., lib. 7, 1. 2, n. 4. Para un seguimimiento analitico de lo que sea
el motor inmoévil y del modo cémo se relaciona con el primero movido y a la vez moviente,
véase el comentario de Tomas de esta obra a la totalidad del libro VIII.

2 Tomas de Aquino, /n Met., lib. 3,1. 5, n. 5.



Introduccion al analisis de la nocion philosophia prima... 47

esencia y las cosas que son del ente en cuanto ente, esto es, sus propios
modos de ser.”* A esto Gltimo Tomas lo llamé frascendentibus,” porque
estan y trascienden la ciencia fisica y se consideran de modo especial en la
filosofia primera, porque alli, en tales sustancias, los trascendentales hacen
acto de presencia carecientes de la materia o la sensiblidad.”®

El Aquinate precisa atin mas la tarea especulativa de la filosofia pri-
mera en el libro VI de la metafisica al enunciar:

* Cf. Jean A. Aersten, La filosofia medieval...: El mismo “Tomas llama a veces al ente,
género, en un sentido amplio, porque guarda cierto parecido con un género por su comuni-
dad (comunitas). En sentido estricto, sin embargo, ente no es un género, sino que pertenece
a los trascendentia” (93). Para comprender la idea tomistica de trascendentalidad “la nocion
crucial que Tomas introduce aqui es modus essendi. La determinacion de ente no ocurre por
diferenciaciones externas, sino por sus modos internos. La adicion al ente es una explicacion
modal. Esta explicacion puede producirse de dos maneras [Las categorias y los trascenden-
tales]” (94-97). De ambas formas de afiadir al ente algo se atiende en este caso a la segunda:
los trascendentales. Y en relacion con ello primero debe aclararse que “la semantica de los
términos que expresan un modo general de ente es variada en la obra de Tomas. Desde la
perspectiva de la resolucion del conocimiento, son llamados prima o ‘primeras concepciones
del intelecto’. Considerados desde su extension, son los maxime communia, comunes a todas
las cosas. Mas a menudo que sus predecesores [Alberto Magno, Felipe el Canciller y Alejan-
dro de Hales], Tomas uso la palabra trascendentia” (97).

¥ Cf. Jean A. Aersten, La filosofia medieval...: “En la obra de Tomas el verbo trascendere
y su participio trascendens aparecen regularmente en el sentido agustiniano de ‘superacion’.
Lo que es superado puede ser el ambito de lo material o de lo humano; lo que supera es lo
espiritual o lo divino” (98). Y esto es valido para los grandes maestros de Paris, pues “tipico
de la nocion medieval de trascendentalidad es que lo que es superado son las categorias”
(99), porque “en el sentido escolastico, trascendental es opuesto a lo categorial” (99). Segiin
lo anterior, y en el caso de Tomas de Aquino, debe entenderse que “los trascendentales
trascienden las categorias no en el sentido de que signifiquen un realidad separada ‘mas alla’
de las categorias” (99), sino que “los trascendentales superan las categorias porque pasan por
todas ellas. No estan restringidos a una de las categorias, sino que son comunes a ellas.
Y esto esta expresado en la destacada formulacion: in trascendentibus quae circumeunt
omne ens” (99). Estrictamente hablando “los trascendentales no contraen el ente, sino que
son coextensivos con é1” (99).

¥ Cf. Jean A. Aersten, La filosofia medieval...: En Tomés de Aquino es claro que “la teoria
de los trascendentales conecta con una tradicion que deriva de Pseudo Dionisio: ente, bien,
unidad, verdad son también nombres divinos” (115). Y esta relacion se explica aun mas si se
atiende que para el de Aquino “la metafisica trata del ente que trasciende la materia, es decir,
la sustancia divina. Es la ciencia de lo que es trascendente” (120). En efecto, “Tomas . . .
describe la tercera ciencia con una pluralidad de nombres: es la ciencia divina o metafisica
o filosofia primera. Porque considera principalmente la sustancia divina, que es llamada (por
Boecio) teologia” (121). Mas, la relacion del alma con la metafisica como ciencia puede
sintetizarse bajo las siguientes palabras: “esta apertura trascendental del alma es condicion
de posibilidad de la metafisica como ciencia del ente en cuanto ente” (255).
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Y por ello parece que la ciencia que estudia de este modo los entes,
es primera entre todas, ya que considera las causas comunes de to-
dos los entes. De alli que sean causas de los entes segin que son
entes, las cuales se investigan en la filosofia primera, segliin se pro-
puso en el libro I. Por eso se muestran como evidentes las falsas
opiniones de aquellos que colocaron su sentir en Aristdteles, [dici-
endo] que Dios no es causa sustancial del cielo, sino sélo de su
movimiento.”’

Si se detiene el pensar sobre las palabras precedentes afiadiéndose
las previas consideraciones sobre la filosofia primera, podra deducirse que
tras los nombres de ciencia de la sustancia, y ente en si mismo, la realidad
Gltima que asoma por medio ellos es la propia de Dios.”® De este modo, si
se continda el analisis, debe advertirse cierto movimiento circular entre el
inicio y el fin de esta ciencia mediante la consideracion de su subiectum.
Vale decir, el nacimiento de tal ciencia es la exigencia en la naturaleza del
motor inmovil, el fin de la misma es el estudio de su naturaleza y el de su
influencia sobre las restantes sustancias inmateriales y las demas materia-
les. Esto a su vez se esclarece de la siguiente manera. Por un lado la
filosofia primera surge por necesidad de la fisica, lo cual significa que la
ciencia del ente mévil abandona su epiteto de primera, otorgandoselo a una
ciencia superior.” Por el otro, que esta ciencia superior o filosofia primera
vuelve sobre la fisica como su regente, por medio de la causalidad
primera® y la conexion entre sus principios universales y los propios de
cada ciencia particular,”’ y finalmente, que la filosofia primera no se agota

7 Tomas de Aquino, In Met., lib. 6, 1. 1, n. 21.

2 Cf. Tomas de Aquino, Con. Gen., lib. 1, cap. 70, n. 8.: “Nobilitas enim scientiae attenditur
secundum ea ad quae principaliter scientia ordinatur, et non ad omnia quaecumque in scien-
tia cadunt: sub nobilissima enim scientiarum, apud nos, cadunt non solum suprema in en-
tibus, sed etiam infima; nam philosophia prima considerationem suam extendit a primo ente
usque ad ens in potentia, quod est ultimum in entibus. Sic autem sub divina scientia compre-
henduntur infima entium quasi cum principali cognitio simul nota: divina enim essentia est
principale a Deo cognitum, in quo omnia cognoscuntur, ut supra ostensum est.”

¥ Tomas de Aquino, Exp. Post. Ana., lib. 1, 1. 17, n. 5: “Oportet ergo magis esse scitum
quod est superioris scientiae, ex quo probatur id quod est inferioris, et maxime esse scitum
id, quo omnia alia probantur, et ipsum non probatur ex alio priori. Et per consequens scientia
superior erit magis scientia, quam inferior; et scientia suprema, scilicet philosophia prima,
erit maxime scientia.”

30 Cf. Julio A. Castello Dubra, “Tomas de Aquino y las ‘condiciones de posibilidad’ de una
ciencia natural: la eficacia de las causas segundas,” Patristica et Mediaevalia XXVII (2006):
73-86.
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en su regencia de las ciencias inferiores o particulares, sino que ella puede
pensarse en si misma como metafisica.

Por ultimo la tercera razén justifica otro de los epitetos de la
filosofia primera, porque su diferencia con las ciencias particulares hace
que tal ciencia reciba el nombre de scientia specialis.* El texto precisa:

Y de modo similar donde la cosa es [propia] de lo [que es] comun,
estd la razon de objeto particular y propio. Pues la filosofia primera
es ciencia especial, aunque considere el ente segun que es comin
a todas las cosas. Puesto que por la razén especial de ente se consid-
era segn que no depende de la materia ni del movimiento.*

A modo de sintesis y con la intenciéon de evitar la confusion entre
los entes considerados por las ciencias particulares y los entes propios de la
filosofia primera, Tomdas distingue la nocién compartida de ‘partes del
ente’. Para ello sefiala que la interpretacion acorde con las ciencias particu-
lares radica en lo que acontece en cada uno de los entes propios de cada
una de estas ciencias. Segun ello, la matematica no considera el ente en su
totalidad, sino una parte suya, aunque no al modo de la filosofia primera,
sino al modo de la matematica, como por ejemplo el ente segin que es
continuo. Por otro lado, la interpretacion de acuerdo con la filosofia
primera es aquella que entiende la expresion ‘partes del ente’ en el sentido
de la existencia de la pluralidad de entes suprasensibles (el texto dira: sed
cum speculatur unumquodque communium talium, speculatur circa ens

3' Cf. Jean A. Aersten, La filosofia medieval...: El orden interno de una ciencia, y el propio
entre todas las ciencias existentes, se logra mediante el descubrimiento de unos principios
llamados segundos, para el caso de las ciencias particulares, y llamados primeros, para el
caso de la ciencia comtn o universal. Por ello “toda investigacion de las ciencias tedricas ha
de ser reducida (reducitur) a algunos principios (prima)” (83). Ahora bien, si se atiende a la
nocion de primeros principios se hallara un paralelismo con la nocioén de primeras concep-
ciones del intelecto. En efecto, Aersten declara que “Tomas traza un paralelismo entre la
resolucion de proposiciones a principios evidentes en si mismos [primeros principios], y la
resolucion de definiciones a concepciones primeras [primeras concepciones del intelecto]. El
término final de ambas reducciones no es un conocimiento probable, sino una primera in-
tuicion que es condicion de que haya scientia” (87). A ello se afiade que “Tomas habla de
primeros en plural: ‘Las primeras concepciones del intelecto, como ente y bondad’, concep-
ciones conocidas por todos, como el ente, la unidad y el bien” (90). “Pero atun cuando Tomas
reconoce una pluralidad de ‘primeros’, el ente claramente tiene prioridad: es el primero entre
iguales, el maxime primum” (90).

32 Cf. Juan J. Sanguineti, La filosofia de la ciencia segin Tomds de Aquino (Pamplona:
Eunsa, 1977), 69-74.

33 Tomas de Aquino, Super Sent., lib. 3, d. 27, q. 2, a. 4, qc. 2 co.
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inquantum est ens),”* y con ello, lo que caracteriza a cada uno en particu-
lar, en tanto que “la filosofia primera es de las cosas comunes (communia)
porque su consideracion es respecto de las mismas cosas comunes, a saber,
el ente, y sus partes y las pasiones del ente.”

Sin embargo no considera el gedbmetra este principio respecto de los
entes en cuanto son entes, sino en cuanto el ente es continuo, o se-
gun una dimension, como la linea; o dos, como la superficie; o tres,
como el cuerpo. Pero la filosofia primera no se dirige hacia las
partes de los entes en cuanto algo acontece en cada uno de ellos,
sino cuando se especula de tales en comiin 2’ de cada uno, [es decir]
se especula sobre el ente en cuanto es ente.”

Exposicion sintética sobre el unico subiectum de
los nombres teologia, metafisica y filosofia primera

Las ultimas palabras figuradas en el apartado anterior sefialaban la
comprension tomistica de la nocion ‘partes del ente’. También es posible
interpretar que esta idea signifique ‘modos de decirse del ente categorial’
en relacion con los predicamentos accidentales. Pero segliin esta lectura
podrian malinterpretarse los subiecta de las ciencias particulares o el pro-
pio de la ciencia universal. Sin embargo:

Pero lo que es de esta manera subiectum, que nunca es accidente, es
sustancia. De alli que en aquellas ciencias, de las cuales el
subiectum es alguna sustancia, la esencia del subiectum de ningin
modo puede ser una pasion, tal como sucede en la filosofia primera
y en la ciencia natural, que es del subiectum movil.*’

La puesta en escena de que los subiecta de la filosofia primera y de
las ciencias fisicas sean substancias, hace de la primera una ciencia de la
sustancia que se interpreta al modo del ente en cuanto ente, colocando la
nocién de sustancia sobre el nivel categorial propio de las sustancias fisi-
cas. El mismo Tomas explicita con mayor detenimiento en su comentario
al De Trinitate la distincion de ambitos entre ambas ciencias:

Luego muestra de cudles cosas sea la tercera, a saber, la divina:
teologia, esto es la tercera parte especulativa, que se dice divina

3% Cf. nota n. 35.
% Tomas de Aquino, Exp. Post. Ana., lib. 1, 1. 20, n. 5.
3 Tomas de Aquino, In Met., lib. 11, 1. 4, n. 3.
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o metafisica o filosofia primera, la cual es sin movimiento, en lo que
conviene con la matematica y difiere de la [ciencia] natural,
abstracta, a saber, de la materia, e inseparable, por las cuales ambas
cosas difiere de la matematica. En efecto, las cosas divinas son,
segun el ser, abstractas de la materia y el movimiento, pero de la
matematica, inabstractas, aunque son separables por consideracion.
Pero las cosas divinas son inseparables, porque nada es separable
sino lo que es continuo.™

La ciencia de la filosofia primera, llamada textualmente también
teologia y metafisica,” es considerada en unidad con el objeto de distin-
guirla de las dos restantes ciencias especulativas. Por lo mismo, si el su-
biectum de la ciencia primera es el ens o la substantia, entonces sus cara-
cteristicas seran abstracta per se y no per hominem, sine motu € insepa-
rabiles. Asimismo las explicaciones de tales caracteristicas hallan funda-
mento en el esse de la teologia que, mediante el mismo texto, dan razén de
su distincion existente con la matematica y la fisica.

Afos después, en su comentario a la metafisica, sostendra la misma
idea de la unidad de la ciencia primera al decir “que son tres las partes de
la filosofia teorética, a saber, la matematica, la fisica y la teologia, que es la
filosofia primera.”*® Ambos comentarios, luego de la unidad en el subiec-
tum, insisten también en la diferencia de nombre. A este respecto se mu-
estra primero el comentario al De Trinitate y luego aquel de la metafisica:

De lo cual es la teologia, es decir la ciencia divina, porque lo propio
de aquello es Dios, que recibe también el otro nombre de metafisica,
esto es, trans-fisica, porque después de la fisica la aprehendemos,
pues llegamos a conocerla yendo desde lo sensible hacia lo no-
sensible. Y se dice también filosofia primera, en cuanto todas las
otras ciencias toman sus principios de ella y la siguen.*’

37 Tomas de Aquino, Exp. Post. Ana., lib. 1,1. 2, n. 5.

¥ Tomas de Aquino, Super De Trin., pars 3, pr. 5.

3 Cf. Mario E. Sacchi, “Los nombres de la metafisica,” Sapientia LVI-210 (2001): 677—
681: El texto incluye algunas breves apreciaciones sobre la relacion que establece Tomas de
Aquino entre los nombres teologia, filosofia primera y metafisica. Cf. Jos¢ M. F. Mendoza,
“Aproximacion a una misma ciencia de tres nombres: Methaphysica, Philosophia prima
y Theologia en el comentario de Tomas de Aquino al De Trinitate boeciano,” Estudios
Filoséficos LX1I-179 (2013): 99-114.

“ Tomés de Aquino, In Met., lib. 6, 1. 1, n. 23: . . . quod tres sunt partes philosophiae
theoricae, scilicet mathematica, physica et theologia, quae est philosophia prima.”
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Se dice ciencia divina o teologia en cuanto considera las substancias
antes mencionadas [Dios y las sustancias intelectuales]. Se dice
metafisica en cuanto considera al ente o aquellas cosas que se siguen
de él mismo. En efecto, esta trans-fisica es descubierta en via de
resolucion® como lo mas comin después de lo menos comun. Con
todo, se dice [también] filosofia primera en cuanto considera las
causas primeras de las cosas. Asi, por lo tanto, es patente cual es el
sujeto de esta ciencia, y de qué modo se tenga a las otras ciencias,
y de qué manera se llamen.*

De la lectura de ambos textos se colige en primer lugar que los
nombres de filosofia primera y metafisica presentan mayor cercania con
aquel de teologia.* Ambos primeros nombres tienen por subiectum el
mismo ente en cuanto ente o sustancia que, en relacion con la consid-
eracion de Dios, se presentan gua impropios, porque si es manifiesto que el
subiectum de los tres nombres es el mismo, y que en su sentido propio es
Dios, los otros dos seran consideraciones validas, aunque inapropiadas
sensu strictu. De alli que, tras la metafisica y la filosofia primera, aparezca
Dios mismo bajo los nombres de ente o sustancia, y que a ellas también se
las llame ciencia divina.* Por lo mismo, tales reflexiones tomisticas en
torno a esta ciencia de lo divino no se diferencian por suponer distintas
perspectivas humanas, como si la filosofia primera fuera aquella ciencia de
Dios que mira en direccion hacia las otras ciencias, y en cambio, la
metafisica, como aquella ciencia divina que vuelve sobre si misma segin el

“ Tomés de Aquino, Super De Trin., pars 3, q. 5,a. 1, co. 3.

2 Para una explicacion concisa del método de resolucion o reduccion (resolutio), cf. Leo
J. Elders, Sobre el método..., 48.

“ Tomas de Aquino, In Met., pr.

La cercania entre los nombres de filosofia primera y metafisica no es puesta en duda,

seglin que ambas son consideradas ciencias, pero el nombre de teologia, si. Para una afirma-
cion de la teologia como ciencia en Tomas de Aquino, cf. Graciela L. Ritacco de Gayoso,
“Es la teologia una ciencia?,” Sapientia XLVI (1991): 191-202.
* En virtud de que algunos de los epitetos de la metafisica y la filosofia primera coinciden,
puede entenderse su relacion con la teologia del siguiente modo. Cf. Jean A. Aersten, La
filosofia medieval...: Ahora bien, “la causalidad de Dios puede diferenciarse de un modo
triple. El es la causa eficiente, ejemplar y final de las criaturas. Con esta causalidad triple,
Tomas conecta la triada de los trascendentales ‘ente’, ‘verdad’ y ‘bien’. ‘Entidad’ se refiere
a Dios como la causa eficiente, ‘verdad’ a Dios como la causa ejemplar, y ‘bondad’ a El
como causa final” (364). Y sin embargo conviene insistir que “la relacion entre los trascen-
dentales y lo divino es una relacién causal, pero la ratio de esta causalidad es que Dios
mismo es Ser, Unidad, Verdad y Bien de un modo eminente” (367).
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nombre de ente. Pareceria mas correcto entender que si el subiectum,
propie loquendo, es Dios, entonces cada nombre se relaciona con este fin
por medio de niveles del pensar especulativo, esto es: segin una compren-
sidén cada vez mas intensiva de lo mismo. De acuerdo a esta tesitura, la
filosofia primera es el primer modo de acercarse a Dios desde la exteriori-
dad, porque surge necesariamente desde la ciencia fisica, ya que, segun el
primer texto, “todas las otras ciencias toman sus principios de ella y la
siguen,”* o que, segin el siguiente, “considera las causas primeras de las
cosas.” A la vez, por medio de esta lectura en la que se enfatiza que se
procede desde lo externo a lo interno, la metafisica sera aquella misma
ciencia que considere al ente en si mismo y aquellas cosas que le siguen,
y finalmente la teologia, desde lo interno a lo intimo, como aquel mismo
saber que, habiendo considerado en si mismo al ente, comprehende que el
nombre de ente es inapropiado para Dios."’

Este camino, conforme al hombre que se eleva desde la ciencia
fisica hacia la teologia, puede comprenderse per se si se considera en
forma inversa. Que Dios sea el subiectum propio de la teologia significa
que el enlace especulativo entre tales nombres habilita a hablar de Dios en
cualquiera de estos niveles segun las consideraciones que se realicen en
cada uno de ellos. Y asi Dios se mostrara qua trascendental en la meta-
fisica y qua causa primera de todas las sustancias y principio de las mismas
en la filosofia primera.*®

Finalmente como corolario puede sostenerse que el correlato en la
mente del subiectum scientiae theologiae es la virtus sapientiae,” puesto

 Para una distincion de las clsese de principios cientificos, su relacion y resolucion ad
entem en Tomas de Aquino, cf. Juan J. Sanguineti, La filosofia de...., 300-304; 319-332.
Para una enunciacion sintética de los mismos, cf. Patricia Moya Cafas, El principio del
conocimiento en Tomas de Aquino (Pamplona: Eunsa, 1994), 39.

T En este contexto puede leerse perfectamente la siguiente expresion, cf. Jean A. Aersten, La
filosofia medieval...: “Tomas desarrolla la tesis de que la verdad es ‘el ultimo fin del uni-
verso entero, y la consideracion de que el hombre sabio aspira principalmente a la verdad’”
(357), y “como la verdad de una cosa es medida por el intelecto divino, Dios es la verdad
mas alta y perfecta” (359). “Por lo tanto, en Dios la verdad significa primariamente la ‘igual-
dad’ del intelecto divino y su esencia. Intelecto y Ser son uno en el Origen. Dios es la
Verdad” (359).

* Para una ampliacion de las relaciones entre los nombres de filosofia primera, teologia
y metafisica princialmente a través de la nocion de ente, véanse en especial los libros IV
y VI de la metafisica.

% Para una relacion general entre el habito de sabiduria, el de ciencia y los principios
cientificos, cf. Patricia Moya Cafias, El principio..., 138—147. Para un analisis detenido de la
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que el mismo Tomds, en consonancia con Aristoteles, enuncia “que el
filésofo toma alli a la filosofia en sentido estricto por sabiduria de las cosas
divinas, la cual sefiala el nombre especial de filosofia primera,” y que “la
sabiduria es la filosofia primera misma.””'

La razon de ser de la filosofia primera,
en su acepcion de ciencia universal o teologia,
como nexo con las ciencias particulares

Las consideraciones hechas hasta el momento sobre la filosofia pri-
mera sefialan, en relacioén con el actual apartado, el modo de presencia de
dicha ciencia en las ciencias segundas. Dicho aspecto de esta ciencia
universal se concretiza por medio de la causalidad primera™ y los
principios universales del pensar.” Y ello para Tomas sucede de un doble
modo. Por un lado, la consideracion de ambos aspectos desde la ciencia

nocion de sabiduria, cf. Juan F. Sellés, Los hdbitos intelectuales segiin Tomds de Aquino
(Pamplona: Eunsa, 2008), 561-615.

% Tomas de Aquino, Super Sent., lib. 3, d. 35, q. 1, a. 2, qc. 3, ad 2.

T Tomas de Aquino, Q. d. de anima, a. 16, co.

52 Cf. Tomas de Aquino, In Met., lib. 2, 1. 2, n. 9: “Si ergo huic deductioni adiungamus, quod
philosophia prima considerat primas causas, sequitur ut prius habitum est, quod ipsa consid-
erat ea, quae sunt maxime vera. Unde ipsa est maxime scientia veritatis.”

3 Tomas de Aquino, Exp. Post. Ana., lib. 1, 1. 17, n. 4: “Illa enim priora principia, per quac
possent probari singularum scientiarum propria principia, sunt communia principia omnium,
et illa scientia, quae considerat huiusmodi principia communia, est propria omnibus, idest ita
se habet ad ea, quae sunt communia omnibus, sicut se habent aliae scientiae particulares ad
ea, quae sunt propria. Sicut cum subiectum arithmeticae sit numerus, ideo arithmetica con-
siderat ea, quae sunt propria numeri: similiter prima philosophia, quae considerat omnia
principia, habet pro subiecto ens, quod est commune ad omnia; et ideo considerat ea, quae
sunt propria entis, quae sunt omnibus communia, tanquam propria sibi.” Cf. Tomas de
Aquino, Exp. Post. Ana., lib. 1, 1. 20, n. 5: “Quaecunque autem scientia argumentatur circa
communia rerum, oportet quod argumentetur circa principia communia, quia veritas prin-
cipiorum communium est manifesta ex cognitione terminorum communium, ut entis et non
entis, totius et partis, et similium. Dicit autem signanter: et si aliqua scientia tentet monstrare
communia, quia philosophia prima non demonstrat principia communia, sunt enim indemon-
strabilia simpliciter; sed aliqui errantes tentaverunt ea demonstrare, ut patet in IV metaphysi-
cae. Vel etiam quia, etsi non possunt demonstrari simpliciter, tamen philosophus primus
tentat ea monstrare eo modo, quo est possibile, scilicet contradicendo negantibus ea, per ea
quae oportet ab eis concedi, non per ea, quae sunt magis nota.” Cf. Leo J. Elders, Sobre el
método..., 46: Ejemplo de tales principios universales, y cuya interpretacion no es logica
sino metafisica, son omne ens est unum u omne ens est verum, etc. Y del mismo modo el
principio de no contradiccion porque “no es posible que la metafisica haga abstraccion de las
cosas concretas.”
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primera, y por el otro, la presencia de los mismos desde la ciencia segunda.
Por su parte, respetando los limites de cada ciencia, este enlace garantiza la
coexistencia de diferentes niveles de principios y la presencia de lo divino
no sélo en la teologia sino también en las ciencias segundas. Sobre esta
cuestion Tomas precisa:

Y por ello de vez en cuando por los principios de la filosofia hu-
mana procede la sabiduria divina. Pues también junto con los filo-
sofos la filosofia primera se visualiza en los textos de todas las cien-
cias a fin de mostrar su proposito.™

El nexo que une ambas partes se sintetiza en el término perfeccion,
ya que por este fin se las juzga principalmente desde su subiectum,
permitiendo asi que por medio de dicha exigencia judicativa las ciencias
segundas se llamen tales. Pues afiade:

... asi como sucede en las ciencias, que una Unica ciencia especial
es distinta de las otras ciencias, asi la filosofia primera instruye
atodas las otras ciencias [ddndoles] perfeccidén, en cuanto que su
objeto es comun segun la cosa del objeto (rem objectis) de todas las
otras ciencias.”

En consonancia con este texto de las Sententiae, Tomas precisa la
idea de perfeccion en cada ciencia al comprenderse que ellas proceden
analogamente a la relacion entre el intelecto y la razon.”® Segin esta ana-
logia la filosofia primera se despliega extensivamente a través de las cien-
cias segundas y vuelve sobre si. De este modo, el despliegue es el razocinio
de la filosofia primera sobre las ciencias segundas, y su retorno, desde las
ciencias segundas hacia la ciencia primera, es su juicio sintético, veridico
y universal. El texto afirma:

* Tomas de Aquino, Con. Gen., lib. 2, cap. 4, n. 5.

55 Tomas de Aquino, Super Sent., lib. 3,d. 27, q. 2, a. 4, qc. 2, ad 1.

6 Cf. Jean A. Aersten, La filosofia medieval...: “los primeros principios de demostracion se
relacionan con el ente como tal, su consideracion forma parte del oficio del metafisico. Que
los primeros principios se relacionan con el ente como tal se manifiesta en el hecho de que
todas las ciencias los usan. Esto deriva del hecho de que el ente puede predicarse del sujeto
de cada ciencia. Las ciencias particulares, sin embargo, no utilizan los primeros principios en
su extension universal, sino en la medida que se extienden a las clases particulares de entes
que constituyen los sujetos de esas ciencias” (48). Y por ello tiene ahora sentido decir que
“los primeros principios de la demostracion se componen de nociones trascendentales”
(150), y que “el principio de la ciencia no es scientia, sino intellectus” (177).
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De alli se evidencia que su consideraciébn es maximamente
intelectual. Y después también, que ella otorga los principios de
todas las otras ciencias, en cuanto la consideracion intelectual es el
principio de la racional, a causa de que se dice filosofia primera.
Y no obstante, ella misma se afiade después de la fisica y de las
demas ciencias, en cuanto la consideracion intelectual es el término
de la racional, a causa de que se dice metafisica como si [se digera]
trans-fisica, porque se presenta resolviendo después de la fisica.”’

Si la filosofia primera, llamada también aqui metafisica, aparece
después de la fisica, aunque simpliciter deba ser colocada antes, entonces
la filosofia primera (o también segun sus otros nombres) es al modo del
intelecto, y las ciencias segundas, al modo de la razon. Esto nuevamente
muestra la circularidad intelectiva de las ciencias, porque la filosofia
primera es principio y fin de todas ellas de diversa manera.” Es decir, la
filosofia primera respeta la autonomia de las ciencias, y ellas respetan su
dependencia de aquella. Esta idea aparece plasmada de diverso modo tanto
en el Compendium Theologiae como en el Comentario al De Anima:

Pues una potencia superior es cognoscitiva en uno y el mismo acto
de todas las cosas por las potencias inferiores de diversas maneras.
En efecto, el intelecto juzga, por una simple y tnica virtud, todas las
cosas percibidas por la vista, el oido y los demas sentidos. De modo
similar también sucede en las ciencias. Pues aunque las ciencias
inferiores se multipliquen segun los diversos géneros de las cosas,
respecto de las cuales versa la intencion de aquellas, existe una sin

T Tomas de Aquino, Super De Trin., pars 3, q. 6, a. 1, co.

% Cf. Jean A. Aersten, La filosofia medieval...: Las ciencias se relacionan con la metafisica
seglin una doble resolucion, ya que “su método [Tomas] es la ‘reduccion’ o ‘resolucion’ de
los contenidos de nuestro conocimiento a un primer concepto, ‘ente’” (252). A este respecto
conviene aclarar que “la distincién secundum rationem/secundum rem no es la oposicion
entre analisis ‘logico’ y ‘natural’. Més bien tiene que ver con aquello a lo que se dirige el
analisis discursivo de la razon. Puede ser otra cosa, cuando algo se reduce a sus causas
extrinsecas, pero no es su Unico término posible. En la resolucion secundum rationem, una
cosa se reduce a sus formas intrinsecas o principios” (136). Sobre esta base se dice que
“tiene sentido relacionar la resolucion secundum rem con la comunidad causal, y la re-
solucion secundum rationem con la comunidad por predicacion. La primera resolucion es un
analisis de causas extrinsecas y una reduccion a la causa mas universal . . . la resolucion
secundum rationem es un analisis de causas intrinsecas y una reduccion a la forma mas
general. El término final de este proceso es el ente, esto es, aquello que se predica de todas
las cosas. Existe una conexion entre esta resolucion y la resolucion secundum rem, porque la
altima reduccion es la reduccion a la causa del ente en cuanto ente” (137).
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embargo que les es superior y que reine para si todas las cosas
y que se llama filosofia primera.”

Como ensefa el filésofo en el XI libro “De los animales,” en
cualquier género de cosas es necesario primero considerar las
determinaciones comunes y generales, y después las propias de cada
género, las cuales, sin duda, son del modo como Aristételes las
considera en la filosofia primera. En efecto, la metafisica en primer
lugar trata y considera las cosas comunes del ente en cuanto ente,
y después en verdad, considera lo propio de cada ente . . .*

La presencia de la filosofia primera en cada una de las ciencias se-
gundas se manifiesta en orden a la posesion de la verdad que les corre-
sponde.®’ Por ello la ciencia primera recibira el epiteto de ‘ciencia de la
verdad’® al referirse a la verdad universaliter.”

% Tomas de Aquino, Comp. Theol., lib. 1, cap. 22, co.

% Tomas de Aquino, Sent. De anima, lib. 1, 1. 1, n. 1. Cf. Toméas de Aquino, /n Phys., lib. 1,
1.1,n. 4.

' Cf. Juan J. Sanguineti, La filosofia de..., 77: En este contexto afirma: “La metafisica
circula por dentro de cualquier ciencia, y se podria decir que la ciencia es participadamente
metafisica. Las ciencias particulares, aunque no estudian al ente en cuanto ente, tienen una
orientacion hacia el ser en un sentido analdgico y por participacion.”

82 Puede afirmarse que detras del nombre “ciencia de la verdad” se encuentra la identidad
trascendental entre verum y ens, porque la filosofia primera también recibe el nombre de
ciencia universal. Cf. Jean A. Aersten, La filosofia medieval...: Ahora bien, “la tesis de que
hay la misma disposicion al ser y a la verdad significa que el orden (ordo) en ambos es
idéntico. La razon es que una cosa es adecuada para ser conformada (adaequari) al intelecto
en la misma medida en que una cosa tenga entidad (entitas). En consecuencia, la nocion de
verdad se sigue de la de ente. La verdad aparece ahora no como un modo intramental de ser
sino como algo que tiene una dimension ontologica” (247). Y asi, por lo demas, se “deja
claro que para Tomas no hay una oposicion, sino, por el contrario, una relacion causal entre
la verdad de la cosa y la verdad del intelecto. La disposicion de una cosa es ‘el fundamento
y la causa’ de la verdad del intelecto” (248). Y a partir de todo ello puede decirse que Tomas
prefirio la formula de la adecuacion porque esta definicion expresa mas completamente el
caracter relacional de la verdad (249), ya que para Tomas es evidente por si mismo que “todo
el que define la verdad correctamente, pone al intelecto en su definicién” (250), puesto que
“la formula de la adaequatio no solo expresa el caracter relacional de la verdad, sino que
también especifica la relacion entre cosa e intelecto” (259). Y en esta relacion ““‘verdad’ se
corresponde con ‘cosa’ porque la conformidad del ente con el intelecto es una adecuacion en
la que el ente es asimilado segin su ‘realidad’, esto es, su quididad o especie” (257). La
razén de ser de esta relacion entre ente y verdad es que “el término ‘verdadero’ debe ser
predicado primariamente de aquello en lo cual el concepto de verdad es completado. La
relaciéon de conformidad se completa en y a través del intelecto. Por tanto, la verdad del
intelecto es el sentido primario de la verdad . . . La verdad pertenece a la cosa solo en sentido
secundario, a saber, en cuanto es adecuada al intelecto . . . el ser esta primariamente en las
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Pues cada una de las ciencias particulares considera cierta verdad
particular respecto de un género determinado de ente, como la
geometria respecto de las magnitudes de las cosas, y la aritmética
con los mimeros. Pero la filosofia primera considera la verdad
universal de los entes. Y por ello en relacion a esto, al filosofo
pertenece considerar que en cierto modo es propio del hombre
conocer [toda] verdad.”

Pero porque muchas son las ciencias especulativas que consideran la
verdad, puestas por ejemplo la geometria y la aritmética, fue
necesario en consecuencia mostrar que la filosofia primera
maximamente considera la verdad, a causa de esto mismo que se
mostrd antes, a saber, que es considerativa de las primeras causas.®

Por ultimo se explicita el modo de regencia de la filosofia primera

y la salubridad que ello supone para las mismas ciencias segundas.

Sin embargo a todas las ciencias y artes ordenadas a aquella parece
pertenecer el ultimo fin que es preceptivo y arquitectéonico de las
otras. Asi el arte de la gobernacion, que se consolida como el fin de
la nave, que es su uso, es arquitectonico y preceptivo respecto de la
fabricacion de las naves. Y este es el modo que tiene para si la fi-
losofia primera en relacion con las otras ciencias especulativas, pues
todas las otras [ciencias] dependen de ella, puesto que por ella las
otras toman sus principios, y se dirigen contra quienes niegan [sus]
principios. La misma filosofia primera se ordena toda al cono-
cimiento de Dios como a su ultimo fin, y de alli que se mencione
también como ciencia divina. Por lo tanto el conocimiento de la
[ciencia] divina es el fin ultimo de todo conocimiento y actividad
humana.®

En verdad hay otras ciencias que se benefician de su conocimiento
[la ciencia metafisica], como la musica, las [ciencias] morales
y otras. Pero esto no conviene que sea un circulo [vicioso], ya que

cosas, la verdad primariamente en el intelecto” (261). Cf. Leo J. Elders, Sobre el método...,

45.

8 Cf. Tomés de Aquino, In Met., lib. 6, 1. 1, n. 26: “sed philosophia prima est universaliter
communis omnium.”
# Tomas de Aquino, In Met., lib. 2, 1. 1, n. 1. Cf. Tomas de Aquino, Sent. Met., lib. 2, 1. 2,

n. 2.

% Tomas de Aquino, /n Met., lib. 2,1. 2, n. 3.
% Tomas de Aquino, Con. Gen., lib. 3, cap. 25, n. 9.
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estas mismas [ciencias] suponen aquella [la metafisica], ya que ellas
[las ciencias] han tomado sus principios de otra y los han probado
en ellas, porque los principios que toma la ciencia natural de la
filosofia primera no prueban aquellas cosas que también el filésofo
en primer lugar considera de la [ciencia] natural, ya que se prueban
por los principios en si evidentes; y de modo similar, el filosofo
primero no prueba los principios que trae de la [ciencia] natural por
los principios que ha tomado de ella misma [es decir, de la misma
ciencia natural], sino por los principios en si evidentes. Y asi no hay
ningun circulo [vicioso] en la definicion.”’

Consideraciones finales y algunos afiadidos

Se ha intentado mediante el presente trabajo poner al descubierto la
misma letra de fray Tomas en lo concerniente a la ciencia primera o filo-
sofia primera. In medias res, se ha atendido a la convergencia de este nom-
bre con aquellos de metafisica y teologia con el fin de evitar el equivoco de
comprenderlas como ciencias diversas.”® De ello parece resaltar que los
principios universales de la ciencia primera guian, mediante juicios, los
propios de las ciencias particulares, aun cuando ellas conserven cierta auto-
nomia. Ademas, que esos principios se enraizan en una comprension meta-
fisica® (no gnoseolégica) del ente, la substancia o Dios. Luego, que por
medio de tales principios es posible ascender o descender entre las cien-
cias, sin que ello signifique un reduccionismo a una lectura logico-con-
ceptual de los mismos.” Finalmente, que la filosofia primera es llamada
también ‘ciencia primera’, porque considera las ‘causas primeras de las
cosas’.

Tal consideraciéon no precisamente logica/gnoseoldgica, sino ati-
nente al ente per se, remarca el hecho de que bajo un estudio exhaustivo de

7 Tomas de Aquino, Super De Trin., pars 3, q. 5,a. 1,ad 9.

8 Véase como antecedente de una significacion diversa de la metafisica donde sus nombres
significan ciencias diversas en, Charles H., Lohr, “Del Aristotelismo medieval al aristotel-
ismo renacentista,” Patristica et Mediaevalia XVII (1996): 3—15.

% Cf. Leo I. Elders, Sobre el método. .., 49: “se puede notar que de hecho el metafisico debe
estar en contacto con las cosas: sus conclusiones se refieren a la realidad; toda la metafisica
estd acompafiada de una experiencia del ser propio del filésofo y de la experiencia de la
realidad material que proveen los sentidos.”

" Para el ocaso de la filosofia primera después de Tomas de Aquino, cf. Mario E. Sacchi,
“Guillermo de Ockham. El apogeo del nominalismo escolastico y la imposibilidad de la
metafisica,” Sapientia LX-217 (2005): 59-88.
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las ciencias fisicas pueda accederse coherentemente a la metafisica sin co-
meter pasos en falso, mostrando que la postulacion de la metafisica, y con
ello la existencia de entes inmateriales no solo sea posible, sino que dicha
posibilidad se asiente sobre el previo hecho de su existencia. Dicho de otro
modo, la importancia de la filosofia primera como ciencia radica en la
posibilidad de acceder a, y mostrar cientificamente que los dogmas religio-
sos son, sin perder su misterio, en parte explicables por la razéon. En con-
secuencia, negar la filosofia primera separaria en dos una misma realidad
(visible e invisible), provocando el oscurecimiento de la realidad invisible
y luego afirmando su inexistencia. Por medio de este camino, dicha ruptura
daria lugar a una dialéctica entre quienes reducen el mundo, en términos de
Tomas, a la ‘ciencia fisica’ como ‘ciencia primera’ y quienes, sabiendo del
merecido titulo de ‘ciencia primera’ para la ‘metafisica’, lo hayan olvi-
dado, o no sepan mostrarlo, a falta de un adecuado cultivo y estudio de la
‘metafisica’ como ‘filosofia primera’.

Ahora bien, el hecho de que entre los intérpretes de Tomas este vo-
cablo quedase oscurecido, siendo preferentemente escogidos aquellos otros
dos de metafisica y teologia para explicar mas cabalmente el quehacer de
dicha ciencia, ensombrecia el modo de la relacion entre las ciencias par-
ticulares y la teologia. Esto es, se asumia, aunque quizd todavia hoy se
asuma, que las ciencias particulares estan sujetas a la metafisica, pero no se
ve exactamente como, ya que este hecho sélo se afirma sin investigaciones
que muestren el modo de ensamblaje de cada una de aquellas ciencias con
la ciencia universal.

Por lo mismo, entre sus consecuencias puede observarse: (1) la pet-
rificacion relacional entre la ciencia universal y las ciencias paticulares;
(2) la transformacion de esta idea en prejuicio arraigado en la costumbre
y juzgado como dificilmente sostenible (Descartes); (3) el rompimiento, de
hecho, entre la metafisica como ciencia y las demas ciencias (Kant); (4) la
desaparicion de la nocion de filosofia primera; (5) la reduccion de la meta-
fisica a gnoseologia o logica’’ (Juan de Santo Tomas); (6) la reclusion
y preferencia de uso del término ‘metafisica’ para %uienes ofician de
filésofos o analogamente para quienes son tedlogos;’” (7) el reconoci-
miento para el pensar posmoderno de que los términos metafisica y teolo-

"' Cf. Leo J. Elders, Sobre el método..., 49: “hay que conceder que una metafisica auténtica
no es una cadena de deducciones, a la manera de Descartes, Spinoza o Hegel.”
2 Para una mostracion ejemplificativa en la historia del tomismo de la separacion entre
filosofia y teologia, cf. Sigrid Miiller, “Interpretacion de santo Tomas. Principios her-
menéuticos al comienzo de la via moderna,” Communio 36/2 (2003): 325-359.
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gia son cuestiones diferentes y oscuras; y (8) la constante corroboracion,
y por ello el surgimiento de la epistemologia contempordnea, de la contra-
diccion entre las ciencias, su falta de unidad y su postulacion autonoma
como ciencias supremas.

Finalmente, una nueva lectura del término ‘filosofia primera’ entre
las obras del Aquinate, ha tenido el triple cometido de colaborar en el es-
clarecimiento de su doctrina, de arrojar luz sobre la historia de la filosofia
como historia de la ciencia, y quiza aiin mas importante para la posmod-
ernidad, aportar un capitulo de la ciencia a la epistemologia con el objeto
de abrir nuevos horizontes de discusion o debate.”

AN INTRODUCTION TO THE ANALYSIS OF THE NOTION PHILOSOPHIA
PRIMA IN THOMAS AQUINAS AND ITS REGULATIVE IMPLICATIONS IN
PARTICULAR SCIENCES

SUMMARY

Both in his comments on the Sententiae of Peter Lombard and in his Summa Theologiae,
Thomas Aquinas uses the term philosophia prima. Although it is not used by Aquinas fre-
quently, this term marks the technical sense which links theologia and metaphysica as the
first sciences with the second sciences, like physics. Against this background, this article
attempts to clarify: (1) the need of first philosophy to exist, (2) the Thomistic position which
claims that there is only one supreme science which, though possessing three names, has
God as its only subiectum, and (3) the meaning of the term philosophia prima.

KEYWORDS: Thomas Aquinas, philosophia prima, metaphysica, theologia, scientia spe-
cialis, scientia universalis.

3 Entre los numerosos didlogos (o intentos) entre el pensamiento de Tomés de Aquino y la
epistemologia contemporanea, puede citarse a modo de ejemplo el siguiente texto, cf.
Gabriel J. Zanotti, “Epistemologia contemporanea y filosofia cristiana,” Sapientia XLVI
(1991): 119-150: Y esto porque sintetiza los principales postulados de la epistemologia
contemporanea a través de quienes son sus maximamente representantes: El neopositivismo,
T. Kuhn, I. Lakatos, K. Popper y P. K. Feyerabend. Sin embargo la situacién de Tomas de
Aquino ante la epistemologia no deja de presentarse como una empresa sumamente osada.
Porque por lo general se reduce la vision tomistica de la ciencia a postulados descontextuali-
zados, y se introducen en el pensamiento tomistico posiciones que le son ajenas, desvirtu-
ando asi su doctrina. Y ello ha acaecido del mismo modo en contraste con la modernidad,
cuando se han buscado similitudes principalmente con el pensar kantiano.
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Francuz, Etienne Gilson (1884-1978), i Amerykanin, Albert G.A.
Balz (1887-1957), chociaz urodzeni po dwu roéznych stronach Atlantyku,
mieli wiele wspolnego, jesli chodzi o wyksztatcenie i dziatalno$¢ akade-
micka. Przez swoja pracg¢ naukowa wywarli na siebie niematy wptyw i stali
si¢ przyjaciolmi na cate zycie. Obaj studiowali filozofig: Gilson w Lycée
Henri le Grand i w Uniwersytecie Paryskim, Balz w Uniwersytecie Wirgi-
nii i w Uniwersytecie Columbii. Obydwaj uzyskali doktorat na podstawie
rozpraw o wybitnych filozofach XVII wieku—Gilson o Kartezjuszu, Balz
o Hobbesie i Spinozie. Po obronie doktoratu Balz rozpoczat pracg na Wy-
dziale Filozofii Uniwersytetu Wirginii w 1913 roku, a w 1920 zostat pro-
fesorem." Gilson, po kilku latach nauczania w liceach (1907—1913), uczyt
przez rok w Uniwersytecie w Lille. W 1914 roku, gdy wybuchta I wojna
Swiatowa, zostat zmobilizowany i przydzielony do piechoty. W 1916 roku
dostat si¢ do niewoli niemieckiej. Do 1918 roku byt jencem wojennym, po-
tem wrocit do pracy nauczyciela akademickiego na Uniwersytecie w Stras-
burgu. W 1921 roku odszedt stamtad, poniewaz powotano go na stanowis-
ko profesora filozofii na Sorbonie i kierownika Katedry Teologii i Filozofii
Sredniowiecznej w Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes w Paryzu.

Editio prima: Richard Fafara, “Etienne Gilson in Charlottesville,” Philosophy and Theology
26:2 (2014): 295-305; doi: 10.5840/philtheol201492314.

! Szczegoly biograficzne z zycia obydwu uczonych wzigto z “Vie, Titres et Fonctions
d’Etienne Gilson”, w Melanges offerts a Etienne Gilson, red. Alex Denomy (Toronto: Pon-
tifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies & Paris: J. Vrin, 1959), 9-14; Lawrence K. Shook,
Etienne Gilson (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Medieaval Studies, 1984); oraz Thelma
Z. Lavine, “Balz Albert George Adam,” w Dictionary of Virginia Biography, t. 1, red. John
T. Kneebone i in. (Richmond: Library of Virginia, 1998), 311-312.
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Gilson napisal dwie tezy doktorskie—duza o Kartezjuszu i mata
o scholastyce—pod kierunkiem Lucien Levy—Bruhla, profesora Sorbony.
O swoim promotorze napisal, ze byt to “[c]ztowiek, dzigki ktéremu po raz
pierwszy zetknatem si¢ z mys$la Tomasza z Akwinu.” Levy-Bruhl, zda-
niem Gilsona, “nigdy ani nie otworzyt zadnego z dziet Tomasza, ani tez
nie zamierzat tego uczyni¢.” Przekazat jednak Gilsonowi umiejgtnosé “wi-
dzenia faktow w catoSciowym, zimnym i obiektywnym S$wietle, takimi,
jakie byty one w rzeczywisto$ci.” W ciagu dziewigciu lat pisania tez do-
ktorskich pod kierunkiem Levy—Bruhla, Gilson nauczyt si¢ dwoch rzeczy:
“po pierwsze, czytania Swigtego Tomasza z Akwinu i, po drugie, tego, ze
Kartezjusz na prozno usitowat rozwiazac filozoficzne problemy . . . [kt6-
rych] nie mozna . . . ani poprawnie sformutowaé, ani tez rozwiazaé w o-
derwaniu od metody $wigtego Tomasza z Akwinu.”” Gilson stopniowo na-
brat przekonania o wyzszosci mysli §redniowiecznej nad bardziej “nowo-
czesng” filozofia. Swoja prace doktorska zakonczyt nastgpujacym komen-
tarzem: “mysl Kartezjusza, w porownaniu ze zrodtami, z ktorych korzysta,
jawi sie raczej jako wielka strata, niz zysk.”

Balz znat przetomowe studia Gilsona nad Kartezjuszem, a takze je-
go dzieta o filozofii nowozytnej 1 Sredniowiecznej (osiem ksiazek, ponad
40 artykutéw 1 wiele recenzji opublikowanych przed 1945 rokiem). Po-
dzielat tez zainteresowanie Gilsona scholastycznymi zrodtami filozofii no-
wozytnej. To sprawito, ze Balz zaprosit Gilsona na Uniwersytet Wirginii
w 1926 roku w celu przeprowadzenia dwoch serii wyktadow letnich. Miata
to by¢ pierwsza wizyta Gilsona w Stanach Zjednoczonych, stad francuski
filozof obawial sig, ze jego umiejetnosci moéwienia po angielsku nie beda
wystarczajace. Balz jednak zapewnit go, ze “[t]o nie ma znaczenia. Wszys-
cy zle méwimy po angielsku: w Ameryce musisz po prostu mie¢ odwage
zacza¢ moéwié, potem mow na swoj wilasny sposob.”* Gilson wyptynat
z Le Havre pod koniec lipca 1926 roku. Po przybyciu do Nowego Jorku
wsiadl w nocny pociag do Charlotesville. Balz wyszed! po niego na dwo-
rzec nastgpnego dnia, a nastgpnie odwiozt do Klubu Colonnade, gdzie Gil-
son mieszkat przez caty swoj dwumiesigczny pobyt w USA.

Od 2 sierpnia do 12 wrze$nia, Gilson wyglosit dwie serie wykta-
dow: “Rozwdj mysli od XII do XVI wieku” i “Ewolucja mysli francuskiej

? Etienne Gilson, Bdg i filozofia, thum. Maria Kochanowska (Warszawa: Instytut Wydaw-
niczy PAX, 1982), 8-9.

? Etienne Gilson, The Philosopher and Theology, thum. Cécile Gilson (New York: Random
House, 1962), 88-89.

4 Shook, Etienne Gilson, 139.
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od XVI wieku do dzis.” Wyktady gloszone w jezyku angielskim uzupet-
nialo translatorium tekstow z filozofii francuskiej na jezyk angielski pro-
wadzone przez specjalistow. W zajeciach uczestniczyli gldéwnie mtodzi
studenci (cho¢ byty tez dwie studentki) oraz trzech profesorow i kilka ko-
biet, ktére znaty nieco jezyk francuski i wysoko cenity francuska kulture.
Z Charlottesville Gilson czgsto pisat listy do swojej zony, Teresy, opowia-
dajac jej szczegdtowo o swoich przezyciach. W listach tych wspominat pa-
nig Randolph, pania Godwin, ktéra mieszkata w pigknym domu w stylu
greckim, zbudowanym z biatego kamienia i otoczonym duzym ogrodem;’
pisat tez o pani Neff, pani Balz, pani Forsyth, ktora przez reszt¢ roku
mieszkata na ranczo w Wyoming; miejsce w jego listach do zony znalazta
rowniez pani Blake, ktora spedzata wigksza czgs$¢ roku w willi na Przylad-
ku Martin, miata mieszkanie w Paryzu i wnosila wiele z francuskiej femme
de chambre w spotkania w Charlottesville. Wspomniane panie, podobnie
jak profesorowie—Port i Lefevre, ktorzy takze uczyli filozofii, wkroétce
zaczely zaprasza¢ Gilsona na obiady i kolacje, a takze zabiera¢ go razem
ze swymi rodzinami na wycieczki po okolicy. Gilson rozkoszowal si¢
zwiedzaniem Monticello (“w stylu Palladium, przepigknie potozone™),
Natural Bridge, Waszyngtonu oraz Uniwersytetu w Lee.

Ciekawos$¢ Gilsona budzity amerykanskie zaklady fryzjerskie dla
mezezyzn, ostre w smaku melony-kantalupy z Wirginii, soczyste brzo-
skwinie sprzedawane na przydroznych stoiskach, sprawny system zywienia
w barach samoobstugowych, napoje migtowe (mimo zawartosci alkoholu
objetego prohibicja), tanie sklepy “Five and Dime,” wynajem samocho-
dow “Drive It Yourself.” Szczegotowo opisywat Teresie Kodeks Hono-
rowy Uniwersytetu Wirginii, “z ktdrego stusznie wszyscy byli dumni.” Na
przyktad, gdy jaki$ student zostat przylapany na $ciaganiu, to osoba, ktora
go przylapata, zglaszata sprawe do Sadu Studenckiego. Jesli Sad uznat
wing oskarzonego, to zasadzat wyrok usunigcia go ze studiow, ustalajac
dzien i godzing odej$cia winnego z uniwersytetu. W oznaczonym czasie
dwustu studentéw petnito warte na ulicy i czuwato nad tym, by winny o-
puscit uniwersytet; pilnowano go do momentu, az ten wsiadt do pociagu
i odjechat. Na koniec Sad informowat rektora, ze student X musiat opusci¢

’ Chodzi o dom pod nazwa William Hall Goodwin House, ktéry jest historycznym obicktem,
zdobywca wielu nagrod; zostat zaprojektowany przez wybitnego architekta, Eugene’a
Bradbury’ego, wybudowano go w 1923 roku, stoi na rogu u zbiegu ulic Rugby i Oxford
w Charlottesville.



66 Richard Fafara

uniwersytet z powodu braku honoru. Gilson stwierdzil, ze system ten “za-
stuguje na najwyzsze uznania.”

Od poczatku wyktadéw, Gilson martwit si¢ o swoj méwiony angiel-
ski. Szybko jednak czynit postepy, tak ze jego stuchacze na pewno dowie-
dzieli si¢ wiele o filozofii francuskiej. Wciaz rosto grono jego przyjaciot
i znajomych. Poznat pania Wagenheim oraz profesora Ecolsa i jego zong.
Od drugiej potowy sierpnia zycie towarzyskie stawato si¢ coraz intensyw-
niejsze, a Gilson byl zachwycony swoim otoczeniem i spotecznoscia
w Charlottesville.” Krétko méwiac, Gilson pokochat klimat Wirginii, tam-
tejsze gory 1 urocza potudniowa kulture mieszkancéw Charlottesville. Pod
koniec sierpnia 1926 roku pisat do Teresy: “az trudno mi wyrazi¢, jak mili
sa dla mnie wszyscy. Nigdy nie spotkalem si¢ z tak wyrafinowana kultura
bycia;” “ludzie sa tak pieknie i dobrze wychowani . . . Zycie ptynie tu
w spokojny, regularny sposob, ktory mnie zdumiewa. Dlaczego nie urodzi-
lem si¢ w Wirginii? I dlaczego nie ucze filozofii mtodych Amerykanow?”™

Po pobycie Gilsona w Uniwersytecie Wirginii, praca obydwu pro-
fesoréw, Balza i Gilsona, potoczyta si¢ podobnym torem. W 1926 roku
Balz zostat dziekanem Wydziatu Filozofii w Uniwersytecie Wirginii, ktory
to urzad piastowat do 1955 roku. W latach dwudziestych i trzydziestych
Balz opublikowal wiele artykutow o Kartezjuszu, znaczacych kartezja-
nistach i rozwoju doktryny kartezjanskiej.” Szczegolnie interesowato go to,
co Kartezjusz zaczerpnal z mysli scholastycznej i tomizmu (co rowniez
byto przedmiotem badan prowadzonych przez Gilsona). Balz petnit tez
liczne funkcje: byt przewodniczacym Towarzystwa Filozoficznego w A-
meryce, Towarzystwa Filozoficznego w Wirginii, Poludniowego Stowa-
rzyszenia Filozofow i Psychologéw oraz Poludniowego Towarzystwa Ba-
dan nad Psychologia Religii. Byt takze cztonkiem, a przez wiele lat pre-
zesem, Rady Szkot w Charlottesville. Jesli za$ chodzi o Gilsona, to na lata
1925-1932 przypadt szczyt jego kariery profesorskiej na Sorbonie. W roku
1929 zatozyt Instytut Studiéw nad Sredniowieczem w Toronto i odtad spe-
dzat czgs¢ kazdego roku w Kanadzie. W 1932 roku otrzymat posade w pre-
stizowym College de France jako profesor filozofii sredniowieczne;.

¢ List Gilsona do zony z 5 wrzesnia 1926 roku. Zob. Gilson’s Letters to Thérése Gilson,
(August 3—September 7, 1926), Gilson Papers, Etienne Gilson Archives, John’a M. Kelly
Library of St. Michael’s College, University of Toronto, Canada.

7 Shook, Etienne Gilson, 139-144.

¥ List Gilsona do zony z 24 sierpnia 1926 roku (cyt. za Shook, Etienne Gilson, 143).

® Gregor Sebba, Bibliographia Cartesiana: A Critical Guide to the Descartes Literature
1800-1960 (Dordrecht: Springer, 1964), 163—164.
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W 1935 roku Balz namawiat Gilsona, aby ten ponownie odwiedzit
Wydziat Filozofii na Uniwersytecie Wirginii w 1936 roku i poprowadzit
czwartg seri¢ Wyktadow im. James’a W. Richarda. Balz przekonywat: “dla
nas wyktady Richarda nigdy nie beda tym, czym powinny by¢, bez Gilsona
jako wyktadowcey.”'” Wyktady Richarda zostaly ustanowione jako spelnie-
nie, wyrazonej w testamencie, ostatniej woli Este Coffinberry’ego (1857—
1921)—ich celem miato by¢ gromadzenie uczonych w Charlottesville po
to, aby poruszali tematy pozostajace “w kregu chrzescijanstwa.” W swoim
testamencie Coffinberry rozporzadzit takze, aby wyktadowca byt uczonym
o mi¢dzynarodowej renomie, a wyklady byly tak przygotowane i na takim
poziomie, by Uniwersytet mogt je publikowaé w formie ksiazkowe;j.""

Gilson, wdzigczny Balzowi za swa pierwsza wizyte¢ w Ameryce,
przyjat kolejne zaproszenie Balza, ale dopiero na rok 1937. Poczatkowo
rozwazat podjecie zagadnienia teologii Heloizy (umitowanej Abelarda),
jednak ostatecznie postanowit przedstawi¢ temat: “Rozum i Objawienie
w Sredniowieczu.” Temat ten pozwolit mu powrdci¢ do nietatwej proby
potaczenia wiary i wiedzy w organiczna calo$é; wczesniej zadanie to po-
dejmowat w swoich wyktadach zatytutowanych “Jednos¢ do§wiadczenia
filozoficznego,” ktore wyglosit na Harwardzie w pierwszym semestrze ro-
ku akademickiego 1936—1937.

Gdy Balz radzit si¢ Gilsona, czy ma napisa¢ ksiazke o Kartezjuszu,
ten zachgcit go do podjecia si¢ tego zadania. Gilson znat bowiem wszyst-
kie artykuty Balza o Kartezjuszu i kartezjanistach, i dobrze je oceniat.

Z kolei, co do spisania swoich wyktadow w Charlottesville na po-
trzeby przysztej ksiazki, Gilson utyskiwat, ze to bedzie “za trudne,” ponie-
waz “zycie tam jest tak pelne uroku, ze to prawie zbrodnia zajmowac si¢
czym innym, niz rozkoszowanie si¢ nim.”"

W trzech Wyktadach Richarda, wygtoszonych wieczorami w dniach
od 9 do 11 pazdziernika 1937 roku w Madison Hall w Uniwersytecie Wir-
ginii, Gilson uporzadkowal mys$l §w. Tomasza, analizujac ja, a nast¢pnie
dokonujac syntezy wczesniej wyrdznionych cze$ci. Wyklady te stanowity
wazny krok w zrozumieniu relacji migdzy filozofia i teologia w mysli $w.
Tomasza.

1 List Balza do Gilsona z 16 grudnia 1935 roku. Zob. Papers of Albert G.A. Balz, Box 2,
Special Collections, University of Virginia Library.

' List Balza do Gilsona z 29 listopada 1935 roku. Zob. Papers of Albert G.A. Balz, Box 2.

"2 List Gilsona do Balza z 14 lipca 1935 roku. Zob. Papers of Albert G. Balz, Box 2.
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W Wyktadach Richarda Gilson, z charakterystycznym dla siebie po-
taczeniem erudycji, klarownosci i dowcipu, zdyskredytowat prymitywne
zatozenie, ze “od powstania chrzescijanstwa do poczatkéw renesansu ro-
zum naturalny zaémiewata $lepa wiara w absolutng prawde chrzescijan-
skiego Objawienia.”" Gilson podwazyt to stwierdzenie, analizujac zwiazki
migdzy racjonalizmem i fideizmem w trzech gléwnych “duchowych rodzi-
nach,” czyli trzech filozoficznych tradycjach Sredniowiecza.

W swoim pierwszym wyktadzie pt. “Prymat wiary,” Gilson mowit
o tych, ktorzy glosili, ze istnieje zasadnicza réznica migdzy wiara a ro-
zumem. Przyznawali oni pierwszenstwo wierze, poniewaz uznali radykalna
niewystarczalno$¢ ludzkiego rozumu, gdy ten pozbawiony jest oparcia
w Objawieniu. Posrod nich znalezli si¢ tacy fundamentalisci, jak Tertulian,
ktory utrzymywat, ze “skoro Bog przemoéwit do nas, to niepotrzebne nam
juz jest myslenie.”'* Do tej samej rodziny Gilson zaliczyl $w. Augustyna
ijego nastgpcow (takich jak §w. Anzelm, Roger Bacon, Raymond Lull
i Nicolas Malebranche)—przyjmowali oni wiarg za punkt wyjScia, uzna-
wali ja za konieczny warunek rozumienia, a nastgpnie probowali osiagnaé
racjonalne zrozumienie tresci wiary. Sw. Anzelm zwigzle, ale tresciwie
podsumowat ten warunek w swoim stynnym stwierdzeniu Credo ut intel-
ligam (Wierze, aby zrozumiec¢). W ciagu wiekow przedstawiciele Augusty-
nizmu budowali bardzo zréznicowane systemy filozoficzne—tatwo bo-
wiem zgadzali si¢ migdzy soba co do tego, w co nalezy wierzy¢, lecz
roznili si¢ w sprawie tego, co mozna zrozumiec.

W swoim drugim wyktadzie pt. “Prymat rozumu” Gilson badat po-
glad, zgodnie z ktorym traktuje si¢ rozum czy spekulacje filozoficzne jako
autonomiczne. Biegna one niejako swoim wiasnym torem, podczas gdy O-
bjawienie—swoim. Podobne podejscie jako pierwszy zaprezentowat filo-
zof muzutmanski, Awerroes. Wedtug niego, rozum o wtasnych sitach po-
trafi doj$¢ do swojej prawdy i poprze¢ ja koniecznymi dowodami. W XIII
wieku stanowisko to stato si¢ znane wsrod myslicieli chrze$cijanskich, kto-
rzy podzielili si¢ na dwie grupy. Pierwsza z nich uwazata filozofi¢ za in-

1 Btienne Gilson, Reason and Revelation in the Middle Ages (New York: Charles Scribners’
Sons, 1939, 19667), 3-4. Dwa ostatnie wyklady zostaly takze wygloszone w Uniwersytecie
Fordham w grudniu 1937 roku. Zob. Anton C. Pegis, “Recenzja ksiazki Reason and Revela-
tion,” Thought 14:2 (June 1939): 341. Inny recenzent, nie dajac si¢ przekona¢ gtownej tezie
wykltadoéw Gilsona, nazwat “urocza, matg ksiazeczke” Gilsona “anty-naukowa.” Zob. Justus
Buchler, “Philosophers, Intuitive and Scientific,” Virginia Quarterly Review (Spring 1939):
311-312.

14 Gilson, Reason and Revelation, 6.
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teresujace, ale bezuzyteczne ¢wiczenie intelektu nieuchronnie prowadzace
do konkluzji, ktére nalezy odrzucié, poniewaz sa one sprzeczne z danymi
Objawienia. Druga grupa sktadata si¢ z “czystych” racjonalistow. Opo-
wiadali si¢ oni zdecydowanie po stronie ortodoksji w religii, a jednoczes-
nie catkowicie ufali filozofii. Wskazywali na sprzecznosci w doktrynach
teologicznych, ktore skadinad oglaszali przedmiotem swej niezachwianej
wiary. Innymi stowy, wedlug racjonalistow, filozofia i teologia nalezaty do
dwoch roznych porzadkow. Filozofowie nie powinni mieszac si¢ w sprawy
teologdow 1 odwrotnie, poniewaz jedni i drudzy chodza swoimi wlasnymi
drogami i postuguja si¢ ré6znymi metodami, specyficznymi dla swoich od-
rebnych dziedzin.

W swoim ostatnim wyktadzie pt. “Harmonia mi¢dzy rozumem i O-
bjawieniem” Gilson omowit mysl §w. Tomasza pod katem rozwigzania
problemu, ktérego dwa poprzednie kregi filozoficzne nie potrafity rozwia-
za¢, wprowadzajac sztywny rozdzial pomigdzy wiara i wiedza. Wedtug
teologizmu, wszystkie czg¢$ci Objawienia winny by¢ zrozumiane, natomiast
w racjonalizmie utrzymywano, ze zadnej cze$ci Objawienia nie da si¢ zro-
zumie€. Gilson wskazat na to, ze §w. Tomasz, ktory pierwszy przedstawit
koncepcje teologii jako nauki, przyjat subtelniejsze 1 bardziej harmonijne
stanowisko.

Zdaniem $w. Tomasza, Objawienie dostarcza wszystkim ludziom
prawd wiary, ktére sg im niezb¢dne do zbawienia. W Objawieniu $w. To-
masz rozroznit prawdy dostepne dla ludzkiego rozumu i te, ktére prze-
kraczaja rozum. Niektére prawdy Objawienia mozna racjonalnie udowod-
ni¢ (np. istnienie Boga), ale musiaty one zosta¢ objawione, poniewaz nie
kazdy cztowiek jest filozofem, a kazdy potrzebuje zbawienia (wigc musi
zna¢ te prawdy). Czesci Objawienia dostepne dla przyrodzonego rozumu
nalezy uwazaé raczej za konieczne i wstepne zalozenia wiary, niz za same
przedmioty wiary we wlasciwym tego stowa znaczeniu. Kiedy jaka§ praw-
da objawiona staje si¢ przedmiotem wiedzy, wowczas przestaje si¢ w nia
wierzy¢, poniewaz si¢ ja zna. Tylko ci, ktorzy nie potrafia dostrzec jej
prawdziwosci w $wietle rozumu, przyjmuja ja na wiarg. Sa jeszcze prawdy
objawione, ktore przekraczaja rozum, cho¢ nigdy nie sg z nim sprzeczne
(np. prawda o Trojcy, Wcieleniu, Zbawieniu); w tym przypadku rozum nie
jest po prostu w stanie udowodnié, czy prawdy te sa prawdziwe czy fal-
szywe. Dla uczciwego wierzacego opozycja miedzy wiarg i rozumem, glo-
szona przez jakas$ filozofig, jest niechybnym znakiem, ze co$ jest nie w po-
rzadku z ta filozofia, poniewaz wiara jest pewnym przewodnikiem wio-
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dacym do prawd rozumu i nieomylnie przestrzega przed bledami filozo-
ficznymi.

W swoich wyktadach Gilson odréznit teologie od filozofii, wska-
zujac, ze kazda z nich opiera si¢ na wilasnych sposobach dowodzenia,
i “oddzielit od teologii wszystkie wywody o charakterze czysto racjonal-
nym.” Dla §w. Tomasza teologia jest nauka, “w ktorej wnioski wynikaja
z konieczno$cia z pierwszych zasad, ale te zasady sa przedmiotem wiary,
a wiara jest akceptacja stowa Bozego przyjetego jako stowo Boze, czyli
stowo pochodzace od samego Boga.” Filozofia jest inna, tak jak inna jest
wiedza od wierzenia. Teologia, ktorej pierwsze zasady sa przedmiotem
wiary, nie demonstruje swoich twierdzen na sposob filozoficzny, a filo-
zofia z kolei nie polega na wyprowadzaniu wnioskow z wiary. Gilson od-
dzielat od teologii wszystkie wywody o charakterze czysto racjonalnym,
poniewaz twierdzenia teologii wywodza si¢ z prawd wiary."” Jednocze$nie
jednak Gilson przyznal, ze teolog moze sta¢ si¢ w pewnym sensie filozo-
fem, gdy ukazuje za pomoca filozofii taka prawde objawiona, ktdra jest do-
stepna dla przyrodzonego rozumu. Do takich prawd nalezy istnienie Boga.
Problem w tym, ze Gilson nie okreslit, jak i dlaczego mozna to uczyni¢—
nie pokazal bowiem, w jaki sposob czysto racjonalny wywodd moze znalez¢é
swoje miejsce w teologii.

Ponad dwie dekady pdzniej swoja koncepcje teologii przedstawiong
w Wyktadach Richarda Gilson nazwat “iluzja” (chodzi o takie ujecie teo-
logii, ktore wyklucza z niej racjonalne dowodzenie, czyli filozofig). Lata
studiow nad mysla §w. Tomasza pozwolity Gilsonowi zrozumie¢, ze, wed-
hug $w. Tomasza, nawet wnioski z racjonalnych przestanek moga miec
charakter teologiczny, jesli teolog uzywa ich jako $rodka do zrozumienia
wiary. Taka koncepcja teologii obejmuje filozofi¢ jako stuzebnice, zacho-
wujaca swoja racjonalno$¢ po to, aby mogta stuzy¢ teologii. Gilson argu-
mentowal, ze filozofia w takiej roli—a okreslal ja wowczas mianem “filo-
zofii chrzesdcijanskiej”—korzysta ze swojej shuzby na rzecz teologii i czyni,
dzigki tej stuzbie, duze postepy, stajac si¢ bardziej racjonalna.'®

Gilson zakonczyt Wyktady Richarda oméwieniem sytuacji po $w.
Tomaszu, kiedy to nastgpito zalamanie stanowiska Akwinaty w kwestii
zwiazkow migdzy wiarg i rozumem, a rozpoczat si¢ schytek zaréwno teo-

15
1d., 76, 78.

16 Zob. Armand Maurer, “Translator’s Introduction,” w Etienne Gilson, Christian Philoso-

phy, thum. Armand Maurer (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1993), xiv—

XVil.
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logii, jak 1 filozofii, poniewaz wielcy teologowie i filozofowie $rednio-
wieczni, tacy jak Thomas Kajetan, Duns Szkot czy William Ockham, utra-
cili zaufanie do mysli spekulatywnej. Dlatego sktaniali si¢ coraz bardziej
do zamykania w obrgbie samej wiary nie tylko tego, co Tomasz nazwatby
przedmiotem wiary, ale takze tego, co uwazat on za racjonalne, dostgpne
dla rozumu, przestanki wiary. Coraz krétsza stawata si¢ lista prawd obja-
wionych, w ktéore mozna bylo zaréwno wierzy¢, jak i racjonalnie je uza-
sadnia¢; w koncu lista taka w ogodle znikneta. Wspomniani wyzej mysli-
ciele oglosili, ze takze w samej teologii nie ma takich prawd wiary, ktore
mozna by racjonalnie uzasadni¢é—to znaczy, ze rozum nasz jest zupetnie
bezsilny wobec prawd wiary nawet wtedy, gdy spelnimy postulowany
przez niektorych warunek, ze najpierw trzeba przyjacé te prawdy na wiare,
aby potem mozna byto obja¢ je rozumem. W rezultacie drogi rozumu i O-
bjawienia rozeszly si¢ catkowicie. Niektorzy mistrzowie zycia chrzesci-
janskiego, czujac si¢ bezuzytecznymi dla filozofii i dla teologii spekula-
tywnej, szukali wyjscia w tym, co nazywali “zjednoczeniem duszy z Bo-
giem.” Inni, chcac uniknaé niejasnos$ci i niebezpieczenstw takiego mistycz-
nego zjednoczenia, ograniczyli si¢ do praktykowania prostego, chrzescijan-
skiego sposobu zycia. W epoce Renesansu, Erazm podsumowat to wszyst-
ko dwoma lakonicznymi zawotaniami: “Precz z filozofia” i “Wr6émy do
Ewangelii.” Podobnie mys$lal Marcin Luter, ktory odciat si¢ od teologii
spekulatywnej i uznat filozofig scholastyczna za bezuzyteczna. W konsek-
wencji, ludzie XVI wieku zostali postawieni w sytuacji, w ktorej musieli
si¢ borykac¢ z teologia bez filozofii i z filozofia bez teologii.

W Wyktadach Richarda Gilson utrzymywat, ze powolna i petna roz-
chwiania histori¢ idei okresla wewnetrzna konieczno$¢ samych idei, a wigc
wowczas kiedy powstaje problem relacji migdzy wiara a rozumem “ab-
strakcyjne warunki jego rozwiazania musza pozosta¢ takie same.” Gilson
zilustrowat potencjalng naturg¢ kwestii zwiazku migdzy rozumem i przeko-
naniami religijnymi, rozwazajac stanowisko Williama Jamesa ukazane
w jego Odmianach doswiadczenia religijnego oraz podejscie Henri Berg-
sona w ksiazce Dwa zrodla etyki i religii. Po przeczytaniu u Jamesa, ze
wiara w Boga dobrze robi cztowiekowi, Gilson chcial wiedzie¢, czy Bog
jest. Czy nasze religijne do§wiadczenie jest doswiadczeniem Boga czy dos-
wiadczeniem samych siebie? Problem z Objawieniem polega na tym, ze
“sa w nim slowa boskiego pochodzenia, przed ktorymi musimy ukleknaé.”
Jesli chodzi o Bergsona, wedlug ktdrego mistyczna intuicja jest zroédiem
zycia religijnego, to Gilson zastanawiat sig, “jaka jest natura tej intuicji.
Czy jest to samowystarczalna intuicja przedmiotu, ktory moze by¢ takze
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przedmiotem wiary religijnej, czy tez jest to doSwiadczenie w wierze i po-
przez wiare w Boga, w ktorego [juz wezesniej] uwierzylismy?”"

Opublikowana wersje Wykladow Richarda Gilson zadedykowat
swojemu “przyjacielowi, Albertowi G.A. Balzowi, profesorowi Corcoranu
w Uniwersytecie Wirginii.” W przedmowie Gilson dzigkuje przyjaciotom
i kolegom, ktorzy zaprosili go na Uniwersytet Wirginii jedenascie lat
wczesniej; specjalne wyrazy “dozgonnej wdzigcznosci” kieruje do “studen-
tow Szkoty Letniej z 1926 roku,” piszac, ze “dzigki ich zyczliwej pomocy
przebrnat przez trudne zadanie.” Jeden ze wspotczesnych nam komentato-
row Gilsona, wspominajac owe dwie serie letnich wyktadow, podkresla, iz
“wiele zawdzigcza amerykanski i kanadyjski §wiat nauki tym studentom
i temu wydzialowi uniwersyteckiemu, ktory wprowadzit Gilsona w jezyk
i w zycie akademickie Ameryki.”"®

Po Wyktadach Richarda Gilson zostat cztonkiem Akademii Fran-
cuskiej, zatozyt renomowany Instytut Studiow nad Sredniowieczem w To-
ronto i stal si¢ znanym i cenionym na calym $wiecie historykiem i filozo-
fem. Natomiast profesora Balza w Uniwersytecie Wirginii nadal tytutlowa-
no profesorem Corcoranu. Tytut ten zachowat on do czasu swojej emerytu-
ry, na ktéra przeszedt w 1957 roku. We wcezesnych latach pigcdziesiatych
Balz opublikowat najpierw ksiazke o Kartezjuszu, a potem kolejng—za-
wierajaca jego liczne artykuty o kartezjanistach.' Gilson nie chcial napisa¢
recenzji tych ksiazek, thumaczac si¢ w nastgpujacy sposob: “Wiele lat temu
porzucitem niewdzigczne zadanie recenzowania prac moich wspotczes-
nych. Gdybym si¢ zgodzit, m6j umyst nie bytby w stanie wykona¢ nalezy-
cie swego zadania z powodu rozdwojenia pomigdzy starg przyjaznia, jaka
zywi¢ do profesora Balza, a moja stanowcza decyzja trzymania si¢ z da-
leka od pisania recenzji.”*’

Po wygtoszeniu Wyktadow Richarda, Gilson nigdy juz nie wroécit
do Charlottesville, chociaz pozostalo ono dla niego na zawsze miejscem

17 Gilson, Reason and Revelation, 95-99.

18 James V. Schall, “Possessed of Both a Reason and a Revelation,” w 4 Thomistic Tapestry,
red. Peter A. Redpath (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2003), 178.

' Albert G.A. Balz, Cartesian Studies (New York: Columbia University Press, 1951) i jego
najwazniejsza praca, Descartes and the Modern Mind (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University
Press, 1952). Balz postrzegat filozofi¢ Kartezjusza nie jako rewoltg, ale jako kontynuacje
tomizmu—z niego wyprowadzona i na jego gruncie dajaca si¢ w pelni zrozumiec.
W zwiazku z takim stanowiskiem, zob. J. Mourant, “Cartesian Man and Thomistic Man,”
The Journal of Philosophy 54 (1957): 373-383; Albert G. Balz, “Concerning the Thomistic
and Cartesian Dualisms: A Rejonder to Professor Morant,” The Journal of Philosophy 54
(1957): 383-390.
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szczegdlnym. W swoim prawdopodobnie ostatnim licie do Balza z 1956
roku napisat:

Nigdy nie zapomnialem Uniwersytetu Wirginii, Waszej czarujacej
goscinnosci 1 szezegsliwych dni, jakie tam, dzigki Wam, przezytem.
Czgsto zalowalem, ze moje wypetlione obowiazkami zycie nie poz-
wala mi przyjac¢ zaproszen, dzigki ktorym znowu médgtbym znalez¢
si¢ w Charlotesville. Ale chce Cig zapewnié, ze darze Ci¢ niezmien-
nie taka sama przyjaznia, jak niegdy$. Zmienito si¢ jedynie to, ze
teraz bardziej ja ceni¢ jako czg$¢ czasu, ktéry przeminat i jest tak
drogi mojemu sercu.

Thum. Matgorzata Jatlocho—Palicka

ETIENNE GILSON IN CHARLOTTESVILLE
SUMMARY

Gilson became familiar with American academic life and language during the summer of
1926 when he first visited the United States and taught two summer courses at the University
of Virginia. His international renown as well as his popularity at the University of Virginia
resulted in a second visit in 1937 to present the Richard Lectures on Reason and Revelation
in the Middle Ages, which focused on the challenging theme of attempting to bring faith and
knowledge into an organic unity. His dissection of three main philosophical traditions in the
Middle Ages constituted an important step in Gilson reaching a satisfactory understanding of
the relationship between philosophy and theology within the thought of Saint Thomas Aqui-
nas.

KEYWORDS: Gilson, Balz, Charlottesville, Richard Lectures, faith, knowledge, philosophy,
theology, Thomas Aquinas.

 List Etienna Gilsona do Charlotty Kohler, wydawcy Virginia Quarterly Review, z dnia 27
sierpnia 1952 roku. Zob. Papers of the Virginia Quarterly Review, Box 95, Special Collec-
tions, University of Virginia Library.

! List Gilsona do Balza z 16 stycznia 1956 roku. Zob. Papers of Albert G.A. Balz, Box 2.
Dla uczczenia Balza Uniwersytet Wirginii zbudowat w 1956 roku akademik, ktoéry nazwano
jego imieniem. Akademik ten rozebrano w 2009 roku i zastapiono go nowoczesnym domem
studenckim imienia dwoch profesoréw: prof. Balza i prof. Dobie (ten ostatni byt dziekanem
Wydzialu Prawa w Uniwersytecie Wirginii do 1939 roku). Budowe¢ domu akademickiego
im. Balz—Dobie ukonczono w sierpniu 2011 roku.
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GILSON—NEWMAN—BLONDEL?

Gilson—Blondel

The dispute between Etienne Gilson and Maurice Blondel is quite
notorious, even if all the reasons behind it are usually not known, in that it
casts a shadow on the French philosophy of Christian inspiration in the last
century; for its two protagonists were among the most illustrious represen-
tatives of it. Many have since tried to resolve this dipute, and some con-
tinue to do so, in various ways.

It just so happens that, according to Henri de Lubac, “Blondel
greatly admired Newman and, in that, Gilson joined him:”! moreover, St.
John Paul Il, in Fides et Ratio, not only proposed the names of Newman
and Gilson among the five thinkers of Western thought that he considered
to be significant examples of “fruitful relationship between philosophy and
the word of God” in their “courageous research” (§74), but he also, consid-
ered their “philosophical works of great influence and lasting value.” The
former Pope stated, “a philosophy which, starting with an analysis of im-
manence, opened the way to the transcendent” (§59; see also §26 and 79),
just after devoting two paragraphs to praise the modern Thomistic revival
and its fruits (857-58). Could blessed John Henry Newman be a possible
tertium datum between Gilson and Blondel?

This article is a revised and expanded version, translated by the author, of a paper originally
published in French: Didier Rance, “Newman comme tertium datum entre Blondel et Gil-
son?,” in Newman et Blondel: conscience et intelligence, ed. Keith Beaumont, Marie-Jeanne
Coutagne, Pierre de Cointet (Paris: Parole et Silence, 2012), 151-171.
! Lettres de monsieur E. Gilson adressées au P. de Lubac et commentées par celui-ci, 2 ed.
gParis: Cerf, 2013), 136.

An implicit reference to Blondel according to Peter Henrici; cf. Peter Henrici, “The One
Who Went Unnamed: Maurice Blondel in the Encyclical Fides et Ratio,” Communio 26:3
(1999): 617-618.
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1931—The Debate That Failed

Before addressing this issue, some aspects of the dispute between
the two philosophers has to be clarified. Gilson and Blondel did not know
each other well, even if, in 1913, Gilson almost became Assistant to Blon-
del in Aix University (but he preferred to take a position in Lille). In the
twenties, Blondel, whose blindness was making progress, visited Paris less
often, which was where Gilson settled in 1921, after his nomination at the
Sorbonne. Across the decade, divergences between Thomists (even if it is
somewhat anachronistic to qualify Gilson already as ‘Thomist’ at this date)
and “Blondéliens” were evident. A good example of these disputes ap-
peared at the 1925 debate of the Société Francaise de Philosophie (French
Society of Philosophy—now quoted ‘SFP’ in this paper) on mysticism,
following Jean Baruzi’s book on St. John of the Cross.This led to a skir-
mish between Blondel and Maritain—both at the 1928 SFP debate on the
“Dispute on Atheism,” largely initiated from a letter by Blondel, and also
at the 1930 SFP debate about “God and Philosophy.”

The philosophical feud between Gilson and Blondel reached a cli-
max in 1931, during a new debate at the SFP, on the concept of Christian
philosophy. The main event took place at a SFP meeting in Paris on March
21.% Such meetings were public debates which obeyed strict protocol and
rules (a technical precision of importance): first, a Provisional Set of Talk-
ing Points was prepared, usually by the philosopher who took the initiative

# Among recent studies on the Gilson—Blondel dispute of 1931: Henry Donneaud, “Etienne
Gilson et Maurice Blondel dans le débat sur la philosophie chrétienne,” Revue Thomiste
XCIX:3 (Juillet-Septembre 1999): 497-516; Heinrich Schmidinger, “Développements
historiques du concept de «Philosophie chrétienne»,” in La philosophie chrétienne
d’inspiration catholique, ed. Philibert Secretan (Fribourg: Academic Press, 2006), 71-105;
Jean Leclercq et Nicolas Monseu, “Le phénomeéne religieux, une école frangaise?,” in Mau-
rice Blondel et la philosophie francaise, ed. E. Gabellieri & P. de Cointet (Paris: Parole et
Silence, 2007), 159-181. Gregory B. Sadler, gives in his Reason Fulfilled by Revelation: The
1930s Christian Philosophy Debates in France (Washington: CUA Press, 2011), an valuable
English translation of the main texts of the debate and of subsequent studies (excepted de
Lubac’s 1936 contribution), but doesn’t enter into the personal conflict between Gilson and
Blondel (strangely, Gilson is completely absent from Anna Victoria Fabriziani’s Blondel e i
neotomisti: Momenti di un debato epistemologico (Soveria Mannelli: Rubbettino, 2005).

But no study, to my knowledge, takes into account the 1928-1931 Gilson’s letters to Blon-
del, published in 1991 by Fiachra Long (“The Blondel-Gilson Correspondence through
Foucault’s Mirror,” Philosophy Today 35:4 (1991): 351-361), which throws a new light on
the quarrel, not even Adam C. English, The Possibility of Christian Philosophy: Maurice
Blondel at the Intersection of Theology and Philosophy (London: Routledge, 2007), which
quotes Long’s article, but doesn’t develop their meaning for the 1931 quarrel.
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to propose the theme; then it was sent to all members of the Society, and
those who wished could write and send responses to them; on this basis, a
Summary Presentation was prepared by the writer of the Provisional Set;
on the day of the meeting, this Presentation was read, then discussed,
mainly by the champions of the opposing arguments; ultimately, all the
contributions were published in the next SFP Bulletin while, quite often,
more in-depth articles from contributors to the debate were also published
in other journals.

Gilson was the initiator of this debate on the notion of Christian phi-
losophy, which had started in fact in 1927 when Emile Bréhier wrote that
Christianity had not made any contribution to rational thought and so has
been philosophically sterile, concluding that the very concept of Christian
philosophy was contradictory. He would write later: “One can no more
speak of a Christian philosophy than of Christian mathematics or Christian
physics™® (an image borrowed from Feuerbach, and used also by Blondel
in 1896 in his Lettre sur les exigences de la pensée contemporaine en
matiere d’apologétique [Letter on the Exigencies of Contemporary
Thought on Apologetics], however in a much less radical sense than Feuer-
bach).® For Gilson, it was all the work that he had been building which was
challenged by Bréhier, namely the contribution of Christianity to philoso-
phy, and precisely to philosophy as being a work of reason.

This is why Gilson suggested in 1930 that the SFP debate on the
question: given the seriousness of the accusations made by Bréhier, the
meeting had to be a kind of Honour Court when it took place on March 21,
1931 in Paris, although no other verdict was intended than the one made by
the participants and the readers of the SFP Bulletin. Despite being over-
worked, due to the first series of Gifford Lectures he had to give in Aber-
deen in the month preceding the meeting, Gilson worked hard on the
preparation of the debate; not only did he do the job of a historian, but also
he offered an elaborate philosophical typology for the questions involved
in the debate. Blondel, in Aix, was also challenged by the thesis of Bréhier
(and even more personally than Gilson by a subsequent article from the

* Cf. Emile Bréhier, “Y a-t-il une philosophie chrétienne?,” Revue de métaphysique et de
morale 38:2 (1931): 162; see also his Histoire de la philosophie [History of Philosophy], 1/2,
1927 (published in the 1947 edition, 487-495).

® Feuerbach compared the religious philosophy with Moliére’s Bourgeois Gentilhomme,
whose hero is neither a bourgeois nor a gentleman. For Blondel, “Christian philosophy
doesn’t exist more than Christian physics,” but for him it was only a question of “[b]eware of
the temptation to confuse domains and skills” (see note below).
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same author), since the issue of the relationship between philosophy and
Christianity was at the heart of his thought for over thirty years. Its basic
position seemed clear,® but he was also always keen on dissociating him-
self from the Thomists.

On Saturday, March 21, 1931, the SFP meeting on Christian phi-
losophy took place, with civility on both sides. Gilson started with his
Summary Presentation and exposed various hostile or favourable positions
concerning the notion of Christian philosophy which he did not share. He
put a touch of light humour against Blondel, who was not present at the
meeting: “One invites thought to bathe in the real, and certainly nothing is
refreshing like a bath, but we do not live in a bathtub . . . The problem with
this kind of philosophy is not to get into the concrete but to refuse to move
out.”” Then Gilson presented his own position: the Revelation has been a
generator of reason, and so the notion of Christian philosophy was a “com-
plex historical reality,” composed of philosophies which have been influ-
enced by Revelation in the constitution of their rationality—in particular,
for the notions of creation and freedom. The debate that followed was,
unsurprisingly, led by Bréhier and Léon Brunschvicg, who played the big
names on one side, with Gilson and Jacques Maritain on the other. For lack
of time, Blondel’s letter was not read.®

This meeting ended the main contestation about the philosophical
relevance of the notion of Christian philosophy, at least for France, as Gil-

® As evidenced by these two examples among many others: in 1893, he wrote about “the
spring of my thought and the reason of my life, | mean that business of a Christian philoso-
phy” and, in 1928, in his contribution to the SFP debate mentioned above: “I remain con-
vinced that the God of the Philosophers can and must join the God of Tradition.” Cf. Carnets
intimes [Personal Notebooks], vol. | (Paris: Cerf, 1961), 547; Bulletin de la Société francaise
de philosophie 28 (1928): 53.

" Bulletin de la Société francaise de philosophie 31 (1931): 47.

® Fiachra Long argues that Gilson had ensured that Blondel letter was not read during March
21 meeting (id., 355), but the accusation seems groundless—the session was already very
busy (his publication of Gilson’s letters is very valuable, and his considerations on the an-
tagonist views of the two men about philosophy and history are interesting, but his interpre-
tation of the dispute between Blondel and Gilson in terms of play of strategy “through Fou-
cault (and in fact also Bourdieu)’s mirror” miss the target—neither of both men was a
‘player’.

° But not in Germany where Heidegger, in his Introduction to Metaphysics (1935), resumed
Feuerbach’s thesis, declaring that “Christian philosophy is a square circle (litt. ‘a wooden
iron’) and a misunderstanding.” For him, as he declared in 1955 at a Symposium in Cerisy-
la-Salle: “Philosophy is Greek in its essence;” Jaspers had adopted a similar position in his
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son had not been defeated, which could be seen as a victory for the defend-
ers of Christian philosophy.™® Bréhier will not return to the subject after
1931. According to Henri Gouhier, Gilson’s ‘victory’ will be acknowl-
edged in 1932 by the success of the publication of his Esprit de la philoso-
phie médiévale [The Spirit of Mediaeval Philosophy]—he had thought of
giving it a title Philosophie chrétienne [Christian Philosophy]—and by his
election to the prestigious College de France (according to Brunschvicg, it
had been in fact the election of St. Thomas Aquinas “disguised as Gilson”).
Already in 1931, Régis Jolivet in his Essai sur les rapports entre la pensée
grecque et la pensée chrétienne [Essay on the relationship between Greek
Thought and Christian Thought], had supported Gilson’s thesis on the
contribution of Christian Revelation to the major philosophical themes of
creation and freedom; Maritain will do the same in his De la Philosophie
chrétienne [On Christian Philosophy] in 1933.

A Personal Dispute

But, meanwhile, there had been the Blondel-Gilson Case of a very
different order. Blondel, having received Gilson’s Provisional Set of Talk-
ing Points, sent him a long letter outlining his thoughts on the subject (this
letter is now in the Gilson Archives in Toronto). But, on the March 21
meeting, Gilson discovered that, contrary to the rules of the SFP debates,
the philosopher of Aix not only had received the Summary Presentation
(which has been ‘imprudently’, according to Gilson, sent to him by Xavier
Léon, co-founder and secretary of the SFP [probably on request from
Blondel, who had a long history on this], but also had sent another letter
for the meeting, “substituted” (Gilson’s own word) for the first one sent to
Gilson!*

Philosophy (1932). Cf. Schmidinger, “Développements historiques du concept de «Philoso-
phie chrétienne»,” 85-87.

10 Contributions for this meeting were published in Bulletin de la Société francaise de phi-
losophie 31:2 (1931), including Gilson’s Summary Presentation, Bréhier, Brunschvicg,
Lenoir, Leon, Leroy and Maritain’s addresses, Chevalier and Blondel’s letters.

"It has long been assumed that Blondel wrote the second letter after March 21, maybe as
late as summer or early fall 1931 (see for example Donnaud, “Etienne Gilson et Maurice
Blondel dans le débat sur la philosophie chrétienne,” 501-502). But Gilson’s letter to Blon-
del dated March 21, found in Blondel Archives (B 15208) and published by Long, “The
Blondel-Gilson Correspondence through Foucault’s Mirror,” concerns clearly a second letter
(the proof of it is that Gilson wrote this day about Blondel’s “second draft”). In the eighties,
de Lubac tried unconvincingly to put on Xavier Léon the whole blame both for the sending
of the Summary Presentation and for the publication of Blondel’s letter (Lettres de monsieur
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The very evening of the meeting, Gilson wrote a rather quiet letter
to Blondel, stating that he would give the letter to Xavier Léon (a good
friend of both men) with a detailed reply to Blondel’s objections as well as
his own objections to Blondel’s way of posing the problem. This letter,
however, will never be sent. What happened? Maybe Gilson, surely quite
exhausted after the tense meeting he had to fight the day he wrote to Blon-
del, read again the second letter and understood that it was a lot more po-
lemical against him than at first sight? Moreover, and more seriously,
unless Gilson did make the decision to start a public polemic against Blon-
del about his transgressing of SFP rules (which would implicate of course
his good friend Léon), this second letter, which was due to be put in the
SFP Bulletin after Gilson’s Summary Presentation, would appear for the
reader of the Bulletin an a priori and so more convincing refutation of the
positions defended by Gilson in the Summary, while in fact the letter was
posterior to it.

Gilson felt he had been cheated a second time by Blondel. Indeed, it
was not the first incident of this kind which he had to suffer from the Aix
philosopher. Two years earlier, Blondel had obtained from the publisher to
read before publication Gilson’s contribution to a miscellany published as
A Monument to Saint Augustine, for which he too had been requested to
write a text. Gilson, who had not given his approval, did not appreciate this
maneuver by Blondel. In addition, accustomed to scholarly and rigorous
attention to texts, Gilson has been shocked by Blondel’s inaccurate quota-
tions and references, that had contributed also to discredit the philosopher
of Aix in his sight. (To be fair, it must be added, we know that Blondel,
given his geographic isolation combined with his blindness, tried to—by
receiving other contributions to the book before publication or presenta-
tion—compensate his lack of intellectual exchanges enjoyed by other phi-
losophers, especially Parisians like Gilson—who did not know it).

Gilson was now too furious to go on with this man! However, he did
not answer nor start a polemic. He knew yet how to be a formidable intel-
lectual sword-fighter, as he had just shown with Bréhier; but, judging by
other episodes in his life, it seems that when he considered, rightly or

E. Gilson adressées au P. de Lubac et commentées par celui-ci, 136). It seems that Gilson
never told or wrote the full story to de Lubac. The Jesuit, notwithstanding what he has read
in Shook’s biography (Etienne Gilson (Toronto: PIMS, 1984); and maybe directly learned
from the Basilian) still presented in 1986 Blondel’s letter published in the SFP Bulletin as his
first one (Lettres de monsieur E. Gilson adressées au P. de Lubac et commentées par celui-
ci, 136).
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wrongly, that a debate was not fair, he did not answer.'? The SFP Bulletin
was published later in the year with Blondel’s second letter,”® and Gilson
wrote then to Marie-Dominique Chenu that he considered it as a declara-
tion of war and added: “It is why | do not answer.”** This gives us a good
idea of what kind of man Gilson was.

Gilson Reproaches Against Blondel

Blondel’s behaviour was unacceptable. For Gilson, to act against
the rules of the SFP was clearly unfair. He was very strict on professional
standards and no longer considered Blondel seriously as a scholar.*

Blondel was unfair and dangerous. Blondel’s letter included a vio-
lent charge against Gilson, a tit for tat for the Summary Presentation, it

12 See above, note 10. Other examples: his answer to Reginald Garrigou—Lagrance’s threats
just before the Rome September 1950 Congressus Thomisticus: “Mon pere, if you do that, |
will leave the congress and return to Paris the same day,” or his attitude in the quarrel initi-
ated by Waldemar Gurian against his supposed neutralism the same year (Shook, Etienne
Gilson, respectively: 300 and 303).

B3 It seems that Blondel changed once more what he had written for the March 21 meeting
(according to a letter he wrote to Auguste Valensin on October 10). When Laurence Shook
treats of this letter in his biography of Gilson (Etienne Gilson, 199-201), he quotes this
printed version. During the time Blondel was revising his letter for SFP Bulletin, he wrote
other attacks against Gilson for his Le probléme de la philosophie catholique (Paris: Bloud et
Gay, 1932) (see his letter to Valensin, Octobre 10th, quoted in Lettres de monsieur E. Gilson
adressées au P. de Lubac et commentées par celui-ci, 136).

¥ cf. F.A. Murphy, “Correspondance entre E. Gilson et M.-D. Chenu : un choix de lettres
(1923-1269),” Revue Thomiste CV:1 (2005): 29-30. In fact Blondel was not so sure of
himself, and Gilson would surely have been surprised if he had read his correspondence with
Fr. Valensin during the same months. In his letter of March 4, for example, Blondel wrote:
“Bodily miseries, intellectual stiffness . . . Sense of a work too heavy to carry and to carry
out.” Even more, on March 17, four days before the debate, he wrote as a counterpoint to the
second letter he was sending to SFP and to his charge against Gilson: “On the precise and
accurate conception of Christian philosophy, how | should need your lights! But one is
always taken aback, and has double-quick and whatever happens to improvise an answer.
Gilson, pointing to the ‘Augustinians’ wants either to ignore me or to caricature me . . .
Gilson does not accept one Christian philosophy or the Christian philosophy; he considers
systems more or less Christianized or juxtaposed in history as closed conceptions, each in its
historical and precarious scheduling. O historicism! | moaned having to answer, deprived not
only of my eyes, but of my head;” quoted in Lettres de monsieur E. Gilson adressées au P.
de Lubac et commentées par celui-ci, 135-136.

15 Later on, Blondel’s criticism of Christian philosophy for the benefit of his own Catholic
philosophy could only appear as a shell game. On Blondel’s Catholic philosophy, see, from a
Thomistic point of view, Yves Floucat, Pour une philosophie chrétienne (Paris: Téqui,
1981), 124-135.
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must be said. The main accusations were: conceptualism, historicism, con-
cordism.*® For Gilson, they were like a stab in his back as well for his rela-
tionship with the Catholic Church and with academia.

Concerning academia, Gilson was primarily accused of thinking in a
closed system of concepts and therefore of not truly being a philosopher,
but only at best an historian who prided himself on philosophizing. (For
Blondel, Gilson remained “faithful to the cult of human concepts up to the
point of ignoring their deficiency, both congenital and acquired.”*")

Two other accusations could also be considered very annoying, as
they concerned his candidacy to teach medieval philosophy at the College
de France (Gilson was on his way, but nothing official had yet been set-
tled) and his relationship with the Catholic Church. According to Blondel,
Gilson was guilty of historicism, that is, of founding on historical data
what can only be grounded on doctrinal bases. And, since he did not estab-
lished an intrinsic link between philosophy and Christianity,’® he was
guilty of concordism which brought together in an extrinsic way philoso-
phy and Christianity.

Gilson had good reasons to be furious for another reason: Blondel’s
attack was not only unjust, but also doubly dangerous. For not only could
conceptualism, historicism and concordism disqualify him from academia,
but also the two latter were judged to be modernist crimes against the
Catholic Church. (Blondel himself had been accused of these crimes, and
so there is a sour irony that he directed those accusations against Gilson,
who never participated in the hunting down of modernists). Moreover, the
context was all the more unfortunate, as Edouard Le Roy had just been put
by Rome on the Index this year, a fact that greatly worried Gilson, as he
wrote to Maritain in July 1931.

Blondel was not really a philosopher. For Gilson, Blondel’s hostility
to the concept prevented him from being a real philosopher. On this point,
Bréhier and Maritain were in agreement: Blondel was an apologist rather
than a philosopher, and if this term was not penned by Gilson at that time,

16 «_a philosophie chrétienne existe-t-elle comme philosophie?,” Bulletin 31:2 (1931): 86—
92. A good analysis of Blondel text may be found in Donneaud, “Etienne Gilson et Maurice
Blondel dans le débat sur la philosophie chrétienne,” 507-509.

7 Blondel, Le probléme de la philosophie catholique, 130.

8 A consequence of this supposed historicism was that Gilson, according to Blondel, was
unable to recognize the only true philosophy, that is the philosophy which recognizes itself
as normally incomplete, the only philosophy in spontaneous and profound agreement with
Christianity (it is not difficult to recognize here a description of Blondel’s own philosophy).
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he would write in the same direction later on (see below). Besides, we can
find here another episode of the secular polemic between Augustinians and
Thomists which is a more personal touch: the young Gilson had sympa-
thies for his Sorbonne master Victor Delbos (who had also greatly influ-
enced the young Blondel) and his school of thought, but that was before he
met St. Thomas Aquinas. For Gilson, the idea of St Thomas’s thought
being surpassed by modern philosophy made little sense, since he had gone
the other way round.

After 1931-1932

Gilson did not have any more contacts with Blondel until the death
of the latter, eighteen years later. But he tried to be fair to the thinker. He
praised Blondel’s critique of Cartesian naturalism in his Lectures at Indi-
ana University just before the war.”® Later, he wrote some appeased and
rather positive pages on Blondel in the chapter on French and Italian phi-
losophy in Recent Philosophy: Hegel to the Present, co-authored with
Thomas Langan and Armand Maurer (1962). Gilson wrote that “Blondel
was haunted by the feeling that the unknown face of reality is the most
precious part of it and, for the research of it, will, which is love, must have
primacy over knowledge.”?® Gilson presented the foundation of Blondel’s
thought as an attempt to give account of creation as wholly ordained to its
Creator as its end and drew consequences from this. Gilson concluded: “It
may be that the intelligibility of created nature is a secret held by Christian
Philosophy alone. But Maurice Blondel had no patience with that notion,
and he said so in no uncertain terms, although his own philosophy was a
fine illustration of it.”?* Furthermore, without bitterness, Gilson wrote to
Henri Gouhier that Blondel was “an admirable Christian and an excellent
man,” and in the same vein to Henri de Lubac: “I would like to be a Chris-
tian as Blondel.”? But his philosophical stance towards Blondel did not
change in substance over the years: “Let him be welcome, with his Catho-
lic philosophy which is not a Christian philosophy and yet finds by itself

9 published as God and Philosophy (New Haven: Yale U.P., 1941).

% Etienne Gilson, Thomas Langan, Armand A. Maurer, Recent Philosophy: Hegel to the
Present (New York: Random House, 1962), 361.

2 1d., 360-362 and 794-796. Gilson gives texts of Blondel pointing in that direction (id.,
796).

22| ettres de monsieur E. Gilson adressées au P. de Lubac et commentées par celui-ci, 118
(letter of 1965).
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all the divine message as if the word of God never existed;” and he op-
posed Newman to Blondel.®

Attempts at reconciliation 1931-2010. In the background of this de-
bate, which fizzled after Blondel’s second letter to which Gilson never
responded, many attempts have been made from 1931 to the present years
to reconcile the positions of the two thinkers and more broadly, Blondel
with Thomists, usually in a dialectical pattern (all of which ignore the per-
sonal dimension of the feud). Most of them start from their respective
champion’s fundamental positions, then try to show to those on the other
side that the criticism against them are inaccurate. On Gilson’s side, Henri
Gouhier, in May 1932, put the position of his friend as the natural
introduction to that of Blondel which, without it, “may be, impossible.”?
Emmanuel Tourpe, speaking on Blondel’s side, will write similarly in 2010
that “’Blondelism’ requires, in its own development, a dialogue with
Thomism.””® A similar but reverse attitude is to be found in Bruno de So-
lages, writing about Blondel and Maritain, but who, on this very point,
could have put the name of Gilson instead: “M. Blondel justifies M. Marit-
ain because M. Maritain’s position on Christian philosophy would not be
sustainable if M. Blondel was not true.”?

The best known “conciliation” was written by de Lubac in his 1936
article “Sur la philosophie chrétienne” [“On Christian philosophy”]. De
Lubac was strongly on Blondel’s side. For de Lubac, there were several
stages in the comprehension of Christian philosophy; Maritain and Gilson
had illustrated two of them, but Blondel had established the final one. Not
only had he completed Gilson’s view, but his own position was the only
consistent one; for Gilson’s position was politely considered as provisional
and yet dangerous if it did not give way to Blondel’s.”’

#1d., 119.

2 | es Nouvelles Littéraires, May 7‘“, 1932, quoted in Lettres de monsieur E. Gilson adres-
sées au P. de Lubac et commentées par celui-ci, 137.

% Cf. Emmanuel Tourpe, L’étre et I’Amour: Un itinéraire métaphysique (Bruxelles: Lessius,
2010), 32.

% The most important conciliatory contributions are those of de Lubac (see below, note 25)
and of Maurice Nédoncelle (1956), but may also include those of Antonin Sertillanges, Henri
Bouillard, Claude Tresmontant, Jean Ecole.

Z published in Nouvelle Revue Théologique 63:3 (1936): 225-253. De Lubac will change his
mind once more, nearly thirty years later, when receiving Gilson’s Introduction a la philoso-
phie chrétienne. He wrote an enthusiastic letter to Gilson, approving the book ‘from the first
to the last word’ and adding: “If the sky of Christian philosophy has to become clearer, you
will have a great share of it” (Lettres de monsieur E. Gilson adressées au P. de Lubac et



Gilson—Newman—Blondel? 85

In Between of Gilson and Blondel

These attempts present the disadvantage of being more or less one-
sided. There might be another way to reconcile Blondel and Gilson: to find
mediators between them, some tertium datum, third names, from whom we
may secure agreement between the two Catholic thinkers. Besides the An-
cients (Augustine, Bernard, Thomas or Aristotle), two names of modern
thinkers are here especially interesting: Erich Przywara® and, before him,
blessed John Henry Newman. | will focus on the latter.

Blondel and Newman

Let us look first at the binary relations: we have just seen the Gil-
son-Blondel side of the triangle and the Newman-Blondel relation has
been largely investigated,”® so three observations related to our topic will
be sufficient here.

1. Gilson had a negative idea on the relationship between Newman
and Blondel. In his 1965 letter to de Lubac already mentioned, he opposed
them in blunt terms: Blondel’s thought “is exactly the opposite of New-
man’s thought, this last of the Fathers of the Church.”®

2. In his comment on this letter, de Lubac issues a warning: “Blon-
del has experienced Newman only very partially, quite late, and rather
poorly. His work was developed in different atmosphere, so that any com-
parison between their thoughts would be quite useless.”® De Lubac’s last
sentence is certainly overstated.

3. It is interesting to note that during the first half of 1931, just when
he was fighting against Gilson, Blondel distanced himself from Newman.
On June 10, he wrote to Fr. Valensin: “Newman, known very late, did not
helped me in anything, except for the use of some expressions and the

commentées par celui-ci, 73). How did de Lubac combine that with his persistent support of

Blondel? Jacques Prevotat tries to show it in id., 26—29.

2 0n Przywara as tertium datum between Gilson and Blondel, see Tourpe, L’étre et

I’Amour: Un itinéraire métaphysique, 10-15. It may be noted here that Przywara has been

deeply influenced by Newman.

» See, for example, Pierre Gauthier, Newman et Blondel. Tradition et développement du

dogme [Newman and Blondel. Tradition and Dévelopment of the Dogma] (Paris: Cerf,

1988); Newman et Blondel: conscience et intelligence, ed. Keith Beaumont, Marie-Jeanne

Coutagne, Pierre de Cointet (Paris: Parole et Silence, 2012).

zi Lettres de monsieur E. Gilson adressées au P. de Lubac et commentées par celui-ci, 119.
Id., 136.
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support for some references.”* However, the older Blondel gave a vibrant

tribute to Newman and to the “salutary moral influence of his work and his
personal guidance” for the centenary of the latter’s conversion (1945).%

Gilson and Newman

Surprisingly, while the opposite would have seemed more logical,
given the families of thought, Gilson was more positive towards Newman
than Blondel. (One may speculate that, since he was teaching in English-
speaking North America,®* Gilson knew better the true Newman, not the
one ‘bremondised’ and ‘tyrellised” and having a somewhat sulphuring
smell, as Newman was known by most French thinkers including Blondel
[even if he knew him also through Ollé-Laprune]). In addition, Gilson was
less likely to be the victim of suspicions of modernism (notwithstanding
Blondel’s insinuations noted above).

The relation between Gilson and Newman does not seem to have
been thoroughly studied, but some points may be stressed concerning our
research:

1. A month before the famous March 1931 SFP meeting, Gilson
evoked Newman’s Apologia in a central passage of the first series of Gif-
ford Lectures (see below).

2. Gilson published in 1955 a rather copious introduction to A
Grammar of Assent, which showed a good understanding of the work, even
if his interpretation is sometimes questionable. A good half of his introduc-
tion discusses the distinction between notional and real (see below).

¥ According to Peter Reifenberg, it is necessary to put this declaration in its context, which
is the setting aside by Blondel of what he called “first metaphysics,’ that of being for the
benefit of his ‘squared metaphysics’ (‘métaphysique a la seconde puissance’), founded on
the concept of action which he had developed in the eponymous book. This assertion looks
rather strange, as Newman is definitely not a strong champion of the so-called “first meta-
physics’ and quite foreign to Blondel’s differentiation set here (Cf. Peter Reifenberg, ‘Ollé-
Laprune et Blondel, héritiers de Newman’, in E. Gabellieri et P. de Cointet, éds, Maurice
Blondel et la philosophie frangaise (Maurice Blondel and french philosophy), Parole et
Silence, Paris, 2007, p. 79-101. For Reifenberg, Blondel’s detachment from Newman is
moreover to be understood in light of his marked detachment from Olle-Laprune, the great
French Newmanian of his generation, who is usually considered as his first mentor.

¥ Cf. Newman et Blondel: conscience et intelligence, 281.

¥ If in France Blondel, but not Gilson, is spontaneously associated with Newman, it seems
that it is not the case on the other side of the Atlantic in Newmanian studies. This may be
due to the fact that Blondel is not very well known there.



Gilson—Newman—Blondel? 87

3. In the same introduction, Gilson advanced an interesting parallel
between Newman and St. Bernard, and he concluded: “Newman did not
write as a disciple of the masters of scholasticism, whose works illustrated
the thirteenth century; he wrote in the free style of a twelfth century mas-
ter.”® This echoes in its own way what he wrote at his most open about
Blondel. Moreover, for Gilson, Newman, in his Apologia wrote “without
entering in any formal philosophical discussion”® and, in his Grammar of
Assent, he was not doing the work of a philosopher but giving “a first
sketch of what philosophers would call today a phenomenology of reli-
gious belief.”*" Here, too, the parallel with what Gilson thought of Blondel
and philosophy is strong.

4. In Wisdom and Time, Gilson drew a brief picture of the succes-
sive contributions of Christian intelligence to the revealed Given: Apolo-
gists and the age of Fathers of the Church, then great medieval masters—
he wrote down the names of a few of them. Arriving at the modern mas-
ters, he mentioned only “writings of Cardinal Newman and of so many
others,” before adding that by “piling these ‘mountains of theology’ one on
the other . . . you will not find there anything more or anything other than
what every Christian can understand of his catechism, nothing that is not
implied in the Apostles’ Creed, any truth which is not first received from
the word of God.”*®

5. A further link may be found with the notion of Christian philoso-
phy. The notion was, as Gilson has shown, relatively common in the nine-
teenth century. But it is not to be found either in the works or the letters of
Newman (even when he was accused of having invented ‘Christian phi-
losophy” in 1863*). Except once—when in an enthusiastic letter to Pope
Leo XIII in support of the Thomist Encyclical Aeterni Patris—he wrote:
“Wise and seasonable act . . . [with his] rootedness in Christian philoso-

% Cf. John H. Newman, Grammar of Assent, with an introduction by Etienne Gilson (New
York: Double day, 1955), 18.
36

Id.
¥ 1d.
% A Gilson Reader, ed. Anton C. Pegis (New York: Doubleday, 1957), 328-329. A question
remains: even if Gilson did not try to paint a ‘Thomistic’ Newman, yet he did not hide
Newman’s sympathy for Thomism (as he did the same with Bergson). So why he did not
have the same attitude towards Blondel? Beyond the factual reasons given above, the ques-
tion remains, as the quite positive lines of his 1962 book are rather short.
¥ Cf. John H. Newman, Letters and Diaries, vol. XIX, 67 (in a letter from Richard Holt
Hutton to Newman).
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phy.”* The title of the Encyclical was On the Restoration of Christian

Philosophy (but Newman did not quote it), and this spontaneous letter may
be considered as a strong support to the kind of Christian philosophy Gil-
son supported.*

Gilson, Blondel, Newman

From these preliminary investigations, it seems that Newman does
not offer much direct material for easing the quarrel between Gilson and
Blondel on Christian philosophy, which took place forty years after his
death. But, indirectly, three tracks are worth exploring.

1. Notional and real. A part of the Gilson-Blondel dispute relates to
the accusation of ‘bathing in the real’ on one side and of ‘conceptualism’
on the other. It may be tempting to see this disagreement as an offspring to
the question of ‘notional vs. real’ as it was raised by Newman in the
Grammar. The study of Jan Henri Walgrave (a great scholar on Newman,
according to whom Blondel was the greatest Catholic philosopher of the
twentieth century) on ‘real’ and ‘notional’ in Blondel and Newman identi-
fies a deep kinship in their common differentiation between notional and
real knowledge. But Walgrave adds that in Blondel there is a gradual proc-
ess of realization of actual knowledge, while in Newman it is imagination,
in Coleridge’s sense, which is the essential dynamic factor of real assent.*
So, Newman cannot be used in a straightforward way from a Blondelian
point of view against Gilson; but, more interestingly, we have briefly seen
that Gilson on his side brought the greatest attention to this aspect of the
Grammar of Assent. In Gilson’s eyes, Newman’s thought on the two as-
sents is not a philosophy of knowledge, but rather a “phenomenology of
religion,” referred to as apologetics in that Newman proclaimed the goal of
his work to be religious—and he valued it for being such. Moreover, Gil-
son criticized any forced opposition between the two forms of assent: “one
should beware of another one (misunderstanding), namely, imagining that,
in the doctrine of Newman, notional assent is an imperfect form of real

4 Cf. John H. Newman, Letters and Diaries, vol. XXIX, 212. Gilson’s similar enthusiasm
for the Encyclical is well known. | could not find any enthusiastic reference of Blondel to
this Encyclical, even if he revered Leo X111 for his 1893 Encyclical Rerum Novarum.

! John Crosby in Laurence Richardson, Newman’s Approach to Knowledge (Leominster,
Herefordshire: Gracewing, 2007), 1X.

42 wpReal’ and ‘Notional’ in Blondel and Newman,” Internationale Cardinal-Newman—
Studien X1V (1990): 142-156.
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assent.” In conclusion, then, there is a thin link between Blondel and
Gilson through Newman, but it would be artificial to say more concerning
a closer connection, as they treat the distinctions between assent in quite
different ways.

2. Sacramental Principle. A second possible approach is that of
“what might be called with Newman the sacramental character of the
Christian world,” according to Gilson, who presented it in the fifth chapter
of the Spirit of Mediaeval Philosophy.* Whatever explanation of the sac-
ramental character of the Christian world is considered, “it always exceeds
the physical level of science to reach the metaphysical level and prepare
the transition to the mystical level.”* The reference to Newman leads to
the “mystical or sacramental principle” discussed in the Apologia. Gilson,
inspired by Newman, was here close to Blondel’s positions in his 1929 Le
probléme de la mystique [The Problem of Mysticism], or Blondel’s state-
ment that “metaphysics does not finish with theories; speculation requires a
living and practicing metaphysics,” that is, the practice of mysticism.* The
closeness between Gilson and Blondel becomes even greater when, in the
same chapter of the Spirit of Mediaeval Philosophy, Gilson traces the dy-
namic of this sacramental principle to the goodness of God, namely to His
love, which enables us to be ourselves as causes and thus “delegating . . . a
certain participation in His power, along with a participation in His actual-
ity,”*" or, to use Blondel’s words, with a participation in the “metaphysics
of charity.”

3. Consciousness (conscience) and understanding. According to a
recent Newman-Blondel symposium, consciousness (conscience) and
understanding in Newman and Blondel is an ‘immense subject’ (Cardinal
Poupard).”® In 1931, this issue was far from being foreign to Gilson, as it

43 Cf. Newman, Grammar of Assent, 14.
“ page 101 of the French edition (Vrin, 1983). Gilson added that the expression is taken by
him in a more metaphysical sense than Newman’s historical one, but the relation of things to
god which it indicates remains substantially the same.

Id.
% Cf. La Pensée, Il (Paris: Alcan, 1934), 326. One may think here of Gilson and Blondel
converging also through St. Bernard—Blondel was deeply influenced by the Cistercian
master. Cf. J. Leclercq, Maurice Blondel, lecteur de saint Bernard (Bruxelles: Lessius,
2001), and Gilson will publish his La théologie mystique de saint Bernard [The Mystical
Theology of St. Bernard] in 1934.
“7 Spirit of Mediaeval Philosophy, 101, French edition.
“ Cf. Newman et Blondel: conscience et intelligence, ed. Keith Beaumont, Marie-Jeanne
Coutagne, Pierre de Cointet (Paris: Parole et Silence, 2012), 7—see in this book especially
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was showed by the seventeenth of the Gifford Lectures, Intention, Con-
science and Obligation. This is evident in particular with its typology of
the relationship between intellect and will in the concept of conscience, in
which Gilson shows as an historian that the medieval authors were no less
divided than the modern ones about the nature of moral conscience.
Whereas Thomas Aquinas is more ‘intellectualist’, Gilson noted, ‘Augus-
tinian’ thinkers starting with St. Bonaventure link intelligence and will as
joint sources of conscience. Six centuries before Newman and seven centu-
ries before Bernard Lonergan or Blondel, they bound together “conscience’
and ‘consciousness’, intellectual and moral conscience, establishing (to use
the terminology of Lonergan) that the roots of both metaphysics and mor-
als are “in the dynamic structure of rational consciousness.”™® Moreover,
Gilson, following St. Thomas Aquinas, set consciousness not “as a sepa-
rate faculty of the will or reason but as an act, or rather acts,” converging
here with Blondel. However, this topic is not an essential one in Gilson
work: the terms “‘conscience’ or ‘consciousness’ did not appear in his Ele-
ments of Christian Philosophy. Moreover, the reference to Newman is
completely absent in his writings in this field.

Why Gilson Criticized Blondel (and Vice Versa)

Under this Gilsonian title, 1 would like to conclude with another po-
tential way of mediation between Gilson and Blondel through Newman: if
not a conciliator, he may have for us another indirect function, to help for a
better understanding why Gilson and Blondel were different and could not
but differ.

In his Philosophical Notebook, Newman writes indeed: “In most
departments of writing, to speak of self is egotistical—not so in metaphys-
ics . . . Metaphysics is a conditional science, conditional on the truth of
those starting points which commended themselves to me, not perhaps to
another one.” Following Gilson’s advice to provisionally accept “this
language created by Newman for his own needs”*" and not discussing this

pages 205-279. The French word ‘conscience’ means at the same time both English words
‘consciousness’ and ‘conscience’.

“ Cf. Bernard Lonergan, Insight, An Essay in Human Understanding (New York: Philoso-
phical Library, 1957), 636.

0 cf. Philosophical Notebooks of John Henry Newman, vol. 11, ed. E. Sillem (Louvain:
Nauwelaerts, 1969), 87 and 89.

5t Newman, Grammar of Assent, 10. One may note than Gilson himself, when he wanted to
treat as simply as possible the ‘experience of a being’ started (even if ‘with reservation’)
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sui generis sense of his use of the word ‘metaphysics’, we may follow him
regarding Gilson and Blondel: both of them tried to report on the personal
first principles of their respective philosophies that no concept can ade-
quately fully express. And so Newman’s remark could explain the painful
astonishment of Gilson and Blondel when they realized conscience, which
for each of them was absolutely evident and formed the starting point of
their own philosophy, was not the same as it was for the other. Gilson’s
painful surprise in his March 1931 letter to Blondel, as mentioned above
(I cannot but believe that I do not understand you™), is very clear on this
point. But is it really so surprising when the core of reality, God, is an ‘I’
who has created other ‘I’s’?

Newman as tertium datum reconciling Gilson and Blondel reveals
himself to be rather poor. Nonetheless, this is not a reason to resign oneself
to the dispute between these two pre-eminent thinkers of the past century.
If, in the French Catholic philosophical landscape of the early 1930s, any
major figures were capable of going beyond the shackles and the blinkers,
and of providing a specific testimony of the greatness of Christian thought,
it was both of them (and a few others): two lay people—with what this
meant in terms of freedom from clerics—two men who did not come out of
the ghetto of Catholic schools (except a few years for Gilson), two teaching
fellows in the French State system and not in the Catholic seraglio (and
also two men from Burgundy). Their quarrel leaves one with a bitter taste
of mess. But, just before the failed debate of 1931, a thinker wrote that
among Gilson’s “beautiful works’ were his conclusions about St. Bonaven-
ture and St. Thomas, namely that “these two syntheses are incompatible
with each other while one and the other are legitimate as opposing aspects
of a truth larger and thicker than all systems;” 2 hut he added that, for his
part, he could not resign himself to it, and that he felt it both possible and
desirable to attempt a ‘unifying transmutation’. He sent his book to Gilson,
who took the time to reply: “Nor do | consider the antithesis Thomas vs
Bonaventure (or rather, Thomas vs Augustine) as unbridgeable.” The name
of the thinker who wrote to Gilson was Maurice Blondel.>® Let his name

with a personal testimony (E. Gilson, Constantes philosophiques de I’Etre [Philosophical
Constants of Being] (Paris: Vrin, 1983), 145-147).

%2 Cf. L’itinéraire philosophique de Maurice Blondel. Propos recueillis par Frédéric Lefévre
[Maurice Blondel’s Philosophical Itinerary: Interview by Frederic Lefevre] (Paris: Spes,
1928), 129-130.

% For Blondel, cf. id.; for Gilson reply, see Long, “The Blondel-Gilson Correspondence
through Foucault’s Mirror,” 359-360.
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and Etienne Gilson’s be put instead of Bonaventure (Augustine) and Tho-
mas, and finish on this note of hope.

GILSON—NEWMAN—BLONDEL?
SUMMARY

The article analyzes the dispute between Etienne Gilson and Maurice Blondel. Their dispute
is quite notorious and, even though all the reasons behind it are unknown, casts a shadow on
the French philosophy of Christian inspiration in the last century. For both Gilson and
Blondel are among the most illustrious representatives of it. The article attempts to reconcile
Gilson and Blondel by referring to John Henry Newman. According to Henri de Lubac,
“Blondel greatly admired Newman and, in that, Gilson joined him;” moreover, St. John Paul
Il, in Fides et Ratio, not only proposed the names of Newman and Gilson among the five
thinkers of Western thought that he considered to be significant examples of “fruitful
relationship between philosophy and the word of God” in their “courageous research,” but he
also, considered their “philosophical works of great influence and lasting value.” The former
Pope stated, “a philosophy which, starting with an analysis of immanence, opened the way to
the transcendent,” just after devoting two paragraphs to praise the modern Thomistic revival
and its fruits (857-58). Could, then, blessed John Henry Newman be a possible tertium
datum between Gilson and Blondel?

KEYWORDS: Gilson, Blondel, Newman, Christian philosophy.









