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CHAPTER I

REVIVAL OF 

THQMISTIC PHILOSOPHY



Scholastic Philosophy has ’’emerged once more into the 

philosophical arena and it has forced recognition from its 

adversaries."^ It is no longer studied as a system of thought 

that "was", but a system of thought that "is". The modern 

mind, after groping about for truth in the materialism of 

Locke and Hume, in the idealism of Hegel, in the agnosticism 

of Kant and Spenser, is now ready to investigate the tenets 

of Aristotle and Thomas, provided the latter are presented 

to it intelligibly.

Two external reasons are given for this emergence of the 

philosophy of the Schoolmen, and although not conclusive 

proof, have their value. First, the discovery that the term 

"Dark Ages" and all which made up its connotation was a myth, 

has dispelled the disdain for anything Medieval. The terra 

Scholastic suggests to the modern mind the Middle Ages, and 

rightly so, for this period of intellectual pursuit was the 

Golden age of Scholasticism. Historians have found in the 

darkness the never to be extinguished "light" of intellectual 

endeavor in its highest form. The terra "Middle Ages" and its 

characteristic philosophy can at least be tolerated by the 

modern mind. And once this toleration gives way to curiosity, 

the thinker of today has made the first step in the discovery 

of the true philosophy? that which holds things as they really 

are— the moderate realism of Thomas. The second reason given 

for the acceptance of Scholasticism as a recognized system of 

thought is that modern thought, though unconsciously, is 

directing itself toward Scholastic ideas. The interaction
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between body and mind is being discovered; and as a result the 

concept of xhe soul is given its place. Also, there is a defi

nite trend toward realism in the Epistemologies of the day. 

’’...realistic philosophy is still alive and is once more arous-
*

ing widespread interest and serious study” is the comment of 

Dr. John Wild of Harvard University.2

Scholastic Philosophy is regaining its lost prestige.

The basic reason for this, however, is internal to the system 

itself. The guardian of Scholasticism, the Church, realized 

its decadence and in the voice of Leo XIII and his successors 

have urged and commanded^ its rejuvenation. Scholastic Philoso

phy has come into its own, not because of any reason extrinsic 

to it, but because of a revival from within.

On August 4, 1879* Pope Leo XIII issued the Encyclical 

Aeterni Patris on the return to the Philosophy of St. Thomas.

Leo realized the fact that Thomism as such was dead. Philoso

phers continued to call themselves Scholastics but the philoso

phy they held was far removed from that of the Angelic Doctor. 

Addressed to the laity as well as to the clergy, the Papal 

letter Places the cause of the ’’troubles that vex public and 

private life” in the fact that the masses have accented "false 

conclusions concerning divine and human things...”3 Leo points 

out that since it is man*s nature to follow his reason in his 

activities, the sins of his intellect will also corrupt his will. 

Although he does not place the cause for the existing evils

entirely in the philosophic systems of the time, he does stress
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the right use of philosophy as a remedy.

Leo offers the wisdom of Acquinas for the salvation of 

society. He describes his as towering above the Scholastic 

Doctors, "the chief and master of all*1*

’’With his spirit at once humble and swift, 
his memory ready and tenacious, his life spot
less throughout, a lover of truth for its own 
sake, richly endowed with human divine science, 
like the sun he heated the world with the ardor 
of his virtues and filled it with the splendor 
of his teaching.'*4

Leo commanded a return to the study of the texts of the 

thirteenth century. The Scholastics had fallen to such a 

pitiable state of intellectual sterility that the only sal

vation was a completely new approach to the writings of the 

Angelic Doctor. Thomism must be discovered as it was. Ihe 

brilliant mind of the thirteenth century had synthesized the 

thought of the ancients and had formed a working philosophy 

that could never be challenged. Thinkers of the modern per

iod must avail themselves of this wealth of knowledge if they 

are to restore to reason its life and productivity. In the 

words of Leo, "...lest the false for the true, or the corrupt 

for the pure be drunk in, be ye watchful that the doctrine 

of Thomas be drawn from his own fountains..."'*

An exclusion of problems that are more subtle than profit

able is the second plea of Leo in his document. In the period 

of decline. Scholastics had degenerated to the art of quibbling. 

The substance of philosophy was forgotten and the method alone 

remained. Discussions of ridiculously theoretical questions



occupied their writing* He urges a rejection of such doctrines 

and a return to real abstractive thought* Again from the en

cyclical , "if there be anything that ill agrees with the dis

coveries of a later age, or improbable in whatever way, it 

does not enter Our mind to nropose that for imitation to Our 

• f t * * *

Leo sees the need for an extension and completion of the 

Scholastic system, The only way this could be brought ab>ut 

is by an acceptance of the writings of the thirteenth centu

ry Doctor* He asks this to be done not in the '‘spirit of 

indiscriminating devotion to the past but rather in a spirit 

of thorough and scholarly appreciation of the past"*7 ihis 

is the Traditional element in the plan of Leo. Knowing that 

the true nhiloso^hy can be found only by reviving ihomas, he 

uses the Latin a iate, "Vetera novis a m  ere et nerficere", With

out tradition, without a foundation, the modern mind will have 

a difficult time reaching the heights of philosophical thought* 

Leo might well have cjuoted the observation of Bernard of Char

tres, "*« see not clearer or better than our ancestors, but 

the reason we see farther is that we stand on the shoulders of 

iants," This Traditional element in the new scholasticism is 

essential*

But Leo senses the danger of Scholasticism falling back 

to the decadent errors if tradition is exclusively stressed,

"Another factor breeding philosophical sepa
ratism is the very historic tradition belan inp to 
Thomis®. It seduces people into letting their ener
gy be so co'tmlotfly absorbed in the intricate rec
ord of oast Thomisms that they lose their respect
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for, and capacity to deal with, the philosophical
issues of our own generation.

An equally essential element in any system of thought ia 

Progress* Philosophy must not be divorced from the discover

ies of the modems* The Scholastics must establish a benevo

lent attitude toward them and assimilate everything good that 

they are able to offer* This element of Progress is given in 

three phases by F. J. Thonnard, First of all, the Scholastic 

must not despise modern science* "Every word of wisdom, every 

useful thing by whomsoever discovered or planned, ought to 

receive with a willing and grateful mind*"^ This was the fault 

of the decadent Scholastics* Philosophy is the science of 

ultimate causes, but before we reach the ultimate, an investi

gation of the proximate causes is in order. This consideration 

has validity especially in the divisions of Psychology and Cos

mology* Laboratories should be set up for Psycho-physiology 

and osycho-phyeics if the Scholastic is to attain the respect 

of modern thought.

Secondly, the Scholastic must concern himself with 

Criteriology* The validity of human knowledge must be shown 

before any philosophical discussion is possible* Thomism has 

no chance of being accepted unless it can undergo a critical 

proof* The modern mind must be made to accept the validity 

of knowlecge and the basic principles of human thought, or 

Scholastic Metaphysics, Cosmology and Psychology will be 

unintelligible*
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Thirdly, Scholastic philosophy must be reformulated in 

terms calculated to convince the modern mind. The language of 

Thomas, although sublime, does not necessarily appeal to the 

hilosopher of the twentieth century. Although Lso does not 

favor a rejection of the traditional Latin medium, some ex

ponents of his suggestions have made use of the vernacular*

Not disdaining the universal language and still realizing its 

advantages, (viz. Cardinal Mercier) seek to sacrifice the 

language of scholasticism in order to better explain its 

substance.

In Aeterni Patris. Leo fears the trend of Scholastics 

in following the lead of the modern philosophies, which give 

not a "firm and stable, and robust (system) like that of old, 

bit (one) tottering and feeble”. ^  He not only urges but com

mands a return to the wisdom of the Doctor from Acquino.

Leo was succeeded by men who also realized the pressing 

need for a revival. Pius X, in his "Motu Proprio", Angelici 

Poctoris (1914) adds to the praises of Thomas an invitation 

and a command to spread and defend him. In promulgating the 

Code of Cannon Law, Benedict XV fully approved the method and 

teachings of Thomas. Benedict issued his encyclical Prusto 

Ap~entente in 1921 and displayed his insistence on Thomism by 

reminding his readers that in the Code, Thomas alono has been 

chosen as Hthe Philosopher".

Pius XI, on the sixth centenary of the canonization of 

St. Thomas, wrote an Encyclical, Studiorum Ducem. In it he 

writes, "In whom, We isk, is it possible to find in a more



eminent degree than in the Angelic Doctor the *word of wisdom*?" 

In furthering the praises of Thomas, Pius XI asks the reader if 

there existed a philosopher who has explained better the nature 

and subject-matter of philosophy and has more clearly put forth 

the relations of the different divisions to one another. Thomas 

alone has formed a system of thought which possesses the total 

harmony and order that all philosophers attempt to achieve. As 

Thomas himself states, "It is the work of the philosopher to 

bring about order". Pius sets up Thomas as an authority even 

for the particular sciences. In St. Thomas we obtain by means 

of "stable and firm principles", the correct approach to the 

Particular sciences.

Like Leo XIII, Pius realized that the basic problem of any 

system of philosophy is an adequate criteriology. In Thomas he 

finds a treatment of the value of human thought which is beyond 

controversy. Quoting from Thomas he writes, "The human intell# 

ect by its own natural power knows being and everything which is 

a part of being as such".

In Theodicy, Thomas* arguments for the existence of God 

cannot be matched. "God, can be known and his existence can be 

nroven by the unaided light of reason by means of created things", 

is his basic tenet. In the moral, social and legal sciences, 

Thomas can again be taken as reliable authority because in his 

writings the principles by which modern problems can be solved 

are clearly stated.

So too, in all branches of Philosophy, Thomas stands out 

as the "sun" which illumines all thought. "In order to aviod

7



the errors which are the primary source of all evils of our 

timis, it is necessary religiously to hold fast, now as never 

before to the teachings of the Angelic Doctor."*2

Thus the modern popes have fought zealously for a return 

to the doctrines of Thomas. They have written his ^raises, 

summarized his accomplishments, pleaded and commanded that his 

philosophy be restudied, appreciated and brought once again in

to the "philosophical arena".

d
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A brief account of the history of the Scholastic system 

following St. Thomas is in order to fully appreciate the ne

cessity of these Papal pronouncements. When Leo began his 

reign, Scholasticism as a distinct system had long been bur

ied. How did this death come about? How was it possible that 

the brilliance of the Angelic Doctor be diffused and finally 

extinguished by modern thinkers?

History of philosophy has been described as "a process of 

alternate progress and retrogression--a vast connected growth 

or degeneracy".* This quote might well apply in particular to 

Scholasticism. The natural succession of progress and retro

gression has not exempted the Scholastics.

The Middle Ages saw the flowering of Thomism. But when 

the brilliant minds of this period passed out of existence, the 

system experienced a sharp decline. Scholasticism, as such, 

soon fell into oblivion and was a system merely mentioned in 

history of philosophy as a "has been".

This decadence can be blamed entirely on the Scholastics 

themselves. They lost the respect of philosophers by resorting 

to "quibbling in clever displays of dialectic skill".2

Paul J. Glenn in his History of Philosophy discusses the 

fact of development being either intrinsic or extrinsic. In

trinsic development was no longer possible for the school. In 

St. Thomas, the system reached its perfection and completeness. 

True ohilosoohy is a body of true principles. Truth is immuta

ble; it cannot be changed, nor can it reach beyond its final



CHAPTER II

HISTORY OF SCHOLASTICISM 
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perfection. The synthesis of Thomas presented a completely 

harmonious system of principles. These principles remain in

violable; they cannot be challenged. The philosophers in the 

early period of decline could not add anything to the basic 

tenets of their spokesman. However, extrinsic development was 

possible and necessary. This was the phase almost totally neg

lected. Although the principles could not be improved upon, 

their extension and application could have been advanced in the 

light of new findings in the physical sciences. Philosophical 

principles are valuable only if they can be used to exnlain 

and remedy existing problems. In this period of a lessening 

of Faith, a relaxation of discipline, a corrupting of true 

intellectualism, the Scholastics could well have utilized 

their philosophy to remedy the oncoming errors. But ignoring 

the principles of Thomas, they were unable to cope with the 

threatening dangers and soon fell into sterility.

F. J. Thor-nard Phrases this defect of Scholastics by the 

statement, "a lack of the metaphysical spirit”. They ceased to 

be true philosophers and instead contented themselves with mere 

logic. The claim that the Scholastics began arguing on how 

many angels could sit on the head of a pin is false, but it is 

illustrative of the lack of true philosophical discussion.

There also developed a misunderstanding between the Thomists 

and the modern scientists. Scholastics failed to see that their 

system was perennial, and regardless of the findings of the 

natural scientists, would hold up under any attack. They refused
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to believe that their metaphysics could be separated from the 

decaying astronomy and physics. On the other hand, the scien

tists thought that their new discoveries overthrew the metaphy

sics as put forth by the scholastics* Scholastics were fright

ened when the Ptoleraic theory was proven false and by neglecting 

to find a reconciliation with the new knowledge they discredit

ed themselves by their refusal to recognize the facts. Schol

astics themselves must be blamed for the rapid decay of their 

system.

However, external factors hastened this decline. In the 

new universities a careless order of studies was allowed. 

Scholastic requirements were lessened and as a result an in

crease of ill-instructed students occurred. By not receiving 

the basis of thought in the universities, they were unprepared 

to understand the true scholasticism. Then, following in order, 

a lack of constructive minds resulted.

Partial responsibility for the decline of Scholastic 

Philosophy can be attributed to the insistence of modern science 

on the materialism and mechanism of Newton. Mechanism may be 

defined as ’’The philosophical theory explaining all substances 

and all properties and transformations of the corporal world 

solely by two Principles, a homogeneous matter and local move

ment".3 This system conceived the world as a mere machine, 

composed of an unending series of machines joined together.

By Mechanism, all natural phenomena is reducible to physical, 

chemical and mechanical forces. By establishing the mathe

matical laws governing these forces, complete explanation of
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the world is possible. Drawing this theory to its ultimate 

conclusions, future results can be known and nredicted pro

vide^ the necessary geometrical and mechanical data is on hand. 

This philosophy, if it is permissible to title it as such, was 

in direct opposition to the philosophy of the Schoolmen.

Because of its wide popularity, it resulted in overshadowing 

Ihomism, the latter being regarded as archaic.

The mediocrity of the Scholastics paved the way for a 

relentless zea.1 among the anti-scholastics. They had some

thing new to offer the world. Obsessed with the attraction 

of the "new” they were on fire to „snread their ideas. And 

those who listened and read were also taken in by the novelty 

of the new doctrines. Lacking a true philosophical mind, they 

did not see the inherent errors in the systems of the moderns 

and readily accepted their principles in preference to the 

ancient "unscientific" doctrines of the Scholastics. "Truth 

was crushed in the world”, in the words of Glenn, but it "shall 

rise again".^

The scholastics of the fourteenth century were divided 

into two schools; that of Thomas and that of Duns Scotus 

(1265-1308). This division among the schoolmen favored the 

rise of the protagonists. The division gradually increased 

until Scholasticism was no longer distinct. During the follow- 

two centuries there were some who called themselves scholastic, 

but merely for the reason that they found the opponents in 

direct opposition to the Paith. These might be called "Schola

stics by reason of Faith", and can hardly be classified among

14
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the ranks. Most of these philosophers went over to Cartesian- 

ism, simply because Descartes remained a true Catholic.

In the seventeenth century the number of true scholastics 

decreased even more. Even the few that remained were defini

tely influenced by the "new doctrines". Jean Baptiste Gonet 

(d. 1681) called himself a scholastic philosopher but more 

truly hid under the shield of Thomistic Theology. Joseph de 

Aquirre attemoted to keep Thomism in the foreground by his 

work, Philosophy According to the Minds of Aristotle and Thomas. 

Claudius Frassen (1620-1711) has a place in this history for 

his presentation of Scotus, Scotus Academicus. called one of 

the most important and scholarly works of this Franciscan 

Scholastic. Other names that deserve mention include Antoine 

Goudin (1636-1695) a Dominican, Marsilio Vasquez, and Roselli 

(16&2). This latter philosopher in his work, Summa Philosophica. 

furnished in part the foundation for the Thomistic reconstruc

tion of the nineteenth century.

The eighteenth century had its list of "Scholastics", but 

no distinctive Scholastic philosophy. The Jesuit Boscovich 

(1711-1787) was a renowned natural philosooher and his views 

on cosmology have for the most part remained unchallenged. 

Boscovich held for an ultimate composition of matter, a theory 

that has been opposed by true Scholastics. Gerdil (171#-lg02) 

defended the philosophies of Descartes and Kalebranche (as tfid 

most of the seminaries of the day). Again, Gerdil, ignoring 

the Epistemology of Thomas formulated theories of knowledge 

which resulted in a modified Cntologism. His theories on the



knowledge of God cannot be accepted. The Benedictine School of 

Salzburg in Germany, principally noted for Theology, used Schola

stic rl ilosoohy as a basis. Ludwig Babenstaben (1660-1726) of 

this school, wrote a complete text book of the system.

The turn of the century brings other names to light. In 

Germany there was Franz Bader (1765-1841). Bader sought to 

oppose the anti-Christian tendencies in Kant, Fichte, Schelling, 

and Hegel and formulated a system which was a synthesis of Neo

platonism, Scholasticism, Mysticism and German Trancendentalisra. 

Georg Hermes, (1775-1831) also a German, diverted from the 

Thomistic theory to knowledge and prooosed Reason as the ultim

ate criterion of truth. Influenced by Kant and Fichte, he is 

called Rationalistic, and cautions the thinker to follow only 

where reason leads. His words were put on the Index by Gregory 

XVI.

One of the most gifted champions of Catholic Germany was 

Joseoh Gorres (1776-1843), but he did not remain a true philoso

pher, aelving into Spiritism and Mysticism in his philosophical 

writings. In Austria, Anton Gunther (1785-1861) can be mentioned. 

Gunther diverted from the Scholastic tradition by using as a 

basis for his theory of knowledge the systems of Hegel, Fichte, 

and Jacobi. To him is attributed the two-soul theory, a dual

ism of spirit and nature in man. Gunther would change faith into 

natural knowledge. Even the mysteries of faith, he teaches, can 

be attributed to reason alone.

The early half of the nineteenth century can be examined 

for its group of "Scholastics", although not In the strict sense

16



of the term. Among the most orthodox was Franz Staudenmaier 

(1300-1365), a German, who refuted rationalistic and oantheis- 

tic errors of the day. In Spain, Donoso Cortez (1309-1353) 

is called Scholastic but he too was largely influenced by the 

moderns, viz. Rosseau and the Liberalists. He insisted on the 

"imDotence of human systems to solve problems of human destiny”. 

Another Soaniard Jaime Balmes (1310-1343) had a correct idea 

on the true approach of a true philosopher when he said it was 

the duty of the thinker nnot merely to rethink and restate but 

reshape and develop". Balmes though was Influenced strongly 

by Descartes and Leibnitz. He rejected the active intellect 

and the real distinction between essence and existence. Balmes 

did, however, ably refute Skepticism, Kantianism, and the Ger

man Pantheism of his day.

In Leo»s own day, Canon Sanseverino (1311-1365) an Italian, 

prepared the way for the New Scholastic movement. He realized 

the necessity of returning to Thomas and although only Logic 

and Psychology are discussed in his work, Philosophia Christiana 

cum Antigua et Nova Comoarata, can be noted for his endeavors 

to re-establish the teachings of Thomas. In It^ly, Liberatore 

(1310-1392) wrote in the traditional style of the Schoolmen 

and ably refuted Rationalism and Ontologism. Another precursor 

of the movement, Albert Stockl (1323-1395) in Germany, began 

the trend back to Thomas by completing text books on all divis

ions of philosophy.

Perhaps the greatest evil to arrive out of the failure to 

recognize the value of Thomistic Principles, was the system

17
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called Modernism, Described as a "synthesis of all heresies", 

the exponents of this false system began with an attempt at a 

reconciliation of Catholic truths with modern science. The 

foundation chosen for this reconciliation was far removed from 

Thomas and as a result the system ended in a "pragmatic, volun- 

taristic and activistic interpretation of religious truth".5 

The outstanding modernist was Edouard LeRoy (b. 1370) of the 

College de France. LeRoy was a sincere nafct but adopted a 

theory of knowledge entirely at variance with that of the Scho

lastics. He denied the intellect, the power to know anything 

beyond the phenomena. The Modernists concluded that religious 

truths are relative and transitory. Modernism was suppressed 

by Pius X in his ascendi Dorainci C-regis (1907).

when Leo began his reign the situation was critical. 

Scholasticism was virtually non-existent and all attempts at 

revival had failed. Leo inaugurated the successful revival by 

his Aeterni Patris. To quicken the movement Leo himself extab- 

lished schools of Thomism. The first was chartered in the same 

year as the Encyclical (1379), under the title, Roman Academy 

of Thomas. In 1394* a school at Louvain was founded; "Institut 

Suoerieur rie Philosophic". This famous school had as its found

er and chief spokesman, Cardinal Mercier (1351-1926). Mercier 

stressed a thorough study of the modern findings of science, as 

a necessary preparation for the revival of Thomism. Realizing 

that Thomas would never be accepted unless an adequate critical 

proof could be given for his system, Mercier developed his notable
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contribution, Crlteriology. Another impetus given to Thomism 

was the use of the vernacular at Louvain. Despite the approval 

of Leo, Mereier suffered much opposition from within the church. 

The opinion against him gained such strength that the power of 

granting degrees at Louvain was withdrawn for a time. Mereier, 

however, persevered and made a vigorous effort to assimulate 

everything good found in modern science with the principles 

of Thomas.

Other schools of Neo-Thomism included the Seminary of St. 

Sulpice in Paris. Notable in this school was Albert Farges 

(1886-1907). The Jesuit College of Stonyhurst was begun in 

England. From the latter, Thomas Harper (1851-1893), Joseph 

Ricksby (b. 1389) and Leslie Walker (1910) can be mentioned.

In Italy the School of Milan followed Mereier and gave further 

impetus to the Neo-Scholasticism.

The Neo-Thomists fell into three groups. The Historical 

Thomists recognized the system only as a contribution to the 

realm of thought, (e.g. Carlyle in England). The second group, 

the Critical Thomists, looked on the theses of Thomas only as 

opinions. They exponded the weak points of the system, a val

uable aid to the movement. The third group consists of the 

real Neo-Thomists and are called Progressive. These philoso

phers fully appreciate Thomas and made the necessary recon

ciliation between modern science and Thomas. Among the Pro- 

gressivists that deserve mention, Jacques Maritain, and Fr. 

Sertillanges stand out as the Thomists of the twentieth centu

ry.
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Through their efforst and those of other Neo-Scholastics 

the system of Thomas has been given its place in modern thought. 

The errors of the decadent period, namely an excessive stress 

on minor logic, Ptolemaic astronomy and astrology and other 

antequated notes, have been freed from the school. Thomism 

has been revived and "through Thomism, reason will find again 

the needed confidence in its own povrer to encompass the entir

ety of natural truth within philosophy.

i
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1 Turner, op. cit. p. 634.
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Now that Scholastic Philosophy has come into its own, the 

responsibilities of the representatives of this school are grave 

and far-reaching. The rise in prestige, as inaugurated by Leo 

XXII, must be continued by our contemporaries. The world is 

still groping for the truth. The scholastic philosopher has 

the duty to supply as much of this truth as is capable of finite 

minds. The Popes have commanded the revival of Thomism, This 

command must be carried out if the school is to be saved from 

another period of decadence.

This Papal command contains four obligations incumbent on 

the Scholastic# First, he must make an intensive study of the 

principles of Scholastic Philosophy from the time of Aristotle 

through the age of St. Thomas, He must be able to make explicit 

the basic principles, and delete anything that would prevent the 

system from having universal application today. The unchanging 

and fundamental principles will form a solid foundation for fur

ther exposition of the system. To make the necessary application 

of the system to modern thought, an intensive study of all the 

systems of modern philosophy is in order. Only if the Scholastic 

understands the position of the adversary will he be able to 

refute the latter and substitute his own tenets. He must also 

be able to recognize the problems that confront the modern philos

opher; because an attempt at solving these difficulties is funda

mental for the Scholastic before he presents the entire system of 

Thomas for examination and criticism by his opponents.

It is not to be debated that the Scholastic is living in 

an aê e of Science. Although science has received a considerable
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set-back by the Crises of the nineteenth century, it continues 

to dominate all thinking of the day. The Scholastic must not 

revolt against this fact, for this would be fatal, but accept 

the existing conditions and plan his attack in this light. A 

primary difficulty in regard is to fail to make the clear-cut 

distinction between Science and Ihilosophy. Many of the prob

lems confronting modern thought are a result of a failure to do 

this. Natural Science may be defined as a systematized body of 

knowledge which pertains to the physical world. It is necess

arily a limited branch of knowledge, concerned only with the 

first degree of abstraction. Cfcily the "material" is examined, 

systematized and. universalized. To go beyond the frontiers of 

physical bodies is to make an illicit jump into another realm of 

thought. Confusion of levels must be avoided.

Philosophy on the other hand, is defined as "that science 

of ultimate reasons, causes and principles of being, acquired 

by the aid of human reason alone". What has been said for the 

scientist applies here. The philosopher must remain within his 

field of intellectual endeavor. He is working in the third deg

ree of abstraction, and must remain there. Any attempt to make 

his study purely empirical or to venture into Theology is illicit. 

The distinction between the two realms of thought must be main

tained if a true body of knowledge is to be formed. The scientist 

studies being as signate matterj the philosopher studies being 

qua being.

There is no necessary conflict between the scientist and 

the philosopher. Truth is one. >?hat is true in science cannot
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be called un-true by the philosopher. Miat is found true in 

philosophy cannot be ignored by the scientist. Each must have 

the humility to recognize the limitations of his particular branch 

of knowledge and be willing to work together in the attainment 

of truth. "It is only by means of nutual understanding and co

operation that there can arise a great edifice of human knowledge 

that will be in harmony with the higher light of divine reason."* 

Although Science and Philosophy are quite distinct, what 

relation exists between them, besides the mutual quest for truth? 

As for the scientist, he must admit that his search for truth 

must end at a particular point, beyond which he is unable to go 

without ceasing to be a scientist. The purpose of science is to 

analyze, to explain natural phenomena* But it is impossible to 

explain anything unless this is done in terms of something else.

In the last resort there must be something which cannot be ana

lyzed or explained by the natural scientist. This is his ultimate 

frontier. It is here that the philosopher enters the quest and 

advances to the ultimate reasons, causes* and principles. The 

scientist must recognize his limitations, for in the last analysis, 

"science can tell us how things behave, not what they are".^

So too with the philosopher. His field is also limited.

He may study being only in so far as it can be known by reason.

A basic principle of Thomism states, there is nothing in the 

intellect which does not come through the senses. The philos

opher must be indebted to the scientist to supply valid exper

iences of these senses. He cannot isolate his system from
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modern findings and expect to arrive at a body of true knowledge. 

He must not look down on the scientist and consider the latter*s 

field of endeavor inferior to his own.

"The answer to the natural science metaphysics 
dispute seems to be this: whilst the natural scien
tist cannot tell us the "nature" (i.e. the whole 
sum of behavior) of anything, nevertheless he can 
tell us in oart (i.e. he can tell us of a good 
deal of its behavior)# And that the metaphysician 
can tell us very little more with certainty; the 
metaphysician will try to show us why we describe 
one part of the universe as ’the same frog1 as a 
different part of the universe;...both of them are 
adding up partial calculations about behavior, but 
neither can give us the whole sum."3

Showing us the natural co-operation of Scientist and philo

sopher, the preceding quote also makes clear the fact that both 

the scientist and the philosopher must have the humility to 

recognize his limitations. With the orincioles of St. Thomas 

the philosooher is well equiooed to answer the modern problems, 

but it is not to be concluded that he will be able to give an 

adequate answer to all these problems. This is impossible for 

finite man. He must have this in mind, aswwell as the confi

dence in himself and in his school, to make a generous attempt. 

To sit idly by and allow his adversaries to make their asser

tions and formulate their conclusions will result in the dis

favor of Scholasticism in the modern mind. The Philosophy of 

the Schoolmen is mueh more than a historic sccomplishment. It 

must be applied to modern times to sustain its vitality.

This chapter will consist of an exposition of some of these 

problems confronting the twentieth century thinker, with the 

Scholastic principles that might be applied in order to arrive
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at adequate answers. A sampling of these problems will suffice 

to indicate the nature of the problems. Therefore, only what 

might be listed under the Philosophy of Life and the Philosophy 

of Mind will be treated.

The greatest enigma facing man today is himself. Just what 

is man? What is life? Is man only a more subtle form of the 

animal? Where has life come from? What is a soul? What is 

its source?

To answer these questions, one must analyze himself. But 

this presents further problems. How can man analyze himselff 

Is it enough to examine his behavior? Can the study ever be 

objective? Is life amenable to the ordinary laws of physics and 

chemistry?

The scientists of the nineteenth century concluded that man 

was a machine, and that once science has advanced to a more per

fect degree, all his actions can be explained in mathematical 

formulae. Can the Scholastic accept this hypothesis? If not, 

then, what other has he to offer. The questions being asked con

cerning man today border closely on the nature of life itself. 

They cannot be answered solely in terms of the natural sciences. 

This is a case in point, where the Scholastic must speak out and 

offer solutions.

We will build the foundation for his task by outlining the 

basic principles of St. Thomas that are relevant.

Man must be studied as a living being. But what is life?

The Schoolman defines life as "immanent activity", of a "living
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being is one which moves itself, which acts uoon and perfects 

itself; one whose action as a living being begins and ends in 

itself".^ The characteristics of life, therefore, as opposed to 

the inertia and transitive activity on non-living beings, are 

spontaneity and immance. But the most primitive experience tell 

us that there are differences within living thinps. There are 

grades of life. Thomas outlines these degrees of vital activity 

under vegetative, 3entient, and human life. The vital activity 

of the first group, namely plant life, is exercised without cog

nition of any kind. Its characteristics are growth, reproduction, 

and nutrition. There is an essential difference between this de

gree and the next grade of life, viz. animal life. The brute 

animals possess powers of perception, appetition, and automatic 

locomotion. Under powers of perception they possess the five 

standard external senses, the internal senses of Imagination, 

Memory, Instinct, and a central sense called the Common Sense.

It is by these external senses that they are made aware of their 

environment and by which they are able to adjust themselves to 

it. They also possess appetitive faculties, divided into the 

concupiscible and irascible. The former are suitable or repug

nant in themselves; the latter are suitable or repugnant, but are 

difficult to attain or, as the case may be, to avoid. Finally, 

every sentient being is capable of spontaneous local motion.

It is this faculty that manifests to us their sensitive powers 

of cognition and appetition.

In the next level of life, we find characteristics entirely
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different and distinct from those found in the lower levels, kn 

examination of man discloses all the faculties of the lower grades 

of activity, but also two more powers of another nature, viz. 

Intelligence and Will Power* These faculties elicit acts intri

nsically independent of the material organ. That man has an in

telligence above that of the animals is shown by the fact that 

he understands and uses abstract ideas, such as "liberty", "beau

ty”, and "certitude”. He knows sensible objects, but in an abst

ract way, so that it is possible for him to arrive at oniversals 

abstracted from all individuating notes. He is able to talk of 

"chair”, by which he means "chairness" and "dog", by which he 

means "aogness". He understands things which have made no impres

sion on his senses, e.g. "the cause, which has ceased to exist, 

in the effect"* Finally man is able to reflect upon himself, 

examine his own thoughts, feelings anc emotions.» In other words, 

he is capable of introspection. Wan*s other essential charact

eristic is Will Power, or Physical Liberty. By Will Power is 

meant "that endocent by which an agent, in regard to certain 

objects presented by the intellect, when all conditions requi

site to elicit a volition are present, is able either to put 

forth or abstain from that volition".^ Introspection reveals 

to us that we have the power of choosing or not choosing, or of 

choosing one thing rather than another. We are conscious of a 

freedom in choice when more than one good is Dresented by the 

intellect, r-fenkind universally assents to this freedom. If 

this were not so, all ideas of duty, obligation, responsibility,
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and merit would he e to be denied. All sanction is basec on the 

fact that man is free to choose one good over another. All men 

distinguish between deliberate and indeliberate acts, which im

plies that the former are free, while the latter are not.

The fundamental question of mankind is "Why?”. Why is man 

different from the brute animal? Why does he possess the powers 

of Intellect and Will? What is the cause of these essential 

faculties? The answer to these is easily arrived at by applying 

the basic principle of causality to man’s activity. Every effect 

must have a cause. The effect cannot be greater than the cause* 

Tie characteristic faculties of man have been demonstrated, but 

an adequate cause must be found. The prlnciole of this rational 

activity is calle the Soul. The soul is the ultimate principle 

by w ich man thinks and wills. A principle is that from which 

something proceeds. The Schoolmen, however, specify this orin- 

ciole in man and call it substantial, which means that the soul 

exists in itself, is not dependent on another in its essential 

operations.

The soul is a co-principle of man, by which his essence is 

determined. Its complement is the body. This is the crux of 

the Hylomorphic doctrine of Thomas as applied to man. Man is a 

being composed of two principles, matter and form, each of which 

is distinct, both of which must be resent to constitute his 

essence.

A clear concept of this substantial principle called the 

soul is necessary that the Scholastic mught contribute this part 

of the synthesis to St. Thoman to the modernmind. Modern
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ing about in the materialism and mechanism of the nineteenth 

century and not finding the true man, the modern philosopher is 

now ready to admit the presence of the spiritual in man. The 

psychiatrist, the psychoanalyst and even the medical doctor are 

discovering the essential interaction between the body and soul.

The concept of the body is strengthened by the scientist; the 

concept of the soul must be made clear by the philosopher.

What is the nature of this soul of man? How is it differ

ent from the vital principles of other living things? Scholastic 

philosophy discusses the nature of the soul under three asoectsj 

simplicity, spirituality, and Immortality. By the simplicity 

of the soul is meant an absence of parts. The nature of anything 

is derived from its operations. The operations of the soul are 

simole, i.e, do not consist of parts outside of parts. There

fore the principle of these operations must also be simple,

'Ian’s essential operations are simple aporehenslon, judgment 

and reasoning (among his cognitive faculties) and volition (among 

his appetitive faculties). Through introspection, man knows that 

his ideas are not composed of parts. If this were not true, these 

ideas would exist specifically in a certain space and be subject 

to objective examination. This is not possible. Thoughts are 

simple; they do not reside in one place and are not subject to 

physical measurement. If man’s ideas are simple any comparison 

of these ideas must also be simple. If a judgment were not simole, 

each term of that judgment would come from a different part of
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the subject. But then, how could the two be reconciled? The 

simple agent who combines the two ideas is wanting and there 

would not be a judgment any more than a simple judgment can come 

from two men, each having one term of the proposition. This be

ing true of judgment, the same follows as regards reasoning.

One conclusion cannot be derived from a composite subject. And 

so the same line of argument establishes the simplicity of vol

ition. An indivisible immanent act of the will cannot be elicited 

by a subject composed of extended parts. There, it is shown 

that the soul is simple.

The spirituality of the soul means that in its existence 

and in its essential operations, it is Independent of matter.

Again w e examine its operations. Man elicits intellective and 

volitional acts that are spiritual or immaterial. The motion 

of matter does not enter man's concept of "beauty", "substance", 

"truth". These spiritual phenomena must proceed from a spiritual 

faculty. The act of introspection is a spiritual act, in that 

the subject and object are identical. This contradicts all prop

erties of matter that a being is able to reflect upon itself and 

realize its own identity. As for the will, a being t&at is tot

ally material cannot desire suprasensible goods. But we know 

from history, literature, and biography that mankind has const

antly searched for such goods as justice, truth, and virtue.

The faculty that elicits such acts must also be immaterial.

That the soul is immortal is one of the basic tenets of the 

Scholastic. Immortality means freedom from annihilation or
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corruption. A being Is said to be incorruptible when it is cap

able of being reduced to its parts, or when a destruction of the 

subject uoon which it adheres is able to be brought about. A 

being is annihilated when it is reduced to nothingness. Incorr

uptibility is a consequence of spirituality. Because the soul is 

not extended, it cannot be reduced into its component parts. Since 

it does not depend intrinsically upon the body, it does not have 

a subject to be destroyed. A being can be annhilated only by that 

Being which gave it existence. Now, God is the only adequate be

ing that is capable of creating a spiritual substance, and hence 

is the only one who could annihilate it. That God will never do 

this is clear from the fact that if He were to do so, he would 

change the nature of the soul, which would contradict His wis

dom in first creating it. The immortality of the soul is also 

seen from the desire of all men for happiness and the impossibi

lity of achieving such a condition in this life. Only imperfect 

sanctions exist in this world and if manfs actions are free and 

responsible, there must exist a condition wherein perfect sanct

ions will be possible. The universal consent of mankind asserts 

the immortality of the human soul.

Hence, we may define the human soul as that substantial, 

simple, spiritual, and immortal principle of the body.

The problems of the modern mind which can be answered by 

applying the foregoing principles of St. Thomas are numerous.

To mention a few, the modern mind is investigating the possibility 

that life-forces and physical-chemical forces are identified.
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Can a definite distinction be made between the lower forms of 

life and non-living elements? 'Hie origin of life is also a puz

zle to the moderns. Can life be developed from non-living forces? 

Can the Evolutionism of Darwin be accepted0 There are countless 

questions demanding answers.

The principles of Scholasticism have been firmly established. 

It must not be overlooked, however, that contrary hypotheses have 

been set by the non-scholastic trends. The Scholastic will meet 

much opnosition. He will not be able to convince his adversaries 

without genuine intellectual combat. There are definite opinions 

outside the school on the principles presented by the Thomist.

To illustrate this point, we shall concern ourselves with only 

one area of controversy, viz. Will Power. This is a basic con

cept in Psychology and one’s stand on man's appetitive power will 

direct and permeate his conclusions in Ethics and Morality. The 

contemporaries have all derived their doctrines on Will from the 

thought of the past. A discussion of the four theories of Will 

Power outside the School will suffice to expose the adverse theo

ries of today. These theories have formed the precidents of mod

ern thought. The four authorities are Thomas Hobbes (1533-1679), 

Benedict Sponoza (1632-1677)* Immanuel Kant (1724-1304), and 

Arthur Schopenhauer (1733-1360).

Hobbes termed %ill Power as "motive power", the power by 

which the mind gives animal motion to the body. Will is a drive 

toward pleasure. That which pleases man is good, what displeases 

is evil. There is no such thing as absolute goodness, for goodness
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is always relative to the individual. The power to do or not to 

do is the will. It is the last appetite or aversion in deliber

ation. All other appetites to do or not to do are inclinations. 

"Will in maniis not different from will in other animals”. A 

man is free to act, but not free to will as he wills. The will 

is dependent on a sufficient cause. It is not free.

For Sponoza the will is that aspect of the soul which affirms 

and denies what is true and false. There is no ultimate distinc

tion between intellect and will. The will, as everthing in nat

ure, is determined. "Man thinks he is free because he is ignor

ant of the causes of his decisions." Sponoza’s idea of the will 

is one of the forerunners of modern physiological psychology,

Immanuel Kant derived his concept of will from Rousseau, who 

taught that nothing is good except a "good will". For Kant, a 

man is free who is governed by the moral law and not by impulse. 

One who follows his own inclinations of selfishness becomes a 

brute and not a free man. ^oral consciousness implies freedom 

of the will. Kant, in these doctrines, comes close to the Scho

lastic concept of morality although he rejects the classic argu

ments for freedom of the will.

Schopenhauer distinguishes between body and will. The will 

is one's real self, the body the expression of the will. Every

thing is will, but man alone is consciousness of hiw will. Will 

is a blind, driving force in all beings. It is the force that 

governs man's perception, memory, imagination, judgement, and 

reasoning. Will is the master of the intellect. It is the
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cause of everything. From such ideas have arose the extreme 

voluntarists of today.6
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The preceding discussion was but a minute aspect of the 

complete picture. The Scholastic must be equipped to meet 

opposition to his principles in any division of philosophy.

It must not be concluded though, that non-Scholastic will 

be entirely hostile to anything that smacks of St. Thomas. As 

has been said at the beginning of this paper, "Scholastic Philo

sophy has forced recognition from its adversaries”. We have at 

hand numerous statements from non-scholastics praising the gen

ius of St. Thomas. The political theories of St. Thomas were 

advanced in this country as early as 1902 by William A. Dunning 

of Columbia University who devoted an entire chapter on St. 

Thomas in his 4 History of Political Theories. The Anpelic 

Doctor was given recognition in this field five years before 

in England when A. J. Carlyle of Oxford published The olitical 

Theories of St. Thomas Acouinas. Carlyle himself proclaimed, 

”The time has passed when writings of the Schoolmen were only 

mentioned with a sneer”.* From 1396 on, this appreciation of 

St. Thomas has grown. Robert H. Murray classified him as "per

haps the greatest philosoDhic mind between Aristotle and Des- 

2
cartes”, in his History of Political Science from Plate to the 

Present (1926). William Mulligan Sloane of Princeton University 

in 1919 testified that "St. Thomas' writings today are a living 

power in the United States as elsewhere".3 A final quote is 

taken from Charles Homer Haskin, Dean of the Harvard Graduate 

School,

"The power, the receptiveness and the boldness 
of St, Thomas* intellect can only be appreciated 
through a consideration of the magnitude of his 
task, and the monumental character and lasting in
fluence of his achievement."*►



Showing the keen possibility in this twentieth century for 

a meeting of Scholastics and those outside the school, a Collo

quium on Thomism and Contemporary Philosophy was held at St. Louis 

University in June of 1956. "Its purpose was to bring about a 

meeting of minds on an intellectual basis that was at once friend

ly and searching."5 Fundamental problems were discussed by Thom- 

ist and non-Thomist philosophers prominent in America today. 

Denying the assertion that Thomism is a closed and completely 

self-sufficient system, these Thomists saw the need to co-operate 

with their supposed adversaries in the quest for truth. They dis

cussed such topics as the contribution of the scientific method 

in philosophy, the starting point for Metaphysics, the nature of 

human freedom, and a question that had a controlling influence 

on the entire gathering, the existence of God. Such discussion 

"is the condition for further growth and intellectual integrity 

of American Thomists",^

The time is ripe for a new synthesis of Thomistic Philosophy, 

along the same lines as the Great Synthesis of the thirteenth 

century. The Scholastic of the twentieth century has the found

ation for this task, the building blocks with which to work, and 

the incentive with which to attempt this task with confidence 

ana enthusiasm. The foundation for the m w  synthesis will be 

the original texts of St. Thomas. The building blocks will con

sist of a thorough knowledge of the history of his School, an 

understanding of the various non-Scholastic trends in philosophy 

of the past and present, a study of the latest conclusions in the 

natural sciences, and a grasp of the modern problems confronting

40
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the thinker. The incentive will be gotten from the resurgence 

of his School into modern philosophical thought, its recognition 

from authorities outside the school, and from the commands and 

pleadings of Leo XIII and his successors.

The task is gigantic and will call for a genius comparable 

to the Angelic Doctor. However, it is unlikely that it will be 

done by one man. Scholastics the world over must assist each 

other in achieving this goal, each with his own minute but impor 

tant contribution. This is a challenge to the modern Scholastic 

a challenge, great in its scope, but which must be met I

"...When philosophy stood stainless in honor and 
wise in judgment, then, as facts and constant exper
ience showed, the liberal arts flourished as never 
before or since; but, neclected and almost blotted 
out, they lay prone since philosophy began to lean 
to error and join hands with folly. Nor will the 
physical sciences which are not in such a great re
pute, and by the renown of so many inventions draw 
such a universal admiration to themselves, suffer 
detriment but find very great assistance in the re
establishment of the ancient philosophy. For the 
investigation of facts and the contemplation of 
nature is not alone sufficient for their profitable 
exercise and advance; but when facts have been est
ablished it is necessary to rise and apply ourseltfes 
to the study of the nature of corporeal things, to 
inquire into the laws which gove.rn them and the 
principles whence their order and varied unity and 
mutual attraction in diversity arise. To such in
vestigation it is wonderful what force and light 
and aid the Scholastic Philosophy, if judiciously 
taught, would bring.**'



42

1 Milton Conover, "St. Thomas Aquinas in Some Recent 
Non-Scholastic Writers on Political Philosophy,"
The New Scholastic, vol. 30, (January, 1956), t>. 4.

2 Ibid. P. 5.

3 Ibid. p. 6.

4 Ibid. P. 8.

5 Sullivan, op. cit. P. 393.

6 Ibid. P. 395 •

7 Leo XIII, op. cit. P. 55.



43

B I B  L I Q G R A P H Y

(G M IB R A L REFERENCE WORKS)

The Catholic Encyclopedia. Robert Appleton Co., New York,
lW I

Encyclopaedia Britannica. University of Chicago, Encyclo
paedia Britannica Inc., Chicago, 1945.

Wuellner, Bernard, S.J., Dictionary of Scholastic Philo
sophy. Bruce Publishing Co., Milwaukee, 1956.

(BOOKS)

Glenn, Paul J., History of Philosophy. B. Herder Book Co.,

Haslett, Arthur W., Unsolved Problems in Science. Mac
millan, New York, 1935*

Leo XIII, The Great Encyclical Letters of Pope Leo XIII. 
Benziger Brothers, Chicago, 1903. pp. 34-57.

Nicholl, Donald, Recent Thought in Focus. Sheed and Ward, 
London, 1952.

Perry, Ralph B., Philosophy of the Recent Past. Charles 
Scribner’s Sons, New York, 1929.

Pius XI, The Encyclicals of Pius XI. ( trans. James H.
Ryan ) B. Herder Book Co. St. Louis, London, 1927, 
pp. 70-98.

Shallo, Michael W., Les_sons in Scholastic Philosophy. The 
Peter Reilly Co., Philadelphia, 1923.

Thilly, Frank, A History of Philosophy. Henry Holt & Co., 
New York, 1952.

Thonnard, F.J., Short History of Philosophy. Desclie &
Cle, Belguim, 1956.

Turner, William, History o£ Philosophy. Ginn & Co., Boston,

(MAGAZINES)

Collins, James, "Meeting of Minds." Commonweal. Vol. 64. 
PP. 393-395 (July 20, 1956).



44

Conover, Milton, "St. Thomas Aquinas in Some Recent Non- 
Scholastic Writers on Political Philosophy," The New 
Scholasticism, vol. 30, op. 1-15 (January, 1956)".

Pius XII, "The Perennial Philosophy and Modern Science," 
The Pope Speaks, pp. 217-225 (Autumn, 1955)•

________ , "Science Needs Philosophy," The Catholic Mind.
vol. 53, pp. 628-634 (October, 1955)•

Sullivan, Malachy, O.S.B., "Recent Trends Toward Realism 
in American Philosophy," Proceedings of the American 
Catholic Philosoohical Association, vol. 2$. pp. 218- 
'VSS (April," 1955 ) '•-----------------

"Where Can Knowledge Be Found?", America, vol. 93, p. 524 
(September, 1955).


