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PREFACE

THE twenty lectures contained in this volume were
delivered as Gifford Lectures in the University of Aberdeen
in 1931 and 1932. I had been asked to undertake a suffi-
ciently difficult task, namely, to define the spirit of medizval
philosophy : but I accepted it nevertheless in view of the
widespread notion that however great the achievement of
the Middle Ages in the fields of literature and art, they
altogether lacked a philosophy that could be called their
own. To attempt to bring out the spirit of this philosophy
would be to commit oneself to the production of some proof
of its existencc—or to the admission that it never existed.
In the effort to define its essence 1 found myself led to
characterize it as the Christian philosophy par excellence.
Here, however, I found myself face to face with the same
kind of difficulty although on another plane; for if the
existence of a medizval philosophy has been denied, the
very idea of a Christian philosophy has been held to be
impossible. It will be found, then, that all these lectures
converge to this conclusion : that the Middle Ages pro-
duced, besides a Christian literature and a Christian art as
everyone admits, this very Christian philosophy which i1s a
matter of dispute. No one, of course, maintains that this
medizval philosophy was created out of nothing, nor yet
that all medizval philosophy was Christian-——just as no one
maintains that medizval literature and art were created
out of nothing or were wholly Christian. The true questions
are, first, whether we can form the concept of a Christian
philosophy. and secondly, whether medizval philosophy, in
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viii PREFACE

its best representatives at any rate, is not precisely its most
adequate historical expression. As understood here, then,
the spirit of medieval philosophy is the spirit of Christianity
penetrating the Greek tradition, working within it, drawing
out of it a certain view of the world, a Weltanschauung,
specifically Christian. There had to be Greek temples and
Roman basilicas before there could be cathedrals; but
no matter how much the medieval architects owed to
their predecessors, their work is nevertheless distinctive,
and the new spirit that was creative in them was doubtless
the same spirit that inspired the philosophers of the time.
To sec how much truth there may be in this hypothesis
we shall have to examine medizval thought in its nascent
state, at that precise point, namely, where the Judeo-
Christian graft was inserted into the Hellenic tradition.
Thus the demonstration attempted is purely historical : if,
very occasionally, a more theoretical attitude is provi-
sionally adopted, it is merely because an historian who
deals with ideas is bound at least to make them intelligible
to his readers, to suggest how doctrines which satisfied
the thought of our predecessors for so many centuries may
still be found conceivable to-day.
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CHAPTER 1
THE PROBLEM OF CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY

It would be hard to imagine any expression more natur-
ally apt to occur to the mind of the historian of medizval
thought than Christian Philosophy ; none, it would seem, raises
fewer difficulties, and we need not therefore be in the least
surprised to find it in general use. And yet, when we come
to reflect about it, few turn out to be so obscure and so
hard to define. For the question is not simply this : whether
the historian of medizval thought is justified in considering
separately, first those philosophies elaborated in the course
of the Middle Ages by Christians, and then those con-
structed by Jews or Mussulmans. If we put it in that form
the problem is purely historical and can be settled very
easily. We have no right to isolate in our history things
that in fact were united in reality. Christian thought,
Jewish thought, and Mussulman thought acted and reacted
on each other as we know, and it would not be at all satis-
factory to study them as so many closed and isolated systems.
Of course, as a matter of fact and practice, historical
research proceeds by way of abstraction, and we all map
out for ourselves a certain limited domain which extends
as far as our competence will warrant. The chief thing
here is not to take the limitations of our method for the
limits of reality.

The real problem is quite a different one ; it belongs to
the philosophical order and is much more serious. Reduced
to its simplest terms, it consists in asking whether the very
concept of Christian Philosophy has any real meaning, and
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2 SPIRIT OF MEDIZVAL PHILOSOPHY

then, as a subsidiary matter, whether there was ever any
corresponding reality. Of course we do not ask whether
there were any philosophic Christians, that is to say Chris-
tians who happened to be philosophers ; the point is, were
there ever any Christian philosophers, or, for that matter,
any Mussulman or Jewish philosophers? We are all well
aware of the extraordinary importance attached to religion
in the medizval civilization, and we know too that Judaism,
Islam and Christianity each produced a certain body of
doctrine in which philosophy went more or less happily
hand in hand with religious dogma, a body of doctrine
rather vaguely known as scholasticism. Now the precise
question is whether these various scholasticisms, Jewish,
Mussulman, or, more especially, Christian, really deserved
the name of philosophies. And as soon as the question is
put in that way, the existence, even the possibility of a
Christian philosophy, far from being obvious, becomes at
once problematical ; so much so in fact that to-day, even
in the most opposite philosophical quarters, we find some-
thing like a general agreement to refuse the expression all
positive significance.

It encounters in the first place the criticism of historians
who, without discussing a priori whether a Christian philo-
sophy is possible or not, are clear at any rate that even in
the Middle Ages there never was one in fact.! Shreds of
Greek thought more or less clumsily patching up theology—
that, we are told, is about all the Christian thinkers have
left us. Sometimes they borrow from Plato, sometimes from
Aristotle, that is to say when they are not engaged on
something considerably worse, an impossible synthesis of
Plato and Aristotle, an effort to reconcile the dead who
never ceased to differ when alive—as John of Salisbury
already remarked in the twelfth century. Never do we
meet with a genuine impulse of thought which at one and
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the same time is thoroughly Christian and really creative ;
and it follows that Christianity has contributed nothing to
the philosophic heritage of humanity.

If the historians state the fact the philosophers go on to
add the reason—if no Christian philosophy has appeared
on the stage of history that is because the very concept of
a Christian philosophy is contradictory and impossible.
In the front rank of those who share this opinion we must
put those whom we may call the pure rationalists ; whose
position would hardly need description were it not that its
influence is a good deal more widespread than we usually
think. They maintain that religion and philosophy are so
essentially different that no collaboration between the two
is possible at all. They are very far from agreement as to
what constitutes the essence of religion, but all agree in
affirming that it does not belong to the order of reason, and
that reason, on its side, is quite independent of religion.
Now the order of reason is precisely that of philosophy ;
and the latter therefore is essentially independent of all
that is not itself and particularly of this irrational thing
called Revelation. Nobody to-day would dream of talking
of Christian mathematics, Christian biology, or Christian
medicine. But why ? Because mathematics, biology and
medicine are so many sciences, and because science, in its
conclusions no less than in its principles, is altogether
independent of religion. To speak of Christian philosophy
is equally absurd and the expression should be simply
discarded.

Of course we should find no single neo-scholastic philo-
sopher to-day who would admit an absence of all relation
between philosophy and religion ; but we should deceive
ourselves if we supposed that all neo-scholastics are in
absolute opposition to the rationalist position as just
described. On the contrary, while they would expressly
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4 SPIRIT OF MEDIZVAL PHILOSOPHY

maintain certain necessary relations on another plane, there
are those among them who would admit the premisses of
the rationalist argument, and some who would even have
the hardihood to accept the conclusion. What these neo-
scholastics would certainly deny is that no Christian has
ever successfully constructed a philosophy, for they maintain
that St. Thomas Aquinas actually founded one; but it
does not requirc much pressure to extract the admission
that his philosophy is the only example ? and that if it is
the only example it is precisely because it stands alone in
being constructed on a purely rational basis. Thus it is
rather on facts than on principles that they disagree with
the rationalists, or, if there is any difference of principle,
it is not concerned with the concept of philosophy, but with
the place it occupies in the hierarchy of the sciences. While
the pure rationalist puts philosophy in the highest place,
and identifies it with wisdom, the neo-scholastic subordinates
it to theology which alone, as he holds, fully deserves that
name ; but why then do certain neo-scholastics imagine
that even when thus subordinated to theology, their philo-
sophy remains precisely of the same nature as any other
that recognizes no Wisdom higher than itself ? How is this
attitude to be explained ?

If we could ask the medizval thinkers by what right they
called themselves philosophers we should obtain some very
different answers. Some, without doubt, would reply that
they felt no interest in the title at all—they would be quite
content with that of Christian—what better one could they
possibly have ? Here we might cite such resolute opponents
of dialectic as St. Bernard and St. Peter Damian, but even if
we put aside such extreme cases, we should find hardly any,
save the Averroists, who would admit the legitimacy of an
exercise of reason that would be purely philosophical and
systematically withdrawn from the influence of faith. The
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normal view, as expressed in the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries, would be well represented by St. Ansclm and St.
Bonaventure, who, for the rest, would justly claim descent
from St. Augustine. They would certainly regard an
exercise of pure reason as a possibility—after Plato and
Aristotle who could doubt it >—but they would view the
matter not so much from the standpoint of the mere defini-
tion of reason as from that of the actual conditions of fact
under which it has to work. Now it is a fact that between
ourselves and the Greeks the Christian revelation has inter-
vened, and has profoundly modified the conditions under
which reason has to work. Once you are in possession of
that revelation how can you possibly philosophize as though
you had never heard of it ? The errors of Plato and Aristotle
are precisely the errors into which pure reason falls, and
every philosophy which sets out to be self-sufficing will fall
into them again, or perhaps into others still worse ; so
that henceforth the only safe plan is to take revelation for
our guide and make an effort to understand its contents—
and this understanding of the contents of revelation will
be philosophy itself. Fides quaerens intellectum : that is the
basic principle of all medizval speculation, but is it not
also a mere confusion of philosophy with theology ?
And, if so, do we not run a risk of ruining the former
altogether ?

It is precisely to avoid this danger that certain neo-
scholastics have felt bound to adopt, at any rate partially,
the position of their opponents. They concede the principle,
and then set out to show that the Middle Ages could boast of
no philosophy really worthy of the name save that of St.
Thomas. St. Anselm and St. Bonaventure take up their
stand on faith, and therefore they shut themselves up in
theology. The Averroists, on the other hand, shut them-
selves up in pure reason ; but since they will not bind them-
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selves to maintain the truth even of the most necessary
rational conclusions, they exclude themselves from philo-
sophy. In Thomism alone we have a system in which
philosophic conclusions are deduced from purely rational
premisses. Theology remains in its proper place, that is to
say at the head of the hierarchy of the sciences ; based on
divine revelation, from which it receives its principles, it
constitutes a distinct science starting from faith and turning
to reason only to draw out the content of faith or to protect
it from ecrror. Philosophy, doubtless, is subordinate to
theology, but, as philosophy, it depends on nothing but
its own proper method ; based on human reason, owing all
its truth to the self-evidence of its principles and the accuracy
of its deductions, it reaches an accord with faith spon-
tancously and without having to deviate in any way from
its own proper path. If it does so it is simply because
it is true, and because one truth cannot contradict
another,

Doubtless a fundamental difference remains between
such a neo-scholastic and a pure rationalist. For the former
the faith is always there and any conflict between his faith
and his philosophy is a sure sign of philosophic error. When
such a conflict declares itself he must re-examine his prin-
ciples and check his conclusions until he discovers the
mistake that vitiates them. If, however, even then he fails
to come to an understanding with the rationalist it is not
for lack of speaking the same language. Never will he commit
the unpardonable crror of a St. Augustine or a St. Anselm,
and, when asked for proofs of the existence of God, invite
us first of all to believe in God. If his philosophy is true,
it is solely in virtue of its own rational evidence ; if he fails
to convince his opponent it would be lack of candour on his
part to appeal to faith for his justification, and this not
merely because his opponent does not share his faith but
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because the truth of his philosophy in no wise depends on
that of his faith.

As soon as we look at the philosophy of St. Thomas in
this light some rather surprising but no less inevitable
consequences begin to appear. We are reminded in the
first place of all those vehement protests made by the
Augustinians of all ages against the paganization of Chris-
tianity by Thomism. If certain modern Thomists deny
that Augustinianism is a philosophy, the medizval Augus-
tinians were beforehand with them in denying that Thomism
is faithful to the Christian tradition. Whenever they had
to contest some Thomist thesis which they considered ques-
tionable they backed up their purely dialectical attack with
objections of a much more general nature impugning the
very spirit of the doctrine itself. If Thomism was mistaken
on the problem of illumination, on the rationes seminales, or
on the eternity of the world, was it not because it was first
and more fundamentally mistaken on the relation between
reason and faith ? For when we refuse to follow St. Augus-
tine who, for his part, professed to be guided by faith, and
prefer to follow instead the principles of some pagan philo-
sopher or his Arabian commentators, then reason is no
longer able to distinguish truth from error. Forced to rely
on its own light, it is only too easily blinded by doctrines
that in fact are false, and it is this very blindness that hides
the falsity.

But something still more curious follows. Just as certain
Augustinians regard Thomism as a false, because not a
Christian philosophy, so certain Thomists reply that it is
true but not in the least because it is Christian. They are
forced, in fact, into this position ; because, once reason, as
regards its exercise, has been divorced from faith, all
intrinsic relation between Christianity and philosophy
becomes a contradiction. If a philosophy is true it is simply
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because it is rational ; but if it is rational, it is not at all
because it is Christian. We must therefore choose. Never
will 2 Thomist admit that there is anything in the doctrine
of St. Thomas contrary either to the letter or the spirit of
the faith, for he expressly maintains that the accord between
revelation and reason is an accord of truth with itself;
but there is no great cause for surprise if some of them
accept without flinching the classic reproach of the Augus-
tinians : then your philosophy lacks all intrinsic Christian
character ! And how could it possibly have such a character
without ceasing to be ? The philosophical principles of St.
Thomas are those of Aristotle, that is to say of a man who
knew nothing of any revelation, whether Christian or
Jewish ; if Thomism took up the doctrine of Aristotle and
purified, completed it, gave it precision, it did not accom-
plish this by means of any appeal to faith, but simply by a
more correct and complete deduction of the consequences
implied in his own principles than Aristotle was able to
achieve for himself. Thomism, in short, regarded from the
standpoint of philosophic speculation, is nothing but
Aristotelianism rationally corrected and judiciously com-
pleted ; and there was no more need for St. Thomas to
baptize Aristotelianism in order to make it true, than there
would be to baptize Aristotle in order to discuss philosophy
with him. Philosophical discussions pass between man and
man, not between man and Christian.

The logical upshot of this attitude is a pure and simple
negation of the whole concept of Christian philosophy, and,
strange as it may seem, there are some who are quite ready
to face the fact. Not only are there historians who deny that
Christianity has seriously influenced the course of philo-
sophic speculation,® but there are neo-scholastic philo-
sophers who maintain that the concept of Christian
philosophy is quite obviously void of meaning.* We may
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make use of philosophy to facilitate the acceptance of reli-
gious dogma, and then we assimilate philosophy to apolo-
getics ; or we may allow rational conclusions to be judged
by their accord with dogma, and then we are at once in
theology ; or perhaps, in order to get over these difficulties,
we make up our minds to say that ““ Christian philosophy
simply means “ true philosophy,” and then there is no more
reason why this philosophy should be discovered and pro-
fessed by Christians than by unbelievers or anti-Christians ;
or we may finally call a philosophy  Christian ” merely
because it is compatible with Christianity, but then, if this
compatibility be a mere fact, and due to nothing but a
purely rational working out of first principles, the relation
of this philosophy to Christianity remains just as extrinsic
as in the preceding case, and if, on the other hand, the
compatibility results from some special effort to achieve
it, we are back at once in theology or apologetics. And so
we go round. It looks as if we were trying to define, in
distinct terms, a contradictory concept ; that, namely, of
a philosophy, that is to say a rational discipline, which at
the same time would be religious, and thus depend, either
in essence or in exercise, on non-rational conditions. Why
not abandon a notion that satisfies nobody ? Augustinianism
would accept a Christian philosophy were it content to
renounce philosophy and be simply Christian; neo-
Thomism would accept a Christian philosophy were it
content to abandon the claim to Christianity and be merely
a philosophy. Would it not be simpler to disassociate the
two notions altogether, to hand philosophy over to reason
and restore Christianity to religion ?

When observation of facts and analysis of ideas are so far
in agreement it would seem useless to inquire further did we
not opportunely call to mind the complexity of the threads
that bind them together. It is very true that history, as a
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simple collection of facts, decides no question of right, it
is for ideas to arbitrate in that sphere ; but it is equally
true that ideas are inferred from facts and that these in
their turn are judged in the light of the ideas inferred.
Now it is a fact that around the definition of Christian philo-
sophy there has been a good deal more of deductive than
of inductive reasoning—and especially we may add, in
Christian quarters. How in fact have philosophic thought
and Christian faith conceived their interrelations ? What
has each been conscious of giving to and receiving from the
other ? These are immense questions, to which decisive
replies have not been lacking ; but any methodical investi-
gation of them would exhaust the powers of thought, and
that not merely on account of the multiplicity of particular
problems involved, but because our solution of each of
these will partly depend on the view we take of the facts
themselves. But it is important at least to get these problems
stated if there is to be any discussion of the concept of
Christian philosophy resting on serious bases, and if, sup-
posing that the corresponding historical reality exists, we
are to have any hope of defining it.

But does this historical reality exist ? Isit even conceivable
that it ever existed? Good historians have denied it,
relying on what they conceived to be the exclusively prac-
tical character of primitive Christianity, a stranger, as they
considered, to all speculation. Harnack has done much to
diffuse this idea, and authors of a very different stamp have
followed his lead. What 1 think of it will sufficiently appear
in the course of these lectures ; but it raises a preliminary
question that threatens to put a kind of ban on the whole
discussion, and, for the moment, I would merely try to
dispose of this.

What is meant by the assertion that, at the outset at any
rate, Christianity was altogether unspeculative ? If it means
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that Christianity is not a philosophy nothing could be more
obvious ; but if it is proposed to maintain that even in the
properly religious field Christianity carried with it no
“ speculative ” elements, that it was no more than an effort
of mutual aid, at once material and spiritual, in communi-
ties,® then that is going somewhat farther than history will
warrant. Where shall we find this eminently practical and
unspeculative Christianity ? Well, we shall have to go back
beyond St. Justin; to tear a good many pages of the
Apostolic Fathers out of primitive Christian literature, to
suppress the First Epistle of St. John, and all the specula-
tive mysticism of the Middle Ages that sprang out of it ;
to reject the Pauline preaching of grace, which was soon to
give birth to Augustinianism ; to abridge the Gospel of
St. John, not forgetting the doctrine of the Word set forth
in the Prologue ; we shall have to go behind the Synoptics
and deny that Jesus Himself taught the doctrine of the
Heavenly Father, preached faith in Divine Providence,
announced eternal life in an everlasting Kingdom ; above
all we shall have to forget that in proportion as it was the
more primitive, Christianity was the more closely allied
with Judaism, and that the Bible is full of ideas about God
and His divine government which, although not properly
philosophical in character, only needed to fall into the right
soil to become fruitful of philosophic consequences. The
fact that there is no philosophy in Scripture does not warrant
the conclusion that Scripture could have exerted no influence
on the evolution of philosophy ; if Christian life, from its
beginnings, contained speculative as well as practical
elements—even if they were only speculative in a properly
religious sense—the possibility of such influence becomes at
once conceivable.

If then history presents no obstacle to a study of this kind,
we may add that there is nothing that renders it absurd
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a priori from the philosophical standpoint. Nothing at all,
not even the secular quarrel that is always setting certain
Augustinians and certain Thomists at odds. If they fail to
see eye to eye it is simply because, under the same name,
they are labouring at two different problems. The Thomists
will accept the Augustinian solution of the question as soon
as the Augustinians recognize that even for a Christian,
reason is essentially distinct from faith, and philosophy from
religion ; and, since St. Augustine himself recognized 1it,
the distinction seems quite sufficiently Augustinian. The
Augustinians, on the other hand, will accept the Thomist
solution when the Thomists recognize that, for a Christian,
reason is not to be divorced from faith in the sphere of its
exercise ; now St. Thomas recognized it, and there seems
to be nothing to prevent a Thomist doing likewise. If the
case stands thus, then, although we do not yet know what
goes to make up a Christian philosophy, there seems to be
nothing theoretically contradictory about the idea ; there
is at least a standing-ground on which it would not be
impossible, that, namely, of the conditions of fact under
which the reason of Christians is to be exercised. There is
no such thing as a Christian reason, but there may very well
be a Christian exercisc of reason. Why should we refuse to
admit a priori that Christianity might have been able to
change the course of the history of philosophy by opening
up to human reason, by the mediation of faith, perspectives
as yet undreamt of ? The thing might well have failed to
happen, but that does not warrant the assumption that it
could not possibly happen. And we may go a step further
and say that a cursory glance at the history of modern
philosophy would strongly suggest that it did happen.

We should hardly go wrong if we connected the rise of
the classical philosophy of the seventeenth century with the
development of the positive sciences generally, and especially
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of mathematical physics ; it is this factor that makes Car-
tesianism so different from mediaval metaphysics. But why
do we so seldom consider the contrast between Cartesianism
and Greck metaphysics ? There is no question of repre-
senting Descartes as a ““ Christian philosopher,” but can it
be seriously maintained that modern philosophy from
Descartes to Kant would have been just what in fact it was,
had there been no *“ Christian philosophers *’ between the
end of the Hellenistic epoch and the beginning of modern
times ? In other words, the Middle Ages could hardly have
been so barren of philosophy as they have been represented,
and modern philosophy owes perhaps more than one of its
directive principles to the preponderating influence of
Christianity during this period. A summary examination of
the philosophic output of the seventeenth, eighteenth, and
even nineteenth centuries will at once reveal characteristics
very difficult to explain unless we take into account the
great work of rational reflection that went on between
the end of Hellenistic times and the beginning of :he
Renaissance.

Open for example the works of René Descartes, the
reformer of philosophy par excellence, of whom Hamelin
went so far as to say that ‘“ he is in succession with the
ancients, almost as if—with the exception of a few naturalists
—there had been nothing but a blank between.”” What are
we to make of this “ almost ”’ ? Consider, to start with, the
title of the Méditations sur la métaphysique, *‘ in which are
demonstrated the existence of God and the immortality of
the soul.” Consider, again, the close kinship of Descartes’
proofs of God with those of St. Augustine or even those of
St. Thomas. It would not be at all difficult to show that his
doctrine of liberty owes a great deal to the medieval
speculations on the relations between grace and free-will ¢—
a Christian problem, if ever there was one. But it will
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suffice perhaps to note that the whole Cartesian system is
based on the idea of an omnipotent God who, in a way,
creates himself and therefore, a fortior:, creates the eternal
truths, including those of mathematics, creates also the
universe ex nihilo, and conserves it by an act of continuoug
creation, without which all things would lapse back into
that nothingness whence His will had drawn them. We
shall have to ask shortly whether the Greeks knew anything
at all about this doctrine of creation : but even the fact
that this is open to question irresistibly suggests that Descartes
here directly depends on Biblical and Christian tradition,
and that his cosmogony, taken in its essence, does little
more than develop the teaching of his masters concerning
the origin of the universe. Who, after all, is this Cartesian
God, this Infinite, Perfect, Omnipotent Being, Creator of
heaven and earth, Who makes man in His own image and
likeness, and conserves all things by an act of continuous
creation—who is He if not the God of Christianity quite
easily recognizable with all His traditional nature and
attributes ? Descartes claims that his philosophy in no wise
depends cither on theology or on revelation, that he sets
out simply from those clear and distinct ideas that our
natural reason discovers in itself when it attentively analyses
its own content ; but how then does it happen that these
1deas of purely rational origin turn out to be the same in
all essentials as those which Christianity, during sixteen
centuries, had taught in the name of faith and revelation ?
The coincidence is suggestive in itself, and becomes still
more so when, with the case of Descartes, we bring together
all the similar cases that surround him.

Compared with that of his master, the personality of
Malebranche falls into the second rank ; nevertheless, he is
not to be neglected if the history of modern metaphysics is
to remain intelligible. His doctrine of the indemonstrability
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of the existence of the external world, combined with that of
viston in God, led directly to the idealism of Berkeley ; his
occasionalism, which presupposes the impossibility of prov-
ing any transitive action of one substance on another, led
directly to the criticism directed by Hume against the
principle of causality ; and we have merely to read Hume
to see how conscious he is of following Malebranche. This
was the important moment, perhaps the decisive moment,
in the history of modern philosophy. Now to whom does
Malebranche appeal ? To St. Augustine quite as much as
to Descartes. He protests, to be sure, against scholasticism
and even more vigorously than Descartes himself, but this
modern philosopher does not reproach it, as we might
expect, for confusing philosophy and religion, but rather
for being insufficiently Christian. The offence of St. Thomas
Aquinas consisted in following Aristotle and Averroes, a
pagan and his “ wretched commentator,” instead of the
perfect representative of Christian tradition, St. Augustine.
And this is no accidental or external criticism of the system,
but a blow aimed at its heart. Had scholasticism been more
Augustinian it would have been more religious, and,
consequently, truer.”

What in fact ought a Christian philosophy to be in order
to be really worthy of the name ? First and foremost an
exaltation of the power and glory of God. He is Being and
Efficiency, in this sense, that all that is exists by Him alane
and all that is made is made by Him alone. But what, on
the other hand, are Aristotelianism and Thomism ? Philo-
sophies of nature, systems, that is to say, which suppose
the existence of substantial forms or natures, entities endowed
with efficiency, and themselves productive of all the effects
commonly arttributed to the action of bodies. It can be
readily understood, of ccurse, that a pagan system like
Aristotle’s should attribute this subsistence, independence,
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and efficacy to finite bodies ; and if it goes on to attribute
our knowledge of bodies to their existence and action on the
soul, we need not feel any surprise. But a Christian, surely,
should be more happily inspired ! Knowing that to cause
is to create, and that creative action is proper to God, it
was St. Thomas’ business to deny the existence of natures
or substantial forms, to ascribe all efficiency to God alone,
and therefore to situate in God not only the origin of our
actions but the origin of our knowledge as well. In short it
is as essential elements in any philosophy truly Christian
and based on the idea of omnipotence that Malebranche
maintains the truth of occasionalism and vision in God.
Examples could easily be multiplied to show how the
imagination of the classical metaphysicians was absolutely
possessed by the idea of the Biblical Creator-God. It would
not be altogether fair to cite Pascal since, to a large extent,
we should be merely citing St. Augustine ; but consider
the case of Leibniz. What would be left of his system if the
properly Christian elements were suppressed ? Not even
the statement of his own basic problem, that, namely, of
the radical origin of things and the creation of the universe
by a free and perfect God. The Discours de métaphysigue
opens with this idea of perfect being, and the whole treatise,
incontestably of capital importance in the work of Leibniz,
concludes with a justification of divine providence, and even
with an appeal to the Gospel. *“ The ancient philosophers
knew but little of these truths : Jesus Christ alone expressed
them most divinely, and in so clear and familiar a manner
that the simplest mind can follow ; and His gospel wholly
changed the face of the earth.” These are not the words of
a man who considered himself a successor of the Greeks
with nothing but a blank between. We might say as much
of Kant if we were not so much in the habit of identifying
him with the Critigue of Pure Reason and of forgetting the
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existence of the Critique of Practical Reason altogether. And
indeed, it might very well be said even of some of our
contemporaries.

It is a curious fact, and well worth noting, that if our
contemporaries no longer appeal to the City of God and the
Gospel as Leibniz did not hesitate to do, it is not in the
Jeast because they have escaped their influence. Many of
them live by what they choose to forget. I mention only
one example, but highly characteristic, that of W. P.
Montague whose Belief Unbound has only recently been
published.® After noting how crude hypotheses seem to well
up spontaneously in the consciousness of primitive times, he
points to the strange phenomenon that is seen to follow
‘ perhaps the strangest and most retrogressive in all human
culture, which consists in the translation of the crude
hypotheses of our ignorant ancestors into dogmas pro-
claimed by divine omnipotence.” The Christian Bible, for
instance, which claims the nature and authority of a divine
revelation, is really nothing but a body of popular belief. a
kind of sacrosanct folklore. And so belief turns to slavery :
a slavery from which Mr. Montague would like to see us
free and would help us to free ourselves. But for that he
would need, to use his own expression, a new Promethean
god, and this Promethean conception of god ‘‘ means that
the holy spirit of God, could one but feel it, would not only
be courage to hearten us in weakness, and solace to comfort
us in sorrow . . . but power and light and glory beyond
what we had however much we had.”

No preaching could be better, and for good reason. If
this is what the new faith, liberated at last from folklore
and the Christian Bible, has to offer us, the University of
Yale might well substitute a few public readings from St.
Paul and St. John for the D. H. Terry Lectures : and if,
moreover, as Mr. Montague believes, the new god differs
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from the old inasmuch as he affirms life instead of denying
it, we cannot help asking what sort of notion of Christianity
survives in the contemporary mind. The truth is that
Mr. Montague’s new religion is a very pretty example of
Biblical folklore complicated with Greek folklore : 1its
author has certain vague recollections of the Gospel absorbed
in his childhood, and these he takes for new philosophical
ideas ; something deep down in him refuses to forget.

There are therefore good historical reasons for doubting
the radical divorce of philosophy and religion in the centuries
that followed the Middle Ages ; at least we may reasonably
ask whether the classical metaphysic was not nourished on
the substance of Christian revelation to a far greater extent
than we usually imagine. To put the question in this form
is simply to re-state the problem of Christian philosophy in
another field. If pure philosophy took any of its ideas
from Chrisuan revelation, if anything of the Bible and the
Gospel has passed into metaphysics, if, in short, it is incon-
ceivable that the systems of Descartes, Malebranche and
Leibniz would be what in fact they are had they been
altogether withdrawn from Christian influence, then it
becomes highly probable that since the influence of Chris-
tianity on philosophy was a reality, the concept of Christian
philosophy is not without a real meaning.

For anyone convinced of this, two different attitudes
remain open. We may either admit with Comte that meta-
physics are destined to sink into oblivion along with the
theologics of which they are nothing but the shadow, or,
since theology seems to survive its own funeral oration, we
may suppose that it will long continue to inspire meta-
physics. The latter forecast seems the more probable ; it
accords better with the persistent vitality of Christianity,
and there appears to be no reason why it should perturb
those who look forward to the future of metaphysics. But
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whatever the future may have in store, there, certainly, is
the lesson of the past. As Lessing profoundly remarked—
“ The great religious truths were not rational when they
were revealed, but they were revealed so that they might
become so ”’ ®—not quite all of them perhaps, but some.
In that formula we have the whole meaning of the question
to which the lectures that now follow will attempt an answer.
Our first task will be to interrogate the Christian philo-
sophers themselves as to their own idea of Christian philo-
sophy ; and this we shall do by putting the following ques-
tion : what intellectual advantages were to be gained by
turning to the Bible and the Gospel as sources of philosophic
inspiration ?



CHAPTER II
THE CONCEPT OF CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY

WHEN the problem is put as we have just put it, the
simplest method of dealing with it will be to see how it was
that so many cultivated men, versed in the systems of
antiquity, could suddenly make up their minds to become
Christians. This of course has happened in every age, and
it would be no less interesting to know why, even in our own
days, so many philosophers seem to turn to Christianity
for a more satisfying solution of philosophic problems than
they find in philosophy itself. But if we wish to look at the
matter objectively, in a form which does not touch our
personal interests, or not in so immediate a manner, it will
be best to go back to the origins. If Christianity ever
helped philosophers to more rational truths than they found
in philosophy itself the reality of the help could never have
been so clear as in the moment when it was given. Let us
therefore approach the first philosophers to turn Christian,
and ask them what they gained, as philosophers, in so doing.

For a really satisfactory discussion of the matter we must
go back beyond even the first Christian philosophers.
The oldest available witness was not a philosopher, but
none the less his thought dominated the whole subsequent
evolution of Christian ideas. We refer, of course, to St.
Paul. He may be said to have laid down the principle on
which the whole matter rests, and later Christian thinkers
will do little more than draw out its consequences. Accord-
ing to the Apostle, Christianity is in no wise a philosophy
but a religion. He knows nothing, he preaches nothing,

20
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save Jesus Christ crucificd and the redemption of sinners by
His grace. It would be altogether absurd therefore to speak
of a philosophy of St. Paul, and if we find certain fragments
of Greek philosophy embedded in his writings these are
either wholly adventitious, or, more often, integrated with a
religious synthesis which transforms their meaning altogether.
The Christianity of St. Paul is not a philosophy added to
other philosophies, nor a philosophy which would replace
other philosophies, it is a religion which supersedes all that
is ordinarily called philosophy and absolves us from the
trouble of seeking one. For Christianity is a way of salvation,
and therefore something other than, and more than, a
scheme of knowledge ; and no one, we may add, was ever
more conscious of this than St. Paul.

As he puts it in the First Epistle to the Corinthians, the
new revelation was set up as a rock of offence between
Judaism and Hellenism. The Jews sought salvation by way
of a literal observance of a Law and by obedience to the
commands of a God Who made His power manifest in
miracles of glory; the Greeks sought a salvation to be
achieved by way of the rectitude of the will and the certi-
tude afforded by the natural light of reason. What had
Christianity to offer either ? Salvation by faith in Christ
crucified, that is to say a scandal to the Jews who asked for
a sign of power and were offered the infamy of an humiliated
God : a folly to the Greeks who sought after the intelligible,
and were offered the absurdity of a God-man, dead on a
cross and risen again from the dead to save us. Christianity
had nothing to oppose to the wisdom of the world but the
scandalous and impenetrable mystery of Jesus: * For it is
written, 1 will destroy the wisdom of the wise; and the
prudence of the prudent I will rcject. Where is the wise ?
Where is the scribe? Where is the disputer of this
world ? Has not God made foolish the wisdom of the
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world ? For seeing that in the wisdom of God the
world by wisdom knew not God, it pleased God, by the
foolishness of preaching, to save them that believe.
For both the Jews require signs, and the Greeks seek after
wisdom : but we preach Christ crucified, unto the Jews a
stumbling-block and unto the Gentiles foolishness ; but
unto them that are called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ
the power of God and the wisdom of God. For the foolish-
ness of God is wiser than men, and the weakness of God is
stronger than men.”

Nothing, at first sight, could be more explicit or more
decisive than these utterances ; they seem purely and simply
to dismiss Greek philosophy in favour of the new faith.
That, moreover, is why we should not be wrong in summing
up the thought of St. Paul on this central pcint by saying
that, according to him, the Gospel is not a wisdom but a
salvation. However, we must add that in another sense
this interpretation would be hardly exact ; for in the very
act of proclaiming the bankruptcy of Greek wisdom, St.
Paul proposes to substitute another wisdom, namely the
Person of Jesus Christ. His real intention, therefore, is to
set aside the apparent wisdom of the Greeks which is
really folly, so as to make way for the apparent folly of
Christianity which is really wisdom. Instead, then, of
saying that according to St. Paul the Gospel is salvation
and not wisdom, we should rather say that in his eyes the
salvation he preaches is the true wisdom, and that precisely
because it is salvation.

If we admit this interpretation, and it seems to arise
naturally from the text itself, it becomes clear that the
problem of Christian philosophy, resolved in principle,
remains entirely open as regards the consequences that are
to follow. What St. Paul has laid down, what no Christian
can henceforth dispute, is this : that to have faith in Jesus
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Christ is a jfortiori to achieve wisdom, in this sense at least,
that as far as concerns the interests of salvation, faith really
and totally absolves us from all need of philosophy. We
might say once more that St. Paul defines a position which
is the exact antithesis of that expressed in Goethe’s 136th
Proverb :

Wer Wissenschaft und Kunst besitst

Hat auch Religion ;

Wer jene beide nicht besitzt

Der habe Religion.
—On the contrary, if we have 1 ligion we have also the
essential truth of science, art and philosophy, all of them
admirable things no doubt, but rather poor consolations
when religion is wanting. But then, if this be true, if to
possess religion is to possess all the rest, the thing must
nevertheless be demonstrated. An Apostle like St. Paul may
be content to preach it, a philosopher will wish to assure
himself of the fact. It is not enough to assert that a believer
can dispense with philosophy because the whole content of
philosophy, and much more beside, is given implicitly in
his belief ; some kind of proof is required. Now although to
prove it would undoubtedly be one way of suppressing
philosophy, the proof might very well, in another sense,
turn out to be the best way of philosophizing. What philo-
sophic advantages then did our earliest witnesses conceive
themselves to gain from their own conversion to Chris-
tianity ?

The oldest, and, at the same time, the most typical,
witness is that of St. Justin, who, in his Dialogue with Trypho,
gives us a very living and picturesque account of his own
conversion. The aim of philosophy, as he had always
conceived it, is to bring us into union with God. Justin
first of all made trial of Stoicism, but appears to have come
across a Stoic who was more interested in practical moral



24 SPIRIT OF MEDIEZVAL PHILOSOPHY

life than in theory ; he admitted in fact that he did not
regard the knowledge of God as altogether indispensable.
The Peripatetic who followed him began by insisting on
an agreement about the fee for his lessons, an attitude that
Justin did not regard as particularly worthy of a philo-
sopher. The third professor was a Pythagorean, and he, in
his turn, soon bowed him out on the ground that Justin
had not studied music, astronomy and geometry, all of
them necessary preliminaries to any study of philosophy.
A Platonist, who came next, did better. “ I spent as much
time with him as I could,” writes Justin, * and thus I made
progress, every day I advanced further. The understanding
of the incorporeal world entirely captivated me ; the con-
templation of the ideas lent wings to my mind so that after
a little time I seemed to myself to have become wise. I
was even foolish enough to hope that I was about to look
on God, such being the aim of the philosophy of Plato.” 1
Everything was thus going on well when Justin fell in with
a venerable old man, who, questioning him about God and
the soul, showed that he was involved in strange contra-
dictions, and when Justin inquired how he came by so
much knowledge of these matters, he answered thus:
“In the most remote times, long before the day of any of
these pretended philosophers, there lived certain men,
happy, just and beloved by God, who spoke by the Holy
Spirit and foretold many things that have since come to
pass. We call them prophets. . . . Their writings still
remain and those who read them with faith draw much
and various profit, concerning both the beginning and the
end, and all a philosopher ought to know. They did not
deal in demonstrations ; for far above all demonstration
they were worthy witnesses to the truth.” * At these words
the heart of Justin suddenly burned within him, and, says
he, *“ revolving all these things in my mind it seemed to me
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that here was the only sure and profitable philosophy.
That is how and why I became a philosopher.” 3

Obrws & yau 8ud rabra @ddoopos éycs. It is hardly pos-
sible to exaggerate the importance of these words ; and if
I have recounted the personal experience of Justin in some
detail it is because, there already in the second century, so
strong a light is cast on all those factors without which there
will be no solution of the problem of Christian philosophy.
A man seeks the truth by the unaided effort of reason and is
disappointed ; it is offered him by faith and he accepts ;
and, having accepted, he finds that it satisfies his reason.
But Justin’s experience is no less instructive in another
aspect, for it raises a problem to which Justin himself could
not refuse attention. What he finds in Christianity, along
with many other things, is the attainment of philosophic
truths by non-philosophic methods. Disordered reason is
reduced to order by revelation ; but precisely because they
had experimented in every direction without being afraid
of contradictions, the philosophers had managed to say,
along with much that was false, a good deal also that was
true. Doubtless it was all in a very fragmentary form—but
how was it, after all, that they came to know so much ?

A first solution of this problem was proposed by Philo
the Jew, and it immediately struck the Christian imagina-
tion and for a long time held it captive. It was facile, and
that made its fortune. Why not turn to account the fact
that the Bible is chronologically prior to the pagan systems ?
With some hesitation at first, more decisively after Tatian,
it was suggested that the Greek philosophers had more or
less directly profited by the contents of the inspired books,
owing such truths as they taught to these, not, of course,
without mingling a good deal of error of their own. How-
ever, the absence of any direct proof of such borrowing told
against the success of this rather over-simple solution, and
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although it had a long life and is probably not quite dead
even yet, it was bound gradually to give place to another,
much deeper, and moreover, almost as old, since it is found
already in Justin.

It may be found in fact even in St. Paul, in germ at least,
and, so to speak, preformed. In spite of his disdainful con-
demnation of the false wisdom of the Greeks, the Apostle
does not condemn reason ; on the contrary, he is concerned
to recognize a certain natural knowledge of God even in the
Gentiles. When, in the Epistle to the Romans (i. 19—20),
he affirms that the eternal power and divinity of God may
be known from created things, he affirms by implication the
possibility of a purely rational knowledge of God in the
Greeks, and at the same time lays the foundation of all the
natural theologies which will later arise in the bosom of
Christianity. No philosopher, from St. Augustine to Des-
cartes, but will make use of this text. Moreover, in declaring
in the same Epistle (ii. 14-15) that the Gentiles, deprived
as they are of the Jewish law, are a law unto themselves,
since conscience will either accuse or excuse them in the
day of Judgment, St. Paul implicitly admits the existence
of a natural moral law, or rather of a natural knowledge of
the moral law. Now although the Apostle himself does not
put the purely speculative question it becomes henceforth
impossible not to put it : what is the relation between our
rational God-given knowledge of the true and the good,
and the revealed knowledge that the Gospel adds? That
is precisely the question that Justin put and answered.

He asks himself : since Jesus Christ was born some
hundred and fifty years before my time, ought I to consider
those who lived before Christ, and therefore without the
help of His revelation, as all guilty or all innocent ? The
Prologue to the Gospel of St. John suggests the auswer.
Jesus Christ is the Word, and the Word is God ; now the
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Gospel says that the Word enlightens every man who comes
into the world ; consequently, and on the testimony of God
Himself, we must admit a natural revelation of the Word,
universal and antedating the revelation given when He
took flesh and dwelt amongst us. Moreover, since the Word
is Christ, in participating in the light of the Word all men
participate in the light of Christ. Those who lived according
to the Word, whether pagans or Jews, were therefore,
properly speaking, Christians ; while on the other hand,
those who lived in error and vice, neglecting what was
taught them by the light of the Word, were really enemies
of Christ before He came. If then the case stands thus, the
Pauline position, while remaining materially the same,
undergoes a spiritual transformation ; for where the Apostle
invoked against the pagans a natural revelation which
condemns them, St. Justin gives them the benefit of a natural
revelation which saves them. Socrates became so faithful a
Christian that it is not surprising that the devil made him a
martyr for the truth ; and Justin, in fact, is not far from
exclaiming like Erasmus : St. Socrates, pray for us !

From this decisive moment, therefore, Christianity
accepts the responsibility for the whole preceding history
of humanity ; but then it also claims the benefit. All the
evil that is done is done against the Word, but since,
conversely, all the good that is done is done by help
of the Word, who is the Christ, all truth is as by defini-
tion, Christian. Whatever has been well said is ours : §oa
oy mapa mage yalds elpnrar, fpwy ypworiavdv orw.* There,
already formulated in the second century in definitive terms,
we have the perpetual charter of Christian humanism. Hera-
clitus is one of us ; Socrates belongs to us, for he knew Christ
in part thanks to the effort of a reason which had its source
in the Word ; ours also are the Stoics, and, along with the
Stoics, all those other genuine philosophers in whom already
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lay the seeds of that truth which revelation discovers to us
to-day in its fulness.®

If we decide to adopt this outlook on history we can
still say with St. Paul that faith in Christ dispenses with
philosophy and that revelation supersedes it ; but super-
sedes it, nevertheless, only because it fulfils it. Hence a
reversal of the problem as curious as inevitable. If all that
was true in philosophy was but a presentiment and fore-
shadowing of Christianity, then the Christian, just because
he is a Christian, is in possession of all that ever was or ever
will be true in philosophy. In other words, and however
strange it may seem, the most favourable rational position
is no longer that of the rationalist, but that of the believer ;
and the most favourable philosophical position is not that
of the philosopher, but that of the Christian. If we would be
assured of it we have only to consider the advantages it
offers.

We note in the first place that the great superiority of
Christianity lies in the fact that it is no mere abstract know-
ledge of the truth, but an efficacious way of salvation.
To-day, perhaps, we should not consider a way of salvation
as having much direct connection with philosophy, because
we regard this latter as belonging more or less to the sphere
of science ; but for the Plato of the Phaedo or the Aristotle
of the Nichomachean Ethics, philosophy, although essentially
science, was not merely a science but also a life ; so much
so indeed did this become the case with the Stoics and their
successors that they adopted a distinctive dress just as the
priesthood does to-day. Now itis a fact that to the Christians
of the second century the Greek systems appeared in the
light of interesting speculations, occasionally even true,
but wholly without influence on the conduct of life. Chris-
tianity, on the contrary, with its prolongation of the natural
order by the supernatural, and its appeal to grace as an
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inexhaustible source of power for the apprehension of truth
and the realization of the good, offered itself at one and the
same time as a doctrine and as a practice, or, more pre-
cisely, a doctrine that at the same time carried with it the
means by which it was to be put into practice.

It would be only too easy to accumulate historical
examples in support of this view of Christianity, but it will
doubtless suffice to recall that it forms the whole essence of
St. Paul’s doctrine on sin, redemption, and grace. What
man would do he does not ; what he would not do, he does.
It is one thing to will to act rightly, quite another thing to
have the power to perform the good act ; one thing is the
law of God that reigns in the interior man, another the law
of sin that reigns in the members. And who then will make
the law of God to reign also over the outward man, save
only God Himself by the grace of Jesus Christ? ¢ The
doctrine is sufficiently familiar, and yet on the other hand
we often forget that it lies at the heart of St. Augustine’s
work, and thereby of all Christian thought. A great deal of
discussion has raged over the testimony of the Confessions,
some considering that Augustine was converted to neo-
platonism rather than to Christianity, others that his con-
version was genuinely Christian. Personally, I have no
doubt that this latter view is the correct one ; but if some
have thought themselves able to maintain the former on the
strength of a long array of texts and arguments, it is pre-
cisely for lack of a realization that Christianity is essentially
a way of salvation, and that consequently, to be converted
to Christianity, is essentially to enter on this way. Now if
one thing emerges from the Confessions more clearly than
another, it is the fact that in the eyes of St. Augustine the
radical vice of neo-platonism consists in its ignorance of the
twofold doctrine of sin and the deliverance from sin effected
by grace. One might show that the purely intellectual
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evolution of St. Augustine was completed by his adhesion
to neo-platonism, and nevertheless, with St. Augustine
himself, we should have to add a good many restrictions ;
but his whole doctrine makes it impossible to confuse that
adhesion with his conversion. That Plotinus should advise
us to rise above sense, to rule our passions, and to adhere to
God, that is all well and good ! But will Plotinus give us
the strength to follow this excellent advice ? And what does
it avail to know the good without power to put it into prac-
tice? What kind of physician is this who recommends
health, and knows neither the nature of the illness nor the
name of the remedy? What really completed the con-
version of St. Augustine was the perusal of St. Paul and the
revelation of grace : “ For the law of the Spirit of life in
Jesus Christ freed me,” he says, * from the law of sin and
death.” It was not an intellect that agonized in the night
in the garden of Cassiciacum : it was a man.

Let us return, however, to the plane of purely speculative
philosophy and abstract knowledge ; here again it has to
be recognized that in the eyes of the first Christian thinkers
many advantages accrued from the side of religion. One of
their favourite arguments in support of their faith was
drawn from the contradictions of the philosophers. The
fact 15 familiar ; but whether the significance of the argu-
ment is always rightly grasped is rather more doubtful.
What seems to have struck Justin and his successors was not
merely the incoherence of the speculative philosophies
but more especially the coherence of the answers given to
philosophic problems by a doctrine, which, instead of
giving itself out as one philosophy among others, claimed
to be nothing less than the one true religion.

When this view was turned to polemical account it gave
rise to the classical argument “ by the contradictions of the
philosophers.” In the first centuries of Christian thought
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we find it everywhere ; in Justin, in whom I have indicated
its starting-point ; ian Tatian’s Discourse to the Greeks,?
where it receives its full development ; in the anonymous
Deriston of the Philosophers® ; in Arnobius, whose scepticism
and fideism it is made to justify ; but perhaps we should say
above all in Lactantius, because this very sensible man
measured its exact range and marked it in definitive terms.
In spite of the abuse which he did not spare them on occa-
sion, Lactantius frequented the philosophers. Persuaded
that much good was to be found in Socrates, in Plato, in
Seneca, this Christian came to recognize that each had
seized some fragment of the truth and that if these fragments
were rcunited the truth might be reconstituted in its totality :
particulatim veritas ab iis tota comprehensa est.® Suppose then that
somebody could gather up these fragments dispersed
throughout the writings of the philosophers and bring them
together in a body of doctrine, and you would have some-
thing like the whole truth ; but—and here is the essential
point—no one could effect this separation of the true and
the false in the philosophic systems without knowing the
full truth in advance, and no one could know it in advance
unless God first gave it him by revelation, that is to say
unless he accepted it by faith.

Lactantius, then, conceived the possibility of a true philo-
sophy, but conceived it as an eclecticism on the basis of
faith. On the one side we have the philosopher pure and
simple, who, with nothing but his own reason to rely on,
would discover the truth by his own unaided powers ; all
his labour avails but to seize a tiny fragment of the total
truth submerged beneath a mass of contradictory errors
from which he is quite unable to extricate it. On the other
side we have the Christian philosopher ; his faith provides
him with a criterion, a norm of judgment, a principle of
discernment and selection, allowing him to restore rational
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truth to itself by purging away the errors that encumber it.
Solus potest scire qui fecit, says Lactantius : God, Who made
all, therefore knows all. If then He condescend to teach us,
let us listen. Having to choose between the uncertainties
of a reason wandering about without a guide and the certi-
tude of a reason directed by revelation, he will not hesitate
for an instant ; and just as little will St. Augustine after
him.

For indeed the same experience is always observed to
recur, until at last we find it abstractly formulated by the
medizval thinkers, and even rediscovered by more than one
modern. When the young Augustine adheres to the sect of
Mani he does so precisely because the Manichazans are bold
enough to attempt to explain everything without appealing
to faith. In spite of all their wild and puerile cosmogony
these men are rationalists who would lead the mind to faith
by way of understanding. If, weary of a church in which
the promised understanding was never in the end forth-
coming, Augustine finally broke with the sect, it was to give
himself up to the amiable scepticism of Cicero ; and when,
thanks to Plotinus, he emerges from this, it is soon to dis-
cover that everything that was true in neco-platonism was
already contained in the Gospel of St. John and the Book
of Wisdom ; and many another truth besides that remained
hidden from Plotinus. Thus the philosophy that he vainly
sought by reason was offered him by faith. Those all too
uncertain truths which Greek speculation reserved for an
intellectual élite, had already been brought together,
purified, justified, completed by a revelation which put
them within the reach of all the world.1® In this sense, we
might not incorrectly sum up the whole experience of St.
Augustine in the title he gave to one of his own works :
De Utilitate credendi—On the Advantage of Believing—even
for the very purpose of assuring the raticnality of reason.
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If he so incessantly repeats the words of Isaiah as he finds
them in his Latin version : nist credideritis non tntelligetis, it is
because they so exactly express his personal experience ; and
when St. Anselm, in his turn, would define the beneficent
effect of faith on the reason of the philosopher he will have
nothing more to add.

The attitude of St. Anselm in this matter has been de-
scribed as a Christian rationalism. The expression is some-
what equivocal, but has at least the merit of indicating that
when St. Anselm appeals to reason he will have nothing to
do with anything except reason. Not only Anselm, but his
hearers themselves, demand that nothing shall be allowed
to mediate between the rational principles from which he
sets out and the rational conclusions he proposes to deduce.
We need only recall, for instance, the famous preface to
the Monologium, where, yielding to the insistence of his
pupils, he undertakes to vindicate nothing in Scripture by
the authority of Scripture, but to establish by rational
evidence and the sole natural light of truth, all that can be
shown to be true without the help of revelation. And yet it
was certainly Anselm who supplied the definitive formula
for the primacy of faith over reason, for if reason would be
fully reasonable, if it would satisfy itself as reason, there is
only one sure procedure open to it, and that is to examine
the reasonableness of faith. Faith, as faith, 1s self-sufficing,
but it aspires to become an understanding of its own con-
tent ; it does not depend on rational evidence, but, on the
other hand, it engenders it. We learn from Anselm himself
that the original title of his Monologium was Meditations on
the Reasonableness of Faith and that the title of his Proslogion
was none other than the famous formula : A Faith seeking
to Understand. Nothing could express his thought more
justly, for he does not seek to understand in order to belicve,
but to believe in order to undcrstand ; and he pushes it
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to such lengths that this very primacy of faith over reason
is itself something which he believes before he understands,
and believes in order to understand. Is it not proposed by
the authority of Scripture : nisi credideritis, non intelligetis 2
St. Justin, Lactantius, St. Augustine and St. Anseim,
four witnesses only—but then, what witnesses ! Their high
authority, and the perfect accord of their several experiences
will permit me to dispense, I trust, with the numerous
others that might be added. Before leaving the point,
however, I would ask the reader to listen to one more voice
that echoes theirs across the centuries, attesting how peren-
nial is the question, how inevitable the answer. To bring
forward the final conclusions of Maine de Biran is to throw
the experience of a whole lifetime into the scale. He, too,
like Augustine and so many others, tried to resolve the
riddles of philosophy by reason alone, and the last words he
wrote 1n his Journal intime are the Vae soli of Scripture :
‘It is impossible to deny to the true believer, who ex-
periences in himself what he calls the effects of grace, who
finds his repose and all the peace of his soul in the inter-
vention of certain ideas or intellectual acts of faith, hope
and charity, and who thus succeeds in satisfying his mind on
problems which all the systems have left unsolved, it is impossible,
I say, to contest his experience, and to fail to recognize how
well founded either in himself or in his religious beliefs,
are those states of soul which make his consolation and his
happiness.” 1! It is a fact, then, that for the Christian,
reason alone does not satisfy reason and it was not merely
in the sccond century that philosophers became Christian
in the interests of their philosophy. To the fides quaerens
tntellectum of St. Anselm and St. Augustine, corresponds the
intellectus quacerens intellectum per fidem of Maine de Biran.
Optavi et datus est milu sensus, invocavi et venit in me spiritus
sapientiae ; this effort of truth believed to transform itself
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into truth known, is truly the life of Christian wisdom, and
the body of rational truths resulting from the effort is Chris-
tian philosophy itself. Thus the content of Christian philo-
sophy is that body of rational truths discovered, explored or
stmply safeguarded, thanks to the help that reason receives
from revelation. Whether this philosophy ever really
existed or whether it is nothing but a myth, is a question
of fact on which we shall have to turn to history for a deci-
sion ; but before entering on this 1 would dissipate o mis-
understanding which, by obscuring the meaning of the
Jfides quaerens intellectum would make the very concept of
Christian philosophy unintelligible.

Unless the expression is to be emptied of all positive
content it must be frankly admitted that nothing less than
an intrinsic relation between revelation and reason will
suffice to give it meaning. And it is important that this
meaning should be exactly defined. There is no question
of maintaining—no one has ever maintained—that faith is
a kind of cognition superior to rational cognition. It is
quite clear, on the contrary, that belief is a succedancum of
knowledge, and that to substitute science for belief, wher-
ever possible, is always a positive gain for the understanding.
For Christian thinkers the traditional hierarchy of the modes
of cognition is always faith, understanding, and vision of
God face to face : Inter fidem et speciem, wrote St. Ansclm,
intellectum quem in hac vita capimus esse medium intelligo.1?

Nor is there any question of maintaining the absurdity
that you can accept the major premiss of a syllogism by
faith and know the conclusion as science. If you start from
belief and deduce its content you can never get anything
more than belief. When those who define the method of
Christian philosophy by the fides quaerens intellectum are
accused of confusing philosophy with theology the accuser
merely shows how little he understands their position, and
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gives us reason to suspect, besides, that he has no very clear
notion of the nature of theology. For although theology
is a science, it does not propose as its end the transformation
of the belief by which it adheres to its principles into under-
standing ; to do that would be to destroy its proper object.
Nor will the Christian philosopher on the other hand, any
more than the theologian, attempt to transform faith into
science, as if by some queer chemistry you could combine
contradictory essences. What he asks himself is simply this :
whether, among those propositions which by faith he
believes to be true, there are not a certain number which
reason may know to be true. In so far as the believer bases
his affirmations on the intimate conviction gained from faith
he remains purely and simply a believer, he has not yet
entered the gates of philosophy ; but when amongst his
beliefs he finds some that are capable of becoming objects
of science then he becomes a philosopher, and if it is to the
Christian faith that he owes this new philosophical insight,
he becomes a Christian philosopher.

The present discord between philosophers as to the mean-
ing of this expression thus becomes easier to explain. Some
are considering philosophy in itself, in its formal essence as
philosophy, abstraction being made from the conditions
which rule ecither its constitution or its intelligibility. In
this sense it is clear that a philosophy cannot be Christian,
nor, for that matter, Jewish or Mussulman, and that the
idea of Christian philosophy has no more meaning than
* Christian physics ” or * Christian mathematics,” 13

Others, taking account of the evident fact that, for a
Christian, faith plays the part of an extrinsic regulative
principle, admit the possibility of a Christian philosophy ;
but, anxious to safeguard the formal purity of its essence
as philosophy, they consider as Christian any philosophy
that is true, any philosophy which presents “ a conception
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of nature and reason open to the supernatural.” ¢ And
that, undoubtedly, is one of the essential characters of
Christian philosophy, but by no means the only one nor,
perhaps, the deepest. A philosophy open to the super-
natural would certainly be compatible with Christianity,
but it would not necessarily be a Christian philosophy. If
it is to deserve that name the supernatural must descend as
a constitutive element not, of course, into its texture which
would be a contradiction, but into the work of its construc-
tion. Thus I call Christian, every philosophy which, although
keeping the two orders formally distinct, nevertheless considers the
Christian revelation as an indispensable auxiliary to reason. For
whoever understands it thus, the concept does not corre-
spond to any simple essence susceptible of abstract defini-
tion ; but corresponds much rather to a concrete historical
reality as something calling for description. It is but one of
the species of the genus philosophy and includes in its
extension all those philosophical systems which were in fact
what they were only because a Christian religion existed
and because they were ready to submit to its influence. As
concrete historical realities these systems are distinguished
from each other by individual differences ; as forming a
species they present common characteristics, and thus may
be grouped together under the same denomination.

In the first place, and it is perhaps his most obvious trait,
the Christian philosopher is one who effects a choice between
philosophic problems. Like any other philosopher, he has a
perfect right to interest himself in the whole circle of these
problems ; but in fact he is interested uniquely or above
all in those which affect the conduct of his religious life.
The rest, indifferent in themselves, become the objects of
what St. Augustine, St. Bernard and St. Bonaventure
stigmatize as curiosity : vana curiositas, turpis curiositas. Even
Christian philosophers like St. Thomas, whose interest
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extended to the whole of philosophy, did their creative work
only in a relatively restricted sphere. And nothing could be
more natural. Since the Christian revelation teaches us
only truths which are necessary to salvation, its influence
could extend only to those parts of philosophy that concern
the existence and nature of God, and the origin, nature, and
destiny of the soul. In the very title and in the first lines of
his treatise De la connaissance de Dieu et de sot-méme, Bossuet
held to the teaching of sixteen centurics of tradition :
‘ Wisdom consists in knowing God and in knowing oneself.
From the knowledge of self we rise to the knowledge of
God.”” Everyone will recognize in these formule the
noverim me, noverim te of St. Augustine, and although St.
Thomas did not expressly make them his own he put them
into practice. There 15 no question of minimizing his merits
as a commentator and interpreter of Aristotle ; it 1s not in
that ficld, however, that he is greatest, but rather in those
genial views in which he prolonged and surpassed the
philosophic effort of Aristotle. And these views are almost
always to be found when he is speaking of God and of the
soul and of the relations between God and the soul. The
deepest of them have often to be disentangled from the
theological contexts in which they are embedded, for it is
there, in the bosom of theology, that they effectively come
to birth. In a word, faith has a simplifying influence on all
Chrnistian philosophers worthy of the name, and their origin-
alitv shines forth especially in the sphere directly influenced
by faith, that is to say in the doctrine concerning God and
man, and man’s relations with God.

From the very fact that faith eliminates vain curiosity,
the influence of revelation on philosophy facilitates the
work of its constitution. From any Christian point of view
the merely curious man is engaged on an interminable
enterprise. He takes all knowledge for his province, every



THE CONCEPT OF CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY 39

1cality falls within it, and of none is he entitled to say that,
if he knew it, it would not transform his knowledge of all
the rest. Reality is inexhaustible and the attempt to syn-
thetize it under principles is consequently impracticable.
It may even be, as Comte was later on to suggest, that
natural reality is not synthetic, and that it can be unified
only by considering it from the point of view of a subject.
Choosing man in relation to God as his central theme, the
Christian philosopher acquires a fixed centre of reference
which helps him to bring order and unity into his thought.
That is why the tendency to systematization is always so
strong in a Christian philosophy : it has less to systematize
than any other and 1t has the necessary centre for the system
as well.

It has also the necessary material for its completion, and
this, in the first place, even in the field of natural philosophy.
It seems to be sometimes supposed that only the Augus-
tinians were convinced of this. In fact, in the Summa Contra
Gentiles (Book I, Chapter 1V) St. Thomas has left us a
luminous résumé of the whole teaching of the Fathers ot the
Church on this fundamental question. He asks: 1is 1t
fitting that God should reveal philosophical truths which
are in fact accessible to reason >—and he answers : yes l—
provided that the knowledge of these truths is necessary to
salvation. Were it otherwise, both these truths, and the
salvation that depends on them, would be the exclusive
prerogative of a very few ; the bulk of mankind would
have to go without them, either for lack of intellectual
light, or of leisure for research, or of a taste for study. He
adds that even those capable of attaining them would do so
only with a great deal of labour, after long thought, and
would be running. moreover, all the risks of ignorance for
the greater part of their lives. What, he asks, would be the
state of mankind, if all our knowledge of God depended
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only on human reason ? In maximis ignorantiae tenebris. And
this he confirms with a third consideration of no less weight
than the other two. The weakness of the human intellect,
in its present state, is such, that without the aid of faith
what to many would seem to be clearly demonstrated would
to others be exceedingly dubious ; and the spectacle of the
philosophic conflicts thus arising would contribute not a
little to breed scepticism in the generality of mankind, who,
for the most part, would view the discussion from outside.1®
To overcome this debilitas rationis man has therefore need of
divine aid ; and this is what faith offers him. Like St.
Augustine and St. Anselm before him, St. Thomas situates
the reason of the Christian philosopher in an intermediate
position between the faith which guides his first footsteps,
and the full knowledge which the beatific vision will bring
hereafter ; like Athenagoras he thinks that man can aspire
to no perfect knowledge of God without first putting himself to
school with God, gut est sui perfectus cognitor. Faith, taking him
so to spcak by the hand, puts him on the right road !¢ and
gocs along with him as long as he neceds protection from error.

This, as will be seen, 1s no very bright picture of the results
attainable by human reason alone in the field of natural
theology—yvet it is the picture drawn by the most thoroughly
intellectualist of all Christian philosophers. Why then should
we hesitate to follow where so many concordant indications
point the way, especially if it is possible to do so without
losing sight of the necessary distinctions, the fruit of so many
years of laborious reflection, and which reason, moreover,
clearly demands? A true philosophy, taken absolutely and
in itself, owes all its truth to its rationality and to nothing
other than its rationality : that is indisputable, and St.
Anselm and even St. Augustine would be the first to admit
it. But the constitution of this true philosophy could not in
fact be achieved without the aid of revelation, acting as an
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indispensable moral support to reason ; that is equally
certain from the standpoint of the Christian philosophers,
and, as we have just seen, St. Thomas himsclf asserts it.
Now if he was right, or if we merely admit that he may have
been right, the problem of Christian philosophy acquires a
positive meaning. Doubtless in the abstract philosophy
professes no religion, but we may very well ask whether it
is altogether a matter of indifference that a philosopher
should profess one. We may ask especially whether it is
indifferent to the history of philosophy as such that there
have been philosophers who were Christians, and whether,
in spite of the purely rational texture of their systems, we
cannot still to-day discern the mark of the influence of their
faith on the conduct of their thought.

This hypothesis, since for the present that is all it Is, is
not in itself impossible or contradictory. Let us then grant
that St. Augustine, St. Anselm and St. Thomas had a
true appreciation of what they were doing. Let us admit
provisionally that when they spoke of the debt of reason to
revelation they had in mind the moving memory of those
moments when, as in the meeting-place of two convergent
rays, the opacity of faith suddenly gave way within them to
the transparency of understanding. And let us go further.
Let us ask whether they were not often more original than
they knew, innovating with unconscious boldness even
there, where they thought themselves to be no more than
faithful followers of Plato and Aristotle. Thus to reveal in
history the presence of an influence exerted on the develop-
ment of metaphysics by the Christian revelation would be
to demonstrate, so to speak experimentally, the reality of
Christian philosophy. The task is immense and full of
pitfalls—who can doubt it? But it is possible to make the
venture even without any very high hope of achievement ;
and after all we aim at nothing but a sketch.



CHAPTER HI
BEING AND ITS NECESSITY

WERE we asked to name the severest of all critics of the
Middle Ages and their culture, our thoughts might very
naturally turn to Condorcet. However, even this irreconcii-
able enemy of the priests was very willing to admit that
their efforts in the sphere of philosophy were not wholly
without merit. In the picture he draws of the Seventh Age
of the progress of the human mind, we find him writing in
terms which are somewhat remarkable coming from one who
had such a lively hatred for all established religion. ““ To
these scholastics we owe much of the precision of our ideas
on the Supreme Being and his attributes ; on the distinc-
tion between the First Cause and the universe he is supposed
to govern; on that between mind and matter ; on the
various meanings of the word ‘ liberty ’ ; on the notion of
creation ; on the distinctions between the various operations
of the mind and the classification of its ideas concerning
real things and their properties.” ! In spite of all his ill-
humour Condorcet recognized that the scholastics gave a
new precision to all the essential ideas of metaphysics and
epistemology—a generous testimony that might easily be
developed into an apologetic. Let us be content for the
moment to consider what Christian thought has made of the
idea of God, the very keystone of all metaphysics.

In adopting the expression * Supreme Being,” not, to be
sure, a very exact one, Condorcet merely spoke the language
of his time ; but that time had learnt to condense into two
words the results of a secular effort of reflection on Christian
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teaching. To speak of a Supreme Being, and to give the
words all their weight, is first of all to admit that there is
but one being really worthy of the name of God, and then,
in the second place, that the proper name of this God is
Being, a name that is applicable to this unique being in a
sense in which it is applicable to no other. Now, can it
really be said that the Christian thinkers derived this
monotheism from the Hellenic tradition ?

It is not at all easy to say precisely how far the Greeks
had travelled in this direction, and historians who try to
decide it are by no means always in agreement. It may be
observed, however, in the first place, that wherever mono-
theism has met with full acceptance, for instance in the
Christian world, it has at once taken a central place as the
principle of all principles. This results from the very nature
of the case, for if there is one God and only one God, every-
thing else must be ultimately referred to Him. Now we know
of no system of Greck philosophy which reserved the name
of God for a unique being, and made the whole system of
the universe revolve round this single idea; and 1t is
therefore not very probable a priori that Hellenic specula-
tion ever really succeeded in grasping a principle which,
being but one principle, the principle, nevertheless failed
to play this réle of principle in their thought. Let us see
whether this supposition is borne out by the facts.

It is clear from the evidence that first comes to hand that
if the Greek poets and thinkers waged a successful warfare
against anthropomorphism in natural theology, they never
succeeded in eliminating, and hardly even dreamt of eli-
minating, polytheism. Xenophon teaches the existence of
a great god, but that merely means a supreme god among
gods and men. Neither Empedocles nor Philolaus went
any further, and as for Plutarch, it is well known that the
plurality of gods was one of his dogmas. Never, it seems,
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did Greek thought rise higher than this; for it failed to
do 50 even in the natural theologies of Plato and Aristotle.

If we keep our attention fixed on the precise question
before us, without confusing it with others more or less
closely akin, the answer is not in the least doubtful. Plato’s
doctrine unquestionably provided Christian speculation
with many important elements—notably the Idea of the
Good as developed in the Republic—which helped later on
to elucidate the philosophical notion of the Christian God.
But we are concerned with a different question, namely,
what did Plato think of God, and whether or not he admitted
a plurality of gods. Now with him the concept of God is
very far from corresponding to the higher and perfect type
of existence, and that is why divinity belongs to a class of
multiple beings, perhaps even to all beings whatsoever in
the precise measure in which they are. The Timaeus (28 C)
represents a considerable effort to rise to the idea of a god
who shall be the cause and father of the universe ; but no
matter how great this god may be supposed to be he has
rivals in the intelligible order of Ideas, and is moreover
comparable with all the members of the whole vast family
of Platonic gods. He does not exclude the sidereal gods,
whose author he is ( Timaeus, 41 A-C), nor even the divine
character of the world he fashions ; first among the gods
he is but one among them nevertheless, and if, in virtue of
that primacy, the Demiurge of the Timaeus has been repre-
sented as * almost analogous to the Christian God ” % we
must say at once that a nuance of this kind is not allowable
here. Either there is one God or there are many, and a god
who is “ almost analogous ” to the Christian God is not the
Christian God at all.

The case is the same when we turn to Aristotle ; and if
the assertion seems surprising it is only because Christianity
invaded the history of philosophy at the same time as it
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invaded philosophy itself. However, certain incidents in
the life of Aristotle should focus our attention on this aspect
of his doctrine. The man who gave testamentary disposition
that the image of his mother should be consecrated to
Demeter and that there should be erected at Stagira, on
account of a vow he had made to the gods, two marble
statues, one to Zeus Soter, and the other to Athene Soteira 3
—this man certainly had not shaken off the traditional
polytheism. Here again, be it noted, we do not dream of
disputing Aristotle’s undoubted contribution to the philo-
sophic idea of the Christian Goa. What is really surprising
on the contrary is, that having gone so far along the right
road he should have failed to follow it to the end. There
however is the fact : he stopped on the way.

When we speak of Aristotle’s god for the purpose of
comparison with the Christian God, we refer of course to
the unmoved mover, separate, pure act, thought of thought,
set forth in a celebrated text of the Physics (VIII, 6). How
this text is to be taken we shall have to consider later on ;
for the moment I would simply observe that the first
unmoved mover is very far from occupying in Aristotle’s
world the unique place reserved for the God of the Bible
in the Judeo-Christian world. Returning to the problem of
the cause of movements in Metaphysics (X1I, 7-8), Aristotle
begins by glancing back to the conclusions previously
established in the Physics : ‘It is clear, then, from what
has been said, that there is a substance which is eternal and
immovable, and separate from sensible things. It has been
shown also that this substance cannot have any magnitude,
but is without parts and indivisible. . . . But it is also clear
that it is impassive and unalterable ; for all the other kinds
of change are posterior to change of place. It is clear, then,
why this first mover has these attributes.” Well, and what
more could we ask ? An immaterial, separate, eternal and
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!mmutable substance—is this not precisely the God of
Christianity ? Perhaps—but read on, read the next sen-
tence : *‘ We must not ignore the question whether we have
to suppose one such substance or more than one, and, if
the latter, how many?” Then at once he plunges into
astronomical calculations in order to determine whether,
under the first mover, we ought not to admit forty-nine, or
perhaps even fifty-five other movers, all separate, eternal
and unmoved. Thus although the first unmoved mover
stands alone in being first, he is not alone in being an
unmoved mover, that is to say a divinity. And were there
but only two that would be enough to prove that “ in spite
of the supremacy of the first Thought, the mind of the
Philosopher is still profoundly impregnated with poly-
theism.” ¢ In short, Greek thought, even in its most eminent
representatives, did not attain to that essential truth which
is struck out at one blow, and without a shadow of proof,
by the great words of the Bible : Audi Israel, Dominus Deus
noster Dominus unus est (Deut. vi. 4).

It may very well be that to the minds of those to whom
they were addressed these words carried no such full and
clear meaning as they convey to-day to a Christian philo-
sopher. Perhaps the people of Israel only gradually became
conscious of the profound truth of monotheism ; ® but there
is no doubt at all that if Jewish thought moved only slowly
on this point the movement had long been completed when
Christianity inherited the Bible. Asked to indicate which is
the greatest commandment of the Law Jesus answers at
once with the fundamental assertion of Biblical monotheism,
as if everything else hung on that : ““ The first command-
ment is this, Hear O Israel, the Lord thy God is One God ”
(Mark xii. 29). Now this Credo in unum Deum of the Christians,
this first article of their faith, appeared at the same time as
an irrefragable rational truth. That if there is one God there
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is only one God is something which after the seventeenth
century will be taken ‘or granted as self-evident, nobody
will any longer trouble himself to prove it. The Grecks
did not realize it however. What the Fathers had never
ceased to affirm as a fundamental belief because God
Himself had said it, is also one of those rational truths,
and the most important of all, which did not enter philo-
sophy by way of reason. The nature of this phenomenon,
which had a decisive influence on the development of
philosophic speculation, will be understood better if we
link up the problem of the unicity of God with the problem
of His nature.

The two questions, of course, are closely connected. 1f
the Greeks were never quite sure how many gods there
were, that was precisely because they lacked that clear
idea of God which makes it impossible to admit more than
one. The best of them, with an admirable effort, shook off
all that was materialistic in Greek polytheism ; we see them
even ranging the gods in hierarchical order, subordinating
the gods of fable to the gods of metaphysic ; ordering these
in turn under a supreme god ; but having done so much
why did they fail to reserve a proper and exclusive divinity
to this supreme god ? The answer is to be found in the
conception they formed of his essence.

The interpretation of Plato’s natural theology certainly
raises difficult questions. Excellent Hellenists, philosophers
into the bargain, have maintained with considerable force
that Platonism achieved an idea of God practically indis-
tinguishable from that of Christianity. According to the
most resolute defender of this thesis, the true thought of
Plato is that ““ the degree of divinity is proportionate to the
degree of being ; that, therefore, is most of all divine which
most of all is being ; now that which most of all is being is
the universal Being or the All of being.”” How, after that,
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can we fail to see that 76 mavredds év, in Plato, is universal
being, that is to say God, this same God of Whom Fénélon
will say in his Traité de existence de Dieu (II, 52) that He
gathers up in Himself * the fullness and totality of being,”
and of Whom Malebranche will say in his Recherche de la
vérité (IV, 11), that His idea is *“ the idea of being in general,
of unrestricted being, of infinite being ”* ?

There is a literal resemblance in the texts thus brought
together, but it is quite misleading. The wavredds év of the
Sophist (248 E) is, no doubt, the totality of being in so far
as this is intelligible and, consequently, real ; but what this
really signifies is a refusal to follow Parmenides of Elea in
his attempt to deny the reality of movement, of becoming,
of life. In this sense it is true to say that Plato restored to
being all that which, possessing a certain degree of intel-
ligibility, possesses also a certain degree of reality. But, in
the first place, Plato does not say that his *“ universal being
is God, and even supposing that it is identified with God, in
spite of Plato’s silence on the point, all that one can draw
from this formula is that the Platonic god gathers up in
himself the totality of the divine, just as he gathers up in
himself the totality of being. Set the two thoughts side by
side and see how profound is the divergence of meaning
underlying the common formule. According to Plato ‘‘ the
degree of divinity is proportionate to the degree of being ”’ ;
but for a Christian there are no degrees of divinity ; God
alone is divine. Again for Plato, ““ what is most of all being
is most of all divine,” but for a Christian it is only by way
of analogy or mectaphor that beings can be more or less
divine ; properly speaking there is but one God Who is
Being, and beings, which are not God. The radical difference
of the two traditions lies in the fact that, for Plato, there is
no sense of the word *“ being ” reserved exclusively for Ged.
That is why his god possesses divinity only in a supreme
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degree, not at all as an unique prerogative : wherever there
is being there is divinity, because there is no single being
that claims the whole fullness and privilege of divinity.

There, moreover, we have the hidden cause of the difficul-
ties encountered by all interpreters of Plato who try to
bring his conception of the divine into line with the Christian
God. Much ingenuity has been wasted on the attempt.
Sometimes the Demiurge of the Timaeus is identified with
the Idea of the Good in the Republic, and the only result of
this is that the Demiurge becomes, not Being, but the Good @
—a thing, by the way, that Plato never made of him.?
Sometimes the whole sum-total of divinity is attributed to
one being—who, for the rest, does not exist in Plato-—and
then we no longer know what to make of this diffused
divinity existing everywhere in beings, particularly in the
Ideas, as if, according to this doctrine, the gods were other
than what is most divine. But a difficulty of the same kind
awaits the interpreters of Aristotle, and this too has to be
considered. Did he effect the difficult operation of finding a
place in the ranks of Greek polytheism for this unique
Being, the Christian God ?

Certainly there is no lack of texts that might be alleged
in support of the affirmative. Does not Aristotle speak of
an essence sovereignly real, transcending the order of
physical things, situated, consequently, beyond nature, and
thus none other than God ? It would seem that we really
have to do here with a natural theology of which the proper
object would be, as Aristotle says himself, *“ being as being
(Metaph., T, I, 1003a 31), being par excellence (A® 2994b 18),
a necessary substance always in act (A, 1071b 19 and
1092b 10), in short, this God that St. Thomas will so easily
recognize in the Aristotelian formule without having to
modify them at all. And indeed if these formulz contained
no hint of the Christian God St. Thomas would never have
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found Him there. We might almost say, in a sense, that it
would have been difficult for Aristotle to go further without
reaching the true conception, but then that is no ground for
saying that he reached it. What is true is, that Aristotle
clearly understood that God is, of all beings, the one that
deserves the name of being par excellence ; but that his
polytheism prevented him from conceiving divinity as
anything but an attribute of a class of beings. We cannot say
of him, as we can of Plato, that he regards all that exists as
divine, for he reserves the name of divinity to the order of
necessity and pure actuality ; but although his First
Unmoved Mover is, of all beings, in the highest degree
divine and in the highest degree being, he remains never-
theless but one of these “ beings as being.” It cannot
possibly be denied that his natural theology has for proper
object, a plurality of divine beings, and that is enough to
distinguish it radically from Christian natural theology.
¥or him, the necessary is always a collective ; for Christians
it is always a singular.® But we need not stop there. Even
were it granted, in the face of all the texts, that Aristotle’s
being as being is a unique being, it would still be true that
this being is none other than the pure act of thought thinking
itself. It would be all that, no doubt, but it would be only
that, and it is incidentally for this reason that the attributes
of Aristotle’s god are strictly limited to those of thought. In
good Aristotelian doctrine the first name of God is thought,
and pure being is reduced to pure thought; in good
Christian doctrine the first name of God is being, and that
1s why we can refuse to Being neither thought, nor will,
nor power, and why the attributes of the Christian God
overflow the attributes of Aristotle’s in every direction.
But no one rises to the Christian conception of Being who
sets up statues to Zeus and Demeter.,

Compared with all these laborious gropings how straight-
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forward is the method of the Biblical revelation, and how
startling its results !

In order to know what God is, Moses turns to God. He
asks His name, and straightway comes the answer: Ego
sum qué sum, Ait : sic dices filiis Israel ; qui est misit me ad vos
(Exod. iii. 14). No hint of metaphysics, but God speaks,
causa finita est, and Exodus lays down the principle from which
henceforth the whole of Christian philosophy will be
suspended. From this moment it is understood once and
for all that the proper name of God is Being and that,
according to the word of St. Ephrom, taken up again later
by St. Bonaventure, this name denotes His very essence.?
Now to say that the word being designates the essence of
God, and the essence of no other being but God, is to say
that In God essence and existence are identical, and that
in God alone essence and existence are identical. That is
why St. Thomas Aquinas, referring expressly to this text of
Exodus, will declare that among all divine names there is
one that is eminently proper to God, namely Qui est, pre-
cisely because this Qui est signifies nothing other than being
itself : non significat formam aliquam sed ipsum esse.® In this
principle lies an inexhaustible metaphysical fecundity ;
all the studies that here follow will be merely studies of its
results. There is but one God and this God is Being, that is
the corner-stone of all Christian philosophy, and it was not
Plato, it was not even Aristotle, it was Moses who put it in
position.

To realize the importance of this perhaps the shortest
way would be to read the first lines of the De primec rerum
omnium principio of Duns Scotus : “ O Lord our God, when
Moses asked of Thee as a most true Doctor, by what name
he should name Thee to the people of Israel ; knowing well
what mortal understanding could conceive of Thee and
unveiling to him Thy ever blessed name, Thou didst

E 2
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reply : Ego sum qui sum ; wherefore art Thou true Being,
total Being. This I believe, but if it be in any wise possible
this I would also know. Help me, O Lord, to seek out such
knowledge of the true being that Thou art as may lie within
the power of my natural reason, starting from that being
which Thou Thyself hast attributed to Thyself.”” Nothing
can surpass the weighty fullness of this text, since it lays
down at once the true method of Christian philosophy, and
the first truth whence all the others derive. Applying the
principle of St. Augustine and St. Anselm, the Credo ut
intelligam, Duns Scotus, at the very outset of his metaphysical
speculation, makes an act of faith in the truth of the divipe
word ; like Athenagoras, it is in the school of God that he
would learn of God. No philosopher is invoked as inter-
mediary between reason and the supreme Master ; but
forthwith, after the act of faith, philosophy begins. Whoever
believes by faith that God is being sees at once by reason
that He can be nothing but total being, true being. But
now we have to see for ourselves how these consequences
are implied in the principle.

When God says that He is being, and if what He says is
to have any intelligible meaning for our minds, it can only
mean this : that He is the pure act of existing. Now this
pure act of existing excludes all non-being a priori. Just as
non-being is absolutely void of all being and of all the con-
ditions of being, so also Being is wholly unaflected by non-
being, both actually and virtually, both in Itself and from
our point of view, Although therefore in our language it
bears the same name as the most general and abstract of
all our concepts, the idea of Being signifies something
radically different. Perhaps—and this is a point to which
we shall soon have to return—our very power of conceiving
abstract being is not unconnected with the ontological
relation in which we stand to God, but it is not as a concept
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that God would have us think of Him nor even as a being
whose content would be that of a concept. Beyond all
sensible images, and all conceptual determinations, God
affirms Himself as the absolute act of being in its pure
actuality. Our concept of God, a mere feeble analogue of
a reality which overflows it in every direction, can be made
explicit only in the judgment : Being is Being, an absolute
positing of that which, lying beyond every object, contains in
itself the sufficient reason of objects. And that is why we
can rightly say that the very excess of positivity which hides
the divine being from our eyes, is nevertheless the light
which lights up all the rest: ipsa caligo summa est mentis
tlluminatio. 11

From this point, in fact, our conceptual thought will
move around the divine simplicity regarding it from every
side in order to express its inexhaustible riches in a multi-
plicity of complementary views. When we try to express
God as He is in Himself we can only repeat with St. Augus-
tine the divine name that God Himself announced : non
aliquo modo est, sed est, est.* If we would go further we can
but try to make explicit in multiple judgments, none of
which will in itself suffice, the whole content that we can see
in est. Now it appears that Christian speculation has pursued
this work along two converging paths, one of which leads
us to assert God as perfect, the other to assert Him as infinite,
this perfection and this infinity being reciprocally implied
in each other as two equally necessary aspects of the Being
they qualify.

Considered from the first point of view, the pure being is
endowed with absolute sufficiency in virtue of its very
actuality. It would be contradictory to say that what is

* This text is quoted from the edition of P Knoll, Leipzig, Teubner, 1919,
p. 829. The reading quod est, est, might be justifiable, but, as it seems to me,
with greater difficulty.
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being by definition could receive anything whatever from
outside, for it could receive only what was lacking to its
actuality. Thus to say that God is Being is equivalent to
asserting His aseity. We must, once more, be quite clear
as to the meaning of this last term. God exists in virtue of
Himself (per se) in an absolute sense, that is to say as Being
He enjoys complete independence not only as regards
everything without but also as regards everything within
Himself. Just as His existence is not derived from any other
than Himself, so neither does He depend on any kind of
internal essence, which would have in itself the power to
bring itself to existence. If He is essentia this is because the
word signifies the positive act itself by which Being is, as
if esse could generate the present participle active essens,
whence essentia would be derived.1? When St. Jerome says
that God is His own origin and the cause of His own sub-
stance, he does not mean, as Descartes does, that God in a
certain way posits Himself in being by His almighty power
as by a cause, but simply that we must not look outside
God for a cause of the existence of God. Now this complete
aseity of God involves His absolute perfection as an imme-
diate corollary.

Since in fact God is being ger se, and since our conception
of God absolutely excludes all non-being, and all that
dependence that would result from non-being, it follows
that in Him the fullness of existence must be completely
realized. God is thus pure being in its state of complete
fulfilment and realization, as that being alone can be which
can receive no addition either from within or from without.
Moreover His perfection is not a perfection received, but a
perfection, so to speak, existed, and it is just that which will
always keep Christian philosophy distinct from Platonism,
in spite of all the efforts that may be made to identify them.
Even when it is granted that Plato’s true God is the Idea of
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the Good as set forth in the Republic (509 B), the supreme
term thereby attained would be only an intelligible, the
source of all being because the source of all intelligibility.
Now the primacy of the Good as Greek thought conceived
it, compels the subordination of existence to the good, while
on the other hand the primacy of being as Christian thought,
under the inspiration of Exodus, conceived it, compels
the subordination of good to existence. Thus the perfec-
tion of the Christian God is that perfection which is proper
to being as being, that which being posits along with itself ;
we do not say that He is because Lz is perfect, but on the
contrary, He is perfect because He is. And it is just that
difference, so nearly imperceptible at its point of origin,
and yet so fundamental, that carries with it such startling
consequences, when at last it brings forth from the very
perfection of God, His total freedom from all limits and His
infinity.

That which is in virtue of itself and is not made, presents
itself to thought in fact as the very type of the immutable
and fully realized. The divine being is necessarily eternal,
because existence is His very essence ; He is not the less
necessarily immutable, since nothing can be added or with-
drawn from Him without destroying His essence simul-
taneously with His perfection ; He 1is thercfore finally
repose, as a tranquil ocean of substance integrally present
to Himself and for Whom the very conception of an event
would be altogether meaningless. But, at the same time,
because it is of being that God is the perfection, He is not
merely its complete fulfilment and realization, He is also
its absolute expansion, that is to say its infinity. If we hold
to the primacy of the good the idea of perfection implies
that of limitation, and that is why the Greeks prior to the
Christian era never conceived infinity save as an imperfec-
tion, But when, on the contrary, we assert the primacy of
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being, it is very true that nothing can be lacking in Being,
and that, consequently, He is perfect ; but, since we now
have to do with a perfection in the order of being, the internal
exigencies of the concept of the good are subordinated to
those of the concept of being, for goodness is nothing but an
aspect of being. The perfection of being not only calls for
all realizations, it also excludes all limits, generating thereby
a positive infinity which refuses all determination.

Regarded in this light the divine Being more than ever
eludes the grasp of our concepts. There is no single idea at
our disposal which does not break down in some way when
we attempt to apply it to Him. Every denomination is a
limitation, but God is above all limitation, and therefore
above all denomination no matter how exaited it may be.
In other words, an adequate expression of God would be
God ; and that is why Chrisuan theology admits one, and
only one, Who is the Word ; but our poor human words,
however ample their extension, express only a part of that
which has no parts, and would endeavour to circumscribe
within an essence that which, in Dionysius’ phrase, is super-
essential. Even the divine ideas express God only guatenus,
as so many possible participations, therefore partial and
limited participations, of that which participates nothing
and overflows all limits. Infinity, in this sense, becomes
one of the primary characteristics of the Christian God,
and the onc which, after Being, most clearly distinguishes
Him from all other conceptions of God.

Nothing is more remarkable than the agreement of the
medizval thinkers on this point. Perhaps it is in the doctrine
of Duns Scotus that this particular aspect of the Christian
God is most easily recognizable. For Duns Scotus, in fact,
it is altogether one and the same thing to prove the existence
of God and to prove the existence of an infinite being, and
this undoubtedly means that until the existence of an infinite
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being has been established it is not God Whose existence has
been proved. He asks himself : wutrum in entibus sit aliquid
actu extstens infinitum, and in that there is nothing out of
harmony with the thought of St. Thomas Aquinas and other
Christian philosophers of the Middle Ages, although this
very special way of stating the problem brings out the aspect
before us in a sufficiently striking light. Duns Scotus starts,
in fact, from the idea of being in order to prove that we
must necessarily admit a first being ; from the fact that it is
first he deduces that it 1s uncausable ; from the fact thatitis
uncausable he deduces that this firs. being exists necessarily.
Passing on to the properties of this first and necessary being
he shows that it is efficient cause, endowed with intelligence
and will, that its intelligence embraces the infinite, and
that since this intelligence is identical with its essence, its
essence also envelops the infinite : Primum est infinitum in
cognoscibilitate, sic ergo et in entitate. To demonstrate such a
conclusion 1Is, according to the Franciscan Doctor, to
establish the most perfect concept conceivable by us, that
is to say the most perfect concept we can possibly possess
on the subject of God : conceptum perfectissimum conceptibilem,
vel possibilem a nobis haberi de Deo 13

We ought however to add that St. Bonaventure and St.
Thomas are perfectly at one with Duns Scotus in affirming
the subsistence of a being in face of Whom both absolute
Eleatism and absolute Heracliteanism are equally vain,
because at one and the same time this being transcends the
most intense actual dynamism and the most fully realized
formal staticism. Even in the thought of those who are
most attracted to the aspect of realization and perfection
which characterizes the Pure Being. we may easily discern
the presence of the clement of *‘ energy” which, as we
know, is inseparable from the conception of act. In this
sense St. Thomas himself, who speaks of God in the pure
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language of Aristotle, is nevertheless far enough from the
thought of Aristotle. The “ Pure Act” of the Peripatetics
is pure act only in the order of thought ; that of St. Thomas
is pure act in the order of being, and therefore, as we have
seen, it is at once infinite and perfect. Whether, in fact, we
refuse to withdraw the reality of such an act from all limit,
or whether we refuse to enclose it within the perfection of
its own realization, in either case we re-introduce virtuality
and at the same blow destroy its essence. *‘ The infinite,”
said Aristotle, *“ is not that outside of which there is nothing,
but, on the contrary, that outside of which there is always
something.” 3¢ The infinity of the Thomist God is precisely
that outside of which there is nothing, and that is why,
having just said that the true name of God is being because
this name does not signify any determinate form-—non
significat formam aliqguam—St. Thomas tranquilly writes, in
Aristotelian formule, something which it is questionable
whether Aristotle would have understood, namely : it is
because God is Form, that He is Infinite Being—cum igitur
Deus ex hoc infimitus sit, quod tantum forma vel actus est.!5 St.
Thomas is well aware that form, as such, is the principle of
perfection and completion ; perfectio autem omnis ex forma est,
and this is precisely why he has just said that God is called
Leing, because this word does not designate any form ; but
he also knows that in the unique case when the pure act in
question is that of being itself, the plenitude of its actuality
of being confers on it, as of full right, a positive infinity
unknown to Aristotle, an infinity outside of which there is
nothing. By a paradox which would have no meaning save
as applied to God : sua infinitas ad summam perfectionem
ipsius pertinet.’® For St. Thomas, as for Duns Scotus, it is
of the very essence of God, as the pure form of being, to be
infinite.

When we reflect on the meaning of this conception, it
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becomes clear that, sooner or later, it was bound to give
rise to a new proof of the existence of God, that namely
which, since Kant, has gone by the name of the ontological
argument, and which St. Anselm has the signal honour of
having first put into definite shape. Even those who deny
all creative originality to Christian thought usually make
some reserves in favour of Anselm’s argument, which, since
the Middle Ages, has reappeared again and again in the
most diverse forms in the systems of Descartes, Malebianche,
Leibniz, Spinoza, and even that of Hegel. That no trace of
it exists in Greck thought is quite undisputed, but it does
not seem to have occurred to anyone to ask either why the
Greeks never dreamt of it, or why, on the contrary, 1t was
perfectly natural that Christians should be the first to con-
ceive it.

Once the question is asked the answer is obvious. Thinkers
like Plato and Aristotle, who do not identify God and being,
could never dream of deducing God’s existence from His
idea ; but when a Christian thinker like St Anselm asks
himself whether God exists he asks, in fact, whether Being
exists, and to deny God is to affirm that Being does not exist.
That is why the mind of St. Anselm was so long filled with
the desire of finding a direct proof of the existence of God
which should depend on nothing but the principle of con-
tradiction. The argument is sufficiently well known, and
there is no need to set it out in detail, but those who do so
are not always as clear as they might be as to its significance.
The inconceivability of the non-existence of God could have
no meaning at all save in a Christian outlook where God is
identified with being, and wliere, consequently, it becomes
contradictory to suppose that we think of Him and think of
Him as non-existent.

Leaving on one side the technical mechanism of the proof
in the Proslogion, for which I profess no excessive admiration,
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it comes essentially to this : that there exists a being whose
intrinsic necessity is such as to be reflected in the very idea
we form of Him. God exists so necessarily in Himself that even
in our thought He cannot not exist : quod qui bene intelligit,
utique inlelligit idipsum sic esse, ut nec cogitatione queat non esse.r?
Where St. Anselm went wrong, as his successors very well
saw, was in failing to notice that the necessity of affirming
God, instead of constituting in itself a deductive proof of
His cxistence, is really no more than the basis for an
induction. In other words, the analytical process, by
which from the idea of God is drawn the necessity of His
existence, is not in fact the proof that God exists, but
might very well become the initial datum of this proof,
for we might try to show that the very necessity of
afirming God postulates God’s existence as its sole
sufficicnt reason. What St. Anselm only half divined
was left for others to put in a clear light. St. Bonaventure,
for example, very well saw that the necessity of God's
being gquoad se is the sole conceivable sufficient reason of
the neccessity of His existence quoad nos. Let him who
would contemplate the unity of the Divine Essence, he
says, first fix his eyes on being itself: in isum esse, and
there he will see that being itself is in itself so absolutely
self-evident that it cannot be thought of as not being : et
videat ipsum esse adeo tn se certissimum, quod nom potest cogitart
non  esse.'® The whole Bonaventurian metaphysic of
illumination lies behind this text, in readiness to explain
our certitude of His existence by an irradiation of the
divine being on our thought. Another theory of knowledge,
but one not less carefully elaborated, justifies the same
conclusion in Duns Scotus. According to him the proper
object of our intellect is being ; how then could we doubt of
that which the intellect affirms of being with such fullness
of light, that is to say its infinity and its existence ? 1?
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Finally, if we leave the Middle Ages and pass to the begin-
nings of modern philosopay in Descartes and Malebranche,
we still see St. Anselm’s discovery bearing fruit. In Descartes
in particular it is interesting to observe that the two possible
ways of proving God from our conception of God are suc-
cessively tried out. In the Fifth Meditation, he attempts once
more, following St. Anselm, to pass direct from the idea of
God to the affirmation of His existence ; but already in the
Third Meditation he has attempted to prove the existence of
God as the necessary cause of the idea we have of Him.
And that also is the route followed by Malebranche, for
whom the idea of God is as an imprint left by God Himself
upon our soul. In the remarkable texts in which the
Oratorian thinker, analysing our general, abstract and
confused idea of being, shows that it is the sign of the
presence of Being Itself to our thought, he authentically
prolongs one of the ways followed by the Christian
philosophic tradition in order to rejoin God: if God
is possible, He is real ; if we think of God, He must neces-
sarily be.

But whatever we may think of its modern prolongations,
all Christian and medizval philosophy must be regarded as
one in affirming the metaphysical primacy of being, and its
sequel, the identity of essence and existence in God. This
unanimity, which for the rest is of capital importance, does
not extend only to the principle, but also to all its necessary
consequences in the field of ontology. We shall soon have an
opportunity of watching the evolution of some of the most
important of these, especially in all that concerns the
relation in which the world stands to God. But as far
as the legitimacy of a proof of the existence of Being from
our idea of Him is concerned there is no great mecasure
of agreement to this day. Those Christian philosophers
who follow the tradition of St. Anselm always tend to
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consider this proof as the best, even sometimes as the
only one possible. But they, too, seem to labour under
a double preoccupation, to be attracted so to speak by
a double virtuality : either to base everything on the
ontological value of rational evidence, and then, with
the Anselm of the Proslogion and the Descartes of the Fifth
Meditation they maintain that a real existence necessarily
corresponds to the necessary affirmation of an existence ;
or else to construct an ontology based on the objective
content of the concepts, and then they prove the existence
of God inductively as the sole conceivable cause of the
idea of God in us; a way opened up by St. Augustine
and the St. Anselm of the De Veritate, and pursued in turn
by St. Bonaventure, Descartes, and Malebranche. This is
not the place to discuss the respective values of these two
methods, especially since we are about to compare them
with a third ; but I may perhaps be allowed to indicate
that, for reasons which will appear more clearly later on,
the way followed by St. Augustine and St. Bonaventure
seems to me to be much the better. To show that the affirma-
tion of necessary existence is analytically implied in the idea
of God, would be, as Gaunilo remarked, to show that God
is necessary if He exists, but would not prove that He does
exist.® If, on the contrary, we seek the sufficient reason of
a being capable of conceiving the idea of being, and there
read the inclusion of essence in existence, we are dealing
with a question which must remain an open one in any
epistemology. It will always be legitimate to attempt the
construction of a metaphysic on the basis of the presence in
our minds of the idea of God, provided, however, that we
do not attempt a deduction a priori with its starting-point
in God, but an induction a posteriori with its starting-point
in the content of our conception of God. Perhaps it would
not be impossible to show that, in this sense, the Thomist
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method is necessary to bring the Augustinian to a full
consciousness of its own nature and legitimate conditions
of exercise ; but this is a point which will arise of itself
when we have considered the route to God that vas fol-
lowed by St. Thomas Aquinas.



CHAPTER IV
BEINGS AND THEIR CONTINGENCE

Ir all we have said is correct, the Christian revelation
exerted a decisive influence on the development of meta-
physics by introducing the identification of God and Being.
Now this involved a correlative modification in the Christian
conception of the universe. If God is Being, He is not only
total being : tofum esse, but, as we have seen, He is more
especially true being : verum esse, and that means that every-
thing else is only partial being, hardly deserves the name of
being at all. And thus all that seems to us most obviously
real, the world of extension and change around us, is
banished at one stroke into the penumbra of mere appear-
ance, relegated to the inferior status of a quasi-unreality.
It is impossible to insist too much on the importance of this
corollary, and its essential meaning at least must now be
made clear.

That sensible reality is not the true reality was certainly
not revealed to the world for the first time by Christianity.
We all think at once of Plato, and the way in which he sub-
ordinates things themselves to their Ideas. The Ilatter are
eternal, immutable, necessary, and thus they really are ;
the former are mutable, perishable, contingent ; they are
as if they were not. Such being as they possess is due merely
to their participation in the Ideas ; but they do not par-
ticipate in the ideas alone, since the transitory forms of
things are merely reflections cast by the Ideas on a passive
recipient, a kind of indetermination hovering between
being and non-being, a miserable and precarious existence

which, in flux and reflux like the waves of some vast Euripus,
64
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communicates its own indetermination to the shadows of
the Ideas it bears on its bosom. What Plato here suggests
is true for a Christian, but true with 2 much deeper truth
than Plato ever guessed, perhaps we ought to say, ir a sense,
with another truth. The main distinction between Hellenism
and the Christian philosophies lies precisely in the fact that
the latter are based on a conception of the divine Being
which neither Plato nor Aristotle ever attained to.

As soon as we identify God with Being it becomes clear
that there is a sense in which God alone is. If we refuse to
admit this we shall have to assert that all things are God,
and that is precisely what a Christian can never do, and this
not merely for religious but also for philosophical reasons ;
of which the chief one is that if all things are God, then
there is no God. None of the things we know directly pos-
sesses all the characters of being. Bodies, in the first place,
are not infinite, since ecach is determined by an essence
defining and thercfore limiting it. It is always with this
or that being that we come into contact, never with Being :
and even if we suppose the whole totality of the real and thc
possible to be realised, no such summation of particular
beings would re-constitute the unity of that which purely
and simply is. But that is not all. To the Ego sum qui sum
of Exodus, there exactly corresponds this other word of
Malachi (iii. 6) : Ego Dominus et non mutor. And, indeed,
all that we know is subject to becoming, that is, to change ;
and thus no single one of these things is perfect and immut-
able as must of necessity be the case with Being Itself.
In this sense, then, there 15 no fact or problem more vital
to Christian thought than that of movement, and it is
precisely because the philosophy of Aristotle is essentially an
analysis of becoming and of its metaphysical conditions,
that it has itself become an integral part of Christian meta-
physics, and will always remain so.

NP,
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It is not a little surprising at times to watch St. Thomas
Aquinas commenting on Aristotle’s physics often almost
word for word, subtilizing on the notions of potency and
act as though the whole fate of natural theology were at
stake. And so indeed, in a way, it is. Aristotle’s language
almost resembles a system of algebraic notation, which is
just why the ideas it expresses go to constitute a science ;
but we can always penetrate beneath his technicalities to
the reality he has in mind and this usually turns out to be
movement. No one has ever better discerned the mystery
that the very familiarity of movement hides from our eyes.
All movement implies some being, for if there were no being
there, there would be nothing that could move ; wherever,
then, there is movement, there is something that moves.
On the other hand this something that moves never fully
is ; if it were it could not be in movement, since to change is
either to acquire being or to lose it. Clearly, if a thing
becomes it could not at the outset be what it becomes, and
indeed to become anything it often has to cease to be
something else, so that movement is a state of that which,
while by no means merely nothing, is yet not fully being.
M. Bergson accuses Aristotle and his successors of having
reified movement, and of having cut it up into a series of
successive immobilities ; but nothing could be more unjust,
it is to saddle Aristotle with the errors of Descartes, who on
this precise point is his very negation. The whole of medizval
Aristotelianism, looking beyond even the series of states of
the moving thing, saw in movement a certain mode of being,
that is to say, in the fullest sense of the term, a way of
existing, metaphysically inherent in the essence of the
thing which thus exists, and, consequently, bound up with
its nature. In order that things should change, as we see
they do, it is not sufficient that, stable in themselves, they
should simply pass from one state to anm the
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Cartesian physics, a body passes from one place to another
without ceasing to be whut it is ; on the contrary, as in the
Aristotelian physics, even the local displacement of a body
marks the intrinsic mutability of the body which changes
place, so that, in a way, the possibility of ceasing to be where
it is attests a possibility of its ceasing to be what it is,

It is this fundamental insight which Aristotle is trying to
express when he says that movement is the act of a thing
in potency in so far as it is in potency. Since the time of
Descartes it has become fashionable to scoff at this defini-
tion, and certainly Descartes’ own secms a good deal clearer ;
probably, as Leibniz saw, because it altogether fails to
define movement. The obscurity does not lie in Aristotle’s
definition, it lies rather in the thing defined : something,
namely, which is in act because it is, but is not pure actuality
because it becomes, yet has a potency which tends to actualize
itself progressively because it changes. If we look at things
instead of words, we cannot fail to see that the presence of
movement in a being reveals a certain lack of actuality.

It is already apparent, no doubt, what a profound interest
this analysis of becoming has for Christian thought, and
why such importance was attached to it by the medizval
philosophers. However, and this is well worth noting, it is
also precisely one of those points where we most clearly
perceive how Christian thought, taking up ideas of Greek
origin, saw so much more deeply into them than the Greeks
did. The Christian philosophers gathered from the Bible
the identity of essence and existence in God ; and then
could hardly fail to see that such identity exists nowhere
save in God. Henceforth movement is seen to involve some-
thing more than the contingency of modes of being, some-
thing more even than the contingency of the substantiality
of beings that arise and vanish according to their changing
participations in the intelligibility of the form or idea : it

r2
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means now the radical contingency of the very existence of
beings subject to becoming. Into Aristotle’s eternal world,
existing outside God and without God, the Christian philo-
sopher introduces the distinction of essence and existence.
Not only does it remain true to say that all that is, save God,
might be other than it is, but it now becomes true to say that
all save God might possibly not exist.! This radical contin-
gency stamps the world with a character of metaphysical
novelty of immense significance, the nature of which will
fully appear when we open up the question of its origin.
Nothing could be more familiar than the first verse of the
Bible : ““In the beginning God created the Heavens and
the Earth ” (Gen. i. 1). Here once more we have no trace
of philosophy. God asserts His creative action, just as He
asserts the definition of His being, without any kind of
metaphysical justification. And yet between these two
unproved assertions, how profound, how inevitable is the
metaphysical accord ! If God is Being, if He alone is Being,
then all that is not God must of necessity hold its existence
from God. At one bound, and with no help from philosophy,
the whole Greck contingency is left behind and rejoined
at its ultimate metaphysical root.? In uttering so simply the
secret of His creative action, it seems that God puts us in
possession of one of those enigmatic key-words, which we
knew all along must exist but could never discover for
ourselves, and the truth of which comes home to us with
irresistible force as soon as it is gratuitously given. The
Demiurge of the Timaeus so closely resembles the Christian
God that the whole Middle Ages saw his activity as a kind
of foreshadowing of creation; and yet he endows the
universe with everything except, precisely, existence.?
The first unmoved mover of Aristotle is also in a certain
sense the cause and father of all that is, so that St. Thomas
will go so far as to write : Plato et Aristoteles pervenerunt ad
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cognescendum  principium totius esse. But St. Thomas never
credits the Philosopher with the notion of creation, never
once does he qualify as creationism his doctrine of the origin
of the world ; and if in fact he does not do so it is because
the first principle of all being, as Plato and Aristotle con-
ceived it, integrally explains indeed why the universe is
what it is, but does not explain why it exists.*

Less conciliatory in form than St. Thomas, the medizval
Augustinians took a certain pleasure in emphasizing this
lacuna in Greek philosophy, sometimes reproaching it
rather bitterly on that score. Other interpreters, especially
among the moderns, do not go so far as to attribute the
omission to any congenital vice in Aristotelianism, but
realizing that he remained a complete stranger to the con-
ception of creation, they put it down to a serious logical
deficiency in Aristotle, putting him in contradiction with
his own principles. But perhaps the truth is still simpler,
for what Aristotle lacked in order to conceive creation was
precisely the essential principle and starting-point. Had he
known that God is Being, and that in God alone essence and
existence are identical, then indeed it would have been
inexcusable in him to have missed it. A first cause which is
in fact Being and yet is not the cause of being for all the rest,
would be evidently absurd. It did not need the meta-
physical genius of Plato and Aristotle to see that, and
however little inclined to speculative thought the first
Christians may be supposed to have been, they were quite,
sufficiently speculative to take it into account. From the
time of the Epistle of Clement, that is to say from the first
century after Jesus Christ, the Christian universe begins to
appear in all the contingency of existence that properly
belongs to it ; for God ‘‘ has constituted all things by the
word of His majesty and by that same word He could
destroy them all ” (Epist. ad Corinth., XXVI1I, 4). However
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modest a metaphysician may have been the author of the
Pastor of Hermas, he was, nevertheless, speculative enough
to understand that the first commandment of the Law
implies the conception of creation : ‘“ Before all else believe
that there exists one only God, Who created and finished
all things, and brought all things into being out of nothing :
He comprehends all and nothing can comprehend Him
(Mand., 1, 1). And observe, we are as yet only at the begin-
ning of the second century. The Apology of Aristides,
belonging to the same period, draws a proof of creation
from the very fact of movement, thus anticipating the
doctrine which Thomism will develop in the thirteenth
century with a more rigorous technique no doubt, but
exactly in the same spirit. And to come down to the end of
the second century, we find in the Cohortatio ad Graecos
(XXII-XXIII) a direct criticism of Platonism, with its
artificer but non-creative god, whose power stops short at
the very being of the material principle. It was all perfectly
simple for these Christians ; but then, if they understood
things that had remained hidden from the philosophers, it
was simply because, as Theophilus of Antioch recognized
without difficulty (4d Autolyc., 11, 10), they had had the
advantage of reading the first lines of Genesis. Neither
Plato nor Aristotle knew anything of Genesis ; had they
done so the whole history of philosophy might have been
different. It would be easy enough, of course, to collect
texts in which Plato posits the One as the source of the
Many, and Aristotle posits the necessary as the source of the
contingent, but in any case the metaphysical contingency of
which they are speaking cannot possibly go deeper than
the unity and being of which they are thinking. That the
multiplicity of Plato’s world is contingent with respect to the
unity of the Idea is entirely obvious; that the beings of
Aristotle’s world, involved in a long series of generations
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and corruptions by the incessant flux of becoming, are con-
tingent with respect to the necessity of the first unmoved
mover, that too is no less clear ; but that this Greek con-
tingency in the order of intelligibility and becoming ever
touched the depths of the Christian contingency in the
order of existence—that is something of which we have no
sign at all and nobody could even conceive it without having
first conceived the Christian God. The pure and simple
production of being is the action proper to Being Itself.
No one can possibly attain to the idea of creation, or to the
real distinction of essence and existence in all that is not God,
as long as he admits forty-nine “ beings as being.” What
Plato and Aristotle both lacked was the Ego sum qui sum.
This metaphysical achievement evidently marked a con-
siderable advance in the idea of God; but the current
conception of the universe was modified correlatively at the
same time and in no less profound a way. As soon as the
sensible world is regarded as the result of a creative act,
which not only gives it existence but conserves it in existence
through all successive moments of its duration, it becomes
so utterly dependent as to be struck through with con-
tingency down to the very roots of its being. The universe
is no longer suspended from the necessity of a thought that
thinks itself; it is suspended now from the freedom of a will
that wills it. This metaphysical outlook is familiar enough
to-day, for the Christian world is not only the world of St.
Thomas, St. Bonaventure and Duns Scotus, but also the
world of Descartes, Leibniz and Malebranche ; it is only
with difficulty that we realize the change of view it pre-
supposes with respect to the Greek conception of nature.
Nevertheless, familiar as it is, it is impossible to think of it
seriously without a kind of dismay. Henceforth existences
themselves, not merely forms, harmonies, and numbers,
no longer suffice to themselves. This created universe, of
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which St. Augustine said that it unceasingly leans over
towards the abyss of nothingness, is saved at each moment
from collapse into nothingness by the continuous giving of a
being which, of itself, it could neither give nor preserve.
Nothing exists, nothing develops, nothing acts, but it
receives existence, development and efficiency from the
motionless subsistence of the Infinite Being. The Christian
world manifests the glory of God not only by the spectacle
of its splendour, but also by the very fact that it exists:
“To all those things that surrounded my bodily sense I said,
Speak to me of God, you who are not He, speak to me of
Him ! And they all cried out with a loud voice : He made us.
1 questioned them merely by looking at them, and seeing
them 1 had their answer.” & Ipse fecit nos : the words of the
ancient psalm had never sounded in the ears of Aristotle, but
St. Augustine heard them, and the cosmological proofs of
the existence of God were altogether transformed.

Since, in short, the relation of the world to God takes on a
new aspect in Christian philosophy, the proofs of the
existence of God must of necessity undergo a change of
meaning. Everyone knows that the whole speculative
effort of the Fathers of the Church and the thinkers of the
Middle Ages concerning the possibility of proving God
from His works, hangs directly from the famous words of
St. Paul in the Epistle to the Romans (1, 20) : Invisibilia
Dei per ea guae facta sunt, intellecta conspiciuntur. On the other
hand, however, it seems that insufficient attention has been
paid to a fact that is none the less of capital importance ;
namely, that in the act of attaching themselves to St. Paul
all the Christian thinkers, ipso facto, cut themselves loose
from Greek philosophy. Whoever undertakes to prove the
existence of God per ea quae facta sunt undertakes in advance
to prove His existence as Creator of the Universe ; in other
words he is committed to the view that the efficient cause
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to which the world testifies can be none other than a creative
cause ; and thus also that the idea of creation is necessarily
implied in every demonstration of the existence of the
Christian Ged.

That such also was St. Augustine’s thought we cannot
doubt for an instant, since the celebrated ascent of the soul
towards God in the tenth book of the Confessions supposes
that the soul successively passes over all things that proclaim
they did not make themselves, in order to lift itself up to
the Creator Who made them. On (e other hand, the Aris-
totelian language adopted by St. Thomas, both here and
elsewhere, seems to have misled some excellent historians
as to the true significance of the cosmological proofs, or
*“ ways,” as he calls them, of establishing God’s existence.

Note in the first place that for St. Thomas, as for every
Christian thinker, the relation of effect to cause that links
up nature with God, lies in the order and on the plane of
existence itself. There can be no possible doubt on this
point. “ Absolutely everything that exists owes its cxistence
to God. Generally, and in all orders, we see that what is
first in any particular order is the causc of all that is pos-
terior in that order. Fire, for example, which of all bodies
is the hottest, is the cause of the heat in other hot bodies,
for the imperfect is always derived from the perfect, as seed
from animals and plants. Now we have already shown that
God is the first and absolutely perfect being. Therefore
He is necessarily the cause of the being of all else.” ® The
sensible examples that St. Thomas here uses should occasion
no difficulty, for it is clear that, far from demanding any
pre-existing matter on which to work, the creative action
positively excludes anything of the kind. It is as the first
act of being that God is the cause of beings ; matter is but
being in potency, and how then could it condition the
activity of the Pure Act? 7 Everything, down to matter
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itself, falls under the creative action ; and therefore we must
admit, before all causality put forth by God within nature
that by which He causes the very being of nature, and it is
for this reason that all Christian demonstrations of the
existence of God by way of efficient causality are, in reality,
so many proofs of creation. It is quite possible to miss this
at first sight ; but even the proof by the first mover itself,
the most Aristotelian of them all, is open to no other inter-
pretation. Movere praesupponit esse ; 8 what does Aristotle’s
proof become in the light of this principle ?

Our senses testify that there is movement in the world.
Now, nothing 1s moved save in so far as it is in potency,
and nothing moves save in so far as it is in act ; and since
nothing can be both in potency and act at the same time
and in the same respect, it follows that all that is in move-
ment is moved by another. But we cannot have an infinite
series of motive causes and things moved, since then there
would be no first mover, and, consequently, no movement.
There is therefore a first mover not itself moved by any
other ; and this 1s God. At first sight nothing could be
more purely Greck than such an argumentation : a universe
in movement, a hierarchical series of movers and things
moved, a first mover, which, remaining itself unmoved,
communicates movement to the entire series—have we not
here a complete picture of Aristotle’s world, and do we not
know, moreover, that the proof is taken from Aristotle ?

Undoubtedly we have here the very cosmography of
Aristotle, for as far as concerns its physical structure St.
Thomas’ world is indistinguishable from the Greck ; but
beneath the physical analogy how profound is the meta-
physical difference ! We might have divined it indeed from
the simple fact that the five Thomist proofs are hung
expressly from the text of Exodus.? From the very outset
we are on the plane of Being. With Aristotle it is as final
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cause that the Thought that thinks itself puts all the rest
in motion. That the Pure Act is, in a certain sense, the
source of all the efficient and motive causality in the world
is certainly true enough, since if the secondary motive
causes had no last end there would be no reason why any
of them should either move or be moved, that is to say
exert their motive power. But if the First Mover makes
causes to be causes, it is not by any kind of transitive action
which would make these second causes at once to be, and
to be causes. It moves only by the 'ove it excites—which it
excites, observe, but does not breathe in. When we read in
the commentaries on the Divina Commedia that the last verse
of the great poem merely echoes a thought of Aristotle’s,
we are very wide of the mark : lamor che muove il Sole e
Paltre stelle has nothing but the name in common with the
first unmoved mover. The God of St. Thomas and Dante
is a God Who loves, the god of Aristotle is a god who does
not refuse to be loved ; the love that moves the heavens and
the stars in Aristotle is the love of the heavens and the stars
for god, but the love that moves them in St. Thomas and
Dante is the love of God for the world ; between these two
motive causes there is all the difference between an efficient
cause on the one hand and a final cause on the other.
And that does not end the matter.

Even if we suppose that Aristotle’s god were a moving and
efficient cause properly so called, which is by no means
certain, his causality nevertheless would fall upon a universe
which does not owe its exisience to him, on beings whose
being does not depend on his. In this sense he would merely
be the first unmoved mover, that is to say the originating
point in the communication of movements, but he would
not always be the creator of the movement itself. To make
the bearing of the question clear we must remember that
movement lies at the origin of the generation of beings, and
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that, consequently, the cause of the generative movement is
the cause of the beings generated. In a world like Aristotle’s
all is given, the First Mover, the intermediary movers, the
movement, and the beings generated by the movement.
Even then if we admit that the First Mover is the first of
the motive causes which move by transitive causality, the
very being of the movement would still escape his causality.
But the case is very different in a Christian philosophy, and
that is why St. Thomas, when he would demonstrate
creation, needs only to recall the conclusion of his proof of
God by movement. ‘“ It has been shown,” he says, “ by
Aristotlc’s arguments, that there exists a first unmoved
mover whom we call God. Now the first mover in any
order is the causc of all the movements in that order.
Since, then, many things come to existence in consequence
of the movements of the heavens, and since God has been
shown to be the first mover in the order of movements, it
follows that God is the cause of the existence of all these
things.” 19 It is obvious that if God creates things solely
because He moves the causes which produce these things
by their movement, God must be a Mover as Creator of
movement. In other words, if the proof by the first mover
suffices to prove creation, then this proof must of necessity
imply the idea of creation. Now the idea of creation is
wanting in Aristotle, and so the Thomist proof of the
existence of God, even if it merely literally reproduces an
argumentation of Aristotle’s, has a meaning altogether of its
own, a meaning that the Greek philosopher never intended
to give it.

With all the more reason then must this be true of the
proof from efficient causality ; here too the same difference
appears between the Greek and Christian worlds. In both
we cncounter the same hierarchy of second causes sub-
ordinated to a first cause, but for lack of passing beyond the
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plane of efficiency to the plane of being, Greek philosophy
fails to emerge from the order of becoming. And that,
moreover, if we look a little more closely, is why Aristotle
is able to subordinate to the first cause a plurality of second
causes, all unmoved like the first, for if these causes received
the efficiency which they exert, how could they be unmoved ?
But they can and must be unmoved if, not dependent on
any other being in their being, they find in the first cause
rather the cause of the exercise of their causality than of
their causality itself. But a glance at St. Thomas is enough
to show that his proof moves on quite other lines, for with
him the proof of the existence of God by efficient causality
is the typical proof of creation.  We have shown by Aris-
totle’s arguments that there exists a first efficient cause whom
we call God. But the efficient cause produces the being of
its effects. God, therefore, is the cause of the being of all
other things.” 11 Impossible to say more clearly that in the
case of God, efficient causalitly means creative causality,
and that to prove the existence of a first efficient cause is
to prove the existence of a first creative cause. St. Thomas
is pleased to invoke Aristotle in the matter ; well and good !—
but since the efficiency in question does not bear upon the
same aspect of reality in the two systems, we must make up
our minds to admit that the Thomist proof of God by
efficient causality means something other than the Aris-
totelian.? The problem that faces us henceforth, the
problem that faced the whole of the classical metaphysics,
is a problem which would have been unintelligible to the
Greeks, the problem de rerum originatione radicali. Leibniz
will put it quite simply : why should there be anything
rather than nothing ? And exactly the same question recurs,
in Christian philosophy, on the plane of finality.

It is generally supposed to-day that modern science has
once and for all eliminated finality from our system of
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thought. Whether the case is quite so definitely concluded
as all that is possibly open to question, but for the moment
we propose to do no more than indicate the precise point
on which the proofs of God from finality turn. We grant,
then, the existence of order in the world and we ask : what
is the cause of this order ? Two remarks are called for at
once. In the first place we ask no one to suppose that the
order of the world is perfect—far from that !—the amount of
disorder might even preponderate, but no matter how little
order there might be we should still have to ask its cause.
Secondly, we ask no one to go into raptures about the
wonderful adaptation of means to ends in nature and to
subtilize on their finer points in the naive manner of a
Bernadin de Saint-Pierre. The well-intentioned but rather
silly zeal of some of its representatives has indisputably
done much to discredit finalism in the eyes of science ;
that is only too true, but fortunately the proof from finality
is not bound up with these erroneous notions. It requires
us only to grant that physico-biological mechanism is a
mechanism with an orientation ; and we ask at once,
whence comes this orientation ? Philosophers who put the
question often fail to notice that it really covers two. The
first, which leads nowhere, consists in asking the cause of
these ‘“ wonders of nature ” ; but even supposing that we
make no mistake about these wonders—and mistakes of
this kind will happen at times—they never introduce us to
anything better than a kind of chief engineer of the universe,
whose power, as astonishing to us as our own is to a savage,
remains, nevertheless, within the human order. Over
against such finalism Descartes set up his mechanism, and,
moreover, justified it. It would doubtless be difficult to
manufacture an animal, but there is no a priori proof that
it could not be done, that it is not in the nature of an
animal to be manufactured. Descartes himself, the prophet
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of mechanism, considered that an angel at least would be
needed to make a flying-machine ; in the twentieth century,
however, he might observe mere men turning them out
wholesale and with an ease and efficiency that increases
every day. It is useless therefore to press this question ;
and we must pass to the second. Just as the proof from move-
ment does not consider God as the Central Generating
Station for the energies of nature, so neither does the proof
from finality consider Him as the Chief Engineer of the
whole vast enterprise. The precise question is this: if
there is order what is the cause of the being of this order ?
The celebrated example of the watch-maker misses the
point, unless we leave the plane of making for the plane of
creating. Just as, whenever we observe an artificial arrange-
ment, we infer the existence of an artificer as the sole con-
ceivable sufficient reason of the arrangement, so also when
we observe, over and above the being of things, an order
between the things, we infer the existence of a supreme
orderer. But what we have to consider in this orderer is
not so much the ingenuity displayed in the work, the precise
nature of which too often, possibly always, escapes us, but
the causality whereby he confers being on order. Descartes
was quite within his rights in rallying those who, pretending
to penetrate the inner counsels of God, set out to legislate
in His name ; but there is no need to surprise the secrets
of the divine legislation in order to be assured of its existence ;
it is enough to know that a legislation exists, for if so, it
appertains to being, that is to say either to contingent being
which cannot explain itself, or to necessary being which,
while sufficient to itself, suffices also as the reason of the
contingent that derives from it.

Once we grasp this, the interpretation of the cosmological
proofs of the existence of God becomes clear ; and clear
also why we were able to say that even when the Christian
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philosophers cite the letter of Aristotle they move on a
different plane. The better to understand this truth it
suffices to recall the well-known medieval controversy
between those who admitted only purely physical proofs
of God’s existence like Averroes, and those who would
admit none but metaphysical proofs, like Avicenna. The
tradition here represented by Averroes is much more nearly
allied to the Greek ; for in a universe like those of Plato and
of Aristotle, where God and the world stand eternally
over against each other, God is but the keystone of the cosmos
and its animator, He is not put forward as the first term of a
series, which is at the same time transcendent to the series.
Avicenna, on the other hand, represents the Jewish tradi-
tion, and the Jewish tradition most fully conscious of itself ;
for his God, whom he calls strictly and absolutely the First,
is no longer merely the first being of the universe ; He is
first with respect to the being of the universe, prior to that
being, and consequently also outside it. That, to speak
precisely, is why we ought to say that Christian philosophy
essentially excludes all merely physical proofs of the existence
of God, and admits only physico-metaphysical proofs, that
is to say proofs suspended from Being as being. The fact
that in these matters St. Thomas avails himself of Aris-
totle’s physics as a starting-point, proves nothing, if; as we
have just said, he always ends as a metaphysician; we
might show rather that even his general irterpretation of
Aristotle’s metaphysics transcends the authentic Aris-
totelianism, for in raising our thoughts to the consideration
of Him Who Is, Christianity revealed to metaphysics the
true nature of its proper object. When, with Aristotle, a
Christian defines metaphysics as the science of being as
being, we may rest assured that he understands 1t always
as the science of Being as Being : id cujus actus est esse, that
is to say, God.
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It seems, then, to borrow an expression from William
James, that the Christian mental universe is distinguished
from the Greek mental universe, by ever more and more
profound structural differences. On the one side we have
a god defined by a perfection in the order of quality :
Plato’s Good ; or by a perfection in one of the orders of
being : Aristotle’s Thought ; on the other side stands the
Christian God Who is first in the order of being, and Whose
transcendence is such that, in the vigorous phrase of Duns
Scotus, when we have a first mover of this kind it needs
more of a metaphysician to prove that He is first than it
does of a physicist to prove that He is a mover. On the
Greek side stands a god who is doubtless the cause of all
being, including its intelligibility, efficiency and finality—
all, save existence itself ; on the Christian side a God Who
causes the very existence of being. On the Greck side we
have a universe eternally informed or eternally moved ;
on the Christian side a universe which begins to be by a
creation. On the Greek side, stands a universe contingent
in the order of intelligibility or in the order of becoming ;
on the Christian side a universe contingent in the order of
existence. On the Greek side, there is the immanent finality
of an order interior to beings ; on the Christian side the
transcendent finality of a Providence who creates the very
being of order along with that of the things ordered.3

Having said so much we may say something on a difficult
question, which, to say the truth, is neither to be fully
elucidated nor altogether avoided. When Christian thought
thus passed beyond the limits of Greek thought must we
say that it placed itself in opposition to Greek thought, or
simply that it carried it forward and completed it ? For
my part I see no contradiction between the principles laid
down by the Greek thinkers of the classical period and the
conclusions which the Christian thinkers drew out of them.4
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It would seem, on the contrary, that from the moment these
conclusions were deduced they presented themselves as
evidently contained in the principles, so that it then becomes
a question how those who discovered the principles could so
wholly fail to appreciate the necessary consequences there
implied. My own view of the matter is this : that Plato and
Aristotle missed the full meaning of the ideas they were the
first to define, because they failed to explore the problem of
being to that point where, transcending the plane of intel-
ligibility, it touches that of existence. The questions they
put were the right ones, for the problem they had in hand
was certainly the problem of being ; and for that reason
their formule remain good. The thinkers of the thirteenth
century, seeing there the reflection of their own minds,
welcomed them not merely without difficulty but with joy,
for they found themselves able to read the truths they
contained, although neither Plato, nor even Aristotle, had
ever been able to decipher them. And so it came about,
at one and the same time, that Greek metaphysics made
decisive progress, and that the progress was realized under
the impulsion of the Christian revelation. * The religious
side of Plato’s thought was not revealed in its full power
till the time of Plotinus in the third century A.p. ; that of
Aristotle’s thought one might say without undue paradox,
not till its exposition by Aquinas in the thirteenth.” 15
Substituting rather the name of Augustine for that of
Plotinus, and bearing in mind in any case that Plotinus
himself was not altogether ignorant of Christianity, we can
conclude that if medizval thought succeeded in bringing
Greek thought to its point of perfection it was at once
because Greek thought was already true, and because
Christian thought, in virtue of its very Christianity, had the
power of making it still more so. When they raised the
problem of the origin of being Plato and Aristotle were on
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the right road and it is precisely because they were on the
right road that to go further along it was a progress. In
their march towards the truth they stopped short at the
threshold of the doctrine of essence and existence conceived
as really identical in God and really distinct in everything
else. There we have the fundamental verity of the Thomist
philosophy and also, we may say, of all Christian philosophy
whatsoever—for those of its representatives who think it
proper to contest the formula agree at bottom in recognizing
the truth.1® Plato and Aristotle were huilding a magnificent
arch all the stones of which converged upon this keystone ;
but it was due to the Bible that the keystone was put in
position and it was the Christians who actually put it there.
History ought never to forget either what Christian philo-
sophy owes to the Greek tradition on the one side or what it
owes to the Divine Pedagogue on the other. His lessons
carry with them a luminous evidence such as we do not
remember always to have been vouchsafed.



CHAPTER V
ANALOGY, CAUSALITY AND FINALITY

THE relation of contingent beings to the necessary being,
as above explained, attains its full significance for thought
only if we start from the Christian idea of God conceived
as Being. It may be objected that this very idea, taken
strictly, excludes the very possibility of any relation between
things and God—for the simple reason that it makes the
existence of things impossible. Let us grant hypothetically
that the given universe, characterized as it is by change,
does not contain within itself its own sufficient reason, and
that its existence postulates that of Being; then, once
Being Itself is posited in its pure actuality, does it not become
impossible to imagine the existence of anything that would
not be Being ? If God is not Being, how is the world to be
explained ? But if God is Being, how can there be anything
other than Himself? There is only one God, said Leibniz,
and this God suffices. Doubtless : but then not only does
He suffice, but He suffices to Himself. Is there any possible
escape from this dilemma ?

Observe, in the first place, that it is a Christian dilemma ;
I mean a dilemma characteristic of Christian metaphysics,
and only arising as a result of rational reflection on the data
of revelation. The Greek universe and its interpretation
occasioned no such difficulty. For Plato and Aristotle the
world and its gods were given together ; neither the one
nor the others laid claim to the exclusive possession of being,
nothing prevented the latter being posited within the

former, and the problem of their compossibility did not
84
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arise. It is quite otherwize in the Christian universe, and
one may say that the fact is recognized even by philosophers
who regard such an antinomy as insoluble. To lLalance
between affirmation and denial of the necessary being and
cause of the world, or to feel constrained to affirm and deny
this being simultaneously —these were embarrassments
undreamt of by the Greeks, and felt by modern thought only
because it lives and moves in a Christian scheme of things.

We must next notice the abstract, non-realist, and there-
fore non-Christian character of tue difficulty. However
metaphysical were the considerations developed in the pre-
ceding lectures, at least they never lost touch with reality
Whether we start from the idea of God conceived in the
human mind with St. Anselm, or from man and the world
with St. Thomas, never, at any rate, do we start from God
Himself—He is invariably the goal. What therefore has to
be said 1s not this : that the idea of beings postulates the
idea of Being, while that of Being excludes that of beings ;
but rather this : that beings, which are given as facts, have
no sufficient reason save in Being. If there is any difficulty
in the simultaneous admission of both, we can be quite
sure in advance that it is only apparent ; for we can neither
deny the fact which is a matter of experience, nor avoid the
assertion of the sufficient reason which is a matter of neces-
sity. It is only in its setting of critical idealism that Kant’s
fourth antinomy is insoluble ; in a realist rationalism it is
evident a priori that a solution exists, and that we ought to
be able to find in the idea of God, a justification for the
co-existence of creatures and God. Any such justification
will presuppose in the first place that we discover some
conceivable reason for the production of beings by Being,
and then some intelligible mode of seiting forth the relations
of beings to Being.

To overcome the first difficulty we must return to
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central point of the whole debate, that is to say to the
Christian idea of God, and show what a new light it throws
on the conception of cause. This is no easy matter, because
the criticism of the idea of transitive causality as developed
in the philosophies of Malebranche and Hume, has made it
well-nigh unintelligible. The world is made up of a vast
series of necessary connections ; the actual arrangement is
given as a fact, but the why is altogether beyond our power
to discern : that is the modern view of the matter, and it
has become so thoroughly familiar as to seem self-evident.
To recover the medizval conception of cause we must
return to a realism which may seem a little naive, and which
St. Thomas has put into a perfectly clear formula : causa
importat influxum quemdam ad esse causati.® That we may have
causality in the strict sense of the term means that we must
have two beings and that something of the being of the cause
passes into the being of that which undergoes the effect.
The meaning of this conception is not to be grasped
unless first we understand the profound relation which the
medizval thinkers considered to exist between being and
causality. Before there can be any making there must first
of all be being, for if causal action is to be conceived as a
giving of itself by the cause to a subject, or even as the
invasion of this subject by a cause, it is clear that the cause
can give only what it has, and establish itself in another
only in virtue of what it is. Thus being is the ultimate root
of causality. Moreover, being not only makes causality
possible, but even, in a way, demands it, and one of the
most difficult problems which the classical metaphysicians
had to face was the determination of the relation of being
to its causal activity. I shall make no attempt to settle it,
nor do I even pretend to define its terms with technical
rigour ; I would merely try to suggest its meaning with the
help of a comparison and at the cost of a brief digression.
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The medizvals have often been taken to task for their
naive anthropomorphism. The reproach is natural cnough
when it comes from minds altogether formed in the scientific
disciplines, and everywhere eager to substitute science for
philosophy ; but although the scholastics were not all quite
so ignorant of the sciences as we sometimes suppose, it was
not their primary ambition to be regarded as savants, but
rather as theologians and philosophers. They set out io
discover first principles, and te achieve a rational inter-
pretation of those elementary data of reality, which, though
accepted by the scientist as data purc and simple, never-
theless demand an explanation :t the hands of the philo-
sopher. From the standpoint of science being and movement
can be taken for granted, but philosophically they stand in
need of justification, and the same has to be said for causality.
If a scientist disclaims interest in such questions he is quite
in the right as a scientist ; even if he maintains that they
do not arise he is still in the right in the sense at least thet
they do not arise for science. And if he adds that anthro-
pomorphism is the death of science, he is in the right once
moore ; itis certainly fatal when we try to apply it to scientific
problems. But ought we therefore to conclude that it is
fatal to philosophy ?

The very contrary is the truth. To suppose that all the
phenomena of nature stand on a human footing would be
manifestly ridiculous. To suppose that the scheme of
finality could be reconstructed a priori by laying down that
all things are what it seems tu us they should be in order
to serve what seems the greatest good of humanity, that
would be something still worse—for the detection of such
relations is infinitely risky in any event, and even were it
possible it would not constitute a scientific explanation.
[t is none the less true that the universe is a system of beings
and intertwined relations and that man enters into this
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system as a part. Now if man is a part of nature there seems
to be no reason why a philosopher should not consider man
in order the better to understand nature. There is nothing
to prove a griort that what is true of human beings is false
of other beings ; especially when what we are considering
in either is precisely their being itself and its immediate
properties as being. Here, then, and in this sense, this
much decried anthropomorphism, so much in evidence in
medizval times, may prove perhaps to be an indispensable
element in method. Since I am a part of nature, and my
experience of self, in virtue of its very immediacy, is a
privileged case, why should I not interpret what I know
only from without in function of the sole reality that I know
from within ? In man, and in man alone, nature attains to
consciousness of itself. That is the foundation of all legitimate
anthropomorphism, and in this we may find the ultimate
justification of the mediaval conception of causality.?

Man may exercise several different modes of causality ;
first that of a physical body, because he i such a body,
then that of a living and organized body, since he is that
too, and finally that of a rational being, because he is a
living being gifted with reason. And since it is precisely
rationality which specifically distinguishes man from other
animals, the only causality which is specifically human is
rational causality, that is to say that kind of causal activity
in which reason plays the part of directive principle. Now
all such causality is characterized by the presence in the
mind of him who acts or makes of a certain preconceived
idea of the act to be accomplished or the product of its
action ; and that amounts to saying that our actions, or
the products of our actions, must of necessity be first of all
in us before they can be in themselves what they will be
when we have produced them. Our effects, in other words,
before existing in themselves as effects, exist in us as causes,
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and partake of the beiny of their cause. The possibility
of the typically human mode of causality, that of the homo
Jaber, rests precisely on the fact that man, being gifted with
reason, is capable of containing within himself, by way of
representation, the being of possible effects which shall be
distinct from himself. And that, moreover, is why what we
do or produce is ours ; for if we are responsible for our a ts
and legitimate owners of the works of our hands, it is
because, as these effects were at first but ourselves as cause,
so it is still we ourselves who exist ir. them in their being as
effects. The plays of Shakespeare, the comedies of Moliére,
the symphonies of Beethoven are Shakespeare, Molitre,
Beethoven ; so much so that we might reasonably ask
whether they do not constitute the best part of their authors’
being, the very summit of their personality.

But if we push the analysis a little further in this direction,
it soon appears that this result is merely provisional. Man
exerts no causality save in so far as he is, and it is very true
that since nothing is prior to being, we cannot pass beyond
that point. But what is the meaning of the verb o be?
When I say I am, my thought does not, as a rule, pass beyond
the empirical apprehension of a fact given by internal
observation. It was otherwise, however, in the eyes of th~
medizval thinkers. For them the verb to be was essentially
an active verb signifying the very act of existing ; to affirm
their own actual existence was much more to them than to
affirm their present existence, it was an affirmation of the
actuality, that is to say the very energy, by which their being
existed. If, then, we would arnve at an exact understanding
of the medizval conception of causality we must ascend to
this very act of existence, for it is clear thau if being is act,
the causal act must necessarily be rooted in very being of
the cause. This relation is expressed in the technical dis-
tinction, somewhat alarming at first sight, but very clear in
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the upshot, between frst act and second act. The first act is
the being of the thing, of that which is called being in
virtue of the very act of existing exerted : ens dicitur ab
actu essendi : the second act is the causal operation of this
being, the intrinsic or extrinsic manifestation of its first
actuality by the effects it produces within or without itself.4
That is why causal action, which is nothing but an aspect
of the actuality of the being as such, finally resolves itself
into a transmission or communication of being : influxum
quemdam ad esse causatt,

When this doctrine is once understood, we are thereby
prepared for a philosophically precise statement of the idea
of creation. To create is to cause being. If then each thing
is capable of being a cause in the exact measure in which
it is a being, God, Who is Being, must be able to cause
being, and He must be the only one able to do it.® Every
contingent being owes its contingence to the fact that it
only participates being ; it has its being, but it is not its
own being ; in the unique sense, that is, in which God is
His own being. That is why contingent beings are never
more than second causes ; they are no more than second
beings. Their causal activity is strictly limited to the trans-
mission of modes of being and to the alteration of the dis-
positions of the subjects on which they act ; it can never go
so far as to cause the very existence of the effects produced,
and, in a word, komo faber can never become homo crealor
because, having only a received being he cannot produce
what he himself is not, nor overstep in the order of causality
the rank he holds in the order of being. Creation, therefore,
is a causal action proper to God, it is possible for Him, and
it is not possible for any save Him. But does it therefore
follow that creation can be conceived, or rationally grasped
in its nature or cause ? These are other questions and they
demand a little separate attention.



ANALOGY, CAUSALITY AND FINALITY gl

The first raises no very serious difficulty. All the Christian
philosophers recognize that if the creative act is con-
ceivable, it is not representable. We never create, we are
incapable of creating, also we are incapable of representing
to ourselves any truly creative action. Whatever we make
we make out of something else, and therefore we cannot
conceive an act the term of which would be the very being
of the effect produced. Nothing is easier than to repeat that
God has created things and created them ex nihilo, but how
can we prevent ourselves imagining, even while we deny it,
that this nothing is a kind of matter trom which the creative
act draws its effects? We can think only of change, of
transmutation, of alteration ; in order to think creation,
we should need the power of transcending both cur degree
in being and our degrec of causality.®

We are faced with the same kind of difficulty, 1n a rather
less radical form perhaps, when we try to conceive the why
&f creation. We must, to begin with, dissipate an illusion
which threatens to falsify the whole meaning of the question.
To seek the sufficient reason of creation does not mean to
seek the cause of the creative act, for the creative act is God
Himself ; He has no cause, He Himself is cause. St Augus-
tine settled this point long ago in his own way, that i to
say with a just intuition not always accompanied with tlie
necessary technical justifications. To ask the cause of the
will of God is implicitly to suppose that there could be some-
thing prior to His will, whereas the fact is that His will is
prior to all the rest.” Evidently St. Augustine is thinking
here of the contradictory hypothesis of a cause of creation
which would be a part of creation itself. Passing beyond
that standpoint, which for the rest he adopts while going
deeper, St. Thomas demonstrates the impossibility of sup-
posing any cause at all, whether external or internal, of the
creative act. That there should be within God Himself any
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cause whatever of His own will, would demand a real dis-
tinction of powers and attributes within God. It would
hardly in fact be possible to imagine any cause of His will
except perhaps His understanding. Now we have already
seen that Being Itself, in its pure actuality, is a perfect
unity, and that this unity excludes by definition all such
internal division as would permit the opposition of one
divine attribute to another, or allow of any causal action
whatever of one upon another. Doubtless from the stand-
point of our discursive mode of apprehension-—a perfectly,
well-founded one for the rest—we are constrained to say
that God’s understanding acts upon His will; but the
intellect of God is God just as the will of God is God, and
since, evidently, idem non est causa sui ipsius, it is quite impos-
sible to see how any relations of causality, properly so called,
can be set up within the bosom of God.

But in thus identifying the will of God with God we are
forced to ask ourselves whether the conception of will has
any meaning left in it, since, however it may be for the Pure
Being Himself, a will without an end is hardly conceivable
by us ; and can we suppose a divine will acting for an end
unless this end is the final cause determining this will ?
Well, we can ; but on one condition, that is to say when
God is in question and provided we remember that God is
Being Itself. To deny that the will of God has an end would
be tantamount to subjecting it either to blind necessity or
to irrational contingence, and in either case this would be
to admit imperfections in God incompatible with the
actuality of the pure Being. On the other hand, and pre-
cisely because God is Being Itself, it would be contradictory
to suppose that He could have any other end than Himself.
The sole conceivable end of the divine will is therefore the
divine Being, and since this being, as end of the will, is
identical with the good, we may say that the only possible
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end for God is His own perfection. In other words, Ged
wills Himself necessarily but does not will anything other
than Himself necessarily, and all that He does will He wills
with respect to Himself.

We can say then, and all Christian philosophers have
said it, that the reason for creation lies in the goodness of
God. In St. Augustine’s phrase, adopted later bv St.
Thomas, it is because God is good that we exist : quic Deus
bonus est, sumus ;® or as St. Thomas once more puts it in a
formula deduced from Dionysius ar4 commented again and
again by the Middle Ages : bonum est diffusivum sui et com-
municativum.® The Platonic origin of this idea is beyond
doubt. Already in the Timaeus the ordering activity of the
divine Demiurge is attributed to his liberality, his freedom
from envy.!® But if the good is the last reason for creation 1}
how are we to account for this good itself ?

To put such a question to Plato would be to run a serious
risk of getting no answer, since Plato conceives the Good
as the supreme reality. To put it to Dionysius would have
much the same result. Penetrated through and through
with Platonism as he was, this Christian never rose above
the idea of the primacy of the Good, never grasped the
primacy of Being. The fact emerges quite clearly from that
capital text of the Divine Names where Dionysius comments
on the text of Exodus : Ego sum qui sum. When God declares
Himself as Being we ought to understand, according to his
view, that of all possible participations of goodness, which
is His essence, being is the first. Commenting in his turn
on the commentary of the Areopagite, St. Thomas signifies
his agreement, but it has been justly remarked that he does
not agree,!? for instead of seeing in being a participation of
the good, as Dionysius’ text supposes, he sees goodness as
an aspect of being. It is just this that makes the Thomist
interpretation of Dionysius a matter of no little philosophic
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interest ; here we can watch the process by which Christian
thought achieves clear consciousness of its own metaphysical
principles, rises out of the level of Hellenism, and elaborates
at last in definitive form what we may call the metaphysics
of Exodus. Let us see how it proceeds.

St. Thomas grants without reserve, without even any
mental reserve, that goodness is diffusive and communica-
tive of itself. But whence has it this character ? From the
fact that goodness is nothing else than one of the transcen-
dental aspects of being. Considered in its metaphysical
root the good is being itself as desirable, that is to say it is
being considered as the possible object of a will ; and if
then we would understand why it spontaneously tends to
diffuse and communicate itself, we must turn to the
immanent actuality of being for an answer. To say that
being is at once act and good, is not merely to indicate
that it may act as cause, but it is also to suggest at the same
time that it contains a reason for the exercise of this causal
power. The perfection of its actuality, conceived as good,
invites it to communicate that actuality freely to the being
of its possible effects.’® To return to the anthropomorphic
standpoint [ have tried to defend above, we might avail
ourselves here too of a human analogy. What do we admire
in the hero, the artist and the sage ? Is it not precisely the
overflowing actuality of their being, which, issuing into acts
and works, thus passes into a world of inferior beings who
stand amazed at the sight. But even if we put aside such
extreme cases, do we not all feel in ourselves the truth of
the metaphysical principle operatio sequitur esse ? For to be
1s to act, and to act is to be. The generosity with which
goodness gives of itself is, in the case of an intelligible
being, a free manifestation of the energy by which that
being exists.

It is very true that man is not all generosity, but that is
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because he is not all being ; before giving of what he is,
he has to take of what he is not. Often enough he wills the
good of another in order to supply his own deficiencics, to
preserve or aggrandize his own being ; but avid as he may
be for what he lacks, he is generous with what he is, because,
in so far as he is, he is good : ens est diffusivum sui et com-
municativum. Having arrived at this point, however, we
shall have to go further.

As soon as causality is interpreted as a gift of being, we are
necessarily led to set up a new relatinn between effect and
cause ; the relation, namely, of analogy. This consequence
seemcd so obvious to the medizval philosophers that they
felt no need at all to justify it ; to them it seemed to be a
fact given in the most ordinary and everyday experience.
An animal or plant gives birth to an animal or plant of the
same species, fire breeds fire, and movement movement ;
the thing is evident everywhere. But the metaphysical
reason for this fact is as evident to the mind as the fact
itself is to the senses ; for if the being that causes does
nothing but communicate itself to the effect, diffuse itself
into the effect, then it is still the cause that is found in the
effect, under a new mode of being, doubtless, and with
differences due to the conditions imposed by the matter on
which it exerts its efficacy. Few formule recur as often in
the writings of St. Thomas as the one that expresses this
relation : since all that causes acts according as it is in
act, every cause produces an effect that resembles it :
omne agens agit sibt simile. And this resemblance is no addi-
tional or contingent quality supervening no one knows why
or whence to crown the efficacy, it is co-essential with the
very nature of efficiency, it is merely its external sign and
sensible manifestation.

If then, as the idea of creation implies, the Christian
universe is an effect of God, it must of necessity be an
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analogue of God. No more, however, than an analogue,
for when we compare being per se with the being caused
even in its very existence, we are dealing with two orders of
being not to be added together nor subtracted ; they are,
in all rigour, incommensurable, and that is also why they
arc compossible. God added nothing to Himself by the
creation of the world, nor would anything be taken away
from Him by its annihilation—events which would be of
capital importance for the created things concerned, but
null for Being Who would be in no wise concerned qua
being.1¢ But although creation is no more than an analogue,
it is an analogue—that is to say much more than an
effect to which has been accidentally added a certain
resemblance to its cause. And since the effect in question
here is one which all others presuppose—that is, being—
it is precisely in its existence and substantially that the
creature is an analogue of its Creator.

That, then, is why every Christian metaphysic involves
the conceptions of participation and similitude, but gives
them nevertheless a much more profound meaning than
did the Platonism whence it borrowed them ; for the matter
in which the Demiurge of the Timaeus works is simply
informed by the ldeas in which it participates, whereas the
matter of the Christian world receives its existence from God
simultaneously with the existence of its forms. We are well
aware of all the difficulties that may be brought to bear on
this point, but it seems that every one of them defeats itself
in the end. That the idea of participation is repugnant to
logical thought is very possible, since every participation
supposes that the participator both is, and is not, that in
which it participates. But does not any cxercise of logical
thought demand that certain real unifications be given it
for analysis? Is not this precisely its proper work, and
would it otherwise have anything left to do ? And does not
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the very enunciation of tbe principle of contradiction imply
the presence to the mind of the idea of participation, and
consequently also its relative intelligibility ? When 1 say
that the same thing cannot, at one and the same time and in
one and the same respect, be both itself and its contrary, 1
integrate with the definition of the thing the presence of
its ““ respects,” and I suppose that what is such in a certain
respect might perhaps be such in another. Besides, what
would be the use of discursive thought at all, in face of a
reality which simply derided an” defied its formule?
The problem of the same and the other is written in things
themselves, and if the famous question de eodem et diverso
discouraged more than one medizval logician, that is no
reason why the metaphysician should run away from it.
Now resemblance is a fact. No one will deny for a moment
that the world in which we live lends itself to classtfication,
demands it even, and once that 1s granted the whole doctrine
of participation inevitably re-enters philosophy. Nothing is
merely itself, and the uifis el8wv is written in the definition
of every essence. It would be suicidal for logical thought,
when it comes to analyse the syntheses thus given it to deal
with, to pretend to dissolve them instead. Not only would it
have nothing left to do, but it would also destroy itself,
since merely to say that A is A is to admit that the same,
without ceasing to be the same, might become other in
a certain respect.

It will be objected, next, that the metaphysics of analogy
involve a naive materialization of causality. To believe
that the world represents God as a portrait represents its
original or an animal its progenitors—surely all that would
be to fall back into a pre-scientific state of mind and reason
in the style of a primitive ? The fact is that a good deal too
much has been made of the age of ideas—even were it shown
that such and such a conception is primitive the problem
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of its legitimacy would still remain intact. It would be
rather surprising, on the other hand, if primitive modes of
explanation imagined by human beings gave expression to
no imperious necessities of human thought. It may very
well be—no one is at all likely to dispute it—that participa-
tions and analogies flourished rather over-luxuriantly in
primitive or even in medizval cosmogonies ; let us admit
at once that they sprawl crudely everywhere, without
criticism, without method, without any kind of rational
justification. It does not in the least follow that they corre-
spond to no authentic aspect of reality, and may in conse-
quence be altogether dispensed with in our efforts to explainor
even simply to describe it : and this the less sosince the idea
of analogy is not quite so naive as it is commonly imagined.

The Christian thinkers always took good care to dis-
tinguish several species or degrees of analogy. Resemblance
is its most striking form for the imagination, but not its
only form ; there may well be analogy where there is no
resemblance. A portrait interests us, perhaps, on account of
the resemblance—which occasionally exists—between the
image and the original ; but if we compare several portraits
of different people executed by the same painter, especially
if they belong to the same period of his life, we may notice
that they bear an unmistakable resemblance to each other,
and if they thus resemble each other, this is because they
all resemble the artist. And this holds not only of the works
of the same artist, but also of the works of his pupils, or,
as we say, of his school, because he is its cause, and because
here, as in all other cases of the same kind, it is something of
his being which, directly or indirectly, has been com-
municated to his effects. In this sense we might say that
all Rembrandt’s pictures are pictures of Rembrandt painted
by himself, no matter whether they depict the Ecce Homo, or
the Philosopher in Meditation, or the Pilgrims of Emmaus.
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Thus, it seems, should be interpreted the familiar medizval
theme of a universe in which zll things bear the traces of
the divinity. It is not to be denied that the imagination of
the Christian thinkers was given free rein in this field.
With an extraordinary abundance, with a kind of poetical
joy, Hugh of St. Victor, St. Bonaventure, Raymond Lully
strive to make out the ternary order in the structure of things
which symbolizes for them the Trinity of the Christian God.
The Itinerary of the Soul to God is filled from cover to cover
with this idea, and it has been maintained that even the
terza rima of the Divine Comedy, that admir.ble mirror of the
medizval world, was chosen by the poet so that the poem,
like the world it describes, should be stamped in its very
matter with the likeness of God. It is difficult to judge
such a state of mind without taking account of the principle
that inspired it. Where is the search for analogies to stop
once it is granted that analogies exist ? The more sober
minds, that of St. Thomas Aquinas for example, do not for
the most part take the resemblances accumulated by the
great meditatives, as if they were proofs, and yet they do not
refuse to see in the substance, form, and order co-essential
with things the mark of the Triune God Who is their
Author.1® \

Hence what we may call, with Newman, the sacramental
character of the Christian world. We may call a halt to
our explanations at any point we will, but nature has
depths, nevertheless, which transcend the physical order,
involve the metaphysical, and finally prepare the way for
the mystic. I do not mean that the Christian conception
of nature ignores or despises purely scientific or philosophical
explanations, on the contrary it welcomes them, calls for
them insistently, for every truth of science or philosophy
teaches us something about God. But what I would say is
that a Christian philosopher, besides seeing the universe as
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all the world also sees it, admits the need of another stand-
point peculiar to himself. Just as it is by His goodness that
God gives being to beings, so also it is by His goodness that
He makes causes to be causes, thus delegating to them a
certain participation in His power, along with a participa-
tion in His actuality. Or rather, since causality flows from
actuality, let us say that He confers the one in conferring
the other, so that to the Christian mind the physical world
in which we live offers a face which is the reverse of its
physicism itself, a face where all that was read on the one
side in terms of force, energy and law, is now read on the
other in terms of participations and analogies of the divine
Being. For whoever understands this, the Christian world
takes on the character of a sacred world with a relation to
God inscribed in its very being and in every law that rules
its functioning.

Perhaps it will not be out of place here to dissipate a mis-
conception recently become current and likely to become more
so with the general growth of interest in medizval philosophy.
The Middle Ages that first appeared over the historical
horizon was the Middle Ages of the romantics, a stirring,
picturesque and brightly coloured world where saints and
sinners jostled familiarly in the crowd, a world which
expressed its deepest aspirations in architecture, sculpture
and poetry. And that, too, is the Middle Ages of symbolism,
where realities dissolved into the mystical meanings with
which they were charged by artists and thinkers, so that
the book of nature became a sort of Bible with things for
words. Bestiaries, Mirrors of the World, stained glass,
cathedral porches, each in its own way expressed a symbolic
universe in which things, taken in their very essences, are
merely so many expressions of God. But by a very natural
reaction the study of the classical systems of the thirteenth
century led historians to oppose to this poetical vision of



ANALOGY, CAUSALITY AND FINALITY IOl

the medizval world, the scientific and rational conception
that presented itself in the writings of Robert Grosseteste,
Roger Bacon and St. Thomas Aquinas. And this was
entirely justifiable, in this sense at least, that from the
thirteenth century onwards the universe of science begins
to interpose between ourselves and the symbolic universe
of the early Middle Ages ; but it would be wrong to suppose
that it suppressed it or even tended to suppress it. What
really then took place was this: first, things, instead of
being nothing more than symbols, became concrete beings
which, above and beyond their own proper nature, were
still charged with symbolic significances ; and then, next,
the analogy of the world to God, instead of being expressed
only on the plane of imagery and feeling, was now formulated
in precise laws and definite metaphysical conceptions. God
in fact penetrated more deeply into nature as the depths
of nature became better known. For a Bonaventure, for
instance, there is no joy like the joy of the contemplation
of God as mirrored in the analogical structure of beings ;
and even the more sober mind of St. Thomas expresses,
nevertheless, the same philosophy of nature when he reduces
the efficacy of second causes to nothing but an analogical
participation in the divine efficiency. Physical causality is
to the act of creation what beings are to Being, and time to
eternity. Thus, under whatever aspect we consider it,
there exists in reality but one medizval vision of the world,
whether it expresses itself now in works of art or now in
defined philosophical concepts : that, namely, which St
Augustine drew with a master-hand in his De Trinitale,
and which is directly referable to the words of the Book of
Wisdom (xi, 21) : omniz in mensura, et numero, ef pondere
disposuists.

It is true that as soon as we emerge from this difficulty
we encounter another no less formidable. If we grant the
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compossibility of beings and Being, and even the metaphy-
sical possibility of a gift of being by Being, the moral reason
for this gift has still to be made intelligible. Creation, we
have said, is an act of generosity. So be it : but of generosity
to whom ? Since God is the Sovereign Good, what gift
could He give Himself? Since the creature is nothing, what
could He give it? In other words, even were it admitted
that an efficient cause of the creative act is conceivable,
it would seem difficult to suggest a final cause: to the
problem of the relation of beings to Being there is added the
problem of the relation of good things to Goodness.

However, even in the face of this formidable difficulty,
Christian thought is not left without resources. Turning
once more to Scripture, it there finds the solution of the
problem, and all that reason will have to do now is to recon-
struct it, very much as a geometrician analyses the condi-
tions of possibility of some problem supposed to be already
resolved. Universa propter semelipsum operatus est Dominus.
It is for Himself, says the Book of Proverbs (xvi. 4), that
God made all things, and as soon as we read this we realize
that in the unique case of God, where cause and end are
one, He Who made all things could have made them only
for Himself. But then, again, if He made them for Himself,
what becomes of the pure liberality of the creative action ?
On what transcendent plane can be realized this manifest
contradiction in terms : an interested generosity ?

It is entirely true to say that every Christian conception
of the universe, whatever else it be, is theocentric. The
trait may be emphasized in one doctrine more insistently
than in another, but none can efface it without losing its
Christian character, and, moreover, without at once becom-
ing metaphysically contradictory by that very fact. If good
is understood in terms of being, then finality, which is
directed to the achievement of the good, is also, by way of
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the good, reduced to being. In other words the good is
nothing clse than the desirability of being, so that the
sovereignly desirable, from the very fact that it is the
sovereign good, is one by definition with the sovereign
being. If, then, we lay down a creative cause as required
for the intelligibility of the universe, the final cause of this
creative cause can be none other than itself. To suppose
that God could find an end for His acts outside Himself
would be to limit His actuality, and since creation is the
action proper to the pure Being creation would then be
impossible. Thus the good in view of which God creates
can be nothing but Being itself, creative in virtue of His
perfect actuality : universa propter semetipsum operatus est
Deminus.

Only we must be careful to note what is implied in the
idea of an act of the supreme good. From our natural
human standpoint we are apt to reason as though the
end proposed by Infinite Goodness could be that proposed
by a finite good. Now in the case of finite goods like our-
selves, for whom perfection stands at the term of action as
an end to be acquired, operation for the most part is directed
to some utility. It is just this that makes the divine action
so all but incomprehensible. For a being who has always
some further being to acquire the act of a good which has
no good to acquire remains a mystery ; but, nevertheless,
it is enough to reflect on the idea of a sovereign good to
see the necessity of positing this incomprehensible act at
the origin of things, for when it is the sovereign good that
acts then we have the unique case in which the sole possible
end of the act is self~communication. Beings always strive
more or less to realize themselves; Being, since He is
already fully realized, can act only to give. It is therefore
only by a very deficient metaphor that it is possible some-
times to speak of the divine egoism as the only legitimate
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egoism, for no egoism is conceivable except where there is
something to be gained. Quite other is the action of the
sovereign Being, Who, knowing Himself as sovereignly
desirable, wills that there shall exist some analogues of
His being so that there may exist some analogues of His
desire. God creates, not that there may be witnesses to
render Him His due glory, but beings who shall rejoice in
it as He rejoices in it Himself and who, participating in His
being, participate at the same time in His beatitude. It is
not therefore for Himself, but for us, that God seeks His
glory ; it is not to gain it, for He possesses it already, nor
to increase it, for already it is perfect, but to communicate
it to us.

These considerations lead to consequences of a meta-
physical importance impossible to exaggerate. Born of a
final cause, the universe is necessarily saturated with
finality, that is to say, we can never in any case disassociate
the explanation of things from the consideration of their
raison d’étre. That is the reason why, in spite of all the
resistance, and occasionally even violent opposition, of
modern science and philosophy to the idea of finality,
Christian thought has never yet renounced it, and never
will. No doubt, it may be maintained with Bacon and
Descartes that even if final causes exist, the finalist stand-
point is scientifically sterile : causarum finaltum inquisitio
sterilis est, et tanquam virgo Deo consecrata nihil parit.1® Possibly,
however, as we shall see later on, Bacon is in fundamental
disagreement with the medi®vals on the very idea of philo-
sophy itself ; and, moreover, we ought above all to note
that it is to God that this virgin is consecrated—even if she
bear none of those practical results so dear to Bacon’s
heart, she nevertheless keeps vigil over the intelligibility
of the world, and that is why Christian thought guards her
so jealously. To reproach finalism for its scientific sterility—
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even supposing it to be as complete as alleged—is to disregard
what later on we shall call the primacy of contemplation,
and to confuse two orders which, in our view, it is absolutely
necessary to distinguish.

Perhaps it involves something still worse. No one, as
we have said, dreams of defending the endless follies of
naive finalism nor even of maintaining that an explanation
by final causes could be a scientific explanation ; know-
ledge of the why, even were it possible, could in no case
dispense us from seeking the how—and that is all that con-
cerns science. Descartes has already said s.fliciently strong
things on that head, and we need not return 1o them here.
On the other hand there is and always will be a need to
return to the question whether or no there is any why at
all in nature. Now we are very certain that there is in man,
who is, indisputably, a part of nature; and from this
standpoint all that seemed to us to be true in the case of
analogy seems to be even much more evidently true as
regards finality. In every one of his actions man is a living
witness to the presence of finality in the universe, and if it
would be a very naive piece of anthropomorphism to regard
all natural events as the work of a hidden superman, it
would be no less naive in another way to enter a universal
denial of the causality of ends in the name of a method
which holds itself bound to take no notice of it even where
it exists. The discovery of the why does not absolve us from
looking for the how, but, if anyone looks only for the how,
can he be surprised if he fails to find the why? Can he,
above all, be surprised when at last he meets with it in
himself, that he fails to invest it with that type of
intelligibility which only the how carries with it? Let
that be as it may, on this point Christian thought has
never wavered. Faithful to its principles it finds itself at
home in the world of Plato and Aristotle, and that
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world, for the first time, received at its hands its own
full rationality. Below man, who acts in view of ends
known, medizval philosophy always placed the animal
determined by ends perceived, and below the animal
the mineral world actuated by its ends, that is to say
submitting to them blindly without knowledge.” But
above man it always placed God, Whose action, tran-
scending ours, is not ruled by ends, but gives being
simultaneously both to means and ends, and this for no
other reason than to communicate His beatitude along
with His intelligibility.

That, then, is why the universe was conceived by the
Christian Middle Ages not only as sacramental, but also as
orientated ; and whenever Christian thought has returned
to full consciousness of its own true nature it has always
been conceived in both these ways. In the face of that
fundamentally stable outlook the recurrent revolutions in
our scientific views of the universe appcar as accidents of
no overwhelming importance. Whether the earth revolves
or not, whether it stands at the centre or not, whether it is
ruled by physico-chemical agencies to a greater or lesser
extent, all things at bottom remain, for the Christian, so
many vestiges left by God’s creative touch as it passes.
Pascal was not altogether ignorant of the nature of a scientific
explanation, yet nevertheless, after Descartes, in the full
seventeenth century, he was bold enough to write : “ All
things cover a mystery, all are veils that hide God.” 18
In this sense Christian finalism itself is an immediate corol-
lary from the idea of creation, so much so that we may go
so far as to say that it is only in a universe that depends on
the free act of the God of the Bible and the Gospel that the
idea of final cause attains its full significance. For there is
no true finality unless intelligence is at the source of things,
and unless that intelligence is that of a creative person.t?
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But this idea of personality will come up for consideration
only later on : our immediate task is to examine the nature
of a universe born of the omnipotence of Being, and more
particularly to consider that essential goodness which belongs
to it of full right.



CHAPTER VI
CHRISTIAN OPTIMISM

THE opinion is widespread that Christianity is a radical
pessimism, inasmuch as it inculcates despair of the only
world of whose existence we are assured, and asks us to
pin our hopes to another which may be nothing but a
dream after all. Jesus Christ never ceased to preach renun-
ciation of worldly goods. St. Paul condemns the flesh and
exalts virginity. The Fathers of the Desert, driven mad by
an insensate hatred of nature, embark on a life which is a
radical negation of all social or even simply human values.
And finally the Middle Ages, codifying so to speak the rules
of this contemptus saeculi, go on to justify it metaphysically.
The world is infected by sin, corrupted in its very roots,
essentially evil, a thing to be fled, denied, destroyed. St.
Peter Damian and St. Bernard condemn every natural
impulse : at their bidding thousands of young men and
women betake themselves into solitude, or follow St. Bruno
into the desert of the Chartreuse : sometimes fully consti-
tuted families are broken up, and their scattered and emanci-
pated members find nothing better to do with their new-
found liberty than to mortify the flesh, deaden the senses,
and repress the exercise of that very faculty of reason that
precisely makes them men. Ubi solitudinem fecerunt, pacem
appellant. Is not this senseless aspiration of whole generations
towards nothingness the normal fruit of Christian preaching ?
But then, on the other hand, is not the negation of this
negation, the refusal of this refusal, one of the essential

affirmations of the modern conscience? Acceptance of
108
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nature, confidence in the intrinsic worth of all its manifesta-
tions, hope for its indefinite progress, if only we know how to
perceive what is good In it and work to make it better—
there we have modern optimism, there we have the gage
flung down to Christian pessimism. The Renaissance
called up the gods of Greece once more from the place
where they had laid them, at least it called up the spirit
that gave them birth : and to set over against Pascal we
have Voltaire, against St. Bernard, Condorcet.

We might have a word or two to say about the perfect
serenity of the Greek world were this the nlace to say it ;
but that its optimism had its limitations will doubtless best
appear on a philosophical plane. It will be pertinent to
remark on the other hand that if we wish to determine the
true line of Christian thought in this matter we should by
no means be content tc consult only the heroes of the interior
life ; rather it would be most dangerous to rely only on these
without turning to the background of Christian dogma to
which they all appealed, and which alone sets their activities
in a comprehensible light. However great was St. Bernard,
however indispensable is Pascal, they cannot replace the
long tradition of the Fathers of the Church and the thinkers
of the Middle Ages. Here, as elsewhere, our best witnesses
will be St. Augustine, St. Bonaventure, St. Thomas Aquinas
and Duns Scotus, not forgetting, moreover, the Bible whence
their inspiration came.

For if we would discover the basic principle on which
Christian optimism, as I propose to call it, has always
rested, we have only to open the first chapter of Genesis.
At once we find ourselves face to face with the capital fact
of creation, and the Creator Himself, contemplating His
work on the evening of each day, declares not merely that
He made it, but that because He made it, it is good : et
vidit Deus quod esset bonum ; and then, on the evening of the
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sixth day, casting a comprehensive glance over all His work,
He gives for the last time a similar testimony, proclaiming
His creation very good : viditque Deus cuncta quae fecerat, et
erant valde bona (Gen. 1. 31). There, from the time of Irenaeus,
we have the unshakable foundation of Christian optimism.
Once more, no metaphysics ; good ground, however, for
rejecting any number of metaphysical systems until a more
satisfactory one shall be forthcoming. All those gnostic
sects which would throw responsibility for creation upon
some inferior Demiurge in order the better to absolve God
from the crime of creating an evil world, are condemned
at once as anti-Christian. Since it is the work of a good
God, the world is not to be explained as the result of any
original error, any kind of fall, lapse, ignorance, or revolt.!
Irenacus, moreover, quite understands, and very clearly
says, that this Christian optimism is a necessarv sequel to
the Christian doctrine of creation. A good God, Who makes
all things out of nothing, not only gratuitously bringing
them into existence, but also establishing their order, allows
of no intermediate and hence inferior cause between Himself
and His work.? As sole Author He takes full responsibility ;
and He is very well able to do so, for His work is good.
What now remains for the philosopher is to show that it is so.

We know how cruelly this problem tormented the thought
of the young Augustine. He, too, first fell in with gnosticism
under the form of Manichean dualism, and shook if off on
the day he left the sect that had held his carly allegiance.
But although delivered from the gnosticism of Mani, he
was not yet clear from all his difficulties, for he still had to
explain the presence of evil in a universe created by God.
If there is no God, whence comes the good ? But if there is
a God, whence comes the evil ? To this question Plotinus
suggested an answer which had deep roots in the Greek
tradition, but which doubtless took on consistence in his
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mind under the influence of that very gnosticism that he
so often combated. Why not admit that matter is the
principle of evil ? Since being is the good, it follows that
what is contrary to being is evil. Matter, then, in a sense,
is a non-being ; in a Platonic sense, however, that is to
say not exactly as a non-existence but a non-good. Hence
Plotinus is able to maintain simultaneously that matter
pertains to non-being, and vet is the real principle of evil.?
For the young Augustine, so full of admiration for Plotinus,
how tempting this doctrine must have been! To reduce
evil to matter, adding that matter is next to nothing—in
what simpler way could we account for all the necessary
imperfections of the world ? Why, then, not adopt this very
neat sclution ?

Well, simply because it is no solution. Plotinus’ answer to
the question 1s perfectly consistent with the rest of Plotinus’
system, for his God is not a Creator in the Biblical and
Christian sense of the term. He is not responsible for the
existence of matter, therefore neither is he responsible for
its nature, and even if it be evil it does not follow that he is
evil as well. But how could Augustine clear a Creator-God
from the reproach of having made matter and made it
evil, or even of having merely left it evil had He found it
so ? Reflecting, then, on the philosophical principles of
Plotinus in the light of the Biblical revelation, Augustine
soon felt their insufficiency.* To admit that matter is at
once created and evil would be an impossible pessimism,
and literally contradictory in any Christian scheme. But
what is of chief importance to us here is to see just how this
religious optimism became a metaphysical optimism, and
all we need do is to inquire the secret of St. Augustine.
Now Augustine sends us once more to the text of Exodus.

What he most admirably saw and expressed is this :
that matter cannot be considered cvil even if we see in it
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no more than a mere principle of possibility or indetermina-
tion. Suppose it reduced to a minimum, entirely unin-
formed, without any quality, it is still a certain capacity
for form, an aptitude to receive it; and if that does not
amount to much it is certainly not nothing. But let us go
further. To be susceptible of becoming good is doubtless
not yet to be very good ; nevertheless, it is already to be
good, and in any event it is not to be bad. It is better to be
wise than mercly capable of wisdom, but the mere power of
becoming wise is already no inconsiderable quality. Such
dialectical considerations have a certain value of their own,
no doubt, but not yet their full weight until they are
referred to the basic principle that underlies them, and sets
them, morcover, in their true place within the general
framework of Christian philosophy. If matter is good we
can rest assured that it is the work of God ; and here the
Manicheans were deceived : but also conversely—if it is
the work of God we can be quite sure that it is good ; and
here Plotinus was deceived. “ How gloriously then and
divinely did our God say to His servant : Ego sum qui sum,
and then : Dices filiis Israel, Qui est misit me ad vos. For He
Himself most truly is because He is altogether immutable.
For this in fact is always the result of change : that what
once was, is now no more ; that, therefore, can truly be
said to be which is immutable : but as to other things
which have been made by Him, it is from Him that each
in its own way has received its being. Since therefore He is
being par excellence He has no contrary save that which is
not, and, consequently, as all that is good exists by Him so
everything in nature exists by Him, for everything in nature
is good. In one word, every nature is good, now all that is
good comes from God, therefore every nature comes from
God.” 8 Here, then, is the principle on which rests the
Christian affirmation of the intrinsic goodness of all that is ;
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and the very same principle will account for the evil that
occurs in nature ; for Christianity does not deny evil, but
it shows its negative and accidental character and so justifies
the hope of overcoming it.

It is very certain that all things God has made are good ;
and no less certain that they are not all equally good.
There is the good, and the better ; and, if the better, then
also the less good ; now in a certain sense the less good
pertains to evil. The universe, moreover, is the scene of
constant generations and corruptions in animate and
inanimate nature alike. Now all these reluiive inferiorities
and destructions make up what we may call the mass of
physical evil. How are we to explain its presence in the
world ?

As far as the inequalities observed in creatures are con-
cerned, to call them evil would seem an abuse of terms. If
matter itself is good, everything may be properly qualified
as good, for it is not only good in itself, but even the fact
that it is a lesser good may be necessary perhaps for the
greater perfection of the whole. But what we must especially
note is that these very limitations and mutabilities for which
nature is arraigned, are metaphysically inherent 1n the very
status of a created thing as such. For even supposing that
all creatures were equal, and immutable in mode of being,
they would, nevertheless, remain limited and radically
contingent in their very being itself. Things, in short, are
created ex nthilo, and because created they are, and are
good ; but because they are ex nihilo they are essentially
mutable. If therefore we insist on calling evil the ineluct-
able law of change in nature, we must recognize that the
possibility of change is a necessity from which God Himself
could not absolve His creation ; for the mere fact of being
created is the ultimate root of that possibility. Doubtless
the divine omnipotence could annul its effects—God can
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and does maintain in being all that He has brought to being ;
and if He wished, He might cause all things to continue
indefinitely in one and the same state ; but such per-
manence and immutability would be merely adventitious
after all ; everything that exists in virtue of the creative
action and endures in virtue of continued creation, remains
radically contingent in itself and in constant peril of lapsing
back into nothingness. Because creatures are apt not to be
they tend, so to speak, towards non-being ¢ ; all that God
makes, taken apart from the act that makes it, tends to
unmake itself ; and, in a word, the contingence of created
things in the order of existence must be regarded as the
true root of their mutability.

To accept this consequence, and Christian philosophy
cannot refuse it, is by no means to return to the position
of Plotinus for whom matter is evil, nor even to that of
Aristotle for whom matter brings disorder into the world
simultancously with contingency. From the very outset of
Christianity the mectaphysic of Exodus was carried down
beyond the plane of quality and touched the plane of
existence. If there is change it is not on account of any
particular class of beings, that is to say material beings, it
is simply because there are beings. In this sense, the form
and act of all that 1s remains open to mutability in exactly
the same way as matter, and in point of fact, cvil, properly
so-called, enters the world only at the unhappy instance and
initiative of spirit. It was not the body that made the spirit
sin, it was the spirit that brought death on the body. The
whole problem now stands on a new footing : all that needs
to be made in order that it may be, is always tending to
unmake itself, so much so that what now permanently
threatens the work of creation is literally, and in the full
rigour of the term, the possibility of its defection. But only a
possibility, be it noted, nothing more ; a possibility without
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real danger as far as concerns the physical order which has
no control over itself, but a very real and practical danger
indeed in the moral order, that is to say when men and
angels are concerned ; for in associating them with His
own divine government, their Creator requires them also
to keep watch with Him against their own possible
defection.

Thus so clearly to link up the possibility of physical evil
with the contingency of created things, constitutes in the
first place a remote preparation for one of the most important
metaphysical achievements of the Middle Ages. In showing
that the composition which most radically differentiates the
creature from the Creator is not that of matter and form,
but that of essence and existence, St. Thomas merely gives
definitive expression to the thought of St. Augustine. But
Augustine had already done much, for his metaphysic of
evil passed wholly and almost as it stood into Thomism
and Scotism. The result, in fact, of his principle is, that if
you take physical evil as a positive quality inherent in any
being, it is rigorously and by definition excluded from
nature. The concept of physical evil is henceforth reduced
to the concept of a lesser good, that is to say to that of a
good. That a good should be lesser it must still be a good
and, consequently, a being, for if the good entirely dis-
appeared the being itself would vanish with it.? Let us go
further. Even if we define evil as the privation of a due good,
a good which should be there, still this privation would be
meaningless save in relation to the positive good which
thus lacks its proper perfection. It is as if evil were a mere
ens rationis, a negation without meaning save in relation to
positive terms, a fundamental unreality, determined, and so
to speak, hemmed in on all sides by the good that limius it.
It is therefore true to say that geod is the subject of evil, so
that one might almost be tempted to reduce one to the other,
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as if the non-being of evil had no subsistence and intel-
ligibility save with respect to the being of the good itself.®
Occasionally Augustine went as far as that, nor would it
be possible to go any further in the direction of optimism
without emptying the idea of evil of all meaning whatsoever
and thus suppressing the problem instead of resolving it.
Now the problem is undoubtedly there and has to be
faced—especially, we may add, when it presents itself in
the moral order.

As applied to beings not endowed with knowledge, the
ideas of happiness and unhappiness are obviously void of
meaning. It matters very little to them, or rather it matters
not at all, that some are more or less perfect than others,
or even that the greater part are condemned to corruption
to make room for others. It matters even less to the universe
as a whole, for as soon as one good is lost another replaces
it; indeed, it is highly desirable that this should be so, for
the beauty and perfection of the universe are thereby
increased rather than diminished. A succession of beings in
which the weaker always yields to the stronger issues in a
harmony which is not to be disturbed by the death of the
individuals, to which indeed this death contributes a good
deal. A universe of this type might be likened to an eloquent
discourse, where all the beauty arises from the quick suc-
cession of sounds and syllables as if it depended altogether
on their very birth and death. Thus, as St. Augustine said,
all that we call physical evil is reduced to the harmony of a
sum of positive goods, or, as St. Thomas Aquinas would
say, the presence of corruptible things in the universe,
added to the incorruptible, only increases its beauty and
perfection.? On the other hand, we have to recognize
that the problem becomes more complex when we pass
from brute matter to reasonable beings ; for the latter are
aware of their destiny and suffer accordingly: other
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things merely undergo privation and corruption, but these
have to face misery. And then arises the question of moral
evil, that is to say of human suffering including the physical
conditions on which it depends: pain, sickness, death.
What shall we say of these ? The principles we have already
will be sufficient to prepare the way for a solution ; but
we shall have to make them more precise.

Let us remark in the first place that man, as a reasonable
being, is a great good, and that not only in himself but also
on account of the whole destiny that awaits him and, above
all, of the beatitude of which he is capable. Created in the
image of God, he is, in the words of St. Bernard, celsa
creatura in capacitate majestatis.’® Now to be capable of enter-
ing into society with God requires an intelligence, but to be
capable of rejoicing in this society requires a will. To
possess a good is to adhere to it, to absorb it by an act of
will. Thus, to create a being capable of the highest of goods,
that is to say of participation in the divine beatitude, is,
ipso facto, to create a being endowed with will ; and since
to will the thing known by intelligence is to be free, we may
say that it would be impossible to call man to beatitude
without endowing him with liberty at the same time. A
magnificent gift assuredly—but a very formidable one too,
for to be capable of the greatest of goods is also to be capable
of losing it. St. Augustine often dwells on this aspect of
human freedom with all the indefinite possibilities of great-
ness and misery it involves. In a world in which all that is,
in so far as it is, is a good, liberty is a great good : there are
lesser goods, but still greater are conceivable. The virtues,
for instance, are superior to the freedom of the will, for it is
quite iImpossible to misuse temperance and justice, whereas
we can very easily misuse our liberty. The truth is, then,
that free will is a good, and the necessary condition of the
greatest of goods, but not the one all-sufficient condition ;
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everything depends on the use—which in itself is also free—
that we make of it.

Now it happens that man, in the first transgression, made
an ill use of it. Mutable like all creatures, endowed with a
free will, capable, consequently, of rebellion, he did in fact
rebel. The fault did not consist in desiring any object evil
in itself, for the very notion of such an object is contra-
dictory, but for the sake of a good he turned away from the
better : Iniquitas est desertio meliorum.’* Made for God, he
nevertheless preferred himself to God, and in so doing
brought moral evil into the world—or rather he would have
brought it into the world had not the Angel forestalled him.
Now this evil has a quite special nature, profoundly different
even from the moral evil of Greek philosophy. When man
subverted order he did a great deal more than merely fall
away from the rationality of his nature, diminish his own
humanity, which is all that he does in Aristotle’s ethics, nor
did he merely compromise his destiny by an error, as
happens in the Platonic myths ; he brought disorder into
the divine order, and presents the unhappy spectacle of a
being in revolt against Being. That is why the first moral
evil has a special name in the Christian system, which
extends to all the faults that spring from the first ; that is to
say the name of sin. By the use of this word the Christian
always intends to convey that moral evil, as he understands it,
entering a created universe by the act of a free will, directly
bears upon the fundamental relation of dependence which
unites the creature to God. The prohibition, so light, and,
so to speak, so gratuitous, which God had put upon the
use, so perfectly valueless to man, of a single one of the
good things placed within his reach, was but the sensible
sign of this radical dependence of the creature. To respect
the prohibition would be to recognize the dependence ; to
violate it would be to deny the dependence, and to proclaim
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that what is good for the creature is better than the divine
good itself. Every time man sins hz renews this act of revolt
and prefers himself to God ; in thus preferring himself,
he separates himself from God ; and in separating himself,
he deprives himself of the sole end in which he can find
beatitude and by that very fact condemns himself to misery.
That is why, when there is question of moral evil, we can
Jjustly say that all evil is cither sin or the consequence of
sin.2? Perverted in soul, subjecting his reason to con-
cupiscence, subordinating the superior to the inferior in
the order of spirit, man by the same act, bri.gs disorder on
the body animated by the soul. The equilibrium of the
constitutive elements of his physical being is upset, just as
disorder falls upon a house when it enters the heart of its
master. Concupiscence, or rebellion of the flesh against the
spirit, infirmity, sickness, death, are all so many ills that
have fallen on man as the naturai consequence of his sin :
omne quod dicitur malum, aut peccatum est, aut poena peccati ; a
phrase of St. Augustine’s which is nothing but an extension
of St. Paul’s: per unum hominem peccatum in hunc mundum
intravit et, per peccatum, mors ; and again, through St. Paul,
an echo of the narrative of Genesis. Once more, by revealing
to man a fact that he could not naturally know, revelation
opens up the way for the work of reason.

And here at last we are at the heart of the question, and
if Christian philosophy can justify itself on this point, it
will certainly have succeeded in interpreting, in the most
optimistic manner possible, 2 universe in which the reality
of evil is in any case an undeniable fact. Attacks on this
solution of the problem were not long in coming, and
naturally enough they came from the side of Pelagianism ;
and since they respond to a permanent philosophical diffi-
culty it will be simplest to consider them in their original
form. The question in short is whether the Christian posi-
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tion is not itself tainted with Manicheanism. Admit thatman
is not the work of a Demiurge of more or less limited power,
admit that in the beginning he was untainted by any evil
principle, but that his sin sprang solely from his free will ;
then, if he sinned, it was because he willed it, but if he willed
it, his will itself must have been bad. And it is useless to
object that his will became bad because he willed it so—to
do that at all it must have been already bad. We shall not
escape by going round and round ; a world reduced to
universal disorder by the mere presence of a free will can
never justly be called good. It would seem that Christian
thought, presenting a face of optimism as against Mani,
presents a face of pessimism as against Pelagius; or even
that some unexorcized shadow of Manicheanism had all
unwittingly been left behind by St. Augustine.

To clear up the point, let us for the last time recall the
principle that governs the whole problem. The question is
not whether God could have made creatures who should not
be mutable, the thing would have been just as impossible
as making square circles. As we have seen, mutability is as
co-vssential with the nature of a contingent being, as
immutability is in the case of the necessary Being. But now,
when the question of moral evil arises, this principle is to
be applied to the case of a free being created by God out
of nothing. Suppose then that neither angel nor man had
ever realized the possibility of defection inherent in their
nature, none the less they would have remained radically
mutable beings ; such virtuality may be unactualized, in
a given case it may even be morally unactualizable owing
to the effects of divine grace, but nevertheless it is always
there, an indelible mark of contingency. Unless, then, we
are simply going to deny the possibility of justifying creation
altogether, we must accept the possibility of moral evil as
its necessary correlative, as soon as we admit the presence,
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in the bosom of this creation, of a class of free beings. But
then, it will be said, why create free beings ?

Because they are not only the noblest ornament of crea-
tion, but also, after God, its final cause. What God creates,
as we have already said, are beings who may be witnesses
of His glory, and by that very fact participators in His
beatitude. That this beatitude should be really theirs they
must will it ; but that they may be able to will it, they must
also be able to refuse it. The whole physical world is there
only to serve as the habitation of spirits created by God in
order to participate in His own divine life, and enter into a
real society with Him. Subjected to the necessity of sinning,
they would be altogether absurd creatures, mere monsters,
since their nature would contradict their end ; but unable
to sin they would be rigorously impossible, since then they
would be immutable creatures, that is to say realized
metaphysical contradictions. No doubt it is a much greater
good to be capable of beatitude without the power of
sinning—it is the good proper to God and to His elect
whose wills are confirmed in grace—but it is already no
small good to be so created that in order to escape misery
and achieve beatitude we have nothing to do but to will
it. 1 make no attempt here to compel acceptance of this
Christian solution of the problem of evil, for it depends on
the acceptance of a certain metaphysic of being, and thereby
it stands or falls ; but I wish to bring out its fundamentally
optimistic character. Now it seems difficult to go further
in this direction than St. Augustine went and with him all
the other philosophers he inspired. For all evil comes of the
will ; this will was not created evil, nor even indifferent to
good or evil ; it was created good, and such that it needed
only an effortless continuance in good to attain to perfect
beatitude. The only danger threatening such a nature lies
therefore in that metaphysical contingence inseparable
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from the state of a created being, a pure possibility, without
the least trace of actual existence, a possibility that not only
could have remained unactualized but ought to have done
so. Thus, without taking into account the divine art which
knows so well how to bring good out of evil and to remedy
the results of sin by grace, considering this evil strictly in
its root, it seems that we may justly claim for Christian
thought that it has done everything necessary to reduce it
to the status of an avoidable accident, and to banish it to
the confines of this fundamentally good universe.

What is true of the problem of the origin of evil, is true
also when we come to consider the worth of the world
after the introduction of evil by the original transgression.
The popular idea of a Christian universe corrupted in its
very nature by sin owes much of its favour to the influence
of Luther, Calvin and Jansenius ; but to look at Chris-
tianity through their eyes would be to regard it in a very
different light from that of Thomism, or even the authentic
Augustinianism. No one, in fact, could be further than St.
Augustine from considering the world in the state of fallen
nature as worthless. His own metaphysical principles would
forbid it, to start with. Since evil is but the corruption of a
good and cannot possibly subsist at all save in this good, it
follows that inasmuch as there is evil, there is also good.
Certainly, we have travelled very far from that degree of
order, beauty and measure which God bestowed on the
world in creating it, but if sin had abolished all good it
would have abolished all being along with the good and
the world would no longer exist. In this sense we may say
that evil could not eliminate nature without eliminating
itself, since it would have no subject left to inhere in, there
would be none of which it could be affirmed. It is not in
the least surprising therefore to find St. Augustine indulging
in genuine eulogies of fallen nature. If he deplores all that



CHRISTIAN OPTIMISM 123

we have lost he never dreams of despising what remains ;
even our present miserable state has not lost all its glory in
his eyes. We behold a human race that 1s still of such
fecundity as to spread over the entire earth ; man himself,
opus ejus tam magnum et admirabile, whose intelligence, dormant
in the infant, progressively awakens and develops until it
produces all these arts lit up with the prodigal splendours
of intelligence and invention. How much good must there
not remain in such a nature, to enable it to invent so many
techniques, of dress, agriculture, industry and navigation ;
to achieve these noble arts of language, po:try and music,
and lastly this very moral science itself which puts it on the
road to an eternal destiny ! There is nothing even in the
very body but Augustine will admiringly detail its beauties,
for even these remain radiant, in spite of the Fall. 1f, then,
we misconceive him, it is because we no longer dare to rise to
the height of his splendid vision of the world as it was before
the Fall, as it will be again in the state of glory. If he
qualifies the splendours of this world as * consolations for
condemned wretches,” it is not because he would belittle
them, they are dearer indeed to him than they ever can be
now to us.!® But he believed that the world had known
better things, and moreover awaits better things, so that,
accepting all that we accept, rejoicing in all that we rejoice
in, he hopes for far more. If this hope now fails us, it is not

b

he that should be taxed with pessimism, it is ourselves.

For the technical justification of this Augustinian and
Christian feeling we must turn once more to the philo-
sophers of the Middle Ages, and particularly to St. Thomas
and Duns Scotus. What was wanting to St. Augustine for
the purpose of finding the definitive formula for it, was an
exact idea of a nature considered as a stable essence with
defined contours. He is quite sure that evil is powerless to
destroy nature ; what he never succeeded in saying clearly
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is, that it cannot even alter nature. Nothing on the other
hand is clearer in St. Thomas ; only one who has never
read any one of the articles which he devoted to the question
in the Summa could possibly understand the expression
‘“ corrupted nature” in that simpliste sense in which it
seems to be so often misunderstood. If] in fact, you take it
literally the expression is a contradiction in terms; and it
is enough to follow St. Thomas’ analyses to see in what an
altogether relative sense we should understand it.

When it is asked what effects were produced by original
sin on the good of human nature, we must first of all define
what we mean by this ““ good.” Three different interpreta-
tions are possible. In the first place it may signify human
nature itself, as determined by its constitutive principles
and defined as ‘‘ rational living thing.”” Secondly, it may
mean man’s natural inclination to good, that natural
inclination without which he could not even continue to
live since the good in general includes his own proper
good. Thirdly, it may mean the gift of original justice
bestowed on him by God at the time of his creation and
received therefore as a grace. Understood in this last sense,
the good of human nature is not a part of that nature, it 1s
something added, and that is why it was totally destroyed
by original sin. Understood in the second sense, the good
of nature 1s a real part of nature, and is not therefore to be
suppressed, but simply diminished by sin. Every act
initiates a habit, that is to say the first bad act results in a
disposition to commit others and thus enfeebles the natural
human inclination towards good. But this inclination,
nevertheless, remains, and so the way to the acquisition of
all the virtues is still open.14 As for the first and proper sense
of the word “ nature,” that is to say the very essence of
man, it can neither be suppressed nor diminished by sin ;
primum igitur bonum naturae, nec tollitur, nec diminuitur per
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peccatum.’® To deny this would be to suppose that at one
and the same time man could both remain man and cease
to be man. Thus sin neither adds to nor takes away from
human nature : ea emim quae sunt naturalia homini, neque
subtrahuntur neque dantur homin: per peccatum.'®* Man’s meta-
physical status is essentially unchangeable and independent
of all the accidents that may befall him.

When therefore the Renaissance is held up to our admira-
tion for its discovery of nature and its worth, and opposed
to the Middle Ages as the day of its unjust depreciation, we
must carefully scrutinize the meaning of this assertion. In
so far as it has any it can only be this: that the Renais-
sance marks the opening of an era in which man will profess
to be satisfied with the state of fallen nature. And that, no
doubt, happened, although to a much lesser extent than
alleged ; but it would be altogether unjust to conclude
against the Middle Ages that having unfavourably compared
the state of fallen nature with another and a better, it
had no feeling left for it at all. If anyone showed such lack
of feeling, or denied its reality or value, it was certainly
neither St. Thomas nor St. Augustine, it was much rather
Luther and Calvin. In this sense it is true to say that if the
spirit of medi®zval philosophy was profoundly accordant
with certain positive aspirations of the Renaissance it was
precisely because that spirit was Christian.

The tradition goes back to the remotest antiquity. No
one did more than Tertullian to defend the unity of the true
Church, and yet Tertullian left the Church as soon as he
came to the conclusion that the human body is bad in itself:
St. Augustine was never guilty of this error. He knows
very well that since the body was created by God it must
be good ; he refuses to follow Plato in holding that the soul
is imprisoned in the body as the sequel of some metaphysical
fall ; he will not allow that the duty of the soul is to flee the
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body, but would rather counsel it to accept the body as a
precious charge placed in its care to be brought up in due
order, unity and beauty.!? But just as it is not Christian to
run away from the body, so neither is it Christian to despise
nature. How can we possibly belittle these heavens and this
earth that so wonderfully proclaim the glory of their Creator,
so evidently bear on them the marks of His infinite wisdom
and goodness? The true Christian feeling for nature is
that which finds expression throughout the Psalms, and,
above all, in the Canticle of the Three Children in the fiery
furnace : Benedicite opera Domini Domino ; laudate et super-
exultate eum in saecula. And after many centuries St. Francis
of Assisi will echo that song in his Laudes and the Canticle of
Brother Sun, wherein not only water, earth, and air, and
stars, but the very death of the body itself, will receive their
meed of praise and benediction. If anywhere the heart of
man entered into fraternal communion with all that lives
and breathes and has being, most assuredly it did so there ;
for this purely Christian soul it was altogether one and the
same thing to love the works of God and to love God.

Here perhaps we have arrived at the point where the
mistake that obscured the significance of Christian optimism
begins to become clear. Not even the Middle Ages knew
any ruder asceticism than that of St. Francis—or any more
absolute confidence in the goodness of nature. Far from
excluding optimism, Christian asceticism is merely the
reverse side of its optimism. Certainly there is no true
Christianity without the contemptus saeculi, but contempt for
the world is not the same thing as hatred of being—quite the
contrary, it is hatred of non-being. By wrestling with the
flesh, the medizval ascetic sought to restore the body to its
pristine perfection ; if he did not rejoice in the world for
the world’s sake, it was because he knew that the true way
to use the world is to restore it to its own integrity by referring
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it to God ; the world that the Christian detests consists of
all that mass of disorder, deformity and evil introduced
into creation by man’s own voluntary defection. He turns
away from these, no doubt, but precisely to adhere with all
his heart to the order, beauty and good which was willed
from the beginning ; he works to restore these in himself
and others ; with an heroic effort he would clear the face
of the universe and render it resplendent once more as the
face of God. Nothing could be more positive than such an
asceticism, nothing could be better grounded in hope and
resolute optimism. The disaccord that pecrsists between
Christian and non-Christian on this point is of another
order therefore than is usually supposed. The question
is not whether the world 1s good or evil, but whether the
world is sufficient to itself, and whether it suffices. The
testimony, and, we may add, the secular experience of
Christendom is, that nature itself is powerless to realize
itself, or even fully to survive as nature, when it attempts
to do this without the help of grace. If optimism thus
consists, not in denying the existence of evil, nor in accepting
evil, but in looking it in the face and fighting it, then we
may legitimately speak of Christian optimism. The work
of creation is shattered, but the fragments remain good, and,
with the grace of God, they may be reconstituted and
restored. And now, if we would be fully convinced of this,
we must take up another inquiry and ask in what sense 1t
is that even in the state of fallen nature the heavens and the
earth declare the glory of God. After that we shall be in a
position to indicate man’s true place in the universal
order, and to point out the path in which he has to travel
in order to achieve his end.



CHAPTER VIl
THE GLORY OF GOD

WHEN we read those coherent expositions of Christian
thought contained in the Summae of the thirteenth century
we are apt to forget the long years of preparation that made
them possible. Systems of ideas so carefully and minutely
adjusted to each other are not to be made in a day. Cen-
turies of resolute effort and a vast outpouring of genius
were required before the Christian philosophers were able
to realize all the implications of thcir own principles and
to succeed in formulating them with precision. It was for
this reason, moreover, that Christian philosophy rather
profited than otherwise from the markedly academic con-
ditions that surrounded it in medizval times ; the constant
personal contact, the close collaboration and mutual
criticism that went on within the walls of the school did
much to ripen the solution of current problems. And
nowhere was progress more evidently realized than in the
trecatment of the difficult question concerning the relation
of the world to God. The universe is good because it is of
being, but God is Goodness because He is Being ; how,
then, shall we apportion their relative perfections ? How
much should be granted to things so that they may truly
be said to be, and how much must we deny them lest we
attribute a sufficiency that would be incompatible with a
just regard for the glory of God ?

Let us at the outset lay down a principle undisputed by
any of the Christian philosophers, a principle that always

virtually contained the solution that finally emerged from
128
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it after thirteen centuries of speculation. Since all things
are good, and all things have being in virtue of a continuous
outpouring of the divine bounty, nothing that exists is,
independent of God. Malebranche was quite in the right
when he said, in this sense, that of all the temptations that
beset the creature the most dangerous, the most firmly to
be resisted, is the temptation to set up a claim to inde-
pendence. 1 doubt whether Malebranche always recognized
it where it exists, and I am quite sure that he often saw
it where it does not ; but having a lively sense of the peril
he found at least a name for it, and that nam.z I propose to
retain, taking it in its purely metaphysical sense where it
attains its full truth. In a created universe such as the
Christian universe, the existence of every being stands in a
radical ontological relation of dependence with respect to
God. Itis by Him alone that they are, and by Him alone
they continue to exist ; also they owe it to Him that they are
what they are, since not only their existence but also their
substantiality is a good that God creates. But since their
causal power flows from their being, their causality also
must be referred to God ; and not only causality but also
its exercise, for an action is of being ; and lastly the effi-
ciency of the causal act along with the effect produced,
since all that we make, God creates.! Thus the radical
contingence of the finite being brings it into absolute
dependence on the necessary Being, to Whom all must be
principally referred as to its source, and this not only in the
order of existence, but in the orders of substantiality and
causality. If we forget this the original transgression is
re-enacted in ourselves, or rather it is just because its effects
continue that we forget it so easily.

There is a reverse side, however, to this fundamecntal
truth which certain Christian thinkers, in their zeal to refer
everything to God, have shown a tendency to let slip,
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although it is none the less necessary on that account.
If it is true, metaphysically speaking, that all that exists
exists by God and for God, it is equally true, physicaily
speaking, that all that exists is something “in itself” and
“for itself.”” What God creates depends integrally on the
creative efficacy, but if this efficacy is not to be in vain it
must produce something, that is to say it must produce
being. It remains true to say that created being is con-
tingent through and through, but since it is not nothing,
and since on the other hand it is not God, it must have an
ontological status of its own. The being it has received is
certainly its own being ; its constitutive substance is its
own substance ; the causal action it exerts, the efficacy it
puts forth, are certainly its own efficacy, its own causality.?
No middle position is possible : either the creative act
produces nothing, which is absurd, or we must say that
creation is the act whereby Being confers being—and that
supposes that, along with its radical ontological dependence,
the creature enjoys its own proper existence and all conse-
quent attributions. But the very same secret that brings
us face to face with this difficulty serves also to dissipate it.
It is not in spite of its ontological dependence that the
creature is really something, since if it is something it is so
precisely in virtue of this very dependence. In eo vivimus,
et movemur, et sumus 3 ; that is to say it is only in God that we
have life, movement and being, but, then, in Him we really
have them.

A very lively realization of this double aspect of the matter
appeared early in the history of Christian thought. St.
Augustine, of whom perhaps we could hardly expect so
much, expressed himself on the point with all desirable
clearness. He does not allow, any more than will St. Thomas,
that the divine government is substituted for things, so as
to act or produce in their stead. On the contrary, since the
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heing of things is not God’s being, God always governs
things in such a way that it is they that really perform
their own operations. It is as if He were in the act of con-
tinuously creating original centres of activity and efficacy,
and these were then pouring forth operations which really
flow from their own natural perfection and really depend
on it, and so must be referred to it as to their cause. In
St. Thomas this aspect of Christian thought is unfolded in
splendid amplitude because the metaphysical centre where
its evidence is concentrated is kept steadily beneath our
eyes. How, it is asked, could a created universe be filled
with efficacious causes ? How, replies St. Thomas, could it
possibly be filled with anything else ? Since it is created,
the universe is born under the sign of fecundity itself, and
heré once more the effect must certainly be an analogue
of the cause. We feel at once the contradiction implied in
the idea of a fecundity generating a sterility ; but this
contradiction must not only be felt, it must be clearly
perceived. To create beings is to create acts of existence
actus essendi, and since we know already that causal efficacies
are rooted as second acts in the first act of existence, it
follows that creatures, from the very fact that they are,
must be endowed with efficiency. In a word, just as the
created being is an analogue of the divine being, so created
causality is an analogue of creative causality; to be a
cause, is to exert a finite participation in the infinite fecun-
dity of the creative act.*

So far, all the medizval Christian philosophers are in
accord with each other and in accord also with the Fathers
of the Church. It is perhaps superfluous to insist on the
extent to which this conception of the world differs from
the Greek. Between the universe of Plato and Aristotle on
the one hand, and that of Christianity on the other, a funda-
mental difference is introduced by the Judeo-Christian
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idea of Being, and the idea of creation it carries with it.
Integrally dependent on God in its very existence, the
Christian world is thereby no doubt limited but also con-
solidated at the same time. What it loses by losing its
independence in the order of existence, it regains by par-
ticipating in the likeness of Being, by leaning on Being ;
it is dependent, of course, but both as regards itself and its
causality it now stands on a firm foundation. The question,
then, is not as to what it is that God makes in all that the
creature is and makes, for He makes all that the creature
makes and all that the creature is, except, indeed, evil,—
which, precisely, is not. The true question in debate among
Christian philosophers is rather this : how far extends the
causality and efficacy that God concedes to creatures in
general, and, in particular, to man. It would seem that in
the discussion of this problem the various different shades
of religious feeling came to be reflected, in a way, in Christian
metaphysics ; so that the idea of the glory of God has a
history of which the two critical points coincide oncé more
with the doctrines of St. Augustine and St. Thomas Aquinas.
The principles involved, being fixed from the outset, have
no history ; but the feeling for the glory of God had a
history, and inasmuch as it had one so also has the idea.
Any detailed review of it would be co-extensive with the
history of Christian philosophy itself, but at least we may
try to fix the two poles between which it never ceased,
and in all probability will never cease, to oscillate.

From the deepest roots of its inspiration down to the
details of its technical structure the whole doctrine of St.
Augustine is dominated by one fact: the religious ex-
perience of his own conversion. I have elsewhere expressed
the view, and I think it remains true to say, that his philo-
sophy is essentially a ‘ metaphysic of conversion.” 8 The
difficulty, for Augustine, was to find the point of coinci-
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dence between this metaphysic of conversion and the
metaphysic of Exodus. For he anpealed to both ; he knew,
indeed he even felt, that they were but one, but it is much
easier to start from Exodus and find a place for the ideas
of the conversion, than to set out from the conversion and
return to Exodus. Itis precisely Augustine’s effort to accom-
plish this difficult operation that gives their meaning and
importance to the last three books of the Conjessions. Long
neglected for those that precede, regarded sometimes as
an almost superfluous appendix, they gain in value and
beauty, nevertheless, with every century that passes. The
recital of Augustine’s youthful errors will always be the
popular part of the book—like Dante’s Hell ; but just as
the Paradiso is the pearl of the Divine Comedy, so this con-
clusion is the most splendid part of the Confessions. *“ But
thou, O Lord, to whom belongs eternity, dost thou know
nought of all I say, or dost thou see in time what passes in
time ? Why, then, should I pour all these things out before
Thee ? Not indeed that thou shouldst know them, but
that my heart may be lifted up to thee, and the hearts of all
those that read, so that I and all they may exclaim : magnus
Dominus et laudabilis valde.” ® There then, clearly formulated,
we have the fundamental theme of God’s glory, which St.
Augustine at once goes on to justify by an appeal to the
idea of creation and to the metaphysic of being. It is
because God is beautiful that things are beautiful ; because
He is good that they are good ; because He IS that they
are.? But then, on the other hand, his conversion had taught
him how radically impotent, how insufficient to himself
the creature is ; and this truth, an absolute, an unqualified
one in the field in which the discovery was made, that is
to say in the supernatural order where the will is powerless
without grace, always tended in his hands to overflow from
the theological into the metaphysical order, to encroach
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on nature, as nature, for the benefit of supernature. To
confess God is certainly, for him, to confess God’s greatness
and the marvel of the works that manifest it, and indeed a
whole book might be compiled out of the pages where he
hymns the praises of creation, and even, as we have seen, of
fallen creation ; but we detect at the same time a kind of
metaphysical reticence, a hesitation to grant nature a
perfection that might seem to make it self-sufficing. The
supernatural dependence of creatures in the order of grace
and their natural dependence in the order of existence
tends, in his hands, to run to a strict limitation of their
efficiency. On that account he is certainly the legitimate
ancestor of all those Christian thinkers who try to discern
a certain emptiness in nature that only God can fill and
which, when it occurs in us, attests the great need we have
of Him. The less we suffice to ourselves the more we need
God, so that our very misery attests His glory as eloquently
and, indeed, even more persuasively, than our greatness,
for the latter suggests sufficiency whereas the former urges
us to seek Him out. This we shall see very clearly if we take
up the examination of three questions which St. Thomas,
with infallible judgment, has selected as the critical points
of the debate : that is to say the question of causality in the
physical order, or the doctrine of the seminal virtues
(rationes seminales), that of causality in the cognitive order, or
doctrine of truth, and that of causality in the moral order,
or doctrine of virtue.?

When St. Augustine would represent the universe in its
dependence on the creative action of God, the formula
that comes most naturally to his mind is that of Eccle-
siasticus (xviii. 1) : qui manet in aeternum creavit omnia simul.
He regarded the work of creation as an instantaneous fiaf ;
and that does not mean only that the six days of Genesis
are purely allegorical and amounted in fact to an instant,
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but that in that instant the work of creation was really and
wholly achieved. The seventh day’s rest still endures. All
that seems to us to be a new production, to be born, to
grow, to develop, whether in the organic or the inorganic
world, was already there from the first moment of creation.
In order to maintain the contrary we should have to admit
either that God constantly creates an infinity of new effects,
and in that case it would no longer be true to say that He
created all things simultaneously, or else we should have to
say that they owe their being to second causes, and then we
should have the absurdity of causes at one z.ad the same time
created and creative. To extricate himself from this embar-
rassment Augustine has recourse to the old Stoic doctrine
of seminal virtues, which for the rest he links up closely
with the Christian concept of creation. Over and above
those beings which God created in their perfect form, He
also created the seeds of all things to come along with the
numerical laws that will rule their development in time.
‘“ As a mother great with child so is the world itself pregnant
with the causes of things to come to birth hereafter ; so
that all these are created only by the Supreme Essence,
where nothing is born or dies or begins or ceases to be.”” ®
These last words, moreover, reveal St. Augustine’s secret
preoccupation. What he especially wishes to make clear is
that God alone creates, and that to admit the production
of a really new effect by a second cause, would be to trans-
form this second cause into a creative cause. What is it that
second causes really do ? They awaken or excite the latent
virtualities that God deposited in matter when He created
it—that, and nothing more. Whenever a new being comes
to birth under our eyes the very fact of creation is mani-
fested : creationem rerum visibilium Deus interius operatur.
The parents who engender are nothing, but God is, and it
is He that creates the infant ; the nursing mother is nothing,
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but God is and gives the infant growth.!® Thus even in the
purely physical order there is a lack of efficiency in nature
which marks a kind of void to be filled up by the divine
efficiency : to the word of Ecclesiasticus there responds that
of St. John (v. 17) : Pater meus usque adeo operatur, et ego
operor. Every apparently new production attests it; we
have but to open our eyes to see it.

When we turn from nature in general to man, and to
what is properly human in man, the reason, the same con-
clusion is forced upon us. The proper function of reason is
the formation of true judgments. Our thought is true
when, in place of merely accepting empirically the thing
that is, we judge it by referring it to what it ought to be.
In a sense it is correct to say that truth is what is, but this
‘“ what is 7 is not the changing appearance of things, but
rather their norm, their rule, that is to say the divine idea
in which they participate and strive to imitate. Either
then our judgments will lean in an immediate manner on

»

the divine idea, and we shall be in possession of the rule of
truth ; or they will depend on nothing but our intellect
itself, and then all true judgments will be for ever
impossible. Now we do in fact make true judgments. The
definition of the simplest geometrical figure, even that of
arithmetical unity, is rich with elements which can come
neither from experience nor from our mind. The mathe-
matician does not simply state what circles are, or what
sensible unites are, for in nature he finds neither true
circles nor true unities ; but he decides what a circle or a
unity ought to be so as to satisfy their definitions. Thus
these definitions transcend all possible human experience.
The thing given, and our thought itself to which it is given,
lie in the sphere of the contingent, the mutable, and the
temporary, whereas truth has its natural home on the plane
of the necessary, the immutable and the eternal. How,
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moreover, could it be otherwise since truth implies a
reference to the divine ideas ? That is why, in Augustine’s
doctrine, every true judgment supposes a natural illumina-
tion of the mind by God. An intellect created out of nothing
could no more give birth to the necessary, that is to say to
true being, than a mother could generate the mortal body
of her infant. It is God who fecundates our thought by
His Word ; nor is He only the interior master as a voice
that whispers in the ear of the mind, He is the light whereby
it sees, and more still, He is its food, as bread in the mouth ;
and more, the living sced that enters the womb of thought,
espouses and fecundates it that it may conceive the truth :
Deus lumen cordis met, et panis oris intus animae meae, et virtus
maritans mentem meam et Sinum cogitationis meae.}t But God’s
fecundating embrace of the soul does something more than
engender truth, it engenders also virtue : cujus unius anima
intellectualis incorporeo, si dici polest, ampl.xu, veris impletur
Jecundaturque virtutibus.'® Let us briefly consider this last
point.

It offers no great difficulty since, in effect, it is a mere
repetition of what has preceded. Virtues are stable habits
of well doing, and, as such, they are based on true judgments
of the reason. Now these judgments are altogether of the
same nature, whether they bear upon what things ought to
be, or upon what men ought to do. When I say that the
better is preferable to the good, that all human actions
should observe due order, that we should will justice and,
as far as in us lies, extend its reign over the whole earth,
then I utter truths that are every whit as necessary as the
definition of the circle or the definition of unity. How could
I draw such universal and eternal necessities either from
things or from my mind, seeing that these latter belong
altogether to the order of the contingent and the mutable ?
It is necessary, clearly, that I should receive the seeds of
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the virtues in the divine embrace just as I receive the seeds
of science. God illumines me, not only with the light of
numbers, but also with the light of wisdom, so that my moral
life, no less than my scientific knowledge, attests His inti-
mate presence in me, at the root of this metaphysical
memory to which we shall have to return later on.!® God
surrounds me on all sides, He penetrates my whole being,
He is more intimate to me than what is most intimate in
my being, He is in me as the sole sufficient reason of all
that I do and of all that I am not, for every void within me
attests His fullness and even my misery bears witness to His
glory no less eloquently than my greatness. A profound
and enduring sentiment, co-eternal no doubt with Christian
thought itself, true also and necessary when expressed in
the order of grace ; but is it necessarily true in the order
of nature ? This is the question we are led to consider by
another and different expression of the sense of the glory of
God.

The chief thing to note in St. Thomas’ critique of the
three theses just set forth is this : that although their con-
sequences develop in three different fields of thought, he
considers that they come ultimately to the same thing,
because he judges them from the standpoint of a certain
conception of natural causality and because they seem to
him, moreover, inconsistent with the just exigencies of the
glory of God. Doubtless the doctrine of seminal virtues
very carefully safeguards the rights of the divine efficiency,
for then all is already realized and second causes have little
enough to do; and a similar advantage is indubitably
offered by the doctrine of divine illumination, for then it is
God who endows reasonable beings with truth and virtue :
but both these theses suffer from the same inconvenience,
for whether all is ready made in the womb of nature, or
whether all is effected for it from outside, nature itself, in
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either case, does nothing at all. Now in a created universe
such as the Christian it is inconreivable that beings should
not be genuine beings and causes therefore not genuine
causes. The generosity and goodness of God are such that
He is not content to stop at giving things existence, but gives
them also the causality that flows from it : prima causa ex
eminentia bonitatis suae rebus alits confert non solum quod sint, sed
etiam quod causae sint.’* Starting from this principle St.
Thomas successively rectifies the three Augustinian theses
of seminal virtues and illumination of the soul by truth and
the virtues.

To admit the seminal virtues is to maintain that the
forms of beings to come are already latent in matter. But
what is the truth? They do not exist already realized in
matter, nor does matter receive them ready-made from
without ; they are there, as Aristotle said, in potency—
that is, matter can receive them. That it may receive them,
there is required a second cause which, itself a being in
act, causes something of its actuality to pass into the potency
of the matter. Thus we return to the idea of causality as
above defined, and we see that the efficacy of second causes
lies in the sécond causes themselves, as a participation of
the divine causality. Certainly they do not create, but they
cause ; as substances themselves they generate, not indeed
being, but at least substantiality.

By a natural application of the same principle, St. Thomas
modifies the economy of the Augustinian illumination, and
invests it with a new significance. The fundamental thesis
of illumination remains intact. In Thomism, as in Augus-
tinianism, we know the truth only in the divine ideas and
by the light with which the Word enlightens us ; but now
it enlightens us in another manner. According to St.
Thomas illumination consists precisely in the gift, made by
God to man in his creation, of that which it is of the very
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essence of the Augustinian noetic to deny—that is to say,
an intellect sufficing to produce truth. From the time of
St. Thomas we are henceforth in possession of a natural
light, that of the active intellect, which is neither Augustine’s
mind nor Aristotle’s active intellect. Like the latter, it is
capable, on contact with sensible experience, of generating
first principles, and, with the aid of these, it will gradually
build up the system of the sciences ; but, like the Augus-
tinian mind, it is capable of generating these truths only
because it is itself a participation in the Truth. But instead
of an intellect naturally lacking the light of truth, into which
therefore this light must fall from on high, we have an
intellect with which this truth is, so to speak, incorporated,
or rather an intellect which has itself become this light of
truth, in an analogical mode of course, and by way of par-
ticipation.!® And what holds of truths holds equally of the
virtues. They are innate in us in this sense, that we are apt
to acquire them ; they come from God in this sense, that
we acquire them by dint of bringing into operation the
principles of the practical reason, which is itself only a par-
ticipation of the divine light.?® In both cases we attain to
the divine ideas through the agency of an intellect which is
itself a participated likeness of the uncreated light in which
dwell the Ideas ; and it is in this sense that, to the question
put by man : Quis ostendit nobis bona ? the Psalmist replies :
Signatum est super nos lumen vultus tui Domine ; as who should
say, it is in virtue of the very imprint of the divine light in
us that we know all things.1?

How far indeed in Thomist doctrine does God seem to
recede from man and the world ! The thirteenth century
Augustinians felt it keenly, and that explains their often
rather lively reactions against St. Thomas. However, St.
Augustine’s God does nothing that St. Thomas’ God does
not, and the Thomist creature can do no more without
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God’s aid than the Augustinian creature can. In both
doctrines God produces all things, and creatures produce
what they produce ; the difference is that the Thomist
God shows Himself more generous than St. Augustine’s.
Let us say, rather, since it comes to the same thing, that
however great is God’s generosity towards the world in
Augustinianism, it is greater still in the philosophy of St.
Thomas Aquinas. He has created an intellect which lacks
nothing that it needs, and in particular lacks nothing needed
for the exercise of its proper function : namely, to know
the truth.

Reduced to essentials, and setting aside psychological
considerations which would throw a measure of light on it,
the difference between the two doctrines may be stated
simply. They are two different expressions of the same sense
of the glory of God. It really is the same. For St. Augustine,
as for St. Thomas, coeli enarrant gloriam Dei, and if the
heavens declare His glory it is because they bear His like-
ness ; only, with St. Thomas, the divine likeness sinks for
the first time into the heart of nature, goes down beyond
order, number and beauty, reaches and saturates the very
physical structure, and touches the very efficacy of causality.
The work of the Almighty can by no means be an inert
world, for then the work would not give testimony to the
workman. Later on, perverting the principles of Augus-
tinianism, Malebranche will have it that the glory of God
is chanted by a world without nature and without efficacy;
a radical impotency attesting the omnipotence of its Author.
More faithful to Augustine’s true spirit, St. Thomas would
rectify his philosophy in the sense of its own principles, and
reinstate creation in the whole plenitude of its rights;
because it is by the greatness of the work that we know the
greatness of the workman,

And in the first place let us revert to our supreme prin-
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ciple. The proper effect of creative causality is the gift of
being. At the basis of all that the world receives of God,
more intimate to it than anything else, lies existence itself :
ipsum enim esse est communissimus effectus primus, et intimior
omnibus alits effectibus ; et ideo solt Deo competit, secundum
virtutem propriam, talis effectus.’® On the other hand, since
the effect always bears a likeness to its cause, beings are
analogues of God merely by force of existing ; and since it
is of their very nature to resemble Him, the more they
resemble Him the more they are, and the more they are
the more they resemble Him.®* But to see how far the
consequences of this principle go, we must take account of
the type of being characterizing created things. The greater
part of those that fall under our senses are concrete sub-
stances composed of matter and form, that is to say partially
in potency and partially in act. As such they are altogether
good, for even matter itself, as an aptitude to receive form,
must be considered as good. We have said this already,
and here is the ultimate reason. If matter is being only in
potency it is good only in potency. Absolutely speaking,
being is attributable only to that which subsists, but good-
ness on the other hand extends to all that enters into rela-
tion with being ; and for this reason, matter, existing only
in view of a form and in relation to a form, and not as a
being in act, is nevertheless a good. It is one of the results
of the primacy of being that even a simple possibility of
being is good.?® However, in the case of an unrealized
possibility there is something wanting, a privation, conse-
quently also a certain evil. The concrete substances of
which the universe is composed are thus incomplete in
being and in becoming, and it is just on that account
that they need to act. They operate to complete themselves,
before they can operate to give of themselves. The more
incomplete they are the more numerous and diversified
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are the operations to be accomplished. In any case, and no
matter what their degree in the scale of being, it is not
enough for them simply to be in order to achieve their
perfection. A man, even if vicious, is gocd in so far as he is
a man; but he is not yet fully man, for he suffers that
privation of necessary virtues which constitutes vice. In
the case of God, being suffices ; for to be Being is to be
perfect ; but to be a being, and especially a being involved
in the potentiality of matter, is to rest open to further
possibilities of being that have to be acquired by action.
We can say then that if the very being of things consists in
a likeness to God, all that helps them to realize their being
more completely also helps them to realize their likeness to
God more completely ; now creatures cannot attain to the
perfection of their being save by exercise of their proper
operations ; therefore they bear the divine likeness not only
in their existence but also in their causality.?!

This opens up a vision of the universe which externally
resembles that of Aristotle, but is profoundly different in
inner significance. According also to the Greek philosopher
things move themselves in order to acquire their own
proper substantiality and to imitate in this respect the divine
perfection of the unmoved movers. According to the Chris-
tian philosopher things move themselves in order to acquire
the fullness of being, for to bring their own nature to its
point of perfection is, at one and the same time, to perfect
their likeness to God : unum quodque tendens in suam per-
Sfectionem tendit in divinam similitudinem.®® The essential
difference between the Greek standpoint of substantiality
and the Christian standpoint of being here yields one of its
most hidden, and yet most important consequences. In
virtue of the very fact that it is a sequel and an analogue of
creation, Christian causality so to speak prolongs and
continues it. Once more, it is not a creative causality,
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since its source is always in being received, but it is truly
productive of being, since, in the measure in which it is,
every being can give of the being it has received, and make
it pass, in the character of effect, into another being :
causa importal influxum quemdam ad esse causati. That is why,
in the high words of Dionysius, there is nothing more divine
in this world than to become a co-operator with God ; a
phrase in which we hear the echo of St. Paul’s: “ For we
are God’s coadjutors.” Now if we are so, if we really co-
operate in the creative work, it is precisely in distributing
being around us, and enrichiag our own by the fecundity of
our causal activity. To be a cause is neither to add to the
sum of created being—which God alone could do—nor
yet to leave created being precisely as we found it, which
would be to do nothing at all ; but to realize the possibilities
of the universe, to substitute everywhere the actual for the
virtual, to confer on what already is, the whole fullness of
which it is capable or can receive ; in a word it is to serve
as an instrument for the creative work : De: cooperatorem
feri, and to assist the universe of becoming that results
from it to realize itself : Dei sumus adjutores.

In such a doctrine it is easy to see that far from derogating
from the glory of God in insisting on the perfection and
efficacy of creatures, we only exalt it in exalting them.
For the Christian philosophers of the classical period it was
always a mistake to belittle nature under pretext of exalting
God. Vilificare naturam is a philosophical error in itself, for
a nature cannot be conceived unless we attribute to it the
means of acquiring its own proper perfection. But it also
does wrong to God, for God is the pure actuality of being,
and since it is by creating that He communicates being to
creatures, it must needs be that in communicating the like-
ness of His being He communicates also a likeness of His
causality.?® But from the fact that He is Being, God is also
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the perfect Cause; and therefore the things He creates
participate in His perfection in srch a way that all detrac-
tion from their perfection is detraction from the perfection
of His power : detrahere ergo perfectioni creaturarum est detrahere
perfectioni  divinae virtutis. A universe without genuine
causality, or with a causality not allowed its full effect,
would be a universe unworthy of God.** Finally, since God
is the supreme good, He must have made all for the best.
Now it is better that the good assigned to each creature
should flow over and become the common good of all.
But for the good of one to become the g.od of others it
must be communicated from the one to the other, and it
can be communicated only by action. God therefore has
Himself communicated His goodness to things in such a
way that each one of them can transmit to others the per-
fection it has itself received : all injustice towards the
causality of creatures becomes an injustice towards the
goodness of God. 25

Arrived at this point, we begin to see the main lines of
Christian philosophy tend to their final convergence.
Being Itself created all things, and created them all for
His glory, in this sense, that He created all beings for their
glorification. Now in this state of glorification creatures
will rejoice more in the honour and glory of God than in
their own glorification itself.2¢ It is really therefore His
glory which is their end, just as it is their principle.2?
And if a universe is destined to the state of glory and made
to the likeness of the Supreme Good, how otherwise can it
appear than altogether good to the mind that contemplates
it ? But to acquire this beatitude, to realize this glorifica-
tion, not only being is required but action ; now all action,
whether conscious or not, and even whether good or bad,
contributes to the glory of God, for our acts may be deprived
of their good, but nothing can deprive God of His glory.28
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Thus the Christian universe is entirely good as regards what
it is, but incomplete and tending consequently to achieve
its good in realizing its being. That is why the doctrines of
St. Thomas and Duns Scotus on the efficacy of second causes
and the consequent redressment of the Augustinian doctrine
on the seminal virtues and illumination lies precisely in the
true line of Christian tradition. Let us say rather, since it
is from Augustine himself that their principles are borrowed,
that if we penetrate beneath the letter to the spirit of history
Augustinianism is itself fulfilled by these non-Augustinian
doctrines of knowledge and causality. From this standpoint
everything at once becomes significant in the medizval
philosophical texts, even down to the very form in which
they clothe their thought. The Scriptural quotations in the
first place, scattered broadcast everywhere, are no mere
ornaments, superfluous confirmations, without genuine
philosophic signification. They are needed as guides going
along with thought on every side, warning and protecting
it, avowed and visible signs, borne on the front of Christian
philosophy, of the aid that revelation brings to reason.
But thereby we understand also the constant solicitude of
the medizval thinkers to appeal to St. Augustine and the
other Fathers, and that not merely where they follow but
even where they abandon them. For they abandon them
only the better to carry on their thought. It is very true
that the obstinate concordism of the Middle Ages does not
facilitate the task of the historian. It is impossible not to
feel a certain hesitation in the face of texts which sometimes
claim an accord in the name of the very formula that
contradict it. But if the medizval thinkers often let fall
the differences it was because they knew that the differences
tend to fall out of themselves ; that the resemblances alone are
really fruitful. Above all, it is because they were conscious of
cooperating in one and the same work ; because they felt
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themselves more faithful to their forerunners in abandoning
them at need instead of foll