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GILSON'S EPISTEMOLOGY.

INTRODUCTIOR.

Thomiem like every system, movement or socletly, has
its eonéervatlves and 1te progressives., Conservatives are those
who think that the strength of Thomism lies in sticking as
closely as possible to 8t. Thomas. According to them, he has
the solutlon to every problem ayd question. Every investigation
of the opinions of modern non-thomistic thinkers is sheer waste
of time. Nothing can be added, and ocertalnly nothing can be
altered in his philosophical teachings. Philosophy resached its
summit in his writings, to which all later generations have to
go back as to the source of all phllosophical wisdom,

On the other hand, the progressives are of the opinion
that the doctrine of Thomas was only a stage in the evolution of
philosophy, albeit a high and unsurpassed stage in the hlstory of
philosophy. They 4o not deny, but rather expect further evolu-
tion. They are iaollned to study other philosophical systems,
in the opinlion that every human thought must have its hidden
element of truth, which should not be despised but valued as a
vestige of that ineffable Truth from which it stems. They stand
for, as G. B. Phelan says of Maritaln, "a living, not an arch-

aeclogical Thonism.'l

1 @. B. Phelan, Jacques Maritain, New York,

1937, 31.




-2 -
There certainly is place in Thomiem for a sound tradi-

tion; on most fundamental problems Thomas gave the answer once
and for all; and deviating from him, we might easily drift away
in that endless stream of subjeotive error which modern philo-
sophy often seems to be to one who studies it from the stand-
point of a Christlan. On the other hand 1t would be stirange,
to say the least, 1if Thcﬁas were the ultimate phase in the
evolution of human thought, if philosophy had reached in him 1its
rinal perfection and were susceptible of no further development.
8t. Thomas himself certainly was not of this opinion. For him
philosophy was the search of mankind for truth., But as truth
finally ccincides with the Divine Being, there is no limit to
the development of philosophy. Man will fofever discover new
treasures in the hidden mines of beilng.

8t. Thomas's reverence for truth made him investigate
the systems of pagan philosophers, and no man ever looked more
palnstakingly for the least particle of truth in thelr writings.
Had he written in ocur time we would find quotations from the
worke of Kant, Bergson and James as we find them now from
Averroes, Avigenna and Malmonides, and even from a charlatan
like David of Dinant whom he calls "most silly". Trying to
enrich Thomas's philosophy with the dlscoveries of modern

philosophers is, therefore, undoubtedly ad mentem divi Thomae,

wholly in accord with his intention. This 18 alsoc the teaching
of the Popee from Leo XIII's Aeterni Patris to Pius XII's Humani

Generis, who, though he warns Catholics against the grave errors
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of modern philosophy, also says: "we may earich our philosophy
with the frulte of the progress of the human mind*l. The Pope
is no advocate of narrow-minded traditionalism.

A striking exsmple of the different attitudes toward
modern philoscphy in Thomiss, of the struggle between conserva-
tism and progressivism, can be found in the problem which 1s
the subject of this thoais. How far can Thomism go in its
adaptation to modern systems? There is, I think, no more
convincing argument to show that Thomiem 1s & living philosophy
and not a dry foesil whose place 1s in a museum, than the
history of thomistioc epilstemology. This history shows how
Thomism i8 8%till able to selze a modern problem, and, with the
use of its ageless principles to solve 1t and imcorporats it in
itself-- not in the way of eclecticism but making it into a
homogeneous adaptation.

When Thomism awoke in the 19th century, after a long
period of lethargy, it found itself confronted with many
entirely new problems, the most important of which certalnly was
the problem of knowledge. For many centuries man had ueed his
intellectual faculty without ever asking himself whether the
knowledge 1t gave him accurately represented reslity exlsting
outside himself. He had always taken it for granted that real
things existed outside himself and that his intellect gave him

1 Pius XII, Bumanl Generis, New York, 1950, 185,
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reliable information about them. Philosophers had asked them-
selves whether the intellect was a suitable instrument to lead
to truth. This was the so-called sceptical problem, which was
almost as 0ld as human speculation. But man had never asked
himself whether the intellect reached reality outside his mind,
extramental reality. He had never doubted that. The gquestion
had never been raised and, theéctore, had never been the cbject
of sclentific investigation. Though realism was at the basis
of all philosophical inquiries up to the Renalssance, it had
never been sclentiflically proved and is, therefore, called
"nalve realism®., Van Steenberghen says that Thomas's realisam
cannot be called “"popular realism® (his equivalent of nalve
realism) because "the doctrine of abstraction and the doctrine
of Judgment, the doctrine of reflexion and the theory of truth,
the oriticism of the firet principles and the universals, the
dooctrine of quiddities and all the Thomistic loglec, are not
merely doctrines of common sense“.l

This is certainly true; the above mentioned doctrines
are no doctrines of common sense but the results of profound
philosophical speculations. However,-- and thie Van
Steenberghen seems to forget-- they are all in the field of
psychology and logic and not in the fleld of eplstemology
striotly speaking. Nowhere in the worke of 8t, Thomas will you

1 F. Van Steenberghen, Eplstemology, New York,

1949, 58,
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find an expgsition of the idealistic problem, whether and in
what degree the intellect reaches extramental reality, what
is the value of intelleotual knowledge, 8%t. Thomas, like all
philosophers of his age, took realism for granted., Therefore,
his must also be called naive or popular reallsm, l.e., not
sclentifically Justified.

At the beginning of &adorn‘tines, however, Descartes
gtated the principles from wvhich idealism arose. Disappointed
with the poor results of late-scholastic speculation he left
the path of scholastic method in search for a method which
would give him more satisfactory results. He found 1t in the
method of mathematics. This method was bound to loosen the
relation between thoughtand reality and was, therefore, the
first step to idealism. Though Descartes himself always
renained a realist, his use of the mathematicl method and the
doctrines 1t led him to Justly earned for him the name “Pather
of Idealism®., For example, he was a medietist, teaching that
the mind knows directly only its ideas.

A new problem had been coreated, the idealietioc.
problem, the problem of the value of human knowledge, It soon
became so important that it was considered the major, and in
many cases the only preblem of philosophical speculation. For
many modern systems the solution of this problem means also the

end of their philosophy.
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The revivere of Thomiam in the 19th century under-
stood that a very important part of their task would be to
give a satisfactory solution of this problem. They regarded
the problem as a rsal one and tried to give 1t & solution,
Whereas the solutions given to 1t by modern philosophers were
all 1dealistic, modern scholastics understood that an idealistic
solution would mean death for éhonisn. They were confident
that Thomistic principles would lead them to a realistis
solution,

For the method to be used 1in this investigation they
looked toward modern philosophers. There they found that the
method generally used since the time of Kant was the method of
eritical investigation. Many Thomists tried %o come to a
solution by using this method of a eritical investigation (for
this reason calling their investigations Critica), and many
also used another method of modsrn philosophy, vis. Descartes'
methodlical doubt.

The whole development of Thomistic epletemology shows
that 1t 18 very much indebted to modern systema, both in regard
the accepting of the question and the methode leading to
ite solution. Resaction to the idealistic tendencies of early
neo-scholastlec solutions to the epistemologiocsl problem was
bound to come. Alread in 1929 J. de Tonquedec wrote:

*the theory which makes methodical doubt the first
stage of critical philosophy 18 a badly digested

theory, unrealistic and full of superficial view-
points: the psychological data are analysed in it
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in an inexact way, distorkd and presented in s
false“light- which is on the whole the light of
modern ideallsm, "l

Before him Charles Boyer had already criticised the
same thing. His opinion was that some Thomists had gone too
far in their adeptation to modern idealism. And indeed the
ocritical problem is a delicate one. Too large ooncessions to
idealism may make 1t insoluble.

Moreover i1t is a problem with far-reaching phil-
osophlc consequences, whioch demands more than the usual prudence.
Some critics thought that apologetic considerations had made
several Thomiste lose sight of thia prudence. They wanted to
refute idealisa from the standpoint of the 1dealliast himselfl,
forgetting Gileon's warning that once you atart as an idealist,
you are condemned to remain an 1dealiat forever.

These oriticlsms, however, were directed only against
individual points of neo-scholastie eplatemolegy. But in 1836,
in a little book Le Réalisme Méthodique® Etlenne Gilson orit-
iclsed the eplstemologlical method used by Thomists up to his
time, 1.e., the method of critical realism. As 1%s ohief

representatives Gilson took Mercier and No#l; but his orit-

liclsms were not restricted to specific teachings of Louvaln.

1 J. de Tonquedec, Oritiquse de la Connalssance
Paris, 1928, p. 448. ’ s emmmm——

2 Etienne Gilson, Le Réalisme Méthodique,

Paris, 1936.
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Gilson's cr{ﬁics pointed out that his blanket condemnation of
eritical realism was supported only by arguments against the
eritical realism of the Louvain school, chiefly that of Mercier
and Noel.l

Moreover they were anxiocus to hear how he would
defend realism if not by meanas of a oritique. Therefore, he
wrote a second book in which hé tried to show that his
eriticisms not only struck Mercier and No#l but all Thomists
who held critical realiem. He expanded the list to include
all outstanding Thomists in epistemology and aleo tried to
prove that without a oritique he could still hold a philoso-
phically Justified realism. Thie second book was Réalisme
Thomiste et Critique de la Connalssance.

In the preface to his second book he says that he has
been shocked by the expresseions of Thomists, "for whom the
notion of evidence seems to have lost all value, and that of
human knowledge all signification®, and he presents his book
as "a critical analysis of cartesiano-thomism and kantlano-
thomism". Among the Thomists for whom the notion of human
knowledge seems to have lost all significance, we are astonished
to find Noel, Rolland-Gosselin, Mareéchal, Jolivet, Maritain,

Quite a gallery of prominent modern Thomists. He promises to

1 Etienne Gilson, Réalisme Thomiste et Critique
de la Connalssance, Paris, 1509, p. O. '

m———
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criticise what he calls the "debauches of philosophical
concordiem”,

Even before taking note of Gilson's oriticisms in
detall, everybody will agree that these are expressions typical
of conservatism, According to R. Verneaus in a study of
Gilson'sg epistemology, in connection with this book, Thomiesm
such as Gileon professes must be called with a word of Maritaln
'antlmodern“.l “Thomists who put the oritical question are
ipeo facto disloyal to Saint ?houas‘.g

Fr. L. Régis, who shares the views of Gilson, puts
his indignation in a beautiful metaphor saying that "Thomism
has been pulled for too long by an idealistioc tug-boat‘.s
Fr. Smith, also a staunch defender of Gilseon's views, calls his
books enthusiastically a "date in the history of epistemology”,
dividing epistemology into two perlods "ante Gilson and post
Gilson“.4

What makes this discussion 80 extremely interesting
18 that we witness a struggle between the two winge in Thomiem,

Traditionalism and Progressivism, a struggle in which the most

1 Etienne Gilson Phllosophe de la Chretiente,
Paris, 1949, p. 217.

2 1bid, p. 218,

3 L. M. Régis, 3aint Thomae and Epistemolo
Mllwaukee, 1946, p. 8. &8 2 == EX

4 G. Smith, The Maritain Volume of The Thomist,

1843, p, 248
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outstanding.Thomists of our daye are involved. Moreover, the
subject of the question is not a philosophlcal problem of
minor importance, but the question around which the whole
philosophy of modern timee pivots. I intend, after an
exposition of Gllson's oritiociems to eubject them to a oritical
examination and finally to say‘a word on his positive teachinge

on eplatemology.
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CHAPTER 1I.
GILSON'S CRITICISM OF CRITICAL REALISM,

In order to obtaln a more objective view of Gllson's
thought about critical realiem a first chapter will be devoted
to an exposition of his oritioclsms contained in the two books
without critical remarks. 1In thls way his opinion will be
ghown to better advantage, without objectione blocking the
smooth flow of his thought,

The teaching of the two books will be explained
separately, since there is a certain progress in his criticism

of critlial realism. Van Rlet points out in L'Eglstéﬁologia
1

Thomiste™ that three periods can be distinguished in Gillson's
epistemology. There is a slow evolution from 1927 to 1942,

from what Gilson calls pure methodical realism to a philosophic-
ally founded and defended attitude in his latest edition of

Le Thomisme. In Le Réalisme Méthodique and Réalisme Thomiste

ve have two stages of this evolution as well in his arguments
against oritical realiem as in his own eplstemological doctrine.
A. LE REALISME METHODIQUE.
In this first book Gilson's oritioism of the position
of his opponents is less apodictical. He says that "the way of
explaining Thomism, he (No#l) offers us, is hard to reconcile

1 Van Riet, L'Epietémologle Thomiste,

Louvain, 1946, 496.
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with the spirit of Thanisu‘l but also that Noél perhaps uses
the word “cgltiquo“ in another sense than he (Gilson} and that,
therefore, "we are not so far from each other as may seen"?,

What he denounces are concessiong made to ldealiaa by
Thomiets, and the word "critical realism" finds no favor in his
eyes, To look for a critical reallism is to look for a contra-
diction; it 1s like seeking a @quare circloso He even gsays
that a reallistic oritique of knowledge 1s worse than a square
oircle.4

The theels of this book may well be thus expressed:
modern philosophy and Thomism are irreconcilable; idealistic
elements muat be kept out of Thomism, because they will prove
fatal to 1it.

Eminent historian, Gilson outlines in a few pages
modern philosophy with the roles played in it by Desocartes and
Kant, neatly polnting out the essence of their systems and how
a fundamental error necessarily brought them to it. Setting
8cholasticlsm against modern philosophy, he shows how they are

1 Gilson, Le Réaliesme Méthodlque, 43.
2 1bid, 27.
b
4

ibid, 10.
ibig, 83.
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as different as two worlds and how there 18 an unbridgable gap
between them,

"Every compromise with idealism," he concludes, "has
to be avolded®l. Concessions made to idealism must prove fatal
to Thomistlc realism. Over and over he repeats as a warning:
"He who starts as an ideallist 18 bound to end up as an
1daaliat'2. There 18 no passaée pesaible from the world of
idealism to realism.

In modern history the figure of Kant stands as a
warning. His attitude of oriticism forbade him to establish a
world of reality. He saw very clearly that once the sritique
of knowledge was his point of departure he would never be able
to assert anything about reality. His sound reason, however,
told him that this was an impossible point of view. Therefore,
he resorted to postulates and gave his philosophy this feature
of discrepancy, affirming and denying reality at the same time.
Idealism and realism do not form an amalgam,

Yot thie 1s Just what we see happen in modern Thomism.
These philosophers take as their point of departure the oritique
of idealism. They try to establish the value of intellectual
knowledge by a critique as Kant did. This oritiolsm is nothing

————

1 1bid, p. 86,
2 1ibid, p. 4, 10, 48, 83, etc.
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else but a form of 1dealism., Therefore, 1t can never lead to
realism even though these philosophers claim that it does.
The reason why it cannot 1s that oritique auppo%s that realism
has not yet been established., If it were established there
would be no reason for critique. But if the first act of the
intellect 18 not about reality, nc¢ subsequent act can lead to
reality. ‘

The whole question depende on *what is the meaning
of the word "coritique®. Is it belng used by Thomlsts in the
same sense as Ideallsts use 1t? Gilson says that it is, and
that it must be. He dlstinguishes three possible meanings of
the word "critique of knowledge® as he says 1in Le Reallsme
Method;gua.l

Critique of knowledge can mean a reflexive analysis
to show the role of subject and object in the act of knowledge.
Or 1t can mean a critique of different kinds of knowledge
(intellectual and sensible) to decide which are the marks of
truth and falseness, @Gilson does not have any objection
against these two kinds of critique, because thelr point of
departure is realiem. Once we already have established that
our intellect can reach reality, we start examining in what

degree it can and what are the conditions.

1 ibid, p. 85.




- 15 =

There 18 a third kind of critique of knowledge,
however, which sonsists in submitting the intellect to an
exnminatlo# in order to investigate whether it can attaln
reality or not. This is the kind of eritique used by the crit-
jcal realists. In order that it be a really oritical investiga-
tion one has first to abstaln from reelism. It must be an
s priori examination, as Gilson says, But, therefore, one has
to abandon realism and adopt ideallsm,

vThare is no escape, however, from idealism, The

eritical approach might possibly lead to medlate realism,
which must ultimately come to idealism also, but certainly not
to immediate realism as Noél wants., Mediate realiem is itself
one of these concessions to idealism. Thomiste of the early
neo-scholaetic renalsesance (mediate realists) 41d not see that
there wae no way out of their problem but ideallism. Afterwards
they discovered that they had gone too far. Today mediate
realisa haé no adherents among Thomists. h

On the other hand Gileson explaing: “From the moment
one admits immedlate realism, 1t is imposelble by definition to
demonetrate or prove the existence of the exterior woria, "}
Immediate realism excludes critical realism, If Noel is an
lamediate realist, he must be such notwithstanding his critical

point of departure.

1l 1bid, p. 40.
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To»put the whole question in a few words, Gilson's
argumentation amounts to this: If reallsm hag to be proved,
at what point of departure can one begin? If one begins with
a realistic point of view, then no real proof 1ls posesible.

If one begins with an idealistic point of vliew, realism cannot
be proved. There is no escape from ideallsm,

A second objection ie connected with this. An unblas-
ed critical examination of human knowledge, in whioh realism is
not to be supposed, makes epistemology the first of phlloso-
phical sciences, Metaphysics treats about being. But it 1s
clear that the question whether we can know being has to be
establiehed before we start working on being.

But, as Gllson esays, it cannot be proved. Anyone who
insists on its proof must necessarily be led to idealiem, which
destroys metaphysics., Therefore, "we see no other alternative
today, except to renounce metaphysles or to return tc a pre-
eritical reallsm*l.

He gives this advice to Thomists: "what one has to do
is, to liberate oneself from the obsession of epistemology as
& preliminary condition to phllosophy‘z.

Critical realism gives Thomism this amblguocus

attitude, it uses an idealistic method to reach a realistic goal

r—

1 ibid, p. 16,
2 1ibid, p. 14.
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Nelther 1deal}sts nor realists find this satisfactory. Roel
for instance uses Descartes' doubt and establishes immediate
realism by means of 1t. He reslly never leaves reality.
Idealiste will say that he 41d not understand Descartes, or if
he did, he geems té be dishonest. It seems as if he pretends
to use an l1deallstic method, in order to bring ldealists back
to realism, whereas he really does not use it.

On the other side nelther does 1t satisfy Thomists
because they feel this bringing of idealistic elements into
Thomism as being unfaithful toward 8t. Thomas. Critical
realism is, theréfore, ‘ohe of the most serious obstacles to
the full flourish of a renewed realism®.l

In the last chapter, which is called "Advice for a
beginning realist¥, he says that a modern man may find it very
hard not to be allowed a oritical attitude, but that “"the
realist has to submit oneself to it for the critical spiris
ie the very point of 1dealipm® .2
B. REALISME THOMISTE ET CRITIQUE DE LA CONNAISSANCE.

Because of the many reactions Le R#sllsme Methodigue

evoked, Gilson felt compelled to explain himself more clearly.

Although his criticlems in Le Réalisme Méthodique were directed

chiefly against Mercler and Noél, other Thomiste, calling

1 1ibid, p. 84.

2 1ibi4, p. 98,
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themselves critical reallsts, saw thelir system threatened by
his attaoks.l Moreover there was a general curiosity about
how Gilson was going to bulild up an epistemology if not by way
of a ecritical investigation. Therefore, he wrote this new book,
as he explains in 1ts preface,

The first six ohapters are devoted to criticlsms of
various Thomists, in the last t§o he givesa a positive exposl-
tion of his eplstemolcgy. It is not the purbesc of this thesis
to follow his criticiem in detall, We are not so much pre-
occupied with answering particular oriticlesms as with defending
in general the lawfulnese of using the critical element in a
Thomistic epistemology. Moreover his criticism of the different
systems always amounts to the same charge, of using critique in
establishing the value of intellectual knowledge and thereby
deviating Thomism from 1ts realistic position into ldeallism,

In thie book hle coriticlism is muoh more developed and explained
in a clearer and more convincing way.

His criticlems can be summed up in two thesis:

(1) The oritical method used by Thomiste to establish

the vaiue of intellectual knowledge must lead to idealism; or,

1 To speak of oritical realism as "the doctrine
of the Louvain School®* ig certainly not correct. Jolivet calls
Oritical realism "common in Thomism" Jolivet, Le Thomisme et la

tique de la @ennalssance, Paris 1933, p. 29, son oppon-
ents in Le Reallsme Méthodique were mainly Mercler and Noél, but
in Réalisme Thomiste they are for the most part not from Louvain.
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if it does ngt, 1t is useless, because then 1t does not estab-
lish anything.
(2) This critical method makes metaphysics dependent
on epistemology and thereby destroys ite unconditlonal primacy.

GILBON'S FIRST THESIS
As we have stated thlp first theelis, 1t is given in
almost the exact words of Gllaon.l We shall attampt to
reproduce here hls explanation and defense of the position
represented by this thesis,
What do Thomists mean when they speak of "oritical

realism?® Historiocally the term 1s used in contradistinction
to & go-called naive realism, a realism based on common sense.
This is the realism of the non-philosopher, of the man on the
street, It is not soientifiocally Justified, Though this
realism is perfectly all right, in order to be useful as a
basis for philosophical gpeculation 1t must be philosophically
established. This is done by way of a reflexion.

Glleon agrees with all this., Naive realism is non-
philosophical. In order to make it philosophical, reflexion
has to be used. Thie makes 1% a realism which is conscious of

its reasons and whioh, therefore, lacks the spontaneous

1 Etienne Gilson, Réalisme Thomiste, p. 38,

footnote.
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certitude of.common sense.l But does this make 1t a critical
realism? 1t makes it only a reflexive or philosophical
realiem. Otherwise the whole philosophy may be called
crltical;g

The word “"oritical®, therefore, is entirely super-
fluous; it has no meaning. The realism of every philosopher
must be a philosophical or refl;xiva realism, buf that is not
sufficlent reason for ¢alling it a oritical realism, The word
'oritical® is not only superfluocus but also confusing. It was
first used by Kant, who gave 1t a speclal meaning intimately
connected with his idealism. The Kantian use of the term
raiges serious objections against a Thomietic use of the word,
It it means anything more than reflexive or philosophical
realism, 1t must mean something in a Kantian or idealistio
sense and, therefore, gravely compromices Thomists who use 1it.

Among the most clear-sighted oritical realists, Gilson
finds the work oritique used in the sense of refledion only,
without any other meaning; and he quotes as an example a sen-

3

tence of Magr. L. No€l.“ Maritain too is placed in this

category, although the latter very clearly distinguishes between
Oritique and a philosophy, and definitely vindicates the notion

—

ibid, p. 39
2 ibid, p. 38
3 ibid, p. 37.
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of critical reallsm. 1

Other Thomists however, according to Gilson, g;#e
the word critigue a meaning different from reflexion. They
want to etate something more than that thies reallem is brought
from a common sense to a philosophical stage by a reflexion
only. According to their opinion this rdlexicn does something
moPde. In that case they must take the word oritique in the
sense given to it by Kant, who first used it. He was the flrsf
to ralse the so-called c¢ritical problem. Moreover the critical
prablem was introduced inte Thomism in order to give an answer
to Kant's idealism. Byt in order to answer Kant Thomlsts must
gstart from the same problem. This was indeed the big problem
of the earller Neo-8cholastics: how to answer the ideallsts.
Their dogmatic realliem d1d not contaln a satisfying answer to
the idealistic position. So they tried to find an answer %o
Kant from Kant's own viewpoint. Thie was the beginning of
oritical realism. @Gilson doubts whether this was a very wise

move for Thomism.

1. On asccount of ths deference with which Gileon
treate Maritain, whom he mentions only in a footnote, although
Maritain 1s also a ceritical realist, Megr. Noél mekes the
Raughty remark: M. Gilson traite M. Maritain avec beaucoup plue
de ménagement que la collectlon de soutanes - blanches, noires
violettes ou meme rougfes (obviously referring to Rolland-
Goeselin 0,P,, the Jesuit and secular priests, Msgr. N,el and
Cardinal Mercier)- qu'il bouscule avec entrain a tous les colng
ou i1 les trouve®"

L. Noel, Le Réalisme Immédiat, p. 61
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§7br1er historical survey of how Kant came to his
problem and how he solved 1it, may help to understand the poéi-
tion of Thomistic realism.l

Kant tried to find the reason for the wonderful
progress of the sciencee he discovered and on the other hand the
decay of philosophy. That reason, he thought, was that philos-
ophy ueed the wrong method. Therefore he tried to give
philoeophy a better method. He distingulshes between aialytiaal
and synthetical, a priori and a posteriorl Jjudgmente. He found
that aynthetical a priori Judgments are the only ones which
augnent our knowledge and at the same time have sclentific value
Analytical Judgmente have no value befause they do not add any-
thing new to our knowledge. By ansalyeis we can only see what
the Judgment already contained. Hothing new is found. 8ynthet-
ical a posteriori Judgments are useless for scilence also, becausg
they never lead to generally valuable knowledge. The only thing
they give us are concrete facts; they ocannot give us laws which
we need for science. The possibility of philosophy therefore
depends on the synthetical a priorl judgments. With this knowl-
edge Kant institutes a critique in order to find out whether
there are in the intellect principles which form these synthetlodl
& priori Judgments, what principles they are, and how they

operate. This ie his critique of pure reason.

p—

1. E.Gilson, Réalisme Thomlaste p. 162
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Thie oritique 1s an a priorl examination prior to any

sensible eiherienoe. It has to be, because, if 1t were not, 1t
would not be a critique or Judgment of pure reason, BSomething
else ocoutside the activity of the intellect would be involved.
No a posteriori elements may become involved because that would
bring in sensible knowledge, which would lead the philosopher
outslde sclentific metaphysics. For Kant this a priorl element
is esgential. He has to start from the pure intellect prior to
any senge activity.

Evidently such critique can never end with reallsm.
It purposely excluded realism at its point of departure. There-
fore 1f Thomists take the same attitude as Kant's they have to
gtart from idealism also, but that will prevent them from ever
reaching reallism again. It ie olear that no Thomist can hold
this. |

But although they do not hold this, they must hold
something similar in order that thelir eritique really remains a
g¥itique and does not become Jjust a word without any particular
meaning. What 1g 1t then that Thomists talk about when they
use this word *critique"? The& cannot take 1t in exactly the
same sense Kant understood 1t, because that would force them %o
become Kantians all the way through. ~Yet they cannot take it 1in
an altogether different meaning either. It has to remaln a
oeritique, & Judzment. Therefore it 1s necessary that the stand-
point from which the judgment takes place 1s not the same as 1tﬁ
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conclusion, because otherwise no real judgment would be possible
There must ge a certaln stage of suspension firat, in which a
deciglon has not yet been taken. A certain a-p#iori element is
necessary. Without 1t there 1s no eritique in the real sense of
the word.

Critical realiem cannot start with realism. If it daid }
Kant would Justly proteet and day: "This is no real eritique.
The case has already been decided before the beginning of the
Judgment .

We arrive at the same dilemma as in Le Realisme

Méthodigue. When one takes realism as one's point of departure,

there 18 no real oritique, no unblased Judgment; and when one
takes a standpoint outside or prior to realism, it must be an
idealistic standpoint and one never will arrive at realism
agein. When critical realists. assert that the affirmationes of
realism receive a new and firmer certitude after the ocritique,
Gilson aske whether this certitude was not sufficlient before the
oritical reflexion. If it was not, the oritical reflexion cannot
Rake 1t more evident, because it only makes more clear what was
already there in the original act of the intellect. Any lack of
¢vidence in the act of the intellect must affect also the re-
flexion. Fof realists there can be no other point of departure
but realism. This makes a critique imposasible.

The difficulty becomes the greater when we consider

that reslism here is supposed to be immediate realism, i.s., a
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realism whigh professes to attaln extramentsl reallty immedi-
ately. How can an intellect which lmmediately grasps reality
ever take a position other than realism, the real being ite
imnediate object? For immedlate realism a critlque of knowledge|
is certainly an impossibility, even a contradiction. Tnpe word
immediate realism excludes critlque.

Gilson concludes: “Therefore with all due deference
to its defenders, I persist in thinking that the problem to find|
a critical realism is as contradictary in ifself as the notion
of a square circle.® 1

Thus the first thesils seemsg to be proved: the corit-
ical method used by Thomists to establish the value of intel-
lectual knowledge must necessarily lead to idealism, if it is a
real critique, l.e., a Judgment of the intellectual activity.
If it is not taken in the sense of being a real Judgment it is
no real critique. In that case it 1s useless, because it does
not prove anything, and 1t had better be avolided as a confusing
and misleading term.

GILSON'S SECOND THESIS
| Gilson's second obJection against critical realism 1is

that it makes eplstemology the first science and in so doing

destroys the primacy of the vhilosophy which has being as its

——

1. ibia, p. 11
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obJect, metaphysics. Indeed most orltical realists say that
eplstemology 1s the first sclence and has to be treated as an
introduction to metaphysics. This is natursl from their point
of view. Metaphysics has as 1its oblect reality or being. It
reachee this reality through the intellect. But is it not
natural then, that a kind of investigation precedes to find out
whether this intellect ie really an instrument suited to know
reality?

Medieval philosophers were never aware that this
question could be ralsed. Their problem, the problem of the
universsls is a problem among realiats in the modern sense.
Jolivetl writes about this: "The medieval reslists opposed the
nominalists in a field which is greatly different from the one
in which the problem 1s raised today; in fact, 1t is not the
same problem which ia treated; the Middle Ages have been pre-

occupled for a long time with the question of the nature of the

concept; they never doubted that its content had been borrowed
rom the object, and even less that the obJect really existed.® 1
ey took it for granted that the object of the intellect wae
Xtramental reality. But once the question has been ralsged by
oRebody in more modern times, then a large group of scholastic
hllosophers believe that they can consider it as a legitimate
Uestion., when it 1s a legitimate queation however, has not
.\'-—--—u.......

1. R.Joliggt. Le Thomisme et la oritique de la connalssance.
p. 32,




- 27 -
the solution to be given before one proceeds to metaphysles?
This is what Msgr. Noél states in hle Realisme
;mmédiat: “There is no good metaphysice without oritical pro-
legomens, and Kant, and before him Descartes, taught philosophy
once and for all, something which constitutes an escential
progress of human theught'.l It 18 very clear where theae
modern scholastlic critical realists got thelr inspiration,
For all modern philosophical systeme the eplstemological problem
is the first problem to be sclved. BSeveral never get any far-
ther. Should Thomists follow their example? Is it possible
to follow them without renouncing 8t. Thomas?
Gilson thinks 1t 1s not. His doctrine is very clear:
*I contest the priority of epistemology in regard to primacy
philosophy or metaphysics, while Msgr. Noel affirms that the
ontologlcal theory of knowledge ig loglcally posterior to
epistemology'.z Critical realism destroys the unconditional
primacy of metaphyslos.3 It is a subversion of Thomlam.4
The first object of the intellect is being; the first

sclence, therefore, must be the science about being as being,

which is metaphysics. It starts with the concept of being and

1 L. Noél, Le Réalisme Immédiat, Louvain,

1838, p. 23 - 24.

2 Gilson Réalisme Thomiste, p. 36 footnote.
Specially also p. 106 sq.

3 ibid, p. 106.
4 1ibid, p. 108.
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the first principles which are necessary for all sclence.
No realistloc philosophy, i.e., no philosophy which holds that
the first human knowledge 18 the knowledge of being, can
deviate from 1it, Metaphysics furnishes the base for all fur-
ther scientific knowledge and, therefore, Jjustly occuplies an
unconditional primacy among thyn.

At the time which saw the beginning of modern
phllosophles, however, the interest shifted from being to
knowledge. The science of knowledge became more and more
important, but this emphasis obsoured the relation between
knowledge and being gradually and pa#ad the way for idealism.
Metaphysics lost its primacy among the sclences, which went
to the new sclience of knowledge. Realism disappeared and
idealism took ite place.

The critical realists do not seem to be aware that
realism implies that metaphysice is the first science. Putting
up another sclience before metaphysics is to forsake realism.
Another notion comes before the notion of being, the notion of
thought. Instead of "in the beginning was being" comes "in the
beginning was thought® but- this implies abandoning realiem.

If anything, then reallism ip the heritage of Thowmag, and that
is certainly the ﬁeauon why Gilson calls oritical realism an
- Overthrow of S8t, Thomas.

Hot only 1is mc;aphysics, the sclience of being, the

firet of sciences, 1t also has the primacy among them. It is
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the sclence of the firast principles and the first causes.
All other sclences have to use 1ts conclusione; all depend
én it.

According to the critical reallists, however,
metaphysics iteelf becomes dependent on eplstemology. Eple-
temology Judges 1t. Metaphysice only becomes & legitimate
science when 1ts legitimacy ha; been proved by the oritical
examination of epistemology. Eplstemology decides whether or
not 1t is possible to have a metaphysics. That means that
metaphysice, the queen of sclences, has been dethroned by
eplatemology or that reallsm has been abandoned.

Morsover, what kind of principles is eplstemology
going to use in this examination if not principles of
metaphyslics? By shoving back metaphysics, however, to a
second place, it has no right to use them. Nobody has the
right to use sclentific principles before their sclentific
value has been establieghed,

Thus explained in simple and clear terms, the con-
tradiction of critical realism is apparent, so apparent in
faot that one can hardly believe that its adherents do not
see 1t. They have, however, a certain vague and oconfused way
of exposing their doctrine, about which Gllson complains;
Roreover they are convinced that there must be a way to conquer

1dealism without supposing the opposite; as it were from inside.




To this last charge, that critical realism would
L2
make metaphysice subordinate to epistemology, critical
realists have an answer., They say that the relations between
eplatemology and metaphysice are mutual, KEplstemology first
establishes metaphysics as a legitimate science, but once
established, metaphysics becomes the first of all scliences
and judges them all, also epistemology under its aspect of
treating about being. Knowledge ocertainly falls under the
laws of belng, but the first examination of knowledge must be
instituted from a standpoint which as Rolland Gosselin says,
¥1is outslide every metaphysical proauppositicn*.l
Ultimately this second objection of Gilson againet
oritical realism, that it destroys the unconditional primacy
of metaphysics, hae the same ground as his first. This second
thesis can be brought back to the same dilemma we saw at the
end of the exposition of the first ona.z
If the firsat principle is being-- which after all
ia at least possible--, ens est quod primo cadit in
intellectu,- every statement st once fmplies the
affirmation of beilng, and decides the question in favor
of realism. If on the contrary a separate discipline
can be formed without positing being, thought, not
being, ie the first principle. In that case, the ques-

tion ie decided in favor of idealism. But in either
instance, the decision has already been made.

1 tbid, p. 110,
2 1ibid, p. 112,
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G&laen reproaches oritical realists that they go
too far in sdapting Thomism to modern philosophies. While
their purpose 1s to conform Thomas's perennial truth to modern
times, they seem not to realize that instead of promoting 1t
they rather endanger what is primary in it, i.e., 1ts realiem,
It 18 & elgn that modern thought has been profoundly contam-
inated and corrupted by Kant's critique, that outstanding
Thomiste do not see the implications of a non-realistic stand-
point at the entrance of philosophy. The endeavours to refute
idealism by using its own method must certainly be praised.
But the thing Just can't be done. It 1g impossible. Though
many answers have been given by Thomists since the beginning
of neo-scholasticism, none of them have proved to be satis-
factory. They either water down thelr critique so that they
only ssem to use the same method as ldealliste whereas they
really do not, or they have a real critique but beconme
entangled in many insoluble problems. Critical reallsm misses
the clarity which is a characterigtic of Thomienm, as it 18 s
characteristic of truth. This might have led its defenders
to a suspiclon of its lawfulness.

There must, therefore, be another answer to idealism
and another way out of the problem of knowledge. These are

@®1lson's conclusions in the negative part of Réalisme Thomiste.




CHAPTER II
AN ESTIMATE OF GILSON'S8 CRITICISM

If Gilson 18 correct in his criticism, modern Thomism
is suffering from a serious malady. Almost the whole of it
would seem to be infected with the dlsease of idealism, And
that 1s exactly what Glleon says. In his preface to Réalleme
Thomiste, he speaks of Thomis) asg presented by some modern
Thomliste, as being in “a state of advanced decamposltlon‘.l
Although he applies this phrase of the introduction only to
certain modern Thomlsta,a the body of the book makes olear
that 1t applies, in Gilson's thinking, to the lesaders of
contemporary Thomiem. Critical realism 18, according to
Jollvet,a the common teaching of Thomists today. Certainly,
they use the word "critique" freely, quite unaware, it would
seem, of 1ts dangerous implications. Ae Gilson puts it,

"they are playing with dynamltc‘.¢

Thomistic thinkers are by no means infallible, not
even as a whole. But it 1s difficult to believe that they, as

& group, would have fallen into the gerious blunder of which

1 ibid, p. 7.
2 1bid, p. 7

3 R. Jolivet, Le Thomisme et la Critique
4¢ la Connaissance, Paris, 1955: p.

4 E. Gilson Réalisme Thomiste et Critique
87.

4¢ la Connalsgsance

T s——————————tca—— ¥ p.

— .
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Gilson accuses them, and then persisted in the same blunder |
for almoat BO years, teaching it in thelr schools and devel-
oping 1t in their *oritiques of knowledge", while all 'the time
none of them was aware of the fact that he was undermining
Thomlsm instead of promoting it. Moreover, Gilson's oriticlem
1s neilther so subtle nor so profound that it could poasibly
have escaped \clear thinkers,

He himself saye that 1t surprises him that it did,
and he thinks the reason 1s that Thomists were too preoccupled
with defending realism agalnst idealism in a way acceptable to
idealigts. Thelr eagerness must have made them lose sight of
the danger.

The facts are, however, that Thomists have always
been aware of the danger of idealism. A study of epistemolo-

gles made at least professedly ad mentem divl Thomae, esuch as

Van Riet's L'Epistemologie Thomiste, shows that they became
gradually more puriried of dangerous elements, which they
certainly contalned in their early stages.

In the firet stage Thomists adapted themselves too
Ruch to idealistic positione. They started from an idealistic
point of departure, or they invoked the principle of causality
like Descartes,® to arrive at reality. But these were the

first hesitant attempts of a philosophy searching for a solution

—

1 e. gr. Cardinal Mercier, Reinstadler, Frick
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t0 a new pgoblcn. Eventually, the suspect elements were
eliminated, and Thomism found the proper approach to the
epilstemological problem. Though all the Thomistic solutions

to the eplstemological problem are not identigal, all have

a substantial unity. 1In their main points, i.e., their

methods (critical approach) and conclusions (1nme&iata realism),
most Thomists today are in complete agreement.

Properly to evaluate Gilson's criticism, we must
know exactly what he understands by “eritique®. According to
his understanding of the term, it cannot be reconciled with
realiem, The two worde are not compatible. "Critical
reallsm® is a contradiction in tarnc.l

But "critique’ is not an easy word to defire, Gilson
says.2 However, 1f it means anything, 1t must mean a certain
Judgment, The greek word, indeed, mesns "to Jjudge, to decide
in a cause, to.discern", In epistemology, therefore, it must
mean, to pronounce a Jjudgment on the activity of the intellect
or on human knowledge in general. A judgment, however, has
no value 1f the judge is prejudiced, if he has already decided
beforehand what he ie going to say. All the testimonies of

defendants and the pleas of lawyers are useless in that case.

1 E. Gilson, Réalisme Thomiste et Critique
de la Connaissange, p. 77.

O P O

2 ibid, P, 41,
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Such a Judgment 1e not a judgment; 1t is only a farce.

In human knowledge we have the same case. Either we
take as our point of departure realism, but then the oritique
has already been decided beforehand and is no more than a farce,
or we take a point of departure prior to realism. In that caee
we have a real critique, but we.wlll nqier again arrive at
reallism.

The very word critique implies a point of departure
other than and prior to its term. If the term 1s realism, the
point of departure, therefore, must be an i1dealistioc one.

I8 this definition of critique as an a priori jJudgment
of the value of human knowledge the only possible one? Speak-
ing of Gilson's epistauology,l R. Verneaux points out that
there are various other kinds of oritique, as literary critique,
musical critique, military critique, ete. In all these combina-
tions the word *critique® indiocates a critical estimate. 1t
does not seem to imply that a priori element which Gllson
stresses, Verneaux wants, therefore, to see¢ the oritiocal
approach maintalned,

To this Gileson certainly would answer that in these
comblnations the qﬁestiou is 3 quite different one. In the

Case of literary oritique, e.g., it is assumed that there are

[ —

. 1 Etienne Glleon, Philosophe de la
Chrévients, p. 223. ! e 2

.
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literary values. These are taken as a oriterion or rule to }
find out whether a given work of literature or an author has
any value in that field and how much, In the 2ase of a
ocritique of knowledge, heéavar, nothing has been established
yet. The question 1s about the very first Jjudgment about
human knowledge, to find out whether it has any value or not
in regard to a poesible extranéntal world. In suehla Judgment
nothing can be presupposed. It certainly cannct assume the
truth of a realism whioch 1t 18 asked to establigh.

Once the value of human knowledge has been established
there 18 room for critique to determine the various degrees of
value of the different kinds of knowledge. Gilson agrees with
that.v He says: "Heallsm does not refuse a critique of
knowledges, on the contrary 1t accepts it, 1t asks for i%;
but 1t refuees any a priori critique of knawledga!; This
oritique of the different kinds of knowlcdge to determine
their degrese of value in atta&ning extramental reality can
be compared with literary, musical, military oritique, eto.,
but the first oritigue certainly cannot.

Nevertheleas the quoétian can be asked, whether a
Oritique of knowledge, because it must be an impartial Jjudg-

Rent, cannot start from realism. A Judge who 1s ponvinced

[ —

1 E. Gilson, Le Realisme Méethodigue, p. 81,
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of the innogence or gullt of a party can stlll pronounce a
perfeotly impartial judgment. It all depends on whether he
lete his previous conviction play a part in his Judgment or
not. If his decision is already made beforehand, and he 1is
determined to stick to it, whatever evidence may be brought
forth by defendant or lawyer, his is certainly not an impartial
Judgment. But a Jjudge, on the.ather hand, who, althaugh/he

is convinced of the innocence of the defendant, 1s prepared to
listen to all the evidence that will be brought forth against
him and to pass his sentence according to it, cannot be
reproached for being partial.

The oritique of knowledge seems to provide a similar
case, Although a Thomistic philosopher ie a realist, if he
does not let his realism influence his investigation, but is
prepared to acoept the result of an impartial judgment, his
seems to be a_perreotly acceptable coritique.

Starting this investigation he is a realist, but not
qua philosopher. His is the realisa of the common man in every
day 1ife, whioch ia certainly not philosophically founded. It
18 the same case as with the Judge, who is starting with a
completely open mind qua judge. In the reflection itself, the
Philosopher as a phllosopher does not "suppose anything, not

even realism'.l His initial attitude is "outside the plan of

1 L. Noél, Revue Ndoscolastique, 1940,
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philosophical research®.l Philosophically speaking it 1s a
hypotheels for hinm,

All Thomists stress the necessity of this impar-
tiality. Thus Van Steenberghen says in his Epistemology:
*Eplstemology is an objective and dieginterested inquiry; it
studies the nature, condltions and value of knowledge without
deciding beforehand what the résultu and consequences of ita
gtudy will be'.g

Monsignor Noeél writes in the same strain when he
defines the purpose of the coritical method as:

*To try to give to philosophy an incontestable
point of departure, on the matter of which no further
question can be asked; the oritical method refuses no
question and dispenses with all presuppositionas.
*Radical sincerity® i1s necessary to oppoae this
attitude to the one which has been practieed by so
many dogmastistic systems, which asgk that there be
forbidden questions and which try to impoee upon ths
mind the acceptation of indisputable prejudgments®,®

The critical method dispenses with all presupposi-
tions", means that 1t starts with the fact of human knowledge
without anything else. On the existence of human knowledge
everybody agrees. Investigating thie knowledge the oritiocal
mRethod refuses any interference from whatsoever. It does not
start with a certain definition of that knowledge. It neither

&sserts that it excludes reality (the idealistic position)

[ —

1 1ibid, p. 41.

2 Van Steenberghen, Epistemology, p. 21.
5 L. Noél, Le Réaligme Immediat, Louvain,

\miaﬂ P 134-
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neither that it includes it (the dogmatic position) but takes
human knowledge simply as 1t presents itself, with a totally
unblased mind,

According to Maritain the critical question is:
"while thought presents itself from the first as guaranteed
by reality (assurée sur les choses) and measured by an esse
independent of thought itself, ﬁow is one to Jjudge if, how,
under which oconditions and in what measure it isg that way“.l

Rolland Gosselin speaks in the same wise: "Critique
will take ap matter of 1ts examination knowledge as 1t presents
itself spontaneously; 1t will study this knowledge in the free
play of its development but will reserve the question of ite
value for a philosophical retlexxon'.z

They all accept as their starting point knowledge as
it presents itself, that 1s knowledge which 1s about extra-
mental things, but they all stress the necessity of impartial-
ity and objeotivity in the oritical examination. Knowledge as
it presents itaself is realistic. This is the realisa of the
Man on the street, the unphilosophical or naive realism.

@ilson's oriticism would be; how can it be a real
Qeuonstration of realism 1f the polnt of departure is already

Tealistio? How oan a realistic point of departure ever be

[~ S—

1 J. Maritain, Les Degrées du Savor, Paris,1832,

P. 142 (trad. The Degrees of Knowledge, New York, 1938, p. 89.
e and Go6seYLH Easat & ure Etude”

| Oraey 2 -
(=2F¥lque de la Connaisgance, Paris, 1932, p., 14.
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called an impartial or objective one? |

The answer to the first question is that there 1s no
-real demonstration in the sense of & demonstration whigh can be
put in a syllogism. The value of knowledge cannot be proved
that way. The oritical realists agree on that. "Realism cannot
be demonstrated", says Msgr. No&l.1

.The critical 1nvest1g§tion which takes place by means
of reflexion ie nothing else and cannot be anything elss than
a becoming conscious of something which aqugdy was there, and
of which the intellect was already somewhat consclous in a
vague and unscientific way.

Everybody knows that intellectual knowledge reveals
truth about extramental things. The intellsct presents 1its
knowledge as such. This 1s the knowledge of the ordinary man.
He is consciocuc that he knows extramental things. But this 1s
not a scientifically founded knowledge. He never examined it.
And in fact, it might happen, that, when he met an 1dealist
vho showed him the difficulties that arise from thinking that
knowledge deals with the extramental world, he would start
doubting whether it does so at all. Therefore, phllosophers
start an impartisl and objective examination of this common
tonsciousness in order to investigate if there is really a

foundation for 1it.

[ —

1 L. Noél, Le Realism Immediat, p. 27.
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Noel put it very clearly in a lecture he gave at the

Sixth International Congress for Philosophy at Harvard in 1926,
"Every Jjudgment implies a comparison between thought
and things. It also implies an elementary reflexion
which makeg that comparison and formulates its
resulte. Epletemology hae nothing more to do than
to retrace in explicit and teognieal terms the steps
of that elementary reflexion®,

The affirmation that the intellect attains reality
ie always there but 1t ies not a critically examined affirmation.
As & basls for science or philosophy it 1s useless. It ocan
easlly be shaken by doubt. Sclentifically considered, it is
no more than an hypothesis. Another hypothesis is idealisnm.
Wwhen an examination has been instituted, this examination by
way of a reflexion shows that the former popular conviction
was right. After this oritical reflexion the affirmation is
definite and provides a sound base for further aspeculation,

During all the time of the critical investigation the
philosopher remains certain of realism, but this certitude is
cutside his philosophical inquiry, as Noél explalns in his
answver to Gilson. It 1s a natural and instinctive certitude
Or an attachment to tradition, but philosophically me may be
said to be not certaln.z Scientifically we may say that there
is doubt,

[ S—

1l ibild, p. 273
2 Revue Nébg-ﬂeo;ggtiquo. 1940, p. 61
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Space prevents us from treating extensively this
question of doubt, but nevertheless we must say something
about 1t, as it 1s intimately connected with this impartial
attitude at the beginning of the epistemological question,

Some authore indeed mean nothing else by thelr doubt
than this objectivity or impartiality to be observed in the
investigation. Msgr. Farges deéinos hie doubt as "“a mere
sbstaining from taking sides in order to make cur examination
absolutely iapartial“.l

This bringing in of the term "doubt® may have been
misleading and have caused the impreesion that they borrowed
more from ldeslists than they actually did. The term *doubt®
poreover underwent quite a series of ohanges in 1ts use by
Thomistic eplstemologlests, and we do not want to prove that 1t
d1d not have, at least in some of them, a greater element of
1dealistic thought than was Jjustifiable in a realistic
philosophy.

However, doubt or no doubt, the impartiality of the
investigation was the thing that really counted, and doudbt may
have been stressed too much Just because of the importance of
the objectivity. There was a time when the question of doubt
8eemed to be the all important question of epistemology, and
%ountless were the contributions written about it., Now

Yan Riet's comalusion is that the question of doubt is "a mere

L, .

1 Van Riet, Epistemologie, p. 232,




question of words which has held too long the attention of

the Thomistiz eplestemologisate and which would deserve to be
definitely dropped from coritical diaoussiona“.l

The main polnt 1s that this critical examination,
though 1t 1g not a demonstration in the strict sense of the
word, nevertheless, proves realism by way of a reflexion,
making 1t a sclentifiocally Jjustified conviction. The reflexion
is "since the time of Plato,ahd Aristotle a oclassical procedure
of scientific 1nqu1ry'.2 It 18 a real judgment of what takes
place in one's consciousness in erder'to determine the validity

of knowledge.

Gilson says in his gialisua Thomiste that not every

reflexion has to be oritical and that Msgr, Noel 1s wrong in
suppoeing that it doee: "it 1s certainly a poor critique, which |
consists in the becoming oconeclous of the fact, that what wase
imnediately evident for thought, w@a indeed immediately
ovldent".s Gileon here oversimplifies the teaching of the
oeritical realists. The reflexion does do something more, viz.
it 18 a real Judgment on the value of knowledge, and gives a
sclentific base to realism. Because of that it can be rightly
%alled a oritique. It certainly confirms the realism of the

intellectual act, but this confirmation is not Just a simple

L e

1 1ibid, p. 637 - See aleoc p, 338

2 Van Steenberghen, Eplstemology, p. 32
E. Gileon, Réalisme Thomiste, p. 76
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repetition. ,It 18 a scientific Judgment, and ralses knovwledge
to a higher level, makes it an appropriate base for meta-
physical speculation. |
The philosopher does not have to take for his oritical

investigation the mere concept, abstracting from 1ts relation
to reality. The concept as such is not that which the mind
naturally presents to us, The intellect always presents ite
knowledge as the knowledge of something; at the same time that
the concept 1s presented, reality is presented in the idea.
As 8t. Thomas says: ' |

"Species intelligibiles, quibus intellectus

possibilis fit in actu, non sunt objectum

intelleoctus. Non enim se habent ad intellectum

sicut quod intelligitur, sed slout quo intelligit.

Manifestum est enim quod sclentimesunt de his

quae intellectus intelliglit. 8Sunt autem sclentiae

de rebus, non delspeclebus, vel 1ntentionibua
intelligibilbus. .

The concept as such without that relation ies something which
has already been worked upon; it is not the first datum., The
concept as such is, therefore, not an impartlial or objective
point of departure for s oritical examination. The natural
data of the intellect have already been interpreted by the
sind, The mind is no longer an unbiased observer and inter-
preter of what the intellect presents to 1it.

The obJject of examination i1s the concept as 1t

Presents itself, with its whole content. But the oconcept is

[ S

1 8%. Thomas In 1ib. de Anima, II]I, lect.8




nothing else than "a thing in us®*, "“Its first clainm' as
L 2

Maritain says, "i1s to be nothing else but the thing 1tself,
the extramental being, the ontological object, transported
into us“.l Spontaneously every intellect 1s realistic. We
could not take another starting point without ceasing to be
oblective, "The thing ls given at the game time as the object
and through 1%, and it 1s absurd to want to separate 13'.2
This does not mean, however, that we already are
sure of the results of our inquiry at the beginning. Our
startingpoint ie the realistio one, but our oonolusion might
theoretically well be idealistic, as far as our initial
attitude ie concerned., Other considerations may prove the
impossibllity of 1t. What we want to streses is that we do
not prejudge the case. There is no prejudice whatsoever as
to the results of the inquiry. They depend on what the
eritical examination ghows us. The result of the investigation
will be the facts that we find the initisl and spontaneous
realism of our intellect really Justified, After the reflex-
ion we know explicite and in actu signato what every act of

the intellect teaches us implicite and axeraitt.3

1 J. Maritain, Réflexions sur 1' Intelligenca,
Paris, 1930, p. 42. '

2 J. Maritain, Les Degrees du Savor, p. 181
3 Ch., Boyer, Cuasus Philosophicus, I, p. 113
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Not only is the realistic point of departure not a
partial one, but it apﬁaars the only impartial one. The
ideallsts are the ones who corrupted the question by deviating
from the original data. ,

Thomistic critical realism cffers a “true and ocom-
plete apology for knowledge, wyich founde a realism, not a
nalve realism, nor a neo or paleo-realism, but the eternal
realism, eternal like truth itnelr’.v |

This rorlexlonkélsa seoms io be a real Jjudgment.
Although the Judge himself is a re#liat, he i8, however,
ready to give up his realism 1f the inquiry leads him to it.
Being é realist might lead him to invinecible difficulties;
it might make knowledge altogether incomprehensible. He
wants to institute an unbissed investigation., The intellect
tells him that it talks about extramental reality, but is this
80? Could not it be that this was an ellusion? Indeed many
serious philosophers, some of them after a lifetime of study,
think 1t is, Are they wrong? This is what the philosopher
vants to find out. Tharefore, he wants to examine the aotivity
of the intellect and pronounce a judgment. It 1s, therefore,
& real critique, & real judgment. This word coritique is not
Rore or less meaninglees in Thomistic oritical realism, as
Mlson seems to hold,

Far from using the word critique only or mainly for

%pologetical reasons, the Thomistic critical realists use it

AV‘}‘ .
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in the meaning it had first in idealistic thinkers, i.e., in
the meaning of an impartial judgment of human knowledge. They
think that this critique is a good element in ideallisam and in
taking it and 1ncorporating in into Thomism they believe they
are contributing towards the progress of Thomism, They think
that Gileon's dictum: He who s?artc with Kant or Descartes le
bound to end up with Kant or Descartes is only partially true.
Idealists like all other philosophers are nos?urong all the
way through. Among them are some of the most gifted philoso-
phere of all times. There certainly are elements in them
which can be used.

Modern Thomiste, moreover, are aware of the danger
lurking in a question which concerns the validity itself of
philosophy, a danger more serious here than in other branches
of philosophy. A misstep, the insertion of a wrong prineciple
would endanger the life of philosophy itself. And not only
that, but 1t would have consequences for revelation as well.

8¢t11l1l they think that Descartee and Kant made their
contribution to the evolution of human thought, that they
brought something into philosophy, which had not been there be-
fore, which may give man & fuller understanding of truth., And
although it d4i1d not do g0 in the systems of Descartes and Kant
themselves, because 1t was mixed with too much error, still the
®lement is there. And while thelr own systems only show

! deficiencies and fallure, their true greatnese appears in
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Thomlem whepn thelr contributions are used for the fuller
unfolding of truth. As Msgr. Noel says: "Descartes and Kant
once and for all taught phllosophy something which constitutes
an essential progress of human thought*.l
Take the case of Descartes. Undcubtedly he is the
Father of mocdern ldealism, Aslﬁilsen points cut, idealiem
wase born on the day when he decided that the mathematical
method should be the method of ph&laaoyhy.g The mathematical
method proceeds from thought, not from reality. It abstracte
from concrete reality. By taking this method, therefore, |
Descartes loosened the bond of thought with reality and the
gap which was thus opened between reality and thought was to
grow wider and wider., JInstead of taking as his point of
departure that with which and in which was the ebqgct is given,
the natural presentation of the intellect, he first severed
thought from its obJect and then made this artificisl statement
his point of departure,
This 18 the mistake of Descartes. But this has
nothing to do with the question as such. Descartes was right
in asking the question whether the intellect was an instrument
fit to attain truth. In his time, the period of decline of
scholagtic philosophy, there certainly seems to have been

Teason to put the question. He was right in looking for an

[ S

1 L. No#él, Le Réalisme Immediat, p. 23.

1 2 E. Gilson, The Unit of Philosophical
{sEEEFrience, New York, 193 p. cHT‘VIT““‘Z 2




inconteatable point of departure for metaphysical speculation.
He could have been right, also, in taking cogito as his point
ot departure, though in hies aseertion that the Sogite is the
only lawful point of departure, his error already becomes
manifeet. Reality is implied in every thought, not only in
had a wrong notlon of thought énd, therefore, he put a
legitimate question the wrong way.

His mathematical prebccupation had made him lose

the natural nctien of knowledge, for "knowledge
as it appears immedlately to itself is conscious-
nees.., 1s an act whioh ie dominated by an object.
It 1s an activity marked by receptivity and even
by paselvity. It is a spiritual consciousnees
whieh, thrcughAQGrporeal organs, opene on a
corporeal world",

For Descartes‘nowledge is not open, it is closed.
8t111, as Noél explains, in his first work he seems to have
had another notion. There he speaks about thought containing
reality.2 In this early stage his oritical inquiry would
have led him to a realistic philosophy. But gradually thought
and reality grew farther and farther apart. In this stage
there was loglcally no eacape froe 1dealisnm,

The fault 1s not in hils question, which was a leglit-

imate one but in hie trying to solve it from a prejudiced point

[ —

1 Van Steenberghen, Epistemology, p. 147.
2 L. Noél, Le Réalisme Immédiat, p. 43-46,

Yhere we rind a substantial oitation from Descartes, analysed
by Megr. Hosl.
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of view. Thp question can be solved by one who approaches
it in an unblased way, taking thought with what it implies,
the object, "Hot even for one moment does the critial realist
face certitudes which might be purely subjective, 1.e., without
an obJect'.l h
B In Descartes we must distinguish that in which he

was right from that in whioch he.wus wrong. It does not seenm
necessary to borrow the wrong with the right, Critical realists,
thought some of them went too far in the beginning, think that
they can ralse his question, about the validity of human know-
ledge, without giving the same answer, because the answer was
not caused by the question but by approaching it in a pre-
Judiced way.

Though we should not forget the enormous damage
Descartes inflicted upon modern philosophy in being the trail-
blazer of 1dealina.’wc can also agree with Noel when he says:
"We believe that Descartes rendered a real service to the
progress of thought*.g -

What ie true of Descartes is true also of Kant, who
marked the second stage of idealism, the stage in which idealiem
became conscious of itself, More explicitly than Descartes,

1 J. de Tonquedeo, Uritique de la Connalssance

2 L. Noél, Le Réalisme Immédiat, p. 134.
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Kant raised_the question of the validity of human knowledge.
But whereas Descartes was influenced by mathematics, Kant's
preference went to physics. He wanted to give phllosophy the
same stabllity as sclence had. Only synthetical a priori
Judgments, he claims, can give it this stablility. Therefore,
Kant's question 1s limited to the possibllity and conditions

of a priorl Judgments. More ciearly than in the case of
Descartes, we can see that Kant's standpoint was the idealistic

one, B8ynthetical a priori Jjudgments are Jjudgmente whisch by

definition have only a very limited relation to reality. They
are constructions of the mind in which the role of the object
is a minor one. , _

We are not surprised to hear that this investigation
led to 1dea;ism. It 18 idealistic from the beginning. Here
again the tauit lies not in the question but in approaching
the question with a prejudiced mind. Thomists can raise the
Kantian question, make a oritical examination of the poﬁer\ér
reason, make reason 1ts own Judge. h

It was lack of knowledge of traditional realism that
Rade Descartes and Kant put the question the wrong way. But
it certainly 1s not true, that he who puts the Kantian question,
has to give the Kantian answer, as Gilson uays.l

When Fr. Regls writes that the Carteslan and Kantian

Positione are “consequences which result from a metaphysical

1 E. Gileon, Realisme Thomiste, p. 108.
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postulate a8 to the nature of the real“,l we entirely agree

with him but we do not see how this should forbid us to

consider the same problems as Descartes and Kant., What he
gays 1s that they brought metaphysical postulates-- elements
which they &id not prove and could not prove, because they
were idealistic~-- into the problem, and by doing so oorrupted
the issue, But in pointing oﬁt their error in not treating
a question they way 1t ghould be treated, in not taking an
1mpar€1al objective attitude towards 1it, he does not condemn
the question itself,

This 18 indeed the distinction that has to be made
between the question and the method by which it should be
answered on the one hand, and the solution on the other, It
is very well possible (and in the case of Descartes it has
indeed happened) that other elements have crept in. HNeither
the question itself nor the method of critical investigation
can be held responsible for thelr idealistic solution. The
fault lies in vertalin presuppositions, in a prejudiced atti-
tude, implied neither in the guestion iteelf, nor in the
method. Critical realists agree that they ralse the same
problems as Descartes and Kant, and they also take thelr

Rethod (the search for an incontestable point of departure in

Philosophy, the impartiality of Descartes, be 1t called doubt

Or not, and the oritical esamination of knowledge of Kant);

N

L 1 L. M. Régie, 3t. Thomas and Epistomology, p.85
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but they claim immunity from Cartesian and Kan{tian errors,
because these are not necessarlily connected either with the
question itself nor with their methods, but were "the results
of metaphysical postulates, as to the nature of the real'.
They followed from a wrong notion of knowledge which was
already there when they apprnacped the question, and vitiated
the solutlion, |

When Régis writes that he calls attention to the
oppositions and irreconcilability of Thomism and xaoallan,l
everybody agrees with him., All oritiocal realiste know that
there 1g a basic opposition between Jdealism and Thomisnm,
What he should prove ie that those elements the critical
realists borrow from idealists are contrary to Thomism.
Critical realigts differ from idealists even aé far as the
initial attitude towarde the problem. An overall-condemnation
of ldeallsm does not hit the positions of the coritical realists.
| The fact that the expreasi&n "oritical Reallesm" is
not older than Kant may make it suspect, but 1t certainly is
not reason enough to condemn 1t, as Glleon seems to do, To
condemn the term l1a ultra-conservative. No Thomist should deny
his system the opportunity to profit by the progress of human
thought, wherever 1t may be found. Besides such an attitude

would make Thomism appear to be an antiquated system which does

[ ——

1 1b1d. p. e.




- 54 -
not keep up“with modern times. But, however it may appear,
Thomlsm also really becomes poorer when 1t refuses to conslder
the problems which confront modern man.

Gileon's second cbjeatioh against critical realiem,
viz. that it makee metaphysice dependent on epistemology, has
the same foundation as his firgt one. Taking as his starting
~point hls definition of critique, he says there must be an
unbridgable gap between netaphyaioql and eplstemology.
Epistemolbgy is the a priori investigation of the power cf
human knowledge. No realistic prinociples can be used in 1it,
because that would make the investigation worthless. A
gcience, however, prior to the science of being, is a contra-
diction to a Thomist.

But when one th&nks that a oritical examination from
a realistic standpoint does not lose anything of its eritical
value, there is a link between metaphysics and eplastemology.

In regard of the place, however which epistemology
should ococupy there is no agreement among Thomists, Gilson
must make it part of metaphysics. Maritain, though a eritical
realist, makes it part of metaphysics too. He gives two
reasons for this- “Eplstemoclogy supposes a long continued
effort to know, not only sclentific but also philosophic and
Pgychological, logical and metaphyaloal'.l Therefore,

—

1 J. Maritian, Degrees of Knowledge, p. 96,
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eplistemology~ cannot be the preliminary conditdon of philosophy.
The second reason ig, that "to give epistemology a separate
existence as a discipline dlstinct from metaphysics, is to
interpose a third term between realism and idealism®,l Although
Maritalin regﬁgsa eritical realist, he seems to be here under
the influence of Gilson. His v}ew geems to be ambiguous, it
ie far from clear,

Hie conclusion is that there 1g interdependence
between eplstemology and metaphysics., Epistemology, according
to Maritain, is prior in one order of causes, metaphysics in
another, according to the principle of causae ad invicem .

sunt causae. That there is a certain priority of eplstemology

he states explicitly: "In the endeavour to posit any
Just ideal of speculative philosophy and of the
two typlocally dletincet degrees of knowledgeiit
implies- the philosophy of nature and metaphysics-
it 18 in effect necessary to treat first of all
of noetios, and to establish a certain number of
propositions concerned with the much more general
problem of the relation between thought and
reali ty” . 2 -

How can Maritain hold that there is no distincsion
between metaphysice and epistemology after such a statement?
The distinction between the two seems indeed ocbvious. It is

the game distinction there 1is among the different philosophical

pr—

1 J. Maritain, Degrees of Knowledge, p. 92.

2 1bid, p. 98. The application of the
Principle of causae ad invicem is explained on p. W.L2.
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disciplines,~ as cosmology, peychology, metaphysice. All treat
of beling, but all consider a different aspect of that being.
Metaphysice 18 a sclentiflic investigation into the nature of
being, what being 1s; eplistemology is an investigation into
the question whether our intellect attains beilng or not. Ite
question can be sald the question whether being is the object
of the intellect., Metaphysice has for its object the question
quid sit, what belng, the object of the intellect, is, and
epistemology the question an glt, whether belng 1s the object
of the intellect. It is clear that epistemology is prior to
metaphysics because metaphysice starts with the presuppositi-
on that being is the object of the intelleot, a question which
is solved by epistemology.

Therefore, we cannot agree with Régis when he

says: "The whole neo-scholastic epistemological

problem consists precisely in establishing that

the knowledge of common sense is true, 1.e.,

that 1t has a certaln being as its object. But

it belongs to metaphysice to define being as

being and its diverse modes; and that is why it

belongs to metaphysics to establish the realisn

of common sense®,

If metaphyslics considers being as being and its div-
erse modes, it does not consider the relation between being and
knowledge. Therefore, epistemology which considers that
Telation is a discipline distinot from metaphyeice. Certainly,
the object or eplatemology is not something outside being; but

e

1 L. M. Regis, 8t. Thomss and Epistemology,

‘;Y' E . 7? .
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then the obdect of any science cannot be outside being. This
argument, then, would prove that there is only one discipline,
i.,e., metaphysics.

Nelther is epistemology part of psychology. Both have
the same material object viz. human knowledge; but wvhereas

psychology considers human knowledge under the aspect of 1is

structure, eplstemology considers its value, They differ in
thelir formal obJlect.

Psychology anaiyaea the acte of knowledge, inqguires
into their ontological structure. iéistanology considers the
acte of knowledge from another standpoint. It does not con-
gider those acts in themselves, but in their relation to
something else, 1.e., the oxtrauantg% world, It tries to
investigate what, if any, is the relation of our anwladge to
extramental being. h

Psychology and epistemology are different disciplines
of philosophy. They have thelr different fields of observa-
tion. It may happen that in a certain era one is highly
developed while there are hardly any vestiges at all of the
other, Medieval Thomists show this pioture. The advanced
stage of their psychology should not persuade us to put them
°n the list of epistomologists., Van Steenberghen seems to
have made this mistake, as was pointed out in the 1atrbduction%

4 L ——

1 Introduction, p.4
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Pgychology and eplstemology are not so independent,
however, that the teachinge of psychology do not have any
influence on epistemology. On the gontrary, there is an
‘Antimate connection between the two Aisciplines. 8o much so,
that a speclal psyochological explanation of the structure of
the act of knowledge, can make a realistic epistemology
impossible. Mercler was not tgtirely wrong when he treated
epistemology as a part of psychology.

At the root of the Cartesian and Kantian epistemoclo~
gical errors we rind miscenceptions about human knowledge
which pertain to psychology. Misunderstanding of the mechanic
of the human intellect made them go astray in the field éf
epistemology. These disciplines are interrelated. They
depend on one another., A migtake made in §no must necesgarily
lead to false conclusionas in the other also. But that does
not prevent us from calling them dirrerantmgzncipllneu. since
they all have their own fleld of aetiyity, thelr own formal
objeot, sometimes even their own method by which they differ
one from another. B

There is another discipline with whioch epistemology
is related, viz. logie. It has even been called Logica Major.
But for the same reason that 1t is no part of metaphysics or
Psychology, it is no part of logic either. The objeot of logio
¢ human knowledge but it does not conslder this knowledge in

1ts relation with reality, but merely in itself. It is a




- 59 -
practical sclence and its purpose is to find the rules whigh
have to be observed in order to arrive at!/correct knowledge.
It comprises the technlcal part of knowledge., It sees know-
ledge as an instrument and it teaches man how to use this
instrument in a correct way. It does not investigate in the

value of human knowledge, but takes that for granted.

Epistemology is not a practical sclence but a
speculative one. Its end is not to teach rules but to prove
a theory. Incidentally, the speclal epistemology (in vontra-
dis#tinction to genersl epistemology) provides also rules to
be observed in the different kinds of knowledge, because it
lays down the conditions under which these various kinds of
knowledge are trustworthy. Its only end, however, is to

Justify the knowledge itself,

Epistemology, psyoholeg? and logic are simlilar in
their matérlal obJeot which 1¢ human knowledge, but they dirrer
in thelr formal object, the aspect under which they consider :
this knowledge. Psyohclogy considers 1te nature or ontological
structure; loglc its technical structure in order to find
rules for its correct use; splstemology considers not its
structure but its value. Therein it differs both from psychology
and logic. Therefore, it is better not to ocall it Logica Major
oOr Pgychology but to glve it its own name of Epistemoclogy. It

is a digcipline difrerent from all other philosophical
disciplines.
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As for the place it should ocoupy among them, even
those authors who do not want to call it a discipline differ-
ent from metaphysics want to see it treated at the beginning
of metaphysics. :

This goes without eaying. The gquestion ‘an sit'
always must come before the question 'quid sit'. Epistemology
treats about the question 'an sit', whether being 1s the object

of human knowledge. The scientific value of human knowledge-
whether human knowledge attains reality has to be established
before thig same human knowledge le used in scientific investi-
gation, That this can bhe done without calling in question
naive realism has been shown already. First epletemology
scientifically establishes the fact that human knowledge
teaches us about being, afterwards metaphysilcs tells us what
being 1s. But must we not know what being is before we can
find out that the human intellect really attains it, ask those
who side with Gilson? Must not we first establish that our
intellect 18 a fit instrument to lead us to being, 1s the
question of the critical realists.

This is the same problem which appears everywhere
in philosophy where the question 'an 81t' must be considered.
How can one talk about the existence of a thing before knowing
¥hat 1t 1g? The same question arises in natural theology

¥here the existence of God has to be proved before the question

| ¥ho He 1g, and the difficulty is how this can be done.
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80 in epistemology the gquestion 1s whether human
knouledgé.attaina being; and this question has to be treated
before metaphysics, which treats about that being. The
solution to this problem is that we need not have made a
metaphysical inquiry into the nature of being. A g¢ommon

knowledge of what being 1s, is sufficient to tackle the problem,
The treatise of metaphysics later will certalnly clarify what
has been treated in eplistemology, in the same way as the
treatise about God's nature in natural theology will clarify
what has been said in the first chapter where His exlisatence

was being proved. Eplstemology sheds its light upon meta-
physice and metaphysics does the same for epistemology, because
they are interrelated.

Metaphysics does not geem to be necessary for
eplstemology. What 1g required ls only a oommon non-scientifiec
knowledge of reality (being) and an impartial attitude, whioh,
a8 has been shown, implies a relistic position.

Does not this then destroy the primacy of meta-
physics? By no means. What do we understand by the primaoy
of metaphysics? Primacy of metaphysics means that metaphysics,
because it treats of being, which is the first and deepest
hotion, covers the field of all other sciences in a way. They
81l conslder being under some special aspect; metaphysics

Sonsiders it as being. Therefore, metaphysice sheds its light

%2 all other sciences. Netaphysics is the queen of sclences,
. S—
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In a certatn way all other sciences are dependent on meta-
physics, as metaphysics gives the ultimate explanation of
all reality. 1In this epistemology which treats of being
like the other ones, 1s dependent on metaphysics also. But
from another point of view the dependence may well be the
other way. The speocific question for epistemOlogy is not
about being as being, but abbutwits relations tc knowledge,
The very existence of metaphyslcs depends on these relations.
This is the interrelation of the sciences which is possible
because of the different kinds of causality, causae ad invicem

Metaphysics and epistemology are interrelated; but,
in the order of being, metaphysics certainly has tho primacy
over eplstemology as over all other soclences.

The conclusion is that there seems to be no contra-
diction here either. As already was being pointed cut, the
main error of Gilson 1a a wrong notlion of ¢ritique, This seems
to be the beginning of the whole trouble,

Maybe it 18 possible to find a still more profound
reason of Gilson's error., Van Bteenberghen points out that
Gileon defines being as that which is ontologlcally independent
0f consciousness. "Gilson is wrong in taking "real* to mean
something ontologlcally independent of consciousness and
Opposing 1t on that accounttc the cogito. Everything 1s real,
inoluding the cogito. The distinction of an objective real
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from a subjective real 1s given Jjust ae immediately as the
dominating character of the objeot. But the ontologlical
independence of the obJective real, with respect to the sub-
Ject 18 not at all evident“.l All this seems to be very much
a question of strese. Gilson never says explicity that the
idea has no reality, but when he speaks about reality he means
extramental reality, independent of the idea, the object as
such, and not the obJest as obJject. He opposes too much
thought and reality. According to him the danger 1s "exalter
la realite des 1&653'.2 Thie had 1ts repercussions on his
solution of the opistemologieaﬁ.problea, according to Van
Steenberghen.

The only sound point of departure for a Thomistio
epistemology 1s the concept as the intellect presente it, the
concept which has not yet been worked upon by philosophers.
This concept is presented not only as a form of the mind, but
ag a form which has & definite content. This concept provides
a base for a critical investigation of human knowledge which
must gatisfy everybody who is not prejudiced. As the case of
the idealists and, in the Thomistic camp, of Gilson shows,

howe#er, it seems to be extremely difficult to adhere tc this
impartial point of departure,

[ S—

1 F. V. Steenberghen, Epistemology, p. 97.
2 E. Gileon, Realiame Thomiste, p. 75,

| &lso p. 177 note.
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CHAPTER III
GILSON'S POSITIVE EPISTEMOLOGY

Ir, a8 Gilson claims, there cannot be a oritical
approach to the epistemologlcal question, is there really an
eplstemological queetion left? It would seem that one either

has to institute a critical investigation into the relations

between knowledge and realify or make a poztulate cut of them,
The statement that there is no place for a critique, for a
Judgment of knowledge in reallism, that realism is indefensible,
seems to leave no other posalblility but to accept realism as a
postulate,

Gilson seems to hold something llke this in hils
Le Réalisme Mé%gedigun. There he says: "We see no other
alternative now-a-daye than to give up all metaphysics or come
back to a pre-critical raalism'.l A few pages before he had
stated: "sScholasticlem affirms the existence of an objlect,
distinct from the subject, more like a postulate than like a
ooncluslon“.g Indeed there seeme to be no alternative than
this, for where 1e the splatemologlcal problem, if one has to

accept reallism as a postulate?

1 E. Gilson, Le Réallsme Eé%hodlgne, p. 156,
2 4ibid, p. 10.
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Yoel drew this conclueion in his paper on Thomistio
Epistemology at the Second International Thomistic Congreas at
Rome in November 1936. There he atated:

"The leglitimacy of eplstemology has been called
into question by outstanding thinkers.. One must
relect every eplstemology, get rid of the prgblem
of knowledge which 1s only a false problem”,

The context of this statement pointed toward Gilson,

and in his Réalisme Thomiste et Critigue de la Connalsesance

the latter defended himself and sald that he d4id not deny the
legitimacy or necessity of eplstemology, but only Msgr. Hoél's
method in epistemology.z He says: "It is evident that every
philoeophy can and must ask itself about the problem of know-
ledge. Plato, Aristotle, Saint Thomas and many thinkers of
the Middle Ages dld the same.> There 1s a real problem of
knowledge, but the golution has to be given in metaphysics.
There 48 no resal epistemology as a discipline distinet from
metaphysics. On the other hand, he sgays alse 1in Réilisme
Thomiste that the exlistence of the extramental world is no
problem., The fact that some philosophers make it a problem,
does not mean that 1t is a real problem. The existence of the
extramental world is evident. It cannot be denisd except by

those who view it from a wrong position and don't admit 1its

———

1 L. Noél, Le Réalisme Immediat, p. 282.
2 E. Gilson, Realisme Thomiste, p. 36 note.
3 1ibid, p. 84.
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evidenco,l” But then one aske oneself, 1f the exlstence of
the extramental world is not a problem, what then is the
epistemological problem, which Gilson says does exist? Is
not the epistemological problem the question whether our
knowledge really attains extramental reality, as it says 1t
does? And does not this mean .the question of the existence
of the extramental world? For is 1t not our knowledge which
unites us with the extramental world?

In Réalisme Thomiste Gilson explicitly denles that

realism 18 a mere postulate. He deflines a postulate as a
proposition which one is asked to admit as true, but which is
neither evident nor demonstrable®.® For a realist the existence
of extramental reality 1s evident and, therefore, cannot be
a postulate.

Gilson'e position in eplistemology has not been the
same from the beginning, as has been indicated already. There
is progress, even between the two books of 1936 and 1939. His
attitude toward realism has changed. Thig 1s evident even from
the titles. Wwhile the firet is called Methodical Realism,

which words do not leave any doubt about the intentions of
the author but indicate what is goilng to be defended, the second
book is just plain Thomistic Realiem.

i

1 1ibid, p. 236.
2 1ibid, p. 194.
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Gilson'e changes are misleading even for his follow-

ers., Thus Fr., G, Smith writes in the Maritain volume of the
Thomist: "As to the issue itself, - do we or do we not know
existents, ~ it is one whose resolution is anterior to
demonstration and self-evidence. It cannot be proved, dis-
proved, named self-evident or a pcstulate“.l

This is mixing up Gilson's opinions of the various
periode., He always held that it could not be demonstirated,-
and 8o do the critical reallists, - but whereas he conasidered
it more as a postulate or a method to be used in his Le

Réalisme Méthodique, in his Réalisme Thomiste the stress falls

on the evidence. Moreover if a thing cannot be demonstrated,
and 18 not evident elther, and cannot be accepted as a
postulate, what else is left?

Ag we di1d in the firet chapter we shall treat the
two books apart and give first an explanation of Gilson's

epistemology as 1t can be found in his Le Réalisme Méthodigue,

and then as it appears in Realisme Thomiste.

LE REALISME METHODIQUE
Gilson wants to go back to the position of Thomism

before modern times, because Thomiem in modern times has
deviated by looking too much to idealism. What were these
ancient Thomists and 8t. Thomas himself? Undoubtedly they were

Tealists. Theirs was the sound realism of a healthy reason not

N

1 The Thomist Maritain Volume p. 248,
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yet corrﬂpted by modern decadence. They never asked themselves
the question whether the intellect was an apt instrument to
teach them about reality. Their realism was, as Gilson says,
precritical. It certainly was not a conclusion after a
gcientific investigation into the structure and activity of
the intellect. It was more of a postulate., One can say that
S5t. Thomas' method in philosophy was realism; a method about
which he d1d not ask himself any questions.

Glleon wants to go back to this attitude, using
realism merely as a method. Therefore, he gives his book the

title Le Réalisme Méthodique or Methodical Realism, His

concern is %o flee the dangers of i1dealism and the refore
his urging: "Back to the Middle Ages®. "Scholasticism is a
conscious, reflected and intended realism, but a realism which
is not based on the solution of a problem, ralsed b& idealiem,
because the data of this problem imply necessarily idealism
as 1ts solution®.l

*In 1930", writes Van Riet in L'Eplstemologle
Thomigte, "Thomistic realism 18 a purely methodical reallism
for Mr. Gilson; 1t Justifies itselfl only through considerations
drawn from hlstory‘.g This 1s 111 very much the case in 1936,

the year in which Le Realisme Méthodigue appears. History shows

[—

1 E. Gilson, Le Realisme Methodigue, p. 1l.

2 Van Riet, L'Epistémologie Thomiste, p. 514.
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that 1deallism does not lead to a satisfaotory philosophy but
on the contrary is the gateway to scepticism. Therefore, let
us stick to the attitude of medieval Thomism and use realism
as a method, without asking any questions. We will have to
choose between methodical realism with the salvation of
metaphysics on one hand, and oritical realism with the ultimate
loss of metaphysics on the other. The sound method is to
start from realism, because metaphysics is safe with zt.l

"Idealism shows 1ts impotence %o construct a viable
philoaOphy”.z TimeAand again Gilson insists on the sterility
of modern philosophy. 5 goholastic realism, however, is “the
realism of the traveller, who proceeds towards a goal, and,
seeing that hd approacheg 1%, trusts that he took the right
direotion'.4

All this does not sound very convincing. His critics
reproached Gilson that 1% loocked more like pragmatism. We are
realists because realism is the best foundation for a
philosophy, or as Gilson says *it leads to a sclence as well
as to a metaphysios; therefore, it is a sound method to start

vlth“.5

7’

E. Gileon, Le Réalisme Méthodique, p. 86.
ibid, p. 12
ibid, p. 81, 83.

ibid, p. 18
ibid, p. 86.
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« Practical reasons, however, never were much in favor
in Thomism. True philoscphy inguires into the nature of things,
the ultimate causes. Truth 1s 1te coriterion, not usefulness.
It may very well be that a workable hypothesis turns out not
to be the true one.

It seems that Gilson does not have a firm conviotion
at thig stage. A doctrine can either be proved, or it is
evident, or it has to be accepted as a hypothesis or a ye-tu-
late, Gilson was sure that 1t could not be proved. He calls
1t evident, but on the other hand he does not want to stress
thia, because he 1lg aware of the fact that %00 many serious
philosophers do not see the evidenos at all. It certainly is
a strange thing to call a dootrlnamevideat when 1t 1is being
denied by many outstanding philosophers. There must be some-
thing wrong with the evidence. Therefore, no other alternative
remained for him than to say that it was a postulate or hypo-~
thesls or method, The proof for a hypothesis, however, lies
in its workability. 8o Gilson was brought to insert this
strange element in his philoesophy. He invokes a pragmatic
Justification for a thing he already calls evident. "Thomistio
realism is based on the evidence of its principles and Justi-
flee itself by a critique of idealism which ehows the impotence

of this doctrine to construct a viable philosophy".l

L S———

1 ibid, p. 12,
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We can find the same sort of reasons, inspired by
pragmatism in Régis's "8t. Thomas and Epistemology®. He
looks for a satisfylng explanation of the unity and plurality
we find in the universe, and concludes by saying that idealism
is wrong, because *it excludes the diversity of the real".l
At which an idealist will probably answer: "So what? This is
what the question 1s about", Every idealist knows that his
system makes reality unique. A refutation cannot take as ite
point of departure the thing that has to be proved.

When Rééla says that Thomistic realism is the only
realism that truthfully takes account of the complexity of
human knowledge,2 everybody will agree with him, but another
question 18, whether it is true because of that reason.
Thomistic realism is not true because it 1s a method of which
the workability can be ghown afterwards.

When somebody obJjects that by rejecting eritiocal
realiem he is bound to become a dogmatist, Régis answers by
pointing to a certain evidence: "there is a wisdom which takes
account of the realistic instincet of this knowledge, of which

3
wisdom will make manifest the part that is true®.  Nowhere

1 L. M. Régis, 8t. Thomas and Epistemology|

2 1ibid, p. 54.
3 4ibid, p. 38.
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else in ‘hlis lecture does he explain these oryptic words.
aégia'a lecture shows the same mixture of reallism as a method,
#a evident and as a workable hypothesis that we find in
Gileon's Le Réalisme Methodigue.

There 18 not much that is positive in Le Réalisme
Méthodique. Thomistic realism defends itself by showing that
idealism cannot lead to metaphysioces. "If idealism had
succeeded in constituting a set of evident prinoiples and
proved 1ts explicative fecundity, scholasticlem would have
nothing to obJeot'.l The Justification of Thomistic realimm
iz a negative one.

Although he mentions reflexion he does not say much
sbout it. Thisg 1s understandable, The role of reflexion in
his eplatemology 18 a minor ocne. Re does not need reflexion
as the eritical realists do,

Realiem is evident and its evidence is provided by
a sensible intulition. "The existence of the exterior werld
is evident, but by the conocrete and direct evidence of a
sensible intultion which translates itself in an abetract and
direct way into a Judgmont‘.a

The sensible experience guarantees the realism of
our knowledge. The senses bring us into contact with extra-

Rental reality. This is evident. Intellectual knowledge is

L —

-t

| 1bid, p. 12
L 2 1bid, p. 48
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realistid becsuse it is a direct translation of sense knowledge,

it is based on sense knowledge, and therefore, shares in its
realism. It has no evidence of itself, however, but depends
on the evidence of the gensea, for, as Gilson says, "the
senslble intultion alone guaranteee the existence of its
obJaot'.l

This sensible evidence has to be accepted as such.
It cannot be transformed into a rational deduction or indue-
tion., No demonsgtration is possible. That would destroy
realism again,

Thie is all that Le Réalisme Methodique contains in
the way of a positive exposition of eplistemology. Ko wonder
that his opponentsg complained and asked him if there was much
difference between thies eplstemology and accepting realiem
simply as a postulate. Did not Gilson himself say that he

accepted it because of the dlisastrous conssquences of idealism?

The evidence did not sound very convinoing.
REALISME THOMISTE
According to R. Verneaux in L'Epistémologie de

M, Gileont

the splastemology of Gilson would consist of three
parts: first a critique of the attempta of concordism, i.s.,

& refutation of those thinkers who defend realism by means of

.

1 E. Gileon, Realisme Thomiste, p. 195 - 196,

2 Etienne Glleon, p. 218.
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a critique pr knowledge. Gilson calls them c¢oncordists because
they intend to reconcile Thomism with Kantian and Cartesian
Idealism; secondly a critique of idealism, by showing that it
is based on a mere presumption and that it necessarily leads
to scepticism; thirdly a positive oxpos%ion of knowledge not
defending its realism but ahow;ng how sensitive and intellectual
knowledge attain reality.

Gilson's realism according to Verneaux is a nathodloalq
dogmatic and reflexive realism, We already saw that in this
second book the stress falls more on its evidence than on its
being used as a method., JItas being methodical was a factor of

importance in Le Réalisme Méthodique, because therein Gilson

saw its Justification. Afterwards, however, he became more
and more convinced not only of its being evident, but of the
fact that its Jjustification could be found in its being evident.
It 8till can be called methodical realism, because the method
Thomiste use in their philosophy is the realistic one, but the
name methodical is no longer characteristic. Realism does not
find ite Justifiocation in its being used as a method.

It is dogmatic realism, which means not that it is a
postulate, but merely that it cannot be demonstrated. It is
evident; 1t does not need a demonstration. Gllson calls it

dogmatic in Realisme Thomiste. "Everything can be oritical in

& realistic philosophy except 1ts realism itself. That is the
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true posltion of dogmatic realism which we derond'.l

It 18 a reflexive realism, the reflexion making it
a philosophical realism, distinguished from the naive realism
of common sense. This reflexion, hdwover, is not a oritique;
it does not establish anything, it does not differ from any
other reflexion. It is the sape reflexion as is being used all
over philosophy.

Gilson no longer uses the pragmatic arguments he used

in Le Realisme Methodique. Realism 1s not the true system
because 1t leads us to a metaphysics, while i1dealism does not.
Realism 1s true because it is evident, 8Still the refutation
of idealiem playe & very lmportant role in his eplstemology.
When Gilson describes the course that an eplstemology should
follow he mentions first the "defense of truth against those
who contest the firet prlnciplcu'.z

The second thing to do, according to Glleon, is "to
let the first principles appear in full light, in their evidence
as prluciplel'.a This stage is what oritical realists would
¢all the most important part of epistemology, the epistemolo-

gical problem, whether human knowledge knows extramental reality

1 E. Gilson, Réalisme Thomiste, p. 160.
1bid, p. 227.
1bid, p. 238.
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or not. " They dlsagree, however, in the object of the oritical
reflection. Some of them take the sense perception (Gény, de
Tonquedec) others the intelleoctual judgment (Van Steenberghen,
Noél) others the cogito (Pleard) still others the first
principlee (Maritain in a way). Gilson diemisses it with
saying that it is evident., -And when somedody objects that if
1t really ie evident it should be evident for everybody, he
answers that even for idealists it is evident ae men, but it
ceases to be evident for them as philosophers. Why don't they
accept the same things as philosophers as they do as men? The
fact remaine that it is evident, and he makes us institute a
reflexion to show that our senses do not deceive ul,l though
he does not use the word reflexion.

The greater part of his eplstemology 1is devoted to
the question how to explain the fact that our faculties attaln
reality. In Belng and Some Philosophers, which 1s a further

development of hie dootrine, he sume up his position as follows:

"The two prerequisites to the possibility of
existential judgments are that reality should
include an exlatential sot over and above its
essence, and that the human mind be naturally

able to grasp it.. That the human mind ig able

to grasp 1t is a fact, and if so many philosophers
seem to doubt 1t, 1t is because tgcy fall to grasp
the cognitive power of Jjudgment®,

1 ibid, p. 186.

2 E. 3lleon, Being and Some Philosophers,
Toronto, 1949, p. 202.

S
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«That there is an extramental reality and that the
human mind oan attain it are the two prerequisites. According
to Gilson they are evident. The major problem of his episte-
mology consists in explaining how the mind grasps this reality,
not whether the mind grasps it. Critical realists can agree
with Gllson in his further eéxpositions. When the fact has
been established that the human intellect attains reality,
both Gilson and the critical realists follow the same path;
bot have to show how the mind reaches that reality, in what
operation and at what point exactly.

For the followling considerations 1V is of no import-
ence whether one 1a & critical realist or not; the discussion
takes place in a further stage. Our oriticism of Gilson is,
therefore, not affected. Wwe maintalin that he is wrong in
condemning the way followed by the critical reslists to estab-
lish realism and that hisg own position, even his final one of
evidence, is an unsatisfying one, but we think thal his
analysie of the activity of the human intellect is profound
and worth considering, although as we shall explain further on,
it pertains more to psychology than to epistemoclogy.

It belongs to metaphysics to define what reality or
being is and that is, according to Gilson, why 1t is part of
Retaphysice to describe how human knowledge attains it. 1In the

8econd chapter we have explained what to think of that view.
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Hetaphysios teaches us that the element which makes
reality real is existence. Gileon's Being and Some Philosophers
15 devoted to that problem and he gives some very prefound and
revealing expositions on the matter, showing how it has been
treated by the greates! thinkere throughout the history of
philosophy. He points out that all those phileosophies which
did not soccept the act of sxistence resulted in fallures,

The act of existence then, has to be attained by
human knowledge, 1f 1t would claim to attain reality. This
is where the problem starts. Exlstence is ne'sonsxbla guality.
The senses perceive only the accidents, quality, quantity, ete.,
they never penetrate intc the essence of the thing, still lese
into existence. The senses only teach us about the accldental
properties of things.

On the other hand, our intelilectual kncwledge is
abstract, It works with ideas, conceptis., When we know man
intellectually, our knowledge is true of é;ally existing men,
but it 18 not verlfied as such in any living man. Exlstence,
however, is always conocrete. :Thero is no abstract existence,
Existence is, by definition, that what makes the essence this
actual concrete essense. Uonsequently thers cannot be a

conceptual abstract knowledge of existence.l

[—

1 L. M. Régils denies this in an artiocle on

glligg's Being and Some Philoscphers. Modern Schoolman 1951,

N ——
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» Existence, therefore, cannot be the object of our
ordinary abstract knowledge. This is precisely what 8t. Thomas
says when he states that the obJlect of our intellect is
essences.l OQur conceptual knowledge is about the quiddity,
obtained from the phantasm by means of abstraction. Our con-
cepts have only an intentional existence, They do not exist
as such in feality.

Existence does not have a content, content beling
something of essence. Existence does not add anything to
essence; it only makes the essence real, actual. As existence
does not provide a content in the actual thing, does not add
to anything to its eegsence, s0 it cannot give a content either
to an 1ntentioha1 existence in a concept. We cannot reach
existence in its concreteness in the concept.

The question, therefore, remains: how do we know
existence? It cannot be known by our senses. Our senses
give us knowledge only about external accidental appearances.
Their knowledge is in the order of essences. Ase a prineiple
of a concrete being it should come nevertheless under
ﬁbercoption.

The activity of the intellect on the other hand 1is
ot perceptive but conceptive, It workse by making abstract

conoepts by means of the concrete phantasm, But existence

——

1 De Bpiritualibus Creaturls, A. XI. ad 7.
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being the principle of a concrete thing and itself individual
too, should be perceiﬁed not conceived in an abstract way.

The solution is that existence has to be apprehended
in the sensible datum. "In order that a man perceive existence
with his intellect, it 1s necessary that exlstence be given
to him in an exlistent, which is perceptible to his sensib-
ility‘.l Existence cannot be perceived otherwise than in the
actually existing thing. But this thing is only presented to
the knower by the senseg. Therefore, in the existing thing
which i8s present to the knower in the phantasm, the intelleot
must perceive 1ts existence, Thie ig a certain kind of an
intellectual intultion, as Van Riet observeu.a It marks a
substantial development of Gilson's eplstemology since Le

Realisme Methodique. There he had only the sense perception

a8 hls explanation of reallism; here it is a sensitive-
intellectual evidence.

When does this intellectual perception of existence
take place? Gllson answers: in the second activity of the
intellect, the Jjudgment. "When the concept of being is
abatracted from a concrete existent perceived by the senses,
the Judgment which predicates exlstence of thie exlstent
attributes existence to it in the way the intellect sees it,

—

1l E. Gilson, Realieme Thomiste, p. 216.
2 Van Riet, L'Epistemologie Thomiste, p.509,

- - Aoy,
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i.e., in the sensible datum from which the intellect abstiracts
1’6”.1

"We directly know perceived data as beings so that
our direct knowledge of them includes an intultlive experience
of their very acts of exiating'.z

It 18 indeed only in a Judgment that the intellect
affirms existence of an essence. The abstract concept "man"
itself does not say anything about exigtence. Existence is
not given with the idea, not contained in it. This required
a second operation of the intelleat, the judgment. Then the
intellect affirms: "Man exlsts®.

This is 8¢t. Thomas' doctrine, who writes: *Prima
quidem operatio resplcitipsam naturam rei,. secunda operatio
respiclt ipsum esse rei“.s But as both the essence and the
axiaténce are necessary for the real thing,'so also both acts
of the intellect are necessary for the complete knowledge of
the thing. Only when I have a concept of a thing and in a
Judgment attributing existence to it can my knowledge be asaild
to be complete. In reality they always go together, and “there
are no concepts without Judgments nor any Judgments without

concepts. Kot even the simple apprehension of being ocan be

1 E. Gilson, Realisme Thomiste, p. 226-226,

2 E. @ilson, Being and Some Philosophers,

p. 207, ,.
3 Thomas Aquinas, Im Boethium, De Trinitate,

qu. V, Art. 3.
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without Juﬁgment”.l Since essence and exlstence always go
together in the world of reality, so they must also go together
in the world or knowledge.

Concrete existence is not present to the intellect
in ite concreteness, because the unioﬁ of thing known with
the knower takes place by means of a species which is the
abstract representation of the thing known. 8till, in the
Judgment the intellect affirms existence; and, therefore, it
must perceive it in some way. This can be in no other way
than in the phantasm. There and only there, the union of the
knower with the concrete thing known takes place. There.
must, therefore, be an intellectual intuition of conorete
1 existence in the phantasm of the senses.

The importance of the intellectual judgment appears

u in this doctrine. It ie the judgment which gives the ultimate

perfection to our knowledge. This is entirely in accordance

with 8t. Thomas' teachings, as Gilson points out. "The Judg-

ment 1s the most perfect operation of reason because 1t 1s the
only one that is capable to attaln--beyond the essence of
beings which is apprehended by the concept-- that ipsum esse,

which is known to be the very source of all reality",?

pr—

1 E. Gilson, Being and Some Philosophers,

P. 209,
2 E, Gilson, Le Thomist, Ve ed, Parie, 1948
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The intellect can perceive this concrete existence :

in the phantasm because of the unity of the knower. "Being
is neither intuited by 2 sensibility nor understood by an

intellect, but known by a man”.l Or again, as St. Thomas

says it: "Non enlim proprie loquendo sensus aut intellectus
cognoscit, sed homo per utrunqgc“.z

Man 18 not divided in separate compartments which
do not estand in relation with each other. A too specific
conslderation in psychology of the various faculties might
lead us to such an opinion. The union between the faculties
is not an artificial or factitious one, but the union of a
living being. Philosophy should never lose sight of the
concrete reality it studlies.

Intellect and senses are both united in the subject.
This makes it possible for us to accept this intelleoctual
intuition which must accompany every act of intellectual
knowledge,

More and more modern Thomists invoke a kind of
intellectual intuition. Maritain gives a description of the

states in the process of knowledge in "Existence and the

Existent", in which he shows how the intultion takes rplace:

1 E. Gileon, On Being and Bome Philosophers,

1086,
2 %Thomas Aquinas, De Veritate Qu. 2.a-6. ad 3.
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The second stage 1eg the "formation -~ in one
slmultaneous awakening of the intellect and the
Judgment, which mutually involve each other- of
an idea ("this being® for simply "this thing" in
which the idea of being is implicitly present) and
a Judgment composing the object of thought in
question with the act of existing (not with the
"notion® of existence but with the "act® of existing):
"this thing exists or "thie being exista”.

In forming this Judgment the intellect, on the cne
hand, knows the subject as singular (indirectly and
by reflexion upon the phantasms) and on the other
hand, affirms that this singular subjlect exercises
the act of exlisting. In other words, the intellect
itself exeroclises upon the notion of this sublect an

~act (the act of affirming) by which 1% lives
intentionally the existence of the thing. This
affirmetion has the same content sas the "judgment®
of the estimative and the external sense {but in
thie case that content is no longer "blind® but
openly revealed since 1t is raised to the state of
intelligibility of act); and it is not by reflexion
upon the phantasmg that the intellect proffers the
affirmation buty by and in this "Judgment” 1tself,
and in thie intultion of sense which 1t grasps by
immaterialising 1it, in order to express 1t to 1tself.

It thus reaches the actus assendl (in Jjudging)- as
it reaches sssence~ (in conceiving)~ by the mediation
of sensorial perception?®,

The solution of the problem lies in the unity of human know-
ledge. When we realize that neither the senses nor the
intellect knowe but that msn knows, that sensesg and intelleot,
though they are different faculties, are nevertheless the
faculties Of one living being, we can understand the relation
between them,

There 1s a continuity from senses to intellect, a

continuity that 1s possible because both are in the same subject.

1 J. Maritain, Exlistence and the Existent, p.27
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This makes 4t possible tc understand how the intelleoct csn reach
concrete reality, while it cannot exprees it in a concept. The
analyslis of the cognitive facultles and thelr operations show
us their structure and way of acting, and a realistic notion of
man as a living belng mskes ue understand how their combined
activity grasps reality.

This positive part of his eplistemology certalnly
shows Gilson aﬁ his best. His analyslis of the intellectual
knowledge 1s profound and clear. In a convineing way he ghows
where and when exactly the human intellect reaches reality.

His perfect reallsm 1s another merit of his exposi-
tion, In thigs regard he shows himself a true disciple of
Bergson who first made European philosophy take the road back
to realism, Bergson showed him, as he did Maritaln and so
many others, the fatal consequences of i1dealism, and endowed
him from the start of his philosophical activities with that
pasélon for realism which wae the charﬁctcristio of his own
philosophy. In Thomism, however, Gillson found a safer and
more perfect realism than Bergson could give him., Thomism
8till developed thls sense for realism, after he got thoroughly
acquainted with 1t for realism is essential in Thomiem ag in
no other system, Those other seekers of realism in modern
timea, the existentiallsts, alec had their influence on him in
making him more aware, where exactly to find this reality. The

succeedlng editions of Le Thomisme show thls clearly as Noonan

S—
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1
pointed out in an excellent article in the New Scholastliciem.

Finally his positive epistemology 1s entirely based
on 8t. Thomas, The many quotations from his works show con-
vineingly that it 1s fully in conformity with the teachinge of
the angelic doctor. In a clearer and more explicit way than 1s
done by 8t. Thomas, the stress is put on realism, for, although
8t. Thomas is unmistakenly a realist, realism was never a
problem for him. Therefore, it is not brought into full
evidence by him., Gilson presents the texts and shows thelr
content of realism to full advantage. Idealism in its various
forms made Thomists ccnsoioué of thelir realism. Only in the
presence of the enemy truth receives its proper emphasis.

Far, then, from criticising this part of Gilson's
Eplstemology, we can only praise 1t as a real advancement of
Thomigtic thought. Critical realists can agree with it and
wlll consider 1t as a fine achlevement which fits entirely
into their system. In fact, we find the same opinions as
Gilson's in some of their works though not in so developed a
treatment. Thue Msgr. Noél already had pointed to the
intellectual intuition as a sclution for the question how the
intellect contacts reality: "In the reality of our psychologi-
cal life, there are no two awarenesses, the cne sensible, the

other intellectual, but only one which is both at the same time.

1 John Noonan. "The Existentiallsm of E

‘: Gllson®. New Scholasticism Oct. 1950, p. 417-438. =
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There is an intellectual quasi-intulition of the realities
present to sensible experienoa“.l

One question could be asked, however, viz. if this
part of epistemology does not more belong to psychology than
to epistemology. Epistemology, if 1t wants to be a discipline
distinct from psychology, should have a different formal object.
The inquiry into the value of human knowledge is, as has been
shown, a question which apparently does not come under
psychology. However, when we start analysing the intelleoctual
act of knowledge to find out how it attains reality, we are
already in the field of psychology, the formal object of which
1s the structure oft the ontology of human knowledge. This is
also Van Riet's opinion: "Our opinion is that the ontology of
knowledge has no proper critical value, but that 1t transposes
and interprets very well the conclusions of the description of
the cognitive phenomenon in order to evaluate 1t, In the
analysis one ‘'sgees', in the ontology of knowledge one
'understands'.g

This makes us understand also why Gilson can produce
80 many quotations from 8t. Thomaeg, because thls 1s paychology.
As was explained, 8t. Thomas has a highly developed psychology,
whereas 1t will be extremely difficult to find texts in his

1 Cit. in: "Some Tendencles in Modern
Thomism®, by Dom Illtyd Trethowan. Downside Review. Spring 1949,

P ’ 2 Van Riet, Epistémologle Thomiste, p. 656,
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work of a strictly epistemologlical character.

However, the distinction cannot be stretched too
far. As the object is given in the act of knowledge and there
18 no act of knowledge possible without an object, eplstemology
and psychology cannot be entirely independent of each other.
There is and always must be an intimate connection between the
twe. When we forget this, we fall again in the old error which
wae the cause of idealism, viz. considering as distinct in
reality, what in real life 1s one. We cannot oconsider thought
without the object which it implies, considering thought
without 1ts object made Descartes the Fatherof Ideallsm.
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. pA4
GENERAL CONCLUSICN
In the introducotion to Being and Some Phllosophers

Gileson writes that 1t 1s false to think that "fundamental
philosophical oppositions necessarily happened between truth
and error, instead of belng between partial truths and the
whole truth®.l The history of Christian philosophy is there

to prove thle statement, From the earllest days of Christianity,

when the Apologlets looked for confirmation of their falth in
the works of Greek philosophers, philosophy has always started
with an examination of the pagan philosophers (Plato and
Aristotle), separating truth from error and adapting the truth
in their system or bulilding their system with ita ald., There
has been no more diligent searcher for truth on all places in
which 1t could be found than the greatest of Christian
Philosophers, St. Thomas Aquinas. His wag certainly not the
attitude of the conservative mind, which fears to agree with
propositions of pagan philosophers because of the error that
may be contained in thelr system., He was the fearless champion
of truth; and it is doubtful that we will ever r£ind out what
he had to endure because of his intrepid stand. Then as well
as now and in any time, the large army of the medlocre kept the

fleld; true progress never came through the masses.

1 E. Gileon. Being and Some Philosophers,

p IX.
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“It 1s astonishing, however, that one who in his
boocke proves to be such a devoted dlasciple of the great
master, and is well aware of the presence of truth amid error,
deviates from this attitude in eplstemology. For here he not
only condemns idealiem but seems unable to distinguish any
element of truth in it. He geems not to be aware that idealism
algo, as all other erroneous systema before 1%, may contribute
its ghare to the further progress of human thought. Not
everything in Descartes and Xant 1ls error. Why then condemn
them completely and refuse to examine these great philosophers
to see if some truth might be found in them which can bes
incorporated into the pattern cf Thomistic philosophy?

Philosophy is a living sclience. There can be no
going back to Plato or Aristotle or even to the Middle Ages.
Truth 18 eternal and there is no change in 1t, but the human
race is developing and philoeophy happens to be not truth,
but what man graspg of truth. Every time has ite own problems,
The philosophy of another time will not fit, or not fit entirely
to this time.

The eplstemclogical problem is py@euliar to modern
times. Whether this problem is the result of a period of
decadence in the study of philosophy 18 not important; the
only question is whether or not 1t is a lawful question,

Gilson himself denies that he has ever said that the
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epistemological problem was a false problcn.l But 1f it 1s
a lawful question, 1t should receive an answer from Thomistic
philosophy. There can be no going back to a precritical
atagc.a Thomism has to adapt 1tself to the requirements of
the modern mind.

That 18 what most Thomistlic philosophers saw quite
clearly and what led to critical realiam. In ordinary life
everybody 1s a reallst, even the ideallsts are. But "what
men g0 infallibly know qua men, they 8o often overlook qua
philoao;ahem".3 But 1is not there then a way to show that
this realism of everybody is scientifically Justified?
Critical realists think there is, and that is exactly the way
idealists use in their attempt to prove their idealism, vis.
the critical examination of human knowledge.

Emmanuel Chapman gives an excellent aummary of it:

*The orude knowledge of genuine common sense, charged
with ontological densities, unrefined as yet by the
speclal techniques of the empirical and mathematlical
sclencesg, must be defended philosophically against
both the ideallist and the empiricist, who will not
admit any knowledge as valid other than what conforms
with thelr preconcelved notions. The philosophy of
oeritical realism does not diemiss, nor look down

upon, but Justifies, what 18 valid in the prescien-
tiflc knowledge of common sense.

E. Gileon, Realisme Thomiste, p. 36-note.
E. Gllson, Le Realisme Methodique, p. 15.
E, (ilson, Being and Some Philosophers,

p. IX.
E. Chapman, "To Be - That is the Answer®.
Maritain Volume of the Thomist, p. IB2,

T
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» To institute this coritical examination of our know-
ledge, that is what Kant and Descartes taught modern philoeophy.
Although they were wrong in the conclusions they drew, their
error proceded not from the question itself but from the fact
that they did not approach it with an unblased mind.

Everybody will agree that idealiem 1s a real danger,
Thomiste should always be on their guard against 1t. It is
certain that in the past some of them have gone too far in
thelr adaptation and thereby have endangered Thomism. MNothing
is more contrary to the spirit of Thomism than ideallsm,
Although some mistakes were made when a reawakened Scholastiocism
was confronted for the first time with the problems of modern
philogophy, the outstanding Thomists of our times are aware
of the danger, They are unanimous in coritical realism.

That Gllson has a special concern with reallism is
understandable. He witnessed the struggle for a reallstio
philosophy of his master Bergson. He showed him the deplorable
state to which two centuries of idealism had led European
philosophy. It took the glgantic efforts of geniuses like
Bergson, Husserl and othere to make Europen philosophy con-
sclous that 1% had been 1nte§t3d~by idealism as by a contaglous
disease. And notwithetanding all their efforts, idealism is
far from dead but stlll has its chalre in the prominent

universities of Europe.
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« (Gilson is aware of the danger idealism contalns for
philosophy, and that accounts for his repeated warnings.,
Modern Thomists certalnly appreclate these warnings, especlally
when the come from an authority like Gilson, But when these
warnings become actual accusatlons, and Gilson says that they
have alresady fallen into ideallistic error, critical realists
think that he 1s wrong. Careful reading of their treatises
ghows how careful they have been to avoid this error, how they
never losge sight of the danger of 1dealism,

The faoct, however, that there is danger connected
with critique does not make them refrain from 1t, for they
think that although "ocritique may have been born from the
ignorance of traditional raalism“,l it became necessary,
nevertheless in modern philosophy, and does not contain in
1tself anything which is in contradiction with it.

The merit of Gileon's works of epistemology lies in
the poslitive part, the analysls of the act of knowledge. Here
Gileon shows hie craftmanship. These pages are full of
penetrating insights in the structure of knowledge, and betray
the man who has been a constant reader and student of 8t.
Thomas' works for years.

@Gilson's later works as Being and Some Philosophers

and L'Etre et L'Easence, are the further development of what

can be found already in Realieme Thomiste et Critique de la

1 L. Noel, Revue Neéoscolastique, 1540, p. 58.
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Connaissange. In a more extensive way he explains there the

existential value of human knowledge., More and more he
becomes convinced that only actual contact of our 1ntelleqt
with the concrete existence can constitute a genuine knowledge
of reality, and that this contact takes place in an intellect-
ual quasi-intuition. His expositione there are certalnly a
real progress over the ear11e£ explanations of oritical
realists, though they also have been aware of this and stressed
the importance of the Judgment in epistemology.

In Gileon's epistemology, in a fuller sense than in
the preceding oritical epistemologies "philosophy becomes
again the rﬁll intellectual activity of the whole man confront-
ing the whole of experience“.l

This was also what philosophy was for 8t, Thomas. He
never had the problem himself, "Neither Aristotle nor 8t. Thomas
felt the need to qualify themselves as realista“.z But the
philosophy of St. Thomas ig certainly a realistic one. His
whole system asks for a reallstic interpretation. One cennot
explain it in an idealietic way without destroying it. B8t.
Thomas is one of the "great realists® ae de Tonquedec calls

them;3 he is the greatest of them.

1 E. M. Chapman. The Maritain Volume of the

——— ————

Thomist, p. 136

2 J. Maritain. Degrees of Knowledge, p. 87
gJ. de Tonquedec. La Critique de la

Connaissance, p. 24
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« Therefore, critical realism can appeal to 8t. Thomas.
It 18 entirely in accord with him and can be called a further
development of Thomistic principles, It 1s a Thomistio answer
on & question asked by moderns., The fact that we do not find
it in his work 18 no reason to reject it., It would be if it
could be proved that realism is in contradletion to Thomistio
principles. 8t, Thomas's system shows & gap in this respect
that he has no epletemology. Modern philosophers have the
task to give a solution to problems which he himself never
considered, provided this solution is in accordance with his
principles. This shows the greatness of his philosophy and
its value for all times, that every age can use it to find
the solutions for its particular problems, for "the greatness
of a phllosophy comes from its aptitude to reach beyond the
problems 1t poses, and to triumph over those 1t did not even

suspact'.l

1 H. Gouhler, olt: G. Van Riet.-Epistémologie

Thomiste, p. 518.
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