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JUDE P. DOUGHERTY"

GILSON AND REMI BRAGUE ON
MEDIEVAL ARABIC PHILOSOPHY

Etienne Gilson, a humanist! Horrors! Gilson, a Renaissance hu-
manist! Not to be, nor could he sign the Humanist Manifesto 1l prom-
ulgated by Paul Kurtz, Sidney Hook, and others such as B. F. Skinner
and Francis Crick in 1973. “Humanism” has become a synonym for
atheism, or maybe a euphemism or polite way in which atheists speak
of themselves to disarm the innocent. Granted that Jacques Maritain
speaks of “true humanism,” and that Gilson could be called a true hu-
manist in that sense, | prefer to think of Gilson as an historian of me-
dieval philosophy whose research led him to an appreciation of St.
Thomas and to the eventual espousal of the metaphysics of the Angelic
Doctor. That, however, did not prevent Gilson from exploring other
avenues of thought. His students have said of him that he was willing
to do research on any topic at the drop of a hat. Thus we have Choir of
Muses, Heloise and Abelard, From Aristotle to Darwin and Back, and
Painting and Reality. When | was a student, | was privileged to hear
the five lectures that Gilson delivered at the National Gallery of Art,
lectures which became Painting and Reality. The earthy Gilson was
something of a treat after the ethereal Maritain, who had given the
Mellon Lectures, alas to dwindling audiences only a few years before.

“ Dr. Jude P. Dougherty — The Catholic University of America, USA; e-mail:
dougherj@cua.edu
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Indeed, both of these intellectual giants were Christian humanists, but
even to say that may be redundant; Christian gentlemen engaged in the
pursuit of wisdom may be all you need to know.

Given contemporary interest in Islam, compelled by the astound-
ing violence perpetrated in its name, | propose to consider what two
historians of philosophy, both Frenchmen, writing a generation apart,
have to say about medieval Arabic philosophy and the relevance of its
study to our own day. | am writing of Gilson, of course, and of a rela-
tive newcomer, Rémi Brague, who holds the title, Professor of Arabic
Medieval philosophy at the University of Paris. He is the author of The
Legend of the Middle Ages, published early 2009 by the University of
Chicago Press.

A section of Gilson’s History of Philosophy in the Middle Ages® is
devoted to what he calls “Arabian Philosophy.” Gilson opens his ac-
count by recalling that when the Emperor Justinian in 529 ordered the
closing of the philosophical schools of Athens, it had unintended ef-
fects in what was soon to become the Islamic world. Had Justinian’s
action been taken earlier, Gilson tells us, the decision would have de-
prived the Church of the works of St. Basil, of Gregory Nazianzenus,
and of St. Gregory of Nyssa, not to mention of less important theologi-
ans. Fortunately, by the time of Justinian’s action, Greek thought had
already gained ground in Asia. By closing the school of Athens Justin-
ian in effect initiated the circling movement, which was to bring Plato
and Aristotle to Western Europe via Syria, Persia, Egypt, Morocco,
and Spain.? Gilson subsequently pays particular attention—indeed, one
may say with great respect, if not homage—to the philosophical work
of Alkindi, Alfarabi, Avicenna, and Averroes.

Now is the time for us to remember—he writes—that although these men

were philosophers and not theologians, they had a religion, namely Islam,

which was not without influence on their philosophical speculation. What is

more important, their religion had something in common with Christianity.
Like the God of the Old Testament, the God of the Koran is one, eternal, all

! Etienne Gilson, History of Philosophy in the Middle Ages (New York: Random
House, 1955).
21d., p. 181.
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powerful, and creator of all things. Even before the West had full access to

the texts of Aristotle, the Arabian philosophers had come up against the

problem of reconciling the Greek conception of a necessarily existing uni-

verse, ruled by a strictly intelligible necessity, with the Biblical notion of

a freely created world ruled by a free and all-powerful divine will 2

Then too, like Christian faith, Islamic faith had the need of an in-
tellectual interpretation, be it only in order to correct the literal inter-
pretation of the Koran upheld by the fundamentalists of those times.*
As time went by, Islamic theology progressively separated itself from
Greek philosophy, up to the point of repudiating it. Ironically it was the
great Christian theologians who were to become pupils of the Arabic
philosophers, not the Mohammedan theologians.

This article does not permit more than a cursory glance at Gilson’s
treatment of the Arabians, but a few notes may be in order. Gilson
begins with Alkindi (d. 873), lauding him as the first great Arabian
philosopher, an encyclopaedist whose writings cover almost the whole
field of Greek learning, i.e., arithmetic, geometry, astronomy, music,
optics, medicine, logic, psychology, meteorology, and politics. Al-
farabi (870-950), who flourished a generation later in Baghdad, is pre-
sented as the second great name in Arabic philosophy. Although Al-
farabi was considered primarily a logician, his theological works are
compared with those of the major thirteenth-century Christian theolo-
gians. Gilson credits him with understanding the ontological implica-
tion of Aristotle’s logical distinction between the notion of “what
a thing is” and the “fact that it is,” thus introducing into philosophy the
epoch-making distinction between essence and existence. Gilson ad-
mires Alfarabi’s ability to adapt to what he calls “the overwhelming
richness of Greek philosophical speculation to the nostalgic feeling of
God characteristic of the Orientals.”

Turning to Avicenna (980-1037), who comes on the scene ap-
proximately a century and a half later, Gilson will say,

®1d., p. 184.
“1d., p. 183.
®Id., p. 185.
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By his religious inspiration and his mystical tendencies Avicenna was des-

tined to... (become) for the Christian theologians of the Middle Ages both

a great help and a perilous temptation. His whole system was a striking ex-

ample of the possibility of a natural and philosophical explanation of the

vyorlg, crowned by a no less natural and philosophical doctrine of salva-
tion.

Indebted to Alfarabi for the essence/existence distinction,
Avicenna treats existence as an accident not as the principle of being,
as, for example, Aquinas did in his doctrine of being. Avicenna, in
turn, will be criticized by Averroes for permitting an undue influence
of the religious notion of “creation” upon the philosophical notion of
“being.” Gilson offers this discussion as a striking example of the mu-
tual implications of logic and metaphysics. Given Avicenna’s un-
quenchable intellectual curiosity, he left a complete philosophy that
included major treatises in physics, psychology, and metaphysics.
Avicenna’s interpretation of the composition of material substances in
the Physics became the focus of lively discussions among the Scholas-
tics. Aristotle had said that the component forms of a compound sub-
stance remain in it in potency. Avicenna interprets Aristotle’s position
as meaning that the substantial forms remain unchanged in the com-
pound. The issue thus framed can still generate lively discussion in
college classrooms.

Much of Avicenna will be reinterpreted by the Christian theologi-
ans of the thirteenth century. Although Avicenna was careful to leave
revealed theology an open door, he did not succeed in placating Is-
lamic theologians. The steady theological opposition met by Moslem
philosophers of that period did not stop the development of philoso-
phy. Gilson believes that opposition is one of the reasons why philoso-
phy migrated from the East to Spain, where its foremost representative
became Averroes (1126-1198), a Spanish Arab known during the
Middle Ages as the “Commentator” in recognition of his extended
commentaries on Aristotle. Born in 1126 at Cordova, Averroes studied
theology, jurisprudence, mathematics, and philosophy. The author not

®1d., p. 188.
"1d., p. 216.
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only of the influential commentaries on Aristotle, he wrote works on
medicine, astronomy, and philosophy. One of his major efforts was his
attempt to determine the mutual relations between philosophy and
religion. Averroes’s solution to the problem, in my judgment, is virtu-
ally a treatise in the philosophy of education. The Koran, he held, is
addressed to mankind as a whole, but men differ in their level of intel-
ligence and ability to understand. All have the right and duty to study
and interpret the Koran to the extent to which they are capable. As
Gilson summarizes the position,

The one who can understand and interpret the philosophical meaning of the

sacred text should interpret it philosophically, for its most lofty meaning is

the true meaning of revelation, and each time there appears any conflict be-

tween the religious text and demonstrative conclusions, it is by interpreting

the religious text philosophically that harmony should be reestablished.®

A discussion of the influence of Averroes on medieval philosophy
and Renaissance humanism is beyond the scope of the present enquiry.
Suffice it to say that he spawned an entire school of thought known as
Latin Averroism. Although St. Thomas often takes note of Averroes’s
opinions, he was not enamored with his status as a commentator and
accused him of being “less a peripatetic than a corruptor (depravator)
of peripatetic philosophy.”

Gilson’s primary interest in the Arabian philosophy was its influ-
ence on medieval theology. A half-century later Rémi Brague, con-
fronted with a resurgent and militant Islam, focuses on the medieval
origins of the contemporary Islamic challenge to Western civilization.

| turn now to Rémi Brague’s The Legend of the Middle Ages: Phi-
losophical Explorations of Medieval Christianity, Judaism, and Islam.’
The premise that animates his enquiry is that the Middle Ages is a pe-
riod of history that has something to tell us about ourselves. In an
autobiographical note, Brague tells the reader how his classical studies
led him out of his early work on Plato and Aristotle to a serious study
of the Middle Ages and a professorship in Arabic medieval philoso-

81d., p. 218.
® Trans. Lydia G. Cochrane (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2009).
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phy. Any French man or woman who studies medieval philosophy,
Brague says, is perforce an autodidact, given the absence of medieval
studies in the French curriculum even at the university level. It is not
without reason that Etienne Gilson founded his influential Pontifical
Institute of Medieval Studies not in France but in Toronto.

Brague opens his enquiry with a set of distinctions rarely encoun-
tered in contemporary literature, i.e., between theology in Christianity
and Kalam in Islam, between philosophy in Christianity and falsafa in
Islam, elaborating on the terms and the difference in understanding
they make.

Addressing the genesis of European culture, Brague acknowl-
edges,

Europe borrowed its nourishment, first from the Greco-Roman world that

preceded it, then from the world of Arabic culture that developed in parallel

with it, and finally from the Byzantine world. It is from the Arabic world, in

particular, that Europe gained the texts of Aristotle, Galen, and many others

that, once translated from the Arabic into Latin, fed the twelfth-century ren-

aissance.*

Later the Byzantine world provided the original version of those
same texts, which permitted close study and alimented the flowering of
Scholasticism. Where would Thomas Aquinas have been, he asks, if he
had not found a worthy adversary in Averroes? What would Duns Sco-
tus have contributed if he had not taken Avicenna as a point of depar-
ture?

As Gilson points out, Islamic philosophy is usually seen as begin-
ning with Alkindi, around the ninth century, and ending with Averroes,
around the twelfth cenfury. Brague similarly observes that no one con-
tests the fact that Muslims continue to think after Averroes, but what
remains to be defined is to what extent that thought can be called “phi-
losophy.” There are in history highly respectable works that one would
never call philosophical, but which one would nevertheless describe as
“wisdom literature” or “thoughts.” Martin Heidegger, Brague tells us,
would place “thought” on a higher plane than philosophy. Brague is

4., p. 37.
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particularly sensitive to the broader cultural context in which philoso-
phy is developed. He finds that the opinions generally admitted within
a given community provide the basis on which philosophy is built.
Those opinions are historically conditioned and they come in the final
analysis, he maintains, from the legislator of the community. All me-
dieval works were affected by this phenomenon. Within Christianity,
revelation is the all important communal bond. “Muslim and Jewish
revelations, which are presented as laws, do not pose the same prob-
lems as Christian revelation.”*! Reconciling religion and philosophy is
an epistemological problem in Christianity, and may even be a psycho-
logical one, but in Islam and Judaism reconciling religion and revela-
tion is primarily a political problem. Unlike Islam and Judaism, Chris-
tianity includes the Magisterium of the Church whose teaching is
granted authority in the intellectual domain.

The institutionalization of philosophy, Brague points out, took
place under the tutelage of the Church and remains exclusively Euro-
pean. There was indeed something like higher education in all three
Mediterranean worlds, but the teaching of philosophy at the university
level existed neither in the Muslim world nor in Jewish communities.
Jewish philosophy and Muslim philosophy were private enterprises. It
is usual to compare the great philosophers of each tradition, for exam-
ple, Averroes, Maimonides, and Thomas Aquinas, but the difference is
that St. Thomas was one of many engaged in the same corporate activ-
ity, standing out, it is true, among countless obscure figures. Within
Islam there is no corpus of canonical texts that lend themselves to dis-
putatio. To illustrate the difference, Brague remarks,

You can be a perfectly competent rabbi or imam without ever having stud-

ied philosophy. In contrast, a philosophical background is a necessary part

of the basic equipment of the Christian theologian.*?

Leo Strauss, acknowledging the status of philosophy in Christian-
ity on the one hand and Islam and Judaism on the other, regards the
institutionalization of philosophy as a double-edged sword. The offi-

1d., p. 49.
21d., p. 50.
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cial acknowledgment of philosophy in the Christian world made phi-
losophy subject to ecclesiastical supervision, whereas the precarious
position of philosophy in the Islamic-Jewish world guaranteed its pri-
vate character and therewith its inner freedom from supervision. Bra-
gue contests Strauss on this point as would any Catholic scholar who
has pursued a philosophical vocation.

Brague offers a chapter on the importance of the study of nature.
From the point of view of 1bn Khaldun (1332-1406), “The problems of
physics are of no interest to us in our religious affairs or in our liveli-
hoods. Therefore we must leave them alone.”*® Physics, he held, must
not bother us because it cannot be applied to the two domains that are
truly important to us: this life and the life to come. Averroes, by con-
trast, will say that the study of nature is obligatory because knowledge
of nature leads to knowledge of its Author. The real goal is to know
God, the Creator, through His creation. Thomas in the Summa Contra
Gentiles devotes two chapters to the pertinence of the study of nature
for theology and suggests that scientific knowledge of nature has the
added effect of freeing one from the superstitions of astrology. Brague
adds, “Thomas’s intention (among others) is not far from that of Epicu-
rus, who sought to calm human anguish, one of the most dangerous
types, which is anguish before celestial phenomena.”"*

A succeeding chapter addresses the difference between Christian-
ity and Islam from the Muslim point of view. Ibn Khaldun is again
taken as an authoritative source. In Ibn Khaldun’s view, as presented
by Brague, within the Muslim community the holy war is a religious
duty because of the universalism of the Muslim mission and the obli-
gation to convert all non-Muslims to Islam either by persuasion or by
force. In consequence the caliphate and royal authority are rightly
united in Islam so that the person in charge can devote his available
strength to both objectives at the same time.

The other religious groups—Ibn Khaldun finds—do not have a universal
mission and the holy war is not a religious duty to them, save only for pur-

B1d., p. 75.
¥1d., p. 86.
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poses of defense. It has thus come about that the person in charge of reli-

gious affairs in other religious groups is not concerned with power politics.

Royal authority comes to those who have it by accident, and in some way

that has nothing to do with religion and not because they are under obliga-

tion to gain power over other nations.”

Holy war exists only within Islam, and furthermore, Ibn Khaldun
insists, it is imposed by Sharia.

Its theological warrant aside, Brague asks, how is jihad viewed
from the vantage point of Islam’s greatest philosophers? He puts the
question to three Aristotelians: Alfarabi, Avicenna, and Averroes, all
of whom profess belief in Islam. All three permit the waging of holy
war against those who refuse Islam, Alfarabi and Averroes against the
Christians, Avicenna against the pagans he encounters in Persia. Al-
farabi, who lived and wrote in the lands where the enemy was the Byz-
antine empire, draws up a list of seven justifications for war, including
(1) the right to conduct war in order to acquire something that the state
desires to have but is in the possession of others, (2) the right of com-
bat against people for whom it is better for them that they serve but
who refuse the yoke of slavery, and (3) the right to wage holy war to
force people to accept what is better for them if they do not recognize
it spontaneously. Averroes, writing in the farthest Western part of the
Islamic empire, approves without reservation the slaughter of dissi-
dents, calling for the total elimination of a people whose continued
existence might harm the state. Avicenna condones conquest and read-
ily grants the leader of his ideal society the right to annihilate those
who being called to truth reject it. In general the philosophers express
no remorse about widespread bloodletting, and Brague offers some
additional examples. Alfarabi has nothing to say about the murder of
“bestial” men. Avicenna suggests that the religious skeptic should be
tortured until he admits the difference between the true and the not true
and is penitent. And Averroes advocated the elimination of the men-
tally handicapped.

Bd., p. 124.
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The last chapter of The Legend of the Middle Ages is entitled,
“Was Averroes a Good Guy?” The answer seems to be yes, in spite of
the fact that he condoned the extermination of the handicapped, fa-
vored the execution of heretics, and sanctioned what today is called
ethnic cleansing. But Brague leaves it to his reader to decide.

Finally Brague has some interesting things to say about the possi-
bility of dialogue between Christians and Muslims. In the Middle Ages
true dialogue between Islam and Christianity was extremely rare.
Raymond Llull made an attempt to arrange something of the sort at
Bougie and was stoned to death for his pains. However, the desire for
dialogue is noble. One should hope that there can be dialogue between
religions in the future. But, unfortunately, there is no historical prece-
dent for a projected dialogue between Islam and Christianity. What
little dialogue we can speak of has been more of a literary genre than
a reality. And even as a literary genre, attempts to treat the other with
equity, and even perhaps to understand him, sadly, remain the excep-
tion.™®

* * *

GILSON AND REMI BRAGUE ON
MEDIEVAL ARABIC PHILOSOPHY

SUMMARY
Given contemporary interest in Islam, compelled by the astounding violence perpe-
trated in its name, the author considers what two historians of philosophy, Etienne
Gilson and Rémi Brague, writing a generation apart, have to say about medieval Ara-
bic philosophy and the relevance of its study to our own day.

KEYWORDS: Etienne Gilson, Rémi Brague, medieval Arabic philosophy, Christian-
ity, Islam.

16 See Jacques Maritain, De I’église du Christ. La personne de I’Eglise et son
personnel (Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1970) [On the Church of Christ: The Person of
the Church and Her Personnel, trans. Joseph W. Evans (Notre Dame, IN: University
of Notre Dame Press, 1973)].
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RICHARD J. FAFARA”

ZMIANA ,, TONU” W GILSONA POJECIU
FILOZOFII CHRZESCIJANSKIEJ

Celem artykutu jest uzasadnienie nastepujacych twierdzen: (1) Nie
ma wigkszej zmiany w stanowisku Gilsona w sprawie filozofii chrze-
scijanskiej od tej, ktora zdefiniowat i uzasadnit podczas Wyktadow
Gifforda w 1931 roku, i ktorag rozwingt w latach 60. XX wieku.
(2) W latach 60. XX wieku jego pojecie filozofii chrzescijanskiej kta-
dto wigkszy nacisk na aspekt chrzescijanski, na wiare Kierujaca rozu-
mem. Wczesniejsze sformutowania akcentowaty filozofie, ktora pene-
trowata wiar¢ w celu wydobycia z niej tego, co moze stac si¢ racjonal-
ne. (3) W latach 60. XX wieku Gilson eksponowat rolg wiary i Koscio-
ta jako straznika chrzescijanskiej filozofii, przejawiat relatywna obo-
jetnos¢ wobec powagi rozumowych dowodéw na istnienie Boga,
a zachowujac wzgledem nich sympati¢ akceptowat réwniez filozoficz-
nie niejasne podejscia do rozumienia wiary. (4) Jego pojecie filozofii
chrzescijanskiej miesci si¢ w granicach postmodernizmu.

W swojej ostatniej ksiazce Henri Gouhier zamiescit diugi esej po-
swiecony Etienne’a Gilsona pojeciu filozofii chrzescijanskiej'. Chciat-
bym poruszy¢ kilka kluczowych zagadnien wskazanych przez Gouhie-
ra, ktore pozwalaja spojrze¢ na stanowisko Gilsona w nieco innym
Swietle.

“ Dr. Richard J. Fafara — U.S. Army Community and Family Support Center,
USA, e-mail: rjfafara@gmail.com

1 Zob. H. Gouhier, Etienne Gilson et la notion de philosophie chrétienne,
w: E. Gilson, Trois Essais: Bergson, La philosohie chrétienne, L’art, Paris: Vrin, 1993,
s. 37-73.
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Filozofia chrzescijanska:
Emile Bréhier, tomizm i Wyklady Gifforda

Zajmg sie szczegGtowo pojeciem filozofii chrzescijanskiej, ktore
pojawito si¢ i uksztattowato w pierwszej kwarcie ubiegtego wieku —
m.in. w publikacji Emile Bréhiera pt. Historia filozofii z 1927 roku
oraz w debacie migdzy Bréhierem a Gilsonem. Dla Bréhiera, ktory
podstawit logiczne zamiast empirycznego podejscie do tego zagadnie-
nia, pojecie filozofii chrzescijanskiej byto samo w sobie sprzeczne:
albo filozofia jest chrzescijanska i nie jest filozofia, albo jest filozofia
i nie jest chrzescijanska®.

Mniej wiecej w tym samym czasie, ale niezaleznie od Bréhiera,
Gilson we Wstepie (napisanym 12 czerwca 1925 roku) do trzeciego
(angielskiego) wydania swojej pracy pt. Tomizm, zaczat stosowac po-
jecie filozofii chrzescijanskiej i podejmowaé zwiazane z nim proble-
my. Gilson méwit o filozofii sw. Tomasza z Akwinu, filozofii, ktérej
$w. Tomasz nigdy nie uprawiat ani jej nie dostrzegat, chyba ze
w hierarchicznej strukturze chrzescijanskiej madrosci jako sktadowa
teologii — dlatego tez niewatpliwie nigdy nie marzyt o jej odigczeniu
i nadaniu jej nazwy. Poniewaz istnieje dziedzina wspdlna zaréwno
filozofii, jak i teologii, rozum pokierowany wiara moze zgtebiac¢ zba-
wienng prawde objawiona przez Boga i dostepna dla swiatta ludzkiego
naturalnego rozumu. Gilson zdefiniowat to zastosowanie rozumu jako
filozofie chrzescijariiskg — ,filozofia, ktora chce by¢ racjonalng inter-
pretacja tego, co dane, ale dla ktérego istotnym elementem tego, co
dane, jest chrzescijanskie objawienie, ktére definiuje przedmiot”.

2 70h. E. Bréhier, Histoire de la philosophie, Paris: Felix Alcan, 1927, I, cz. 2,
s. 486n, oraz tenze, Y a-t-il une philosphie chrétienne, ,,La revue de métaphysique”,
t. 38, 1931, nr 2, s. 162n. Nt. dyskusji Gilson-Bréhier zob. La notion de philosophie
chrétienne, ,,Bulletin de la Societé francaise de Philosophie”, 31 (1931), s. 37-93.
Zdaniem Bréhiera, filozofia grecka u poczatkbw naszej ery byta catkowicie
przeniknigta rozumem pozbawionym tajemnicy. Jej praktyczna madros¢ byta
kierowana racjonalizmem. To, co byto filozoficznego u myslicieli sredniowiecza
wyrastato z tradycji greckiej i cechowato rdwniez bardziej wspoétczesnych myslicieli,
takich jak Kartezjusz i Hegel. Bréhier uwazat wspoétczesnych myslicieli pokroju
Maurice’a Blondela bardziej za apologetéw wiary, niz za filozofow.
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A skoro filozofia chrzescijanska jest filozofia, to jest ona catkowicie
racjonalna, a zarazem zgodna z wiara’.

W Wyktadach Gifforda wygtoszonych w 1931 roku i opublikowa-
nych jako Duch filozofii sredniowiecznej, oraz w jego Chrzescijasistwo
i filozofia (1936) Gilson dopracowat swoja definicje filozofii chrzesci-
janskiej jako ,,kazda filozofie, ktora — chociaz respektuje dwa formal-
nie rozne porzadki — tym niemniej uznaje chrzescijanskie objawienie
za niezbedng pomoc dla rozumu™. Stata obecnosé Credo w swiadomo-
§ci chrzescijanina jest niezbednym warunkiem i niefilozoficznym zr6-
diem tej filozofii®.

Edycje Tomizmu

W pigtym wydaniu Le thomisme (1944), opatrzonym podtytutem
Wprowadzenie do filozofii sw. Tomasza z Akwinu, Gilson — ponownie
podejmujac drazliwe pytanie o to, czym jest filozofia Akwinaty —
przywotuje tekst z trzeciego wydania z 1927 roku, w ktorym zakwali-
fikowat filozofie s$w. Tomasza jako filozofig chrzescijasiskg. Wowczas
tez, Gilson stwierdzit, iz — poniewaz wyrazenie to nie pochodzito od
Akwinaty i powodowato niekonczace si¢ kontrowersje — woli nie sto-
sowaé go W czysto historycznej prezentacji tomizmu®. Decyzja Gilso-
na, kierujaca pigtym wydaniem Le thomisme w 1944 roku, wydawata

3 E. Gilson, Le Thomisme, Paris: Vrin, 1927, s. 40. Zob. tenze, L’esprit de la phi-
losophie médiévale, Paris: Vrin, 1932, s. 4n; The Spirit of Mediaeval Philosophy, ttum.
A. H. C. Downes, New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1934, s. 5; oraz tamze, s. 37:
,»A true philosophy taken absolutely and in itself, owes all its truth to its rationality and
to nothing other than its rationality”.

* Gilson, The Spirit of Mediaeval Philosophy, s. 37.

> E. Gilson, Christianisme et philosophie, Paris: Vrin, 1936, s. 100 (w ttuma-
czeniu angielskim: Christianity and Philosophy, tlum. R. MacDonald, C.S.B., New
York: Sheed & Ward, 1939, s. 71).

6 E. Gilson, Le Thomisme, Paris: Vrin, 1947, s. 1, 4. Chociaz Gilson nie uzywat
tego wyrazenia w swoich historycznych pracach nt. filozofii Akwinaty, to jednak je
rozwazat. Pojawito si¢ ono, na przyktad, w jego pracach: Jean Duns Scot, introduction
a ses positions fondamentales, Paris: Vrin, 1952, oraz History of Christian Philosophy
in the Middle Ages, New York: Random House, 1955.
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si¢ by¢ ostateczna; jej powt6rzeniem byto szdste i ostatnie wydanie,
ktére ukazato sie w 1965 roku’.

Filozofia chrzescijanska
pod koniec lat 50. XX wieku

W 1957 roku Gilson opublikowat kluczowy tekst na temat filozo-
fii chrzescijanskiej pt. Co to jest filozofia chrzescijasiska®. Odpowie-
dziat on na to pytanie w ten sposéb: ,,jesli przeczyta si¢ encyklike Le-
ona XIII Aeterni Patris, znajdzie si¢ tam odpowiedZ 0 najwyzszej au-
toryzacji”®. Zdaniem Gilsona, encyklika definiowata chrzescijanska
filozofi¢ jako filozofi¢ i czynita to na mocy wyjatkowego autorytetu

papieza jako stréza wiary'®. Celem Aeterni Patris byto ukazanie, ze

" E. Gilson, Thomism: The Philosophy of Thomas Aquinas, ttum. L. K. Shook,
A. Maurer, Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 2002, s. x, 6.

8 E. Gilson, What is Christian philosophy, w: A Gilson Reader, red. A. C. Pegis,
New York: Doubleday, 1957, s. 177-192. Znajdowata si¢ tam 50. stronnicowa czg$¢,
pt. The Disciple of Christian Philosophy, zawierajaca dwa rozdziaty nt. filozofii chrze-
scijanskiej przedrukowane z prac wczesniej wydanych, jednak wydaje sig, ze Gilson
nie byt z nich do konca zadowolony, dlatego tez napisat kolejny tekst.

® Tamze, s. 186. Aeterni Patris (majaca podtytut: O przywréceniu w szkofach ka-
tolickich chrzescijasiskiej filozofii w duchu (ad mentem) doktora anielskiego sw. Toma-
sza z Akwinu) zostata ogtoszona 4 sierpnia 1879. Nt. ,niewiarygodnej” — zdaniem
Gilsona — historii encykliki oraz rozwoju jego pojecia filozofii chrzescijanskiej pod-
czas Wykladéw Gifforda (Gifford Lectures), zob. Gilson, Christianisme et philoso-
phie, s. 129n.; Christianity and Philosophy, s. 93n. Gilson wyznat z pokorg, ze ,,when
studying...documents relative to this notion [Christian philosophy] and coming across
the encyclical Aeterni Patris which | had completely forgotten, | understood that the
very idea | was trying to justify in two volumes, twenty lectures, and | don’t know how
many notes, was exactly what the encyclical would have sufficed to teach me, imply-
ing as it does the very interpretation of medieval philosophy that | was propos-
ing....The notion of Christian philosophy, which had cost me so much trouble to justify
from the facts and E. Bréhier’s denying its existence had been imposed on me at the
end of long research, from which a little attention to the teaching of the church could
have spared me”. Czy Gilson przeczytat encyklike, a potem zapomnial jej tres¢, czy
tez zapomnial, ze taka encyklika istniata i jej nie przeczytal? Po latach Gilson wyjasnit,
7e nie przeczytat jej przed przygotowaniem wyktadow. Zob. E. Gilson, The Philoso-
pher and Theology, ttum. C. Gilson, New York: Random House, 1962, s. 180.

10 7ob. np. E. Gilson, The Elements of Christian Philosophy, New York: Double-
day, 1960, s. 5: ,,The words Christian philosophy do not belong to the language of St.
Thomas Aquinas, but they are the name under which, in his Encyclical Letter Aeterni
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»najlepszy z mozliwych sposob filozofowania potaczyt religijne postu-
szenstwo wierze z uzywaniem filozoficznego rozumu”*.

Rola encykliki Aeterni Patris

Wspomnianym esejem i kolejnymi publikacjami z lat 60. XX wie-
ku (takimi, jak Elementy filozofii chrzescijasiskiej, Wprowadzenie do
filozofii chrzescijanskiej, oraz Filozof i teologia) Gilson usytuowat
swoje pojecie filozofii chrzescijanskie w kontekscie encykliki papieza
Leona. Gouhier wysunat hipoteze, ze postapit w ten sposdb, ponie-
waz Aeterni Patris miata na sobie prestiz papieskiego autorytetu; en-
cyklika ta nakazywata, aby chrzescijanska filozofia w wydaniu $w.

Patris, Pope Leo XIII designated the doctrine of the Common Doctor of the church in
1879. Such as it is described in the epoch-making document, Christian philosophy is
that way of philosophizing in which the Christian faith and the human intellect join
forces in a common investigation of philosophical truth”. Joseph Owens zauwaza, ze
,»Christian philosophy... as envisaged by Aeterni Patris, remains altogether theology-
free... As a philosophy it is specified only by naturally knowable aspects of the topics
with which it delas... It could hardly be fair to attribute naively to Pope Leo the self-
refuting project of calling upon theological content or theological method to offer
philosophic support to the faith.... Aeterni Patris does not seek a basis for its philoso-
phical program in aspects such as holiness or awe or dread, even though it is well
aware of the all-pervading order of grace...”. Zob. J. Owens, The Christian Philosophy
of “Aeterni Patris”, w: Towards a Christian Philosophy, Washington, D.C.: Catholic
University of America Press, 1990, s. 74.

1 E Gilson, Th. Langan, A. Maurer, Recent Philosophy: Hegel to the Present,
New York: Random House, 1966, s. 339n; Gilson, The Philosopher and Theology,
s. 218, 338, 185-186, 192. Gilson twierdzi, ze chociaz kto$ ,,would look in vain for
instruction concerning the manner of philosophizing proper to minds without faith in
a supernatural revelation”, jednak to nie uzasadnia odmowy niektorym filozofom
prawa ,to take into consideration philosophical teaching conceived in a Christian
spirit. When conclusions are offered as philosophical, they should be examined as
such” (tamze, s. 182). Zob. takze Gilsona uwagi nt. encykliki we wstepie do:
J. Maritain, St. Thomas Aquinas, New York: Meridian, 1960, s. 179-181; oraz A. A.
Maurer, Gilson and ,,Aeterni Patris”, w: Thomistic Papers: VI, red. J. F. X. Knasas,
Houston: Center for Thomistic Studies, 1994, s. 91-105.

12 Gilson cytuje Aeterni Patris na poczatku swojej ksiazki pt. The Elements of
Christian Philosophy, oraz w pierwszym zdaniu pracy pt. Introduction a la philosophie
Chrétienne, Paris: Vrin, 1960. Jego praca pt. Le philosophe et la théologie (Paris:
Fayard, 1960) zawierata rozdziaty Christian Philosophy oraz The Future of Christian
Philosophy.
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Tomasza z Akwinu byta wyktadana w szkotach zgodnie z nauczaniem
Kosciota; i pozwolita Gilsonowi unikna¢ dtugich wyjasnien, takich jak
wstepne rozdziaty ksiazki pt. Duch filozofii sredniowiecznej, ktore
wywotaty liczne kontrowersje. Zdaniem Gouhiera, pewna nowoscia
w postawie Gilsona w latach 60. byt jego nacisk na encyklike papieza
Leona, jak réwniez jego wielka intelektualna wielkodusznosé ™.

Gilson jako wielkoduszny filozof chrzescijanski

Konsekwencja rzadzita nie tylko Gilsona pojeciem filozofii chrze-
scijanskiej, lecz takze Gilsonem jako cztowiekiem. Nie potrafit on
zrozumie¢, jak ktos, kto spotkat si¢ z objawieniem chrzescijanskim,
magt filozofowaé tak, jakby nigdy o nim nie styszat*’. O sobie Gilson
powiedziat tak: ,,Credo katechizmu paryskiego zawiera wszystkie klu-
czowe rozwigzania, ktére w moim zyciu, juz od wczesnego dziecin-
stwa, dominowaly podczas interpretacji swiata. Ciagle wierzg w to,
w co wierzytem kiedys”. A dalej dodat, ,,nie mylac jej w kazdym razie
z wiara, ktorej istote nalezy zachowa¢ w czystosci, wiem, ze filozofia,
ktora dzi§ posiadam, zawiera si¢ catkowicie w sferze mojej wiary reli-
gijnej”*.

W filozofii chrzescijanskiej, ktora Gilson zyt, istote stanowita
wiernos¢ Bogu Jahwe.

Tak — wyznat Gilson w swoim Wprowadzeniu do filozofii chrzescijariskiej —
jest to prawda, ze jezeli Bog Objawienia istnieje, to On jest pierwszym po-
ruszycielem, pierwszg przyczyng sprawcza, pierwszym bytem koniecznym,
i wszystkim, co rozum moze dowies¢ o pierwszej przyczynie wszech$wiata.

13 4. Gouhier, Etienne Gilson et la notion de philosohie chrétienne, s. 63-67.
»That which characterized Gilson was a great sense of the ‘other’, which manifested
itself by the freedom with which he directly voiced his disagreement with his inter-
locutor, without rhetorical precautions, while at the same time not holding anything
against those whose disagreed with him nor attributing to them any inferiority or supe-
riority whatsoever” (H. Gouhier, Deux Maitres: Bergson et Gilson, w: Henri Gouhier
se souvient... ou comment on devient historien des idées, red. L. Gouhier, G. Belgioio-
so, Paris: Vrin, 2005, s. 116 — moje ttumaczenie).

1 Gilson, The Spirit of Mediaeval Philosophy, s. 5.

' Gilson, The Philosopher and Theology, s. 11.
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Jednakze jezeli Jahwe jest pierwszym poruszycielem, to pierwszy poruszy-

ciel nie jest Bogiem Jahwe.

Podkreslmy te stowa, a mianowicie: rozum pokierowany przez
Arystotelesa moze udowodni¢ istnienie pierwszego poruszyciela, ale
jak zauwaza Gilson

pierwsza przyczyna sprawcza nigdy nie przemawia do mnie przez swoich

prorokow, a ja nie spodziewam si¢ wcale zbawienia, ktore miatoby od niej

pochodzi¢™®.

A zatem w filozofii chrzescijanskiej Gilsona podstawowa pewnos¢
dotyczyta wiary, ktora byta uprzednia i wazniejsza od wszelkich do-
wodow"’.

W latach 60. Gilson przejawiat réwniez obojetnos¢ wobec dowo-
dow na istnienie Boga: ,jestem tak pewny rzeczywistosci transcen-
dentnej wobec $wiata i mnie samego, ktora jest Bogiem, ze perspekty-
wa poszukiwania dowoddw na to, czego juz jestem pewny, wydaje Si¢

18 E. Gilson, Christian Philosophy, ttum. A. Maurer, Winnipeg: Pontifical Insti-
tute of Mediaeval Studies, 1993, s. 11.

17 Gilson, The Philosopher and Theology, s. 99n. ,,However far we can go in the
footsteps of Aristotle, and even prolonging our explorations of the divine by means of
the speculations of Plato, Plotinus and Proclus, we shall never reach the gates of sacred
theology. It is not to be found at the term of metaphysics, nor above metaphysics, but
outside of it; it is, so to speak, somewhere else. To enter it one should first establish
oneself in faith...” (tamze, s. 213). Zob. takze E. Gilson, Wisdom and Time, w: The
Gilson Reader, s. 329: ,,Twenty centuries of philosophy, of science, and even of theol-
ogy have not added or taken away an iota from the substance of hope and faith that all
Christians have in the word of God”. ,,Faith in God precedes the acquiescence of the
Christian to the truth of Scripture. Inversely neither Plato nor Aristotle nor Plotinus
who created philosophy, owes anything to the Judeo-Christian revelation” (tamze,
s. 333). 21 listopada 1959 roku Gilson przewodniczyt sesji La semaine des intellectu-
als catholique, podczas ktorej powiedzial, ze chrzescijaniska tajemnica ,,does not fol-
low reason, it precedes it, accompanies it as it proceeds; it in a way envelopes and
eventually shows it beneficial perspectives which reason left to itself would never
suspect possible. Theology transcends philosophy because it is founded in faith” (Le
mystere: Semaine des intellectuels Catholiques, Paris: Pierre Horay, 1960, s. 172 —
moje ttumaczenie). Zdaniem L. Shooka, ta wypowiedzig Gilson wyrazit swoj ostatecz-
ny sad w sprawie relacji teologii do filozofii. Gilson ,,came near to saying that, for the
believer, philosophy in the generally accepted sense of the word is an impossibility”
(L. K. Shook, Etienne Gilson, Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1984,
s. 349).
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nie mie¢ zadnego znaczenia”*®. Natomiast byt on ciekawy, jakie racje
przemawiaja za ateizmem. ,,Dla mnie — jak powiedziat — prawdziwym

problemem jest teza o nieistnieniu Boga™™.

W imieniu stuzebnicy

Zanim zajmiemy si¢ mozliwymi niescistosciami, sprébujmy zoba-
czy¢, co Gilson miat na wzgledzie, podejmujac problem zawarty
w artykule, ktory napisat w 1967 roku na temat dowodu na istnienie
Boga, a ktory nosit tytut W imieniu sfuzebnicy, tzn. filozofii®.

Na wstepie Gilson przywotat apel papieza Pawla VI o pomoc
w walce z ateistyczng i marksistowska nauka, i w znalezieniu ,,nowego
potwierdzenia Boskiej rzeczywistosci na poziomie metafizyki i logiki”.
Gilson oczywiscie zwrdcit si¢ ku sfuzebnicy, ktéra daleka byta ciagle
od rozstrzygnig¢ i powszechnej zgody na dowody za istnieniem Boga.

18 E. Gilson, L’athéisme difficile, Paris: Vrin, 1979, s. 11.

¥ Tamze, s. 12. Gilson twierdzil, ze ateizm bardziej potrzebuje racjonalnego
uzasadnienia, niz spontaniczna wiara w to, ze jest BoOg: ,,How, without some
preexisting notion, or feeling, of the divinity, did men form the concept of a cause so
utterly different in nature from its observable effects... so utterly different from that of
man?” ldea Boga znajduje si¢ w umystach wielu ludzi, cho¢ nie posiada zadnego
wzorca w doswiadczeniu. Stajemy tu wobec problemu realnosci pojecia, wobec pyta-
nia, czy ono rzeczywiscie istnieje. Nawet ,,dowody” $w. Tomasza z Akwinu koncza si¢
na stwierdzeniu istnienia pewnego bytu w pewnym porzadku rzeczywistosci, bytu,
»Ktory wszyscy uwazajg za Boga”. Tak wigc dysponujemy pojeciem Boga zanim
podejmiemy prébe wykazania Jego istnienia. W swoim traktacie O substancjach czys-
tych $w. Tomasz mowi o wrodzonej wiedzy o Bogu przynajmniej w tym sensie, ze
ilekro¢ docieramy do pojecia pierwszej zasady wszystkich rzeczy, tylekro¢ w sposob
naturalny nazywamy ja Bogiem. Gilson méwi o tym spontanicznym, wspolnym poje-
ciu Boga jako niejasnym ujeciu obecnosci Boga w naturze i w Nim samym w katego-
riach prawdy ukrytej w pojeciu anima naturaliter Christiana (tamze, s. 53-58). Gilson
uwaza, ze zrodto tej idei tkwi w tajemnicy indukcji przedstawionej przez Arystotelesa
w jego Analitykach wtérych (tamze, s. 64-66). Zob. takze E. Gilson, The Idea of God
and the Difficulties of Atheism, w: The Great Ideas Today, Chicago, Illinois:
Encyclopaedia Britannica, Inc., 1969, s. 254-257, 264-268, oraz tenze, God and
Philosophy, s. 117n.

? Dla $w. Tomasza, ktdry cytuje Prz 9, 3, sacra doctrina tratuje inne nauki, jak
chociazby filozofia, jako stuzebnice. Zob. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, g.1,
art. 5.
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Jednakze przed uznaniem filozofii za winna, ten jej francuski obronca
miat jej jeszcze cos do powiedzenia.

Zdaniem Gilsona, jezeli naprawdg patrzy si¢ na rzeczywistosc, to
wyraznie dostrzega sie, ze ,,pojecie Boga jest uprzednie wobec dowo-
doéw na jego istnienie; i jest takim przez caty czas zmagan filozofow
i teologdbw 0 wykazanie istnienie Boga na mocy podanych przez nich
dowodow”. Wedtug Gilsona, ,,pewnos¢ tego, ze Bdg istnieje, jest
w znacznej mierze niezalezna od filozoficznych dowodow, ktdre ktos
podaje”?.

Dla chrzescijanina to pojecie Boga i ta pewnos¢ sa obecne
w wierze. Dla niechrzescijanina ,,jedyna droga do Boga poza wiara
w nadprzyrodzone objawienie wiedzie poprzez fakt, ze cztowiek jest
zwierzeciem religijnym. Jego rozum w sposob naturalny tworzy poje-
cie boskosci”®. Stad tez, wedtug Gilsona, pewien typ religii naturalnej
pozwala wierzacym na komunikowanie si¢ z niechrzescijanami. Ro-
zum w sposob naturalny tworzy pojecie boskosci, a zatem logicznie
wynika z tego, ze taka mozliwos¢ jest udziatem kazdego bytu obda-
rzonego rozumem.

Jednak logika niekoniecznie przektada si¢ na rzeczywistos¢, stad
Gilson twierdzit, ze filozofia czesto przemawia do gtuchego, poniewaz
nie jest w stanie przekona¢ niemetafizyczne umysty o przekonujacej
sile dowodow metafizycznych. Jak wiec — pytat Gilson — moze sfuzeb-
nica udowodni¢ istnienie Boga umystom, dla ktérych metafizyczna
mys| jest obca, ktore cierpia na swego rodzaju wrodzona metafizyczna
slepote, i ktorych antymetafizycyzm jest nieuleczalny®?

2 Gilson, Plaidoyer pour la servante, w: tenze, L athéisme difficile, s. 76.

22 E  Gilson, On Behalf of the Handmaid, w: Theology of Renewal, red.
L. K. Shook, Montréal: Palm, 1968, I, s. 249.

2 Tamze, s. 245, 247. Gilson powie lapidarnie: ,,It is not in our power to make
metaphysics easily accessible to the millions” (s. 249). Zob. takze Gilson, What is
Christian Philosophy?, s. 181: , Thomas Aquinas himself placed more hope in
philosophers than we do. The reason probably is that he had not seen anything like the
condition of metaphysics in our own time....[W]e seem to consider anybody as
qualified to become a metaphysician.... There is no reason to wonder what would
happen to our knowledge of God if it had been entrusted to the sole care of philosophy
and the philosophers. We know it, we see it, and the answer is that philosophers have
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Nastepnie Gilson zwrdcit si¢ do tych, ktorzy ,,nie rozumieja, dla-
czego nominalizm, kantowski i heglowski idealizm, a nawet pozyty-
wizm, nie moga mie¢ swego udziatu w pewnym wyjasnieniu wiary”.
Nieco niespodzianie, lecz z wiasciwym sobie szacunkiem dla wolnosci
innych, dodat: ,,Powinienem poéjs¢ jeszcze dalej i powiedzie¢, ze jesli
jakas filozofia pomaga im wierzy¢, a zadna lepsza jej odmiana nie jest
dla nich zrozumiata, to tym, ktérzy znajduja satysfakcje¢ w takiej filo-
zofii, nie powinno si¢ zaktdcac spokoju ich umystu”.

Gilson chciat w ten sposob powiedzie¢, ze ,,tomista pozwala kaz-
demu cztowiekowi zmierza¢ do Boga w sposob najlepszy, na jaki go
sta¢, pomimo iz wielu chciatoby, aby zmierzat on do Boga droga wy-
znaczona przez $w. Tomasza, czy preferowana przez Kosciot... Gdyby
nie to, ze problemy, o ktérych méwimy, sa bardzo wazne, to mozna by
znalez¢ wigcej niz jedna $mieszna strong tej sytuacji”. Jednym sto-
wem, kiedy staje si¢ przed problemem istnienia Boga, nie nalezy wy-
magac zbyt wiele od stuzebnicy; ona zwykle robi tyle, ile moze*.

Goubhier nie dostrzegt zadnej wigkszej zmiany w Gilsona stanowi-
sku na temat filozofii chrzescijanskiej miedzy tym, jak zostalo ono

simply brought the problem to a chaotic condition”. Owens przyznaje, ze ,,[t]he role of
existence in demonstrating the existence of God and its role in individuating creatures
still call for much probing”. Jednak w sprawie filozoficznego ruchu neo-tomistycznego
Owens wyraza swoj optymizm: ,,Aquinas has continually had his ups and downs, with
euphoria in the early fourteenth century at the time of his canonization, and later at the
use made of him in the sixteenth century at the Council of Trent, and then through the
Leonine encyclical in the nineteenth century. After each of these bursts of attention he
receded to a much lower level of notice. There is no reason to think that this alternating
history will not be continued” (J. Owens, Neo-Thomism and Christian Philosophy,
w: Thomistic Papers: VI, s. 51).

# Gilson, On Behalf of the Handmaid, s. 242, 247 przyp. 6. Gilson opisuje
najwicksza lekcje, ktorej udzielit mu sw. Tomasz z Akwinu ,,0ften confirmed... by
personal experience” w ten oto sposéb: ,I have known many more cases of
philosophers converted to scholastic philosophy by the Catholic faith than of
philosophers converted to the Catholic faith by scholastic philosophy. | know this is
how it is; I feel infinitely grateful to St. Thomas Aquinas for having made me
understand that this is how it should be. We cannot equal him in genius, and still less
in holiness, but there is at least one way for us to prove his true disciples. It is, while
exerting to their full limit the power of our intellects, to put our ultimate trust, for
others as well as for ourselves, in Him in Whose light alone we shall see the Light”
(Gilson, Science, Philosophy, and Religious Wisdom, w: The Gilson Reader, s. 221).
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okreslone i uzasadnione podczas wygtoszonych przez niego Wykta-
dow Gifforda w 1931 roku, a tym, jak zostato rozwinigte w latach 60.
Gilson niezmiennie powtarzat rzecz najwazniejsza, ze Bog wiary jest
Bogiem zbawienia. Ze B6g, ,,0 ktorym wierni wierza, ze istnieje,
transcenduje nieskonczenie tego, ktdrego istnienia dowodza filozofo-
wie”. Z pewnoscia Gilson ukazat role i granice rozumu w teologii
i w filozofii, ktora nazywat chrzescijasiskg. Jednak ,.ton” jego wypo-
wiedzi zmienit sie, kiedy jako filozof mowit o filozofii i jej konse-
kwencjach w swoim zyciu osobistym?.

Taki byt, na przyktad, zyczliwy podziw Gilsona dla Leona XIlI,
jego wzgledna obojetnos¢ na dowody za istnieniem Boga, oraz jego
spolegliwos¢ wobec tych, ktorzy przyjmowali rozwiazania filozoficz-
ne, przez niego uznawane za falszywe, za pomocne w pewnym zrozu-
mieniu wiary.

Zdaniem Goubhiera, Gilson z lat 60. w filozofii chrzescijanskiej
koncentrowat si¢ na przymiotniku. Byta ona problemem dla niego nie
tylko jako filozofa, ktérego rozum dociekat w obrebie wiary tego, co
moze by¢ racjonalne; byla ona problemem jeszcze bardziej dla niego
jako chrzescijanina, ktorego wiara zawsze byta obecna w jego mysli,
kierowata jego rozumem i odkrywata mozliwosci jej poznawania,
a ktory chciat utrzymac ja na wiasciwej drodze. Jednak wraz z wiara
Gilson uznat Kosciot za jej straznika, nieprzerwanie cytujac encyklike
papieza Leona. Z drugiej strony, przejawiat on wzgledna obojetnos¢
wobec waznosci racjonalnych dowoddéw na istnienie Boga i niepod-
wazalng pewnos¢ wiary, uprzedniej i wazniejszej od filozofii®.

Postmodernizm i zmiana ,,tonu”

Gouhier wybrat stowo ton dla opisania zmiany zaistniatej
w pracach Gilsona z lat 60., co jest sprawa intrygujaca, poniewaz to
samo stowo zostato uzyte dla okreslenia pojawienia si¢ w latach 50.
filozofii postmodernistycznej wraz z jej ,,znamienng atmosfera i tona-

% Gouhier, Etienne Gilson et la notion de philosophie chrétienne, s. 72n.
% Gouhier, Deux Maitres: Bergson et Gilson, w: Henri Gouhier se souvient,
s. 83n.
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cjg”?'. Czyzby Gouhier dopatrzyt sie jakichs elementéw postmoderniz-
mu w mysli Gilsona z lat 60.? Byé moze tak byto®, jednak potrzeba
znacznie wiecej, niz jednorazowe uzycie tego stowa przez Gouhiera,
aby doktadnie okresli¢ jego intencje.

Tym niemniej Joseph Owens wyraznie postrzegat postmodernizm,
ktory w filozofii odrzucat czystg i naukowg metodologig, jako wiasci-
we miejsce usytuowania filozofii chrzescijanskiej Gilsona z lat 60.
Owens uwazat, ze chrzescijanska filozofia ,,0zywiona duchem praw-
dziwie chrzescijanskim” pasuje do postmodernistycznego kanonu,
»W ktorym kazda filozofia jest okreslana zgodnie z kulturowsa formacja
poszczegblnego mysliciela”, i w ktérym ,,koncepcje filozoficznego
myslenia sg tak wyrazne, jak jego odciski palcow i kod DNA”.

Owens powiedziat wprost:

Zakorzenienie w Kkulturze chrzescijanskiej konkretnej osoby jest tym, co

czyni chrzescijanska filozofig specyficznym gatunkiem filozoficznym, na-

tomiast w ksztattowaniu tej kultury znamienna role odgrywa $wieta teolo-

gia. W ten sposob teologia sprawuje kierownicza role bez wchodzenia na

droge zasad filozofii chrzescijanskiej jako takiej. Znajduje ona zwyczajnie

swdj punkt wyjscia w rzeczach, mysli lub jezyku, podobnie jak arystotele-
sowska dialektyka — w filozofii. W uktadzie postmodernistycznym jest to

zupetnie zrozumiate. Podobnie Gilson w swoich pracach z poczatku lat 60.

podkreslat wptyw teologii na filozofi¢ chrzescijanska. Jednak nie zmieniato

to w zaden sposdb jego stanowiska z lat 30., ze filozofia chrzescijanska jako

filozofia odpowiada wytacznie przed trybunatem ludzkiego rozumu... ze

niezmiennie jest ,,prawdziwie racjonalna”, chociaz ,,0zywiona duchem

prawdziwie chrzescijanskim”... ze jest ona typem filozofii wskazanej przez
encyklike Aeterni Patris... typem, ktory nalezy usilnie promowa¢ dla dobra

21 K. L. Schmitz, Postmodernism and the Catholic Tradition, ,,American Catholic
Philosophical Quarterly”, t. 73, 1999, nr 2, s. 233n.

% Biorac pod uwage pasje Gouhiera do teatru i jego imponujaca tworczosé jako
krytyka, mozliwos¢ ta zastuguje na podjecie dalszych badan. Zob. H. Goubhier,
L’essence du théatre, Paris: Plon, 1943, 1968 wyd. 2 (Aubier) ; L’ceuvre théatrale,
Paris: Flammarion, 1958 ; oraz Le théatre et les arts a deux temps, Paris: Flammarion,
1989. Zob. Takze G. Belgioioso, Bibliographie génerale des oeuvres d’Henri Gouhier,
w: Henri Gouhier se souvient, s. 157-232. Gouhier, chociaz nie uwazal siebie za
tworce filozofii czy teatru, uznawat swdj talent do przedstawiania dziet tworzonych
przez innych; czut pewien zwigzek migdzy rolg dyrektora, a swojg praca jako historyka
filozofii (tamze, s. 87 przyp. 1).
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przysztosci... ze jako typ filozofii w epoce postmodernizmu jest typem, kto-

ry stoi na wiasnych nogach?.

Jestesmy wigc ubozsi o to, ze vis-a-vis postmodernizmu nie mamy
takiego stanowiska wobec filozofii chrzescijanskiej, jakie zajmowat
sam Gilson, jednak bogatsi jestesmy o to, iz S nam dane analizy
Gouhiera i Owensa, ktére gwarantuja, ze uwaga uczniow Gilsona stale
koncentruje si¢ na jej zgtebianiu i uszlachetnianiu®.

Trumaczenie: KS. PAWEL TARASIEWICZ

% Owens, Neo-Thomism and Christian Philosophy, s. 43-44 przyp. 22; 49-52.
Anton Pegis, jeden z pierwszych uczniéw Gilsona w Ameryce Pdtnocnej, uwazat, ze
filozofia chrzescijanska wiekow srednich nie miata autonomii wiasciwej filozofii
i byta po prostu teologia. Uwazat on, ze filozofia chrzescijanska dzisiaj jest mozliwa
jako dzieto filozoféw, tym niemniej jej scisty zwiazek z chrzescijanska wiara i teologia
jest réwniez mozliwy. Zdaniem o. Maurera, Gilson nigdy nie oponowal wobec
stanowiska Pegisa: ,,Since Christian philosophy is not a philosophy but a way of
philosophizing, Gilson thought it could take many forms. He praised Jacques Maritain
and Gabriel Marcel, whose Christian existentialisms were not developed as handmaids
of theology but nevertheless had close ties with faith and, at least in Maritain’s case,
with theology”. Maurer wskazywat tez, ze filozoficzne prace Gilsona, takie jak The
Unity of Philosophical Experience (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1999) i Being and
Some Philosophers (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, 1949), byty
dzietami filozofa chrzescijanskiego, w ktorych filozofia nie jest na ustugach teologii,
choé pozostaje otwarta na chrzescijanskie objawienie i kierownictwo teologii (zob.
Maurer, Christian Philosophy, s. xix-xx). Collins takze uwazat, ze historyczna inter-
pretacja tomizmu przez Gilsona byta otwarta na teologiczno-filozoficzng rekonstruk-
cje. Nie zgadzat si¢ on z tym, ze filozofia, ktora wykorzystuje kazde zrodio prawdy
acznie z objawieniem, musi, w swym post¢powaniu od bytéw zmystowych do Boga,
respektowaé porzadek teologiczny. Podobnie jak Gilson (God and Philosophy, s. 91n),
Collins radzit wspotczesnym tomistom, aby nie brali przyktadu z chrzescijanskich
filozoféw, takich jak Malebranche, ktérzy ,,assign to reasons drawn from revelation the
decisive role of determining their assent to the basic propositions in philosophy”
(J. Collins, Toward a Philosophically Ordered Thomism, w: tenze, Crossroads in
Philosophy, Chicago: Regenry Co., 1962, s. 294-97).

% Zob. np. J. F. X. Knasas, A Heideggerian Critique of Aquinas and a Gil-sonian
Reply, w: Post-Modernism and Christian Philosophy, red. R. T. Ciapalo, Washington:
The Catholic University of America Press/American Maritain Society, 1997, s. 128-
140.
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A CHANGE IN “TONE” IN GILSON’S NOTION
OF CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY

SUMMARY

The author undertakes four points: (a) There was no major change in Gilson’s position
on Christian philosophy as it was defined and justified in his 1931 Gifford Lectures
and later developed in the sixties. (b) During the 1960s, Gilson’s Christian philosophy
placed more emphasis on its Christian aspect, faith guiding reason. Earlier formula-
tions emphasized philosophy searching within the faith for what can become rational.
(c) During the 1960s Gilson emphasized faith and the Church as the guardian of Chris-
tian philosophy, expressed a relative indifference to the validity of rational proofs for
the existence of God, and empathized with those accepting questionable philosophical
approaches to understand the faith. (d) Gilson’s Christian philosophy fits into the
framework of post-modernism.

KEYWORDS: Etienne Gilson, Christian philosophy, theology, postmodernism.
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GILSON ON THE RATIONALITY
OF CHRISTIAN BELIEF

In Gilson’s important book, History of Christian Philosophy in the
Middle Ages, he addresses a curious fact of history, one that was lost
on me until | read Gilson." While a standard interpretation of ancient
Greek society would have us believe that the ancient Greeks cultivated
philosophy as a crowning cultural achievement and that this achieve-
ment was embraced by the wider population of Greek civilization, the
actual story of the relationship of philosophy to the rest of Greek cul-
ture is quite different. The truth is that the underlying skepticism in
Greek society resisted accommodating philosophy as a part of Greece’s
cultural family.” Contrary to popular opinion, philosophy suffered
a kind of cultural exile in ancient Greece. It was the Catholic Church,
Gilson declares, that adopted Greek philosophy and gave it a happy
home. This was a happy adoption because the Church recognized that
Greek philosophy brought resources to assist in the promulgation of
Christian wisdom.

The early Church Fathers realized that, if Greek philosophy could
reinforce rather than conflict with Christian teachings, Christians could
show to skeptical Hellenistic intellectuals that Christianity was reason-
able. The Patristics readily understood that Greek philosophy could

* Dr. Curtis L. Hancock — Rockhurst Jesuit University, Kansas City, USA, e-
mail: curtis.hancock@rockhurst.edu

! Etienne Gilson, History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages (New York:
Random House, 1955), pp. 5-6.

% The “general skepticism that lies at the heart of ancient Greek culture” has been dis-
cussed effectively in this connection by Peter Redpath, Wisdom’s Odyssey: From Philoso-
phy to Transcendental Sophistry (Amsterdam, The Netherlands: Rodopi Editions, 1997),
p. 28.
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assist Christianity on three fronts: (1) by interpreting Scripture, which,
after all, had been written in the Greek language; (2) by explicating
articles of faith, and (3) by defending Christianity against those who
said it was unreasonable. This last contribution of Greek wisdom—
a Christian apologetic—was decisive for Christian philosophy in the
Middle Ages. Out of it would grow an intellectual development culmi-
nating in the High Scholasticism of the thirteenth century, the epitome
of which was the synthesis of philosophy and theology defining the
work of St. Thomas Aquinas.

At this point, Gilson, being the consummate historian, might inter-
rupt and remind us that, even during Patristic times, there were dissent-
ing voices about the relationship of faith and reason. This reminder
emanates out of Gilson’s brief, but magnificent, volume, Reason and
Revelation in the Middle Ages. In the first chapter of that book, Gilson
discusses several early Christian writers who were so uncomfortable
about the claim that Christian faith could marry Greek philosophy that
they officially protested the marriage.

The Latin writer Tertullian (160-220) was arguably the most stri-
dent critic of the philosophers. In his book, On Prescription Against
Heretics, he says that philosophy seduces a Christian into foolishness,
defeating the edifying wisdom that comes from the Christian faith
alone. This emphasis on faith, fides in Latin, gives the name fideism to
Tertullian’s position. Fideism asserts that knowledge can only come by
faith, not reason. Gilson believes that Tertullian’s expression of fide-
ism is so decisive that he flatters him by using his name generically to
label all subsequent fideists as members of “the Tertullian family.”
Gilson finds in a subsequent quotation Tertullian’s expression of the
fideist’s credo. It is this credo that makes the Tertullian family
a “house united”:

What indeed has Athens to do with Jerusalem? What concord is there be-

tween the Academy and the Church? What between heretics and Christians?

Our instruction comes from the porch of Solomon (Acts 3:5) who had him-

self taught that the Lord should be sought in simplicity of heart (Wisdom

1:1). Away with all attempts to produce a mottled Christianity of Stoic, Pla-

tonic and dialectical composition! We want no curious disputation after
possessing Christ Jesus, no inquisition after enjoying the Gospel! With our
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faith, we desire no further belief. For this is our palmary faith, that there is

nothing which we ought to believe besides.?

Gilson cautions that the philosopher may not dismiss Tertullian’s
words with a wave of the hand. The philosopher must take the fideist’s
challenge seriously, for no less a reason than that the fideist claims his
viewpoint has the support of Holy Scripture. Did not St. Paul warn:

Beware unless any man cheat you by philosophy, and vain deceit; according

to the tradition of men... and not according to Christ. (Col. 2:8)

Do not St. Paul’s words in 1 Corinthians 1:21-25 give the fideist
the high ground?

God decided to save those who believe, by means of the “foolish” message

we preach. Jews want miracles for proof and Greeks look for wisdom. But

we preach Christ crucified, a message that is offensive to the Jews and non-

sense to the Greeks. But for those whom God has called, both Jews and

Greeks, this message is Christ, who is the power of God and the wisdom of

God. For what seems to be God’s foolishness is wiser than men’s wisdom,

and what seems to be God’s weakness is stronger than men’s strength.

(1 Cor. 1:21-25)

And yet, in spite of these remarks in First Corinthians, the story
cannot be as simple as the fideist claims, because St. Paul balances
these remarks elsewhere. Recall his unequivocal words in Romans
1:20:

Ever since God created the world, his invisible qualities, both his eternal

power and his divine nature, have been clearly seen. So they have no excuse

at all.

What are these remarks but a profession of the power of philoso-
phy? St. Paul here implies that philosophers can do what they do: infer
from the evidences of natural experience something about the super-
natural existence and essence of God. Human reason is sufficient to tell
us something about God, certainly not as a substitute for Revelation’s
communication of God as mysterious, but something significant about
God nonetheless. Furthermore, we cannot forget (1) that St. Paul was
philosophically trained, probably in Stoicism, and (2) that his philoso-
phical training served him well on many occasions, especially as he

3 1d.
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debated representatives of the different philosophical schools on Mars
Hill and elsewhere (Acts 17:22-31). Moreover, was it not this same
Paul who said about Jesus that “all the treasures of wisdom and knowl-
edge are concealed in him” (Col. 2:3)?*

So, Gilson insists, it all depends on how one interprets Scripture—
how one finds a way to reconcile passages that may, upon a superficial
reading, appear to conflict. St. Paul’s words do not condemn philoso-
phy in principle, only its misuse is an excuse to undermine faith. Cer-
tainly, the good news for Christian philosophers is that Tertullian was
a minority voice among the Patristics. In fact, ironically, later Church
authorities judged Tertullian himself, in spite of the title of his book,
a heretic!

At this point, I would like to take a step that even Gilson does not
take, although in principle he would not oppose it. I think it is worth-
while to reinforce the conviction that reason can befriend faith.
I wonder what St. Paul and the Patristics would answer if | posed to
them the question: “Was Jesus a philosopher?” In other words, what
would Jesus say about whether Athens can befriend Jerusalem?

I admit it strikes one as an odd question, “Was Jesus a philoso-
pher?” Nonetheless, it is an important question, one that can illumine
Gilson’s reasons for believing that there is kinship, rather than hostil-
ity, between Christianity and reason. | remember the first time | heard
someone announce that “Jesus was the greatest philosopher.” It oc-
curred during the campaign for the American presidency in the year
2000. The media, always anxious to insinuate that George Bush was
not intelligent, asked him this question during a campaign debate with
Al Gore: “Who is your favorite philosopher?” Without hesitation, Bush
answered, “Jesus Christ.”® Many people, including many professors in
departments of philosophy throughout the land, thought Bush’s answer

* Only a person trained in philosophy could enter into conversation about substantive
topics on Mars Hill (= the Areopagus).

® The media were convinced that George Bush was a dunce and always looked for an
occasion to demonstrate it. Gore they anointed as intelligent, even though Bush’s academic
record was far better than both Gore’s, and John Kerry’s, Bush’s opponent in 2004; about
Obama’s academic records we cannot say; they are sealed, not to be released.
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was silly. For a moment | may have been a little uncomfortable with
his answer myself. However, | am now prepared to defend Bush’s
answer as correct and appropriate, even though it is not an answer one
expects, even if one is trained in both philosophy and theology. But its
unpredictability does not invalidate it as a good answer. Moreover,
Gilson, I am convinced, would endorse President Bush’s answer.

Still, it is a curiosity that few of us would name Jesus when asked
the same question. Even a soul so devout as Dante announced that it
was Aristotle, not Jesus, who was “the Master of all who know.” For
some reason we are reluctant to describe Jesus as intellectually skilled.
I suspect that fideism has been influential in effecting this discomfort.

There is in our culture an uneasy relation between Jesus and intelligence,

and | have actually heard Christians respond to my statement that Jesus is

the most intelligent man who ever lived by saying that it is an oxymoron.

Today we automatically position him away from the intellect and intellec-

tual life. Almost no one would consider him to be a thinker...®

And yet this unwillingness to appreciate Jesus as an intellect can-
not conform to what the Gospel teaches about Jesus. The logic is
straightforward: If Jesus is not only fully and perfectly divine but also
fully and perfectly human, Jesus must be the standard for any and
every kind of human excellence. Contemplating Jesus behaving in
a way to fulfill and demonstrate these excellences—Ilike being an out-
standing philosopher—may strike us odd but that is because the Gospel
only presents Jesus as he is engaged in specific pursuits, relevant to his
mission. However, even in the Gospel we know that his excellence is
boundless, even though it is in many respects more evident implicitly
than explicitly. For example, we do not observe Jesus making a busi-

® Dallas Willard, “Jesus the Logician,” Christian Scholars Review 28 (1999 No. 4):
605. I have relied heavily on this article in my discussion, even though | regard it with
a certain ambivalence. It is clever and insightful, but it seems to mistake Jesus’ philosophi-
cal thinking in the Gospels for mere logical thinking. Willard seems to assume, as do many
modern scholars, that philosophy is merely logic, a mistake the discoverer of logic, Aris-
totle, warned subsequent philosophers about. Willard says Jesus is a logician in the sense
that he pays keen attention to logical relations. But this is to diminish the significance of
Jesus’ thinking. He is not mainly interested in logical relations; he is interested in real
relations, which is the stuff of philosophy. Jesus, then, is not merely a logician. He is a phi-
losopher. In spite of this limitation, Willard’s is an excellent essay.
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ness transaction in exchange for his labor as a carpenter. But he must
make that transaction in the best possible way. In addition, Jesus does
not cast a net with his disciples, but surely he could do so in the most
excellent way. He not only could fish but was in fact the consummate
fisherman. He makes possible the greatest catch reported in the Gos-
pels (John 21). And he certainly excelled as a “fisher of men” (Luke
5:4-12).

Because we do not see Jesus in a variety of everyday roles, it
stretches our imagination that he would excel at them. But excel he
must. We must resist prejudging that Jesus could not participate in and
excel at unfamiliar roles simply because we do not encounter them in
the Gospels. The Gospels themselves provide an object lesson against
such prejudgment. The Pharisees could not imagine that a mere
carpenter, whose friends numbered undistinguished fishermen and
a tax collector, could be the Messiah—not to mention that he was kind
and sociable with sinners at dinner.

Now when | say “Jesus was a philosopher,” | do not mean that he
developed theories, demonstrations, and criticisms like the classical
and mainstream philosophers that usually come to mind: thinkers like
Plato, Aristotle, Plotinus, St. Thomas Aquinas; or if one’s taste in phi-
losophy is more recent, thinkers like Descartes, Kant, Husserl, Heideg-
ger. Certainly, Jesus was not a philosopher in this more conventional
sense. Having said that, there is no doubt he could have excelled at
conventional philosophy. What is more, had he done so, his philoso-
phies, unlike the philosophies of those just mentioned, would be abso-
lutely free of error! He could have excelled at this—philosophy—or at
any other kind of intellectual activity.

He could have. Just as he could have handed Peter or John the formulas of

Relativity Physics or the Plate Tectonic theory of the earth’s crust, etc. He

certainly could, that is, if he is indeed the one Christians have traditionally

taken him to be. But he did not do it, and for reasons which are bound to
seem pretty obvious to anyone who stops to think about it.’

"1d., p. 606.
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Why he did not is a discussion for another day. I’m more inter-
ested now in indicating how when Jesus uses philosophical insights he
advances his work as a teacher and public figure in the Gospels.
Surely, philosophical skills are involved in this work. True, as I just
said, Jesus is not a philosopher in an academic sense, but Jesus cer-
tainly was a capable philosopher. It is doubtful whether a twelve year
old boy who could keep a college of rabbis and scribes at rapt attention
while commenting on Scripture and fielding questions on Jewish the-
ology could lack philosophical acumen (Luke 2:41-49).

To read the Gospel through the lens of fideism diminishes Jesus
significantly. The fideist devalues the role of Jesus’ intelligence in his
own work and mission. When we reflect on Jesus’ conduct and teach-
ings, the fideist would have us doubt that Jesus knew what he was do-
ing and could explain it philosophically. If we take the fideist’s view to
its logical conclusion, are we to doubt that Jesus was intellectually
aware and competent? He restored sight to the blind and cured the
lame. He walked on water and fed thousands with a few loaves and
fishes. Are we to believe that he did not know what he was doing? Did
he just rely on thoughtless incantations and petitions? Central to Jesus’
mission is to teach moral and personal responsibility. Does that not
suppose that he had genuine moral insight and understanding? Or are
we to think that he just mindlessly spouted words that were channeled
into him and through him? The fideist is asking us to believe some-
thing incredible.?

For other reasons, | think the Gospel makes it clear that Christian-
ity aims to satisfy our intellect as well as our other needs. First, just by
definition, it must work that way, because the Gospel, after all, is for
the guidance and salvation of human persons. But what is it to be
a human person? A person is a rational existent with free will. That is
why the Gospel is significant: it fulfills revelation and salvation for
rational existents with free will. But in some way or other, that must
involve philosophy, because the wonder out of which philosophy is
born contemplates what it is to be human. The philosophy of the hu-

8 This paragraph paraphrases Willard, p. 611.
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man person is an exploration of the significance of our reason and our
freedom.

Secondly, Jesus’ use of parables attempts to bring to our attention
important philosophical relationships. They are brilliant narrations
relying on analogical reasoning, which Aristotle described as the hall-
mark of philosophical excellence. In fact, Jesus’ parables aim to ac-
complish in a deeper way what Socrates’ philosophical question-and-
answer seeks: self-knowledge. Jesus employs parables for a similar
purpose. His aim is not to use philosophy to win intellectual battles or
to defeat someone in a debate. He wants his hearers to ponder philoso-
phical relationships in a way that gives them deeper spiritual insight.
Jesus also knows, like every good philosopher, that insight builds best
on what one already knows. Accordingly, his parables rely on common
or everyday experiences to provide the occasion for insight into the
meaning of human life and our relationship with God. In this way, the
parables become more of an invitation than a set teaching or lecture.
Jesus

does not try to make everything so explicit that the conclusion is forced

down the throat of the hearer. Rather, he presents matters in such a way that

those who wish to know can find their way to, can come to, the appropriate
conclusion as something they have discovered—whether or not it is some-
thing they particularly care for.°

Perhaps one of the reasons we may hesitate to think of Jesus as
a philosopher is that people commonly associate philosophers with
interminable disputations. They judge that philosophers are contentious
to the point of making people uncomfortable. But one must remember
that one person’s discomfort may be another’s defense of truth and
spiritual insight. Jesus also knows that he must sometimes disagree. He
challenges assumptions and he provides justification. Consider his
reply to certain Sadducees when they challenge his belief in the resur-
rection (Luke 20:27-40). The Sadducee’s confront Jesus with this
situation which is supposed to show that the idea of the resurrection
makes no sense:

°1d., p. 607.
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The law of Moses said that if a married man died without children, the next

eldest brother should make the widow his wife, and any children they had

would inherit in the line of the older brother. In the “thought experiment” of

the Sadducees, the elder of seven sons died without children from his wife,

the next eldest married her and also died without children from her, and the

next eldest did the same, and so on through all seven brothers. Then the

wife died (small wonder!). The presumed absurdity in the case was that in

the resurrection she would be the wife of all of them, which was assumed to

be an impossibility in the nature of marriage.’

Jesus replies that this argument does not show that the resurrection
is absurd, because marriage, as we normally understand it, does not
apply in heaven. In heaven we will not have mortal bodies; instead, we
will have “glorified bodies”—bodies consisting of a non-physical na-
ture, analogous to the bodies of angels."* The Sadducees fallaciously
believe that the resurrection is merely a continuation of our bodies and
biological life as it exists now. Thus, the Sadducee’s hypothetical case
loses its effectiveness because it is irrelevant, Jesus argues, to suppose
that the woman could have conjugal relations with all seven brothers.
Since sexual relations and marriage relate to our mortal, but not our
glorified, bodies, marital relations do not apply in heaven. So, Jesus
here provides a lesson in the metaphysics of human nature—in its
earthly form and in its heavenly form.

Notice that Jesus’ distinction between our mortal and our glorified
bodies is a metaphysical distinction. When St. Thomas Aquinas makes
such a metaphysical distinction in his writings we describe it as the
work of a thinker doing philosophy. Why is it less philosophical, in-
deed less metaphysical, when Jesus makes the same distinction?—
especially when one considers that St. Thomas first learned the distinc-
tion by studying Jesus’ words in the Gospels.

In light of these observations, the fideist interpretation that reason
is hostile to the integrity of Christian faith and understanding is uncon-
vincing. The fideists, the Tertullian family, as Gilson calls them, fail

4., p. 609.

Y «Glorified body,” is my translation of St. Paul’s Greek expression, sma pneu-
matikon, literally “spiritualized body,” in 1 Cor. 15: 44. | refer to it here to indicate further
what Jesus might mean when comparing our bodies in heaven to the angels.
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to understand that Jesus is a thinker, that this is not a dirty word but an es-

sential work, and that his other attributes do not preclude thought, but only

insure that he is certainly the greatest thinker of the human race: ‘the most
intelligent person who ever lived on earth’.*?

He constantly uses his talent of philosophical insight to enable
people to search “inside their own heart and mind” to advance self-
discovery. Surely this talent for philosophical reflection played a role
in Jesus’ own growth in “wisdom,” mentioned in the Gospel of Luke
(2:52).

Several significant conclusions follow from this recognition of Je-
sus as a skilled philosopher in his own unique way and for his own
purposes.

(1) Since philosophy in certain respects is implicit in Jesus’ work,
the fideist view is unconvincing. (2) If philosophy is compatible with
the Christian life, there is no reason to believe that a Christian should
rule out philosophy as a vocation. A Christian might be called to de-
vote his or her life to the science of philosophy as a handmaiden to
Christian wisdom. (3) The example of Jesus encourages us to petition
him for our intellectual needs just as we do for other demands. Appre-
ciating that Jesus is a thinker “has important implications for how we
today view Jesus’ relationship to our world and our life—especially if
our work happens to be that of art, thought, research, or scholarship.”*
How could we personally relate Jesus to our intellectual, scientific, or
artistic lives if he were philosophically indifferent or obtuse? Our dis-
cipleship with Jesus depends on seeing his relevance in everything we
do, including—and perhaps especially—in our chosen fields of techni-
cal or professional expertise. How can we cultivate that discipleship if
we “leave him at the door”? Appreciating that Jesus is an intellect and
a kind of philosopher enables us to include him and recognize his rele-
vance to our technical and professional lives, even if they are the lives
of artists, philosophers, or scientists.*

2 willard, p. 610.
B1d., p. 610.
“1d., p. 605.
5.
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I am again reminded of the example of St. Thomas Aquinas.
Surely, St. Thomas was not wasting his time when he prayed intensely
and patiently for Jesus to empower and illumine his mind before he
prepared his philosophical lectures and writings. This is an event worth
pondering: the same Christian who might be reluctant to call Jesus
a philosopher would never doubt the appropriateness of St. Thomas’
prayers for Jesus’ wisdom and intellectual support. If you asked St.
Thomas what Jesus knew about philosophy, he would surely smile and
reply laconically, “everything.”

Conclusion

As | said earlier, | think Gilson would approve of my response to
the question, “Was Jesus a philosopher?” Our Christian faith is not
alien to reason. It involves rationality just as it seeks to integrate all of
our faculties: our physical and emotional powers; our imagination and
memory; our will and intellect. Jesus models this integration for us.
Grace perfects nature, and our nature involves reason. “You must love
the Lord your God with all your heart, with all your soul, and with all
your mind” (Matthew 22:37). This is not to say that every Christian
should be a philosopher in a professional sense. But it is to say that the
philosophical life is compatible with the Christian life. Gilson would
add that it also indicates a way in which philosophy can play a power-
ful role to serve Christian faith in the modern world. Philosophy’s role
is important when one considers it is not an age of faith anymore. For
this reason the last two Popes—John Paul Il and Benedict XVI—have
called on philosophy to help transcend the relativism of the age and to
help re-evangelize civilization. John Paul Il explains that philosophy
can serve faith in his opening remarks in the Encyclical Letter Fides et
Ratio (1998):

Faith and reason are like two wings on which the human spirit rises to the

contemplation of truth; and God has placed in the human heart the desire to

know the truth—in a word, to know himself—so that by knowing and lov-
ing God, men and women can come to the fullness of the truth themselves.
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Gilson would remind us that, in order to accomplish what John
Paul Il envisions, the Christian philosopher must engage the modern,
pluralistic world. He or she cannot retreat from it. To make Christian
philosophy a living endeavor, one must engage philosophies in the
here-and-now.

[1]t is important to acknowledge that the philosophy of our time is the only

living philosophy, the only actually existing philosophy by which we can

communicate with the philosophy that is eternal. The treasure of philoso-
phical learning accumulated by wise men of all ages has a real existence
only in the thinkers of today, in the mind of each one of us, in the present

time in which we all take part.’®

This requires a determination to engage the modern world with the
generous appreciation of the fact that, since God is truth, wherever
there is truth there will be something congenial to God. John Paul 11
modeled this practice famously. The modern Christian philosopher
must defend Christian wisdom while being antagonized by hostile
philosophical schools. However, if God is truth, there is always a way
to begin the conversation once one finds a common ground in truth.
The modern Christian philosopher must be confident that that conver-
sation can take place. With its anchor in truth, Christian wisdom is
eminently defensible to those who will listen. Finding a way through
Christian charity and restoration of Christian culture to secure that
conversation and defense is the task Christians face in the modern,
pluralistic world. When Christians do this, they follow the example of
that Christian apologist of old, St. Paul himself:

We destroy false arguments; we pull down every proud obstacle that is

raised against the knowledge of God; we take every thought captive and

make it obey Christ. (2 Cor. 10:5)

If my observations are sound, there are good reasons to believe
that Christianity is rational. The examples of the great Doctors of the
Church, the Church Fathers, the Apostles, and Jesus himself indicate
that Christian faith and reason are compatible. Gilson would say that
there are lessons in this for the philosopher and the non-philosopher.

'8 Etienne Gilson, Three Quests in Philosophy (Toronto, Ontario: Pontifical Institute
of Medieval Studies, 2008), ch. 1, “The Education of a Philosopher,” p. 14.
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By no means have | tried to argue that reason’s support of faith implies
that all Christians should be philosophers. On the other hand, | am
consoled that my observations show that philosophy is a legitimate
calling for a Christian and that philosophy can defend the Christian
faith.

This defense is possible even if most Christians do not bother to
become skillful at it. Most people acquire their faith from their up-
bringing and from the wider culture. But if what | have said is plausi-
ble, Christians do not expect each other to assent to Christian teachings
as if they were groundless. Historically, at least in the tradition of the
Catholic Church, the presumption prevails that while this particular
Christian cannot marshal a defense of his or her faith, somebody can.

Moreover, it may surprise us how many Christians will step up to
make that defense. This is because a defense of Christianity can range
across a spectrum. At one end, there may be a Dante giving fisici
e metafisici argomenti in his defense. At another frequency there may
be a Christopher Dawson or Etienne Gilson giving historical evidence.
At another place on the spectrum may appear a John of the Cross rely-
ing on direct religious experience. At another end of the spectrum may
appear someone like my mother relying on the authority of her parents
and her Church. This last is not to be dismissed lightly.

For of course authority, however we may value it in this or that particular

instance, is a kind of evidence. All of our historical beliefs, most of our geo-

graphical beliefs, many of our beliefs about matters that concern us in daily

life, are accepted on the authority of other human beings, whether we are

Christians, Atheists, Scientists, or Men-in-the-Street.'’

This is all to say that Christianity historically has been a religion
that expects a defense if it is called for. This is an important point be-
cause, as John Paul Il explains effectively in Fides et Ratio, it is this
expectation that Christianity is rational that separates it in kind from
mere superstition.

7' C.S. Lewis, “On Obstinacy in Belief,” in They Asked for a Paper (London: Geof-
frey Bles, Ltd., 1962), pp. 183-196.
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This can be shown by a homely example that my colleague Bren-
dan Sweetman likes to tell. Imagine you are being solicited to join
a fringe religious group called the “Abominable Snowman Worship
Society.” Naturally, you would want to know on what grounds the
members of the society believed in and worshipped the Abominable
Snowman.

Now if nobody in the group was interested in this question, and the mem-

bers of the group simply said they believed on faith and urged you to com-

mit yourself to their faith too, promising that your life would be changed,
spiritually renewed, happier, and so on, it is likely that you would not do

it.lS

You would be all the more reluctant if they asked you to pay
a considerable amount of money to join. Clearly, such a religion differs
in kind from Christianity, because, the members of the Abominable
Snowman Society cannot defend their faith. In fact, nobody can.
Hence, to be a member of such a group, one has to be indifferent to the
whole question of evidence, unless the authority of such a small and
eccentric membership alone counts as evidence. How different it is
with Christian belief! True, a given individual may not be able to ad-
vance a defense, or may only be able to advance a minimal one. Many,
if not most, Christians may be indifferent to defending their faith. But,
in principle, a defense is possible and there are people professionally
committed to spending their lives promulgating that defense.

Let Gilson have the last word. He would refer us to a principle that
he highlights in his historical work as a Christian philosopher: the
unity of truth. The reason Christianity is defensible is because it has its
source in God, who is the Truth. As a result, whatever is true is in har-
mony with Christian truth. Since God is Truth, no truth can conflict
with God. All truth, regardless of its origin, is “God friendly,” one
might say. Therefore, truths discovered by our natural intelligence
never conflict with God’s own supernatural understanding. Grace per-
fects, does not destroy, nature. Faith can marry, faith need not divorce,

18 Curtis L. Hancock and Brendan Sweetman, Truth and Religious Belief (Armonk,
New York: M.E. Sharpe, Inc., 1998), ch. 1, p. 8.
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genuine reason. Sadly, so many marriages in the modern world are torn
asunder. Our task as Christian thinkers is to nurture the marriage be-
tween Christian faith and philosophical reason and to keep the couple

happy.

* * *

GILSON ON THE RATIONALITY
OF CHRISTIAN BELIEF

SUMMARY

The underlying skepticism of ancient Greek culture made it unreceptive of philosophy.
It was the Catholic Church that embraced philosophy. Still, Etienne Gilson reminds us
in Reason and Revelation in the Middle Ages that some early Christians rejected phi-
losophy. Their rejection was based on fideism: the view that faith alone provides
knowledge. Philosophy is unnecessary and dangerous, fideists argue, because (1) any-
thing known by reason can be better known by faith, and (2) reason, on account of the
sin of pride, seeks to replace faith. To support this twofold claim, fideists, like
Tertullian and Tatian, quote St. Paul. However, a judicious interpretation of St. Paul’s
remarks show that he does not object to philosophy per se but to erroneous philosophy.
This interpretation is reinforced by St. Paul’s own background in philosophy and by
his willingness to engage intellectuals critical of Christianity in the public square.

The challenge of fideism brings up the interesting question: what would Jesus
himself say about the discipline of philosophy? Could it be that Jesus himself was
a philosopher (as George Bush once declared)? As the fullness of wisdom and intelli-
gence, Jesus certainly understood philosophy, although not in the conventional sense.
But surely, interpreting his life through the lens of fideism is unconvincing. Instead, an
appreciation of his innate philosophical skills serves better to understand important
elements of his mission. His perfect grasp of how grace perfects nature includes
a philosophy of the human person. This philosophy grounded in common-sense analy-
sis of human experience enables Jesus to be a profound moral philosopher. Specifi-
cally, he is able to explain the principles of personal actualization. Relying on ordinary
experience, where good philosophy must start, he narrates moral lessons—parables—
that illumine difficulties regarding moral responsibility and virtue. These parables are
accessible but profound, showing how moral understanding must transcend Pharisaical
legalism. Additionally, Jesus’ native philosophical power shows in his ability to ex-
plain away doctrinal confusions and to expose sophistical traps set by his enemies.

If fideism is unconvincing, and if the great examples of the Patristics, the Apos-
tles, and Jesus himself show an affinity for philosophy, then it is necessary to conclude
that Christianity is a rational religion. Accordingly, the history of Christian culture is
arguably an adventure in faith and reason. Since God is truth and the author of all
truths, there is nothing in reality that is incompatible with Christian teaching. As John
Paul 1l explains effectively in the encyclical, Fides et Ratio, Christianity is a religion
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that is rational and can defend itself. This ability to marshal a defense makes Christian-
ity a religion for all seasons.

KEYWORDS: philosophy, fideism, faith and reason, parables, moral understanding,
grace and nature, metaphysical distinction, evidence, authority.
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THE IMPORTANCE OF GILSON

That we in the West live in perilous times is evident to anyone
who is half awake today. How to navigate through the waters of these
perilous times is not so evident. My paper is about why preserving,
reading, and understanding the work of Etienne Gilson is crucial for
the West if we wish to be able to understand precisely the problems
that are besetting the West and how we can best resolve them.

If we listen to television, newspaper, and radio commentators, the
general impression we might get is that the biggest problems we face
today are political and economic troubles, problems like war and
peace, crime, wealth and poverty. As far back as 1937, however, Gil-
son saw that the West was beset by a far greater, deeper, and wider
problem that, in succeeding decades, would cause cultural and civiliza-
tional turmoil in the West. In a book entitled The Unity of Philosophi-
cal Experience, Gilson outlined how, since the dawn of the modern
world in the seventeenth century, Western culture has engaged in
a reckless adventure to abandon the Greek philosophical vision of the
universe.!

Gilson called this Greek philosophical vision the “Western
Creed,” and he saw it as the essential foundation of all Western cul-
tural institutions. Simultaneous with the West’s attempt to abandon the
Western Creed, Gilson saw the West attempting to replace the Greek
philosophical vision with something Gilson called the “Scientific
Creed.” He pointed to Cartesian thought as a cultural revolution that,

“ Dr. Peter A. Redpath — Rector, Adler-Aquinas Institute, Manitou Springs, Colo-
rado (USA); e-mail: redpathp@gmail.com

! Etienne Gilson, The Unity of Philosophical Experience (New York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons, repr. 1965 of original 1937 Charles Scribner’s Sons publication).
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by attempting to reduce all philosophy, sense realism, and science to
the practical mechanistic science of mathematical physics, unwittingly
had set the West on a course toward civilizational destruction.

In ancient times, and up until the start of the twentieth century,
Western intellectuals considered philosophy and science identical.
Philosophical sciences like metaphysics, ethics, and politics could
make claims to have a foundation for their principles in the sense
world, in a sense realism and sense wonder. And all these sciences
could claim, in some way, to be rational, realistic, true.

After Descartes and the Protestant Reformation had come on the
scene, however, something was radically altered, Gilson thought, in the
relationship between modern mathematical physics and the classical
sciences of metaphysics, ethics, and politics. Just like the Protestant
Reformers Martin Luther and John Calvin, modern philosophy’s father
René Descartes showed distrust for natural reason. Despite the fact that
Descartes is celebrated for his declaration that truth lies in “clear and
distinct ideas,” Descartes had actually located all human truth and error
in strength and weakness of the human will, in what Friedrich
Nietzsche would later famously identify as the “Will to Power.”

As Descartes saw the human condition, we human beings are spir-
its encased in machines. We are essentially two substances that cannot
communicate with each other. God is the only cause of communication
between these two substances, our mind and body. Hence, for Des-
cartes the proper object of human science is clear and distinct ideas,
not real, or mind-independent, beings that we grasp with the help of
our bodily senses.

Moreover, Descartes thought “science” is a name that we give to
different logical deductive systems of clear and distinct ideas. In this
way, Descartes reduced all philosophy, science, to differing kinds of
systematic logic.

Outside restraints need to be placed upon the human imagination
by reasoning systematically under the influence of clear and distinct
ideas like God, the soul, and extension. For Descartes thought our un-
restrained imaginations tend to cause our wills to wander, to become
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weak and unable to focus on ideas, see them clearly, grasp truth, and
provide us with true science.

In the area of physical science, Descartes maintained that just this
sort of wandering occurs when we try to determine the essence of the
sense world independently of the use of mathematical ideas. Hence, for
Descartes, because it uses clear and distinct ideas to view the sense
universe, mathematical physics is the only science that can tell us any-
thing true about the essence of the sense world. And because they use
clear and distinct ideas to study human freedom, while being able to
tell us something true about the human spirit, human sciences like
metaphysics, politics, and ethics can tell us nothing true about the exis-
tence and use of freedom in the sensible world.?

Within a century and a half of Descartes’ dream of re-establishing
science on the foundation of a system of clear and distinct ideas, and
after the wondrous success of Newtonian physics, the Lutheran thinker
Immanuel Kant sought to go beyond Descartes by simultaneously
(a) protecting the fundamentalist Lutheran understanding of faith by
effectively divorcing the philosophical disciplines of metaphysics,
politics, and ethics completely from science founded in sense reality,
and (b) reducing all scientific reasoning about sense reality to mecha-
nistic mathematical physics.® By so doing, Kant solidified a divorce
that Descartes had introduced between freedom and truth, faith and
science, and in turn the philosophical disciplines of metaphysics, eth-
ics, and politics and contemporary mathematical physics, science, and
sense reality.

At present, this several-hundred year project to divorce philosophy
from science and reduce science to mechanized mathematical physics

2 For a detailed exposition and critique of Descartes’s teachings about philosophy
and science, see Peter A. Redpath, Cartesian Nightmare: An Introduction to Transcen-
dental Sophistry (Amsterdam and Atlanta: Editions Rodopi, B. V., 1997).

% For a detailed exposition and critique of the role Kant played in the Cartesian
revolution, see Peter A. Redpath, Masquerade of the Dream Walkers: Prophetic The-
ology from the Cartesians to Hegel (Amsterdam and Atlanta, Editions Rodopi, B. V.,
1998), pp. 101-166.
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has created an essential conflict within Western cultural institutions,
within our intellectual, political, and religious organizations.

In Cartesian thought, truth and freedom are properties of will, not
reason. Hence, freedom and truth are essentially non-rational. And
rationality is essentially not free or true. This means that while modern
physical science might wish to make claims to truth, if it claims to be
rational, it can only make true statements when by “true statements”
we mean statements expressing non-rational feelings or “beliefs.”
Truth in Cartesian science can be no more than an intense feeling about
an idea or system of ideas. Hence the propensity of so many people
today to refer to physical science as a “belief system.”

This essential opposition between reason and will, freedom, and
truth means that within a Cartesian conception of science we can never
be free by acting rationally because free behavior is essentially non-
rational. Hence the propensity of so many Western youth today to
identify being free with doing “crazy” things.

Moreover, this essential opposition between reason and will, free-
dom, and truth means that within a Cartesian conception of science we
have totally abdicated any means for rationally judging or evaluating
truth in any of our intellectual, cultural, or political institutions or dis-
ciplines. Hence the rampant madness, falsehood, and dishonesty that
increasingly infect Western cultural institutions (like universities, poli-
tics, media, business, sports) in their essential operations.

After all, if we buy into the Cartesian worldview, if we want to be
scientifically political, politically truthful, we cannot expect to behave
reasonably. And if we want to be politically rational, we cannot expect
to say anything true. If we want to be scientifically intellectual, we
have to express our feelings. And these feelings have to be intensely
non-rational if we expect them to express any truth, and not truthful if
we expect them to be in any way rational. If we want to be successful,
behave reasonably, in business, sports, or media, we have to lie and be
dishonest because the rational is the opposite of what is true. The net
result of such behavior in our time is international terrorism and global
economic meltdown.
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Given the essential madness of Cartesian thought, Western think-
ers over the past several centuries, have attempted to use several intel-
lectual frauds, different forms of sophistry, to help maintain the intel-
lectually unjustifiable modern reduction of all science to physics and
uphold the divorce of truth and freedom from rationality. Chief among
these frauds has been modern socialism, which has called upon social-
istic thinkers like Georg Hegel, Karl Marx, Adolf Hitler, Benito Mus-
solini, and Josef Stalin to fabricate the myth that the essential flaw
within modern Western Cartesian thought has actually been a neces-
sary historical moment in the march of the human spirit to emerge
from some form of backward historical consciousness into that of an
Enlightened socialism, bringing into being a new scientific world or-
der.

Shortly after the end of World War Il, Gilson wrote a powerful
work entitled The Terrors of the Year 2000 in which he predicted that,
instead of learning its cultural lesson about the need to reconcile the
divorce between classical philosophy and modern physical science, the
post-World War |1 era would yield no lasting peace and would become
a time “where science, formerly our hope and our joy, would be the
source of greatest terror.”

At the close of World War 11, Gilson claimed that, with the help of
Nietzsche, we human beings brought the modern conflict between
rationality and truth and freedom to a new level. With the bombing of
Hiroshima, we in the West had made our most astounding scientific
discovery: “the great secret that science has just wrested from matter is
the secret of its destruction. To know today is synonymous with to
destroy.””

With Nietzsche’s short sentence, “They do not know that God is
dead,” Gilson thought that the transvaluation of Western values had
started in earnest. Postmodern man wished to make himself divine,

4 Etienne Gilson, The Terrors of the Year 2000 (Toronto: St. Michael’s College,
1949), pp. 5, 7.
®Id., pp. 7-9.
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usurp God’s place, become God. A fight to the death had ensued be-
tween the Ancient and Modern West.

Gilson considered Nietzsche’s declaration of God’s death “the
capital discovery of modern times.” Compared to Nietzsche’s discov-
ery, Gilson maintained, no matter how far back we trace human his-
tory, we “will find no upheaval to compare with this in the extent or in
the depth of its cause.”® Gilson thought that Nietzsche’s declaration of
God’s death signaled a metaphysical revolution of the highest, widest,
and deepest order.

From time immemorial, we in the West, Gilson thought, have
based our cultural creed and scientific inspiration, our intellectual and
cultural institutions, upon our Western Creed, which included the con-
viction that gods, or a God, existed. No longer. All of a sudden, God
no longer exists. Worse, He never existed! For Gilson the implication
is clear: “We shall have to change completely our every thought, word
and deed. The entire human order totters on its base.””

If our entire cultural history depended upon the unswerving con-
viction that God exists, “the totality of the future must needs depend on
the contrary certitude, that God does not exist,” and, in turn, on a sub-
liminal hatred of the Western Creed. Gilson thought that Nietzsche’s
message was a metaphysical bomb more powerful than the atomic
weapon dropped on Hiroshima: “Everything that was true from the
beginning of the human race will suddenly become false.” Moreover,
mankind alone must create for itself a new self-definition, which will
become human destiny, the human project: To destroy.?

Gilson maintained that Nietzsche’s discovery of God’s death sig-
naled the dawn of a new age, a new political world disorder, in which
the aim of postmodern culture, its metaphysical project, had become to
make war upon, to overthrow, traditional truths and values. To build

® Id., pp. 14-16. Gilson cites Nietzsche’s Ecce Homo, especially “Why | am
a Fatality.”

"1d., pp. 14-16.

81d., pp. 16-17.
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our brave new world order, we have to go beyond Descartes and over-
throw the metaphysical foundations of Western culture.

At present, we in Western culture find ourselves in a condition of
cultural and civilizational confusion precisely because, as Gilson un-
derstood, we have lost our sense realism and have turned our under-
standing of science into an enemy of truth and a friend of cultural de-
struction. Having lost our sense realism, we have lost our philosophical
minds, for our philosophical minds have lost touch with reality and
have developed a subliminal hatred for our cultural traditions and
institutions.

Having lost our understanding of the nature of philosophy, we can
no longer find any rational arguments by which to justify and sustain
our different cultural institutions, which increasingly we are encour-
aged to loathe. Having become so completely lost intellectually, we
have increasingly transformed ourselves into universal skeptics, prime
subjects for enslavement by dictators.

Western culture has traditionally justified its cultural institutions
by use of classical philosophical arguments rooted in the common phi-
losophical convictions that man is a rational animal and God exists.
Having lost our faith in these essential precepts of the Western Creed,
we in the West have largely lost our ability to think philosophically.
Thus, we can no longer rationally and philosophically justify Western
culture itself.

Why is Gilson important for us today? Because, among all the
leading intellectuals of the past or present generation, no one has better
diagnosed the philosophical ills of Western culture and better under-
stood the remedy for those ills than has Gilson.

The hour is late. We in the West no longer have the luxury of ig-
noring a return to philosophical realism and to a philosophical defense
of our Western Creed, including our belief in the existence of God. The
choice before us is clear: philosophy or the slaughterhouse, Gilson or
Nietzsche.
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THE IMPORTANCE OF GILSON

SUMMARY
The author aims at answering why preserving, reading, and understanding the work of
Etienne Gilson is crucial for the Western civilization if one wishes to be able to under-
stand precisely the problems that are besetting the West and how one can best resolve
them. He claims that among all the leading intellectuals of the past or present genera-
tion, no one has better diagnosed the philosophical ills of Western culture and better
understood the remedy for those ills than has Etienne Gilson.

KEYWORDS: Etienne Gilson, Western civilization, Western Creed, Scientific Creed.
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GILSON AS CHRISTIAN HUMANIST

In chapter 1, paragraph 19, of his encyclical Caritas in veritate,
quoting Pope Paul VI, Pope Benedict XVI tells us that, among other
things, the vision of development as a human vocation today requires
“the deep thought and reflection of wise men in search of a new hu-
manism which will enable modern man to find himself anew.” In this
paper | am going to suggest that the intellectual life of Etienne Gilson
constituted just the sort of search for a new humanism about which the
Pope speaks, that Gilson’s scholarly work was part of a new renais-
sance, a new humanism that Gilson thought was demanded by the pre-
carious civilizational crisis of the modern West after World Wars | and
Il. In sum, I wish to argue that, more than anything else, Gilson was
a renaissance humanist scholar who consciously worked in the tradi-
tion of renaissance humanists before him, but did so to expand our
understanding of the notion of “renaissance” scholarship and to create
his own brand of Christian humanism to deal with problems distinctive
to his age.

Anyone familiar with the revived interest in Thomistic studies that
happened during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries will
likely be struck by the sharp contrast in writing-style between the
manual Thomists who first started this revival and that of Gilson.
A chief purpose of this paper is to argue that the radical difference in
style is connected to part to a kind of Christian humanism, renaissance
thinking, that Gilson developed as part of his distinctive style of doing
historical research and of philosophizing.

“ Dr. Peter A. Redpath — Rector, Adler-Aquinas Institute, Manitou Springs, Colo-
rado (USA); e-mail: redpathp@gmail.com
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In referring to Gilson as a renaissance humanist, as did Gilson
himself, 1 am predicating the term “renaissance” in a wide sense. As is
well known, Gilson was chiefly responsible among scholars of the
twentieth century for demonstrating as bogus the modern prejudice that
attempted to reserve the term “renaissance” to a period of Western
intellectual history that occurred from around AD 1350 to 1600. In my
opinion Gilson’s critique of this specious intellectual reductionism was
part of a conscious attempt on his part to develop his own brand of
Christian humanism rooted in a way of philosophizing common to the
High Middle Ages. As he saw it, the celebrated Italian renaissance was
only one of a series of intellectual renaissances that had occurred in the
West prior to the fourteenth century and heavily depended on the
scholarly work of many prior centuries.

In referring to Gilson as a humanist, 1 am predicating the term
“humanist,” in a two-fold way, in accord with two chief ways that
I think professional philosophers today generally understand the term
“humanism.” In these senses, Gilson the humanist was (1) a student of
classical literary, artistic, and scientific works of Ancient Greece and
Rome. This is the sense in which thinkers such as Paul Oskar Kristeller
often use the term to refer to the humanism of the Italian Renaissance.
Professional philosophers also use it to refer to (2) a way of studying
that places emphasis on (a) the centrality or dignity of the human per-
son, (b) subjects of study that relate to such centrality or dignity, or
(c) ways of engaging in such a study that gives a special dignity to the
human subject as agent doing the studying. Reasonable justification
exists to predicate “humanism” of Gilson’s scholarship in both phi-
losophical senses of the term. Gilsonian humanism has about it the
quality of a wonder about the whole of classical wisdom from the an-
cient Israelites to the High Middle Ages and beyond; it also empha-
sizes those subjects that relate to the person’s centrality and dignity
and the way of studying such subjects such that it gives a special dig-
nity to the agent studying.

In the first sense, similar to the Italian renaissance humanists and
many of the renaissance humanists of the High French Middle Ages,
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including St. Thomas, in the tradition of St. Bernard of Chartres, Gil-
son engaged in a study of the classics to revive aspects of higher learn-
ing in his time, get truth from classical philosophical and theological
works, and build upon these truths to see further and deeper than his
predecessors.

In the second sense, Gilson’s humanism is a way of philosophiz-
ing within theology, what Gilson often called a “Christian philosophy.”
As a Christian theology utilizing the classical mode of philosophizing
that traces back to Aristotle, Plato, Socrates, and the pre-Socratics,
Gilson’s humanism emphasizes the centrality of the human person, the
subjects it studies that have a direct bearing on the centrality and dig-
nity of the human person, and the way it studies these subjects in-
creases the dignity of the philosophical act.

I call attention to this issue of Gilson’s scholarly humanism for
several reasons. One is that, despite its evident influence on Gilson’s
scholarship, his way of attacking philosophical problems, | do not
think many Thomists have thought about it as a form of humanism.
Another is that, while later twentieth-century and early twenty-first
century scholars might have largely ignored this quality of Gilson’s
intellectual life, early twentieth-century thinkers would likely have
found it glaring, so glaring that they might have found Gilson suspect
because of it.

A Drief review of Gilson’s educational background gives insight
into why a general interest in classical studies (1) should have been
amain influence in the way Gilson approached scholarship and
(2) would provide for him the wider context within which to make
intelligible the thought of others to himself and his audience. As de-
scribed by Gilson’s authoritative biographer Lawrence K. Shook, Gil-
son’s formal education that took its start at home under the long-
distance supervision of Ursiline sister Mother Saint-Dieudonne was
immersed in the liberal arts. After this, in 1890, he entered
the Christian Brothers’ run parish school of Ste-Clotilde where, among
other things, he received educational grounding in Latin, catechism,
and love of language. In 1895, Gilson left Ste-Clotilde to start seven
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years of education at the Catholic secondary school, Petit Séminaire de
Notre-Dame-des-Champs. There he underwent rigorous training in
classical (“humanistic”) studies that included ancient Greek, Latin,
Roman and French history, mathematics, physical science, liturgy, and
music.

Gilson left Notre-Dame-des-Champs in 1902 to attend a year of
studies at the celebrated Lycée Henri IV. While there, Gilson was in-
troduced to philosophy by Professor Henri Dereux and attended Lucien
Lévy-Bruhl’s course on David Hume. Gilson graduated from Lycée
Henri IV in 1903 with a bachelor’s diploma and certification from the
Faculty of Letters at the University of Paris that would permit him to
continue his studies at the Sorbonne.

Gilson enrolled in the Sorbonne in 1904 and completed his studies
there in three years. Especially memorable to Gilson during this time
were a course on Descartes he took under Lucien Lévy-Bruhl and a set
of lectures that Henri Bergson gave at the Collége de France. Lévy-
Bruhl’s course so strongly influenced Gilson that he decided to write
his doctoral thesis on Descartes under Lévy-Bruhl’s direction. Other
major thinkers with whom Gilson studied during this time included
Emile Durkheim and Victor Delbos.

Jumping ahead from this period of formal education to that of
teacher and public lecturer, as long ago as 1926, when he made his first
visit to North America to participate in an international congress in
Montreal on Education and Citizenship, Gilson was bothered by the
conviction that there were not enough good students at the time capa-
ble of doing advanced work in philosophy. In 1929, in part to help
solve this problem, he established his Institute of Mediaeval Studies
(later to become The Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies [PIMS])
at the University of Toronto. But | think Gilson’s interest in founding
this famed Institute went deeper than this.

Throughout his adult intellectual life, Gilson was convinced that,
during the later Middle Ages, under the influence chiefly of Latin
Averroism, Western culture had suffered a psychological rupture be-
tween faith and reason that has continued until modern times and has
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caused a political secularization of modern education and an increased
propensity to engage in global war. In Reason and Revelation in the
Middle Ages, he tells any historian who might investigate the sources
of “modern rationalism” that an uninterrupted chain of influence exists
from the Awverroistic tradition of the Masters of Arts of Paris to the
European freethinkers of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (the
so-called “Age of Reason”).

Accompanying this fracture across the centuries, there was, Gilson
thought, an ever-increasing loss of the sense of a classical Western,
philosophically-based humanism rooted in what, in his book The Unity
of Philosophical Experience, Gilson had called the “Western Creed.”
He was equally convinced that these problems could only be reversed
by recovering a true Christian humanism in education. Without recov-
ering an understanding of, and belief in, this Western Creed, Western
culture, Gilson thought, would collapse.

In my opinion, as a result of his experiences during World War |
and his research into the influence of Latin Averroism on the subse-
quent rupture between faith and reason at the tail end of the Middle
Ages, part of the reason Gilson founded this Pontifical Institute was to
counteract the growth of the influence on Western culture of what
I have labeled *“neo-Averroism,” the contemporary Western tendency
to maintain the rupture between faith and reason that Latin Averroism
had initiated. | maintain that Gilson thought he could best combat this
mindset through a philosophically-based humanism that defended the
Western Creed. Explicitly or not, Gilson established the Pontifical
Institute, | think, as a kind of renaissance institute similar to that of
Lorenzo Valla’s Platonic Academy, with the express purpose of using
medieval renaissance wisdom to counteract the secularization of the
West under the centuries-old philosophical deconstruction initiated by
the Italian renaissance and the neo-Averroism of the Enlightenment
counter-renaissance.

In support of my claim, | refer to the fact that around mid-
December, 1933, Gilson presented a series of three lectures on Le so-
ciété chrétienne universelle at Salle Saint-Sulpice, Montreal. At this
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time, Gilson started to become convinced that, by decreeing faith and
reason to be irreconcilable and by separating the political world into
one empire directed by the pope and another by the prince, Latin Aver-
roism had fractured the medieval Christian hope of a Christian social
order rooted in moral law, justice, and charity.

Shortly after this, in 1934, under the influence of Fr. Phelan and
Basilian Fr. Henry Carr, Gilson went to Rome with them to hold meet-
ings with the Sacred Congregation of Seminaries and Universities to
discuss a charter for the Institute. After these meetings, in late March
of the same year, Jacques Maritain accompanied Gilson to a private
audience with Pope Pius XI. This meeting put the request for a charter
firmly on the Congregation’s agenda. After a provisional refusal in
1936, final approval came on 21 November 19309.

Beyond this, in 1934, Gilson published La théologie mystique de
saint Bernard. Also in 1934, in preparing a policy statement for an-
other journal, Sept, which his friend Fr. Bernadot had just established,
to unify French Catholics and reverse the French republic’s educa-
tional program of secularization, Gilson repeated this theme of over-
coming the political divorce between faith and reason. This policy
statement then served as background for a collection of articles entitled
Pour un ordre catholique that he published in Sept related to education
and political and social problems.

Gilson’s first article in this collection, En marge de Chamfort, at-
tacked French intellectuals for having formed their own secular priest-
hood for controlling politics. His second article was a review of
G. K. Chesterton’s biography of St. Thomas Aquinas, St. Thomas
Aquinas: The Dumb Ox, in which Gilson marveled at Chesterton’s
ability to penetrate into the essence of Thomas’s thought. According to
Shook, reading Chesterton caused Gilson to realize that, just as Ches-
terton had seen English Protestant historians writing history back-
wards, from the perspective of their understanding of the Reformation,
“Gilson now saw French historians writing it from the vantage point of
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seventeenth-century rationalism,”*

I call “neo-Averroism.”
| also refer to comments Shook makes about an article that Gilson
had written shortly before the outbreak of World War Il in 1939,
Erasme: citoyen du monde. Commenting on the article, Shook says
that, at heart, Gilson was an Erasmian humanist who
wanted to end all wars and to liberate men to work out their salvation in the
context of personal freedom. He believed that this could be achieved
through the kind of education that fostered the acquisition of moral virtue

through the writings of Cicero and Seneca, and through the teachings of
Christ.?

According to Shook, during this period, Gilson’s main motivation

was to drive home to his Institute students that in humanism lay the best an-

tidote to the venom of war. For Gilson medieval universalism, or ‘true hu-

manism’ as Maritain called it, held the key to the ultimate health in the hu-

man condition.®

Because Gilson thought that, to be of use, students needed to ana-
lyze Christian humanism philosophically, he thought he had to present
humanism within the context of the lives of men who lived it, histori-
cal humanists, humanist intellectuals continuing a tradition of classical
learning through a series of intellectual renaissances, the high point of
which had been the Medieval Renaissance.

Hence, in the fall, 1939, Shook says that, after publishing his
monograph Dante et la philosophie (Paris), Gilson offered to his To-
ronto students a public course of twelve lectures on Roman Classical
Culture from Cicero to Erasmus in which he led his students through
the transmission of classical humanism to Christianity through a series
of renaissances covering the eighth through the fifteenth centuries.

or according to what, once again,

1 Lawrence K. Shook, Etienne Gilson (Toronto, Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval
Studies, The Gilson Series 6, 1984), p. 218. Most of the preceding biographical infor-
mation about Gilson is taken from Shook.

21d., p. 254.

®1d., p. 239.
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Shook states that as World War 1l came to an end, Gilson became
increasingly devoted to realizing the possibility of that ordre ca-
tholique he had advocated in the 1930s. He was convinced that

German hitlerism, Russian communism, Italian and Spanish fascism and

American Deweyism had stood in the way then: each of them had focused

on the production of their own brand of citizen, and none of them had seen

a pressing need for the teaching of moral and intellectual virtue. Now... real

changes were finally possible.*

To address these changes, in 1945, Gilson wrote an article for Le
monde entitled Instruire ou éduquer? in which he argued for the need
to (1) have greater concern for students as individuals, not prospective
adherents to a political cause, and (2) familiarize students from infancy
with moral virtues of the individual such as honor, duty, justice, and
piety.

He quickly followed this article with four others that had the same
keynote theme:

The first step of any totalitarian regime is to seize the schools in order to

have exclusive monopoly over shaping tomorrow’s citizens.®

In these articles, Gilson sought to focus educators’ attention on in-
culcating personal virtue, not the power of movements. He entitled
them: (1) Hitler fera-t-il notre revolution?, (2) La circulaire 45 ou:
comment I’on se propose de pervertir la veérité, (3) La revolution ou
I’amitié redressera la Cité, and (4) La schisme national. He published
the articles in Stanislas Fumet’s religiously-oriented journal Hebdo-
madaire du temps present.

About a month after publishing these articles, Gilson published
Pour une education nationale in La vie intellectuelle. He argued
therein that free education must include religion. In another article
published around this same time in La croix, entitled La liberté de
I’enseignement en Angleterre, Gilson expressed his admiration for the
open British conformist and non-conformist educational policy in con-
trast to France’s closed State-controlled one.

“1d., p. 254.
% [d.
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On 15 March 1945, he spoke before a packed meeting of La
Jeunesse Intellectuelle in La Grande Salle de la Mutualité. As a result
of these educational works, Gilson started to correspond with many of
the leading intellectuals in post-liberation France and to become rec-
ognized as a spokesman for them. As a result, the French Ministry of
Foreign Affairs selected him to join his friend Jacques Maritain as part
of the French delegation to the 1945 San Francisco meeting to plan the
United Nations charter, which was signed on 26 June of that year.

After returning to Toronto for a few months in anticipation of
teaching his fall courses, Gilson was informed that the French Foreign
Ministry had named him to as a participant in the October and Novem-
ber 1945 London conference designed to create the constitution for
what would later become UNESCO, the United Nations Educational,
Scientific, and Cultural Organization. Gilson served on the committee
that drafted UNESCO’s constitution.

During his stay in London, Gilson wrote five articles about the
conference that were published in Le monde. Several others appeared
over the next several years. In them, among other things, Gilson ex-
pressed his disappointment about the limited roles intellectuals would
actually have in UNESCO. He also later expressed disappointment
about the behavior of intellectuals at UNESCQO’s first general confer-
ence in Paris in 1946. In a radio discussion in which he took part with
several other conference participants after the meeting regarding the
question Can UNESCO Educate for World Understanding?, Gilson
maintained that the world would not be ready for global understanding
until university education became more international than it then was.
I think this is something Gilson hoped to achieve through his Toronto
Institute.

While many people would call Gilson a neo-scholastic, Gilson
considered himself to be chiefly a Christian humanist and his Thomism
to be a Thomist humanism. He thought that the Christian-inspired hu-
manism of classical Western culture embodied in the Western Creed
rooted in classical philosophical realism was the best antidote for the
ills of the contemporary world. Hence, he sought to imbue all his
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scholarly work, including his famed Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval
Studies, with this humanism.

On 22 March 2011, the Vatican issued a declaration entitled De-
cree on the Reform of Ecclesiastical Studies of Philosophy, regarding
the crucial role of philosophy, especially metaphysics, in training
priests. Commenting upon this declaration, Vatican Secretary of Edu-
cation Cardinal Zenon Grocholewski said that the most fundamental
aspects of life are under assault today:

[R]eason itself is menaced by utilitarianism, skepticism, relativism and dis-

trust of reason’s ability to know the truth regarding the fundamental prob-

lems of life.®

He added that science and technology, those icons of what he
called materialist philosophies, cannot

satiate man’s thirst in regard to the ultimate questions: What does happiness

consist of? Who am I? Is the world the fruit of chance? What is my destiny?

etc. Today, more than ever, the sciences are in need of wisdom.”

The Cardinal added that the study of philosophy must be returned
to its roots in reason, adding that, because of the present crisis of
Christian culture, logic, the discipline that gives structure to reason,
has “disappeared.”

I think Gilson would largely concur with the Vatican declaration
and the statements of Cardinal Grocholewski. But I think he would add
that what they propose is not enough. Beyond this return to the study
of philosophy and metaphysics, and recovery of the study of logic,
I think Gilson would maintain that the West needs that new humanism
about which Pope Benedict spoke in his encyclical Caritas in veritate.
In returning to philosophy and metaphysics, the West does not need to
return to Cartesian Thomism and to a wisdom that mistakes philosophy
for systematic logic. It needs a philosophy, a metaphysics, rooted in
sense realism and a new humanism that can properly identify and re-
solve the fracture between faith and reason initiated by Latin Averro-

® “vatican: Priests Can’t Skip Metaphysics,” ZENIT (22.03.2011),
http://www.zenit.org/article-32095?I=english, access: July 16, 2012.
"1d.
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ism. It needs an intellectual academy, a circle of scholars, capable of
training students to understand and defend their own intellectual tradi-
tion, the Western Creed. In short, it needs Gilsonian humanism and
a flourishing International Etienne Gilson Society.

* * *

GILSON AS CHRISTIAN HUMANIST

SUMMARY

The author suggests that the intellectual life of Etienne Gilson constituted a new hu-
manism, that Gilson’s scholarly work was part of a new renaissance, that a new hu-
manism that Gilson thought is demanded by the precarious civilizational crisis of the
modern West after World Wars | and I1. He also argues that, more than anything else,
Gilson was a renaissance humanist scholar who consciously worked in the tradition of
renaissance humanists before him, but did so to expand our understanding of the no-
tion of “renaissance” scholarship and to create his own brand of Christian humanism to
deal with problems distinctive to his age. The author shows the specificity of the Chris-
tian humanism that Gilson developed as part of his distinctive style of doing historical
research and of philosophizing.

KEYWORDS: Etienne Gilson, renaissance, Christianity, humanism, Western civiliza-
tion.
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ARISTOTLE
AND THE POSTMODERN WORLD

Since the eighties Aristotle’s biological works have been the focus
of intense intellectual activity. New editions and translations as well as
detailed and creative studies have been published in English and sev-
eral other languages. A major and extensive part of Aristotle’s Works
is becoming available, perhaps for the first time since they were writ-
ten, to a large number of scholars, not only to specialists in the subject,
and they are arousing great intellectual curiosity.

This interest in the biological works has affected our interpretation
of the rest of the Aristotelian Corpus and has paved the way to a new
understanding of Aristotelian thought as a whole. Paradoxical though it
may seem, today, twenty-three centuries on, we may now be in the
most advantageous position for understanding the Stagirite’s philoso-
phy and applying it to contemporary philosophical problems.

This is the task | have undertaken. | propose an understanding of
the Aristotelian Corpus inspired by the biological works, and with the
support of recent scholarship. This understanding is bound up with
other current philosophical discussions.

Indeed, the modern world was in part born as a reaction against
Avristotelianism. We are now in a position to say that the image of Aris-

* Dr. Alfredo Marcos — Universidad de Valladolid, Spain; e-mail: amar-
cos@fyl.uva.es
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totle’s thought to which modern philosophers and scientists reacted
was partial, to say the least. Many contemporary neo-Aristotelian phi-
losophers are of the opinion that the new perspective offered by the
recuperation of his biological works reinstates his thought for post-
modern philosophy.® Aristotle’s work is also being recuperated in the
field of science, and by way of example, 1 would mention two espe-
cially important cases, taken from widely differing sciences. In biol-
ogy, Conrad H. Waddington has recovered the Aristotelian idea of
epigenesis, which is guiding a new and flourishing line of biological
research under the Evo-Devo label.? And in economics, the Nobel lau-
reate Amartya Sen recognises his inspiration from Avristotle to develop
his capabilities approach and the Human Development Index.?

If in such diverse fields as biology and economics, Aristotle’s
work has once more found its capacity to inspire, then much more
rightly will it prove again useful in the post-modern philosophical de-
bate. My intention is to contribute to the forming of an idea of post-
modern reason inspired by a constellation of Aristotelian concepts,
such as prudence (phronesis), practical truth (aletheia praktie), science
in act (episteme en energeiai), metaphor (metaphora) and the imita-
tion-creation pair (mimesis-poiesis). They all form an interconnected
network, and together they make up an idea of reason that may prove
suitable for the present.

Some of my interpretations will very probably go beyond Aris-
totle’s original intention. Nonetheless, my goal is not to revive the
original meaning—whatever that may be—but to extract from his

! I reserve the term “post-modern’ and derivatives, hyphenated, simply to refer to
the time coming after the modern period. I shall use the term ‘postmodern’ in reference
to a given style of philosophy with a tendency to so-called weak thought and relativ-
ism. This type of thought is post-modern chronologically, but typically modern in
content, for it is a reaction like so many others that have been a counterpoint to the
progress of the Enlightenment rationalist project (nominalist, relativist and romantic,
nihilist, existentialist, vitalist and irrationalist currents, etc.).

2 Conrad H. Waddington, Toward a Theoretical Biology (4 vols., Edinburgh: Ed-
inburgh University Press, 1968-72).

® Amartya Sen, Development as Freedom (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1999).
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work, always alive and so prolific, any insight relevant to contempo-
rary philosophy. In this regard, | propose to deal with the Aristotelian
Corpus as if it were a living being and, instead of focusing on linguistic
and historical analysis, | have gone one step further to apply the
Aristotelian scholarship available to us to the philosophical thought of
today.

In short, I have found that Aristotle’s works may again be a source
of inspiration for dealing with strictly contemporary problems as long
as we take the Poetics, the Rhetoric and the ethical writings as a theory
of knowledge, a theory of rationality and as a methodology of science;
providing we interpret the texts of the Organon as a rhetoric and axiol-
ogy of science, and carry out a metaphysical reading of his biology and
a biological reading of his metaphysics.

Let me briefly sketch six points* where we could probably find in-
spirations for today’s philosophical problems: biology, rationality,
realism, the knowledge of an individual, metaphor, and poetics.

Biology

I believe that we should begin by an invitation to a philosophical
reading of Aristotle’s biological works. In this way we will be in
a position to catch the possible implications of the biological works for
the Aristotelian Corpus as a whole. Why should we start off with an
invitation, instead of a neutral introduction to Aristotelian biology?
The reason is this: the Aristotelian biological works are not too often
read, so it would seem advisable to persuade others of their great im-
portance. It is crucial to consider the enormous weight that biology
carries in Aristotle’s thought as a whole. To begin with, there are more
texts on biological issues than on any other topic. Moreover, biological
study was a frequent practice and a driving force throughout Aristotle’s
life. Our understanding of his metaphysics or ethics would be poor
without an accompanying reading of his biology. We must not forget
that for Aristotle, beings par excellence were indeed living beings.

4 Alfredo Marcos, Postmodern Aristotle (Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Pub-
lishing, 2012).
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Let me then briefly recall two pioneering studies of Aristotle’s bi-
ology. Pierre Pellegrin looked on Aristotelian biology as primarily
concerned with a better understanding of animal life, rather than with
a mere classification of animals. After Pellegrin’s valuable contribu-
tion, it is hard to go on seeing Aristotle as a thinker obsessed by tax-
onomies. What is even more important is that Pellegrin’s proposal, in
demoting Aristotle’s taxonomic intentions, makes it possible to bridge
the gap between metaphysics and biology through the key notions of
form (eidos) and kind (genos) once they are stripped of their suppos-
edly classificatory function. On the basis of Pellegrin’s work, we may
consider the meaning of these two terms to be the same, in both the
biological works and in the rest of the Corpus.®

A second step along this path of interpretation is that taken by
David Balme, another pioneer of Aristotelian biology. Just as Pellegrin
argued against the taxonomic ideal, Balme also rejects the idea that
definitional purposes are the main goal of Aristotle’s biological stud-
ies, arguing for an interpretation of form (eidos) as an individuating
principle, and of kind (genos) as matter. Naturally, this inversion of the
most traditional interpretation of Aristotle has been fraught with con-
troversy. My aim here, however, rather than question his correct exe-
gesis, is to find something in Balme’s interpretation for the philosophy
of today. And in this regard, as we shall see, it must be recognised as
being extremely fruitful.®

For all these reasons, my personal approach to the Aristotelian
Corpus begins with the biological works. From that starting point,
| address the rest of his works. Aristotle very probably looked on him-
self as a passionate advocate of living beings, something which we
should always bear in mind in our understanding of his works.

® Pierre Pellegrin, La classification des animaux chez Aristote (Paris: Les Belles
Lettres, 1982).

6 David Balme, “Avristotle’s Biology was not essentialist,” in A. Gotthelf and
J. Lennox (eds.), Philosophical Issues in Aristotle’s Biology (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1987), pp. 291-312.
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Rationality

From this departing point, we can now address the search for an
updated model of rationality. Apparently, Aristotle was not looking for
classification or definition as direct aims of his biological works. He
did not study nature principally from the point of view of logos
(logikos), and his caricature as Nature’s Secretary is quite definitely ill-
founded, or at least partial. This being the case, in Aristotle’s works
themselves we may find some guidelines for forming another, more
flexible and less logicist vision of rationality. So let me make the fol-
lowing claim: far from the ideal of rigid scientific rationality sought by
Modernity and from the irrationality proposed by Postmodernity, we
may find a more moderate halfway point for reason: a prudential ra-
tionality. Both scientism and irrationalism have become widely devel-
oped and established. Prudential rationality is still work in progress.

Certainly, the notion of a prudential rationality is rooted in the Ar-
istotelian idea of phronesis. It could even be said that two ideas of
rationality coexist in Aristotle, one more logicist, and one more pru-
dential and flexible. As in all great thinkers, in the Stagirite we find
mutually opposing tendencies, but what is important for my argument
is that one of those lines, the one pointing to prudential rationality, is
of great interest for the ongoing debate on rationality. In my opinion,
such a concept has interesting affinities with the fallibilism proposed
by such contemporary thinkers as Charles S. Peirce, Karl Popper, Hans
Jonas and Hans-Georg Gadamer. Exploring and presenting these simi-
larities reveals the relevance of the Aristotelian view of phronesis to
present discussions.

Realism

Prudential action seeks, according to Aristotle, the truth of practi-
cal reason. In consequence, we should also explore the Aristotelian
concept of practical truth, as a middle path between naive objectivism
and radical subjectivism. Kant’s legacy tells us that our knowledge is
not a passive representation of objects or an arbitrary construction on
the part of the subject of knowledge. Our contemporary epistemology
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needs the reconciliation of the subject’s underpinnings with the objec-
tive constraints. Obviously, this is not a simple task, and numerous
studies in contemporary epistemology are working on its elucidation.
The Aristotelian notion of practical truth as construed as creative dis-
covery, could be, I believe, the most promising bet for this end.

The Knowledge of an individual

Could we use a realist approach to the problem of universals,
while simultaneously examining the possibility of a scientific knowl-
edge of the individual and the particular? | think this would be possible
by taking the Aristotelian distinction between science in potency and
science in act. A common contemporary complaint against science is
that it disregards concrete individual substances to focus on theoretical
abstractions that tell us little or nothing about the world around us of
singular beings and events. In Aristotle we find indicators of the possi-
bility of a science of the individual and, consequently, a science rele-
vant and reverent to the concreteness of reality. Such a science of the
individual, we believe, is also subjected to truth, but to practical truth.

Metaphor

As | have suggested, the concept of prudence (phronesis) leads us
to that of practical truth, which in turn takes us on to that of science in
act, or science of the individual. But a science of the individual surely
needs creative and linguistic resources capable of bringing us closer to
the individual, different from those of mere conceptual language, sup-
posedly literal and univocal. Aristotle suggests that it is metaphor that
possesses these creative and expressive capacities. The cognitive value
of metaphor is also a recurrent topic in current debates. In recent years,
we have become aware of a previously overlooked fact: there is an all-
pervasive presence of metaphors in scientific language. They cannot be
replaced by a so-called “literal language,” and are not mere aesthetic,
didactic or heuristic devices. Their epistemic role is irreplaceable. This
fact compels us to reconsider scientific language in relation to ordinary
language, in its historical dimension and within the very status of sci-
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entific realism. If we accept that scientific language is largely meta-
phorical, can we still take a realistic approach to science? Aristotle
presents these questions as well as some valuable answers. According
to Aristotle, metaphor is not just an ornament for language but a way
of looking into the individual concreteness of reality and a useful way
of expressing it. A good metaphor, according to what Aristotle sug-
gests, is a genuine creative discovery of similarity that takes us back to
the former notion of practical truth.

Poetics

Finally 1 will propose an epistemic reading of Aristotle’s Poetics.
Our construction of the concepts of metaphor and practical truth allow
us to interpret the Poetics as a theory of knowledge. We find a tension
between the notions of mimesis and poiesis, for the former concerns
the representation of reality by means of imitation, while the corre-
spondence between that imitation and what is imitated takes priority in
the mimesis. The truth of the imitation consists in its likeness to the
original. On the other hand, the concept of poiesis is a sign of creativ-
ity, of presenting before our eyes a reality constructed by art. Its value
rests more on its originality and vividness than on any correspondence
with the original model. The tension in question is resolved through the
concept of practical truth or creative discovery, which helps us to inte-
grate at once the mimetic and poetic features present in both art and
science.

Conclusion

To sum up, the journey through these six points begins with biol-
ogy, goes on via ethics and metaphysics to finish with rhetoric and
poetics. The message we get is that Aristotle’s works could be actively
used across post-modern debates: in short, they tell us that there is
a third way, a better middle path for many of the dilemmas that
threaten our philosophical discussions. For example, between identity
and difference, the Aristotelian texts propose a midpoint for under-
standing reality: similarity. In the midst of the dilemma between ab-
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stract universals and concrete individuals, between science and life,
Aristotle presents us with the possibility of scientific knowledge of
individuality, while simultaneously accepting a real foundation for
universals. Halfway between a sentimental anthropology of romantic
tailoring and a rational anthropology, according to the philosophy of
the Enlightenment, Aristotle presents an integrated anthropology. On
methodological issues, between the algorithm and anarchism, prudence
flourishes.

Bridging the gap between realists and non-realists, Aristotle pro-
poses an open view of reality that contemplates as real not only what is
actual but also what is possible. Between knowledge understood as
a mere subjective construction and knowledge as representation, as the
mirror of nature, we can borrow from Aristotle the notion of practical
truth, that is, an understanding of knowledge as a creative discovery,
a notion in which the activity of the subject and the reality of the object
meet.

Aristotle provides a dynamic, analogical view of language with his
theory of metaphor; a view that avoids both the equivocity of linguistic
relativism and the semantic rigidity and alleged univocity of a so-
called ideal language. From a cultural point of view, the Aristotelian
proposal is halfway between the Enlightenment and Romanticism,
between extreme optimism and pessimism, far from drama and sup-
ported by common sense and by a sound, balanced attitude.

On the way, this shift facilitates the relationship among science,
arts and ethics, the three parts of the sphere of culture that Modernity
had separated. It also facilitates the integration of the sphere of culture
itself with the world of life (lebenswelt). Aristotle offers the most
promising ontological, epistemological and anthropological basis for
undertaking a series of urgent reconciliations: of facts and values, of
theoretical and practical reason, of understanding and sensation, and of
intelligence and emotion. Aristotle’s notions could help solve many
dualisms of modern times, in their Platonic or materialist varieties.

I do not, however, wish to present the Aristotelian texts as contain-
ing all the answers to contemporary debates. From Aristotle’s texts we
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learn an intellectual modesty that is incompatible with such preten-
sions. Yet, at the same time, my considered opinion is that to ignore
Avristotle’s work would amount to mindlessly wasting a source of wis-
dom of great value for us today.

* * *
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Quizas uno de los términos mas utilizados en nuestros dias en el
terreno de la Etica sea el de “valor’. El término “valor’ no ha efectuado
su entrada en el lenguaje ético cotidiano hasta bien entrado el siglo
XIX, y se ha consolidado a partir del siglo XX con la teoria de los
valores de Max Scheler (1874-1928). Etimol6gicamente, el término
griego axion designaba lo inmediatamente o por si mismo evidente,
expresado en unos enunciados a los que se denomind “axiomas’. En
latin se tradujo axioma por dignitas, con validez en si misma, término
aplicado en textos de Cicerén o de Séneca a la dignidad humana. El
término paso también por el &mbito econdémico aunque con un sentido
radicalmente distinto al ético-filosofico: preconizado por la economia
marginalista se referia a lo que no vale en si mismo, sino que depende
de la tasacion que el hombre le asigna mediante el sistema de precios™.

La respuesta mas superficial a la pregunta acerca del valor en el
terreno ético la representa el primer A. Meinong, para quien el valor
seria algo subjetivo que se dice de una cosa cuando produce agrado.
Este punto de vista de Meinong no puede estar mas desenfocado, pue-
sto que soslaya el hecho de que las cosas no son buenas porque agra-
dan, sino que agradan porque son buenas. Dicho con otras palabras, no

* Dr. Angel Damian Roméan Ortiz — Universidad de Murcia, Spain; e-mail:
angeldamian@ono.com

1 Urbano Ferrer, “Valor”, en: Diccionario de Filosofia, ed. por Angel
L. Gonzalez (Pamplona: Eunsa, 2010), 1130-1133.
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es el agrado subjetivo el que produce el valor, sino el valor el que
provoca el agrado.

Por su parte, Ch. von Ehrenfels se dio cuenta de la insuficiencia de
la teoria de Meinong para dar cuenta de los valores ideales tales como
la justicia, la sabiduria o la salud perfecta, dado que la tesis del agrado
subjetivo presuponia un objeto existente. Y es que da la casualidad de
que lo que més se valora es precisamente lo que no existe, es decir,
esos valores ideales. Asi que Ehrenfels concluyé que la nota que define
a los valores no es el agrado, sino el deseo. Valiosas serian las cosas
deseables, de modo que el valor se configuraria como la simple proy-
eccion del deseo subjetivo.

La tesis de Ehrenfels espole6 a Meinong, protagonizando una
polémica que dio lugar a que ambos ampliaran sus primitivas concep-
ciones. Meinong admitié que el concepto de valor debia abarcar lo
inexistente, ausente o lejano para el sujeto, distinguiendo un «valor de
actualidad», por un lado, de un «valor de potencialidad» del objeto
ausente, por otro, basado en la conciencia de que, de adquirir actuali-
dad o presencia ante el sujeto, le produciria agrado. Ehrenfels también
amplié su tesis: valor no era sélo el ser deseado sino también el ser
‘deseable’.

El filésofo espafiol Ortega y Gasset ha presentado dos objeciones
incontestables frente a Ehrenfels. En primer lugar, el ser deseable lleva
implicita la posibilidad de ser deseado. Y, en realidad, dicha posibili-
dad no dice nada acerca del valor de un objeto, pues todo lo que es —
e incluso lo que no es- ofrece alguna posibilidad de ser deseado. En
segundo término, ser deseable implica un “merecer ser deseado”, “ser
digno” de ello al margen de todo acto de agrado o deseo por el sujeto.
Asi que el propio Ehrenfels conduce, con su tesis acerca del valor, a la
conclusion opuesta a la que se desprende directamente de su concep-
cion. El valor, lejos de ser de caracter subjetivo, posee una objetividad
gue va mas alla de los actos de agrado o deseo que proceden del sujeto
debido a que se trata de una exigencia dimanante del objeto. Ortega
y Gasset lo expresd magistralmente:

Valorar no es dar valor a quien por si no lo tenia; es reconocer un valor re-
sidente en el objeto. No es una quaestio facti, sino una quaestio iuris. No es
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la percatacion de un hecho, sino de un derecho. La cuestion del valor es la

cuestion de derecho por excelencia®.

Como afirmé Julian Marias, en la misma linea que Ortega
y Gasset, por el caracter subjetivo asignado al valor, ambas teorias son
falsas en la medida en que dan lugar a consecuencias peregrinas. En
primer lugar, hay cosas desagradables que se perciben facilmente como
valiosas como, por ejemplo, recibir una herida o la muerte por una
causa noble; en un segundo orden, hay cosas que se desean con mayor
viveza que otras que, sin embargo, son de un valor superior (piénsese,
por ejemplo, en el deseo del alumno de entregarse a sus distracciones
antes de ponerse a estudiar concienzudamente un examen). Marias
afirmaba en este sentido que “valorar no es dar valor, sino reconocer el
valor que la cosa tiene.”®

Méndez ha efectuado una reflexion mas incisiva, aln si cabe, en
contra del subjetivismo. En ultimo término, el subjetivismo implica
erigir al hombre como fuente ultima de los valores. Mas si cada hom-
bre resulta ser el origen de los valores, se colige que, ante un mismo
hecho, la valoracion sera buena o mala en funcion de la persona que
efectle la valoracion. Asi que al final se impone la ley del mas fuerte,
aquel que puede imponer su voluntad a los demés estableciendo las
leyes de lo bueno y de lo malo, de lo justo y de lo injusto. En defini-
tiva, el subjetivismo no es sino la institucionalizacion de la violencia
y de la barbarie:

Las bombas de Hiroshima y Nagasaki, o las camaras de gas de Belsen
y Dachau, fueron sin duda buenas y valiosas en la opinion de quienes las
emplearon. Y, sin duda, también malas y antivaliosas en la opinién de quie-
nes las sufrieron (...) Relativizar el valor es lo mismo que absolutizar la
violencia y la barbarie. Por eso el Gnico pensador relativista coherente es
Nietzsche.!

2 José Ortega y Gasset, “;Qué son los valores?”, en Obras completas VI (Madrid:
Revista de Occidente, 1961), 327.

3 Julian Marias, Historia de la Filosofia (Madrid: Revista de Occidente, 1973),
407.

4 José M. Méndez, Valores éticos (Madrid: Estudios de Axiologia, 1978), 288.
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Posiblemente, la innovacién mas significativa de la Etica de los
valores de Scheler fue la constatacion de que los valores no se perciben
racional, sino emocionalmente. Los valores se sienten y la aprehension
sentimental del valor revela unos caracteres distintivos cominmente
admitidos, a saber: a) que los valores poseen una polaridad, esto es,
son positivos 0 negativos; b) que los valores poseen una jerarquia obje-
tiva, es decir, hay valores superiores e inferiores, desde los valores
utiles (capaz-incapaz, abundante-escaso), pasando por los valores vita-
les (fuerte-débil, sano-enfermo, selecto-vulgar), los valores estéticos
(bello-feo, elegante-inelegante) y los valores intelectuales (verdad-
error, evidente-probable), hasta los valores morales (bueno-malo, ju-
sto-injusto), y los valores religiosos (santo-profano); c) los valores
tienen una materia, un contenido peculiar que los distingue e individu-
aliza y que provoca una reaccion peculiar como, por ejemplo, venera-
cion ante lo religioso, respeto ante lo bueno o agrado ante lo bello.

Desde la optica de la Etica de los valores, el valor se presenta
como una cualidad de las cosas por la que éstas reciben el nombre de
‘bienes’. El bien se puede concebir, desde esta posicion, como la cosa
portadora de un valor. Mas el valor como cualidad no posee un cara-
cter real, si por real entendemos las cualidades primarias y secundarias
de los sentidos, tales como la forma, el movimiento o el color. Todo lo
contrario, el valor tiene un caracter ideal, lo que significa que, yendo
aun mas lejos en su caracterizacion, su aprehension no tiene lugar por
un acto de los sentidos ni de la razén, sino del corazon. Eso es lo que
se quiere decir cuando se asevera que los valores no son propiamente
materia del entendimiento, sino de la estimacion, o que los valores no
se entienden, sino que se sienten.

Como venimos diciendo, los valores se dan en la esfera de los sen-
timientos de la persona. En este sentido, otra de las interesantes
novedades de la Etica de los valores de Scheler fue la aseveracion de la
existencia de distintos estratos o niveles en los sentimientos, de mayor
o menor profundidad. Se trata de la doctrina acerca de los “estratos de
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profundidad de los sentimientos” -también denominada doctrina de

los “estratos de la vida emocional”, y tratada en su Etica®-. Segln esta
teoria, Scheler establecia cuatro capas de sentimientos, ordenadas de
menor a mayor profundidad: a) “sensaciones sentimentales”, que se
encuentran en el organismo localizadas o extendidas, tales como el
dolor o el placer; b) “sentimientos vitales”, experimentados en relacion
con el conjunto del organismo y su centro vital, tales como el agota-
miento, el vigor, la tranquilidad, el miedo o la tensién; c) “sentimientos
animicos”, inmediatamente relacionados con el yo -como “cualidad del
yo”’-y, al mismo tiempo, funcionalmente con objetos, personas o co-
sas del mundo circundante o del propio yo percibidos, representados
0 imaginados, tales como la alegria o la tristeza; d) “sentimientos pu-
ramente espirituales metafisico-religiosos” o “sentimientos de salva-
cion”, referidos al centro de la persona espiritual como conjunto in-
divisible, tales como la bienaventuranza, la desesperacion, el remordi-
miento o el recogimiento.

Hay que advertir que las dos capas mas superficiales de sentimien-
tos constituyen en realidad meros estados, corresponden Unicamente al
sujeto que los experimenta y son esencialmente actuales. Por el contra-
rio, a partir de la tercera capa de sentimientos, los *“sentimientos
animicos”, estos poseen caracter intencional, estan dirigidos a un obje-
to, y, por consiguiente, son perceptores de valores. Los valores se per-
ciben asi como esencias puras dadas en el percibir sentimental.

En virtud del estrato sentimental o de la vida emocional en que se
dan, podemos a su vez establecer una clasificacion material de los
valores, lo que supone una ordenacion jerarquica entre las modalidades
de valor:

1°) Valores sensibles: la serie de lo agradable y lo desagradable,
correspondientes a la funcién del percibir afectivo sensible y los esta-
dos afectivos de los sentimientos sensibles (placer y dolor sensibles).

> Max Scheler, “El sentido del sufrimiento”, en Amor y conocimiento y otros es-
critos (Madrid: Palabra, 2010), 54-56.

6 Max Scheler, Etica (Madrid: Caparrés, 2001), 444-463.

" Max Scheler, Etica, 460.
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Scheler advierte con gran agudeza el hecho de que, aungque un mismo
proceso pueda ser agradable para una persona y desagradable para otra,
la diferencia misma entre los valores de lo agradable y lo desagradable
es siempre una diferencia absoluta.

2°) Valores vitales: la modalidad de lo noble y vulgares, corre-
spondientes al percibir afectivo vital y a los estados del sentimiento
vital -tales como salud o enfermedad, agotado o vigoroso, decadente
0 ascendente-, respecto a los cuales destacan los valores relacionados
con el bienestar.

3°) El reino de los valores espirituales, aprehendidos por funciones
del percibir sentimental espiritual y por los actos de preferir, amar
y odiar espirituales, diferentes de los anteriores no sélo fenomenologi-
camente sino también por sus leyes peculiares, irreductibles a las
biologicas. Dentro de esta modalidad, Scheler distingue, a su vez, las
clases siguientes, ordenadas jerarquicamente de menor a mayor altura
de valor: 1° Lo bello y lo feo, asi como el reino completo de los valores
estéticos; 2° Lo justo y lo injusto, valores juridicos que constituyen el
fundamento de la idea del orden del derecho objetivo y de toda legis-
lacién positiva, del Estado y de toda comunidad de vida; 3° Los valores
del puro conocimiento de la verdad, propios de la Filosofia, que,
a diferencia de la ciencia positiva, no va guiada por el afan de dominar
los fendmenos.

4% En la cuspide de la clasificacion material de las modalidades
de valor aparece la serie de valores comprendida entre lo santo y lo
profano. Dios es percibido antes como una cualidad de valor sentida
a traves del amor que como una representacion conceptual derivada de
su sustancia. ¢En qué se basa para llegar a esta conclusion tan Ilama-
tiva? El filésofo aleman no hace sino ser consecuente con la ley de
fundamentacién de los actos, segin la cual los valores de las cosas son
dados con anterioridad e independencia de sus representaciones imagi-
nativas o conceptuales. A partir de la percepcion emocional de los
valores y de sus notas esenciales, Scheler va a llegar a Dios como ser
fundante de la piramide axiol6gica, es decir, como fuente de todos los
valores.
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El valor ético, el criterio moral de bondad, aparece a tergo, es
decir, a la espalda, no directamente pretendido como objeto en la ac-
cion personal respetuosa con la jerarquia objetiva de los valores. Es
decir, desde la perspectiva de la Etica de los valores, el bien moral se
identifica con el valor moralmente bueno, aquel que depende de la
percepcion emocional y respeto del orden jerdrquico objetivo en qué
consiste el reino de los valores.

Una vez elucidada la cuestion de los valores, queda una por acla-
rar la cuestion central que da titulo a este articulo ¢Por qué la educa-
cion de los valores debe comenzar con una educacion del amor?

El amor es el soporte o depositario fundamental del bien moral
dado en los actos de querer como valor moralmente bueno. Cuando el
amor se dirige a un objeto concreto, en virtud de su propia esencia,
logra manifestar no solo los valores del mismo sino, en rigor, el ser-
mas-alto del valor. Porque el amor no es sélo el soporte del bien moral
-en sentido scheleriano, como valor moralmente bueno-, sino que con-
stituye ademas la fuente de la percepcidn afectiva-cognoscitiva de los
valores. He aqui una nueva aportacion de Scheler, en la linea agustin-
iana: el amor posee sus propias leyes, independientes de la razon, y los
valores se perciben emocional -y no racionalmente- en un primer mo-
mento. Esto no quiere decir que el &mbito de la ética constituya una
dimension cadtica, carente de todo orden. Muy al contrario, lo que
significa es que el orden objetivo del amor -ordo amoris- y de los
valores posee sus propias leyes esenciales hechas presentes, no en un
acto puramente intelectual de razon, sino en un acto puramente emo-
cional de amor.

Pero para que el amor adquiera el sentido y valor de verdadero
acto moral, es preciso que se dirija a una persona como término. La
explicacién de este hecho hay que buscarla en la propia concepcion
scheleriana de la persona. En Scheler la persona no es una sustancia
inmutable ni un sujeto fisico o metafisico, sino el valor de los valores.
Y es que sblo la persona es capaz de amar; s6lo la persona puede ac-
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tuar como agente en el amor. La esencia de la persona es amor y, en
concreto, ordo amoris. La persona se da en su totalidad en cada uno de
sus actos, como unidad concreta de actos de todo tipo, pero ésta, como
tal, no es objetivable. La persona no puede constituirse como objeto ni
tan si quiera desde un punto de vista gnoseoldgico. Por eso la psi-
cologia empirica no es capaz de llegar a su ndcleo. Sélo el amor per-
mite hacerla visible en su yo ideal referido a valores. Asi que el amor
cumpliria en Scheler la tarea -ademés de ser el depositario del valor
moralmente bueno y de permitir la percepcion axioldgica-, de hacer
visible el valor de la persona: la persona individual y su valor, solo es
dada por y en el acto del amor. El amor se dirige a la esencia de la
persona, contempla lo mas profundo del valor que hay y que debe
haber en ella, de manera que cualquier intento de racionalizar o intelec-
tualizar el amor dejaria siempre a la vista un plus sin aparente funda-
mento. Y es que las razones, como cualidades o virtudes, que se
aducen para justificarlo siempre son posteriores y no alcanzan a con-
templar con nitidez el fenémeno radical del amor.

Puesto que la persona es inobjetivable, dada su esencia espiritual,
su conocimiento solo puede ser intuitivo. Y, en ese conocimiento intu-
itivo de la persona, el amor representa un papel protagonista por cuanto
él mismo tiene lugar co-ejecutando los actos de aquella. Scheler incide
en que el valor de la persona escapa al acto de objetivacion, de modo
que para aprehender el valor moral de una persona se tiene que amar lo
que la persona amada ame, es decir, se tiene que ejecutar un acto per-
sonal de «co-amar» que se produce como consecuencia de la plena
sintonizaciéon entre amantes, en el amar todo aquello cuanto el ser
amado ama.

Hasta el momento hemos destacado la funcidn ético-perceptiva del
amor en relacion con los valores. La idea fundamental es que los valo-
res se perciben sentimentalmente a través de actos de amor. Pero
ja gqué amor nos estamos refiriendo? ;Qué es el ‘amor’, desde la per-
spectiva de la Etica de los valores?
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Con Suances Marcos®, desde un punto de vista historico, se
pueden distinguir dos concepciones antagonicas del amor: la concep-
cion griega y la cristiana. Segun la nocion antigua del amor, cuyo
ejemplo se encontraria en Aristételes, el universo puede ser entendido
como una cadena de unidades dindmicas espirituales jerarquizada,
desde la materia prima hasta el hombre, en la que lo inferior aspiraria
a lo superior y seria atraido por éste hasta llegar a la divinidad, no
amante, que supone el término eternamente inmdvil de todos los
movimientos del amor. El amor seria una aspiracion o tendencia de lo
inferior hacia lo superior, del no-ser al ser, un amor de la belleza, de
forma que lo amado seria lo més noble y perfecto. De ahi se desprende
una cierta angustia vital en el amado, que teme contaminarse al ser
arrastrado por lo inferior, lo que constituye la principal diferencia entre
la concepcidn antigua y la cristiana del amor. Por el contrario, en la
concepcion cristiana se da un cambio de sentido francamente novedoso
en el movi-miento del amor, o una «inversion del movimiento amor-
0so», como denomina Scheler al fenémeno, respecto al griego o an-
tiguo. La primera iniciativa en el amor parte de Dios: el amor parte de
lo superior y se dirige hacia lo inferior no con el temor de ser contami-
nado, sino con la conviccion de alcanzar el valor mas alto en ese acto
de humildad y humillacion de rebajarse a si mismo.

En la descripcion esencial del sentido del movimiento cristiano del
amor, Scheler citd explicitamente a San Agustin de Hipona para expli-
car el cambio que el cristianismo supuso respecto a la concepcién anti-
gua del amor como ‘apetito’ o0 ‘necesidad’, propia de un ser imper-
fecto. Segun el filésofo alemén, eso conllevo la elevacion del amor por
encima de la razon, idea procedente de San Agustin de Hipona y que el
primero asumié como uno de los axiomas capitales de su Etica de los
valores:

8 Manuel A. Suances Marcos, Max Scheler. Principios de una ética personalista
(Barcelona: Herder, 1976), 86-99.
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En la esfera de la moral cristiana, en cambio, el amor es sobrepuesto expre-

samente, por lo que se refiere al valor, a la esfera racional. El amor “nos

hace més bienaventurados que toda razén (San Agustin)™®.

Maés alla de la diferencia entre ‘razon’ y ‘sensibilidad’*®, propia de
la filosofia antigua, el cristianismo, a través de San Agustin, aporté la
novedad de superar y sublimar las tendencias impulsivas inferiores en
el amor. Scheler lo consider6 una intencién espiritual sobrenatural. El
amor se caracteriza esencialmente por ser un acto espiritual, allende los
meros sentimientos como estados afectivos dependientes de la consti-
tucion psico-bioldgica del ser humano, y no constituye un mero apete-
cer. El amor no es un acto sensible que se consume con la obtencién
del bien al que se aspira, sino todo lo contrario: por ser un acto espiri-
tual, se acrecienta con él. Una concepcion cristiana del amor que el
filésofo muniqués asumio sin ambages como principio elemental de su
ética material de los valores:

Pero también es una gran novedad el que, segun la idea cristiana, el amor

sea un acto, no de la sensibilidad, sino del espiritu (no un mero estado afec-

tivo, como para los modernos). El amor no es un aspirar y apetecer y to-

davia menos un necesitar. Para estos actos es ley el consumirse en la reali-

zacion de lo ansiado, mientras que el amor no; el amor crece con su ac-
=z 11
cion™.

v

La trascendencia capital del amor, por encima de la propia razon,
se explica por otro de los aspectos que ya habiamos apuntado: el amor
es el que descubre la esencia de la persona. Mas, ¢quién es la persona
humana segln la Etica de los valores? ;Cuando decimos que la tarea
principal de la educacién es formar buenas personas, a quién nos esta-
mos refiriendo? Obsérvese que de inicio he empleado la expresion
‘quién’ y no ‘qué’. Y es que la pri-mera distincion real y jerarquica
debe plantearse entre la nocion de persona y la nocién de ‘yo’. La per-

® Max Scheler, El resentimiento en la moral (Madrid: Caparrds, 1993), 70.

10 «“Muy pocos pensadores se han alzado contra este prejuicio. Y estos pocos no
han llegado a la formacion de una teoria propia. Incluyo entre éstos a San Agustin
y a Blas Pascal” (Max Scheler, Etica, 357).

1 Max Scheler, El resentimiento en la moral, 73.
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sona no es un ‘qué’, no es algo objetivable ni, por tanto, susceptible de
investigacion psicoldgica, sino un ‘quién’ perceptible a través del amor
y susceptible de in-vestigacion filoséfico-axioldgica. La persona es,
desde este punto de vista, el valor de los valores. Pese a la existencia
ideal de los va-lores, su iluminacion parte de un acto de amor personal,
de un amor irradiado desde el corazén humano.

Para Scheler, ‘persona’ significa primordialmente ‘espiritu’
(Geist) y ahi es donde radica el fundamento de la dignidad personal: no
en la esencia o en lo comdn a todo lo humano, sino precisamente en
aquello que es irreductible al “yo’, lo particular e irrepetible. Asi que
siendo el acto de ser personal lo distintivo de cada quién y la clave de
su identidad, toda objetivacion psicoldgica sélo puede conducir a la
despersonalizacién en la medida en que se pierde de vista el sentido de
sus actos:

De lo dicho se deduce: 1° Toda objetivacion psicoldgica es idéntica a la

despersonalizacion. 2° La persona es dada siempre como el realizador de

actos intencionales que estan ligados por la unidad de un sentido. Por con-
siguiente, nada tiene que ver el ser psiquico con el ser personal.*?

En la formacién de mejores personas, desde la perspectiva de la
Etica de los valores, resulta absolutamente fundamental el ejemplo
ofrecido por los modelos. Porque el ordo amoris, es decir, el sistema
de valores y de preferencias de las personas y de las sociedades, cam-
bia a lo largo y ancho de la historia en funcion del ejemplo que los
tipos ideales de persona, los prototipos 0 modelos, ofrecen al encarnar
del modo més puro alguno de los &mbitos de la esfera del valor. Con su
ejemplo, los modelos fomentan el crecimiento moral de las demas
personas y grupos sociales. La tesis scheleriana de que la verdadera
historia es siempre una historia del ordo amoris significa también que,
en el fondo, la verdadera historia de la humanidad es la historia de sus
personajes prototipicos o modelos. La relevancia moral del prototipo es
tal, que el propio respeto a las normas es directamente proporcional
con el respeto a los modelos, en virtud de los valores que encarnan,
merced a la relacién esencial que se produce entre las propias normas

12 Max Scheler, Etica, 623.



86 ANGEL DAMIAN ROMAN ORTIZ

y los prototipos. Puesto que todas las normas se fundan en valores,
segun Scheler, existe una relacion esencial de origen entre norma
y prototipo, en la medida en que este constituye la encarnacion del
reino de los valores. De modo que los modelos presentados a través de
la familia, la sociedad o los medios de comunicacion poseen una influ-
encia no solo a nivel psicolégico, como reforzamiento vicario, sino
a un nivel mas profundo, a nivel moral. La Etica del amor nos propor-
ciona el criterio para seleccionar los modelos que, a su vez, trans-
mitir&n los valores. Y ese criterio es el amor.

\

Karol Wojtyla planteaba de un modo directo la pregunta: “¢se pu-
ede educar el amor?”®. Y su respuesta era igualmente sencilla: si, me-
diante la educacion de la “virtud’.

Los términos éticos “virtud’ y “valor’ hacen referencia a un mismo
fendmeno visto desde dos perspectivas diferentes. Desde una perspec-
tiva fenomenoldgica, el valor y la virtud hacen referencia a unos mi-
smos contenidos, aungue se diferencian en que el valor se da como
aprehensible y la virtud es habito realizado. Propiamente, en el com-
portamiento moral no se realizan valores sino acciones o virtudes, sin
perjuicio de que la aprehension del valor requiera ciertas condiciones
receptivas de caracter moral en la persona. Los valores se aprehenden,
mientras que las virtudes se adquieren. Pero ambas cualidades son las
que permiten percibir y realizar la bondad de la persona.

¢Cudl seria el mejor método pedagodgico para educar el amor? Ya
conocemos la respuesta de Scheler: mediante la presentacion de mode-
los. Pero Scheler supedita el concepto de virtud al concepto de valor,
de manera que su opinidn se mantiene a un nivel puramente percep-
tivo-axiologico. Sin embargo, o que a nosotros mas nos interesa no es
tanto la percepcion del valor como su puesta en practica. Y aqui la
respuesta de Scheler no es del todo satisfactoria, pues reduce la accion
moral a una accion determinada por la percepcion axioldgica. Ahora

13 Karol Wojtyla, Amor y responsabilidad (Madrid: Palabra, 2008), 172.
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bien, dada la influencia ejercida por el santo de Hipona en Scheler
a través del concepto de amor, como hemos tenido ocasion de mostrar
en otro lugar', podemos plantearnos la pregunta ¢Y para San Agustin
de Hipona? ¢Cudl seria un método apropiado para ensefiar la virtud?

El principal método pedagdgico empleado por San Agustin fue el
de las interrogaciones y las respuestas: el dialogo, en suma, como
exercitatio mentis o ejercicio pedagdgico y mental para formar
e introducir al discipulo en una determinada materia yendo de lo infe-
rior a lo superior, de lo sensible a lo inteligible, de lo temporal a lo
eterno, reflejando asi la dialéctica platonica que también practicd en
los didlogos de Casiciaco, como aplicacion de la mayéutica socratica
donde el maestro ayuda al discipulo para que alumbre con su propio
esfuerzo las ideas que se hallan en su espiritu. EI “maestro’ debe actuar
con cautela, puesto que no puede pretender mostrar desde un principio
los objetos més excelsos, pues podria quedar el discipulo deslumbrado
con su luz, volviendo a las sombras. San Agustin afirma el principio de
que la inteligencia de las cosas -en este caso, se trataria de la “inteli-
gencia de los valores”- es precisa para que se dé la inteligencia de las
palabras: rebus ergo cognitis cognitio quoque verborum perficitur®.
Las palabras (verbum) son, segun Agustin, signos (vehiculum verbi) de
las cosas (res) con las que se piensa o habla interiormente, y cuya prin-
cipal funcion consiste en traer las cosas a la mente.

La tesis agustiniana posee una consecuencia relevante en la blsg-
ueda de una metodologia adecuada para la educacion del amor. Y es
que, admitiendo como correcta la tesis scheleriana de que los valores
son primordialmente sentidos, el aprendizaje de los mismos solo puede
tener lugar mostrandolos en la accion o en las obras. Solo asi podra
aprehenderse y asimilarse el auténtico significado de los valores, méas
alla de los signos. Porque, como afirma Agustin, “percibimos la signi-
ficacion después de ver la cosa significada”®. Trasmutado al &mbito de

4 Angel D. Roman Ortiz, Etica del amor y de los valores (Saarbriicken: Editorial
Académica Espafiola, 2012).

5 “E| conocimiento de las cosas trae el conocimiento de las palabras” (San
Agustin, EI Maestro, XI, 36).

16 san Agustin, El Maestro, X, 34.
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los valores, la consecuencia es que estos no se pueden ensefiar si no se
sienten interiormente. La comprension Gltima de las cosas que penetran
en la inteligencia humana se produce, segun el santo de Hipona, no por
la palabra exterior, sino por el Verbo de Dios que interiormente reina
en la mente humana. El valor de las palabras, en este sentido, es admo-
nitorio, esto es, “mueven a consultar”. Al final, esa Verdad que ensefia
y que habita en el hombre interior no es otro que Jesus, Cristo, el auté-
ntico Maestro moral:

Y esta verdad que es consultada y ensefia, y que se dice habita en el hombre

interior, es Cristo, la inmutable virtud de Dios y su eterna sabiduria. Toda

alma racional consulta a esta Sabiduria; mas ella se revela a cada alma tanto
cuanto ésta es capaz de recibir, en proporcion de su buena o mala volun-
tad.”

En definitiva, Jesucristo es la luz interior de la Verdad que ilumina
al hombre interior, de manera que el conocimiento moral se produce
por la contemplacion de su Verbo, no por las palabras exteriores -que
son incapaces de ensefiar-, pues se aprende no por las palabras sino por
el conocimiento de las cosas mismas que Dios muestra interiormente.
Dios es la fuente de todos los valores, de todo bien y de toda virtud. El
dilema planteado por Aristételes acerca del aparente circulo vicioso
entre la practica y la ensefianza de la virtud ha sido resuelto de este
modo por el cristianismo y, en concreto, por San Agustin de Hipona
a través del concepto de “gracia’.

La educacion del amor es posible con la ayuda de Dios, que da
forma a nuestros corazones y hace emerger un hombre nuevo, valioso
y virtuoso, movido por el Amor. Porque, como afirmaba San Agustin:
“La Ley se dio, pues, para que la gracia pudiera ser buscada; la gracia
se dio para que la ley pudiera ser cumplida.”*®

7 san Agustin, El Maestro, XI, 38.
18 san Agustin, El espiritu y la letra, 19, 34.
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THE VALUE AND EDUCATION OF LOVE
ACCORDING TO MAX SCHELER AND ST. AUGUSTINE OF HIPPO

SUMMARY

The theory of values by Max Scheler became one of the most influential theories in
XX century. However, the term ‘value’ is insufficient to build a particular moral be-
havior. Under the Scheler’s concept of ‘value’ there is the concept of ‘love’ by Saint
Augustine of Hippo. Thus, if the Augustinian influence is followed, one may go be-
yond the lacks of the Scheler’s theory. Through these lines one can trace the way
leading from the concept of Christian love to the concepts of value, love and person by
Scheler. There is, however, a question whether it is possible to teach values. According
to the author if values are to be taught, the education of values is to be preceded by
teaching love as a virtue.

KEYWORDS: Scheler, Saint Augustine, ethics, value, love, person, God.
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W liscie apostolskim Porta Fidei Ojciec Swigty Benedykt XVI
dostrzega potrzebe pogicbienia refleksji nad wiarg. Jego zdaniem
wspotczesny chrzescijanin powinien by¢ bardziej swiadomy wyzna-
wanej wiary, powinien lepiej ja rozumie¢ i na nowo odkrywac jej
tres¢’.

Teologia, ktora podejmuje si¢ wyodrebnienia, usystematyzowania
i racjonalnego usprawiedliwienia prawd wiary, realizuje wytyczone
sobie cele, gdy positkuje sie wiedzg filozoficzng, ktora z natury zmie-
rza do zrozumienia rzeczywistosci. Zaproszenie papieza do zintensyfi-
kowania refleksji nad wiarg stanowi zachgte do wigczenia si¢ w trwa-
jaca dyskusje na temat miejsca filozofii w teologii.

Glos w tej sprawie zabieral réwniez ks. Stanistaw Kaminski®. Jego
uwagi, spostrzezenia i wnioski, przywotywane w tym tekscie, postuza

“ Ks. mgr Marcin Sienkowski — Doktorant na Wydziale Filozofii Katolickiego
Uniwersytetu Lubelskiego Jana Pawta II; e-mail: sienkowskimarcin@interia.pl

! por. Benedykt XV1, Porta fidei, Lublin 2012, nr 8, 9. Niniejszy artykut dotyczy
gtéwnie wiary rozumianej jako zesp6t prawd podanych do wierzenia. Pomija nato-
miast wiar¢ w sensie wolnego aktu osoby wierzacej, o ktérym réwniez wspomina
Benedykt XVI. Poglady S. Kaminskiego uzupetniaja papieskie rozumienie wiary
0 aspekt sprawnosci, czyli cnoty.

2 Stanistaw Kaminski (1919-1986) filozof, teoretyk i historyk nauki. Zajmowat
si¢ gtéwnie metodologig nauk. Swoje zycie naukowe zwigzat z Katolickim Uniwersy-
tetem Lubelskim, gdzie kilkakrotnie petnit funkcj¢ dziekana Wydziatu Filozofii Chrze-
scijanskiej. Byl wspottwarca Lubelskiej Szkoty Filozoficznej. Jego dorobek naukowy
obejmuje ponad 335 pozycji. Od 2001 roku odbywajg si¢ Wyktady im. Ks. Stanistawa
Kaminskiego na Wydziale Filozofii KUL. Zob. S. Majdanski, A. Lekka-Kowalik,
Kamirski Stanisfaw, w: Encyklopedia Filozofii Polskiej, t. 1, red. A. Maryniarczyk,
Lublin 2011, s. 621-626.
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do ukazania wptywu filozofii na teologic w aspekcie logiczno-
epistemologicznym oraz udzielenia w tym kontekscie odpowiedzi na
pytanie: jakiej filozofii potrzebuje teologia®?

Jezyk Pisma $w. i teologii

Teologia, zajmujac si¢ naukowym opracowaniem objawienia, Sta-
nowi odrebng dziedzine ludzkiej wiedzy”. Sposrod wielu dyscyplin
teologicznych S. Kaminski zajmuje si¢ przede wszystkim analizg teo-
logii dogmatycznej, poniewaz w niej dostrzega nauke reprezentatywnag
wobec catej wiedzy teologiczne;®.

Wyrédznia on dwa sposoby uprawiania teologii: pozytywny
i spekulatywny (scholastyczny). Teologia pozytywna bada objawienie
pod wzgledem miejsca jego wystepowania, tresci i sposobu przekazy-
wania przez Kosciot. Natomiast teologia spekulatywna zmierza m. in.
do opracowania pojg¢ na bazie tresci objawionych. Jej zadaniem jest
wyjasnienie prawd wiary w oparciu o0 rzeczywistos¢, ktora ludzki ro-
zum poznaje w sposob naturalny, a takze przez wskazanie zwigzkdéw
Z innymi prawdami zawartymi w objawieniu®.

Podana przez S. Kaminskiego charakterystyka teologii spekula-
tywnej akcentuje waznos¢ pojec i termindw, ktérych uzywa ona w celu
racjonalnego opracowania prawd objawionych’. Kluczowe staje sie tu
ustalenie termindw teoretycznych niezbednych dla teologii jako nauki.
Tym samym praca teologa odbywa si¢ na gruncie wspélnym dla wie-

® Dla uwyraznienia mysli S. Kaminskiego w artykule zostana przytoczone uwagi
Mieczystawa A. Krapca OP, ks. Czestawa S. Bartnika, Zofii J. Zdybickiej USJIK,
Lucjana Baltera SAC i in.

* Poznanie teologiczne zachodzi dopiero wéwczas, gdy prawdy objawione zosta-
ja uzasadnione. Zob. S. Kaminski, Metodologiczna osobliwos¢ poznania teologiczne-
go, RF 25 (1977), z. 2, s. 91; S. Kaminski, Nauka i metoda. Pojecie i klasyfikacja
nauk, Lublin 1992, s. 274.

® S, Kaminski definiuje teologie dogmatyczna jako nauke o Bogu i o dziatach
Bozych w $wietle objawienia Bozego. Por. S. Kaminski, Aparatura pojeciowa teologii
a filozofia, w: Tenze, Swiatopoglgd. Religia. Teologia, red. A. Fetkowski, Lublin 1998,
S. 46.

6 Zob. Tamze, s. 47.

" Por. S. Kaminski, Funkcja filozofii w naukach koscielnych, w: Swiatopoglgd...,
S. 67.
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dzy naturalnej i objawionej. L.aczenie objawienia z poznaniem natural-
nym na gruncie teologii dogmatycznej dopuszcza rézne systemy filo-
zoficzne. Czy sg one jednak adekwatne w stosunku do teologicznego
obrazu $wiata?

Ze wzgledu na rézne zadania teologii dogmatycznej i objawienia
sformutowania obu tych dziedzin nie sg jednakowe. ,,Wypowiedz do-
gmatyczna nie jest identyczna z pierwotnym stowem objawionym”®.
Objawienie stawia sobie jako cel gtéwny przekazanie informacji
i wskazowek praktycznych prowadzacych do zbawienia®. Z kolei teo-
logia dogmatyczna chce wydoby¢ teoretyczne informacje z objawienia,
usystematyzowaé je i wyrazi¢ za pomoca ogolnych i precyzyjnych
pojeé. W ten sposéb jezyk biblijny okreslany jest jako potoczny™.
Natomiast jezyki teologii, zbudowany z poje¢ abstrakcyjnych, posiada
charakter teoretyczny*'.

8 5. Kaminski, Aparatura pojeciowa ..., s. 47.

® Nauczanie zbawcze Jezusa musiato przybra¢ posta¢ zrozumiata dla cztowieka,
a jednoczesnie objawiajaca tajemnice, ktore przekraczaja ludzkie rozumienie, jak np.
tajemnice wewnetrznego zycia Boga osobowego, a wiec tajemnice Trojcy Swictej”.
M. A. Krapiec, Filozofia co wyjasnia? Filozofia w teologii, Lublin 2000, s. 217.

19 M. Krapiec zauwaza, ze objawienie moze byé przekazane tylko w jezyku meta-
forycznym, poniewaz wyrazone w nim prawdy przekraczaja ujecia dostowne. Jezyk
objawienia wyposazony jest w rdzne typy metafory: przypowiesci, poréwnania, meto-
nimie, przyktady. W metaforze kluczows role odgrywaja obrazy poznawcze (zmysto-
we, wyobrazeniowe, intelektualne) i ich rozumienie. Rozumienie metafory uzytej
wobec spraw nadprzyrodzonych, domaga si¢ oswiecenia Bozego. Przykladowe meta-
foryczne sformutowania to: zbawienie, odkupienie, taska, zaptata, miecz wiary. Zab.
Tamze, s. 216, 228-229.

" por. S. Kaminski, Aparatura pojeciowa ..., s. 48. Zdaniem M. Krapca, teologia
powinna uwzgledniaé jezyk naturalny, ktérego uzywa cztowiek w codziennym zyciu.
Jezyk ten posiada relacje syntaktyczne (budowa j¢zyka i jego elementy skiadowe),
semantyczne (odnoszace znaki do przedmiotéw) i pragmatyczne (sposdb uzywania
jezyka). Jezyk jest zapodmiotowiony w cztowieku, ktdry postuguje sie jezykiem
(wskazujg na to relacje semantyczne i pragmatyczne). Abstrahowanie od relacji se-
mantycznych pozbawia jezyk swojego znaczenia. Przeakcentowanie pragmatyki czyni
z jezyka system gier, a podkreslanie samej semantycznej strony, odwraca jezyk od
standw realnych i ukierunkowuje go na sferg senséw. Pomijanie badz zbytnie akcen-
towanie chocby jednej z relacji jezykowej, pozbawia jezyk charakteru znakowego
posrednika poznawczego i utrudnia poznanie rzeczywistosci. Zob. M. A. Krapiec,
Filozofia co wyjasnia ..., s. 221-222.
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Wiele poje¢ teologicznych zostato uksztattowanych na bazie
stownika filozoficznego, badz z niego zapozyczonych. Pomocna oka-
zala sie tu szczegoOlnie filozoficzna teoria bytu, teoria Absolutu oraz
antropologia filozoficzna™. Skoro te pojecia nie zostaty zaczerpnicte
z Pisma $w., bo tam nie wystepuja, to dostarczyta ich inna dziedzina
wiedzy, w tym wypadku filozofia, a zwlaszcza jej tradycja grecka®™.
Zasadniczo terminologia teologiczna uksztaltowala si¢ w teocen-
trycznym sredniowieczu, kiedy to filozofia Arystotelesa doczekata si¢
tacinskiego przektadu'. Nie byto to jedynie bierne przejecie termindéw
filozoficznych, ale nastapito ich dostosowanie do wymogow teologii®.

Do poje¢¢ teologicznych pochodzacych ze stownika filozoficznego
zalicza si¢ m. in. takie terminy jak: natura, hipostaza, substancja, trans-
substancjacja™®. Wywotuja one przeswiadczenie, ze jezyk teologii jest

2 por, S. Kaminski, Funkcja filozofii ..., s. 67.

13 Bez udziatu filozofii nie mozna by bowiem wyjasni¢ takich zagadnien teolo-
gicznych, jak - na przykiad - jezyk opisujacy Boga, relacje osobowe w tonie Tréjcy,
stworcze dziatanie Boga w $wiecie, relacja migdzy Bogiem a cztowiekiem, tozsamosé
Chrystusa, ktéry jest prawdziwym Bogiem i prawdziwym cztowiekiem”. Jan Pawet II,
Fides et Ratio, Wroctaw 1998, nr 66.

¥ W starozytnosci potaczone poznanie filozoficzne i naukowe pozostawato
w konflikcie z wiarg”. S. Kaminski, Jak filozofowa¢? Studia z metodologii filozofii
klasycznej, Lublin 1989, s. 28.

Y Ppor. S. Swiezawski, Dzieje europejskiej filozofii klasycznej, Warszawa-
Wroctaw 2000, s. 565-566. W zaleznosci od epok i kultur pojawialy si¢ rozne interpre-
tacje wiary. U poczatku chrzescijanstwa dominowaty wplywy neoplatonsko-
gnostyckie. Tajemnice Trojcy Swictej wyjasniano w oparciu o podstawowe terminy
neoplatonskie (unum, logos, pneuma), a Osoby Tréjcy ujmowano jako plotynskie
hipostazy. Sprzeczne z objawieniem okazato si¢ rozumienie Syna jako podobnego
Ojcu, a nie wspotistotnego. Sobor Nicejski potepit herezje arianizmu. Zob.
M. A. Krapiec, Filozofia co wyjasnia ..., s. 217-218; B. Dembowski, Chrzescijanin
filozofujgcy, RF 35 (1987), z. 1, s. 315.

16 Dla sformutowania dogmatu Tréjcy Swictej Kosciét musiat rozwinaé wiasna
terminologi¢ za pomoca poje¢ filozoficznych: ,,substancja”, ,,0soba” lub ,,hipostaza”,
»relacja” itd. Czyniac to, nie podporzadkowat wiary madrosci ludzkiej, ale nadat no-
wy, niezwykly sens tym pojeciom, przeznaczonym odtad takze do oznaczania niewy-
powiedzianej tajemnicy, ktéra nieskonczenie przekracza to, co my po ludzku mozemy
poja¢”. Katechizm Kosciofa Katolickiego, Poznan 2009, nr 251. Por. Z. J. Zdybicka,
Bog czy sacrum?, Lublin 2007, s. 165.
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racjonalny i obiektywny w przeciwienstwie do jezyka biblijnego,
uchodzacego za symboliczny, personalistyczny i dynamiczny®’.

Teologia, ktora chce uchodzi¢ za dziedzing wiedzy naukowej,
zdaniem S. Kaminskiego, zyskuje swa naukowos¢ m. in. na skutek
skonstruowanego i uzywanego jezyka oraz sposobu rozwigzywania
zagadnien'®. Gdy teologia positkuje si¢ okreslonymi pojeciami filozo-
ficznymi, celem opracowania prawd wiary, to zarazem przejmuje caty
bagaz znaczeniowy tychze poje¢, ktore zostaty ukute w okreslonym
systemie filozoficznym®. Czy jednak kazdy system filozoficzny jest
w stanie zaradzi¢ potrzebom teologii, zmierzajacej do wytlumaczenia
prawd objawionych?

Konkluzje teologiczne

Uprawianie teologii spekulatywnej domaga si¢ tworzenia konklu-
zji teologicznych oraz uporzadkowania jej zdan w sposob zblizony do
systemu aksjomatycznego. Konstruowanie konkluzji w teologii wyma-
ga positkowania si¢ terminologia filozoficzna®.

Konkluzja teologiczna to jakikolwiek wniosek wyptywajacy
z prawd objawionych®. Moze si¢ on opieraé na przestankach wytacz-
nie objawionych badz na przestance objawionej i rozumowej. Pierwszy
jest wnioskiem dedukcyjnym, drugi zas hipotetycznym, poniewaz nie

7 symbolike jezyka biblijnego wyjasnia Kosciét. Sens metafor wyraza sic
w jezyku negatywnym przy uzyciu negacji przy-nazwowej (to jest nie-aniot) lub nega-
cji przy-zdaniowej (to nie jest aniof). Negacja pozwala wykluczy¢ btad w wierze
i podaje negatywnag granice rozumienia wiary. ,,Pozytywne rozumienie wiary jest
najczesciej zostawione osobistemu zyciu wierzacego”. M. A. Krapiec, Filozofia co
wyjasnia ..., s. 231.

8 Por. S. Kaminski, O dyskusji w sprawie naukowego charakteru teologii,
w: Swiatopoglad ..., s. 39-44; S. Kaminski, Racjonalne czynniki w nowozytnej nauce
i teologii. Aspekty metodologiczne, w: Swiatopoglgd ..., s. 134.

Y por. S. Kaminski, O dyskusji w sprawie..., s. 44.

2 7daniem S. Kaminskiego tworzenie konkluzji teologicznych, bywa czesto
pojmowane jako naczelne zadanie teologii dogmatycznej. Zob. S. Kaminski, Aparatu-
ra pojeciowa..., s. 47.

2 por. Tamze, s. 49.
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daje gwarancji niezawodnosci wniosku. Trudno jednak obejs¢ si¢
w teologii bez konkluzji hipotetycznych?®.

Z punktu widzenia relacji poje¢ filozoficznych do jezyka teologii
wigksza wartos¢ posiadaja konkluzje teologiczne nabudowane na prze-
stance objawionej i rozumowej. Przestanka rozumowa moze wystapi¢
w postaci okreslonej definicji, ktora wyjasnia znaczenie terminu obec-
nego w przestance objawionej. Wowczas rezultatem rozumowania
bedzie konkluzja wyjasniajaca, a nie odkrywajaca nowa prawdg.

Przyktadowe wnioskowanie oparte na przestankach objawionych,
a zmierzajgce do utworzenia konkluzji teologicznej podaje sam
S. Kaminski:

Najswietsza Maria Panna jest matka godna Boga; by¢ godnym Boga znaczy

tu nie posiada¢ grzechu w ogdle, a wigc Najswietsza Maria Panna jest po-

czeta niepokalanie®.

Wsrod przestanek wyjasniajacych w postaci definicji moga poja-
wi¢ sie sformutowania wypracowane zaréwno w teologii, jak i na
gruncie filozofii.

W wigkszym stopniu zauwazalne jest oddziatywanie filozofii na
konkluzje teologiczne, gdy rozumowania dokonuje si¢ na bazie prze-
stanki objawionej i przestanki rozumowej, ktéra ma charakter typowo
filozoficzny. Przyktadem takiego rozumowania postuguje si¢ S. Ka-
minski:

Chrystus posiada wole ludzkg; normg dla aktow woli ludzkiej jest rozum,

przeto norma dla aktéw woli ludzkiej Chrystusa byt Jego ludzki rozum?,

Whynika stad, ze ,,przetransportowanie catych zdan filozoficznych
do teologii sprawia, ze aparat pojeciowy teologii spekulatywnej ksztat-
tuje si¢ juz pod bezposrednim wptywem filozofii”®. Nie dzieje sie to
wylacznie na sposob biernego przetransportowania pojec¢ filozoficz-
nych, ale takiego ich zaadoptowania, ze odpowiadaja one teologiczne-
mu obrazowi $wiata. Dlatego nie bez réznicy pozostaje, jaka filozofia

22 Najwiecej konkluzji hipotetycznych zawiera eschatologia.
2 g, Kaminski, Aparatura pojeciowa ..., s. 49.

# Tamze.

% Tamze.
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positkuje si¢ teolog do tworzenia konkluzji teologicznych. Zaleznie od
tego, jakie terminy funkcjonuja w filozofii, takie tez beda uzywanie
w teologii, a wraz z nimi sposéb ich rozumienia wypracowany w ma-
cierzystym systemie filozoficznym.

Sposrad wielu modeli filozoficznych, ktore pretenduja do wspot-
pracy z wiedza nadprzyrodzona w celu wyjasnienia prawd objawio-
nych, S. Kaminski wyroznia filozofi¢ Tomasza z Akwinu. Podkresla,
ze Tomasz dokonat uzgodnienia mysli filozoficznej Arystotelesa
z wiedza objawiong w taki sposob, ze harmonizuje ona z prawda obja-
wiona®.

Poniewaz filozofia klasyczna, wychodzac od badania rzeczywisto-
sci danej w doswiadczeniu, zmierza do rozumienia realnie istniejacego
Swiata, dlatego najpetniej odpowiada teologii, ktora ttumaczy rzeczy-
wistos¢ nadprzyrodzona. | filozofia, i teologia dochodza do jednako-
wych wnioskéw w taki sposéb, ze nie ma miedzy nimi sprzecznosci®’.

Rozwoj dogmatow

Termin dogmat ttumaczy S. Kaminski jako prawde teologiczng
bezposrednio objawiona przez Boga, przez Kosciot nieomylnie okre-
slona jako objawiona, a przez to obowiazujaca wszystkich wierza-
cych®. Samo stowo dogmat pojawito sie w uzyciu po oddzieleniu teo-
logii dogmatycznej od moralnej i scislej taczyto si¢ z nauczaniem Ko-
sciofa, anizeli z badaniami teologicznymi.

Dogmatom przypisuje si¢ dwojaka role w teologii. Stanowia one
dane do eksplikacji, badz dane wyjasniajace inne prawdy wiary. W obu

% Wedle dotychczasowych badan jedynie filozofia typu klasycznego spetnia ten
warunek”. S. Kaminski, Funkcja filozofii w naukach koscielnych, w: Swiatopoglgd ...,
S. 68.

7 por. S. Kaminski, Teologia a filozofia, w: Swiatopoglgd ..., s. 160. Tomasz
z Akwinu nie odseparowat filozofii od teologii, ale konsekwentnie je odrézniat. Zob.
S. Kaminski, Filozofia i metoda. Studia z dziejow metod filozofowania, Lublin 1993,
s. 16.

% Wykaz dogmatéw znajduje si¢ m.in. w Credo oraz w Katechizmie Kosciofa
Katolickiego. Zob. A. Bronk, S. Majdanski, Teologia — préba metodologiczno-
epistemologicznej charakterystyki, ,,Nauka” 2/2006, s. 81-110; B. Pylak, Dogmat,
w: Encyklopedia Katolicka, t. 4, red. R. Lukaszyk, Lublin 1989, kol. 6.
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przypadkach tworza tzw. empiryczna bazg teologii, czyli petnia funk-
cje zdan doswiadczalnych. Nie podlegaja one jednak sprawdzeniu
zmystowemu, poniewaz dotycza rzeczywistosci nadprzyrodzonej. Teo-
logia zatem jako zdania doswiadczalne posiada dogmaty, a w miejsce
aksjomatow przyjmuje koncepcje teologiczne (np. tomizm, szko-
tyzm)®.

Na przestrzeni wiekow dogmaty podlegaty petniejszym sformu-
towaniom, przez co zyskiwaty wigksza jasnos¢ bez niebezpieczenstwa
zmiany swojej tresci®®. Nawet jesli przyczyng zaostrzenia tresci prawd
dogmatycznych pozostaje samodoskonalenie si¢ aparatury pojeciowej
teologii, to nie dzieje si¢ to bez udziatu filozofii, ktéra wptywa na for-
malny lub tresciowy rozwoj jezyka teologicznego. Przyjrzenie si¢ ko-
lejnym podrecznikom dogmatyki uzmystawia ewolucje sformutowan
dogmatycznych. Dokonuje si¢ ona jednak wraz z rozwojem catej tra-
dycji filozoficzno-teologicznej™.

Objawione prawdy wiary zawarte w Pismie $w. zostaja odczytane
i przedstawione do wierzenia. Kosciot przechowuje je w postaci sktadu
apostolskiego czy symbolu nicejsko-konstantynopolitanskiego. Celem
zachowania jednej wiary i ustrzezenia jej przed btednymi interpreta-
cjami, sobory powszechne sformutowaly poprawne rozumienie obja-
wienia w postaci dogmatow™.

Istnienie dogmatéw wyznacza zadania teologa, ktory podejmuje
si¢ wiasciwego zrozumienia okreslonej tresci objawionej. Rozumienie
to musi by¢ niesprzeczne i zgodne z wczesniej przyjetymi dogmatami

2 por. A. Bronk, S. Majdanski, Teologia ..., s. 101; Katechizm Kosciofa Katolic-
kiego, nr 88-90.

% por. L. Balter, Dogmatow ewolucja, w: Encyklopedia Katolicka, t. 4, red.
R. Lukaszyk, Lublin 1989, kol. 14.

¥ Rozwijanie i doskonalenie jezyka teologii staje si¢ jednym z najpilniejszych
jej zadan”. C. S. Bartnik, Metodologia teologiczna, Lublin 1998, s. 53.

® W réznych Kosciotach maja miejsce rozne praktyki. Kosciét prawostawny
uznat jedynie dogmaty sformutowane na pierwszych soborach przed podziatem Ko-
sciota. Wspolnoty reformowane w wyniku uznania jedynie autorytetu Pisma $w. zdaty
si¢ na indywidualne rozumienie prawd wiary. W Kosciele katolickim sens jezyka
metaforycznego ustala i podaje Urzad Nauczycielski Kosciota, dzigki czemu nastepuje
zachowanie jednosci wiary. Zob. M. A. Krapiec, Filozofia co wyjasnia..., s. 232.
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wiary. Tym samym nowe zdeterminowanie tresci objawienia nie moze
by¢ negacja istniejacych juz dogmatow przyjetych przez Kosciot. Sens
wiary ujety w dotychczas sformutowanych dogmatach nie powinien
ule¢ znieksztatceniu przy kolejnych objasnieniach tresci objawio-
nych®,

Istnieje mozliwos¢ dostrzezenia i przyjecia nowych relacji tre-
sciowych, ktore akcentuja nieznane dotad nowe aspekty prawdy obja-
wionej. Ich zadaniem jest wyjasnienie przyjmowanych dotychczas
prawd wiary i pobudzenie samej wiary, aby zyskata bogatsza ilustracje
dla przyjmowanych tresci objawienia®.

I tak np. wydaje si¢, ze intensywne przezywanie tajemnicy wcielenia Sto-

wa, a zwlaszcza tajemnicy smierci i Zmartwychwstania przyczynito si¢ do

wyakcentowania przymiotu mitosierdzia Bozej mitosci w stosunku do

cztowieka, co harmonizuje ze wszystkimi dogmatami wiary, a row-
noczesnie przyczynia si¢ do lepszego zrozumienia Bozego dziatania w sto-

sunku do cztowieka i nade wszystko moze wzmocni¢ i zintensyfikowaé
wyznawanie wiary i jej praktykowanie w duchu mitosci, co jest celem aktu

wiary®.

W ten sposob nastapit rozwoj dogmatu, nie tyle przez przejscie od
wyrazen ogolnych do bardziej konkretnych, ile poprzez wyakcentowa-
nie nowej prawdy wyptywajacej z objawienia.

Nalezy rowniez wskazac na btgdne interpretacje teologiczne, ktore
przy uzyciu niewtasciwych sformutowan czy wyrazen moga prowadzié¢
do niepoprawnego rozumienia objawienia. Wéwczas rodza sie¢ here-
zje®. Stad tez naczelnym obowigzkiem teologa pozostaje ustrzezenie
si¢ przed utrata wiary w drodze mylnych interpretacji objawienia.

3 por. Tamze, s. 224.

% Bog przewyszsza wszelkie stworzenie, dlatego trzeba tez nieustannie nasz je-
zyk oczyszczaé z ograniczen, niewtasciwych obrazdw i z niedoskonatosci wyrazu”.
C. S. Bartnik, Bég i ateizm, Lublin 2002, s. 55.

% M. A. Krapiec, Filozofia co wyjasnia..., s. 224.

% Do mylnych interpretacji objawienia Krapiec zalicza: herezje, wieloznacznosé
wyrazen i mylna analogi¢. Zob. Tamze, s. 225.
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Zwtaszcza, ze w ich wyniku zachodzi niebezpieczenstwo btednego
postepowania moralnego, ktorego sa wyznacznikiem®'.

Teologia nie potrzebuje jakiejkolwiek filozofii, lecz metafizycz-
nej, gdyz rzeczywistos¢ i prawda wykraczaja poza to, co faktyczne
i empiryczne. Filozofia, ktéra wyklucza poznanie metafizyczne nie jest
w stanie wskaza¢ ostatecznego sensu cztowieka, a tym samym staje si¢
nieprzydatna dla teologii®®. Rozw6j dogmatéw pokazuje, ze dzieki
filozofii realistycznej mozliwe staje si¢ coraz petniejsze postrzeganie
I rozumienie rzeczywistosci.

Teologia potrzebuje filozofii, ktora ukazuje byt w jego ztozonosci,
przyczynowosci i celowosci. Tylko petne rozumienie bytu, a zwilaszcza
cztowieka otwiera go na rzeczywistosc transcendentna. Jedynie filozo-
fia wyrosta jako odpowiedz na tkwiaca w cztowieku potrzebe poznania
ostatecznej prawdy przyczynia si¢ do ukazania sensu i racjonalnosci
wiary, dzieki czemu jest zdolna do wspotpracy z wiedza nadprzyro-
dzona.

Podsumowanie

Niniejsze rozwazania, w oparciu 0 mysl Stanistawa Kaminskiego,
podjeto celem odpowiedzi na pytanie: jakiej filozofii potrzebuje teolo-
gia? Jesli wiedza nadprzyrodzona chce uchodzi¢ na dziedzine nauko-
wa, to powinna sigga¢ do filozofii, ktora jest naturalnym poznaniem
tlumaczacym rzeczywistos¢. Poznanie filozoficzne, ktore dokonuje sie
na drodze tworzenia poj¢¢ ogolnych i abstrakcyjnych dostarcza teolo-
gii termindbw pomocnych w wyjasnieniu prawd wiary.

Rdézne systemy filozoficzne na rozny sposoby ttumacza rzeczywi-
stos¢, ale nie kazdy z nich akceptuje wiedza teologiczna. Analizujac
jezyka teologii, konstruowanie konkluzji teologicznych i rozwoj do-
gmatow, S. Kaminski dowodzi, ze teologia potrzebuje takich pojec

% Przyjecie arystotelesowskiej hipotezy o sukcesywnym pojawianiu si¢ dusz
(wegetatywnej, zmystowej, rozumowej) mogtoby stanowi¢ uzasadnienie dla niszczenia
poczetego ludzkiego zycia. Zob. Tamze, s. 225-226.

% por. S. Kaminski, Teologia a filozofia, w: Swiatopoglgd ..., s. 169.
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filozoficznych, ktore zostaty uksztattowane w ramach petnego pozna-
nia rzeczywistosci.

S. Kaminski akcentuje filozofi¢ zdolng obja¢ byt (rowniez czto-
wieka) w najszerszym wymiarze, ktérego rozumienie domaga si¢ po-
szukiwania racji jego istnienia poza nim samym. Tak pojeta filozofia
otwiera si¢ na rzeczywistos¢ transcendentna, a shuzac pomoca
w tlumaczeniu prawd objawionych — wykazuje racjonalnos¢ wiary. Je-
dynie realistyczna filozofia bytu — zwana metafizyka, zdolna jest
uzgodni¢ wiedzg naturalna i nadprzyrodzong oraz ukaza¢ wiarg jako
dopelnienie poznania rozumowego.

* * *

PHILOSOPHY IN THEOLOGY
ACCORDING TO STANISLAW KAMINSKI

SUMMARY
The undertaken considerations, with analyzing Stanislaw Kaminski’s thought on the
influence of philosophy on theology in logical and epistemological aspect, aim at
answering a question: what kind of philosophy does theology need? If supernatural
knowledge wants to be scientific, it should use philosophy which is the natural knowl-
edge explaining reality. Philosophical knowledge, achieved through general and ab-
stract terms, provides theology with terms for explaining religious faith.

While various philosophical systems try to explain reality, it does not mean that
all of them are accepted by theology. With analyzing theological language, theological
conclusions, and the evolution of doctrines, S. Kaminski proves that theology needs
such philosophical terms which efficiently enable to know reality.

Kaminski accepts such a philosophy which investigates real being in the broadest
extent, and looks for the ultimate reasons of a being outside a being itself. This phi-
losophy is to be open to the transcendent reality, and assist in understanding the ration-
ality of faith. Nothing but the realistic philosophy of being (ie. metaphysics) is able to
harmonize natural and supernatural knowledge, and show faith as a complement of
human reason.

KEYWORDS: Stanislaw Kaminski, philosophy, theology.
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Historia filozofii to nie tylko dzieje wielkich mistrzow, ale row-
niez historia szkot rozwijajacych idee swoich zatozycieli, ksztatcacych
uczniow i przekazujacych kolejnym pokoleniom swoje dziedzictwo.
Zastugi ich sg nie do przecenienia: cierpliwie i mozolnie upowszech-
niaty doktryneg swego mistrza, nadajac jej niejednokrotnie nows forme
i charakter. Przyktad funkcjonowania takich szkot daje sredniowiecze,
ktérego nauczanie uniwersyteckie zaowocowato obfitoscia dziet, ktore
mozemy nazwac szkolnymi, pisane byty bowiem przez nauczycieli dla
ucznidw w ramach pracy dydaktycznej. Starozytnos¢ nie pozostawita
po sobie zbyt wiele dziet tego typu, ale tekst, ktory mamy przed soba
odstania nam rabek tajemnicy funkcjonowania jednej z najwigkszych
szkot filozoficznych antyku — szkoty perypatetyckiej. Zatozona przez
Arystotelesa istniata przez kolejne wieki, jej dziatalnos¢ jest udoku-
mentowana przynajmniej do przetomu Il i Il wieku, czyli do czaséw
Aleksandra z Afrodyzji'. Od pierwszego wieku przed Chrystusem

* Dr Monika A. Komsta — Katolicki Uniwersytet Lubelski Jana Pawta IlI; e-mail:
caelum@kul.lublin.pl

! Fragmenty tekstéw perypatetykow tworzacych do 11 wieku przed Chrystusem
zostaty wydane przez F. Wehrli, Die Schule des Aristoteles. Texte und Kommentar,
H. I-X, Basel — Stuttgart 1944-1978. Na temat szkoty w okresie rzymskim por. H.B.
Gottschalk, Aristotelian philosophy in the Roman world from the time of Cicero to the
end of the second century AD, w: Aufstieg und Niedergang der Rémischen Welt, hrsg.
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szkota ta poswiecita si¢ komentowaniu pism Stagiryty, osiagajac swoje
apogeum wiasnie w tworczosci Aleksandra.

O nim samym wiemy niewiele’. W starozytnosci uwazny byt za
jednego z najwybitniejszych perypatetykow, poniewaz byt autorem
znakomitych komentarzy do pism Arystotelesa, komentarzy czytanych
w réznych szkotach, przede wszystkim neoplatonskich. Dzieki bada-
niom archeologicznym niedawno dowiedzielismy sig, ze jego nazwi-
sko brzmiato: Tytus Aureliusz Aleksander, pochodzit z Afrodyzji,
miasta potozonego w Karii (Azja Mniejsza), a zyt i tworzyt w Ate-
nach®. Chociaz byt niezwykle popularnym autorem w péznym antyku,
nie zachowato si¢ zbyt wiele informacji na temat jego zycia. Dwie
istotne, bo pochodzace od samego Aleksandra, wskazujg na ten sam
fakt: w Atenach pracowat jako panstwowy nauczyciel filozofii perypa-
tetyckiej®. Prowadzit zatem szkote, w ktérej uczniowie mogli rozwijaé
swoje zdolnosci i zainteresowania filozoficzne w duchu nauki Arysto-
telesa.

Sladem dziatalnosci szkoty Aleksandra sg teksty zebrane w trzech
ksiggach Quaestiones oraz w Problemach etycznych. Ich tematyka jest
roznorodna, od zagadnien etycznych, przez logiczne, przyrodnicze,
psychologiczne do metafizycznych. Roznorodna jest réwniez forma
tych tekstow. 1. Bruns, wydawca tych pism, wyr6znit wsrod nich kilka
rodzajow, migdzy innymi: problemy z ich rozwigzaniami, wyjasnienie
poszczegblnych fragmentdw pism Arystotelesa, czy streszczenia nauki
Stagiryty dotyczacej konkretnego zagadnienia®.

von W. Haase, vol. 36.2 (1987) s. 1079-1174, oraz R.W. Sharples, Peripatetics, w: The
Cambridge History of Philosophy in Late Antiquity, ed. L. Gerson, vol. | s. 140-160.

2 por. Sharples R.W., Alexander of Aphrodisias. Scholasticism and Innovation,
w: Aufstieg und Niedergang der rémischen Welt, hrsg. von W. Haase , vol.36.2.(1987),
s. 1182 - 1199.

% Por. A. Chaniotis, New Inscription from Aphrodisias (1995-2001), w: “Ameri-
can Journal of Archeology” 108 (2004), s. 388-389.

* Por. Aleksander z Afrodyzji, De fato, 164,3-13 oraz wspomniana inskrypcja,
ktorej tekst brzmi: Na mocy uchwafy Rady i Ludu Tytus Aureliusz Aleksander, filozof,
jeden z kierownikow szk6f w Atenach, [stawia te stele] Tytusowi Aureliuszowi Alek-
sandrowi, filozofowi, ojcu.

® Alexandri Aphrodsiensis praeter commentaria scripta minora, ed. 1. Bruns,
Berlin 1892, s. V-XIV.
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Tekst, ktory mamy przed soba (Quaestiones 111,3), jest parafraza
piatego rozdziatu drugiej ksiegi O duszy Arystotelesa. Jest to parafraza
szczegoOlna, poniewaz sprawia wrazenie szkolnego ¢wiczenia napisa-
nego przez studenta. Dotykamy tutaj zagadnienia autorstwa poszcze-
golnych tekstow pochodzacych ze zbioru Quaestiones, zbioru sporza-
dzonego z cata pewnoscia nie przez samego Aleksandra, ale przez
pozniejszego wydawce lub wydawcow. Przynajmniej czes¢ kwestii
wydaje si¢ by¢ nieautentyczna, czego przyktadem moze by¢ wiasnie
fragment przettumaczony ponizej. Mozna przypuszczaé, ze jego auto-
rem nie jest sam Aleksander, a raczej ktorys z jego ucznidw studiujacy
w szkole perypatetyckiej w Atenach. Co na to wskazuje? Po pierwsze,
tekst ten wyraznie dzieli si¢ na dwie czgsci: jedna jest opowiedzeniem
wlasnymi stowami rozwazan Arystotelesa, druga jest ponownym,
zwieztym zebraniem najwazniejszych punktéw, ktére porusza Stagiry-
ta. Nie mozna oprzec¢ si¢ wrazeniu, ze druga czes¢ ma cel dydaktycz-
ny: ma pozwoli¢ uczniowi lepiej zrozumie¢, a moze i zapamigtac tresé
zawartg w omawianym fragmencie traktatu O duszy. Drugi argument,
chyba wazniejszy, jest taki, ze tekst ten nie probuje rozwigza¢ zadnego
problemu, ktéry moze wywotywa¢ wywod Arystotelesa, ale ogranicza
si¢ jedynie do uzasadnienia sensownosci podejmowania poszczegol-
nych zagadnien w tej konkretnej kolejnosci. Ma zatem charakter typo-
wo szkolny, jak uczniowskie ¢wiczenie nie podejmujace ani polemiki,
ani proby wykroczenia poza zadany tekst. A jednak ukazuje nam cos
niezwykle interesujacego: metode przekazywania uczniowi trudnej
tresci fragmentu traktatu O duszy. Autor wyjasnia sens zadanego frag-
mentu, pomijajac niektore przyktady, niektére rozwijajac, ttumaczac
pojecia uzyte przez Stagiryte, oraz znaczenie poszczegolnych fraz,
sensownos¢ takiej, a nie innej kolejnosci rozwazan. Wszystko to zosta-
1o ujete w jezyku technicznym, dobrze nam znanym z Corpus Aristote-
licum.

Tekst, ktory mamy przed sobg, dotyczy najogdlniejszych proble-
mow zwigzanych z poznaniem zmystowym. Autor skupia si¢ na pro-
blemie zasygnalizowanym przez Stagiryte, ktéry przywotujac swoich
poprzednikow stwierdza, ze sa dwie koncepcje poznania: jedna utrzy-
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muje, ze podobne poznaje to, co niepodobne, a druga, ze podobne po-
znaje podobne. Rozwiazanie tego problemu jest przywotywane kilka
razy: na poczatku procesu poznania podmiot i przedmiot sg do siebie
niepodaobne, ale potem stajg si¢ podobne. Uzasadnienie tego stanowi-
ska jest mozliwe dzigki rozréznieniu dwdch rodzajéow moznosci (przy
tej okazji powraca wcigz kwestia nieprecyzyjnosci jezyka, ktory nie
ma osobnych terminéw na oznaczenie kazdego z tych zjawisk). Jest
moznos¢ nazwana tutaj materialna, ktorej obrazem jest cztowiek na
poczatku swojej edukacji. MOéwimy o nim, ze w moznosci jest uczo-
nym, poniewaz Kiedys, w przysztosci moze si¢ nim stac. Drugim ro-
dzajem moznosci jest dyspozycja, a wiec uczony, ktory w danym mo-
mencie nie spetnia czynnosci zwigzanych z poznawaniem, w kazdej
chwili jednak moze zacza¢ kontemplowanie prawdy. Ten rodzaj moz-
nosci nie zachodzi za pomoca zmiany jakosciowej w §cistym sensie,
dlatego tutaj réwniez dotykamy zagadnienia $cistosci terminow i pre-
cyzyjnosci ich uzycia.

Caty problem u Arystotelesa jest umieszczony w kontekscie wy-
ktadu dotyczacego duszy zmystowej, jej wiadz, ich dziatania i przed-
miotow, do ktdérych te dziatania sa skierowane. W przedstawionej
kwestii tego szerszego kontekstu brakuje. Autor skupia si¢ jedynie na
zagadnieniach szczegétowych bez wprowadzania czytelnika w podej-
mowang problematyke. Dlatego czytajac, trzeba odpowiedni kontekst
mie¢ w pamigci, nie pomijajac tez znajomosci technicznego jezyka
perypatetyzmu, bez tego tekst moze wyda¢ sie catkowicie hermetycz-
ny. Kwesti¢ t¢ najlepiej bedzie czyta¢ razem z odpowiednim fragmen-
tem O duszy, tak, aby $ledzi¢ caty czas omawiany przez autora roz-
dziat.
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Wyjasnienie tekstu podobnie® z ksiegi drugiej O duszy, w ktorym
[Arystoteles] méwi o postrzezeniu zmystowym, tak: ,,po odrdznieniu
tych pojeé, powiedzmy ogdlnie o catym postrzezeniu zmystowym”>.

Powiedziawszy o wiadzy wegetatywnej duszy, [Arystoteles] prze-
chodzi do wyktadu dotyczacego poznania zmystowego. Najpierw mo-
wi wigc 0golnie i wspolnie o poznaniu zmystowym, potem zas konty-
nuujac, powie o kazdym ze zmystéw osobno. Po pierwsze, zauwaza, ze
poznanie zmystowe powstaje w tym, co poruszone i co doznaje (dlate-
go wydaje sie, ze powstaje za sprawa pewnego ruchu i doznania)®.
Stwierdziwszy zas, ze poznanie zmystowe powstaje przez zmiang ja-
kosciowa i doznanie, przypomniat, w jaki sposob powstaja: doznanie
i to, ze si¢ doznaje, poniewaz jedni sadza, ze to, co podobne, doznaje
od podobnego, a inni, ze przeciwne od przeciwnego®. Wspomniat zas
to, gdyz chciat przejs¢ do zdefiniowania, czym w ogdle jest poznanie
zmystowe. Ustalenie, za sprawa czego doznaja byty doznajace, jest dla
niego korzystne, skoro przyjmuje sig, ze poznanie zmystowe jest pew-
nym doznaniem i zachodzi na skutek doznania.

Zanim rozwazy te zagadnienia szczeg6towo, stawia problem doty-
Czacy poznania zmystowego: dlaczego, gdy przedmioty zmystowe

! Pomimo watpliwosci dotyczacych autorstwa tego tekstu, tradycyjnie zamiesz-
cza si¢ go pod nazwiskiem Aleksandra. Tekst, na ktorym niniejsze ttumaczenie jest
oparte, pochodzi z wydania: Alexandri Aphrodsiensis praeter commentaria scripta
minora, ed. I. Bruns, Berlin 1892, s. V-XIV.

2 podobnie” poniewaz poprzednia kwestia w tym zbiorze réwniez jest wyjasnie-
niem fragmentu Il ksiegi De anima Arystotelesa.

% De anima, 416b32-4183a6.

4 De anima, 416b33-35.

® De anima, 416b35.



108 ALEKSANDER Z AFRODY ZJI

znajduja si¢ w organach zmystowych, zmyst ich [tzn. organéw zmy-
stowych] nie poznaje, lecz [poznaje zmystowo] tylko [przedmioty]
znajdujace sie na zewnatrz®. Rozwiazat ten problem [83] wskazujac, ze
zmyst jest wtedy w moznosci, jest bowiem w relacji do przedmiotu
zmystowego, a przedmiot zmystowy jest od niego oddzielony. Nic nie
doznaje przeciez od siebie samego, a poznanie zmystowe zachodzi za
posrednictwem doznania, zatem gdy przedmiot zmystowy nie jest
obecny, zmyst jest w moznosci. Zauwazywszy, ze mowi si¢ 0 dwoja-
kiego rodzaju poznaniu zmystowym (w moznosci i w akcie), wskazat,
ze jeden rodzaj poznania zmystowego jest poznaniem zmystowym
w moznosci, a drugi w akcie, podobnie jest rowniez z przedmiotami
zmystowymi. Wspomniawszy nastepnie, ze poznanie zmystowe po-
wstaje za posrednictwem doznania (poznanie zmystowe w moznosci
i poznanie zmystowe w akcie), mowi z kolei o doznajacym, przez co
doznaje — przed chwilg poruszat ten temat.

Nadmieniwszy, ze wszystko to, co doznaje, doznaje za sprawg by-
tu poruszajacego, znajdujacego si¢ w akcie, i bedacego tym, czym byt
od niego doznajacy moze si¢ sta¢, pokazat na tej podstawie, ze to, co
doznaje, ,,doznaje jakby przez co$ podobnego do siebie, a z drugiej
strony jak od niepodobnego”. ,,Doznaje bowiem jako niepodobne,
a doznawszy juz jest podobne”’. Teza ta jest znowu dla Arystotelesa
uzyteczna do rozwazania na temat postrzezenia zmystowego w mozno-
sci. Jesli zachodzi ono za posrednictwem doznania, wtedy to, co do-
znaje, jest niepodobne do tego, co na nie dziata (jest to przedmiot zmy-
stowy), a doznawszy, staje si¢ do niego podobne.

Nastepnie zauwazywszy, ze postrzezenie zmystowe jest [nie tyl-
ko] w moznosci, ale rowniez w akcie, rozréznit migdzy tym, co
w moznosci i w akcie®, pragnac przez to pokazaé, ze postrzezenie zmy-
stowe jest nazywane doznawaniem i byciem poruszonym w niewla-
sciwym sensie. Nie kazde przejscie z moznosci do aktu dokonuje si¢ za
sprawa doznania i poruszenia. O uczonym w moznosci, podobnie jak

® De anima, 417a2-6.
" De anima, 417a18-20.
8 De anima, 417a21.
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0 wszystkim innym, mozna méwi¢ na dwa sposoby. Po pierwsze,
uczonym w moznosci jest ten, kto posiada nature zdolna do przyjecia
wiedzy, ale ten, kto posiada juz wiedze, przyjawszy ja, nie dziatajac
jednak dzigki niej, nazywa si¢ rdwniez uczonym w moznosci. [Arysto-
teles] wykazat, ze nie méwi si¢ 0 nich w ten sam sposéb. Powiedziaw-
szy zas, ze ten, kto juz posiada wiedze, ale nie dziata dzieki niej, jest
jeszcze sam nazywany uczonym w moznosci, dodat, ze ten, kto juz
kontempluje i jest w akcie, ten jest w sensie wiasciwym nazwany uczo-
nym, nie bedac juz w moznosci®. Potem mowiac o réznicy miedzy
bytami w odniesieniu do moznosci nauczenia si¢, pokazat, ze pierwszy
okreslany jako w moznosci, to ten, ktory jest taki ze swej natury
(zmienia si¢ w stan aktualny nie inaczej niz przez doznanie i zmiang
jakosciowa dokonujaca sig¢ za sprawa nauki). Ten natomiast, kto posia-
da juz pewna wiedzg nie przechodzi w akt za sprawg doznania ani
zmiany jakosciowej.

Wykazawszy, ze nie wszystkie byty w moznosci przechodza w akt
dzigki doznaniu i zmianie jakosciowej, zrobit nastepnie rozréznienie
miedzy zmiang jakosciowa a doznaniem. Przyjat, ze pierwsza jest
zniszczeniem zachodzacym pod wptywem czegos przeciwnego i prze-
obrazeniem tego stanu, w ktérym rzecz byta — doznaja tego wszystkie
byty zmieniajace si¢ w co$ przeciwnego. Powiedzial nastgpnie, ze
drugie™ jest pewnym doznaniem zachodzacym nie na skutek bycia
zniszczonym, ale przez bycie zachowanym i [84] rozwijanym w tym
stanie, w jakim byt jest, za sprawa tego, co jest w akcie i jest podobne.
Akt zgodny z dyspozycja i tego rodzaju moznoscia, bedac doskonato-
scig dyspozycji, nie powstaje dzigki zmianie w co$ przeciwnego, lecz
dzigki przejsciu tego samego bytu z bezczynnosci do aktywnosci. Ten,
kto posiada wiedzg, staje si¢ aktywny dzigki niej, jest to bowiem roz-
woj do tego samego i podobnego stanu. Nastepnie powiedziawszy, jak
moznos$¢ odnosi si¢ do aktu, pokazat, w jaki sposob jakas moznosé
odnosi si¢ do jakiegos aktu, gdy dodat: ,ten, ktéry posiada wiedze

® De anima, 417a21-417b2.
97j. doznanie.
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[aktualnie] staje si¢ kontemplujacym”*'. Ta zmiana nie jest zmiang
jakosciowa, jesli przynajmniej zmiana jakosciowa jest zmiang z innego
w inne i z przeciwnego, natomiast zmiana tego, co w pewien sposob
jest w moznosci, w akt (do tego, czym ta rzecz jest, co ma i o ile ma)
jest rozwojem. Albo, jesli trzeba i ja nazwa¢ zmiang jakosciowa, byla-
by jakims innym rodzajem i inng natura zmiany jakosciowej'. Wska-
zal, ze doznawanie rozumie na rowni z podleganiem zmianie jako-
sciowej, méwigc: ,,co nie podlega zmianie”®, twierdzac, ze jest to
wyrazenie rbwnoznaczne z ,,tym, co nie doznaje”.

Ukazawszy to, dodat, ze nie trzeba okresla¢ rozwazajacego i my-
slacego jako ulegajacego zmianie jakosciowej, a jesli jej nie ulega, to
rowniez nie jest poruszony. Jesli bowiem nie jest to zmiana jakoscio-
wa, to jasne jest, ze nie jest to rowniez ani zmiana miejsca, ani zmiana
ilosciowa. Taki wiasnie jest rozwdj i zmiana tego, kto postrzega
w moznosci, do postrzegania aktualnego. Dlatego wtasnie postrzezenie
zmystowe [tylko] w najszerszym znaczeniu jest zmiang jakosciowa.

Powiedziawszy to, szczegotowo wyjasnia, jaka zmiana jest przej-
scie z moznosci do aktu, a jaka nie*. Przejscie z dyspozycji do aktu, za
sprawa tego [aktu] wiasnie, jak myslenie czy rozwazanie, skoro nie
zachodza za sprawa uczenia sig, nie sa zmiana jakosciowa ani poru-
szeniem, ale jakim$ innym rodzajem zmiany (tego rodzaju zmiana
podpadataby pod powstawanie, jesli bycie kompletnym i rozwdj do
tego stanu w jaki$ sposob dotycza bytu powstajacego). Nalezy nato-
miast powiedzie¢, ze zmiana polegajaca na przejsciu z materialnej
moznosci do dyspozycji, powstajaca za sprawa uczenia si¢ i zdobywa-
nia wiedzy, sama nie powstaje za sprawa doznania, jesli dazy do po-
siadania dyspozycji w akcie i doskonatosci pochodzacej z materialnej
moznosci (tego rodzaju zmiana jest w jakis sposob rowniez powstawa-

1 De anima, 417b5-6.

12 Wtedy termin ,,zmiana jakosciowa” bylby uzyty w znaczeniu szerokim, nie-
precyzyjnym.

¥ De anima, 417b6.

 De anima, 417b9. Autor méwi tu o dwdch rodzajach przejscia z moznosci do
aktu: 1) przejscie z materialnej moznosci do dyspozycji (co dokonuje si¢ przez aktuali-
zacje materialnej moznosci), 2) przejscie od dyspozycji do dziatania.
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niem). Albo, jesli ktos nazwatby tego rodzaju zmiang — zmiana jako-
sciowsa, poniewaz nie jest przyjeciem formy bytu naturalnego®, to
trzeba powiedzie¢, ze zmiane jakosciowa okresla si¢ na dwa sposoby,
jest to zmiana dazaca do dyspozycji i natury oraz tego, co zgodne
z natura (przynajmniej lepsza cze¢s¢ bytow, ktére maja jakas moznosé,
jest zgodna z natura), a druga jest zmiana jakosciowa od lepszych dys-
pozycji bytéw do stanu braku.

Powiedziawszy to i rozrézniwszy te dwa rodzaje zmian, przeszedt
do postrzezenia zmystowego i pokazat'®, czym jest pierwsza moznos¢,
w jaki sposéb i za sprawa czego, tego rodzaju moznos¢ przechodzi
w dyspozycje, oraz w jaki sposob i za sprawa czego, druga moznosé
przechodzi w akt. Mowi dalej, ze zmiana z moznosci materialnej
w stan zgodny z dyspozycja powstaje ,,za sprawa rodzacego”, jasne
jest, ze rodzacego istote zywa (istota rodzaca si¢ nie ma jeszcze dyspo-
zycji do postrzegania zmystowego [85], lecz jest wciaz w moznosci do
przyjecia tej dyspozycji, istota urodzona natomiast ma od razu dyspo-
zycje do postrzegania zmystowego, w analogii do rozumowania).

Wykazawszy zas, w jaki sposob kazdy rodzaj moznosci odnosi si¢
do postrzezenia zmystowego, dodat, ze ,,w akcie” postrzeganie ,,okre-
$lane jest podobnie do kontemplowania™' i do rozmyslania. Akt po-
strzezenia zmystowego i myslenia roznia si¢ tylko w ten sposéb: to, co
ustyszane i zobaczone przez podmiot postrzegajacy, nie znajduje sie
w nim, ale na zewnatrz niego, podobnie jest z przedmiotami innych
zmystow. Jako przyczyne tego podat fakt, ze wtadza zmystowa ujmuje
poszczegdlne byty nie jako istniejace w postrzegajacym podmiocie, ale
jako majace swe wiasne istnienie. Wiedza natomiast i umyst kontem-
pluja przedmioty ogdlne, ktore jako byty ogo6lne nie maja wiasnego
istnienia, lecz ,,sa w jaki$ sposb w rozumowaniu”*®, Dodat ,,w jaki$
sposéb”, poniewaz ich realnos¢ i przyczyna istnienia jest w poszcze-

15 Przyjecie formy bytu naturalnego jest zmiana substancjalna, a nie jakosciowa.
Arystoteles wyrdznia cztery rodzaje zmian: ruch, zmiana substancjalna, jakosciowa
i ilosciowa. Metafizyka,1069b9-14.

18 De anima, 417h16.

'" De anima, 417b18-19.

18 De anima, 417h23.
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golnych rzeczach, natomiast jako ogolne maja swoje istnienie w my-
sleniu i jako ogdlne istnieja w umysle myslacym o nich™. Dlatego
myslenie zalezy od nas, a postrzeganie zmystowe nie zalezy od nas,
poniewaz postrzezenie zmystowe odnosi si¢ do tego, co obecne i tego
dotyczy, a obecnos¢ przedmiotow zmystowych nie zalezy od nas, tak
zebysmy mieli je, kiedy chcemy. Jak jest w przypadku wrazen zmy-
stowych, tak i z umiejgtnosciami, ktore dotycza przedmiotow zmysto-
wych. Nie jest bowiem w mocy tych, ktérzy posiadaja umiejgtnosci,
zeby dziata¢ zgodnie z nimi kiedy chca, poniewaz musza by¢ obecne
przedmioty, w stosunku do ktérych dziataja.

Powiedziawszy nieco wigcej na temat réznicy miedzy przedmio-
tem zmystowym a umystowym, mowi teraz o tym, ze myslenie zalezy
od nas, a postrzeganie zmystowe nie. Dopasowawszy to, co zostato
powiedziane i pokazane, do postrzezenia zmystowego, przedstawit
0goIny wyktad na temat postrzezenia zmystowego. Pokazat najpierw®,
ze mowi si¢ w dwdch znaczeniach o tym, co w moznosci (w inny spo-
sob dziecko moze by¢ dowddca, a inaczej dorosty, poniewaz ono [nie
moze tego robi¢] w podobny sposob jak ktos, kto posiada dyspozycje,
ale dzigki niej nie dziata). Zgodnie z drugim znaczeniem tego, co
W moznosci, postrzeganie zmystowe w moznosci jest nazywane po-
strzezeniem zmystowym w moznosci. Powiedziawszy, ze ,,skoro roz-
nice migdzy moznosciami nie zostaty nazwane, to staty si¢ jasne za
sprawa tych rozwazan, dlatego z koniecznosci trzeba uzywa¢ ‘dozna-
nia’ i ‘bycia zmienionym’ jako nazwy wiasciwe”?" w odniesieniu do
zmiany z postrzezenia w moznosci do [postrzezenia] w akcie, skoro
nie mamy innych, wiasciwych dla nich nazw.

Przeszedt nastgpnie do wyktadu dotyczacego postrzezenia zmy-
stowego i powiedziat: ,,to, co postrzega zmystowo w moznosci jest
podobne do przedmiotu zmystowego w akcie?, poniewaz doznaje nie
bedac jeszcze do niego podobnym, a doznawszy zostaje uczyniony

1% Przedmioty ogélne sa wyabstrahowywane z jednostkowych przedmiotéw zmy-
stowych.

% De anima, 417b29-418al.

2 De anima, 418al-3.

2 De anima, 418a3-4.
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podobnym i jest jak tamten”?. Powiedziat, ze ‘to, co ulegto doznaniu’
jest jakby odpowiednikiem ,tego, co ulegto zmianie jakosciowej”.
Przedstawiwszy ten wyktad dotyczacy postrzezenia nie wiasciwie, lecz
z powodu braku odpowiednich termindéw (pokazat [86] bowiem, ze
zmiana bytu znajdujacego si¢ w ten sposob w moznosci w akt nie jest
ani doznaniem, ani przemiana, ani ruchem), nastepnie przeszedt do
omawiania kazdego ze zmystéw oddzielnie.

Gtowne punkty z tego, co zostato powiedziane: najpierw przyjat,
ze postrzezenie zmystowe jest w byciu poruszonym i w doznawaniu,
nastepnie rozwazat, w jaki sposob przebiega doznawanie, czy cos mo-
ze doznawac za sprawa czego$ podobnego. Potem podnidst trudnosé,
dlaczego nie ma postrzezenia zmystowego samych organéw zmysto-
wych, chociaz sg one przedmiotami zmystowymi? W rozwigzaniu tej
trudnosci przyjat, ze zmyst jest w moznosci, i dlatego, zeby zostat zak-
tualizowany musza istnie¢ pewne przedmioty zmystowe, ktére moga
dziata¢. Potem przyjat, ze ,postrzezenie zmystowe jest dwojakiego
rodzaju: w moznosci i w akcie”. Stwierdzit nastepnie, ze nalezy do-
da¢ (jesli jeszcze nie zostato okreslone), czym rdznia si¢ bycie poru-
szonym i doznawanie od aktywnosci, jesli doznawanie i bycie poru-
szonym odnosi si¢ do tego, co poruszone (mOwi sSi¢ przeciez, ze ruch
jest jakims aktem). Dalej stwierdzit, ze wszystko doznaje i jest poru-
Szane za sprawa tego, co dziala i jest w akcie tym, czym rzecz dozna-
jaca moze si¢ sta¢. Dlatego doznajac jest czyms niepodobnym, skoro
wszystko to, co doznaje jest niepodobne, doznawszy jednak staje si¢
podobne, poniewaz w postrzezeniu zmystowym jest moznosé i akt.

Pokazat wigc, ze to, co jest w moznosci, istnieje na dwa sposoby,
i ze zmiana bytu z moznosci w akt nie zawsze zachodzi przez zmiang
jakosciows. W dalszej kolejnosci zostaty wyrdznione sposoby bycia
zmienionym, jest to wskazywane przez doznawanie. Doznawanie,
ktore odbywa sie przez zniszczenie, zachodzi za sprawg tego, co prze-
ciwne, natomiast doznawanie okreslane jako zachowujace i bedace
rozwojem bytu w kierunku jego doskonatosci zachodzi za sprawa cze-

2 De anima, 418a4-5.
2 De anima, 417a9.
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gos podobnego. Akt pochodzacy od dyspozycji jest w jakis sposob
podobny do dyspozycji, od ktorej pochodzi, doznawanie nie bytoby
wigc zmiang jakosciowa.

Nastepnie wskazat, ze zmiana postrzezenia zmystowego w moz-
nosci w postrzezenie aktualne, nie jest ta sama, ktora powstaje dzigki
zmianie jakosciowej. To, co postrzega zmystowo, nie doznaje w ten
sam sposob, jak to, co doznato zniszczenia, lecz na sposéb rozwoju
w kierunku [doskonatosci] siebie samego. Okresliwszy, czym jest do-
skonatos¢, powiedziat, ze trzeba uzywaé wspdlnych termindw w wy-
ktadzie dotyczacym postrzezenia zmystowego, skoro nie posiadamy
wiasciwych terminéw na oddanie poszczeg6lnych znaczen. Przedsta-
wit na ten temat wyktad i powiedziat, ze to, co zdolne do postrzegania
zmystowego w moznosci, jest jak przedmiot zmystowy w akcie, do-
znajac od niego® i od innych, nie w taki sposdb, jak powiedziat wcze-
s$niej, postrzezenie zmystowe staje si¢ aktualne. Jak nalezy rozumieé¢
doznawanie i uleganie przemianie w stosunku do zmiany postrzezenia
zmystowego w moznosci w aktualne — juz powiedziat.

Przedstawiony wyklad na temat postrzezenia zmystowego jest na-
stepujacy: zmyst w moznosci jest podobny do tego, czym przedmiot
zmystowy jest w akcie, doznajgc bowiem od niego jeszcze nie jest
podobny, a doznawszy juz jest podobny.

Trumaczenie: MONIKA A. KOMSTA”

* * *

QUAESTIO I, 3

SUMMARY
The text considers problems associated with sensible cognition. The author focuses on
the problem mentioned by Stagirite who, recalling his predecessors, states that there
are two concepts of cognition: one maintains that the similar knows the dissimilar, and
second that the similar knows the similar. These two concepts meet in a position that at
the beginning of the cognitive process the subject and object are dissimilar, but then

% Tj. przedmiotu zmystowego.
* Dr Monika A. Komsta — Katolicki Uniwersytet Lubelski Jana Pawta IlI; e-mail:
caelum@kul.lublin.pl
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they become similar. Such an explanation is made possible by distinguishing two kinds
of the possible. The first one may be illustrated by the image of a man at the beginning
of his education. The second type of the possible may be illustrated by the image of
a scholar who at any time can start to contemplate the truth.

KEYWORDS: Alexander of Aphrodisias, Aristotle, philosophy, sensible cognition.
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BETWEEN POLITICS AND RELIGION
— IN SEARCH OF THE “GOLDEN MEAN""

The correlation between politics and religion is still a current
problem. This may be illustrated by the example of contemporary
European states, which regulate their relation to religion based on
double constitutional principles, and so can illustrate two respectively
different models of the confessional state and the lay state. The essence
of the confessional state lies in its close tie with a concrete Church,
which is raised by law to the rank of being official or privileged.
Actually in Europe the states which de iure are confessional include
Great Britain, Finland, Norway, Denmark, Greece, Cyprus, Malta and
San Marino (and some cantons of Switzerland).! On the other hand, the
lay states, as a rule, reject the possibility of acknowledging any
religion as official (privileged). Currently in Europe these are di-
stinguished as the lay states whose legal systems are based either on

“ Fr. Dr. Pawel Tarasiewicz — John Paul Il Catholic University of Lublin
(Poland), Faculty of Philosophy; e-mail: kstaras@kul.pl

“* This article was originally published in Polish under the title: “Miedzy polityka
areligia — w poszukiwaniu zlotego srodka,” in Polityka a religia, ed. P. Jaroszynski
[and others], Lublin: Fundacja ,,Lubelska Szkota Filozofii Chrzescijanskiej”, 2007,
pp. 195-211.

! The confessional states in present Europe are still democratic ones. They
declare the equality of rights to freedom of conscience and religion for all their
citizens, though do not respect the equality of rights for Churches as religious groups.
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the principle of aggressive separation of religion (such as France?), or
on the principle of moderate separation (such as Poland).?

The mismatch of the relationship between state and Church is
therefore something obvious, important, and significant at the same
time. This is obvious, since in fact it exists in actual historical context.
It is important, which is shown by the rank of the constitutional entries.
And significant, since it is a distinct expression of the lack of civi-
lizational identity of contemporary European states.

In the perspective of the above issue, the reflections contained in
the following article undertake the problem of the identity of Western
civilization.* An absence of universally accepted formulas of the inter-
relation between state and Church as embodied in today’s social life
seems to be a sufficient motive to reassess the theoretical investi-
gations in terms of the relation between politics and religion. When
was this problem noticed for the first time?

The Origin of the Debate

Responding to this question is difficult, but all the same possible.
For certain, the theoretical attitude of the ancient Greeks does play the
key role here, since not found in poetized, barbarian cultural circles,
even though the non-Greeks often represent a highly civilized world.
The theoretical debate about the problem of the correlation between
politics and religion finds its beginnings as early as in the wake of
classical antiquity. In a light of the rich social experience of the ancient
Greeks, a conflict between these two spheres of culture comes into
being — as Henryk Kieres remarks — when politics, exemplified in the
state institution, disregards the authority of religion as the core of
social life, or when — due to ad hoc tactical or programmatical reasons

%2 In Eastern departments of France (Alsace and Lorraine) there are three
confessions that enjoy the official status: Catholicism, Lutheranism, and Judaism.

% See Jozef Krukowski, ,,Konstytucyjne modele stosunkow miedzy panstwem
a Kosciolem w Europie,” Biuletyn Informacyjny (PAN O/Lublin, 2004 nr 9)
(www.panol.lublin.pl/biul_9/art_907.htm - Jan 5, 2007).

4 Cf. V. Possenti, Religia i zycie publiczne. Chrzescijanstwo w dobie
ponowozytnej, trans. into Polish by T. Zeleznik (Warszawa 2005), p. 161.
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— doctrinally identifies itself with religion and ipso facto loses its own
autonomy.” The reflections undertaken by Sophocles or Plato clearly
show a Greek awareness of these problems. The author of Antigone, in
considering the attitude of the eponymous heroine toward the death of
her brother, perceives the danger of the conflict between statute law
and the religious transcendence of man. Thus, he announces the prob-
lem of overly distancing politics from religion. In turn, Plato in his
Apology of Socrates, in analyzing his master’s causus of a legally valid
death sentence for the crime of promoting impiousness, unmasks the
fact of political instrumentalization of human piety. He puts then
a question mark concerning placing politics too close to religion.® Both
diametrically different errors emphasized by the Greek thinkers clearly
suggest that the very problem boils down to rediscovering the “Golden
Mean” in relations between politics and religion, and setting the
boundaries of their social competencies and due autonomies. Let us try
to determine it first with following an indirect method, meaning, while
developing Plato’s and Sophocles’ intuitions, to answer the question:
what is this “Golden Mean” not?

The Domination of Religion over Politics

Following the steps of Plato, it is easy to get to the conclusion that
the “Golden Mean” cannot depend on the sovereignty of religion and
its domination over politics in the whole of human culture. Yes, it is
not possible to ignore the fact that religion has constituted the center of
social relations since the very beginnings of their development, and
consequently interfered in the domain of politics. Originally, every
type of human society, from the family to the tribe, was identified with
a religious society, since no other social system but the sacred was
known. Thereby the division between religious believers and members
of an ethnic group was something completely strange. On the one
hand, all religious practices, such as performing a cultic sacrifice or

® Cf. Henryk Kieres, ,,Polityka a religia. Na kanwie mysli Feliksa Konecznego,”
ined. Z. J. Zdybicka [and others], Wiernosc rzeczywistosci (Lublin 2001), p. 481.
®1d.
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abiding by religious commandments, determined a political discipline,
to which the entire society was subject. On the other hand, all
manifestations of political life were meant to deserve the splendor of
the living religious worship. The result of this, owing to the sacred
characteristic of collectivity, was that the life of a given group could
also constitute a certain political whole. Sacred keystones of the past
communities might include, for example, a common descent of their
members from divine or half-divine ancestors, or myths depicting the
genesis or history of a certain community, or laws ruling a given so-
ciety as an expression not so much of human culture, but divine will.
Especially, the history of such civilizations as the Chinese, Japanese,
Egyptian, Persian, or Mesopotamian proved that primitive man saw in
political society a certain form of res secreta et sacra, and worshiped
a certain divine element in it. Even the ancient Romans did not protect
themselves from this, and in certain periods of their history they
approved the salus publicae or Rome as divinity, and gave a divine
reverence to them.’

In practice, however, granting religion the attribute of sovereignty
in culture results in either eliminating politics (with its sacralization),
or endowing it with a status of certain autonomy.

Sacralizing politics means that it loses itself in religion, which
finds its fullest expression in theocratic regimes that use means of
political coercion with the goal of saving the souls of their subjects.
The very term theocracy was coined by Joseph Flavius, who used it to
signify the concept of political rule, described in the Jewish Bible. In
his Against Apion, he notices that, apart from monarchy, oligarchy and
republic, there also is a system of rule based on God, to whom is
attributed the highest legislative, executive, and judiciary authority.
Man, on the other hand, who is a believer and a subject at the same
time, is obliged to be obedient not only in the external sphere of his
acts, but also in the internal domain of his thoughts.®

" Pawel Tarasiewicz, Spor o narod (Lublin 2003), pp. 73-75.

8 See Josephus Flavius, Against Apion, I, 17 (trans. by W. Whiston, 2001):
“Now there are innumerable differences in the particular customs and laws that are
among all mankind, which a man may briefly reduce under the following heads: Some
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Flavius’ considerations on theocracy find their follow-up in the
thought of Baruch Spinoza, who, in his Theologico-Political Treatise,
adds that all earthly authority held by man is authority delegated by the
Divine Sovereign, who alone chooses rulers for His people. In other
words, every actual ruler carries on himself the sign of Divine
anointment, thus deserving as much respect of his subject as the
obedience the very same subject owes to God.’

The autonomy of politics in culture, in turn, designates its comple-
mentary character toward the sovereign religion, which in practice
means the possibility of granting the former certain rights to its own
activity. However, as to the scope of these political rights, as well as to
the evaluation of all political proceedings, it is still the religious agent
that decides entirely and independently. A phenomenon of this kind is

legislators have permitted their governments to be under monarchies, others put them
under oligarchies, and others under a republican form; but our legislator had no regard
to any of these forms, but he ordained our government to be what, by a strained
expression, may be termed a Theocracy, by ascribing the authority and the power to
God, and by persuading all the people to have a regard to him, as the author of all the
good things that were enjoyed either in common by all mankind, or by each one in
particular, and of all that they themselves obtained by praying to him in their greatest
difficulties. He informed them that it was impossible to escape God’s observation,
even in any of our outward actions, or in any of our inward thoughts”
(www.gutenberg.org/dirs/etext01/agaapl0.txt — access: Jan 5, 2007).

® Benedict de Spinoza, A theologoco-political treatise, XVII (trans. by R. El-
wers), p.219-220: “God alone, therefore, held dominion over the Hebrews, whose
state was in virtue of the covenant called God’s kingdom, and God was said to be their
king; consequently the enemies of the Jews were said to be the enemies of God, and
the citizens who tried to seize the dominion were guilty of treason against God; and,
lastly, the laws of the state were called the laws and commandments of G-D. Thus in
the Hebrew state the civil and religious authority, each consisting solely of obedience
to G-D, were one and the same. The dogmas of religion were not precepts, but laws
and ordinances; piety was regarded as the same as loyalty, impiety as the same as
disaffection. Everyone who fell away from religion ceased to be a citizen, and was, on
that ground alone, accounted an enemy: those who died for the sake of religion, were
held to have died for their country; in fact, between civil and religious law and right
there was no distinction whatever. For this reason the government could be called
a Theocracy, inasmuch as the citizens were not bound by anything save the revelations
of G-D” (www.yesselman.com/ttpelws4.htm#CHXVII - access: Jan 5, 2007). See
Jacek Bartyzel, , Teokracja,” in Encyklopedia “bialych plam”, vol. XVII (Radom
2006), pp. 131-133.
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effectively unmasked by H. Kieres, who notes that even some con-
temporary representatives of Christian culture may strive for measu-
ring the legitimacy of political proceedings with a criterion stemming
from religion. The proponents of this view concur that such criterion is
universal, thus conceptually covering the goal of politics: the common
good, and conveying itself in the rather conceptually ambiguous slogan
of fulfilling so-called Christian values.*

In summary, it is noticeable that the main drawback of sacralized
as well as religiously autonomized politics is its trespassing upon the
ontological status of the human person. Although man rightly appears
as a religious being here, at the same time, he is divested of his due
sovereignty and legal agency. Granting religion the status of sovereign
in culture is synonymous with taking it away from human persons,
acknowledging them as beings of purely accidental character. Conse-
quently, men are stripped by the political authority, whose area of
activity is meant to reach the depths of the human conscience, of their
inborn right sovereignly to determine their decisions, and freely re-
cognize, as their own, all ordinances upheld and promulgated by legi-
slative authorities.

The Domination of Politics over Religion

Following the intuition of Sophocles, it is not difficult to perceive
that the next form of denying the “Golden Mean” results from granting
the status of sovereign being to politics, and admitting its dominance
over religion. Philosophical positions that contemporarily bring about
the over-estimation of politics in culture are all ways of expanding the
views of the modern thinker, Niccold Machiavelli. In his well-known
The Prince, he not only subordinates religion to politics, making of the
former a tool serving the latter in exercising its power effectively, thus
strengthening the unity of state, but also separates politics from
morality, entrusting the former with guardianship over the so-called
sphere of morally neutral things, and relates it with art, as he sees in it
nothing but the “art of ruling,” whose goal is to gain the power, and

0 Cf. H. Kieres, p. 485.
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then retain it."* Such cognitive suppositions may have many resulting
consequences, which in general may extend to eliminating religion, or
neutralizing it."

Eliminating religion from individual and social life may find its
proponents among those who demonstrate their beliefs through
referring them to the thought of Ludvig Feuerbach. In his famous The
Essence of Christianity, he opts for granting politics the status of
a “new religion” built on both the love of man and atheism. He rejects
not only Christianity, but also any religion relating to the Transcen-
dent. In his opinion, religion is a form of false consciousness that crea-
tes the idea of God as a being opposed to man. The creation of “God”,
continues L. Feuerbach, entails degrading man, which ought to be
opposed by overcoming traditional faith. And with this assignment he
charges philosophy, since anthropology is meant to replace theology
until man becomes conscious that “God” is only a name for his own
idealized essence. When false consciousness becomes extinct, the
place of “God” will be taken up by the state, and the role of phi-
losophy—Dy politics. In the state, according to L. Feuerbach, human
powers are not only divided and distributed, but also developed in
order to constitute the infinite being. In other words, the multiplicity of
human beings and their forces create a new power: the providence of
man. The true state, then, becomes the unlimited, infinite, true,
complete, divine man: the absolute man."® By deifying the state (resp.
the absolute man) L. Feuerbach comes to the obvious conclusion that
politics is to become human religion.*

The displacement of theology by philosophy is also a cha-
racteristic of August Comte’s reflections. The author of System of
Positive Polity aims at erecting a “positivist religion,” concentrated on

1 cf. M. A. Krapiec, O ludzka polityke (Katowice 1995), p. 17.

12 Cf. H. Kieres, p. 485.

3 Ludvig Feuerbach, O istocie chrzescijasistwa, trans. into Polish by A. Landman
(Warszawa 1959), p. 87 (cit. in Zofia J. Zdybicka, ,,Alienacja zasadnicza: czlowiek
Bogiem,” in ed. A. Gudaniec, A. Nyga, Filozofia — wzloty i upadki (Lublin 1998),
p. 30).

¥ 7.J. Zdybicka, Alienacja zasadnicza, p. 30. See Frederick Copleston, Historia
filozofii, vol. VII, trans. into Polish by J. Lozinski (Warszawa 1995), pp. 296-303.
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the cult of the Great Being, meaning humanity. A main trait of
positivist religious worship is that its object identifies itself with one of
the objects of positivist science. As a consequence, then, to the elite of
his new religion, Comte does not include anybody but representatives
of his educated world. To professional scientists, highest priests of the
science, he also ascribed the highest competency of having political
power, while granting only auxiliary functions to professional poli-
ticians.® Not without reason, then, one can find an a rebours analogy
between the positivist political system and theocratic governments. In
both cases, in the sovereign power there are exclusively initiated
priests that control all proceedings of politicians, whose duty comes
down to supervising the people and securing its obedience.*®

The proponents of neutralizing religion, in turn, may be divided
into authoritarians or advocates of tolerance, who differ from each
other in their views on the range of the respective competencies of
politics and religion. Thomas Hobbes is an outstanding representative
of authoritarianism, who as the starting point of his doctrine contrasts
politics with religion, and religion with politics. He considers all
confessions as claimants to power in the state, or, in other words, as
competitors to the political elite. Seeing in them a potential danger, the
author of Leviathan completely subordinates religious communities
and their doctrines to political rulers, with the principle of cuius regio
eius religio in mind. The omnipotence of the political sovereign finds
its particular expression in his right to intervene in the sphere of
religious views and teachings as far as to give the ultimate inter-
pretation of all religious texts.'” Generally, authoritarians maintain that
the border between the political area of civil obedience and the realm

15 See Frederick Copleston, Historia filozofii, vol. IX, trans. into Polish by
B. Chwedenczuk (Warszawa 1991), pp. 100-104.

16 A literary illustration of such an analogy can be found in the graveside speech
in honour of Pharaoh Ramses XII (see Polish novel written by Boleslaw Prus: Faraon,
vol. 11l, ch. IX), which describes an Egyptian hierarchy system that consists of the
priests who know and determine goals of the state, the pharach who cares about
accomplishing these goals, and the people whose duty consists in obeying orders.

1 Erederick Copleston, Historia filozofii, vol. V, trans. into Polish by J. Pasek
(Warszawa 1997), pp. 53-54. See Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, I11-1V.
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of religious freedom lies where human activity meets human thinking
(conscience). They believe that men possess complete freedom of
religious belief (resp. the sphere of human thought and conscience),
while, in their conduct (resp. the sphere of human activity), they must
show passive obedience toward political rule, which also enjoys the
right to exercise its power over all external phenomena of religious
life.'®

Advocating tolerance, on the other hand,, appears clearly in the
views of John Locke that faithfully respect the principle of Hobbes’
opposition between politics and religion. In his Letter Concerning
Toleration, he liberates religion from the chains of authoritarian rule,
and introduces it into the sphere of politically neutral things that
constitute a domain of tolerance. Externalizing one’s religion, then, is
conditioned by one’s positive civil education, meaning the rational
agreement of citizens in political matters, the chief of which being the
right to and defense of life, freedom, and property.*

In summary, it can be concluded that the main weakness of
politics’ dominance in the culture, analogous to the case of religion’s
dominance, consists in trespassing upon the ontological status of man.
Both of its modifications, the elimination of religion from social life as
well as its neutralization, clearly undermine the ontological so-
vereignty of the human person. Against a background of the social
whole, the sovereignty of individuals appears to be second-rate, or
even superfluous. This becomes apparent particularly in the context of
their attempt to eliminate any supernatural transcendance from
religion, and convince man to regard the state or humanity as divine
beings. Proponents of such a view additionally question religious
implications of human nature, as they try to constrain any manife-
station of natural religiosity to earthly immanence. The neutralization
of religion in social life, in turn, following the principle of the
opposition between politics and religion, interferes in the ontological

18 See Ryszard Legutko, Tolerancja. Rzecz o surowym panstwie, prawie natury,
milosci i sumieniu (Krakow 1998), pp. 36-48.

1% See John Locke, List o tolerancji, trans. into Polish by L. Joachimowicz
(Warszawa 1963).
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unity of human being, thus making man split into two separate
(contradictable) agents: either committing moral acts, or performing
political (morally neutral) actions.

*kk

The above reflections, launching from the intuitions of ancient
thinkers, aimed at responding to the question of what the “Golden
Mean” between politics and religion is not, and showing reasons for
which the domination of religion over politics, as well as politics over
religion, ought to be recognized as false positions. Nevertheless, both
of them include some legitimate suggestions that can make the
problem of politics-religion interrelation positively resolved.

The “Golden Mean”

The religious sphere and the political domain find their own
identities only within their reference to man. Even with their peculiar
and inaccurate approaches to human nature, both the above-depicted
positions do apprehend some necessary traits of the human being. For
proponents of religion as a cultural sovereign do not make the mistake
of rejecting the inalienable status of human religiosity. In turn,
propagators of politics as a sovereign in culture are entirely right in
perceiving human agency (and the legal body of man) in the area of
statute law. Now, if both these viewpoints are to avoid cultural
conflicts effectively, it seems that there is no other way but fully to
respect the integral conception of human being. However, from those
who advocate religion or politics, it requires a radical compromise,
which consists in transferring the cultural sovereignty from religious
and political centers to man, thus subordinating them to him. Such
a transfer justifies itself not only in protecting human religious dignity
as well as agency in law from opposing each other, but also in re-
specting human ontological sovereignty.” Here, it is worth noticing
that all these parameters of the human being, deserving to be protected

2 gee M. A. Krapiec, O ludzka..., pp. 40-52.



BETWEEN PoOLITICS AND RELIGION... 127

and respected within the culture, pertain to the integral vision of the
human person, worked out on the grounds of philosophical realism.

Apart from its realism, its universalism is also a significant
feature. It does regard the fact that individual members of human
societies mostly differ among each other on account of their age,
gender, race, or state of health, and also due to their talents, education,
or social position. Moreover, each has the equal status of personal
being, naturally predetermined by human contingency, potentiality,
and transcendency. In the light of its principles, the contingency of
man contains his existential unnecessity and derivativeness from the
Absolute being; human potentiality implies a rational and free way of
actualizing human nature in the context of social life; the human
transcendence, in turn, owes its debts to these features of man that
distinguish him as a person, namely to cognition, love, freedom
(together with responsibility), agency in law, ontological sovereignty,
and religious dignity. The realist (i.e. integral) conception of man
states that living the life of a person is something natural for all people,
and that, in respect of such a life, all people are equal to each other. For
every man shapes his personhood from the moment of his conception
to his natural death in the context of the same parameters.

The realism and universalism of the integral conception of man
predisposes it to performing methodological functions. These two
constitutive factors make the conception fully satisfy the indispensable
condition of being a neutral criterion of evaluating all human activities
and their results, even these of the correlation between politics and
religion. Its criteriological competence inheres in its objective and
negative character. Its objectivity protects it from entangling itself in
apriori ideology, while its negativity safeguards it from following any
utopian design of a “new man.” For the integral idea of the human
being does not make it possible to determine what the relation between
politics and religion ought to be, but only to point to what must be
respected in order for every man to make constant progress in
achieving his personal perfections. Consequently, in the correlation
between politics and religion only such a concept of the “Golden
Mean” deserves to be named “adequate” (meaning “human”), for it



128 FR. PAWEL TARASIEWICZ

makes the integral development of each human person possible.
Whereas, any other approach fails to avoid trespassing upon the
deposit of person life connatural to every man, and so is an error or
abuse.”

The integral conception of the human being, as H. Kieres states,
reveals the natural religiosity of man and its irreducibility, which leads
to conclusion that political activity is not in a position to deprive
people of their rights to advance their religiousness, nor impose any
religion on them by force. Politics, however, is obliged to create the
circumstances in which human religiosity could be accomplished in
accord with its nature, i.e. without offending the personal dignity of
man.?? It implies that only from the perspective of philosophical
realism does man appear as a fully sovereign agent of political as well
as religious life.

On the other hand, in no other way but by being subordinated to
man does both politics and religion find their proper (autonomous,
proportional) statuses in culture. Here, religion exposes its real
relational structure, connatural to the dynamic bond between a human
person and the Divine Person, where the former depends on the latter
for his or her existing, acting, and the ultimate goal of living.”® Based
on the ontological bond between men and the Absolute, religion
penetrates all other fields and spheres of culture (including politics),
thus becoming the principle of their identity as well as the unity of man
himself, since religion raises all of human life to the personal level.?*
Politics, in turn, discovers its own appropriate autonomy in culture as
a prudent realization of the common good, meaning a care for the
proper (ie. according to the individual measure of man) actualization of
human, personal potential within the context of social life.”®

2! See P, Tarasiewicz, pp. 15-26.

2 H. Kieres, p. 490.

2 7zofia J. Zdybicka, Czlowiek i religia. Zarys filozofii religii (Lublin 1993),
p. 302.

% Mieczyslaw A. Krapiec, ,,Kultura,” in Powszechna Encyklopedia Filozofii, ed.
A. Maryniarczyk, vol. 6 (Lublin 2005), p. 138.

%M. A. Krapiec, O ludzka..., p. 2.
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In accordance with their competencies, H. Kieres concludes that
politics and religion achieve proportionately this same goal, as they
aim at optimally accomplishing every individual human life, and they
respect the same criterion of evaluating their own actions, while using
various methods. Their common good is man, and since such a good is
indivisible, there is no collision between politics and religion. And if
there ever arises a conflict, it is exclusively brought about by the
cognitive errors of man. Such errors may consist in rendering politics
godless, or sacralizing it, or even in reciprocally neutralizing politics
and religion. For if the goal of politics underlies the good of real man,
then any nonpolitical sphere cannot exist. Trying to create such spheres
is to operate against human nature, and to make the mistake of ci-
vilizing one man in two incompatible ways at the same time.” The
“Golden Mean”, then, consists in restoring the due status in culture to
man, who is able sovereignly to plan and accomplish the goals of his
activities, to which both politics and religion have their own pro-
portional contributions.

What about the Identity of Western Civilization?

It seems to be a truism to think that Western civilization owes its
identity to classical culture, which includes Greek philosophy, Roman
law, and Christian religion. Such a statement, however, loses its
commonplace character in the face of other agents, which also see
themselves among the essential characteristics of the Western world.
For many centuries within its boundaries and penetrating each other
have existed not only Greek, Roman, and Christian models, but also
Jewish, Muslim, Celtic, German, Slavic, or the like, samples. Why,
then, can Western civilization not find its roots in any non-classical
patterns, meaning non-Greek, non-Roman, and non-Christian re-
sources?

% H. Kieres, pp. 490-491.
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The reason is simple, but all the same unusually important. It lies
in a difference between territorial and spiritual communities.”” If the
West were a unit solely in the space-time sense, then all historical
events could lay their valid claims to it in proportion to the time of
their presence, or the extent of their influence. Integral ingredients of
Western civilization, then, could comprise, for example, Renaissance
humanism or Enlightenment universalism, as well as intercontinental
colonialism or international socialism. However, the essential core of
the West concerns neither ius soli, nor ius sanguinis, but a specific ius
personarum. For the greatness of Western civilization is conveyed in
formulating the real and universal principles of advancing human
persons within society. This means that in order to live according to
the Western spirit, man need not be a Christian, nor a disciple of Plato
and Avristotle, nor a master of Roman Law. He must, however, respect
his own personal dimension and that of others, since trespassing upon
the personal status of others is tantamount to undermining himself.®

Therefore, Western civilization is not limited to time, place, race
and the like, but it always comes into sight when there is the integral
vision of man as the basis of social life. This conception includes not
only each and every person, but also their entire structure, so that it
does not tolerate any anthropological reduction, even those intended to
realize the most beautiful ideals. Its functions in culture it eventually
fulfills by caring about the primacy of person over thing, ethics over
technology, mercy over justice, and loving “being more” over striving
for “having more”.” That is why the universal respect for the personal
dimensions of human life seems to be a key condition of the timeless
identity of Western civilization.

TransLATION: JAN R. KOBYLECKI

21 Cf. Piotr Jaroszynski, ,,Co to jest Europa?,” in P. Jaroszynski, Polska i Europa
(Lublin 1999), pp. 9-18.

% H. Kieres, p. 491.

% gSee Pawel Skrzydlewski, ,.Cywilizacja,” in Powszechna Encyklopedia
Filozofii, ed. A. Maryniarczyk, vol. 2 (Lublin 2001), p. 343.
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BETWEEN POLITICS AND RELIGION
—IN SEARCH OF THE “GOLDEN MEAN”

SUMMARY

The author undertakes the problem of the identity of Western civilization in the light of
a correlation between politics and religion. First, he traces the theoretical debates about
the mutual correspondence of politics and religion in ancient Greece. Following two
extreme errors depicted by Sophocles in his “Antigone,” and by Plato in his “Apology
of Socrates,” he infers that the “Golden Mean” is necessary in resolving the problem of
politics and religion. Then, he examines the underlying errors put forward in the
history. His investigations show the erroneousness of endowing either politics or
religion with sovereign status in culture. There is always a conflict between politics
and religion unless man regains his own sovereignty from them. Ultimately the author
arrives at the conclusion that the “Golden Mean” correlating politics and religion
distinctly strengthens the identity of the Western Civilization, and consists in
respecting all real and universal parameters of human person life, such as cognition,
freedom (and responsibility), love, agency in law, ontological sovereignty, and
religious dignity.

KEYWORDS: religion, politics, culture, Western civilization.
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Every intelligent activity of man aims at achieving a desired goal.
The more it strives to be academic, the more precisely this goal is de-
termined, given sufficient methodological rigor. It might seem that in
the case of philosophy it cannot be otherwise. It is not only an exceed-
ingly intellectual activity, but also the original source of learning.
However, in its scope of ultimate assignments there is a considerable
misunderstanding. One can find various ideas in it, such as those in
which the goal of philosophy is to get to know divine and human mat-
ters (Cicero), save human souls (Porphyry), explain the meaning of
existence (Husserl), criticize language (Wittgenstein), get to know the
essence and truth of being (Heidegger), unify human speaking and
activity (Davidson), reconstruct the types of linguistic competencies
(Habermas), develop a theory of rationality (Putnam). It is enough to
open Wladyslaw Tatarkiewicz’s Historia Filozofii (History of Philoso-
phy) to be convinced about the many meanings of the idea of philoso-
phy and fall into some trouble." This seems to be confirmed by Peter
A. Redpath, who writes that the majority of today’s philosophers are

“ Fr Dr. Pawel Tarasiewicz — John Paul 11 Catholic University of Lublin (Poland),
Faculty of Philosophy; e-mail: kstaras@kul.pl

“* This article was originally published in Polish under the title: “Podstawowe
zadanie filozofii w kulturze,” Czlowiek w Kulturze 18 (2006): pp. 227-240.

Lct Wiladyslaw Tatarkiewicz, Historia filozofii (vol.1-3, Warszawa, 1990). For
instance: ,,[...] there were thinkers that considered philosophy to be closer to poetry
than to science; there were others, for whom philosophizing was a practical activity, as
it satisfied some needs while providing no cognition. Among those who did not believe
in achieving the scientific aims of philosophy, there were some who philosophized
without scientific aspirations, or some others who reduced philosophical aims to nar-
rower classes, less valuable objects, or less universal principles” (Id., vol. I, p. 13).
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not able to agree among themselves as to anything — including the ter-
minology which they use, and in particular as to the very term philoso-
phy.?

The term philosophy is composed of the Greek words filia (love)
and sofia (wisdom), which etymologically is translated as the love of
wisdom. In ancient Greece the term sofia (wisdom) meant knowledge,
education, skill or even ability. Therefore, the title sofos (wise man)
was applied not only to the learned and philosophers but also to politi-
cians and lawmakers. As an example there is the honored statesman
Solon of Athens, whose service on behalf of the state was accompa-
nied, among other things, by such wise sayings as “nothing above lim-
its,” “avoid such pleasures which bring sorrow,” or “discover unclear
things based on those that are clear.” The founder of the term philoso-
pher is Pythagoras (according to others it is Heraclitus), who in this
concept was to contrast the study of the essence of things with striving
for fame and money. On the other hand, the term philosophy was first
used by Herodotus to indicate intellectual curiosity aimed at enriching
knowledge. After him, this word was used to describe, among other
things, the love of truth, the contemplation of truth, the art of proper
thinking and speaking, observing and getting to know the essence of
things, meditating on reality, inquiring into the causes of existence.’

The many and various directions and positions lead directly to the
question about the identity of philosophy, to questions such as who is
a philosopher, what comprises the specifics of his profession, and so
on. Contemporary culture usually proposes the reply that philosopher
is as much as the thinker.” It might be that someone could be content

2 peter A. Redpath, Odyseja madrosci, trans. into Polish by M. Pieczyrak (Lublin
2003), p. 17.

3 See Adam Aduszkiewicz, Piotr Marciszuk and Robert Pilat, Edukacja filozo-
ficzna dla klasy | gimnazjum (Warszawa 2001), pp. 7-8; Andrzej Maryniarczyk, ,,Filo-
zofia,” in Powszechna Encyklopedia Filozofii, ed. A. Maryniarczyk, vol. Il (Lublin
2002), p. 453; Herbert Schnadelbach, ,,Filozofia,” in Filozofia. Podstawowe pytania,
ed. E. Martens and H. Schnédelbach, trans. into Polish by K. Krzemieniowa (Warsza-
wa 1995), pp. 60-61.

* The philosopher sometimes is regarded as a day-dreamer who considers unde-
cidable and useless problems (cf. http://prace.sciaga.pl/21224.html - 01.10.2005).
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with such a response, however certainly any inquiring man could not.
Since, if the philosopher is a thinker, then what is the difference be-
tween one thinker, in the sense of a philosopher, from another thinker,
in the sense of a mathematician, logician, or even poet? Are not
mathematicians, logicians and poets also thinkers? The world in which
we have come to live seems helplessly to remain in the pose of deep
uneasiness, like the student taking an exam who is caught not knowing
a basic definition. We therefore live in a world that learned how to
distinguish an astronomer from an astrologer with precision, as well as
a doctor from a charlatan, but we are not able to distinguish philosophy
from that which philosophy is not, and without reflection we ascribe
the title of philosopher to all, even evidently unreasonable thinkers.

It is not possible not to notice the chronic lack of agreement
among philosophers on matters of determining the nature of philoso-
phy, which harmfully influences its identity, and at the same time its
ability to determine its cultural functions. Meanwhile, getting to know
the essence of philosophy (its self-consciousness) appears as a prin-
ciple assignment of philosophy in culture, whichever way the latter is
to be understood.

Even though Herbert Schnddelbach clearly objects to the possibil-
ity of explaining the name philosophy independently of the given con-
cept of philosophy, we will try to undertake this assignment and de-
termine its concept, taking an indirect approach first.” For this goal, let
us answer the question regarding what philosophy never was and what
it cannot be in order to remain itself.

In a philosophy textbook, Edukacja filozoficzna (Philosophical
Education), we read that before philosophy came about, myth ruled
human thought. Even several decades ago, it was believed that myth is
the primitive reply to natural phenomena, and that its role was reduced
with the advancement of knowledge. Meanwhile, studies on myth con-
tinue to intrigue many researchers, and without interruption over thou-
sands of years, myths are also inspirations for the most remarkable

® See H. Schnadelbach, p. 61.
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artists throughout the world.® From the above remark, two important
conclusions result. First, philosophy appeared in the context of myth,
which originally ruled over human culture. Second, myth did not be-
come forgotten, but actively exists in this culture. From reading further
in the quoted book, myth fulfills exactly the same function in culture
that philosophy tries to accomplish. The same problems related to the
beginning and nature of the world face both philosophy and myth.
Along with the appearance of philosophy, human questions about
causes, essence, or even the meaning of phenomenon, things, people,
or the world have not changed—only the way of giving a reply has
changed diametrically.” As Peter A. Redpath has noticed, philosophy
arose as an activity whose goal was to de-mythologize or de-mystify
Greek religion. It was to accomplish this by breaking the monopoly on
education, which until then rested in the hands of ancient poets, and to
propose to all people—if they will only use their natural reason, with-
out escaping into inspiration—participation in wisdom, which until
that time was reserved for poets and gods.? If then we are looking for
a response to the question of what philosophy never was, then the re-
sponse must be: philosophy was never myth. The negative criterion for
determining philosophy, therefore, is myth.

Barbara Kotowa realizes that in the popular understanding of
myth, it is quite unequivocally associated with some kind of univer-
sal—functioning in the social sphere, and therefore currently acknowl-
edged—untruth, with something reminiscent of fiction, or even false-

® A. Aduszkiewicz [and others], p. 9.

"See Id., pp. 9-19.

8p. A Redpath, p. 25. Cf. Henryk Kieres, ,,Mit,” in Powszechna Encyklopedia
Filozofii, ed. A. Maryniarczyk, vol. VII (Lublin 2006), p. 287: “Historically the very
first myths, i.e. the myths without author, are featured with anthropological determin-
ism, fatalism, and pessimism. Their view of the world and man is wrong and unverifi-
able (as it expresses opinions); therefore such myths are historical documents of the
first reflections about the world. In the same way ancient Greek humanists and phi-
losophers assessed the myths, and that is why they took the trouble to de-mythologize
the knowledge about the world, and clean up the culture from cognitively and morally
destructive images concerning the causes of the world and the sense of the human
life.”
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hood.® The results of contemporary research carried out on myth seem,
however, to cast doubt on its popular understanding.

According to Marian Golka, myth is a form of awareness defined
by a feeling of truthfulness distinguished—in turn—by the impossibil-
ity of objectively verifying the degree of its truthfulness as well as its
falsity. Thus, this explains why it is placed somewhat outside the cate-
gory of truth and falsity (as well as beyond many other polar catego-
ries—such as mystification and rationalization, past and present, and
the like)." Despite the attempt to distance myth from truth and falsity,
the above determination itself is not immune to philosophical analysis.
If behind the feeling of truthfulness there stood no rational explanation,
then myth would find itself outside the limits of intellectual discourse,
which would sentence it to a completely unproductive state in culture.
However, it is not possible to deny myths their obvious cultural func-
tions and “achievements” in this realm, and hence it entails that this
same feeling of truthfulness, whose source is the myths themselves, is
necessarily linked with rational reason and undergoes the qualification
of truthfulness. The eventual impossibility of objectively verifying the
degree of its truthfulness would only move myth from the position of
knowledge (episteme) to the position of opinion (doxa). This neverthe-
less does not relieve it of possible qualifications, of course not in the
category of truth, but in probability. In the light of the above quote,
myth possesses the status of hypothesis, waiting not for its verification,
as this is not possible here, but for a moment of its own demission and
replacement by a stronger feeling of truthfulness related to another
myth."

The only alternative, it seems, for rational arguments can be the
emotive side of mythological persuasion. At the same time, however,
everything accompanied by human feelings would be counted in the
body of myth. Then, myth would be completely an offshoot of human

® Barbara Kotowa, ,,Postmodernistyczna demityzacja poznania,” in Mity. Historia
i struktura mistyfikacji, ed. Z. Drozdowicz (Poznan 1997), p. 43.

1% Marian Golka, ,,Mit jako zwornik kultury i polityki,” in Mity..., p. 9.

" Then myth appears as so-called useful fiction. See H. Kieres, ,,Mit,” p. 287.
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thoughts, words and deeds, in a word—all of human culture, as the
thinking, speaking and acting of a man is always followed by his feel-
ings. Nevertheless, the statements about the presence of myth in the
entire personal human life do not have to refer solely to emotions. For
example, Leszek Kolakowski explains its presence by the fact that it is
impossible to overcome disproportions between the small amount of
human knowledge and the great extent of the need for it. According to
him, a man is characterized by the tendency to give general judgments
while possessing only particular empirical information, which eventu-
ally seems inevitably to lead to reaching for myth. Though L. Kola-
kowski clearly distinguishes myth from technology, he does not sway
from attributing mythical beginnings to human logic, which indirectly
eliminates the initial statement on the existence of something not re-
lated to myth in human culture.” Myth stops being something external
to a worldview, and stops competing with philosophy about the rea-
sons for one’s outlook on the world. In exchange, it becomes an ele-
ment simultaneously constituting philosophy and a human worldview.

Meanwhile, the Italian Enciclopedia filosofica neither cuts myth
from truth, nor even permits its ever-presence in culture. We can read
there that the term myth in its proper sense is, more or less, designated
as a made-up story, whose goal is to make it easier to understand
a fact, truth, or spiritual demand. It is distinguished from other literary
genres, such as legend (a saying that in the background includes some
historical fact and applies to its nature), or novel (which by definition
is something completely made-up), or fairy tale (which possesses
a pleasant or moral goal).”® The above description of myth clearly jus-
tifies the thesis of its competition with philosophy in virtue of its
competence in the area of accounting for truth.* Myth is not an
abstraction from truth; what is more, it aspires to preach, convince, and
help to understand it. Its main feature inheres in its capacity to disrupt

12 See Leszek Kolakowski, Obecnosc mitu (Wroctaw 1994). Cf. Andrzej Mis,
,»Mit,” in Slownik pojec filozoficznych, ed. W. Krajewski (Warszawa 1996), p. 125.

1B 5ee V. Dellagiacoma and G. Santinello, “Mito,” in Enciclopedia filosofica, vol.
IV (Firenze 1969), p. 682.

It enables one to compare, e.g., a philosophical attempt of explaining the fact
of evil in the world with the myth of Pandora.
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understand it. Its main feature inheres in its capacity to disrupt the
proportion between truth and its justifications. If the truth is an agree-
ment between an idea and a thing (adaequatio intellectus et rei), then
mythological justification of truth draws strength from its metaphorical
perfection.

The relationship of myth to truth is specified by Henryk Kieres.
He states that myth is nothing other than one of the forms (aside from
utopia and ideology) of useful assimilation of fiction to truth. Though
it is an attempt mentally to grasp the whole of human experience,
while philosophy, with its goal in giving unity to this experience, uses
theory, myth refers to art. As a consequence, the thoughts which com-
pose myth are linked not by their veracity (adequacy with the real
world), but their coherency (internal non-contradiction). H. Kieres
admits that it is easy to confuse myth with philosophy, since both these
forms of organizing human experiences account for the human view of
the world, and in particular the view of man captured in the perspective
of the final goal of life as well as the methods of achieving it. Myth,
however, despite the fact that generally it is artistically non-
contradicting, when nevertheless read literally (word for word)—
remains false. For it is composed of metaphors (figures of speech) that
construct a world that often only exist intentionally (fictionally), and
not in reality. Thanks to its non-contradiction (inner sense and com-
prehensibility) and metaphors, myth has the effect not only on the
senses and emotions of its recipients, but also on their minds, where it
produces an illusion of reality (illusion of its own veracity).™

In the light of the above analyses, it is clearly seen that not all of
man’s thoughts are marked with the presence of myth. What is more,
not even every fiction imagined by man deserves such a name. Myth is
only one such human invention (fiction, fantasy) that, despite its dis-
juncture with reality, pretends to be truth about the very same reality.
Only such a fiction is myth that attempts to give an account of the real
world. Myth is not, therefore, the same thing as art, because if it were,
all operations on intentional beings and all imaginings would have to

15 See Henryk Kieres, Trzy socjalizmy (Lublin 2000), pp. 55-79.
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be mythical. It is something more serious, usurpation of fantasy in
order to become a vision, or usurpation of art in order to become
a theory. L. Kolakowski accurately points out the hiatus existing be-
tween narrowness of human knowledge of the world and the greatness
of the need for it. However, man would be sentenced to mythical ar-
guments in cognition only if this precipice became an abyss. And the
very disposing of knowledge about the world, even in a not so large
realm, points to the real cognitive possibility of man, which deprives
myth of the right to exist.

From its beginning, philosophy was the competitor of myth, since
it was tied to getting to know the world existing independently of the
human subject. H. Schnddelbach makes clear that to the works of an-
cient philosophers, which without a doubt did not have any titles, pos-
terity always ascribed the same title: about nature (peri physeos). They
spoke of physis, that is, for the Greeks, about that which in the world
exists apart from man. Following the echo of their natural religion,
they grasped this whole as divine, beautiful, and well organized (cos-
mos—order, attire, world order), toward which one can take an exclu-
sively theoretical attitude (from theoria—Dbeing a seer, vision, look-
ing). Since this physis, or this cosmos, which they expressed with the
word logos (word, speech, justification, come-to-the-conclusion), they
were already very early on called physiologists or cosmologists."® The
cognitive aspirations of philosophy from the moment of its beginning
clearly strove for emancipating men from the influences of mythical
thinking. It seems to be a sufficient argument for seeking the bases of
philosophy on the antipodes of myth (meant as antithesis of philoso-
phy). Since mythical argumentation forces human thinking to search
for the truth in itself, the source of philosophical justification must be
found on the opposite cognitive pole—in the world of real beings, ex-
isting apart from man. This allows one to describe philosophy using
a direct approach, i.e. by pointing to its constituting factor, which is
agreement (adaequatio) of thought with the thing that really exists.

18 H. Schnadelbach, p. 61.



THE PRINCIPAL ASSIGNMENT... 141

However, objections toward philosophy based on agreement of
human thinking with the real world of people and things that surrounds
us are raised by, among others, the supporters of the so-called non-
classical definitions of truth. Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz enumerates four
positions that question truth in its classical understanding: the coher-
ence theory of truth, the consensus theory of truth, the evidence theory
of truth, and the pragmatic theory of truth.'” Each of these is an attempt
to determine the truth as agreement of thought (opinion, judgment)
with a final and irrevocable criterion. Yet, their consequences inevita-
bly turn philosophy from the world of real people and things toward
inexhaustible layers of human fantasy. K. Ajdukiewicz points out that
the non-classical definitions of truth played a big role in the develop-
ment of philosophy as such. For they became one of the starting points
for idealism, which does not consider the world that surrounds us to be
true reality, but degrades it to the role of some mental construction, and
therefore a certain type of fiction, differing from poetical fiction only
in that the latter is not constructed according to certain, criteriological,
rules, with which we are ultimately directed in giving judgment.’® In
the light of the above statement, the question arises as to the relation
between non-classical theories of truth and issues of mythical thinking,
in other words—between philosophical idealism and myth. Let us try
then now to analyze briefly the coherence theory of truth.

In the coherence definition, truth appears as a concord of thoughts
with each other. This means that only such a statement can and ought
to be regarded as true that is in accord with other statements previously
accepted. In other words, a given statement is true if it does not contra-
dict any of the clauses previously acknowledged as such, and if it is in
the state of joining the building of the system that these clauses create.
K. Ajdukiewicz gives the example of a spoon immersed in a glass of
water. The visual information of the observer shows that the spoon is
bent, but touching it, on the other hand, shows that it is straight. In

17 See Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz, Zagadnienia i kierunki filozofii (Kety-Warszawa
2004), pp. 22-25.
4., 29. Cf. H. Kieres, ,,Mit,” pp. 287-289.
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such a situation the observer must decide which witness is true. The
truth of the statement based on touch is accepted, since only it can
agree with the rest of observer’s knowledge. According to the propo-
nents of this position, the witness of senses is illusive (leading to con-
tradiction), and that is why it does not fulfill the conditions of the ulti-
mate criterion of truthfulness. The conditions of such a criterion are
fulfilled, in their view, only by the concord of a given statement with
the rest of the statements previously accepted as true.

The coherence position toward truth, however, places philosophy
in a difficult situation. For it is, as it seems, a perfect philosophical
argument, but on behalf of myth. Coherentists could defend themselves
against such an accusation, admitting that they mean the concord of
a given thought not with just any other, but only with thoughts to
which sense experience also pertains. However, as K. Ajdukiewicz
points out, thoughts based on sense experience can build different sys-
tems of coherent statements. As a result of this, the situation might
arise in which a considered statement could be compatible with state-
ments of one system, but not in accord with statements of another sys-
tem: the same statement could appear at the same time true and false. If
the coherence definition of truth possessed only such a line of defense,
it would be open to obvious doubts. However, there is another more
refined way of justifying this position. Since the truthfulness of a given
statement is ultimately decided by its agreement with statements based
on empirical knowledge, does this mean agreement with the theses
confirmed only by the current experiences, or by both current and fu-
ture experiences? To maintain their position, coherentists stand on
behalf of the second option. It allows them to state that at the present
moment, when future experiences remain still unknown, no statement
can be determined to be true of false. Today, all they have is faith that
this will become possible in the indeterminate future. The acceptance
of such a view means a rejection of the concept of universal truth
(common and eternal) on behalf of local truth (regional and temporal).
However, this practically leads to the rejection of all irrefutable state-
ments: all of human knowledge becomes in fact fallible.
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The coherence theory of truth seems to deplete philosophy of its
argumentative strength in its dispute with myth. What is more, it indi-
rectly becomes a philosophical justification of myth. Since truth is
temporally irresolvable, then nothing stands to hinder myth from pre-
tending to be an element of human knowledge about the world. It is
difficult to deny myth certain ties to experience (as its topics are issues
of the vital problems of man) and inner coherency, which in sum
would contribute to justifying its explanatory ambitions. However,
from the philosophical point of view, the coherence theory of truth is
unacceptable not only due to the negative consequences, most of which
myth seems to take advantage of, but primarily due to its internal con-
tradiction. All of the doctrine regarding the undecidability of state-
ments is based on a statement that itself unconditionally does decide
about something. This statement claims that at the present moment it is
not possible to decide about any statement whether it be true. The co-
herentist position toward truth, therefore, ought to be qualified as in-
ternally contradictory.

Rejecting the classical definition of truth, and stating that affirm-
ing unchanging and ultimate truth is an impossible thing would suggest
that coherentism has something in common with skepticism. Skeptics,
however, maintaining that truth can not be affirmed, justify their cogni-
tive pessimism by negating all the theories of truth (classical as well as
non-classical). They begin their reasoning by reminding us of the ob-
vious demands of methodological rigor. Now, in order to predicate
truth about something, one must possess an appropriate criterion. The
essence of the skeptical argument concerns precisely the quality of this
criterion, or—speaking more precisely—the impossibility of obtaining
it. Skeptics maintain that in predicating truth, we would have to know
from the start that our criterion is truthful, that it always leads to truth.
In order to be convinced about its truthfulness, we would have to use
another criterion, which in turn should be put to the test; but again to
be convinced about the truthfulness of the second criterion, we would
have to use another...and in this way without end. The error of regress-
ing ad infinitum is therefore the corner stone of the skeptic’s thesis that
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truth can never be predicated about anything. Skepticism, however,
with all its persuasive strength, is not in the state—just like the previ-
ously considered coherence definition of truth—of defending itself
against the accusation of internal discrepancy. On the one hand, as
K. Ajdukiewicz points out, in affirming the thesis of the skeptics we
would say that nothing can be accounted for. However, in saying that
the thinking of the skeptics justifies their thesis, we would accept
against the skeptical thesis that something can be correctly justified,
namely at least the very thesis of the skeptics.® The skeptics under-
stand this difficulty perfectly well; that is why they also resolutely say
that they do not definitely consider anything, but only say what they
suppose. The problem is that when a philosopher resigns from uttering
his decisive (resolute) voice, then he creates space for all types of nar-
ration, including myth. The only chance for philosophical victory over
myth is the orientation of human cognition of the real world of people
and things. For the reality of the world that surrounds us is the appro-
priate catalyst separating philosophy from myth, as well as the element
establishing philosophical identity.

The awareness of the presence of myth in culture stimulates
a deeper philosophical reflection on knowing a world existing inde-
pendently of us. The effect of such reflection is certainly the classical
theory of truth, according to which truth is the agreement (adaequatio)
of thought with reality. K. Ajdukiewicz says that the essence of the
classical definition of truth can be expressed in the following way:
thought m is true—this means: thought m states that it is so and so, and
in reality it is so and s0.” Thought is therefore true only then, when its
content is in accord with the state of really existing things. For exam-
ple, the thought that the Earth has a greater mass than its Moon is true,
since the Earth has a greater mass than its Moon; and the thought that
dogs bark and do not meow is also true, since dogs really bark and do

¥ K. Ajdukiewicz, p. 27.

0d., p. 26. K. Ajdukiewicz carries on: ,,With the latter expression of the classi-
cal definition of truth, there are connected some logical difficulties, which demand
particular carefulness in using it.” These logical difficulties find their resolution in
Alfred Tarski’s theory of truth.
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not meow. In turn, the thought is false when its content is not in accord
with the state of things really existing. Therefore, the thought that the
Moon contains a greater mass than the Earth and that dogs meow and
do not bark, are not true, since in reality the Earth possesses a greater
mass than the Moon and dogs bark and not meow.

Turning attention to the relationship of thought with reality uncov-
ers a certain essential detail for these considerations. In light of the
classical definition of truth, human thought appears originally as inten-
tional being, i.e. oriented (set, directed) to reality. Only secondarily
does any given thought become a purely intentional being, i.e. oriented
to other thoughts. The cognitive dialogue of thought with a thing is not
only unfamiliar to the nature of all myth, but is also the reason why
people in general have begun to philosophize.?* For philosophy is what
assists a man to intellectually apprehend things such as they are in this
world or as they are related to this world, and it is what helps to escape
ignorance.? Any philosophy that prevents knowledge of the real world
is nothing else than a falsification of human knowledge. Such falsifica-
tion primarily comes about by philosophical idealism, which seeks
support in the non-classical theories of truth and affects human culture.
K. Ajdukiewicz discerns this, and in his assessment of these theories,
he stresses that all of them discern the essence of truth in accord with
criteria, i.e. methods, that ultimately decide whether a given statement
should be upheld or revoked. Study dedicated to the discovery of these
main criteria of our judgment are often interesting and instructive, but
yet, identifying the essence of truth as the correlation of one’s thoughts
with those criteria is a falsification of the concept of truth.® Philoso-
phy departing from truth can be followed by the man departing from
philosophy. If contemporary philosophy, as P. A. Redpath writes, has
lost its value in the eyes of many Western people, this has happened
mostly because philosophy is no longer perceived in the West as an
assistance to escaping ignorance. All the more, rarely is philosophy

2L Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics, 982b20.
2p_ A Redpath, p. 20.
2 K. Ajdukiewicz, pp. 25-26.
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seen as the means that enables us to learn how things behave around
us, and to discover the existence and nature of real things.24 That is
why the return to things that are really existing is the essential condi-
tion for the return of philosophy to self-awareness and high cultural
status, which it has deserved from its beginning.

In the light of these considerations, philosophical contemplation
on philosophy appears not only possible, but also essential. And since
it comprises part of human culture, the principle assignment of phi-
losophy in culture is to justify the identity of philosophy itself. In com-
parison to myth, it enables us to know things as they are in the real
world, or as they are related to the real world.

TransLATION: JAN R. KOBYLECKI

* * *

THE PRINCIPAL ASSIGNMENT
OF PHILOSOPHY IN CULTURE

SUMMARY

The following article is focused on the question of the primary task of philosophy in
culture. The problem of philosophy itself is the starting point here. The author observes
a chronic discord among philosophers on what philosophy is that undermines the
identity of the afore-mentioned as well as disables it from determining its tasks in the
culture. Thus, he attempts to determine the nature of philosophy indirectly. The author
indicates what philosophy is not and has never been from its beginning, and can not be
if it be itself. According to the author, myth is an effective negative criterion with
which to determine the true character of philosophy. Philosophy’s aspiration to eman-
cipate itself from myth’s influence justifies the effort to search the foundation of phi-
losophy in contradistinction from myth, and enabling a determination of philosophy
directly by indicating its constitutive factors. To philosophize is to know things as they
are in the real world, or as they are related to the real world. A reflection on philosophy
is not only possible, but also necessary. Since philosophy is part of human culture, the
author concludes that the primary task of philosophy in culture consists in justifying
the identity of philosophy as such.

KEYWORDS: philosophy, culture, myth, truth, idealism, realism.
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