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ceeded in suppressing it.  One would rqther sacrifice all. else in order 
to  keep it in spite of everything, for it is a sign of free derelopment 
to  which one clings, Poland and the Pole being unable to live other- 
wise trlian in a frecvloni tliat is signed with the sign of the Hesurrec- 
iion. 

A\. KRF:UTZA 
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FATHER GnRRIGOU-L_4C;KANGE, THOMISM 

SUPPOSE there is no greater and more devoted authority on 
the classic Thomiqt tradition than Father Garrigou-Lagrange. 
For well over foity years he has been writing in defence of that  

traditioll. His first’ wnrks were written at  a time of crisis, when the 
very hases of faith were attacked by the Modernists. H e  was an 
apostle of Thomist realism against the immanentist, evolutionist and 
phenomenalist philosophies before modernism was condemned by 
Pius X. IVriting now in his old age, long after that  struggle of his 
youth, Father Garrigou feels that there are once again danger-signals 
of :I falling away from St Thomas, and he is as convinced as  he ever 
was that such R falling away will bring disaster to  many. ‘Whither 
goes t*he new theology?’ he writes a t  the end of his hook.1 ‘It is 
returning to  modernism. ’ 

rn view of the urgency, as he  sees i t ,  he considers it timely to 
give IN a ~~onatriietive and concise statement of the whole system 
of philosophy niid theology of St Thomas. In  all controversial ques- 
ttioiis he takes, a4 he always has done, the more traditional view, 
almost always under the guidance of tli(1 classical commentator, 
C a jetan. 

A n  FJnglish Catholic, aside from the main stream of Catholic, 
thought, must wonder that there could be any foundation in present- 
day Catholic thinking for Father Garrigou- Lagrange’s fears. It is 
more in France than in England that- much of the older theological 
tradition has been questioned in recent years. There are, for instance, 
more and more positivist theologians who questinn in one matter 
after another the hiqtorical accuracy of Cajetan’.; interpretation of 
8tb Thomas. There are other positiriqt theologians who, through 
their concentration on the historical aspect, develop into eclectic 
1 R. F. R. Garrignu-Laglance, O.P., La SynthPse Thomiate, 1917, Svo, 740 pages; 
English Agents, Blackfriars Publications; price 18s. 

AND THE (NEW THEOLOGY’ 

I 



174 BLACKFBIARS 

theologians who, while claiming to remain true to the basic Thomist 
principles upon which all are agreed, build up a theology of theii, 
own from a number of quite different traditions. I n  addition to these 
there is a group, of whom the mod illustrious is Maulice Blondel, 
who have maintained in full loyalty to the Church a position mucli 
nearer to that aimed at  by so many of the modernists, nho  call 
tbeir philosophy a philosophy of action, or, iiiore recently, an 
integrist philosophy. All these, in one way or other, Father G:irrigoii- 
Lagrange 1 egards as a challenge to Thomism. 

For two ieasons he thinks it uigerit that the challengt, should 1 ) ~  
met. The first is his conviction that Thomism is the onlj  ontology 
which ha:: proved itself compatible \\ ith Chiistian reve1;ition. The 
wco i id  is his desire to inake quite cleiir that it ic, iitipossible to be 
a Thomist by half-measures. Either one must accept the \vhole 
exactly, so it appears from this book, as Fatllier Garrigou-lagrange 
accepts it; or one must, if one is consistent, abandon the basic 
Thomist principles. Further, he implies, sooner or later one will be 
consistent, and from small beginnings one is driven to great errorb. 

The gieater part of the book is a constructive exposition which 
speaks for itself. H e  begins with a statement of the sources of 
Thomism, the nature and method of theology according to St  
Thomas, and how that theology uses its sources. St Thomas dearly 
recognises that there is milch in the philosophy of Aristotle which 
is excellent, and which can even prove or defend n number of basic 
doctrines, siicli as the freedom of the will or the imiiiortality oi 
the soul, which, though not in themselves siipernatiiixl mysteries, 
yet form a part of revelation. Phil'osophy deserves to I N ,  ,tudied foi  
its own sake, and, in order to be a philosophy, must be given coiii- 
plete independence from theology. Once emancipated, it becorries 
theology's handmaid. While clearly tlistiiigiiisliing r e m ~ i i  froin faith, 
St Thomas qhows that they can form part of one world. Reasoii can 
be baptised. Accepting revealed truths as the source of tlirolog? , 
reason can prepare, coinpare, explain, detelop, analyse and deepeii 
our understanding of such things. This possil)ilit> siipposer the 
analogy of being between the natural and siipe~iiutui*al orders. Biit 
since theology takes as its source revealed tiutlis, knov n by the light 
of infused faith, it is only possible as a living and scientific wisdoni 
in those who ha"ve the faith. In  such it is helped by the gifts of 
the Holy Spirit. Nevertheless theology is stric+tlj a scieiict aiid miirt 
use as its instrument sound reasoning based upoii :I soiiiid plulosophj 
of being. 

Father Garrigou s l i o i i s  the iieed foi the Tlioiiiibt of fitting the 
Thomist theodioy into the revealed doctrine of the Trinity. Nothing 
that sound reasoning, by way of negation, eniiuriic~ and caiisalifj 
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tells us about God is in the end irreconcilable with the revealed 
doctrine of Father, Son and Holy Spirit. Similarly we must seek 
for our understanding of God’s created images, angels and men, 
in the light of the Thomist philosophy of being. Father Garrigou- 
1,agrange complete., his exposition of the Thomist system by showing 
how it  applies to  the Christian doctrine of a redemptive Incarnation, 
the Chiistian ides of the Sacraments, and even to Irma1 Theology 
and spirituality. 

H e  concludes the systematic part  of his book by pointing out 
that the patent considency of the system, with its adaptability 
to the whole Christian revelation, shows us the impossibility of 
Christian eclecticism. Feeling that some may be depressed by such 
philosophical and t,heologicaJ discipline and feel that  the field has 
heen unduly narrowed, Father Garrigon-Lagrange consoles such that 
Thomism is essentially assimilative, able to take to itself whatever 
is good even in philosophies seemingly diametrically opposed. Those 
who lo’nk to Father Garrigou-Lagrange for a clear masterly exposition 
of Thomism will not be disappointed in this volume. NaturaIIy, 
since it covers the whole of Thomism, the argument cannot be as 
close and profound as  in the author’s classical monographs on special 
siibjects. B u t  the picture as here given is impressive and ooherent, 
and as authen€ic as it would be possible to have. 

But  the voliune does not end here. There follow about a hundred 
pages of an entirely different nature. The part of the book just 
considered, about 600 pages, was built up on the lines of the author’s 
recent article on Thomisin in the 13ictionruire de The‘oZogie Catho- 
Zique. The last hundred pages contain material of a controversial 
nature, some of which has recently appeared in the Angelicurn. 
Not content with putting file constructive case far Thomism, he 
feels th:it it iq  necessmy to lie more explicit, and to  warn Catholic 
theologians against the dangers of the ‘New Theology’. H e  mentions 
by name M. Blondel, and the Jesuits, FRthers Boiiillard, Eessard, 
de Tlubac and Teilhard de Chardin. M. Blondel is of course coupled 
wiMi names like that of L e  Ray as the disturbing philosophical 
influence leading the new theology astray. Other writers are quoted 
anonymously, among wbom Fr Danielou, S.J.,  seems to be included. 
One cannot help regretting that Father Garrjgou-Lagxange chooses 
to class together a large group of named and unnamed writers as 
the ‘New Theology’, when it is by no means clear that  they form 
any sort of unified school of thought. Most of the names are of 
deeply 1 espected theologians or philosophers, and i t  is disturbing 
to hear them all given a name taken from a warning made last year 
l)v Piu.: XTT without refrrrncc to individuals, and classed together as 
on the way t o  modernism. 
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As far as M. Blondel is concerned, it i s  well kno\vn that he him- 
self does not see the incompatibility between his philosophy and 
that of St Thomas. I know that  some of his philosopliical colleague. 
have been outspoken in their contempt for Scholastics :is rntellec- 
t,ualists. But  11. Rlondel, especially i i i  yecent years, lias consi.- 
teiitly refused to ad'opt this position. 011 the contiwy he ees that 
('Iiyistian philosophy must he metaphyri.cnllg R philoiophj ot heiiig, 
and he is not disposed to diipute the sniiiiilness of Thortiisni :is 

embodying that philosophy. Father Garrigoii-lagraiig~ giytii us a11 

iinfair impression by seeming to class hl  . Blondel wit11 Americaii 
l'ragmatism. (1 ticidentally Yather Garrigou seems to r e g i l d  it as 
I'lnglish. On p. 620 he refers to the work of 341. C'11:irles S. l'iewe 
iii England, and seems to imply the sairie mistaken nationality of 
\Ir. James.) Jlost of Father Garrigou's argument is based on a quotn- 
tion from an article of M. Blondel in 1'906, in which he says the 
definition of truth should be lndequntb ~neir f i s  e t  vitcic,. In the same 
a i  tiole 11. Blondel speaks disparagingly of the scholastic definition. 
In ahout twenty pages Father Garrigoii quotes the same passage 
at  least five times, and always as the m3in point oi the  arginnent. 
It is quite clear t'hat M.  Blondel was not justified i i i  rejecting t4he 
scholastic definition, and further that hi5 alteriiative definition, ouh 
of its context, could be given a dangerous and modernistic meaning. 
To bolster up his argument, Father Garrigou several times quote5 
another passage of 11. Blondel where he states that no inte1lectii:rl 
evidence is strong enough to force our assent. 

Biit i, it fair to quote such passages out of their context and clanin 
the whole of both A[. Blondel's philosophy and the philosophy and 
theology of many others on the strength of them? Metaphysically 
M. Blondel is not a pragmatkt. Would he in the metaphysical sphew 
accept- Father Garrigou-Lagrange's explanation of the offending defi- 
nition? I doubt it. How often have not sentences been torn out 
of their context in the works of Newman in order t>o prove that h ( h  

was anything but what he really claimed to be. The same has heell 
done for St Paul; and e ten  an exact writer like St Thoriia<, as 
Father Garrigou-Lagrange would admit, can be mnde to irienn all 
manner of thingg by being quoted out of his context. 

Father Garrigou might reply that he  admits explicitly that M. 
Blondel is right in what he affirms and wrong in what he denies. 
If this is anything more than merely stating that he means well, 
and saying the same about him as he might say about, any false 
thinker or heretic, siirely it is unfair to spend so much time pointing 
out the possible dangers in a few partially negative statements ot 
X i .  Rlondel, and saying so litkle ahout the positire good. The reader 
must get the impression that to attempt to follow M Blondel will 
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be disloyal to Thomism, and will end up in Modernism. Father 
Garrigou cannot have wanted to give this impression, in view of 
Pope Pius XII’s recent letter of commendation to M. Blondel. 

I do not think one is in any way dislojal to Thomism if one 
allows that there is a vast field of dificult and vital study not 
touched by the classical development of Thomism. It is a field 
which has been much studied in recent times by writers like Newman 
and Blondel. Both are deeply moved by certain facts of life with 
regard to people’s susceptibility to arguments and philosophies. Nev, - 
man used to say that logic alone never won anyone over to the 
truth. 11. Blondel tells us that  the kind of philosophy we accept 
is largely determined by our lives, our aims and our interests. The) 
are not saying that it ought to be so, but that  it is so. Who can 
fail to see-Father Garrigou-Lagrange would be the first t o  admit 
it-that C’atholics are by the whole orientation of their lives pre- 
disposed to be Thomists? But  Russian Communists are similarl? 
predisposed to be Marxists. There is a certain scientific t ipe  oi 
student who is predisposed to be Agnostic. Neither Newman nor 
Blondel would admit that all these philosophies are true. But  Blondel 
would say that that philosophy is true which corresponds to life, 
and in which our being is properly adapted to life. The Marxist 
philosophy cannot be accepted by one who has the true attitude 
towards life. I agree that in the last sentence the word ‘true’ must 
be understood in accordance with the Thomist de-tinition of truth. 
But this does eot mean that Blondel’s definition has no value. M. 
Blondel’s definition refers more to  our psychological concrete relation 
to truth, and St Thomas’s to its abstract metaphysical nature. For 
the Blondelian philosophy it is most important to realise that we, 
as it were, grow into truth by acting and thinking truly with our 
whole beings, not merely by having in our minds what Newman 
might call ‘notional’ abstract arguments and definitions. 

After this, what can one say in a short article on Father Garrigou- 
Lagrange’s condemnation of the positivist theology of so many 
Jesuits? For one thing, they write very differently, on different 
subjects, and it is hardly fair to make them all guilty for whatever 
the others hold. At least one must deplore Father Garrigou- 
Lagrange’s method of treating, say, Father de Lubac. Can any- 
thing justify a mere quotation against Father de Lubac of those 
precise passages from St Thomas which Father de Lubac says must 
he understood differently, without any attempt at  considering Father 
de Lubac’s closely argued position? Most Thomists will feel 
extremely doubtful regarding the novel interpretation of St Thomas 
which Father Garrigou-Lagrange is opposing. But  it is not a view 
to be lightly dismiwed with a few qiiotations from St  Thomas. 
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Father Garrigou is entitled to state his feeling of alarm at the new 
tendencies, but little good can be done by such a summary treatment 
in the last hundred pages of a systematic statement of Thomism. 

As far as Father Garrigou-Lagrange’s own interpretation of St 
Thomas is concerned, many of us will feel that his arguments to 
prove that Cajetan’s theory of personality is essentially involved in 
Thomist principles are unconvincing. H e  gives the reader the 
impression that the view which makes existence the constitutive 
element of personality is incompatible with the twenty-four Thomist 
theses. In  reality, of oourse, these make no mention of Cajetan’s 
theory, and those of us who reject it are as unimpressed by Father 
Garrigou’s arguments as we are by the quotations he makes to prove 
that St Thomas held it. Though St Thomas speaks of a person having 
existence, he also speaks of a person being a nature. The person is 
made up of both, and therefore has both. But  this neither proves 
that the person includes something over and above existence and 
essence, nor that i t  is constituted by one more than the other. 

But the controversial matter must not blind us to the real value 
of the five hundred pages which give the case for Thomism. Some 
people regard it as a weakness in Father Garrigou-Lagrange’s work 
that he includes so little positive theology, so little Scripture and 
Patristic in his theological argument. There would seem to be s,ome 
justification for this in some of his works. But perhaps in the present 
work it would not be so much in place. The object of this work is 
to  show the nature of the theobgical use of reasoning and philo- 
sophy in the Thomistic scheme, and how it hangs together as a 
system, given the basic truths of Christian faith. 

The value of the work is increased by a select bibliography of 
Thomism, arranged according to subject-matter. 

H. FRANCIS DAVIS 




