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Jjer and his, showing them how he himself had found the way home.
We saw that the first field of his apostolate lay with his own family.
ere is a charming letter to his daughter Abra, in which he tells her
tale of a splendid young man whom he has seen, who possesses a

arvellous dress and a precious pearl which he covets for her. The dress
Tk n e v e r W e a r out> become moth-eaten or torn, dirty or outmoded.

^pearl gives its owner everlasting youth, health and life, and there is
ouig harmful in either of these treasures. But they can only be

tained on condition of despising other gems and vanities of dress,
sides the promise of these gifts, he sends her a hymn he has written,

begs her to let him know if she desires them. If she cannot under-
Q any parts of the letter she is to ask her mother to explain them.
ends God who gave thee to us guard thee everlastingly, my beloved

y e have no better witness to Hilary's great qualities than the letters
!|*en after his death by those who knew him. They often speak of him

'<i. T*PPy Hilary'. 'The excellence of his doctrine gives him the title
§nt of t^g R o m a n s " . ' The patrology quotes ten letters from St

Hie in his praise, and Augustine calls him 'a most eminent doctor of
fa" lT cn>- Venantius Fortunatus speaks of him as the highest peak of
, > virtue and honour, whose eloquence shines like a precious stone.
jj nc'usion may .we quote the prayer from an old missal: 'Grant we
_ ech thee, Almighty God, that what happy Hilary thy confessor

ttied of the excellence of the word, we may become worthy to
erstand and truthfully to confess'.

Reviews
pKn ° F B E L I E F > by D o m Illtyd Trethowan; Burns and Oates, 8s. 6d.
8S g, ^ E N C E A N D F R E E D O M , by D o m Mark Pontifex; Burns and Oates,

If both 1, .
tljjj. 'hese contributions to the Faith and Fact series are well worth reading,
j>jo|.

 because both are genuine inquiries; the problems they discuss are real
Mo l ' l e t w 0 a u t n o r s . These are already well known as Catholic

i P e r s of independent temper. Wi th a common Benedictine background,
a r e also, though expressing it very differently, a certain dissatisfaction
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with Thomism, or what they take to be Thomism, and a good deal of
work has been more or less critical of this tradition as they see it. And certainly
a critical attitude of this sort can be a salutary antidote to dogmatic slumber5'
Yet it does not always prove an advantage to the critics themselves. DoD1

Illtyd in particular is inclined to sound irritable in polemic, and he sometime*
seems to decide rather quickly that an opinion he rejects is objectively indefen5*
ible; an example comes to hand in his attack, in the book under review, on tn.
Thomist arguments for the existence of God by inference from the mode o l

existence of creatures. I shall return to this question presently. To be sure, I"*
OF THE SPIRIT is not the place for strictly philosophical discussions, but since tn*
Basis of Belief is offered as an 'essay in the philosophy of religion', it can hara^
be reviewed without at least coming in sight of such discussions. I agree, °
course, with Dom Illtyd that 'the Church does not teach a philosophic
system', and I freely admit that he is perfectly within his rights in preferring r*
he does) an Augustinian approach to religious problems to the Thomist oBe'
if he finds the former more illuminating. But I would query, at least, his state*
ment of the particular issue mentioned above.

But first, a few remarks on Providence and Freedom. This distinguished W*;.
book is a very honest and, for its size, thorough piece of popular theology- &
excellently 'dry' in tone; not a trace of sentimentality or mystification; and 0
difficulties have been dodged. It is all at a high intellectual level and yet in ™ ;
plainest of plain English. It is perhaps the best book Dom Mark has wrm*01'
which is high praise. The main problems dealt with are three: the possiblW/j
given the existence of God, of free choice; the nature of sin; the nature a0.
justification of punishment, especially of eternal punishment. Chapters I to
sketch a theory of free choice and of what reason can discern about Goo. >•.
appeal, as always in this book, is primarily to reason, not to revelation; ^
author seems to refer as little as possible to the Christian fact or Chis°
teaching, even where—as when he raises the question whether one can sP
God as sharing human suffering—a mention of Christ might have |
expected. He does, however, call in the authority of the Church, at an evV.
stage, to confirm the existence of human free choice, since he finds that »
the point of view of reason alone there are . . . undoubtedly strong argumeo.
on both sides'. Throughout he stresses the limitations on our free will, b o t .
stress falls on limitations imposed by our existence as creatures and not on ^
tug of original sin. It is perhaps revealing that St Paul is never, I think, m
tioned by Dom Mark. . , >

The core of the work is an analysis of sin in relation to God's causality? & i
is here (cc. IV-VI) that Dom Mark joins issue with a 'strict Thomist v#
represented by Fr Garrigou-Lagrange. But it is not very dear how far he m
his critique of Thomism to go. To the three problems mentioned above
choice in general, sin and hell—the solutions proposed seem in each case ^ ^
presented as new, or at least as non-Thomist; yet I cannot see any clear c o Dflj ,
of view except with regard to the third problem. This conflict emerges *
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m Mark attempts to resolve the fundamental dilemma to which his reasoning
so far led him. He has explained that, since all that is positive in the universe
°ni God, and since sin is precisely the wilful contradiction of God, it follows

c., SUl must be essentially negative, a. failure to act for a possible good. And a
tr A aS SUC^' 'be 'nS merely negative, requires no cause', and so need not be
h,i i ack to the first cause. Yet it must come from something, and so we are

that 'the creature initiates it'—God's creature. Hence the dilemma; for it
. °- seem then either that God does, after all, cause sin inasmuch as he moves

feature to some positive act which, as less good than it might have been,
Q ~*s a failure', or that the creature by initiating the failure somehow forces

hand, compelling him to cause less perfection in the creature than he
p otherwise have done.

fail with this dilemma, Dom Mark resolutely rejects its first horn. Moral
•• e ls n ° t due to God's 'giving less perfection than was possible'; rather he
«„ • perfection on account of the creature's failure' (my italics). Logically,
t0 preceded by God's permission of it; God can have no reason, so to say,
Us n u t a sin> except the sin itself; it is only the creature's failure which—to

phrase wihch Dom Mark admits could be misleading—'negatively deter-
4is 1, Hence the conflict with Garrigou-Lagrange's opinion on hell. For
»«( °gian, God's permission of reprobation logically precedes the sin (it is
"II p e">iSa dewerita); but for Dom Mark it logically follows the sin. For him
Wi °ii S ac t*on Vflt^i regard to sin—to the sin itself and to its punishment—
Q0 ,, Y follows the creature's negative initiative. Thus the final issue is over
det PUrP°se in permitting sin; for the 'strict Thomist' this is ultimately a
t0 ^hation to manifest justice in the punishment of the sinner, and it is hard
pjj • e " e one can say if one is determined to maintain the absolute logical
^Wv God's decisions, even with respect to evil in the universe. But Dom
'Q0J reJects this view because it seems to him self-contradictory to say that
tjOt,, ^ ^ s sin for some further purpose'. On the other hand, his own explana-
pw a v e s sin—at least in its ultimate consequence, hell—without any further
Ca^ ^a t aU- It is simply allowed by God; that is all one can say. The matter
an a

 e argued out here, but it seemed due to Dom Mark to give even so brief
tislj r f °f his thought on the most difficult question he discusses, even at the
Oujj nghtening off those readers who would rather not speculate so ardu-
atiy0' ° t " e s e I would say that Providence and Freedom has much to offer to

So y, wishes to think intelligently about religion.
style , "e Basis of Belief, although this is altogether a lighter work both in
o{W • l t l substance. Its theme is not (as the title might suggest) the credibility
Mipt.1. l a i u ty, but such natural knowledge of God as is 'available for all men',
i "-tier ou •
^sio lstians or not. Dom Illtyd wants to show that an obscure 'appre-

says • God' is part of normal human experience. This apprehension, he
^ytyi elated to Christian faith as a 'summons' to it which can reach any man
'his (Jat. ' * this sense it is the 'basis of belief'. Moreover it is by reflecting on

01 °f experience that men can reach that rational certainty of the exist-
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ence of God upon which the Vatican Council insisted. Thus we are concerned
here with what might be called the religious dimension of human intelligent
as such.

From the Catholic point of view it is obviously of capital importance to shotf
that intelligence has such a dimension. It is a pre-condition of faith; for withot"
it how could the mind recognize God's message as God's? On the other hand, *
must be accurately defined. Hence the double polemic that fills two-thirds °
this book. For Dom Illtyd is fighting on two fronts: against the fashionab"
positivism that denies all knowledge of God; and against Thomism which tO*» _•
to ground it on a syllogistic proof. Since such proofs do not prove anything W.
the purpose, he says, the only effect of trying to construct them is to bring
religion into discredit with the intelligent. And they fail to prove anything **
the purpose because they always start from premisses of which one at leas' "
only evident to those who already accept the conclusion; they never start froU*
'neutral ground . . . . which the agnostic may be expected to acknowledge .1°
any case they are quite unnecessary; for we all have, whether we recognize to6

fact or not, a direct non-inferential apprehension of God—direct yet n01

immediate, Dom Illtyd is careful to say, in view of the charge of l
which that 'direct' is likely to provoke. And where, above all, we thus
yet mediately apprehend God is in our own souls: 'it is . . in his action ony*
soul that we know him'—for example, in the idea of truth. At this point 1^
natural that Dom Illtyd should recall St Augustine's notion of contuitio; in ^
positive doctrine he is firmly Augustinian.

And most valuable this positive doctrine is; and not only witty but vet/
cogent, so far as it goes, seems to me the author's defence of it against its CK%
contrary, the positivism which tends to reduce all thinking to a 'looking
that never 'sees' anything. But I am much less happy about his anti-Thoinis81'
and I don't think this is merely my prejudice. The objections he puts have b ^
put before, of course, and will be put again. Here I can only offer two W1-
comments. The first concerns the sufficiency of Dom Illtyd's 'direct appr^f. ;

sion' of God for grounding a judgment of existence. It is clear that for him *"?
apprehension is mediated through such 'transcendental' notions as truth **,
goodness, or through our awareness that our power to know transcends ^
particular objects (an awareness that certainly springs from the root-notion^
being). And it is also clearly his opinion that through or in these notions ••'•,••
know that God is. In other words, if we can give the idea of God a posf jr.
content, then at once we know his existence. At bottom, then, the * „
question is, have we really got an idea of the infinite being? If we have, then •;
know God and no further inference is required. The idea proves the rea^t^*ie

this St Anselm's argument over again? Not exactly; for at this point
told that the idea of God implies his existence, not (as in Anselm's arg
simply because that idea includes existence, but because the human mind
not have been the cause of it: 'the idea of the infinite . . . . could not have >\
generated by the finite'. But surely this is to have recourse to just such sy
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c inference as the author has been telling us to discard. For why cannot the
. °t God come from anything less than God? Only because an effect cannot

greater than its cause. So after all Dom Illtyd too is arguing from effect to

tec 'USU1^ '^e Sa*^ Pr m ciple a s o n e OI"his premisses. And does not this implicit
<j. Vtst t 0 inference suggest that he himself is not wholly satisfied with his

f® aPPrehension' of God as a means to certainty that God actually exists t
y second point concerns the way he states the Thomist proofs themselves.

a rather flippant page near the end of the book (p. 129) they are caricatured.
L ,er vPP- 44-5i) they are taken more seriously, but still in a somewhat off-
co 1Wa^' * tk*nk- The nerve of Dom Illtyd's objections is that every syllogism
of tliU & t 0 God's existence must already have affirmed his existence in one
to Pr e n u s s es. This is a real difficulty, no doubt. But I would ask Dom Illtyd
in tL-°n e r t n e argument from movement. Are not three syllogisms involved
acti ' m o v e ment is potency-to-act; every potency-to-act requires a prior
Mo f01' e r § o : (b) every potency-to-act requires a first active act (a First
^ ;; this movement x is potency-to-act; ergo: (c) this movement x is the
gism • * ̂ r S t ^ o v e r ! a Pirst Mover is 'God'; ergo. Now of these three syllo-
tru if K l^ e ^lrst t w 0 ' clearly> which do the real work; and they work, it is
Ho' ^ force °f a metaphysical principle discovered in the analysis of

?1" " l t ° P o t e n c y ^ ac t- B u t tn^s principle does not of itself, I suggest,
. e existential conclusion 'God is'; to get this conclusion we have to com-

Wlth the existential proposition 'a given movement is'.

KENELM FOSTER O.P.

rW S A C R E M E N T DE LA RENCONTRE DE DIEU, by E. H. Schille-

" °-P-; Editions du Cerf, NF 10.50.

StTh^^ e ' ° t n u i k t n a t nothing has happened in theology since the death of
ttjjjj- **Si Par too little has happened, it is true, and far too often a theological
Hijjjj * tas meant nothing more than an exchange of theological cliches and the
-- b o n of unreal problems. In the last thirty years or so, however, in

to a period of intense social and moral unrest, when all values have
! f

e r revision, theology too, which is the self-consciousness of faith, has
a tresh lease of life. We have had no theologian of the stature of Karl

, ' . k° put through, single-handed , a revolution which affected Catholic
of gjc °\Xis alrnost as deeply as Protestants. But we have had a whole generation
inw . ^e°logians, mostly Jesuits, whose curiosity, learning, compassion and

nave done much to enliven our understanding of the faith, and to
__ _ t o confront the stress and the adventure of our environment. Few of

rs and teachers have more to offer than Fr Schillebeeckx, a Flemish
^ has d ^ W ^° " Prol~essor of theology in the Catholic university of Nijmegen.
°f the n e m o s t massive and decisive work in recent years on the doctrine

arnents. Most of his work is accessible so far only in Dutch, but it is
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