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In 1849, Orestes Brownson (1803–76), a famous New England intellectual recently converted from Presbytarianism to
Catholicism, visited the College of the Holy Cross in Worcester (Massachusetts), one of the oldest Catholic institutions of
higher learning in the United States of America. He expressed dismay at the fact that its freshly imported Jesuit Italian
professor of philosophy “virtually adopted Cartesianism.”  He was obviously expecting something much more
romantically medieval.

Why Descartes in a nineteenth-century American Jesuit college, and not any of the heroes of Jesuit Scholasticism, such as
for instance Francisco Suárez (1548–1617)? Brownson’s experience was telling of the state of Jesuit education in the ��rst
half of the nineteenth century. After the restoration of the Society in 1814, looking back at the founding thinkers of the
“��rst” Society of Jesus (1540–1773) was simply not a ��rst-hand option. The generational link with the former had almost
been completely broken, and the teaching of philosophy meant taking position in a very scattered ��eld, dominated by the
ideological debates of post-Napoleonic Europe. It would take several decades for the Society of Jesus to recover its own
past tradition and to progressively establish a new set of authorities for philosophical education. In this contribution, I
will attempt to sketch the emergence of a historiographical tradition on pre-1773 Jesuit philosophy, within as well as
outside the Society of Jesus, and explain its di�ferent ideological motivations and hermeneutical options. I will show that nineteenth- and twentieth-
century Jesuit and non-Jesuit historians of philosophy had very di�ferent, sometimes even competing, interests in recovering this tradition. I will attempt
to explain how a canon of classical Jesuit philosophers was constituted, how this historiography became progressively deconfessionalized, and why Jesuit
philosophy—and not Descartes, as taught by Brownson’s anonymous professor—is today perceived by many historians as the true archetype of
modernity: “Suárez was already a distinctively modern thinker, perhaps more authentically than Descartes,” claims for instance Alasdair McIntyre.

A Di���cult Nineteenth-Century Recovery

When arriving at the newly restored Roman College (1824), the young Carlo Maria Curci, S.J. (1809–91), future founder of the journal La Civiltà cattolica,
described philosophical education as in a “Babylonian state,” in which the only common denominator seemed to have been the onslaught on
Aristotelianism.  What remained of the in��uence of eighteenth century Jesuit textbooks had indeed little to do with the sixteenth century curriculum, but
was a rather eclectic mixture of experimental sensualism and Wol���an rationalism, as illustrated for instance in the works of the Silesian Kaspar Sagner
(1720–81)  and the Austrian Sigismund von Storchenau (1731–98), two formerly Jesuit authors that were still widely used in early nineteenth-century Spain
and in the Bourbon territories of Italy. The major intellectual preoccupation for Jesuit authorities was not the historical recovery of the past tradition, but
the establishment of new textbooks susceptible to provide a minimum of doctrinal uniformity to the re-established order. Equally appalled at the bad
condition of philosophical teaching, the Dutch superior general Jan Roothaan, S.J. (1783–1853), often portrayed as the “second founder” of the Society,
promoted a new Ratio studiorum (1830–31), which reasserted the bene��ts of traditional Jesuit education and set a conservative agenda, rejecting new
trends and liberal ideas. Having himself taught Scholastic philosophy in his early days, Roothaan was convinced of the necessity of returning “to the old
doctrines.”

Roothaan found support in the ��gure of a Piemontese nobleman, Luigi Taparelli d’Azeglio, S.J. (1793–1862), who had become the ��rst rector of the Roman
College.  In spite of enjoying the authority of a rector, Taparelli had to keep his own personal study group almost secret, since it was dedicated to Thomas
Aquinas, much to the distaste of his eclectic and modernist colleagues. After ��ve years at the head of the Roman College, he was pushed out to become
Provincial of Naples—a move often seen as a victory for the opponents of Scholasticism within the Society. It took indeed at least two more decades for
the “Thomistic” turn promoted by Taparelli to really gain ground within the new Society. From his new base in Naples, the Piemontese labored hard to
impose his views, with the help of two brothers, Sera��no Sordi, S.J. (1793–1865) and Domenico Sordi, S.J. (1790–1880), both born in the Province of
Piacenza, where they had been students of the prominent Vincenzo Buzzetti (1777–1824), one of the key ��gures of the Thomistic revival within
Enlightenment Catholicism.  With the founding of the journal La Civiltà cattolica (1850),  these Naples-based Jesuits designed a powerful new tool in
which they associated their desire to restore Thomism as the standard Catholic philosophy with their political anti-liberalism and support of the temporal
claims of the papacy. It is important here to remember that Pope Pius IX had two years earlier sought refuge in Naples after the 1848 revolution, and found
a powerful support among the Jesuits against the Republican ideals of Giuseppe Mazzini and Giuseppe Garibaldi.  It was from this environment that ��rst
new in��uential textbooks of philosophy emerged, by Matteo Liberatore, S.J. (1810–92), another student of Taparelli in Naples, and Józef Alojzy Dmowski,
S.J. (1799–1879), a Pole who had done his theological studies under Taparelli’s rectorate in Rome. This Thomistic turn eventually triumphed at the highest
level in the Vatican, when a former student of Taparelli’s secret group, the young Gioacchino Pecci (1810–1903),  issued the famous 1879 encyclical Aeterni
Patris as pope Leo XIII: certainly not the birth-act of neo-Thomism, as commonly assumed, but rather a belated consecration of a powerful tradition that
had gained the favor of many nineteenth-century Jesuits.

This close association of the restored Jesuits with the triumph of neo-Thomism had important consequences on their own philosophical historiography,
i.e. on the way they would look at the past intellectual achievements of the Society.  In 1886, an anonymous contributor to the prestigious British
philosophy journal Mind summarized it in a very grim fashion: being now “coerced into a way of thinking more conformable with the philosophy of St.
Thomas,” it was to be expected that soon, nobody in the Society would uphold a natural philosophy in line with contemporary science, so that the
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“Atomistic school will have died out,” since “Jesuits, whether professors or others, rarely pass the age of sixty.”  This anonymous commentator was referring
to the earlier decision (1878) of the Belgian superior general Pieter-Jan Beckx (1795–1887) to enforce the teaching of the neo-Thomist doctrine of the real
distinction of matter and form in all colleges of the Society—and this at a time when modern science had de��nitely given a farewell to Aristotelian
hylemorphism. By suddenly committing themselves to a scienti��cally antiquated medieval authority—Thomas Aquinas—the Jesuits seemed to renew the
recommendation of the harshly disputed 1599 Ratio studiorum, but at the same time rejected two centuries of Jesuit progress of studies. This left the Jesuit
generations of the late nineteenth century with two contradicting options: either admitting that the Jesuits, as a Renaissance or early modern order
founded in 1540, had to pursue this tradition of adapting Christian theology to changing historical contexts; or on the contrary, saving, among the 233 years
of past Jesuit philosophy (1540–1773), only what was the best testimony of the “traditionalism” of the early Jesuits, namely their commitment to the
philosophy of Aristotle and Thomas Aquinas, enshrined as authorities in their historical Ratio studiorum.

Although the ��rst option was followed by a number of Jesuit theologians of the so-called “Roman School,”  such as Carlo Passaglia, S.J. (1812–87) and
Johann Baptist Franzelin, S.J. (1816–86), defenders of a more historical-philological approach to Christian theology and therefore interested in the
achievement of some early modern Jesuit historians of dogma, such as in particular Denis Petau (1583–1652),  it was clearly the second, “Neapolitan”
option, that won the ideological battle for the shaping of the philosophical curriculum,  as it is for instance symbolized by Liberatore’s role in the
condemnation (1849) of the “ontologism” of Antonio Rosmini (1797–1855), who had made an original attempt to construct a Christian philosophy adapted
to modernity, but who was now suddenly accused of giving too much weight to “subjectivism.”  A German Jesuit usually associated with the “Roman
School,” Joseph Kleutgen, S.J. (1811–83),  illustrates this “overlapping”  between the desire to resource theology and the criticism of early-modern
philosophy. He rose to prominence with his bestseller Philosophie der Vorzeit (1860–63),  a book initially directed against modernist tendencies within
German Catholic theology, which was rapidly (1866–68) translated into Italian by the Neapolitan circle of Taparelli. This book celebrated the achievements
of medieval Scholastic method, and identi��ed some early modern Jesuits such as Suárez, Vázquez, and Lugo as its paramount synthesis. This narrative
went hand in hand with a strong repudiation of late medieval nominalism as well as of Cartesian scepticism and subjectivism, seen as the hallmark of a
“modern philosophy” having lost track of any foundation in the ultimate structure of reality. It became the neo-Scholastic historiographical masterplan for
decades to come, and it forced the Jesuits into a decisively medieval turn.

This had a strong consequence on their own historiography, since among Jesuit authorities, only those closely linked to the ancient and medieval tradition
had to be rescued. This explains the vast intellectual program of historical recovery of Jesuit sources that started in the 1860s, which corresponded indeed
to a form of “Jesuit ressourcement […] regarding its early traditions in text,” as Thomas Worcester, S.J. described it.  The philosophical focus was almost
exclusively put on the early 1580–1620 “founding” generation, as opposed to all the later seventeenth and eighteenth-century modernizing Jesuits, often
brilliant innovators in experimental science, who had contributed to the development of Enlightenment philosophy and who had e�fectively been the
initial intellectual references of the restored Society.  But Sagner, Storchenau and their ‘novantique’ contemporaries were now dismissed as “Wol���ans” or
“modernists.” This program of historical recovery of the early Jesuits took two steps: the ��rst one was a series of nineteenth-century reprints of Jesuit
classics, all taken from the ��rst founding generation or from authors compatible with the neo-Thomist agenda. The most famous project was the 26-
volume Vivès reprint (Paris, 1856–61)  of Suárez’s Opera omnia, of mainly theological nature, its author being thereby erected as the “founding father” of
Jesuit Scholasticism. Other theological reprints correspond to the key references of Kleutgen, such as the complete theology of Juan de Lugo (Paris, 1891–
94) and Luis de Molina’s polemical Concordia (Paris, 1876). One of the earliest Jesuit commentaries on Aquinas’ Summa, by the Jesuit Francisco de Toledo
(1534–1609) was edited based on manuscripts by Giuseppe Paria, S.J. (1814–81), a Roman archivist linked to the Civiltà cattolica group (Rome, 1869). Among
purely philosophy courses, Liberatore himself arranged for a new edition of the Quaestiones philosophicae of the Roman Jesuit Silvestro Mauro, S.J. (1619–
87; repr. Paris, 1876). Although a later ��gure, Mauro was closely linked to the Augustinian-Thomistic turn that had imposed itself in the Roman College in
the middle of the seventeenth century, and he was remembered especially as a brilliant commentator of Aristotle. His paraphrasis was also unearthed by
the future Jesuit cardinal Franz Ehrle (1845–1934), as an antidote to the growing body of Protestant neo-Aristotelianism of the nineteenth century (Paris,
1885–86). But the most striking testimony of the neo-Thomist agenda was probably the choice of reprinting the Summa philosophica of the Jesuit Cosma
Alamanni (1559–1634; repr. Paris, 1885–92), a rather secondary and largely unin��uential Jesuit professor of the college of Milan. Its major virtue must have
been its lack of originality: Alamanni professed classical Suarezian views, and he had organized his work in a fashion appealing for neo-Thomism, with a
Prima, Prima-Secundae, Secunda-Secundae and Tertia pars, reminiscent of the names of the di�ferent parts of Aquinas’s Summa of Theology.

The second step consisted in the promotion of historical scholarship applied to the early Society of Jesus. The major output was the drafting of vast
histories of the ��rst Society for each national context, which usually always included a section dedicated to education, the development of Jesuit
philosophy and sometimes even references to archival sources. But in the same time, historical method was applied to Jesuit scholastic philosophy itself
and to its authors. The French Jesuits were here incontestable leaders in this enterprise. The famous nine-volume Bibliotheca by the Alsatian Carlos
Sommervogel, S.J. (1834–1902), based on earlier work by the Flemish Augustin de Backer, S.J. (1809–73), remains to date the most complete repertory of
philosophical sources produced by the Jesuits—although “woefully incomplete”  when it comes to manuscripts, university dissertations or certain less
documented national contexts. Sommervogel himself and other French Jesuits also contributed to a great number of entries in the Dictionnaire de
théologie catholique (1899–1950), a monument of apologetics, in which we ��nd some jewels of historical erudition, such as the eighty-column long (but
today almost never quoted) entry on “God” by Marcel Chossat, S.J. (1863–1926).  Raoul de Scorraille, S.J. (1842–1921) composed an authoritative biography
of Suárez, which remains an unsurpassed archive work, in spite of its hagiographic tone.  Under the Franco regime, the Basque Jesuit Eleuterio Elorduy
(1896–1990), one of the ��nest experts on Suárez’s thought in the twentieth century, labored all his life to obtain the beati��cation of the Doctor Eximius.

Enshrining Suárez as a “second Aquinas” at the age of triumphant neo-Thomism remained a risky enterprise: to ruin it, it su���ced to rebuke Kleutgen’s
claim that the Jesuits were the most accomplished expositors of Aquinas, and show that their philosophy had already been contaminated by the “spirit of
modernity.” And as a matter of fact, Jesuit neo-Thomism or “Suarezianism” quickly proved a di���cult position to hold, as they came under regular attack
from various sides, especially from their historical Dominican opponents who revived seventeenth-century polemics about the correct interpretation of
key philosophical issues, such as the proper object of metaphysics, the hylemorphic structure of the human composite or the nature of intellectual
abstraction. Norberto del Prado, O.P. (1852–1918), who held the prestigious chair of dogmatic theology at the University of Fribourg (Switzerland),
concluded harshly: “Suarez […] non ambulat per vias D. Thomae.”  This lead to a considerable in��ation of literature dedicated to the founding ��gures of
the Society, either to rea���rm the epistemological validity of Jesuit contributions—as opposed to the traditional Thomistic realism—or, on the contrary, to
argue for the Thomistic orthodoxy of Jesuit philosophy. When the Vatican issued the 24 Thomistic Theses (1904) in a desperate attempt to ��x the
philosophical canon of proper Christian philosophy,  Jesuits had to vindicate their own tradition, admitting that a number of de��nitions—for instance
on the entitative character of prime matter or the “intentional” distinction between essence and existence—did not correspond exactly to what the
Vatican had declared proper Thomistic doctrine. Historical studies on key metaphysical concepts such as essence and existence, causality, creation etc.
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among Jesuit authors appeared in scores, but even one of the most dedicated defenders of the value of Jesuit metaphysics, the Frenchman Pedro Descoqs,
S.J. (1877–1946), seemed forced to confess that the “unity of material being is conceived by the Angelic Doctor in a more metaphysical and much more
satisfactory manner than by Suárez.”  No wonder that in later generations, number of prominent professors of philosophy in key Jesuit institutions would
just convert themselves to “real” historical Thomism: an early case was Pierre Rousselot, S.J. (1878–1915), whose promising career was interrupted by his
untimely death on the WWI front, who wrote a seminal work on the Intellectualism of Thomas Aquinas (1908). Other exemplary cases of an attempt to
return to orthodox Thomism include another Frenchman, Joseph de Finance, S.J. (1904–2000), in Rome, or George P. Klubertanz, S.J. (1912–72) in the
United States, whose studies are still considered today as some of the key contributions to Aquinas scholarship. Another option consisted in abandoning
the “Scholastic ghetto”  as both a philosophical dead end and as fundamentally improper for the urgent task of the renovation of theology. This lead to
denouncing the rationalist deviation of their forefathers, as it will be epitomized in the work of Henri de Lubac, S.J. (1896–1991), another prominent
student of Rousselot, and in the turn towards Patristics promoted among the Lyons Jesuits of Fourvière College, the key centre of “Ressourcement”
theology.  Although one of the last attempts to defend the “Thomistic” character of Vatican II was the work of a Jesuit—and ��rst American cardinal ever
—Avery Dulles, S.J. (1918–2008), who wrote a very rationalist treatise on Christian faith still indebted to Kleutgen’s classics from Suárez to Lugo, one has to
admit that most prominent Jesuit theologians of the twentieth century, such as the Canadian Bernard Lonergan, S.J. (1904–84), the Germans Erich
Przywara, S.J. (1889–1972) and Karl Rahner, S.J. (1904–84), the Swiss Hans Urs von Balthasar, S.J. (1905–88, he left the Society in 1950), or the Frenchman
Jean Daniélou, S.J. (1905–74) showed little interest in the philosophy of their Renaissance forefathers, reverting only to the spiritual message of Saint
Ignatius and to the recovery of scriptural and Patristic sources of Christianity. Przywara for instance made it clear that Suárez had “betrayed” Thomism by
committing himself to some form of Scotist univocity in his conception of being—an interpretation popularized by his Swiss student von Balthasar.  The
philosophical heroes of Jesuit philosophy ceased even to be Christian: the bestseller of post-WWII Jesuit philosophy was The Thought of Karl Marx (1956)
by Jean-Yves Calvez, S.J. (1927–2010), not to mention all the studies dedicated to Sigmund Freud, even to explain Ignatius’s own vocation.

First Attempts at Historicizing Jesuit Philosophy

Outside of the Jesuit order, the major obstacle to the development of a historiography in the nineteenth-century were the aftershocks of the powerful
eighteenth-century anti-Jesuitism that accompanied the 1773 dissolution of the Society. This anti-Jesuitism had taken many forms. In its ��rst and most
famous form, Jesuits were considered potential enemies of what was then believed to be a major achievement of modernity: the national, absolutist and
bureaucratic state. In constituted states, such as France or Portugal, the Jesuits were seen as dangerous heretics, capable to disrupt the public order, with
their doctrines of political “resistance,” as for instance in Michelet’s bestseller Des jésuites (1843); in non-uni��ed countries, such as Italy, the Jesuits were
seen the major obstacle to political uni��cation, as in Gioberti’s pamphlet Il gesuita moderno (1846). But a second more philosophical type of anti-Jesuitism
is more directly relevant for our interest here: Jesuits were identi��ed with Scholasticism, and its abstruse distinctions and terminology, and for that reason
were totally downgraded or even omitted in most histories of philosophy, a genre in growth.  Johan Gottlieb Buhle (1763–1821), in the volume dedicated to
early modern philosophy of his eight-volume Lehrbuch der Geschichte der Philosophie (1796–1804), translated into French and Italian, has little to say about
them, besides dismissing their “pedantism, lack of taste, sophistry and useless subtleties,”  and the fact that they persecuted all reformers of philosophy,
in particular their own former student Descartes.  A few decades later, in Bavaria, where the Jesuits had played an immense role in building up a higher
education system, the anticlerical Munich professor Carl von Prantl (1820–88) despised them publicly as Jesuiten-Nullen,  and considered their
domination of pre-secularization universities in Europe as a “historical misfortune” for philosophy.

But in spite of this rampant anti-Jesuitism, an academic historiography on Jesuit philosophy started developing in European secular universities for an
unexpected motive, which entailed also its ��rst deconfessionalization: nationalism and regionalism, which were powerful forces in post Napoleonic-
Europe. Pride of the achievements of the nation has led non-clerical nineteenth-century historians to acknowledge the place of Jesuits in the history of
philosophy, even if sometimes reluctantly admitting that they had constituted the bulk of intellectual life in places that did not produce any of the great
minds of what had become (largely until now) the new o���cial equation of European philosophy (British empiricism + French rationalism = German
criticism). In Italy, a secular and spiritualist philosopher teaching in Padua, Baldassare Poli (1795–1883), was appalled at the absence of Italian authors
(besides Boethius and Aquinas) in the in��uential eleven-volume history of philosophy by the (Protestant) Marburg professor Wilhelm Gottlieb
Tennemann (1761–1819), another of the key representatives of the historicization of philosophy in Germany. While taking care of an Italian translation of
the work (it had already exerted major in��uence in France thanks to a translation by Victor Cousin, who reproduced its three-stage vision of philosophy
from ancient, medieval to modern), Poli composed two volumes of Supplementi, which contain numerous and still historiographically precious references
to the achievement of Italian Jesuit philosophers, mainly of the post-Cartesian period, next to more commonly known ��gures of Italian Enlightenment
such as Giambattista Vico (1668–1744)—himself a former student of the powerful college of the Jesuits of Naples . But Poli managed to never mention
that any of the authors he highlighted—such as for instance the Sicilian Jesuit Giuseppe Polizzi (1603–91), whom he claimed to have developed a theory of
induction comparable to Bacon’s—were actually Jesuits. In Spain, a similar attitude prevailed in the historical work of the Andalucian regionalist Mario
Méndez Bejarano (1857–1931), who could not miss to mention number of Jesuit Scholastic professors of the past centuries in the Southernmost province of
Spain (1929).

The interest into Jesuit philosophy bene��tted also from the rising historiography on medieval philosophy that took place in the nineteenth century.
Besides nationalist or romantic motivations, this historiography often took an apologetic turn, as a response to the secularization of universities. In Bavaria
for instance, Prantl’s criticism was immediately met with apologetical responses emphasizing the value of Jesuit learning, in a spirit typical of the German
nineteenth-century Kulturkampf. A college teacher from Eichstätt, Franz Sales Römstock  drafted a precious prosopographic register of Jesuit
philosophers, and it took the e�forts of a French Jesuit, Charles-Hyppolite Verdière, S.J. (1887),  to propose an alternative history of the university of
Ingolstadt, the ��agship institution of Bavarian Jesuits. Decades earlier, a little-known Bavarian Benedictine, Thaddä Anselm Rixner, O.S.B. (1766–1838),
author of a resolutely anti-modern and counter-revolutionary history of philosophy  had already written a history of philosophy in Bavaria in which long
sections were devoted to the achievements not only of his fellow Benedictines, but also of the Jesuits.  Academic history, then a booming discipline all
over Europe, proved a propitious ��eld to recover some achievements of the past Jesuits. In France, abbot Jean-Marie Prat (1809–91) led the way with
studies on Juan Maldonado (1533–83) and on key institutions such as the college of Clermont in Paris and the University of Pont-à-Mousson.  The growing
historicization of the medieval philosophical tradition also helped to integrate the Jesuits into the long history of now triumphant Thomism: an in��uential
and evocative case is the three-volume History of Medieval Philosophy (1864–66) by the Bavarian canon Albert Stöckl (1823–95), in which the third volume
erects Suárez as the saviour of Scholasticism after the onslaught of Renaissance skepticism and eclectism,  as well as the work of the Austrian prelate Karl
Werner (1821–88), who also tried to grasp the speci��c “modernity” of early modern Scholasticism and to di�ferentiate it from its medieval models.  A
similar stance can be found in the work of Martin Grabmann (1875–1949), the acclaimed German Aquinas-scholar and historian of Scholastic method,
who wrote a seminal article on what he believed to be the unprecedented structure of Suárez’s Metaphysical Disputations (1917).
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Jesuit Philosophy and the Question of Modernity

Following this historical rediscovery, the major issue for historiography was now to understand the place of the Jesuits within a well-established narrative
of “modernity” : for some authors, broadly speaking “secularist” and often anticlerical, modernity was identi��ed with the rise of the national absolutist
state and with the autonomy of the subject-citizen. For others, very often those still attached to ancien régime values, modernity was the betrayal of divine
revelation, the rise of moral and intellectual relativism, and the de��nitive loss of temporal power for the papacy. Politico-theological issues, much more
than metaphysical ones, were thus the central points of contention. Considering that the ��rst Jesuits composed their works during the sixteenth and
seventeenth-century debates between church and state, one easily understands why the assessment of their political thought suddenly became a heated
issue, much more than their contribution to logic, metaphysics or natural philosophy.

This explains why the ��rst, outside of Jesuit circles, to have shifted from a negative to a positive valuation of Jesuit philosophy were paradoxically not
Catholics (still largely in��uenced by anti-Jesuitism), but Protestants and even Jews. A good example was the nineteenth-century German Protestant
reception of the political and legal philosophy of the Jesuits. A Saxon aristocrat, Karl von Kaltenborn-Stachau (1817–66), wrote one of the ��rst modern
histories of natural law and contributed to uncover the Catholic sources of Hugo Grotius’s acclaimed De iure belli ac pacis (1625) —a motive that has been
repeated ad nauseam in histories of legal philosophy to this day. The Jesuit contribution to “secularized” conceptions of natural law has become a key
element for claiming their modernity. In France, where the souvenir of Enlightenment anti-Jesuitism was still very vivid, it took Adolphe Franck (1810–93)
—himself a secular Jew defending a rationalist conception of natural law—to give a ��rst positive appraisal of Francisco Suárez’s contribution to the post-
religious refoundation of legal philosophy.

But the most telling and fascinating case is probably the Italian intellectual context: a non-uni��ed State in the nineteenth century, the Italian intelligentsia
was then divided between secular monarchists, papal monarchists and republican nationalists. Considering the prominent place Jesuits had occupied in
Italian learning during three centuries, it was essential to understand their own conception of the relationship between the secular state and the papal
claim for political supremacy. Much more than any medieval author, it was the generation of the Jesuit Robert Bellarmine (1542–1621) which was at the
center of all attention. The historiographical debate really took o�f in the 1850s between papalist Jesuits—headed by the conspicuous Taparelli d’Azeglio
and the Civiltà cattolica group from Naples—and anti-papalist nationalist historians, then headed by the Hegelian philosopher Bertrando Spaventa (1817–
83). Taparelli claimed Suárez for a Christian monarchy; and Spaventa replied with a series of ��ery pamphlets, later reprinted by the equally nationalist and
proto-Fascist Giovanni Gentile (1875–1944), claiming on the contrary Suárez and the Jesuits as the true fathers of modern doctrines of democracy and
popular sovereignty.  He accused Taparelli to radically misrepresent Suárez: “non è il vero Suárez, ma un dottore posticcio ad uso dei gesuiti del secolo
decimonono.”  He was a good historian enough to see a considerable shift among Jesuit authors: whereas many seventeenth century Jesuits, in France just
as in Spain, had been outspoken monarchists (the famous “jésuites gallicans” in France), he labored to show that the (supposedly) true founders of the
Jesuit tradition, such as Suárez, Mariana and Bellarmino, advocated a doctrine of the double potestas, or indirect power of the king, that anticipated
modern theories of contractualism: only God, and the people of God, were the ultimate bearers of sovereignty, which would legitimize a Republican
constitution and an opposition to the temporal monarchs, as Suárez is believed to have outlined it in his contested Defensio ��dei (1613) against the English
king James Ist. The possibility of presenting Jesuit political thought as anti-monarchist and pro-democratic explains why anti-clerical authors suddenly
became interested in them, as it was the case for Giuseppe Saitta (1885–1965) in Italy, with an in��uential essay entitled Sixteenth Century Scholasticism and
the Politics of the Jesuits.  Himself an ex-priest who had become a nationalist in Gentilian fashion, he paid lip-service to the “revolutionary” aspect of some
elements of Jesuit political philosophy. Even in Anglican circles, Suárez suddenly became somewhat of a hero: Cambridge-educated constitutional
historian John Neville Figgis (1866–1919) claimed that with his doctrine of indirect power, Bellarmine and Suárez “look forward to the modern separation
of Church and State.”  Another classical work on Jesuit philosophy focusing on their politics are the three volumes entitled Second Scholasticism by Carlo
Giacon, S.J. (1900–84), written during the di���cult years of WWII, and which he saw as an intellectual contribution to the restoration of a Christian
Democratic order in post-war Italy.

During the twentieth century, a number of scholars have thus insisted on the “modernity” of Jesuit philosophy lying in their proto-contractualism, their
secularization of the concept of natural law and their subjective or facultative conception of human rights. The pioneers of this major shift in
historiography are unfortunately largely forgotten today. In the Spanish-speaking world, a key author was Luis Recaséns Siches (1903–77), born in
Guatemala, educated in positivist and neo-Kantian philosophy and member of the Spanish Republican government before being exiled to Mexico. He had
written an in��uential 1927 PhD dissertation on the legal philosophy of Suárez which presented him as a contractualist and thinker of democracy. Attention
has also been given to the Jesuit economic thought, stressing its role in the development of “modern” conceptions of value, money and commercial
exchange. In a 1935 Cambridge dissertation, Hector M. Robertson (1905–84) turned towards the Jesuits to refute the famous Weberian thesis of a
“Protestant” birth of modern capitalism, and the interest in their economic thought has grown ever since.  The most vocal advocate in considering the
Jesuits as “modern” and not medieval was certainly Franz Borkenau (1900–57), an Austrian thinker close to the Frankfurt School, who published in his
Parisian exile an important work on the comparative in��uence of Jesuit and Jansenist theologies of grace on early modern political thought.  All these
contributions have been essential in shaping a new periodization of the history of philosophy, removing the Jesuits from their place as “last medievals” or
“restorers” of Scholasticism, as the neo-Thomists saw them, and placing them on the contrary at the very eve of modernity. English-speaking scholarship,
since the seminal remarks by the Italian-educated German émigré Wolfgang von Leyden (1911–2004) on the potential in��uence of Suárez on John Locke
(1632–1704),  has also granted due attention to Jesuit political and legal philosophy, which enjoys for instance a good coverage in Quentin Skinner’s
in��uential Foundations of Modern Political Thought (1978).  Following von Leyden, Morton White (1917–2016) has even an exaggeratedly kind word for the
long-term impact of Suárez as having anticipated the doctrine of the American revolutionaries.

Even neo-conservative critics of modernity largely embraced this secularization paradigm, transforming the Jesuits into the ideal scapegoats for the rise of
positivistic conceptions of law and moral relativism. Among the most in��uential proponents of such a reading, we ��nd the French legal scholar Michel
Villey (1914–88), who argued that the major “disaster” of early modern legal philosophy was the shift from natural right to natural laws, operated by the
Jesuits: “in contrast with Aquinas, it seems that Suárez inclines towards rationalism. He enlarges the ��eld of precepts that we could ��nd in the treasure of
our reason.” He thereby accomplishes the “metamorphosis of natural right into a system of rational law.”

Attempts to vindicate the “modernity” of the Jesuits in the realm of theoretical philosophy, i.e. mainly logic, theory of cognition, metaphysics were no less
polemical. Again, it depended on the de��nition given to “modernity,” and it was perhaps less easy than in political philosophy. Parallel to the rise of the
autonomous political subject against divine or monarchical heteronomy, a well-entrenched narrative characterizes “philosophical” modernity as the rise of
the knowing subject who contemplates the world according to the rules of its own understanding. This is why many scholars, from Martin Heidegger to
Michel Foucault have de��ned modernity as the “age of representation ” Vindicating human “ideas” as the prime object of human understanding had
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Michel Foucault, have de��ned modernity as the “age of representation.” Vindicating human “ideas” as the prime object of human understanding had
become the hallmark of Descartes, the Logique of Port-Royal or of Locke, a “way of ideas” that leaves the external world unknown in itself. Historiography
embarked on a search for pre-modern roots of this conception, and Suárez became again a good candidate to illustrate the turning point between late
medieval nominalism and early modern idealism. Historians of philosophy inspired by the phenomenological method thereby reiterated the criticism
Jacques Maritain (1882–1973) had already leveled against the Jesuits in his 1924 Re�lections on Intelligence: “Descartes, misguided by Vázquez and his false
notion of the objective concept […], believes that the immediate object of intellectual perception is not the thing itself, but some image or picture of the
thing in us.”  A similar interpretation is given, in phenomenological fashion, by Jean-François Courtine, who speaks of the objective concept as a “screen”
between the thinking mind and the extramental thing.

Jesuit philosophy thereby became a matter of interest as the source of early modern innovations, ��rst in theory of knowledge, and then also in logic,
metaphysics and to a lesser degree in the philosophy of nature, in particular causality. The Jesuits could then be considered as “modern” if they anticipated
Descartes or Kant; in the opposite case, they were relegated to the “medieval” past. Given the enormous importance historians of early modern philosophy
have given to theories of knowledge as a de��ning element of modernity (from Cartesian clear and distinct ideas and Lockean sensations down to Kant’s
Critique of Pure Reason), it should not be surprising that the Jesuit contributions to the history of philosophical psychology were the ��rst to have been
studied in that perspective.

Franz Brentano (1838–1917), known for his many borrowings from Scholastic vocabulary, dedicated already a few pages to Suárez in his early work on
Aristotelian psychology.  Another interesting pioneer of this approach was the early work of Hermann Schwarz (1864–1951), who had composed a history
of early modern theories of perception which started with a long discussion of Scholastic species,  based mainly on the works of Gabriel Biel and his
in��uence on Francisco Suárez (1895). It was the beginning of a new type of historiography: whereas neo-Thomist readers of Suárez had always vindicated
his “Thomism,”  Schwarz was one of the ��rst to highlight the impact of late-medieval nominalism on Jesuit philosophy. The book in��uenced strongly
Ernst Cassirer when he wrote his Substance and Function (1910), and its problematic echoed typical neo-Kantian concerns about concept formation and
the interplay between sensibility and understanding.

It is also from this German background that we have to understand Martin Heidegger’s sustained interest in Suárez, in whom he saw the godfather of
modern metaphysics. For Heidegger, the systematization of the Disputationes constituted in a certain way the paramount example of oblivion of being, by
reducing being to a pure concept. In a chapter of Sein und Zeit entitled the “task of a destructuring of the history of ontology,” he celebrated Suárez for
having constructed what he now calls us to destructure or deconstruct: “in its scholastic mold, Greek ontology makes the essential transition via the
disputationes metaphysicae of Suárez into the ‘metaphysics’ and transcendental philosophy of the modern period; it still determines the foundations and
goals of Hegel’s Logic.”  The same year, during his Summer semester class on the Basic Problems of Phenomenology, he also dedicated a number of sections
to Suárez, in particular his theory of purely rational (and not real) distinction between essence and existence, and he gave a typically German criterion for
Suárez’s modernity: “this is exactly the Kantian thesis,”  claims Heidegger. A couple of years later, a little-known Swiss Jesuit, Max Rast (1892–1973),
concluded a seminal article on Suárez’s concept of possibility (as non-contradictory, and independent of the creative power of God) by arguing that it also
largely anticipated the conception of neo-Kantians such as Heinrich Rickert and Wilhelm Windelband. Rast claimed that Suárez’s conception of essences
is reminiscent of the concept of Geltungsbereich of neo-Kantian philosophers, independent of any form of existence—noting only the replacement of God
by the “pure consciousness.”  The same topics were of interest in neo-Thomist circles after WWII: Étienne Gilson (1884–1978) and Gustav Siewerth (1903–
63) also dedicated numerous and important pages to Suárez’s metaphysics, but criticized him as a “nominalist” obscuring the created existential being by
his conception of purely abstract possible essences.  Under both Heideggerian and Gilsonian in��uence, many dissertations were written comparing
Suárez with Descartes, Kant and other major ��gures of early modern philosophy, on privileged topics such as theories of ideas, essence and existence, the
fate of Thomistic theory of analogy, the object of metaphysics, etc.  Only rarely did scholars venture outside of Suárez: one notable exception being here
the seminal work of the Neapolitan historian Piero Di Vona (1928–2018), who published in 1968 a study on the distinction between essence and existence
taking into account many other early modern Scholastic authors, Jesuits and non-Jesuits, making thereby an important step towards the expansion of the
canon.

Expanding the Canon of Jesuit Philosophers

It might thus seem paradoxical that in the decades during which Suarezianism largely died out within Jesuit education, it kept being passionately studied
by secular philosophers outside of the Society. But as di�ferent as they were in their philosophical options, Brentano, Heidegger, Gilson and their followers
had all fallen to a trap constructed by nineteenth-century neo-Scholastic Jesuit historiography, which had enshrined Suárez as the absolute point of
reference. During most of the twentieth century, although becoming increasingly deconfessionalized, the study of Jesuit philosophy remained to a very
large extent a one-man obsession. Multiple commemorative congresses on Suárez’s philosophy were organized in 1917 (third centenary of his death), 1948
(fourth centenary of his birth), 1997 (fourth centenary of the publication of the Disputationes metaphysicae) and 2017 (fourth centenary of his death), with
often very repetitive contributions on the same almost “o���cial” list of topics taken from law, metaphysics and theory of knowledge. Until twenty years ago,
the Doctor Eximius was the only early modern Jesuit philosopher to have been translated into modern languages, and the vast bibliography on his thought
outnumbers that on all other Jesuit philosophers.

A true historicization of Jesuit philosophy would imply to take into account the entire tradition, and thus challenge the focalization on one man and one
epoch, i.e. the famous 1580–1620 generation. Globally, a more wide-ranging interest in Scholastic philosophy had started to develop in the 1920s and in the
1930s, mainly again in Germany, where history of philosophy had become the backbone of the curriculum. In Leipzig, the Protestant (and prominent
future Nazi philosopher) Max Wundt (1879–63), one of the pioneers of the study of early modern Scholasticism, argued that “only from this Scholastic
background can we understand the speci��c physionomy of so-called modern philosophy,” and he explicitly lamented our lack of knowledge of the
Catholic tradition.  Around the same time, a Catholic prelate from Bonn (and incidentally also a future Nazi dignitary), Karl Eschweiler (1886–1936),
produced several important studies,  of great historical quality, arguing that the true spirit of modernity often associated with Descartes was in reality a
Jesuit achievement. Eschweiler argued that the shift towards subjective knowledge in Descartes was largely anticipated in Jesuit conceptions of the act of
faith, and their elaboration of a doctrine of subjective certitudo ��dei, stressing in particular the role of the Jesuits Juan de Lugo (1583–1660) and Rodrigo de
Arriaga (1592–1667).  Other important names to be mentioned in that context are Ernst Lewalter (1892–1956, yet another German scholar closely
associated with Nazism)  and the Jesuit Bernhard Jansen (1877–1942).  Both produced important historical monographs showing the complex web of
in��uences between Jesuit and non-Jesuit traditions, including in Protestant countries. Nationalism and regionalism also helped again to broaden the
spectrum: local traditions were studied with great care, and allowed scholars to move away from the focalization on the Spaniard Suárez. For Portugal, the
Jesuit country par excellence, Friedrich Stegmüller (1902–81) produced the model of what should actually have been done for every country, namely a
complete list of philosophical and theological resources available from the Jesuit traditions of Evora and Coimbra and the historiography on Pedro da
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complete list of philosophical and theological resources available from the Jesuit traditions of Evora and Coimbra,  and the historiography on Pedro da
Fonseca (1528–99) and the Colegio das Artes has been ��ourishing ever since.  For other regional contexts, one could give the example of the lifelong work
of the Irish-Argentinian Jesuit Guillermo Furlong Cardi�f, S.J. (1889–1974) for the Río de la Plata region, or more recently the monographs by Roman
Darowski, S.J. and Franciszek Bargiel, S.J. for Poland, or, as a paradigmatic case of local micro-history, the monograph on the Jesuit philosophy taught at the
Bavarian University of Dillingen by Ulrich Gottfried Leinsle.

Postmodern Jesuits: Expanding the Canon

The most recent tendency of the historiography of Jesuit philosophy con��rms this shift towards a more radical historicization. Today’s historiography
increasingly shies away from the “grand narratives” of modernity, be it of neo-Thomist or Heideggerian coinage, and prefers investigating the individuality
of speci��c doctrines, authors or local traditions. Researchers have also progressively emancipated themselves from the “in��uence” paradigm which had
dominated most of earlier scholarship, which considered Jesuit philosophy only worth studying if one could prove some form of its in��uence on Descartes,
Spinoza or Leibniz. On the contrary, some of the most groundbreaking studies on Jesuit philosophy of the last twenty years were those that considered
Jesuit philosophy as a matter of interest per se.

As a result, we have witnessed in the last twenty years a true explosion of studies on Jesuit philosophy, not dedicated to Suárez, not even to the “founding”
generation, not dedicated to metaphysics or law, but focussing on as many ��elds as humanities, rhetoric, logic, ethics, science as well as on non-
conventional topics in theology. Such a new approach called of course for some secret “godfather,” and one name stands out here: François de Dainville, S.J.
(1909–71), a French Jesuit who published in 1940 a doctoral dissertation on the geography, and not philosophy of the Jesuits, as part of an ambitious new
book series project entitled “Jesuits and the Education of French Society.”  Based on an impressive documentation, Dainville had shown the extent to
which humanist and not only Scholastic methodology had been integrated in the Jesuit curriculum. Dainville was then himself a student in the School of
Fourvière in Lyons, and became closely linked to the anti-Scholastic “Ressourcement” movement inspired by de Lubac and Daniélou, already mentioned
above.  During all his life, he published articles on Jesuit mathematics, cosmography, history of science and classroom practices, thereby turning himself
into a hidden guru for French history of education and sociology of knowledge—not surprisingly, his collected articles were published in a series directed
by the neo-Marxist sociologist Pierre Bourdieu.

By turning the focus towards humanism, education history and philosophy of science, Dainville had opened new perspectives for historians of philosophy
disgusted by the eternal debates about the intellectual identity of “Suarezianism.” Since the nineteenth century, Jesuit philosophy had always been
identi��ed as the ultimate (and for some the worst) form of Scholasticism and apologetics. Thanks to Dainville, they could now be portrayed as the
pioneers of contemporary liberal arts education, as humanists, or as o�fering “a fusion of the humanist approach to Aristotle with that of the long
established scholastic approach,” as Charles Schmitt wrote in an in��uential article, speaking in this case of the Coimbra commentaries.  Historians such
as Charles B. Schmitt (1933–86) and Charles H. Lohr, S.J. (1925–2015) started marketing the Jesuits as “Renaissance” philosophers, not as neo-Scholastics.
Robert Maryks speaks even of a “re-de��nition” of Jesuits through their liberal arts tradition, inspired by Renaissance humanism, which allowed them to
found the widest educational system of the early modern era.  Lohr’s seminal studies on Jesuit metaphysics  abandoned the Heideggerian and neo-
Thomist paradigm and embedded for the ��rst time Suárez in the context of Renaissance Aristotelianism and his immediate contemporaries, and not in
wide-ranging comparisons with Aquinas and Scotus.  Lohr’s catalogue of Renaissance Aristotle Commentators  contains a notable percentage of Jesuit
authors, and constitutes still an indispensable tool for further research into the varieties of Jesuit philosophy.

It would be fastidious to list all the innovative work that has recently been produced according to this new paradigm, in particular because they all follow a
very interdisciplinary approach, not isolating philosophy from other forms of learning. This scholarship recovers in a way the integrity of the seventeenth
century Cursus philosophicus, which comprised logic, physics, metaphysics, psychology and ethics, to which one can add the propedeutic humanitates and
the complex place of mathematics in its relationship with philosophy . Important collective and survey volumes, under the direction of Luce Giard and
John O’Malley, testify of the variety of topics and the richness of ongoing historical scholarship . In what follows, I shall restrict myself to highlight only
two aspects of this new research, which both have to do with the very de��nition of philosophy itself.

First, a striking aspect of recent scholarship has been the expansion of the chronological and geographical canon: whereas around 1900, about ninety
percent of all studies were dedicated to the “big ��ve” Suárez, Bellarmine, Fonseca, Molina, and Vázquez, recent historiography has insisted on the necessity
to take into consideration what was before and especially what came after. Sven Knebel has lamented, with his usual sense of provocation, that
“seventeenth century philosophy is still a terra incognita,”  since the whole Jesuit tradition is often seen by scholars as the simple repetition of Suarezian
insights. Knebel’s own work and that of many other recent scholars is progressively changing the picture, and they lead towards a reassessment of the
eternal question of the “modernity” of Jesuit philosophy. If modernity goes with novelty, whatever that means, then it might well be that the 1600-
generation was more philosophically medieval than previously admitted, and that only the later generations that integrated what is now really considered
as “modern” could claim such a quali��cation: in logic, the development of a facultative conception focusing on the psychological operations of the mind
rather than on its abstract objects (categories, universals); in physics, the taking into account of experimental science; in metaphysics, the development of
new ontologies of facts and truthmakers, not the classical question of abstract being qua being. Some examples will su���ce: in metaphysics, Suárez had
barely done more than following medieval models by expanding the question of the “being qua being” to include also non-actual forms of being, i.e. the
possible. Only later generations of Jesuits would then dig deeper into the philosophical questions of what it means for things to be “possible,” or, in a more
temporal way, “future.” This lead Jesuits of the 1620–40 generation to construct the ��rst real ontologies of “possible worlds” by asking question about the
ontological commitment of modal or temporal propositions. This has lead seventeenth century Jesuits to develop new concepts, unheard of in medieval
Scholasticism, that have just been recently discovered by scholarship and are still insu���ciently mapped, such as “events” (eventus), “truth-makers”
(veri��cativa), “futuribles” (futurabilia), “states of a�fairs” (status rerum) or, the most important of all, “possible worlds” (mundi possibiles) . New big names
of Jesuit metaphysics are now emerging: Thomas Compton Carleton (1591–1666), the ��rst European philosopher to admit negative entities, Antonio Pérez
(1599–1649), who tried to reconcile Jesuit philosophy with Augustinian exemplarism, and Sebastián Izquierdo (1601–81), with his acclaimed 1659 Pharus
scientiarum, who is providing the missing link between Jesuit philosophy and nineteenth-century Sachverhalt-ontologies.

Similar advances in research have been made in speci��c aspects of logic, in particular in the study of entia rationis, for which the post-Suarezian authors
were the real innovators,  or in philosophy of mind.  In natural philosophy, following Charles Schmitt’s encouragement to shy away from the “slavish
Aristotelians” but to look for the existence of “intelligent, progressive philosophy continuing in the tradition,”  the focus of research has now abandoned
the eternal quest of the “sources” of Galileo, but is turning the whole classical “in��uence” paradigm on its head: rather than to look for the obscure Jesuit
sources of Descartes and Galileo, to prove the latter’s “novelty,” it is more interesting to study the way the Jesuits integrated Descartes and Galileo into their
own curriculum thereby suddenly showing as Renée Raphael aptly puts it that “Galileo’s readers more closely mirrored his practices than they did his
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own curriculum, thereby suddenly showing, as Renée Raphael aptly puts it, that Galileo s readers more closely mirrored his practices than they did his

rhetoric. They tended to see the Two New Sciences less as a decisive break with past styles of scholarship than Galileo proclaimed it to be.”  According to
such a new paradigm, already anticipated by the French scholar Gaston Sortais, S.J. who had studied the French Jesuit reception of Descartes,  it is
essential to return to the seventeenth and eighteenth century classrooms practices and see what really mattered: how, in spite of censorship and setbacks,
the Jesuits integrated the new metaphysics and new natural philosophy in their curriculum, and how they became active participants of the scienti��c
Republic of Letters. Here as well, historiography has found new heroes in natural philosophy, largely posterior to the Suárez-generation, such as for
instance the Jesuits Honoré Fabri (1607–88), Francesco Maria Grimaldi (1618–63), famous for his description of the di�fraction of light, or the Dalmatian-
born Jesuit polymath Ruđer Josip Bošković, (1711–87).

A second major innovation in recent philosophical historiography is to look for philosophy at the heart of theological debates. Nineteenth-century Jesuits
liked to present their theology courses in the most rational way possible, thereby making, as we have seen, a number of concessions to unacknowledged
Cartesian, Wol���an or Leibnizian assumptions. Today’s most innovative scholars proceed in a di�ferent way: rather than looking for the most rational
arguments, the focus is rather on the apparently most “irrational” aspects of theology—angels, the physics of the incarnation, the ��re of hell, the
immaculate conception of Mary, or Biblical miracles as they were treated in the thousands of Bible commentaries produced by the early modern Jesuits.
The aim of such a research is not to show that there are good reasons to believe in angels; but its aim is to consider angels, the ��re of hell or the body of
Christ as paradigmatic cases of conceptual innovation, in which the Jesuits test the limits of their logic, physics or metaphysics developed in their cursus
philosophicus. Equally, the development of early modern ethics can hardly be understood with reading moral theology. Étienne Gilson had already shown
the way to travel in his 1930 monograph on Descartes and theology : early modern conceptions of liberty of indi�ference were not developed in
commentaries on the Nicomachean Ethics, but primarily in the theological tradition, in questions on liberum arbitrium of commentaries of the Sentences
or the Summa. In a groundbreaking book on the early modern emergence of the notion of probability, Sven Knebel has also argued that we should not
only look for conceptual innovations in the autonomous ��elds of logic or mathematics, but in challenges posed by post-Molinist theology of free will: out
of one thousand Sevillans, how probable is it that no one commits a sin, considering that each of them possesses perfect free will to sin or not to sin?
There is no metaphysical necessity for a single sin to occur: but it is highly unlikely that no sin occurs, argue theologians, wherefore one should speak of a
“moral necessity” and not of a “metaphysical” necessity.  Seventeenth-century Jesuits thereby developed a complex moral modal logic out of theological
questions. With the progressive development of moral theology into an autonomous discipline—another largely Jesuit innovation —early modern
concepts of decision-making, rational choice, autonomy of the person, etc. have to be looked for in the huge literature that unfolded around probabilism
in theology. These evolutions were again largely post-Suarezian and reached their high point only in the second half of the seventeenth century.

Conclusion

It is not surprising that the nineteenth and twentieth century historiography of pre-1773 Jesuit philosophy has largely followed the trends of general
philosophical historiography during that period: from an apologetic reconstruction to a postmodern deconstruction, it was deeply linked to the ideological
battles between church and state during the reestablishment of the Society in the nineteenth century, and to the rise and fall of “grand narratives” in
twentieth century continental philosophy. One result is at least that our map of the past is now more precise: it has more ��gures on it, and also a much
wider geographical extension, with numerous quality monographs on local contexts. Whether considered as late medieval or early modern, Jesuit
philosophy has gained a respectability it never enjoyed before among mainstream historians of philosophy.

In an in��uential article published from his American exile, the Spanish historian of philosophy José Ferrater Mora (1912–91) wrote that “the role played by
Scholasticism in modern philosophy is nowadays a fact.”  This was certainly a bold claim more than ��fty years ago, but it de��nitely anticipated
contemporary evolutions in the practice of the history of philosophy. Today, no respectable scholar of early modern philosophy would engage on a
conceptual analysis of a given topic without at least considering the status quaestionis in the Coimbra commentaries or in the generation of Francisco
Suárez,  and there are signs that even later authors such as the Jesuits Pedro Hurtado de Mendoza (1578–1641) or Rodrigo de Arriaga (1592–1667) and their
contemporaries are now entering the canon of historians of early modern philosophy.

The major challenge of future historiography is to avoid falling into the trap of misrepresenting this newly unearthed Jesuit philosophy as something
unitary or consistent over time. Early modern Jesuit philosophy was an extremely di�ferentiated tradition, in permanent dialogue with other traditions, be
they Scholastic or non-Scholastic. In philosophy, Suárez had for instance more in common with Renaissance Dominicans such as Soncinas than with later
Jesuit metaphysicians such as Izquierdo. Equally, Claude Bu���er’s Cours des sciences (1723) might be more familiar to a reader of Rousseau than to one of
Suárez. An empirical and micro-historical approach is needed more than ever if we want to get a true grasp of what “Jesuit philosophy” really was at a
given time, at a given place, by a given teacher.

Jacob Schmutz
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