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Abstract

I will propose an overview of Caramuel’s discussion of the relationship between morality and nature. I claim that he was one of the first to give an explicit statement of the problem known as ‘Naturalistic Fallacy’ since G. E. Moore’s Principia Ethica : we cannot prove a claim about ethics by appealing to a definition of the term ‘good’ in terms of physical or natural properties. This problem was continuously addressed by Caramuel in his works on moral theology. But its most interesting discussion is to be found in the philosophical correspondance he had with the Belgian Carmelite Franciscus a Bona Spei (François de la Bonne Espérance, François Crespin), author of a Nactua belgica ad Aquilam Germanicam R.D. Caramuelis (Louvain, 1657). In this discussion, Caramuel states very clearly the following principle : Oportet, sicut de Physicis physice, ita etiam de Moralibus moraliter philosophari (One should think physically about physical matters, and morally about moral matters, in a letter dated November 8, 1653, from the Convent of Montserrat in Prague). Caramuel also claims that this distinction prompted him into writing his own course of moral philosophy, the Theologia moralis fundamentalis, first published in Frankfurt in 1652-53. Caramuel claims that we have to distinguish between two ‘realms’, the realm of nature and the realm of morality, and that each of them is endowed with its proper rules and principles, and that they cannot be reduced one to the other but should rather be compared by means of analogy or fictions. A science of ethics is therefore possible, but should not follow the same pattern as natural science. I will also try to put this achievement into a broader historical context : first, by showing that Caramuel actually redefines in modern terms the distinction between the law of nature and the law of the will from medieval Scotist theology ; second, that his ambition to define a science of morals is much more subtle than the contemporary naturalistic attempts by Hobbes or Spinoza, who sought to derive their science of morals from natural or physical principles ; and finally to present Caramuel as anticipating the distinction between Naturwissenschaft and Kulturwissenschaft, later made famous in Neo-Kantian epistemology (H. Rickert in particular). 

