scientific knowledge will cause the greater certitude,

Secondly, if the twe modes of certitude are
consldered separately, thers ia rurthbr reagon for
maintaining that selence 1s more certaln than falth,

at lsast as regards men's intellect. Sﬁ. Thomas says$i

Dicendum est quod eertitudo
potest oonsiderari duplieitert uno
nodo causa certitudinis, et sio é&i-
citur esse certius 111u& qued habet
certiorem causamg of lod node fiden
est certior tribus praedictis (in~
tellectus, scientia, et sapientia)
quia fides innititur veritati{ divi-
nae, tria autem preediota innitune
tur rationli humanae,

allo mode potest sensidersri
certitudo ex parte subjecti} et sic
dicitur esse certius quod plenius
eonsequitur intellestus hominis; et
per hunc modum, quia ea quae sunt
ridei, sunt supra intellestum homi~
niis, non autem es sudsunt tribdbus
praedictiat 1dseo ex hae parte fides
est minus certa,

- Sed quias unumguodque judicatur
simpliciter gquidem secundum causan
suam secundum autem dispesitionen,
quas ex parte subjegti est, judica-
tur secundum quidj inde est gquod fi-
des est simpliciter certlori sed alia
sunt certiors secundum quid, scilicet
gqueoad nos. {1)

{1} lla~llese, q. 4, a., 8,
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But ths‘qnaation pzaaiaolr ia this: which
produces greater certitude for man, faith of sclence?
S5t. Thomas shows eie;rly'in this pessage that though
faith (which ia "guprs M hominis") may have

greatar certitude in itself ex gsues gertitudinis
than the certitude of seience, nevertheless, in regard

to the human intellect whieh is weak and inept, it

does not produce as great l eertitude as does natural
s sclence {which plenius eopsequitur intelleatus homi-
e g nis). The ob;ept of mtaphysies is more certaln in
itself than the object of mmthematics, nevertheless,
man is less certain in matters of metaphyeics, which
are supra intelleotum homipis, and far more certain
in mathematics because Bis intellect is more proportion-
‘ad to thé object. 80, in like manner, the human in~
tellect does not adhere with as great flrmness to the
mysteries ‘of faith a8 it does to objects evidently
manifests by natural science., From this followe that
slthough faith in itself is more certain than natural
sclentific xhowleﬂgc, nweﬂhﬁe#s 1t is weaker gupsd
nes, Cajetan seems to support this conclusion when .

he saysi




Et non oportet gquod attendatur
(certitude} semper penes modum co=
gnitionis quem de facto habet cognos~
censi penes modum siquidem latum
attenditur sartitude quoaéd nos, Unde
fides infuss ex meritis proprii medil,
scilicet veritatis divinae, nata est
certificare magis quam lumen natu=

sivil St Brensss, sl ision et
! R } e Gil b L& &
Per ﬁﬁ%gizso ve. orem

it oblectum esrtius eo modo quo

habitus vel actus est sertier; si

21 quoad Bes, £it quoed mos certiors’ .

Thirdly, uei;aci'ts more certain thanffaith
because of the admitted imperfestion of falth.'It'is
of the essence of ceri&tudﬁ that 4t d;turmino the
intellect to firm andunuv@rins idhlieme to such an
extent that all hesitation, fear of error and;doubt
are excluded. it least this much can be sald, that
‘whatever moves the intslleot to assent without ex-
cluding all doubt is less eertain intensively than
that wnic}: moves thczintauect' agsent, removing all
fear of error, It i3, hnﬁnx';, precisely in this that
faith 15 less certain than sclence because it is fact
of experience that faith does not exclude all doubt
and heaitatioﬁ. If a man gives assent to a conclu=
sion seientificaliy known, and known that his know~

ledge is scientifiec, he dces not withdraw assent,
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where ag experience shows alse that men freguently
lose their faith, in other words withdraw their
asgent. St, Thomas admits this»inpcrtection when he

says in the De Veritate:

4d quintum dicendum guod fides
habet aliquid perfectionis, et all-~
quid imperfectionis: perfsctionis
quidem est 1lpsa firmitas, quae per-
tinet ad asssngunm, sed Limperfectio~
nis est carentia visionis, ex qua
remanet adhue motus gsogitationis in
mente credentls, Ex lumins igitur
simplici, quod eat fides, causatur
id quod perfeaticnis est, scilicet
assentire sed in quantum fllud lu-~
men non perfecte participatur, non
totaliter tollitur luperfectio in-
tellectust et sie motus cogitatio-
nis in ipso remanst inquiatus. (1)

Agein in the Sentenses he mayst

Ad secundum dicendum qued ere-
denti aceidt aliquis metus dubita~
tionis ex hoe gquod intelleotus ejus
nen est termingtus seeundum se in
sul intelligibilis visione sicut est
in scientia et intellectu, sed solum
ex imperio voluntatis. 4

gglens
usntum ad id g!cggii - za~
?a ouams:c';gim_; Se %redens seeun=
un unum gelilicet firmitatem adhae-

slonis magis recedit gquam sciens
secundum illa duc. (2

(1) P&m.‘ q. l" Qe 1' ad 5.A
(2) 111 Sént., Qs 24 8+ 2, qla S.
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In the Summa this same notion 18 atated
even more stronglys
Manifestum est anten quo¢:£m~
perfoctlio cegnitionis est de rati-

cne fidei; penitur eninm in sjug deg~
finitione; fides eninm est pubstane

_ ’
%é_.;‘i‘- sipatentiug, Sut dloHeapere
4

ot augustinus dioit! "Quid

eat ridca? Géredere quod non vides."

Quod autem cognitio sit sine appa~ ..

ritione vel viwiocne, hoc ad imper~

- fectiontm eprnitionis pertinet;

et gle I»perfectio eognitionis est -

de p»ticne fidel, Unde manifestunm

~&t quod fides nen potest esse per~-. .

fecta cognitie eadem Bumero manens. (1).

Thus, natural selentific knowledge fulfills
all thet is dermsnded of certitude as regards both the
firmness of edherence agd evidenge, and in this, ex~-
oludes &ll doubt and besitation, Nor should the role
of evidence be underestimated since, when that is
present, there 1s no fear of error. Hence it can be
asserted: a8 regards xan's intellect, lhat@is more
evident ls more certainj science is evident and faith
is not. Consequently, seience is more certain than

falth, but faith, because Lt dees not exclude doubt

(1) 1&"11&0, Qe 57, 8s 3
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and heslitation, is less cexrtailn sthan science,

However, daayiic thess objeeticns, it nmust
be sald to the contrary that téith; in comparison
with natural seientifie knowledge, is not only certain

but far nore certain.

That faith has certitude is evident from
the following argument: firmmess and determination
of the intellect to assent saused by the motive,
and not evidence, 18 of the very fermal ratic of
certitude, But, infused faith determines the in-
telleot to firm assent, begause it 1s baced on a
most certain"hépiva. anmely, divine testimony.
Therefore, falth 18 certsin. 8t. Thomas in defining
certitude, 414 not define lt'thrnnsh evidence but
through firmness of adherenees

nitas adhaesionis virewtis soendtivas

ad suum cognoseibile. (1)

It i8 true that whem the intellect knows
ageording to its own proper mode of knowing, there

must be evidence, becsuse the intellect cannot be

(1) III S‘entt' dith 26. q. a. at 4‘ ‘d 1._
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informed by an objeact whose intelligibility is not
manifested to it. In making judgment according te

its ovn mode of kncﬂng, the intelleot must gee
(1.4, there must be evidence) that the two extremes
" sither go together oy are disparite, otherwise the
intelleet 185 not Justified in assenting, Nevertheless,
this does not say that the evident object 1s alone in
moving the intelleet to assent, is has already bdeen
shown, the will also moves the intelleet. Since the

- firm adhere.nce of the intelleect depends on thet which
causes 1t, the strength of the motive, inrusez faith
unquestionably produces certitude gince it has for

it netive yeritas prima sive Deus gui ereditur,

Therefore, we give thanks to
God without ceasing, beosuse that
when you had received of us the word
of the hearing of God, you received
it not as the word of men, but (as
it is indeed) the word of God, who
Worketh in you thet have beliefed, (1)

Not only is the assent of faith certain
but it is far more certain than natural selentific

knowledge. The reason for this is manifest: formal

(1) I Thess. II, 13 (Douay).




¢ertitude is greater slapliciter not becsuse cf ad~

herence and evidencs, but becauge of causes which,

w . 8imply aspeaking, are stronger and hence determine

- the intellect more surely in regard to the object,

| - But the motive of falth L8 far more certain than
the motlve of science, Therefore, it produces a
formal éertibude far greater than that produced by
naturil seience, The evidence which science has dees

S Dot as such add something in the line of ¢ertltude.

in his ergo quae per fiden
X credimus, ratie voluntatem inclinans,
e ) ut dictum est, est ipsa veritas pri-
: Ba sive Ceus oug ¢reditur, quae habet

Dajorex firmitatem quam lumen intel-

lectus humeni {n que conspiciuntur

principla, vel ratic humana secundum

- : quam concluziones in principia re-

-8 seluntur, Et 1deo, fides habet ma=-

" Jorem certitudipem quantum ed fir~
mitatem adhaesionis, quam sit certi-
tudo scientiae vel intellectus, quam~
vis 1n scientia ot intellectu sit

. Nor does the fact that falth is inferior
'?? merely in regard to the number of notes affect the
: sirength c¢f its certitude because, again, the ratio

(1) I1I Sent., dist, 23y g+ 2, a¢ 2, qla 3, (Parisiis,
19537,;p. 728, n. 157,




forzalis of certitude ia not evidence but firmness
of adherences That en which the whole cexrti tude in
- the assent depends {g the formal motive on which
the assent iz based, so that & certain assent s
. greater to the extent that 1t comes from more cert=-
ain causes. How, the roranl motive of faith is simpe-
1y speaking more ¢ertain and meye capable of procduce
ing flrmer assent than any'nitutal formal motive
because the formal notive of faith 4a Tavelatlon or
God testifying, which far 8urpasses any natural mote-
ive, Just as the Supernatural exceeds the natufalw“
simnliciter, sc the certitude of feith, which is a
certain participation 4in uncreated certitude, far
surrasses any natural certitude man may have by
himﬂelfo
Frime mode dicendum est quod
certitudo Polest econsiderars dupli-
clter:
1) uno modo ex causa cartitudinis, et
- gie dicitur esae certius 11lud quod
habet cartiornm.causam; 8t hoc mo=-
do fides est certior tribus prae-
dictis jiutellectus, selentia, sa~
plentia) quia fides innititur ve-

ritatd dlvinse, tria autem prae-~
dicta innituntur rationi humanae,

2) Alio medo potest considerari cer~




, titudo ex parte subjecti; et sie
dicitur esse certius quod plenius
consequitur intellectus hominisg
et per hune modum quia ea sunt
fidel, sunt supra intellectum

- hnminis, non autem ea ¢uae subsunt

- tritus praedictis., Ideo ex hac par=-

te fides est minus ¢ertae

Hed quis unumgquodque judica=-
tur simpliciter quidem secundum cau-~
sam suam, secundum autem dispositi-~
cnem, quae ex parte subjesctl est,
Judicatur secundum quid, inde est

quod fides est gertioxr
sed alia sunt certioras secundum '
- quid, scilicet guoad nos, (1)

. In comparing the certitude of faith and
natural scientific knowledge, then, the ultlmate
determining factor will be the formal motive, In
faith the formal motive yeritas prims sive Deus
cul ereditur,(2) is a much stronger motive then
the 1lizht of natural reasen in 2susing the intellect
- to assent, In purely natnrél knowledge a lack of
| evidence vill necessarily giva rise to a lack of
certitude, dbut the tact thatpevidence 15 lacking
in falith will indicate only that the assent is

(l) II&*II&Q, Qo 4, 8. 8,
(2) III Sent., dist. 23, q. 2, a. 2, qla 3.




-7 -

. obtalned according to a mode not proper to the ine

tellect. For that reason, however, the certitude

’

vill not be lessened.

Custerls paridus visie est
certior auditu, Sed si 11le & quo
auditur, multum excedit sisum vi-
dentis, sic sertior est auditus
quanm visus, 8icut aliguls parvae
scientlue xagls gertificatur de eo
quod audit ab aligno seientifico,
quar de 2¢ quod sibi sequndum suam
raticnem videtur, E% mults magla
homo certlor est de ey qued auvait
a Deo, qul falll nen peteést, quam
de a0 gquod vides prbzrit tatione,
quae falll potest. (1) B

8te Thomas insists on this notion in

several other placess

Certitudo enim scientice con~-
8istit in ducbus, scilicet in evi-
dentla et firmitate sdhaesionis,
Cartitudo vero fidel consistit in
une tantum, seilicet in firmitate
adhaesiocnls.,, Wuamvis certitudo
fidel de qua loquimur, quantum ad
1llud unum sit vehementior guam
certitude sclentiae guantum ad 1lla
duoc. (2) :

(1) ITa~Ilae, Qe 4, a, 8, ad 2,
(2) 111 Sent., distfsg. 2, a, 2, qle 3, ad 1.




And againg

Certitudo duc potest importare:
seilicet Coe -

1) tirmitaten adhaseslcnis, et quantum
ad hoc fides est certior emni in-
tellectu et seientia, quis prime

A veritaz, quae saugat fidei assen~

- B Suwm, est fortior causs quam lumen

.‘ rationia. quod eausat assensunm
intellectus vel selentiae;

2} importet etiam eévidentien ajus
cul assuntivur, et slc rides nen
habet certitudinem, sed scientia
et 1ntellaabnso¢;.(1)

The whole strength of the assent in rorm-
8l certitude, then, will be in the cause, and will
be simpliciter more certain when 1ts cause 1s more
certain, more efficatiocus, more determinate, and
"ad oppositum invertidbilior." 42) ind the superior-
1ty of the certitude of faith rests in this that the
cause of its aassent, yerltas prime is more certain

- and efficacious and altogether "ad oppositum {mpere
| mutabilior."

These prineciples and sonclusions are, at
the sume time, gquite adeguate for answering the obe

Jecticns areviously stated,

(l) De 13_;_'0' ‘q_t 14’ ac l’ ad v.

(2) Capreclus, Defension iheglogiae,in III Sent,,
9 1, a. 1, 1a conel,

{(3) Ibia.

g,
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The first cbjoeti&b (pagu 64) wag based on
the the assumption that the é&rtitude of seience igs
stronger becaupe of & numarieél superiority of notes,
that i3, it has both firm adﬁerence end evidence
whereas faith has firm adherence but lacks evidence,
This numafieal superlority of eharacteristics can be

easily conceded, 3¢, Themas says in the Sentenges

1tatia outiagmg. sl 5 00um Quan=

zodum numer{. (1} e

The strength and intensity of the formal
certitude, however, is not Reasured by the number
¢f notes which ¢haracterize it, but by the firmness
of adherence in which the intolleet is determined to
assent. Inasauch ug the'motive ﬁatermininé the 1n-
tellect in fuith is incoparably stronger ﬁhan the
motive in sclence, strength and intenaitj of certi~
tude is greater, While 1t 1s true that in. ratural
knowledge certitude ang evidence are joined toéether
80 that there ¢an be peo eoftitude without evidence

(1) 111 Sent., dist, 23, q, 2y @e 2, qla 3, ad 1,




and the certitude will be propoertioned to the evid~

ence, nevertheless evidence 1s not of the ratio of
certitude, ¥henever the cbject is the formal motive
of certitude, it is necessary that there be on the
i part of the object this necessary condition, namely
that its intelligibility be manifest or evident,
otherwise the intellect cannot edhere tovvhat it
does not know, EZvidence, moreover, must be taken
into consideration whenever comparisons betwaen
various certitudes are made within the same order,
¥hen, however, the crders are different, as 1s the
cuse in comparing the certitude of solience, whose
formal motive 1s the object, with the certitude of
faith, whose formal motive ia God testifying through
the will, then the conditions necessary for one are
not necessary for the other. In this cese there is
simply a comparison of the strength of the formel
motives, Hence, reason for the scnclusion: the form=-
al motive of falth is stronger in moving the intell-
ect to assent} therefore faith is more certain,
Quamvia certitudo fidel de qua
loguimur, quantum ad 1llud unum

(firmitas adhaesionis) sit vehementior
gquam certitude sclentiae quantum ad.
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illa duc (firmitae adhaesionis et

evidentia.) (1) ,

From the passage in the Secunda Secundae
cited in the second ohjection above (page 66), it
ean in no way be inferred that felth ls more cert-
ain in one way l.e., slmpliciter, but sclence is
more certain in ancther i.,e., gsecundum guild,as if
the greater certitude of cne in one respect were
valsnced by the greater certitude of the other in
‘a different respects St, Thomas in this text is'nct
dividing certitudo into twe kinds, but is contrast-
ing certitude properly speaking, which is firm ad=-
heience by ihe intellect to the true, to certidude
equivocally speaking, which is the penetration of
the manifested object, Even though this penetration
of the objeet is indispensible for attaining certl-
tude in purely natural knowledge, it cannot proper=-
1y be called certitude. Conversely, a lack of penet-
ration of the object 1s opposed to evidence, hot to
“firm adherence on the part of the'intelleét, which
1s certitude properly speaking. Thus in the arti¢le,

(l) III Sent., diste 23, Qe 24 8 2, QJ.& 3, ad 1.
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when St. Thomas says that faith {s more certain
simpliciter, he understands certitude in its proper
sense, as a fifm adherence of the intellect, When

he says that natural sclense is more ecertzin Ssacun-
dum guid, he intends certitude to be taken in an
improper sense, for the comprehension of the object.
This is clear from the arpument where he st tes that
faith is mcre certain because it has more certain
eauses; but sclence is more ¢ertain because plenius
conseguitur (i.e., intelligit) intellectus humanus.
The reason for this is that certitude is always det-
ernined by the motive which causes the intellect to
adhere, and not by any thing else. However, the
operation of the cause may be aonditioned by some-
thing else, for example, a proportion between the
potency and the intellectual objeet. Thus, an act
which takes into account such a proportion (e.g.,
science) is sald to be more certain ex parte subjectd,
not vecause the adherence 1s greater, but because,
the object being vreportioned to the Intellect, is
manifested and penetrated and all doubt and hesitat=~
lon are excluded. From this 1t follows that seience

does not produce a greatexr. certitude in nobis, that

'Y

~

(N




is, a rirmer assent, but only a greater certi tude
equivocally Bpeaking, Quosd nos, in so far as the
objeet, deing more Proportioned to sur infarior
intellect, can be penetratad and thus manifest tgo
it. (1)

Nihil prohibet 14 quod est
certius secundum naturam esse quoad
nes minus certum Propter debilita~
tem intellectus nostrd qui se habet
ad manifestigsima naturae sicut ocu-
lus noctuae ad lumen golis, ut diel-
tur, Unde dubitatioe quae accidit in
-aliquidus eirea articulos fidel non
@8t propter incertitudinem rel, sedi:

Propter debilitatenm intellectus hye
mani. (2)

Sts Thomas was also ofted in a thira
objsetion (page 68) to show that faith has
aliguid imgerfect;on;s and is les§ certain than
selence beecause it dees not mesolve all doudbt and
indecision. The argument would be valid provided 1t
were applied to an asgent where the doub?uand hesii-
| ation would have their souree in the cauéé which mov=-
€8 the intellect to a doubtrul agsgent, aﬁd not in some-

thing else, such as the lack of evidence‘qn the part

(1} Cf:Salmanticenses Curs. Theel,,Truct 17, disp.
2, dub, 5, nn, llé-ll?, i1, p.lég. ’
(2) Ia, Qe l, 8, 5 ad 1, »
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of the object, Doubt an arisé eithér frca the motive
of from the lack of evidence. If the doubt arises
from the Rotive, there results & doubtful assent and
hence no certltude, because the inﬁelleet ig not firme
'1y determined to one part ef the eontradiction exclud-
ing the other. If, however, the object lacks evidence,
but at bhe same tlme the formal motive moving the in=
tellect i1s not the objest, but the will, then the
degree of certltude will depend sclely on the motive
.moving the will and the leck of evidence in no wise
lessens the certitude. Now in feith, the doubt comes
in nc way from the motive which ia far stronger than
the notive of natural sclence, but simply because the
cbjeect 1s not evident,
Illa dubitatio'non est eXx parte

causae fidel, sed quoad nos, inquan-

tum non plene assequimur per intellee-

tum ea quae sunt fedel, (1)

Hence, even with the intellect hesltating
before the objeet, the certitude of falth is not affect-
ed by the doubt, Thls explaine why one beleiving can

(l) Illﬁ-lllae‘ q.4' Qe 8, ad 1.




can have doubts, sometimes only involuntarily,
about the mysteries of faith even while stlll
rirmly believing in them, Since the object is

not manifest, the intelleet is not completely
sutisfied and at rest, and thus, even when moved
by thé will it'aseanta, there still remains that
lack of manifestation, eomprehensicn and comrplete
termination in the object which the intellesct bjM

its very nature seeks,

Sed 1n flde est assensus et woiwy
cogitatio quasi ex aequo. Non assen=-
SusS ex cogitatione causatur, sed ex
veluntate, ut dictum est, Sed quias
intellectus non hoe mode terminatur
ad unum ut ad proprium terminum per-
ducatur, qui est visiec alicujus in-
telligibilis, inde est quod ejus
zotus nondum est gquietatus, sed ad-
huc habet cogitationem et inquisi- .
tionem de his quae eredit;, quanmvis
firmisglne eis aseentiat, Quantum .
enim est ex se ipso, nen est el
satisfactum nec est terminatus ad
unum, sed terminstur tentum ex exe-
trinseco. i

Et inde est qued intellectus
credentis dleitur esse captivatus,
qula tenetur terminis allienis, et
non propriis, 1l Cor, X, 5: In
captivitatem §gdingagtes omnen
Intellcctum. inde etiam est quod

n credente potest insurgere motus
de contrario hujus gquod firmissime




tenet, quamvis nen in intelligen~
te et sciente. (1)

4And again:

Credenti acecidit allguls motus
dubltationis ex hoc quod intellsctus
ejus non est terminatus secundum se
in sul intelligivilis visione sicut
est in sclentia et intellectu, sed
solum ex imperieo voluntatis, Et ideo
sciens quantum ad 14 recedit a dubli-
tante magls quam eredens. Sed eredens
Secundum unum scilicet firmitatem
adhaesionis magis recedit quam sclens
secundum 1lla duce (2)

¥bile it 1s true, as the objection states,
thatmen do not withdraw an sssent once given in
science but do sometlmes lose their faith, this fact
in no way tells against the certitude of faith, If
a man loses his falth it 18 because, having placed
undue emphasis on the inevident object, he allows
his intellect to be moved to a denlal of the truth
of Taith, In doing this he substitutes as his form-
al motive the non~evident object in place of the

true motive of falth, namely the will moving by

(l) -D_g Ver.. Qe 14, a, 1'

(2) III Sent., dist. 23, 2, q, a. 2, qla 3, ad 2.

)
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presenting to the intelleet a benum conveniens.

The conclusion to this part‘ may be
stated thuss:

1) The perfection of the intellect is
certitude which econsists formally in the firm ud-
herence of the intellect to its intelliéible object,
The intensity of the firmness wiil be propcrtioned'
to the strength of the cause or formal motiva which
moves.the Intellect to make the asgent.

K

2) Faith causes a greater certitude in the
intellect than science, because its formsl motive,

God or prime veritas tést;gicans, iz a raf stronger

motive for assenting te'the truths which are réveal-

ed than the light of natural reason is for assenting

to truths which are‘evident.
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Gan Faith and Sclence sbout the Same
Cbject Coexist in the Same Intelleet ?

It is obvicus that the above solution,
namely that Isuith causes a greater cextitude in
the intelleet than doe® sgience, does not of itself
answer the problem of Cixris‘aian philoscphy. There
are, conceivably, many possibilities. Cne person
might have the certitude of faith, and another the
certitude of natural reasonj or, even in the same
perscn there might be faith and evidence, but about
dirfercnt objects; or again, talth and evidence might
be present in the same person.abent the same objlects
but suceess%vely. all of these could be included with-
in the limits of the selution given above, yet at the
same time, ncne of them answers the problem whether
a philesopher who is Christian will have & greater
perfectlion, as phllosopher, precisely because of his

faith, If the Christian philosepher's faith iz te

influence his seience, the two muet somehow be brought

together %o bear on the same objeet. In dlsecussing




the various aspects of this problem the -argument
will follow eimply the treatmen£ giveh by John of
St. Thomas in the Cufdus Theologleus, Tome V11,
Disputation Two, Article Cne. |

The problem may be posed as follows: is
there a centradiction in seying this thst cne person
can belleve and know scientifically the same thing
eimnultanecusly? that he can have at the same tiéé
faith in an evidént preof of the same object? There
scems %o be no impossibility in this, since evidence
and‘laek of evidence concerning the same thing‘ére
compatible at least successively, From this {t would
follow that ene and the seme person tould know scme-
thing evidently through demonstration and then, hav~-
ing recelved the faith, believe what he forzerely
knew, Such might be the case of the philosopher who
has an evldent demonstration of the truth: God isj
then, after éaving been converted to the fgith, he
also believes the same truth, as 3St,Paul séys:

"eredere enim onortet agcedentem ad Deum guias est."
(1) while at the same time not losing the democnstration

- (1) Heb., xi, 6,




of that truth, That he can still have a philosop~-
hical demonstration of the truth 1s evident since
he does not lose his philegophical proof by belng
ccnverted to the faith, just as the theclogian who
has falth can st the same time have a demonstration
of Ged's exlstence. Hence, 1t seems to be no in-
compatibllity if there be in the seme intellect

the evident act of sclence and the non=evident act
of fauilth, provided that the two are not ecnfused

and made to coalesce into one.

Cne seens forced to admit such & ¢conclus~-
ion because of the difficulties which would follow
upon a contrary positicn of some kind, Of the latt~

er there are three possible altornaﬁivea.

1, If it i8 not admitted that sclence and
faith can coexist in the same knower about the sune
objeet, then 1t would have Lo be sald that he who
has a scientlfic demenstration about the truth, Ged
iz, and is then converted to the faith, retains the
selentific demonstration but does not have elther
the act or hablt of faith about that particular
truth, that 18, he does not belleve the truth ac-

-
o
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tually, but enly in praepartione animi. Conse=
quently, the certitude which he has about that

truth is a certisude of philesophy, not of faith

® .
and 1s no greater than the certitude which the

nen=~Christian philosophsr hes.

The difficulty; however, of such a posit-
icn, as Suarez notes, is that 1t seems incredibile
that the Christisn philosopher should have an assent
which not only would be no firmer than the ass;ht j
of the non=Christian philoaobhem; but, at the same
tize, would be less firm than the assent of one who
had but simple faith and no scf{entific demonstration
of that truth. In other words, the Christian phil-
oscpher would be worse off the very reason that he
had evident scienm;fie knowledge about God's exis~

tence. Suarz says:

Sed in hoec [qued fidelis -
Christianus, eo ipso gquod asquirit
desonstraticnem, amittit ridem eir~.
ca easdem veritates) sine dublo ve~-
hementer fallitur [Capreolus) , pri=-
me, qula videtur plane esse éontra
ipsam experientiam, quia fidelis
factus dootior circa has veritates
per scientiam, non minus firmiter
1llas credit, quam antea, sed codem
medo profitetur Symbelum, in quo
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etiam illae continentur,

et eodem affectu firmante

intellectum quo antea, Neque

est verisimile fedelem, prop-
ter acquisitam seientianm

- factum esse pejoris eonditi*

: onis in spimitualibus denis,

5 et maxime In fide, quae et

' aliorum fundamentum. (1)

This reasen impressed many of the theocl~

oglans, among them Gregorius de Valentia,, who said:

sy assensus fide et asa~
ensus evidens de sodem non pos«~
sunt sture, sed assensus evidens
assensum fiaei excludit ut dlcunt:
non autem assensus fidel assensum
evidentem (ocnstat enlm experientia
fldem non impedire, quominus quis
acquirat evidentem agsensum per
demonstrationem), sequitur hominem
qued attinet ad eos fideil articu-

] log qui evidenter scirl pessint
deterioris espe conditionis si doo~
tus, sit quam si sit indoctus,

Juod certe absurditate eoncedi non
poteﬁt v ‘2 )

Ripalda 1s of the same opinien:

Ergo possunt 1111 [doctil
simul habere actum evidentem et fidedi.

o (1) Suarez, De Fide, disp, 3, seec. 9, n. 4 (Vivds,
1888,) X1, p. 80

(2) Gregorius de Valentia, Comm, Thegloglicum, De Fide,
disp. la, punct, 4 (Paris,1609), 111, -col. 66D,




Allas, deterioris conditionis
esgsent dootl, quam indoctl,

cun eirca plura objecta effice~
rent indoctl actus meritorie
fidel quam doctieell) .

Toletus says the same }

Quia allas sequeretur, quod
qui hujusmodl demcnstrationem
haberet, minus eratj qued dicere
profectoc est inanditum et omnine
falsumé Tume oaim 2eset »»lum hu-
Jussedl selentlas aegrirere, guum
sinuant fidel eertttudinenm,

Seguela autem probatur, Sclen~ . .
tla et decnonstatio, licet sit clari-
or, #st tamen minus certa, quam fi-
des, ut ipse 3, Thomas docet ques=-
ticne quarta. 3it igitur qui demon~
strationem habet, privatur actu
fidel circa articulum 1llum, erge
minus certe asgentit 1115, quanm
ante, (2) '

A further gmbarrasament would arise from
the fact that not only would the Christlan philosopher

be less certain than the Christian of simple faith,
but also there would be no justification for him.

(1) Ripalda, Icannls idartinez de, De Virtutibus
'ThQOlOEcls, d15P¢ 12, geC. 3" Ne 46' Viv 8, 1875)’

V1l, De 226,

(2} Tételus, In Summa S, T « 114 Qo 1, 8¢ 5, 2a
concls., 0. L (Rome, 186%), p« 36.
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If he would not dbelieve that God 18 (which this
position supposes), he ¢ould not appreach Him, Bug,

a8 St. Paul says, this 1a necessary for selvatlon:

Sine fide autem impossibile
est pluacere Degj credere enim opor-
tet accedentem ad Deum quia est, et
inguirentibus se remunerator sit.(l)

Cn thle Suarez says!

Demus ergo philcsophum haben-
ten evidentiam de sxiatentie Del
: ~ ‘ accedere ad Deum ut justificetur;
ergo necesge est ut ille etlam ecre-
dat Leim esse} eredende autem non
amittit habitum scientise, ut potest
esse evidens experientia et ratione,
i quia eetus infusus non habet oppo~
: sitlonem cum haditu aequisito, sec~
§ ~ lusa ratlone culpae, gquae est oppos-
ite meralis, Fropter hoc, Cajetanus
ad locum Pauli exponit 1i1ud ggfgggg
de guocumgue assensu certe, et ita
exlstimat necesgsarium non esse ut
philesophus factus Christianus fide
infusa eredat Deum esse. Sed hoc
reprobavi in superioribus, quia
manifeste est contra contextum
Pauli, quando enim dixit, 3ine fide
est imposglbl 'gﬁ&_ lucere Leo,
sine E%la dubit?t one de f%de infusa

loquebatur...{2

% (1) Heb, 11, 6.

(2} Suarez, Dg Fide, disp. 3, sect. 9, n. 5,




Because of such inadmissable consequences,
itseems that it must be held that falth and evident
gclence about the same obJeot ¢an coexist in the sa-

me subject,

2+ 4 second possidble alternative would be
to say that he who hus the faith hes gg‘ggggg a
greater certitude that God 18 than the non~Christian
philocsopher, because he has the faith, but beyond
that no selentific proef of that truth. Thus, the
philoaophér in gaining faith with its greater:é%it-
itude would at the same time lose his scientiric
knowledge about truths on which his faith bears,
“his 1s egually diffrfcult to admit sinceiit is a
fact of experience that such a demonstration had
vefore eonversion remains asfter coﬁversioh. Further-
more, assent once given besause of evident demons-
tration convinces the intelleot perfectly and 1is
therefore not suyercéded by the non-evidenq:assent
of faith, which, though it moves the intellect to
a certoln assent, 1s nevertheless obscure and im-
perfect a8 knowledge because 1t lacks evidence. For
these reasons, then, is no justification for helding
that faith eliminates the philosopher's selentific
knewledge,
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Ponameus erge philescphum
11lum non tantum evidenter cognos=-
cere Deum esse, sed etlam veracem
esse, et habitum retinere utrius-
que veritatisy tunc ergo ut ille
inelpiat credere, cportet, ut per
fidem infusam oredat Deum non posse
fallere, o nlhilominus revinet in-
tegrum habitum sclentiae. Ergo, de
eadem veritate naturali circa Deum
gtat actus fidei cum habitu scien~
tiae. (1)
3¢ There is a third possible sclution ir

it be said that the Christian philcsopher has at
the same time the evident act of science along with
the certitude of fuith. This can be explained in
two ways: by saying either (a) there is one act
which has both the ratie of scientifie evidence
and the ratlo of the certitude of faith, or, (b)
the aet 1s one, but specifically different both
from fulth and sclence dbut containing eminently
the perfections of boths It i2 impossidle to
maintain the first of these alternatives decause
if the evidence of science and the certitude of

falth are formally in the same act, then the evidence

(1) Suerez, De Fide, disp. 3, ssct. 2, n. 5,
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is speciflcally selentific and the certitude is
formally of faith, This amounts to saying that

there is no contradietion in having sclence and

falth in the same subject about the same object.
.This destreys the position and admitz what was
originally stated %o the contrary, namely that
there is no 1néompatibility if the sume individual
has non-evident faith and evidedt sclentific know~.
ledge about the same truth. If, to escape this, it
. be sald that the aot has the ratig of sclence but
not the certitude of faith, then équally embarr=
~asslng consequences follow. Would the certitude,
then, be a natural certitude?--then, once more, the.
Christian philosophar would de ieas certain than an
ignerant person who has but the faith, less certain
because he knew more. Moreover, he could not be
Justified because he did not Belleve that God is.
Or, would the certitude be supernatural but not of
faith?=--then in what species would 1t be, since the
certitude of faith alone iz besed on the autherity
and testimeny of God? If the second alternative be
accepted, naxely that the act ig specifically @iffer-

ent from both falth and science and yet contains
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eminently the perfections of both, the position ig

even meore difficult %o sustain, Such an asct would

be either natural, and then the difflculties mention-
ed above would recurj or, it would be supernatural,

] and then it would be the certitude of ralth, or it
would be superior to both, which is impossible,

In addition these difficulties, the au-
thorlity of 8t. Thomas might be cited to show that
falth and natural sclentiric knowledze can coeiist
in the same subJect, at least, he semms to find no
incempatlibllity in holding that the same knower can
have both perfect and imyeifect knowledge!

] Cognitio perfecta et imperfec=
ta ex parte medii impossibile est
qucd cenveniant in uno medio, Sed
nihil prohibet quin eonveniant in
uno objecto et un une subjlecto.
Potest enim unus home eognoscere
eadem conclusicnem per medium pro-
babile et demonstrativum., (1)

Elsewhere he says:

Sclentia et opinio, quanvis
sunt de ecdem, non tamen secundum
fidem medlum, sed secundum diversa,
et ideeo pcssunt esse simul, (2)

Ia-IIﬁe, Qe 67’ Qe Do

(1)
(2) I11 Senﬁ,. dist, 31, Qe 2' &e l, Qla 1,‘ ad 4,

(N
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From this the conclusien can be drawm
that since epinion, which ia nen-evident, can exist
in the same subject with sclenee, which 1s evldent,
because they are produced by different media, so the
non-evidence of faith can coexist with the evidence
of seclentific proof in the same subject becsuse they,
too, proceed through dirferent fedla. Moreover, St,.
Thomas implies Jjust such a sonclusion when he says:

Quente autem home habet volun-
tatem credendi ea guae sunt fidel,

ex scla auctoritate divina, etlamsi o

habeat rationem damonstrativam ad

aliquid eorum, puta a4 hoc quod est

Deum esse} nen propter hoe tollitur

vel diminuitur meritum fidei., (1)

Theze objeetlons and counteroblections
serve to show how difficult and ecmplicated the
problem is. snd if there is to be any solution,
it must first begin with a discussion of this fun~-
demental question: 1s it possible for the sume know-
ing subject to have both sclence and faith? Can the
act of oelence and the act of fsith coexist in the

same subject concerning the same object? Can the

(1) IZa=I1lae, ge 2, a. 10, ad 1,




hablts of science and faith ccexist in the same
intelleet extending to the same ocbjeat, e.g., Deus
est?

Despite the quotations from St,Thomas
clted above, his pesition on this question is definite
and conslstent: an act of faith and an act of selence,
or the hablts of fsith and sclence bearing on the sa-
me truth are lncoumpatible in the same subjeet because
of the Rnoempatible conditicna and effecets which they
i1xply on the part of the sublect, In explalning the
dirference betvween sclence and faith, St. Thomas
procedes by showing flrat that faith does not bear

on evident objJects.

asgentit autem intellectus
alicul dupliciter:

1} uno medo quia ad hoec movetur ab ipso
objecto, quod est vel per seipsun
cognitum sigut patet in principiis
primis, quorum est intellectus; vel
per aliud cognitum sicut patet de
concluslonlbus quarum est scientia,

2) alio modo intellectus assentit all-
cui, ncn quia sufficienter movestur
ab cbjecto propriec, sed per quamdam
electionem voluntarie declinans in
unam partem megis gquem in aliam;
et 21 guldem hoe sit cum dubitati~ .
ocne et formidine alterius partis,

N
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erit opinioj sl autem git cum
certitudine absque tall formi~

dine, erit fidess Illa eutem videri
dlcuntur quae per seipsa movent in~
tellectum nostrum vel sensum ad sui
°°8§1°1°n§§5 Unde menifestum est

qued neec €8 pec opiniec potest esse
de ipsis visls fﬁi'aecu dum sensum
aut secundum intellectum, (1

Again, he says:

-alio modo potvest acoipl ratio
formalls credibilium ex parte nostri;
el sic ratle formalls credibilis est
ut sit nen visum; et ex heec parte
articull fidei distinguuntur, ut vi=-
sum est. (2) : o

Ste Thomas then shows the oppeeltion
between the evident knowledge of sclence and the non=-

evident knowledge of faith:

Cmnls seientia habetur per
aliqua principia per se ncta, et
per consequens visa; et ideo opor~
tet quaecumgue sunt scite, aliquo
modo esse visa., Non autem est possi-~
bile quod idem ab eocdem sit visum
et creditum, sicut supra dfctum est.

Unde etiam impossibile est
quod ab eodem idem it scitum et

(1) Ila-Ilae, gq. 1, a. 4,
(2) Ila~Ilee, q. 1, a. 6, ad 2.
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creditum. Potest tamen cen~
tingere ut 14 quod est visum

vel scitum ab uno sit creditum
ab alio, Etenim quae de Trini-
tato.aredinas, nes visures sperge

ggg, secundum illud I Garilizzla
~Qenus nune peyr s -
Date, tung fagle ggc%?m;
guam quidem visicnem fam ange

habent, Unde quod nos eredimus,
1111 vident,

Et sle similiter potest con-
tingere, ut 14 quod est visum vel
secltum adb une homine, etiam in
statu viae, s8it ab alie ereditum,
qul hoe demenstrative nem novit,

Id tamen quod communiter omnibus
preponitur hominibus ut eredendum

est communiter nen seitum et ista

Sunt quae simpliciter fidei subsunt, (1)

He proves the seme in the De Veritate:

Quandocumque autem defiocit
ratio proprii objeetl, oportet quod
actus deficlat; unde quam ¢ito ali-
quid ineipit esse Praesens vel appa-
Tens, ncn potest ut objegtum subesse
actui'ridei. Quaesumgue autem sciun-
tur, proprie aceepta sclentia, co~
gnoscuntur per resolutiocnem in pri-
ma prineipla quae per se praesto
sunt intellectui. Et sic emnis
sclentia in visione rei Praesentis
perficltur, Unde imvossibile est

quod de eodem sit fldes et seilentia,

aliguid vero est credibile
non sigpliciter, sed respectu ali-
cujus, quod quidem non excedlt facul-

(l) II&‘IIQQ. Qe l. a. 5.
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tatem omnium hominum, ged ali=-
guorum tantum, sicut 1lla gquae de
Jeo demonstrative sciri possunt,

ut DVeum esse unum aut incorporeum
et humusmodi, Zt de his nihil
prohlbet quin sint ab aliguibus
scitla, qui herum habeant demong=
trationes, et ab aliquibus eredita,
qui horum demecnstrationes mnon per-
ceperunt, Sed impossibile est gued .
sint ab eodem scite et credita. il)

And St, Thomas in many other places glves

the same explansticn. (2)

The reascn for this conelusion, &8s St.
Thomas indiceates, 1s falth and sclience are'oppoée&
becsuse they imply evidence and non=evidence, per-
Tfectloh and imperfection, in so far ae the knower
would both see the truth and not see it at the same

time. Sut, this 1s imposeible because Seitum est

Yisum, et creditum est pnop-visum. (3) Thus, the
two cannot coexist in the same subject about the
same object. The very ratig of thevobject of faith
is that 1% be pon~visum by the one whe'believes,

whereas the ratioc of the object of sclence is that

(l) P_G;.Yﬂ‘l Qe 14, 8s G

(2) Ia-llae’ QQ 6?, 8. 3; III&. q; 7. 3. 3; &'MO.
' disto 24, 802, Qla l; IIa.IIae’ QC a.a.i"."). ad 4.
(3) IIla=Ilze, q. 1, a,.5, ad 4.




it be yisum, that is evident te the one who has
the sclentific knowledge.
Nedium 111ud evidens et

necessarium tollis formalen ratio-

nem objeotl fidei, cum faciat

11lud enuntiabile, qued concludit,

esse apparens et visum. Actus autem

- f1dei non cadit super illud udbi non

salvatur ratio sul objeeti., Et de

heo licet qued, quam cito aliquid

inciplt esse praesens, vel apparens,

non potest ut objectum subesse actuil

Were science and faith to cgexist in the
same intellect, 1t would imply that the intellect
would imply that the intellect would both have evid-
ence and not have evidence of ithe object, that it
would be in movement towards its term of complete
kxnowledge and at the game time have arrived and rest
in that term; that it would be ecompletely moved and
convinced by the evidence and not be completely con-

vinced~-all of which is impossible.

For a clear understanding of Bt, Thomss'

(1) Capreolus, Defensiones, in Iilam Sent., dist. 25,
ge 1, 2+ 34 ad arg. cont®r 2am concl, ad 2.
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argument, it must be emphasized that when the object
of falth 1s sald to be non-visum, this denomination
Bon-visum comes from the gublest ¥ho does not see,
and not merely from a different medium, A aisun~-
derstanding about this point arises because some
think that the different between avident sciemce

and non=evlident faith to econsist soleiy in the
dirferent media. So, they conclude that Just as 8
certain reascn for assent dees not destroy the prob-

able reuson=--and it is true that cne can assent. with

certitude to a propesition while at the same time not
.disearq;ng severazl probable resscns~-sc one can assent
tecause of en evident medium as well as becauze of a
nen~evident medium, The elear and obsecure Tepresentation

of an object are diverse indeed, they say, but not

oprosed, and in the same subJect one does not exclude
the other, Clarity and ocbscurity are not compared to
one ancther as form and privation, dut as perfect and
imperfect, clear and less clesr kﬂowledge, both of

which can coexist in the same intellect. (1)

(1) cf: Ripalde, De Virt. Theol., disp. 12, sect. 3,
n. 45, - T .
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St. Thomas Bays, hovever:

Quamvis lumen divinitus infu~-
sum sit efficaeius quam lumen natu-
rale, non tamen in staty iste par=
ﬁio%ﬁatnr a nggia perfecte, med im-
periecte, et 1deo, pr 3y ;mggg;gg-
tam participatienem oly N nett

quod noh Tubimer per Toind To rots-
nem horum ad quorum eognitionem

datur; sed hoe erit in patria, quen-

do perfecte 1llud lumepn rerticipabi~

mug, ubi in lumine Dei videbimus

lumen, (1)

In this passage St. Thomas does not say
that faith and scilence are opposed merely because
of different medla, but because they denote, sirml-
taneéasly, perfection and imperfection on the part
of the subject. The imperfecticn ef faith, then, and
hence the reason why it 1s opposed to natural sclent=
iric knowledge, must be taken not cnly on the part of
1ts zedium, which is obscure (as opposed to the evid-
ent medium of sclence), but alse because of the fact

that falth, 1f 1t is to be recelved, demands that the

subject inte which it 15 reeeived be in se and ab-
solutely non=-videns, Hence, the object belleved is
sald to be nonwwisum from a denomination taken from

the subject who lacks eiidenoe.

(1)9_2 Ver., Qe 14, 8. 9,
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In order to see olearly that the reason
for tha opposition of faith te science is tounﬁed
precisely on the imperfeetion of faith on the part
of the subject, and not merely on the obseurity of
the medium of fuith, special note must be taken of
a distinetion made by Cajetan. (1) 4n act, he says,
may be lmperfect on the part of the subject in ¢wo
waye. In one way there is imperfection because the
act itself is imperfect and, when found in a subject,
renders the subject imperfect, Thue, a subject hav~
ing only probable knwledze would be nﬁperrect;‘ be~
cause, since probably knowledge itself 1s imperfect,
1t renders imperfect the knower in which it resides.
In another way an act may be imperfect because of an
imperfsetion taken frem the subjJeet itself, inasmuch

as the act is or‘shch & natyre that it cannot exist
except in an imperfeet subject. The most famfliar
example of this is motion, ggggg‘gggig,;g,ggﬁggg;g.'
whose imperfection, privation of its term, consists

not only in the motion itself, but also in the subject

(1) cf: caj, in lam-Ilae, q, 67, a, 3, nn, 2-4,




capable of receiving the motiocn. Yotion af its very
nature demands a subject which has not &ttalned, but
lacks 1ts term and is in potenmey to be moved to the
term. Consequently, the privation of the term which

- 1s the imperfcectlon of motion arises not cnly by

reason of the motion iteelf, but alse because motion

must exlst in a subject capable of motion. Thus, it

necessarily supposes a subjeet which is lmperfect,

that 1s, 1s absolutly wanting its term, A further

instance of this kind of imperfeotion is found in

the thecloglesl virtue of hepe, which cannot exist

| in heaven aleng with the satual possession that

f i A which was hoped for, because hope implies a motion

towards the possession ef the term, Consequently,

if hose 18 to exist in a subject, 1% presupposes

that the subject 1s lacking the possession of the

g term, In like manner, falth impliss a certaln motion

towards a term, namely, the motion of the intelleet
towards evident knowledge in which alone 1t is satis-

" fied. Hence, fuith cannot exsit except in subject

= which imperfeectly and incompletely meved by its objeot,

in other words, in a subjeoct which is hDon~videns. St,.

Thomae includes this nen-evidence on the part of the

subject in the ratio formalis of faith.
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Batio formalis fide! potest
accipi dupliciter: une modo ex parte
ipsius rei ereditaei...slio modo
potest acelipl ratic formalis eredi-
bilium ex parte nostri; et sic ra-
tio formalis eredibdilis est ut =it
non visum,ee{l)}

| Thie is not to be taken to mean, of coure
se, that for faith there are t¥o formel cbjects,
"Ratlo formalis guae est hon-yisum ex parte nostrd.”
neans simply that this nen~evident object of faith

will be attained only by a knower who hes this esgen~-

tial ecnditlon, nemely, that he be in movement and
not yet arrived ad visiopem,

Quamdiu sumus in eorpors,
peregrinemnr a Dominej per fidem
enim ambulamus et moen per speciem.(2)

Cajetan's own words on this are:

Nota diligentiseime quod
ubicumque, tam hie quam alivi, in-
venles quod objectum fidel est non-
visum vel apparens=-nen etc.}
intelllgitur nen de gbjacto ex
parte rel, sed ex parte nostri. Ita
quod non~visum non est ratio forua-
113, nec conditio objecti fidei ex

(1) Ila-Ilae, q, 1, a. 6, ad 2.
(2) 1I gor., 5, &=7,
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[

parte objectl; sed redundat in

chjectun ex parte credentis, et

dencminat objectum dencminatione

extranea, sumpta ex c¢cnditiocne

eredentisy iem enim dictum est

. qued imperfectio fideli est ex parte

subjecti, et non objeati. (1)

Thus, the oppositien between faith as pon=-
visun and sclence as yisum does not consist in the
faet thet the same individusl possesses a medium
which i non=evident and imperfect along with a
medium which is evident and perfect. The incompati-
bility arises, rather, becauge it 12 irpossible for
the same sgubject to be itself perfectly and complete-
ly convinced by the object and made to see by reason
of the evidence, while at the same time being not
perfect1§/convineed and non-seeing, This is the radic=~
al reason why falth and science about the same object

cannot coexist in the same intellect.

The full force of St, Thomas'positlon now
becomes clear, The argument may be formulated as

follows: the perfect and the imperfect cannot exist

(l) C&je in. IBJK"IIB.S, e 67, &s. 5. |+ M 60
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together according to the Bame respeot, applied to
the éase of faith and 8cience, this implies that

1t 18 impossible far the perfect or evident knowe
ledée of sclence to coexist with the 1m;erfect'or
nen-evident knowledge of faith in the same subject
with regard to the same cbject, The act of falth
has 1n 1ts very notien imperfection on the part of
the subjeet in 8o far as the bellever deoes not see
what he believes, for the act of falth ie an assent
of the intellect not perfeotly moved and convineced
by i1%s own proper objeet, but needing the incifggiion
of vhe will by whieh it {g moved freely to essent,
bclenee, on the other hand, has ip its very notion
perfection on the part of the subject in so far ag ¢
the one having soientifie knowledge sees what he
knows. To Bay that one and the same person could
have an act of science and an act of faith about

an object at the same time would amount to saying
that he sees evidently the intelligible object and

that he does not see i, that'he is perrectly mov=
ed to assent and not perfeetly moved thereto--which
1s contradietory. It ig manifest, them, that it is

lapcssible that in the same Intelleet an act of

> .




sclentirie knowledge about the 8ame object,

Vhile the discussion up to this point
has been comcerned wish proving the éncompatibily -
iy of the acts or falth and Belence, the conclusion
ie no different in egard ¢ the hablts of faith
and selence., That St, Thoma s t;aehea this is ¢lear,
not only from the many passages Previously eited,
but also in what ic stated in the following:

Cbjeetun £idei est res divina
nDon visa. Habitus autem virtutis,
sicut et quilibet alius, respicit
Speclem ab objecto. Ef ideo excluso
qued res divina sit nen viga, ex~
cluditur ratio fidei. Christus au=
tem a primo instanti suse concepti~
onis plene vidig Deum per essentiam,
Unde in eo fides esse non potuis, (1)

In discussing the question eof the duration
of the virtues after thie life, he says the samei

Et similiter ast lmpessivile
" quod cognitio perfecta et imperfecta
ex parte subjeeti sint simm) in ecdem
subjecto. Fldes autem in suil raticne
habet 1mperfectionem>qnae eet ex parte
subjectl, ut seilivet credens non
videat id quod credit, Beatitudo au-
tem de sul ratione habet perfectionem

(l) III&, Qe 7, 8, 3

[}
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éX parte subjecti, ut seilicet

beatus videat id quo beatificatur,

Unde manifestum est guod impossgie

bile est quod fides maneat gimnl

beatitudine in ecdem subjsato, (1)

The reason for this is that it is impossiv-
le for the same object to be habituslly evident and
habitually non-evident in the Same intelleet, Jjust.
838 1t was shown above that they were actuslly in-
compatible. But an object is hebitually and per-
fectly evident by the habit of seience, and habig~
ually non-evident by the habit of raith, Therefor,
that the intellect have both in regard $6 the sume

object is impessible,

It might be obJected that since faith is
8 certain motion by which we tend to the vision of
God, 1t ceases onee that vision is attained, Howev~-

er, since in sclence God is not attained evidently

in se Dut only through his effeets, faith, it seems,

een coexist with sclence. and, indeed, it 1s true
that faith does not temd to matural selentific know-

(1) Ia~IIae, q, 57, a. 3,

1 3




* li% -

ledge ap ita torm, bus te the beatiric vision, Thepee
- fore, because the term ef falth ip not attained in

setural seienstiric knowledge, it geems thut raith

ean exist along vith natural sclentifie demonstration,

lUovaver, Lt, Thomas toncheg that faith is fncoopatib-

le with matursl selentifie demonstration a8 well s

wlth the avidence of visicn,

De ecden secundum idem nen

Jotcct espe simul {n uno homine
eclentla nee cum fide neg ¢o ol

nlone, (1)

Elsevhora de seys!

it de his{quee non exoodunt
faeultaven omnium sed aliguarum tane
tun) nikil prohibet quin sint ab ali-
quibus seita qui horum habeat denong=
tratlones, ot ab aliquibus eredita
qui horum demcnstraticnes Acn perpere
cerunt, Sed Impossibile est qued sint
ab codem goita et eredita, (8)

ihug, ot. Themas ¢learly holds that not
only the evidence of the beatiric vision ineonpate
ible with fuith, but also the demonstration of
natural sclence is incempatible with it in the

same subject. and the resson is &2 before: ihe

(1) IIE'IIﬂ'G', e l' Qe 5‘ ad 4,
{2} E_ﬁ%%!u 3e 14, 84 2§ CP3 Ibide,qe 14, s, S ad
LY xa-izae, e 1, 8¢ 5, @,




“ 114 &

intellect csrnot at the same time be perfectly
determined by evidence ang imperfectly moved by
falths It cannot be 8eelng and fen~gseeing at the

same time,

There is a distinetion whioh further ma-
nifests this conelusion, Term‘g:qgg_gg can be under=-
stood in twe ways: 1) sreeifically, it rerer to
a state, that 1s, in so far as the Beatirie Vision
terninates the state of this lite whiek men tends
towards g perfect kncwledge in the state of Vision,
and in thie way faith requirss the Beatirle Vision
as the terminun status Yitae, the term and reward
of this life. Considered {n this way, faith is dir-
ected not to the evidence ef any scientific know-
ledge whatscever, but to the rerfect knewledge of

- heaven. 2) Term of faith ean e sald in a general

vay to refer to a eondition required for all felth,
namely that the intellect be determined and UWNCOV=
inced—dy the evidence of the objJect, In this gecond
way, faith fo.directed towards any evidence which
will terminate, detsrmine and satisfy the intelleet,
and in this '?}ay Temove the neeezsary condition for
faith, namelx}that the intelleet be indifferent to

assent,
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Quandocumque autem deficit
ratlo deficit proprii objecti,
oportet quod actus deficiat; unde,
quan ¢ito aliquid incipit esse prae~-
sens vel apparens, non potest ut
cbjeetum subesse actul fidel, Juae-
cunque autem sciuntur, preprie
accepta aclentia, cognoscuntur per
resolutiocnem in prima prineipia,
quae per se prassto sunt intellec~
tul; et sic emnis scientia in visio~
ne rei praecsentis perficitur. Unde
impessibile est quod se ecdem 8it
fides et sclentia. (1)

The conclusion then stands: it is inconme
patible that there coexist in the same intellect
an act of scicnce and an act of faith, or the
habit of scienbe and the habit of feith in regard

to the same oblect.

111

How Falth Perfects the Natursl Demonstration.

It 18 true that in the came intellect there
can&bt coexist an aet of falth and an act of sclence

or the habit of falth and the habit of science bear-

(1) De Yer., q. 14, a, 9,

RN
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ing on the same object, what, then, becomes of the
possibility of a Chrissian philosophy? If it 1s ne
longer possidle to meintain the original position
of Suarez which based a Christian philosophy on
‘the pessibility of having faith amd scisnce about
the same truth, must the notio of Christian phil~
osophy be abandoned? Or, can the faith of the
Christian philosepher hasve any influence in any
other way on his natural seientifie knowledpge? If
this 1s possible, hcw 1s it to be explalned? It
will be recalled that in epposition to buarez 8
position there were three posaible alternatives
which would still admit of the influence of the
philoscpher's faith on his patural sclence, Can
any cne of them or parts of them be justified?

The present section will discuss these solutions
and answer the obJections raised by Suarez. There-
by, the notlon of Christian Phileoseophy will be
clarified, - |

The first alternative (page 89) held that
he who had a demonstration about the truth Ged

exists did not make an act of falth directly about

this truth, but believed it only in praeparaskicne




- 117 =

animi. This solution can be upheld teo this extent
that the Christian philoscpher is more certain
then the non~Christian only in praeparatione animi,
but in hablt net in set, 4s long as the Christian
has & demonstration about a particular truth, he
does not--in fact cannot--make an act of faith
about thls, nor can he have the habit of failth
insofar as it attains this particular object, as
has been shown already, He ¢an, however, have the
hablt of falth itself, which will give him greater
certitude in promptitudine apiml, because he is
Zeudy to believe the truth of which he has a
demcnstration, if the demonstration for some reason
or other would cease to exist, That he retains the
habit of falth is evident, since he believes actual-
ly other truths about which he has no demonstration,
Ste Thomas indicates this solution when he.sayas
’ Quando habet homeo veolun=-

taten credenti ea quae sunt fidei,

etlamsl habeat rationem demonstra=-

tivam ad aliqued eorum puta ad hoe

gquod est Deum esse, non Propter hoe

tollitur vel diminuitur meritum
fidel, (1)

(1) IIa=IIne, g, 2, 8. 10 ad 1,.

¢




and he adds in the mext reply:

Rationes demonstrativae in-
ductae ad ea guae sunt fidel prae-
embula, non tamen ad articulos, et
s1 dimlnuant raticnem #idet, qiis
faciunt esse apparens id gqued pro=
ponitur, nen tamen diminuunt ra-
tionem charitatis, per quam volunw
tas est prompta ad ea eredendun,
etlzmsi non apparerent. Ed ideo
non diminuitur ratic meriti. (1)

This passuge 1s noteworthy because, al=
though 8t., Thomas claerly denies the pessibility
of the same intellect having falth ard sclence
about the same object, as has been shown, here he

finds no incompatibility in the same intellect

having a "rationenm demonstrativam” while at the
seme time having a "Yolugtatem grecendi". and, he

coneludes, as long as there is this ready obedien-
ce to assent, the merit of faith is not diminished,
Moreover, he asscciates the certitude of belleving
with merit, not with actual assent. That St. Thomes
helds that the same intellect can heve evident

knowledg: and faith habitualiter et radlicaliter

(l) IIQ"II&G’ Qe 2, a, . Ibidg, ad 2e




is shown in the following passaget

Quia Paulus in rsptu non

fult beatus habltitalitualiter,

sed solum habuit ectum beato-

Tum, consequens #st ut simul

tune in ¢o non fuerit astus

fidels fuit tamen simul tunc

in eo fidei habitus, (1)

Here St., Thomas eleariy suppeses that
St. Paul while rapt in his vision, had the actual
vislon of God at the same time Me had the habit of

faithe

There should be no hesitation in conced=-
ing that the Christien who has a demenstration is
not as certain as some one of simple falth as regards
actual assent to a particular truth, but that he has
the assent of falth only radieally and habitually,
The Blessed Virgin and the Apostles witnessed and,
therefore, had evidence of many things referred to
in Sacred Seripture about which we now make an act
of faith. However, merely because our faith has great~
er extension by reamon of more speeific acts, it
does not follow that it ig more perfeet. By the same

reason, Christ who had no assent of falth whatsoever

(1) IIa=-1Iue, q. 175, a. 3 ad 3§ Cf: De Ver.,q. 13,a. 2,
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had, nevertheless, the merit of faith. The merit
of falth consists in this that a man out of obed-
lence to God assents to what h@ éués not see him~
self, Christ had this cbedlience most perfectly
since, 1f God would have proposed objeet'ihich He
could not have seen, He would have balieved;
Meritum fidei consistit in
hoe quod homo ex cbedientia Del

asgsentlt 111lis quae non videt,
secundum illud Roms, 1t Bt A4 gbed~

diencum fidei in b tib
pro nendne + Obedlentiam auten

ad Deum plenissime habult Christus,

secundum illud Philip., 2: 8t Fag~

tus est obediens usgue ad tem.

Eb sic nihil ad meritum pertinens

docult, quod ipse excellentius

nen impleret, fl)

The Christian phileosopher, besides having
the assent of faith habitually and, therefore, the
merit of falth because of the affegtum eredenti,
has furthermore a Xnowledge which, a8 regards the
mode of understanding and knowing sclentifically
with evidence, is incomparably superior and, simp=-

ly speaking more perfect,

(1) IXIa, g 7, 8« 3 ad 2,
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Ad perfeetam rationem cogni-
tionis intellectivae tria requi~
runtur! Primo, quod id qued eognos-
eitur intellectul proponatur; ce-
cundo, quod intellectus illis ad-
haereat} tertlg, quod ea videat.

Ea ergo quae fidei sunt in-
tellectul proponuntur non quidem
in selpsis, sed gquibusdam verbis
quae ad eorum expressionem non
sufficiunt, et gquibusdem similitu~
dinibus ab eorum repraesentione
deficientibus, Et ideo dicuntur
¢ognosel in in genigmate.
Et propter hoc non v dentur, pro-
prie loguendo, sed tamen intellec~
tus assentit eis, Et propter hee

imperfecte comnescun neg omnino
Tehorantur, (L] ntuE
., The words of St. Paul which were cited by

Suerez, ad Justificationem oportet g;edegg gula
Deus est, do not alter the solution, ¥hen St. Paul
required velief in Cod's existence for Justificat~
ion, he was not demanding an aect of faith in the
exlstence of God as author of nature (as Suarez
understands it), but in God as the author of grace
and the supernatural end of man., The phllosopher
i1s not obliged to believe in the existencé of God,
author or nature, not only because he already knows

this truth evidently, but also because this object

(1) 1II Sent., dist. 24, a. 2, qla 3.
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dces not pertain per ge to faith but to & natural
light, Hence, he fulfills St. Psul's command in
ellciting an aect of falth about God as supernatural
end, This knowledge pertains per se to falth, is
necessary for the Jjustirication of adults, and
admits of no philosophicsl demonstration. and this
explanation of 5%, Psul's words is clearly taught
by St. Thomas. (1) Therefore, slthough the Christian
philescpher who knows the truth Deus est through
evident demomstration cgnnbt make an aet of faith

about 1t, he can attain it radicaliter et ln habitu,

The second alternative (page 94) stated
that since the Christian philosopher possessed the
hablt of falth but had actually no faith about the
truth God exists; therefore the certitude which he

had was actually no greater than the certitude which
the non=Christian philosopher had in his aef of de=
menstration. However; it is more in canforﬁity'with
the teaehing.of Ste Thomas to say that the Christian
philosopher not only habitually but actually has a

(1) Cf: ITa~Ilzce, Q. 1, a. 7§ De Ver.,q. 14, 2. 9 ad 8,
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miore certain demonstration ex eonlunctione ad
fidem, 3¢, Thomus teaches that among the reasons
for which faith should teach even those truths
about God which ecan be kanown by natursl reason
is this one, that the human intellect might know
more cerbainly those things whieh it can Xnow
about God through 1i¢s own light,
Ratlo enim humana in rebus

dilvinis est multam deficiens, Cujus

slgnum est quia philosophi de rebus

humanis paturali invest gatione per~

scrutantes in multis erraverunt, et

sibl ipsis contraria senserunt., Ut

ergo esset indubitata et certa co-

gnitio apus homines de Deo, opcrtult

quod divine eis per modum fidel tra~

derentur, quesi a Dee dicta qui men-

tiri non potest. (1)

Thus, thrcugh faith, the deflency of natur-
al reasonlis corrected lest it fall into error, &
fact which is all to common ameng non~Christian
philoscphers. If natural reason, then, is strengthen-
ed through faith, a demenstration proceeding from
natural reason and thus strengthened 1is more certain

than if 1t had ito certitude from reason alone.

(1) 1Ia=Ilae, g, 2, a. 4,

O




- 1l24 -

Caeteris paribus visio est
certlor audi{tu, Sed ei ille a que
auditur, multum excedit visum vi~
dentis, siq certior est sudibus
quan visus, Steut aliquis parvae
seclentiae magis certificatur de
6o quod audit ab aliquo selentifie-
¢o quam de eéo quod sib{ seocundum
suam raticnem videtur,

Et multo magis home cersior
est de eo quod eudit a Dee, quo
falli non petest, quam de eo quod

N videt propria ratione quae falli
potest, (1)

Thus, the philesopher who, in addition to

the natural evidence or demonstration, would "hear
Something of God" wWould by that faet have an added
and greater certitude in his demonstration, because

the act of demcnstration, over and above its own

natural certitude, would participate in a certitude
from falth itself,

This last point, namely that this greater
certitude ef science is a participation in the cert- -
itude of falth, 1s essential for understanding the
netlon of Christian Philesophy, In saying that the

(1) IIa-IIae, q. 4, a. 8 ad 2,
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8¢t of natural demonstration "participates” in a
éertitude derived from faith. it must not be und-
erstood to lmply that thers g a simultaneous act
of faith or that the acg is a combination of faith
and sclence, both or Which are impossivle The act
of demqnstration pertains essentlally to the natural
science and has a sclentiric certitude in common
with other natural sclences, However, in so far as
1%t 18 subjeet to faith and 1s corrected and 111y~
minated by faith, the demonstration participates
tn a higher certitude imparted aceidentally tc the

sclence by faith,

Thies conclusion presupposes the doctrine

of St. Thomas that a Superlor power sometimes perfects
an inferior power and eommunicates'to it a mode of
cperation superior tc igs oWh proper mode, For examp -
le, in the case of the will partiecipating in certain

powers of the intelleet., St, Thomas says:

Wuandocumque sunt duo agentia
ordinata, secundum agens dupliciter
Potest movere vel agere: uno modo,
secundum quod competit naturae suae;
&lic modo seeundum quod competit
naturae superioris agentis, Impressie
enlm superioris agentis manet in ine
feriori et ex hoe inferfus agens non




