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INTRODUCTION

Mmig wscay iatends wothing core than the precentation of a rruzh
and rapid outline uf a few very limited aspectsa of the Thocistle doctirine
on certitude zad i develops immediately frea the fact that St. Thouas
g¢iven teo definitions of certitude which Iave strucs iercler as baing
radically differsnt. In view of its rucdimsentary charactsr, 1t .isut botler
have bean culled "hotes Towarl An Intarpretation of ths Thowmlstic Definitdon
of Certitwde?, had not that style zlrzndy beoen precvcpted by the wodesty
which originzates in prafuund knowledga and practically becowe its trade-
mark. 7The diffidance with which this esuagy 13 proferrel igsuss frou an ene
tirely diffarent gource, so that the uge »f sach a title wo Jlf:! hava indlca=
ted no small degree of prssumption.

The choicae of the subject 1taelf unay soex 0 give the lie to this
diseclainer and so need soue axplanation. One nicht thin.‘:‘ that a uatter as
glenmmtal as the Tomistlic Jefinitlons had lonz snince boen so carofilly and
comnatuently covared by the codern Zcholastics that any further discuigaion
of the.. would he at least superfluous. The nara projaection of another
e93ay vurporting to sxpose any part of St. Thomas' teachiny at this late
date would appear go utterly preposterous as $o conviet anyons who would
persist in it ssrionsly of arass stupidity. JFurthersore, it 1s bardly like=-
ly that a position which has been 80 heavily attacked as has Hercisr's needas
further attention.

Grantad that the antecsdent probability 4s all in favor of this douodle
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assumption, 4t may be possible to note briefly a few things which way
render it somevhat leﬁs plousible. | |
If one ¢0es back to the very bezinninz of the modern Scholastie
period with Balrmes (1) and turns to the first page of his Philosovhie

fondanentale (2), he wi‘ll find that the book starts with this sentence?

#J'al di commencer ces études philosophiques par l'examen
- des questions relatives & la certitude; avant d'élever un
édifice, 1l faut songer sux fondecents,."

z

If, now, he tskes up what is perhaps the lateet manual in -t'.he seme

field, Van Steenberphen's Epistémolode. he will soon come upon the following

R L T

statement, vhich occurs in connection with the suthor!s eriticicm of Mer~

cier's Critériolosie géndrale:

"En premier lieu, l'accent est mis sur la certitude; or
celle-ci n'est qu'un état psychologique, dérivant d'uwn cer-
taln état, d'une certsine perfection de l'acte de connefltre
lui-péma ; l'ob,jet principal de 1lt!'épilatémologie, congue coums
sciernce ot, dbs lors, comme rechsrchs désintéresasde, doit
dtre de ddterniner la nature des la connal sgance, ses condi-
tions, sa valeur; la question de la certitule ne pout étre
qu'un corollaire....." (3)

This juxtaposition of texts is the clearest way of underlining the
change which bas taken place in the attitude of some wodern Scholastics
toward certitdde, even though of itself it does not prove it. It is quite

poszible that both Balmes and Van Steeberghen reprosent extreme views,

beither of which was ever held by anyons slse. A glance at a few more

texts will go far towards dissipating this difficulty.

Tongiori 1s occunted the firet Italian disciple of Balmes (4) and

1t might be well to find out whether 8r not he supports his master's
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- insistence on the iuportancs of certitude. In the secound part of nis

Instititiones Logzicas (5), which part is devoted to the question of truth

and which he calls “Critica® (6), he has this %to ssyt

NGuicunque ratione pollet, spontanso facultatwa suarum
exercitio certitwdinen de factis, de princiniis, de conclu~
slonibus omnino plurimis firmissimam scquirit. Antes omne

enin philogsophorun disputationen, certitudinem, hxanae

vitae adeo mecessariam, in tuto collocavit natwra, quua et
wedia suppeditavit illius scquirendze, ut usum madiorm per

86 ipsa docuit, ac tantopere mentem nostram veritati astrinxit,
ut dubitare de pluribus revus, etiamsi conerur, nequeamus. Fon
est izltur philosopho laborandum, ut certitudinem assequatur,
vel ut genus humanum doceat, utrua possit ad illam, sut guwo-
modo pertingere. Sad in 4llud unice animum intedere debet,

ut naturalis certitudinis fundamenta expendat, exrlicet, tuea~
tur] erroresque qui in usu medlorum, quibus certitudo comparatur,
irrepere possunt, notet docsatque quowodo hi vitari possint.
Atque hoc agunt philosophi, qui dognaticl vocantur, et per

hoc certitudinem quan dicunt philosophicsw, obtinsri pcsse
tusntur. st enim certitulo philosophica certitudo reflexa,
orta ex distincta cognitione notivorum quae naturalem certitudi-
neum gignunt, ac ratione consentansam faciunt." (7)

Agide from the fact that he does not, for reasons of order, place his
treatiient of certitude at the vory bezinning of his philosophy, Tonglori
could hardly have made his &, reement with Balmes! conception of the ;rimacy
of certitude more explicit. Lest it be thought that he hag added anything
to Jalies by the distinction he uakes between natural and philosophical cer-
titude, or by his euphssis on the incontestsdility of the existence of the
former and his mention of the necessity of reflection for the latter, 1t
8ould be recalled that Balmes had already wede these same points. (&)

Because of the importance which the question of the possibility of

assuming the critical position takes off a little later, it is also interesting
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to remark the almost contswptious tone with which Tonziori treats Descartes.

He posipones any :ention of him until he has first mde a general critlicism

.of Scepticism -- introduced by the parégraph quoted just above‘- and until

he has proposed the now-famous fheoxy of the three primitive truths, anoth-
er borrowing from Balmes (9). Only then, and aa if it wers an unnscessary
appendix waich mizht just as well have been oumlited, dces he examine the
methodic doubt. His slizht opinion of Dascartes shinag through the ope-
ning words of thia article:

WYix jam esset cur in his quasstionibus de Cartesio multis
loqueremur, nisi recentiores ejus sive adversarii slve

S5 Rt v R O AR

JR—

laudatores omnia Gartesii nomina replessent, jure ne-an in-
Juria, ipsi viderint. Quoniam igitur omnes de Cartesio dis-_
gerunt, breviter inmemus quid sit sentiendun de ea philo- . .
sophandi methodo, quan ipse sibi adoptandam putaviti ut
exagrerat {onas erroresque contrarii, qui sub Cartesii tum.
lavdibus, tun accusatiouibns deliteacero solant, vitari pos-
sint.® (10)

Demnation with faint praise is the final tribute he pays, when, a little

furthsr on, ne sifts from the exceases 6f both Rationalists and ®raditiona- .

‘lists vhat he estimates as Descartes' most significent contribution to phi-

losophy?

¥Sepositis igitwr iis omnibus, quas in utriusque scholae
declamationibus sive falsa sunt, sive exaggerata, non negaverim
aliquam laudenm esse Cartegio tribuendam, eo quod viderit,
quantua in quaestionibus de certitudine et gravitails sit et
difficultatis, quantumque psychologica reflexio ad has et si-
miles quasationes solvendag, utilitatis afferat; quas quidem
laus ejus priva ac singularis non est...." (11)

Ixactly ten years after the appsarance of the third edition of

Tonglori's Institutiones Fhilosophicas in 1864, Palmieri published a series

bearing the same title (12), the £ire% volume of which is devoted to logic
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and ontolo~y. He follows the division of logic which Jongiori had stated
snd, if anythianz, attaches this division to certitude even more plainly:

#Itaque Logicam wiversau in duas partes diribemus quarun

prior leges tradit, quibus regi oporet operationes mentis in
inquisitione veritatis, ut rectas sint; altera certitudinis
indolem et fundamenta sarutatur, fontes aperiens ex quibus
certas notitias veritatuwa hauriri possunt et debent, ac criteria
guppeditans quibus verwa a falso discernazms. Sic enim fiet ut
non solun operationes mentis sint rectae, sed ot cognitiones
eiusdem veras sint.* (13)

Whilas Tonziori had been content with the general assertion that
the ancients treated the problews of waterial lozic only occasionally and
in passing and had attributed its _riso as an independent branch of logic to

wore recent writors, Falimderi attaches it direcily to the Fosterior Analytics.

At the same time, the latter evinces a somewhat wore sympathetic feeling
for the relutivoly recent trends!

"Parguasum onim erat veteribus Logica munus ¢sce ron solum docere
quomedo operctiones mentis reatae alnt, sed etlam quomodc veras
esse possint; hoc alterum liquet ex Fosterioribus analyticis
Aristotells, quibus tsnquan textu use est semper Schola. Eus
sutem spectat haoc altera, quae modo traditur, pars Logicae.
Disorimsn est tamen quod ea amplificata fuerit quodammedo, et
aucta quibusdam qumestionidus, gquas veteres, aliis in locis
philosophiae tractabant. Culus amplificationis causa fult
orta recentiore astate disoutatio, et instituta inquisitio de
fundamentis ipsis et indole certitidinis, eiusque fontibus,
ex quibus neupe notitias certae haveri possint, atque motivias:
qua quaestione semel excitata as diversis in ea pmductis
opinionivus intezrum non est auplius FPhilosopho ean praeterirs,
vel leviter solum attingere. Ipsa vero proprie ad logicam
spectat, culus est ad certas notitias assequsndas viam menti
mmire. Hine eat quod hac nostrs quoque aetate qui peripateticl
aunt, aut certe videri volunt, in ea totil sini, samque accurate
- pertractent.® (1X)

It i3 not to be forgottsn, hewever, that,in this section of his

Preface, Palmlieri is not attacking Tongiori, who certainly realised the im-
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nortence and the necessity of this branch of philosophical inmquiry (as is
manifest from his extensive treatment of it in his owvn work), tut is
rather opposing fhe_'ﬂmditionalists in thoir strong objection to the use
of anything like a thorowsh-going critiocal method.
| Advertence to this fact:may spnear to disqualify the statamén‘a
Just quoted asg o wifnass to any substantial difference in the attitndes
of Tonglori and Palmieri toward the new insistence thnt absolutely no
certitude be exempt from sorutiny. | |

Actually, of course, the main interee't of the statement is the f4ine

indicatiogiit’ gives of ?m way in v;xicthalmieri:-' oontinixin.o: a.s.‘_‘{a_l_so‘,

clarifyingz the thowht of !l'on}:iori ~-=- conceives raterial logic wholly in

function of certituds, at the same tire that it evidences both his

vcarefulnesﬂ to found tmt relationship &n Lﬁatotlo end hia perfect *illingness
t§ zrent the necessity of the appropriation by material logic of whateve‘rA is
#00d in the rore modern method. Whether or not ‘here is detectabls in 1t _
beyond that a greater médinesn than Tonsiori evinces to rgcogniie the |
proﬁt' vhich can acerus to philosophy from the prope(; utilfiation of the
newly emphasised old technique is incidental to this central poinmt.

To say, however, that their differences ars in matﬁ_gra of acccis—'

sory detail 4is not to say that their differences count for'i'nothing. When

later writers poge the problem of the limit to which a Thomist can legiti-

mately go in instituting his epistemological eritique and when they examine
the extant to which he can ﬂghtly accede to the demnda of his adveraaries

- . .
without sacrifice of his own essential positions, one sometimes gets the
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1mpres.zie:’1 that 422 ~usstion had never before occured to snyona as mrihy
of serlois conzidsration. I% is at least helpful to Ymow that the older
genoration of writers had indeed thought the thing over pretty thoroushly
and that, thouzh they have ranged themselves solldly in suprort of what
would appear %o be the only zltsrnative fo elthsr Ratlonalism or Trodi-
tionallsw which ig ovar traly avndlable to the 'Thomist, their steads are
not perfectly solidary., Jonziori profors to mmlatain an air of aloof
diadain as his wa; of wndersecoring his convinction that, if that choice

of alteraxtiva is dictated, its imposiszion 1s not 4in any sense dus to any
compulsion the moderas can bring to dear, bul 13 rather 4oplicit as on
egsential elomant of ths ascient tradition, to which, further, ths modorns
ca.n‘ add nothing of value. Palulsri exhdibits somewhat better gracs when he
declares that 1% i3 now impossible for any honest adherent of Paripatesticism
to rofuse to becoms involved in the Tusstions raised by the followera of
Doscartes, or even to pass then over in silencs.

But 1f their differonces, which at first glance ssem scarcely
significant, tims loom large in the light of later discussion as sstting
then off one from (not, against) the other, so that &t is posaible both to
see that thair thought is not sicply stationary or repetitious and to maks

out the dirsction in which it i3 moving, ons should not lose sight of the

-fact that, once ssen in this light, these samse differences have, in their

turn and because of their being based in the esseatial agreemsnt of which
they are tut the various expressions, an illuminative mlu.e of their om,

ingofar ag thay facilitate the meagufement of the digtance by which some of
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the later wriiers venture outside what these uen conslder a safe dofensive
perimeters

shus, Lf Paliisri doea not refuse to pnfley wiith the enewy on the
very boundaries of his ﬁosition == &nd even allows him to infiltrate hia
1ir;es in the hope of tims reduciag hiz.i to submission &ll the wore quickly --
he ig adamant in his determination not to be lured across thosa boundaries
by sn excess of sympethy for the sorry plighs of his adversaries. 1! he

departs frou Tonglorits diz view of Degcaries, his pity s not at all the

- dewey-eyed_sort which obac.ras clarity of vislont

"Lelclendwa quiden est dubdbium reale de vanibus, guod et
scepticun Aicitur, nejue ex ao urofacto potost initium ducere..
vhilosophia; at alter est dubium quod methodicum dici golat,
quo non axcladitur guidenm czrtitodo, st qua habetur, sed
pruecisione ab ea facta, veritas et vaoritatis domonstratio
incudrisur ac sl res adhac csset incerta nobis. Ab hoc dubic
omnis demonatratio initium ducit, quae non supponit certum

" guod es: probandwa; ataue ab hac dubitations omn:e sclio-
lastic! disputationss suas auspicadantur quaerentes eX. gT.
At veus sis, ot ita porro. Quid orso prohlbet aaden
methodo uti in instiiusnda analysis certitudinis, elusqus
1nvesti,mndis findaentis et wotivie? Non ealm ita ipsa.
sxdttitur aut periwitur, sed e coatrario, penitiore sius no-
titis nccepta, firnior evadit ipsa et securior....” (15)

%hen one romarks the concern about cortitude which p;mzates this
whole preface, he is little surprised when he notices fm-che} thet Palmieri
mekas certitude an @leuent of his gonoral definition of loczlhc (16), thowsh
Ponglorl does not, &nd that, while Tongiori does not take upthc consi=
deration of certituds until afser he has trsated truth and its acquisition,
Palmier{ barsly centions truth in the ahort introduction to his “Philosophia
Oritica", or material loglc (17), dut bu;ins.m: section ilcmediately with
& chapter entitled "De Cartitudine® (18).
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it wuld be osulbls 50 polut out a furvaer difference between
enwiorl ead raluderd in chw sutter of the cowwonly ascepted divisions Jf
cortitude (15). Yub viose already rejorted are eavugh tv pProve toat oue
divergeucy of thelr views ou certzin poluts effocus no cheage whatsvevar
in tLselr co..i0n agrecwent oo the luportance of certitude. XNelther L thsre
any advagiage to Le zaulued frow stringing out a seriss of gquotations froa
other wanuals to show that they, too, carry on the tradition of insistence
on coriliudy thuy early establisbed. The process of doing so wou.ld\ ba
fucredidly Loriag end each sne can verify this custinuitly for hiwself by
conguiing $he wwauvals at his disposal.

if, thea, thare 1s 23 break in this tradition, tho question na-
turaily arises wuether Van Steésubserzhen is the ropresentative of su antirely
new line of thoughite Mo answer that question it will oe nscessary to follow
ab lsast oursuriiy the chain of eveats wnich have lsd to hig daul;ration of
certlitudee

it mould appesr to bogin wigh tne publiicatioa exactly fifty years

B394 in 1395 (20), of dercisrts Gritériologie Géndralo, the boox mhich Van

Staeberghen criticizes so severely.

Paradoxically emouxh, kercisr's mmnual is no lesa careful to une
deriins the {mportance of certitude than were i¢ts predeccossors. 3Hut there
is an all-important differsace. Thereas the earlier writers, as has been
polnted out, considered certituda in conneation with truth and its agcquisition
Sven Palmieri did not eutirely pass over this point -~ lMercier sesus to
abtrivute {tg Primacy to tho fact that i4 is the arva of agroeusnt vhie!;
Soholastician has with the sceptics. That is, however much the latter uay
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i g=z3tion the "alf. iy of he certitidss ve have, there '1‘) ny nossiollits
or ousting diubdbt upon the fact that wa do have cortiindes ab lunst =3
% ab Jecbive statast
; Ay, 1o seonticlgue dime de Aiscnzszion ne va pas Sugquth,
¢ tont contester. Pur le scoptique ¢owmus pOUr nous, la ne~

: ture g3t 971 mossesalon dlassentiments certzins poar lui,
: corrs pow nwus, 41 y a des 4%ats d2 o maciense doint

: lexlsteace, av soins phino:‘aale, est absolusent indshi-
table; ce zoni los donnses du prodlime sur lequel lui et
! roug sommos sppelés & nous prononzer.® (21)

Ee reprats the sare idea in comnection with nis oriticlsm of the

theary of tha threoe priniiive truths as totally u.zolcss azaingt, sce;:ticiw;n
r.

Rraty le seestisue nt: muem intdrdt B contester ces filts

da gonasicnes. Ta vrale guesilon entre lui ot noma n'est nas
49 sovdir 3l nrag ‘mm'mns drg assenticzonts spontansnent ire-
“ﬁcia 1bdlas, >s_,mhologiquemnt iniéniadbles, ctazd choso nce
cordia, cg sont las donnfes mdno du provleei 11 stnzit de
connalira la causs du cas ssaeatinents, de zavolr gl la nd-
cessitd ind falabdble d'afﬂrmer telle proposition spontaniment
certaina risulte adiquateuwent de la constitutiom du sujet psn-
: sant, ou sl elle ect dédtaralnde zer 1'iaflusnce dtune causs

~ objective.* {(22) :

g v

Tﬁis doas not et all mesn that Lteroier dé‘cac‘éxes t}x'notion of certi-

u e

tude frow that of truthe Such & separation would, 1nfact, be iwpossible
for any ‘sdxolz.‘ntict

e problinue critiriologigque peut dono &'faoncer provigoire-
uent en cas temaes? I '1ntallig-ence hwisine posssde-t-elle un
; ~ eritere co véritd, i 1'effet de discerner entro wm assentinen

' 18s1tinemont certaln, parce qus vrai, et un assentlaent dont.
la farietd a pour seul appud une dieposition affsctive ou une
tendange du sujet penzant!® (23)

But it doas sean that, apart from and oholly anterlor to any attachaent to

truth which it ray later turn out t o have, certitnile is alraady invested with

‘f dignity of {t3 own and with an undeninble prinagy, becsuse 4t i3 the
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admisgslon of the vxisteuce of certitule as a paycaclagical stabe -~ is
tas starciug point of wvery critical system and so it mmust ve the »oiunt of
departure ror the Scholastic critique, toot

48 problbue surglt tout Juste su wowmeat ok, réZlichiszans gur
nos états de consclence, nous nous damandonsg si la réflexion
confirue nos adhdisions spontaundes; ea d'auire terwana, 8l cllie
peut, oul ou non, trouver justifiavle et Justifid l'assenii-
ment aagurel du 1'ame que nous apeloans certitule." (24)

17 universal doubt 18 thne initlal actibude of the sincere scestis,
sclentific houesty obliguss the Scholasgtic to beglin his lavaestigation in
the sane way and in the saws frame of wiad:

0a nu'a pas le droit de déclarer al de suppoger artificielle-
went par avance qua la raison humaina n'ast pas apte i nous
mener & la connaissance certaine de la verlits.

"On n'a pas non plus le droit de Juger par avance que la
ralgon hunaine e@st apte & nous wener & la gonnalssancs cer-
taine de la viritd.

"Au seuil de 1'dpistdmologie, le critiqua doit s'abstenir

de prijuzer soit l'lnaptitude soit llaptitude de nos

facultds cognitives; il doilt se waintenir & cat égard dans
une ignorauce wyoulue. Cet 4tat d'esprit sst un doute ndgatis
universel. C'est wawe davantage. ui dit doute nigati?,

dit i{mpuissance & ee prononcer, faite de motifs obJjectifs;
c'est un §tat que ls sujet se sent condamms & subir. Or,
l'ignorance initiale sur la valeur de nos fagultés, que nous
réclamons du eritique, n'est pas wne simple impuissance,
clest 'ms loi Jjustifide qu'il est tenu de s'imposer pour

ne point tomber dans llarbitral-e.* (25)

If, in the eyss of the inheritors of the old attitude toward the
sceptical position, who thought that Falmleri had gone far enough when
he was willing to grunt that there might be sowething in the methodie doubt
which might be worth the trouble of salvaging, this entirely new and
wholshearted wolcome extendsd to the Sgpptics and its eancondtant. &nd
unreserved rejection of the old Dogmatisu sesus clearly to OpoA the way
to Sceptictam once more and even to admit 1ts irrefutability, there is
Bothing to fear:
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Meeeseens cn dlautre wots, sl le doute wniverssl pouvalt

‘se trouver, ne fut-ce qulun instant, fondé en raison,

elen seralt falt de ia certituwdoeeee _

fijels l'effort pour douter do tout dchousra, com.e nous

le forong voir dens les Livres suivants.

"1l y a, en effet, nous le verrons, dss propositions dont
les termes sont tels que leur wise en prdsence rivble nde-
cesgalrenent leur convenance ou leur r{pusnance avec e
nottetd qul ma laimee placs h eucun doute; 1'inatant oh
1tintellizence congolt les deux termes est aussi celul ola
leur rapport se fait jour, et swports invinciblswent ltadhd-
gion dclairde et indbranlable de llesprit.

WLtStat initial de l'esprit, dems le dowmaina de la réflexion,
clest donc la certitude. Tells sera la conmclusion motivde

des Livres sulvants.? (26)

It i3 extrewsly luporsant, howsvsr, to understand that the cer-

tivde whiic;h is shus wholly restored to 1£s ancient-éﬁd honorable primacy
is not at all the certitude of which the oldur writers spoke. ‘r?hat:ﬂi’;‘hey
had {n vind vas & anstural and spontaneous certitudé. shich nad 148 own value
and which needed no justification. ‘he task of philosophical reflection
with refsrence to it was sirply to exixine the caxiditions nscessary for 1t
and the czuses which engendered it. |

In lercier's théory. on ths othar hand, this ‘Bpontax;eojan c§rtitude
is, before 4t 13 submitted to 2 'proceés of scienﬁﬁo ﬁ,)untiii’;.cation through
reflection, a purely subjacti've state. 'I;mt means that one éannot be gure
whethar it 13 anything wore than that, though he is quick tq“add that this
1s not the equivaleﬁt of denying that it i3 wore than that. i Thug conceived,
the only importance which it can claim is that it offers a kind of scaffolding
from wh_ic‘n it will be poﬁaibla both to deuolish Scepticisna a.nd to build wp
the Thoumtstis theory of kmowledge. At the risk of soms repetition, it 1s

worth uaking this clear by another quotationt
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n,... la question est de savoir si, oul ou non, 1'intel-
Ticonee peus Justifier, fons le doumine du is réflexion,
1a certitude de ses adhésions spontandes. Dans 1taffirae~
sive, le dogmatisisa a ralson e la certizude, qui ntétalt
que spontande jusqu'alors, revet le caractdra d'une certi-
tude rifljchie, sclontifique; dans la ndzatlve, i1 s a
ddsaccord entre l'sotivité spontandas et 1'activité riflé-
cale do Lleaprit, et 11 a!y a qu'ume coaclusion disaspo~
rants & tirer de 1%, c¢'est gus la machine humalne est nal
faita. N

Wolest done dans la domains de la réfloxion qus $a pos@at
lea gquastions Jtgpistdwmolozia, ot uon dans ceiul de ia
gpontanéitd. Dans ce dernler, en sffat, 11 est évident ot
adnis pur tous que l'houxe sst en possessin do cartitudcs
nombreuses et da plus d'un geare.% (27)

Surely, it was too muca to expect that this slashing attack on the
most firily held and dearly cherished tsnets of the Cld Dogmatlstis would go
without counterattack. Perheps there wers earlier ripostes, Lut the reply
which seeus to be recognized (28) as ths woat dovastating — and it has
all ths marcs of a long and carefully thought-out proparation — dit not
appear until 191l. It was a relatively shor: article in the jevus Yido=

Scholastique and was called quite simply, "Le Héo-Dogmatisme" (29). Its

euthor waz L. Du Rousgauxe.

He divides the article into four main sectlons which traat what he
considers to be the four main headings to which the dlsagreement betwaoen
Hew and 01d Doguatlsts can be reduced. Thase =ra, ia his ordert the nature
of spontansous judgoent; the notlon of truthi the prejudicial questlon
(that 1s, in what state i3 the intellact before it asks 1tself wheiber there
18 any oriterion of truthl); and the problem of the criterion or motive of

spontaneous certitude (30). .
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The first section ia, in turn, divided into three parts, insofar
as it conalders the spontansous judagment ia Lts objective, ita psychological,
and its critical aspects. Thouzh a complate acqua;ntrmce #ith the criticisuas
which‘ he mexes in euch of tiege thrse perts -- and, indesd, in the whole
paper -~ would be necessary far any real understanding of the differences
betwsen the Yew and the Old Dogmatism as Du Houwsessux concelvses thes, 1t
will be enscyth for the purpanQ of this easay to take notlce ‘origfly osnly

of what he has to eay in connectlion with the third aspect of the spontaneous

_Judgwent. Auons the other recarks, then, which he uales here are the following?

B et Ll

Cetie adéquation que tout Jugeuent établit entre la svn.hasa
wentale et 1a chose extrincaque, n'oet reconnue ds fagon expli-
cite que par une rsflexion subséquente. B2lle fait 1'odjet
du jusssent réflexif, non du jugesent direct. Ce n'est pas &
dire cependant gue celui-ci solt aveurle ou inconsclent] ll'in
telligence spontande voit glnir sur son objet formal, wals cet
“bJjes, clest 1l'dtre wéue de la choas, non la vrai. leqml n'eost
intellizidle quten tant qutil est lui-ndue un stre, un otre de
relation. Durent son processus dirsct, l'intelligzence counaft
e4% reconnalt .L'ob,)st spprobends, son attention y eat tout entiere;
malg cela n'eupdche pas qu'elle ait conecience ds salsir ll'étre
en soi, de le tenir, ¢e llexpriasr dans son Jusenent. Le juge=-
mwent spontand nlest donc pas tout & failt dSpourvu de critiqus,
11 s'accompagne d'un sentiment (reditus incompletus) de sa rec-
titude. ¥rudt natursl et authsntique do l'intelligence, la ayn-
théae directe porte le sceam de 1'1m1té'réoll¢_ at produit dans
la conscience la certitude spontanée.
®Par congdquent, spontané n'est pas synonywe d'irrdfldchie, d'in-
consclent, d'aveugle; touta connalssance non encore- contrdlde
ne doit donc pas s'appeler sponiande. Clest ce que paralasent
oublier les néo-domulus.....
*Bien plus. Ils pesblent entitreent wéconnaftre cette critique
naturelle qui est l'essencs nidue de la pensde, ce discerna:oent
concx:itant sang leqwl il n'y a qu'dvagation et fantaisie.
Du moing, n'en tiennent-ils pas compte. Toul en adrettant la
certnude spontande comxse fait initial, ils ne reconnaissent ax
syntheses direotes aucune valsur propre ils ne les agceptent
qu8 sous bindfice d'invontairc..... Telle ost si bien leur con=
viction qu'{ls vont jusqu'a donner powr but & la Philosophie
oritique de contrdler la certitude direate et de 1'ériger en cer-
titude réflextve." (31)
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I% %a in tha third section of the cssay, when e iy considering the

. e

atate of ignoruance in which the iew Doguatlsts say the intellsct finds {tsslf

shea it Tirst usia whether there is a criterion for truth, that be attacis
the possibility of holdiny s wmiversal, negative duubi. He cays that this
15 zoing ferther than Deacurtes did and be further appeals to the authority
of St. Thomaat

Plieaprit ne saurelt, dit scint Thoues, douter son otro,

car var cela néue Uil pense n'importe quoi, il apergolt
qutil est." (32)

ATy ORREAT— TR A e T g

And fo this sm.e section he defends the theory of the three pri.dtive iruths
as propused by Tonglori asalnst the charge that they are "dea do,;.es sacro-
gaints, des «ynthbses a priort auxquolles il exigoeait, & peiue de sceptl-

cisne, wn acte da fol? (33).

In the fourth and final section he exanines in somewhat greatar
datall the ablgulties which ragult from the fact that the Hew Dozoatlists
give eutirely now usenings $o the old, familiar words, a thing to which he
had callsd attention in the introduction to hly articlal

M, ..ee Cual est le crithre, le motif Jde la certitude gpontae-
nés? Sur quoi repose la sertitude directe? Les dogmatistes
répondent unanicecsent?! sur l'dvidence. 4Alors c'est la paix,
pensesz~-vouse. Yous n'y 83%es pas. Il y a dissentiment sur toute
la ligne.

"la dlivergence initisle repzrafs fot. la certituds spontande
mige en cause, pour oux, c'est uniquscent la certitude absirei-
4 te} pour nous, c'est A titre dzal toute certitute concrete ou
abatraite, Léue au sujet de la certitude abstralte, seul od-

: Jet comrun, nous différons totalement -- et pour le seus de la
: Quostion - et pour la manidre de la rdsoudre -- et powr la so~
: lution obtenus." (I4)

B
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I this article does anythingz, 1Y lsaves no doubt adout Du Rousssux!
convietion that ths opposition batween the How and the Old Dogaatisn is g0
clear-out that thers can be 1o hope of reconciliation hatween them. One
or the othér mist falle They cmnot exiat elde by sids aas equally valid
regraaenmtiws of the Scholastic docirine. Feither is there anything new

in this astituds, for Hercler's owa rejectinn of the position which hs had

/ stimatized as Fixazgerated Dognatisa" in favor of his own ¥Pational Dognat!ga®

wag squally unequivocale

One of the important cphsequmces of this dcbate was that the at-
tgntion of those vio engaced in it qhirted frou & consideration oé certitude,
a8 the 01& Dogumatists mdcrst-ooﬁ it, to tha problen of the nsceasity of re-
flectlon and to an émination of the content of consclousness. 'fﬁe inter-
position of reflection between spontansous and sciex_zﬁ_f’s.o oartitnde which
Mercier had deliborately effected, ad wiaich he had further deuaniad as the
faundatioﬁ of a truly solentific epiatezzzol_o;w. thus appea.ra":‘as the trans-
position of the Cartesimn doudt -- and, according to Iu Rox;ssa\:x. of a more
gerious doubt than Deacartes! -~ into the very center of the Scholastic
theory. Up till now, that doudt wag scething which could \.be exaniced from
the outgide as it were, as sowething which, whether one found it worth the
trouble of thinking about seriously or not, in any case had‘no repercussuions
on the Goholastio position itself. As a result of kercler's wbrk. the enexmy

wes 00 longer poundinz on the gates. I8 had broken them down amd was ralsing
v .

'MVOQ within the fortress itself.




_f(,
!
i

¢ e e e

17

Purliaps the deas proof of ihoe fact ¢t the New Dosmstluvs thus
cndsrgtosd and sccsptad the challense of the 0lé Dozuatists is am article
by Hoel vhich apgearaed tamdiately afior the first Yforld Jar in tae Revus
ds ohilogonhie ond which bears the siguificant title, "Le Thoumis.e et le
volnt de wue critique® (35).

It does not take hin leong to get to the atata.ent of his businessd

H,0eee Ju voudrais seuleent rdpondre, en ter.es tris ,sénd-

reux, b cetis question: pout-on, ea s¥inspirang de llomprit

thowiatu, 50ger le probl‘em* critique? npaeut-on, pour la poser,
g8 placer au poiant de vus ol 88 place la philosophie modsrne?®

(38)

0 auswer Lhis quosiiou, he iatroduces three qutations, sne frum
Descarios, waother frum ant, and the third frox Je Varitate, qely art. Ye
(37). Before quating the tuxt Lfrow Da Yeritate, he aves thig reaarx!

"o a trouvd, cang 1o De Veritate, un loxte 411 sa lalzae

placer en regard de caux que nius yenons de citer. A pre-~

aibra vus, llanalogle est Zruppanta ot l'on ne peut s¢ 3 us-

traire h L'izpression quo les trols textas se rencontrent,

au 1olns par qualque 65%0e..e."”

This would L@ acceptzble emough, that is, the nero statenent that
the thres texis are in soms seuse comparszbla. 3Iut, lLuscdlatels after siving
the text frou Je Veritata, he oeires this estounding reuaric, which, despite
1ts appearance tuus aarly in the artlcls, {13 nothinz less than his conclusiont

"Coument dou¢ 83 peut-il que les disciples de salnt Thouas

.considbrent le poiat de vue Lantienne coixs wne nonstruosits

{ntellectuslle ot le couble de llabsurditdl® (38)

Ee 18 quick, however, to make soue important qualifications which
can be swaaarized Uy saying that, though the whole of the Cartesian position

sannot rightly be defended by the Thomiss, there is nothing to prevent his
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cdopting 1ts central goint. Before quoting the three texté which he finﬂ.é
so astrixingly similar, hs hsd already briefly aznzlyzed ‘the Cfopito and
reduced it to three essantizl phases. Ke seces it as (1) zn attexpt to gét
t6 a position “hich is antarior to 211 doubt; (2) where there is no distance
between certitude and its objeet; (3) and which fg attained by reflection,
vhich Le defines a8 the intellect's seimure of itself 2s iis ob,jsct in the
very act of doubting (39) |

He makes it very clear oa the bagls of souwe texts from 3t. Thomas

that there is no possivili4y of the Thomist's claiming to be able to know

the intellect and its possibilities vefore it hes imown anythlng at all,

RV b A s T o

that i3, whea it ia in a state of pure potentlallity (U40). #hile he'is at
it, he also eliminates some othsr errors, namely, the atteupt to demonstrate
first principles; the theory that there ia a single first principle from which
all k:;owledge can be derived and wiaich could serve as the touchstone of all
our certifuds; and the idea that there is a universal criterion of truth which
would offsr a means of appreciating =nd evaluating what is particular in
each idea (41). |

Having thus cleared the ground of eny possible objeciioxm and after
referring to the text (L2) in which St. Thomes, following Aristotle, mentions
universal doubt, he returns to ihe pauaée which he has already quoted from
the De Veritate and szays?

“Nous revenons ainsi au texts du De Yeritats d'oh nous sou-

mes partis. Il s'aglt, pour l'intelligence, de savoir si

elle est dans la viritd. Il s'agit, en mome toups, de dé-

finir 1la vérité, oar en cette question primordiale rien ne

peut 8tre présupposd. IEt i1 £'agzit de faire tout cela par

une réflexion ou l'esprit, revenant sur lui-meéne, se prend
- lul-méce pour objet: 'reflectitur super actum suum' * (43)
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Becruss of the fact that the intelligence, as alrsady noted, sznnot
lay hold on its2lf in a atate of pure rotentiality, this reflectivs ro-
céss presuproses that the intellect is already enriched with ordinary
}mowledze and even with the knowledss of ths sclences and philogopty. Thug,
as has already bsen ranariked, $00, thero 18 a radical diffarence Jetwsen
the reflection which can be called "Thoumlstie" and that of Desecartas,

Further $han that, since both the Cartesian and XKantimn idealisus
confine thenigelves in the first place to the intelligen{:e. thay cannot
legitimatoly maze any affirnmtion of the existence of things., Thera 1s
nothing ia the way of external reality contained in the data from which
they start out.

Thus it would seew that to affiru the existence of an extra~mental
reality and our power of attaining 1t the only way open is Dogmatism. Thare
are, it i3 true, certain texts of St. Thomas which.'read in a wronz geass,
seem to support this position. But it 1s wholly untenabls in fact and is in
no sense conformablas to tha authentie thought of §t. Thomas. The basis of
the Dogmatist position 13 its insistence on the incontestable Thomistic
thesls that truth attaches properly to the Judgment. One might even ssy that,

if this theory were trus, Thomism would be even wore rigorous a critique -

of truth entirely within the limits of the intelligence itself. The f
is, however, that this doss not truly represent the thauzht of 3t. Tho

-
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Mials la dfficlss reparalt, lLa véritd du jusenent
alest pas toute la vérité. Il y a plus, blen que la
viritd soit prineipalement dcns le juseront, slle n'y
est qu'appuyée sur les choses, laissde & elle-mems elle
ae sorelt nlus rien. Bt si nous poursulvong avec guelque
attention 1'analyse des textes que nous venons de citer,
nous découvrons msaitdt que, bien loin de s'accoumoder
diune vérité 'imusnente!, ils impliquent au contraire
1'hypothtse que l» pensde saisit et dsfinit exactenens
les choseg.® (L)

~

Thus, the way out of the difficulty is furnished by the atatement
of St. Thomas (45) that, in simple apprehension, the intellect aporehends
the quiddity of the thing and at the same tims wmekes a comparison, becauss

it apprehends the quiddity ss the quiddity of this thing. Thouzh at first

(

R

sight it might appear that there 1s llacking in simple apprehension the two

terms which are necessary for the comparison which truth don&anda. nonetheless

this 1mp11ci£ couparison of dmpi‘ approhonsién

"...s8 termine par la tranaquille assursnce que ltintel-
ligence, lorsqu'ellc forwe les ¢éfinitions, eést toujours
addquate aux chosest 'Intellsctus apcvrehendens quod quid
est dicitur quidcn per e getper @sie varud.' " )

The ‘mporteant thing, Hoel continves, is that trere i-s onlj ong termm
in siupla appre!:onvaion. bacaﬁse there is no distinction between intellect. and
object in that act. lore than that, and ot. Thomms again bears this out,
thers is so little distinction between thejintellact and what 1% knows by
sn act of sirple gpprebension that the intellect really b&s';nothing' which
is peculiarly its own or proper to 1%, something which cannot'bo sald for
the Judgaxent. |

™ rest of the article explains this Thomistic doctrine in souewhat
greater detall to show how this 1d.ent1ty of subject and objoc} in the act

of simple apprehension is the real basis of a Thomistic critique!
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v..... Dans la mesura oh 1'intellirence davient 1l'autrs,
1715 atiud', .3 réflexioa qui revieat sur Lacte et ilea-
valoppe danz 3a Jumibre peut le sulvre, avec lul »éndtrer
1lausre, at oslsir, asur le fdt, cette pénétration, cette
corrsunion, cette identité.

“La eat 1o point de vus oritique, la sowurce de touts cri-
tique ultsrieure, le@ Loment qul se nlace au-dessus ds tout
d.oute ek de tmto Qritiquecoat

wque devient, cependant, la oritique? Iwu point do vue ol
nous gowes, ells est devenue possible. Il staglt encore
de ll'gorcar et de la conduire h bonne fin.

"S5taprus lag textes citds, wlle devra revenir sur nos Ju~
gowents, afin d2 les comparer % 1z salsie initisle qu'ils
gxprivent et dont 1ls sonf on quelijua sorte la wonnale dis-
curgive. La saisis initiale ntest ni vrale ul faugce.
Jlle est %out simplement. Clest une perspective qui s'ou~
vre dans le riel et ok nous péndtrons. iais les Jussuentis
qul sadvent paweat la défigurer, en oulrer ou en dimimer
la portfe. I s'aglt 4e les racener A llexacts mesure du
ruei gus uous posacdous. sour cela, il est nécessalre de
fixer an préalable la valeur da ae rdel. :
nostia 08uvra a'eat 1ol pas wéie entamie., Il y surait ilem
d'y revenir. N¥als ce qus nous avong dit suffis 4 laigser
voir gus ie réalisme thomiste nvest aulie.ent dostingd 3 g9
confondre avec mn réalisae ‘naift. ® (47)

It 13 a d6ft dasonstration, to say tha very leaat, Of the three consti-
tuents of the Cartealan fogzito, two are left intact in the vhilosophy of
St. Thoragt the ldentity between the intellect and its obJect, and reflection.
Granted the lmoasibility of fulfilling the other gondition = the intellact's
reflsctive selrurs of itself before it actually knows anything == thegte two
ers by themselves enough %o warrent cslling Thomiaw oritical and to fend off
the chargs thet it 1s nothing but a naive realisa.

e implication of this procedurs is, of course, that thers is no
incompatibility between the recognition of the fact that the intellect and
the object known are intentionally one snd the essential basis of the Cartesian

. ; o
or Xantlan position. This, in turn, means that the eritical philosophy stands




a2

RS RS r%

,,,,, ~for nothing wore serious than that the intellect hag the x;owr of reflection.
It would appeur quite as quenstionsble that /eithar Degcartes or Eant would
recognize this statewont of thelr .conception of what thoy set out to do as
that Du Roussaux or any of the 0ld Doguetists would aé;ree that Z-éoai had not
misstated and seriously mmtilated their doctrine. v

However that way be.‘ it becomes perfectly clear froia ths articlé of
Koel that both Lercisr and Du Bougsaux were wrong, but that the latter was

wore wrong then the forwere. They are both in error when they agrse in devoting

their atteation to the Judguent. The thing that really counts, accordinz to

Koel, 1is ot the judsment at all, but siuple spprehecsion. And all that it

is needsd to dgvelop a gritical philaeqp'mr ig the aduission 'chat"o,b',j_ect and
intaiiect are porfectly unitedi in this sct of sigple approhomion.v "Once thisg
E - - 4p allowed, the eritical philosophy will congist in axploring the content of
our hzowledga by meang of reflection to sce what 1t contsdns. To the extent,
then, tmt he put the stress on reflection aa“tho 1netrwimt of the oritical
philosophy, which is pow thorouzhly Thowistlc, Hercier was rizht.

Any ons who wighez to 40 so msy follow t¥e later ’sta;gfu‘bif this con~

troversy in daritala's Degrees of Knowledze (48). But the 'p'zsturn of Van

Btbenbarghen’a Epistémolozie sees t0 &erge clearly enough frow Hoel's ar-

ticle. All its elements are hers, becsuse they ere fow ma:édl identity of
intellact and objgct. and reflection. I% would be possible to poiant out some
#triking parallels betwaen the two. But 1t will be enough £o cite the final

Paragraph of the section which Van Steenberghen dovotes at the begimning of

t}iﬁ book to the relations betwsen epigtemology and a syste:atlic philosophy!
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Win régumé, personne n'a jamals opposd de raison sérieuss
Y 1'idde dtune dpistémologie entendu couws l'étude primor-
dinle de la conunalssance telle qu'ells est aonnds auw point
da ddpart de la systématisation scientifiqus. La science
gtant, par définition, un gysthue de connaigsances, le point
de départ de ce pystdme ne peut se trouver que dans les
donndes irmédlates de la consclenca: seuld une analyse at-
tontive et uns critique réflichle de ces domdes Lzmddiates
est capable dc révsler la possibilitd éventuelle ot les
conditions primordlales du savolxr ot de la construction
soleatifique. La premibre enquite de l'esprit au seull

de la philosopbie z2ura donc pour objet la comnalgsance
ello-mdue, tella qu'ells se présents d'sublde & la cons-
cience, et les conditions généralaes dec la sclencs, dans

1z megure ol elle3 peuvent étre déteruindes & ce mouent.
Cotte engudte primordials portera A bon droit le nom
épistémologie, o'est-hedire théorie de la solence (au sense
le pius géndral du wot), sclence de 1la science, (¥Wingsens-
chaftslshre.” (43)

It wuld appear, then, that this demand for an epistewoclogy at the
beginning of philosophy is only another way of stating Mercier's original de-
wand for & suspension of assent to ons's spontansous certitudes until they had
been Jjustified and verifisd by a process of eritical reflection. There is an
important change, however, Wwhile Mercier had talied a great deal about cer-
tituds, Van Steenberghen wmentions it only % relagate it to a secondary position.
Whether this change of suphasia is to De attributed to the attacks to which
Mercier's theory was submitted and to its {nabiiity to whether those attacks,
as hag here been suggested, 1s a problem which would taxe a good deal more space
than would be profitaole to dovote to it here. Aind though it would appesr pos-
sible to ghow that the tack which Van Steenderghen takes 1s the only ome which
can result from the constant whittling down of Larcier's position —- provided,
of course, that one is not willing to abandon thet position altogether —-

1% L8 only just to lst him speak froz: hizself on his conception of the method

which such a presentation of a sclentific epistemology as he offers must fol-

1
| O%. The statement s, in fact, the second part of his criticism of Wercier,
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the first cart of which was quoted earliert

#eee.?n gecond lien, toute la Critdriologie est congus en
d4pendance dtroite de la provlémetique modsrne, du cartési-
anisme ou positivisnme; or, £'il est indispensable de temir
coupte de cetie problimati et 81 la discugsion directe
dus solutions modernes est & la fols trds opportime et tras
féconde, 1l faut dviter de se lalsser euprisormer par une:
certaine manibre dlenvisagzer les problémes et par les pré-
jueds qu'elle comporte; avant d'Gtre une réfutation des
erreurs Jventuelles de la philosophie moderne, 1'épisté-
nologle doit poser ses proprea theses, affirmer ses prin-
oipes et établir ses conclusions positives. Cetto der-
nidre observation suggbre una question plus délicate: dans
quelle mesure se justifient la distinction des deux pro-

_dléues fondanentaux (objectivitd des propositions dtordre -

iddal et réalitd des termes) et la priorits donnde eu pro-
bleme de llodjectivitél...” (50)

It is difficult to refrain from going all the way back to BAlmss
2gain and quoting, in connsction with this last remark of Van Steenberghen,
2 few sentences which state an idea waich hes goes to great pains to prove!

feseToutafols, puisque leas sceptiques adméttont la conscience,

11 est Juste qu'ils la défandent. Or, nler ll'objestivitd des

iddes, c'est andantir en méme tesios et la sclence et la cona-

ciencs. On no peut, selon les hesoins de la ecause, admetire

ou rejeter cetts ot jectivitd. La ruine de llobjectivité en-

traine la ruine de la gonscience...®
This is an {dea to which Yan Steenbersghe:r apparen'tly has never advarted.

To a "délicate question® Balmes returns a blunt answer. For him, the distinection

between the objectivity of propositions of the ideal order and the reality of

~the terms of such propositions is meaninglass. Whether one or the other is

Questionad, the inevitable result is the dustruction of' conlbiouanus itsalf

- 814 his careful argument 19 reducible to a confrontation of Scepticisa with

. A .
the n8cessity of etther admitiing both conssiousness and its objsctive valid-
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ity or of danylag both. It 1s 1luposaibls, ia his eyes, to ssparate the
two In guch « gay thal 0ud could secept cangciounmaas aadl rafuse 30 racognise
the realliy anderlyiag its conteant.
Yaan Steeanbsrghen, on the othzr hand, do.;s not grant this fLumossi-
bility. Ilas whole argumsnt proceads, as does .ercler's, from the sipposition

that consclousueszs 49 abt first rot nocessarily sore tusan a subjective ztate.

"hen hLe proceeds to analysre 1is coateat %o flad sab what it Lyplicse I con-
cludes Lo vie nscessity of aiffiralng as axternal reallty solely cn tle basis
’of what a critical exauwinaotica of consclousuess coataliase. Alg giestioning
Lercler's distinction of the oojaciiviiy of ;royusiblons of the idsal srder
and the reality of tlair terws is, squally with derclerls sialensat of tus
tlatinction, an adidssion that tle objective Vearing of ldeas wuat first

be doubted snd tie doudt t)an resolved 4in i‘:war.of thelr objectivity. His
difficulty with the iiat.inction 18 one of ordar aaly. Whareas derclor thought
it necegeary to first establish the objective validity of idzal propositions
in ordar to show that the principle of causality c>uld be spplliad to terns and
idess as the explanation of the fact that these latter can bave 10 other cauge
tha;n a really existent externsl world, Yan Steanbarghen bagins in just the
opposite way. His scrutiny of aonsclousnoss is ssgentially an exaxination
°f the implications of idasss and he believes that this kind of critique is

the truly effective one. But both he and Xercler are f undamentally in
Bsreement 4in admitting that the validity of the representations of consclounsss
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{g open to wost serious doubb. Fram tris point of view, Van Steenberzf,hén's
critique of lorcler for his 1ns_j.sizcﬁce on certitude and for the order which
ke follows looks very much like a gquibbling a‘oouﬁ detalls. Such questions
boocous importmt only within the frawework of their original adumission.
Bven this swperflcial survey of ths developmant of the concent of

certitude snonz the wodarn Scholastic writera is enough to show, then, that
Jercierls theory of certitude 1s the polnt at which the critical philosophy
of Descartes and Kant enter iato the Scholastic philosophy itself. “Up until

the pressntation of his theory, that attitude was sowething which did not

affect Sgholagticisn itself. ;t was & problea to be considered, trus emough

(thoush the early writers differed in their estimation of its iaportance),

but 1t was in no sense anyj.him: which had any serious conaaqi:nncoa for the

Seholastic position.
#ith dercler, and particularly becsuse of his reference to the two

“emomiatic deflnltions of certitudo as the basis (or at lsast the Jjustification)

‘of his theory of the distinction between spontansous amd reflex certitude,

8ll that is changed. Cartesianism and Kantlaniem represent ;tutud.u which
are fundamentally Thomistic. | '

From then on, the central problem is whather thls 1z;£arprotatién of
the Thauistic philosophy can be acceptad or note It is not'.”so wuch a question
of the exposition of the MQtio doctrine on cortitude any wore as it is
the problem of whether certitude exists and, if it does, how is iis exidten&
to be legitiniged and to which of tb‘int.ol_‘leotual Oporaﬁionl doos 1t attach.

¥hile the writers before Mercier did not at all u.cont this statemsnt
¢f the problem and mighﬁ. therefore, have been expected to have developed
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the Thc;mistic doctrine satisfactorily, their references to St. Thomas are
comparatively meagre, so that one is never quite sure how wmuch of what they
say is to be attributed to st. 'fhomaa end how mich of it is their own. Thig
iz rather obviously a serious objection azainst them, if ome 1g interested in
finding out the Thomistic doctrine.

Yhe more recent defeaders of what may be loogely ealled, following
Du Roussaux's terminaslogy, the 01d Dogmatist position are mach mors careful
on thig score. They are gensrally consclentious ebout indicating the basls
of their assertions in St. “homas so that complaint on that ground 1s imposg-
sible. Further then that, ithay geem to have shown quite adequately that
ngcier's distinction between spontaneous and reflex cortitude, as well as
the diffcrent representations of the teory of the umiversal doubt, are
wholly untenablt and eompletely non-Thomistic in the sense which Yerclier and
his followers give to those concepts.

Slance all this is trus, then, there appears to be little sense in
€oing over the same ground once more and that there is, therefore, no reason
for thig essay. At the sare time, it does not appear to have been sufficiently
appreciated that Mercier seeuws to base his theory of certitude, not so much
°n the text in which St. Thomas speaks of the wniversal doubt, as upon the
distinction which he claius to find in the two Thomistic definitions of
Sertitude. It is posaible, of course, to arzus to the distinction of Spon-
tansoug and reflex certitude from either direction, if the universal doubt
1s presented as a real doudbt. DBut i.s 1u‘oxact1y Athis that Mercier seems

$8pecially anxious to avoid, whatsver may be said about Jeannidre or others
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of Tiis followers. In additlon to thai, the order of Merscier's work geems
to indlcato claafly enough that 1% 13 upon the two definitlons that be bases
his theory vrimaeily. The doubt seenis, in hig stalexant of 4t, 40 b2 a so-
condary issuo., Turther than that, 1t would not spnasar to be vithout simmifie-
canca that ha seecs to L8 tha only one of the iai.rn writers who attmptﬁ_ to
glve any aaeaniné to tke fact that St. Thomas defines certitude !n 4wo ways
which at first sl ht seum to differ so widely.

Decauge of the serlous consequences which his fnterpretation of the

two definitions has for the Thomistio theory of certituds, it is impossible

to izpore 4t. And bocause it is posaible to cone to the aame conclusions avout

those definitions as Mercier does 1f one starta with the universsl doubt ==

thouzh even than there are gerious difficuliies involvad in the word!.né of the
dafinitions -- iﬁ is likewlze necessary to exauine the guestion whethor

E}t. Thoras tzucht a miverssl doubt as the starting point of philosophy. T™ass
considerations waice up the ﬂrs; chapter of tiis essay. -

Onee the difﬁcu.lﬁas §resentod by Hereler's incerptretation hzva been
resolved, lit is then possidble to ges I_:oa the whole Thomnic doctrine on cer-
tituds is lmplied 1.n theese definitions. It is clearly mﬁssibla to exhaust so
rich and dsop a concepd in the limits of this brief essay. Tho only thlng
ihich 1s inlendsd here is to indicate in very lwmary fashion the linss along
¥hich an adequate development might be made. It walin pmééﬁpation is to dee
teimine the subject of cortitude 1n the proper sense and to ﬁov the nscsessity
©f that certitude. When these pointeare @dentood 1t will Ye sasy enough for
Y28 readsr to ‘gra.sp how warvellously eomprehensive §t. Thomas' definitions are
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and to see at least somsthing of the wealth of doctrinas which tiey contaia.
Thus, this esssy 1s, ia 1ts own swall way, aaother tribute to the genius of
St. Thomng and & further evidsence of the Jjustice with muich he is callsd Las

Annxslic Doctore.
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Merclexta Internrotation
of the
P Thomistic Definitions
of
Cortitude

I. Introduction: The Nominal Definition of Certituds.
a) Etymlogy of "certitude"? ‘
¥hather ons thinks of it as a triduts to their practical comuon
sense, or looks at it as just another evidence of thsir pedestrian mentality,

the Romans wera go little troubled about the notion of certitude that they digd

‘not even have a woxd | to expreoss.-it.. It does not occur in classicsl Latin (1) |

and, for a philosophical term, had the atrange expérienco of ‘baing in a sense
congacrated by leiml ecclesiastlical usaze in i¢s various ;au‘oryonic stages
before it finally appearsd full-fladged around the sevsath ceantury (2).

| A§ wizht be expected, howevar, the Gresks had a word for &t, whieh,
if 1t doos. not, zccording to sowe comentators, correscond in every dotail
the meaning which Ycertitude® did finally carry, nonetheless is close enough i
in wost retspbcts 80 that ona is mterchauqmblé with the other. Thus, there
&re two avenues Opoﬁ by which it 1s posaibls to detamine the meaninz which
the abstract tern “sertitudo¥ had when it at last becaws good usags in low
Latin, o

Obviously, the first of these approaches i3 through its etﬁology.

Ernouet and Riilot (2) are able to find in the western indo~Exxropm languages
& root which wuld seem to be ;._lt_rn;g_-_. and which would have the sense of A

"to upmto". This derivation s jhrough the vorb"corno'. by way of the

3
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adjective ¥oortus®, tha jurldical Yeertloro® and "certloratus", and the
Church Latin "eertifico®. (3)

The metathegis which wakes it at once obvious that the Grask
K/:ci/v bears 2 clase relationship to tha latin fPcerno" is a devalcpment
vhich is quite common in the history of languages. There i3, then, no
cause for agtonishnent wien one finds it verified (U4) that the Greek word
steng from the saume bass, ilq_e_i:_-;, as dosg Ycernof end that its meaning,
¥to examina® ¢r Yto judge"” (5)\. is 20 very near to that of "cerno® as to be
practically identical with it. Several other examples of the comnectlion
between these words come to uind l.medlately, such, for exaupla, aa
*discrininatinz® and "discerning® as ayplied to critical taste or judzment.
™he rmtual d-pendency of these words has now bean so 1dst sight of that
they hava to be reinforced by tautologles which are no l.nger appreclated.

lora interesting is the fact that, just as the abstract “certitudo®
evolved, however slowly, from "cerno®, so the verd kpivw ‘vegot the core
rasnonding abstract ix,ao’ﬁéct .

0f courss the true test of meaninz is not etymology but usage and,
thourh the process outlined above is wholly unobjectionabla, the Legt method
of finding out the sense which "certitudo” had for those who avalled themselves
of 1% when 1t eventually appeared is to unearth, if it can be dons, the
signification which 1t had in their employment of it.

This leads immediately to the second technique which is accessidle
t0 the modern student of the problem, and which is nost interesting to the

Thomist, since 1t depends on the tran;lationa of William of Yoerbeics and,

r\11'1:1101'. confirus the etymological analysis.
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b) ¥eaning of "eertitude¥ in Moerbeket

If one Bazes the tiue ¢o consult Bomita' Index Aristotelicus, he

will find thers listed unier the word @ W pcddee 112 cases in shich
Aristotls mads use of one or another form of it (6). With this list as a
basis, it is then possible to check throuch Hoerbake's translations of
Aristosle {7) to discover what Latin word he used as iig eqdvalen
Anproximately half of ita occurrdncu are oot translated at all, bvecause
Hoerbeke did not translate the books in which they occur. But Ln those

books which he did translats, it 43 rather aatoumd BeT-g to observa tha Tegu~

larity with which he used tba word 'cortitado". or an ad *ectival or adverbial
form of 1%, to express the meaning which Aristotle interded bty dg/(/oc/ieco.
end 1ba» relatives. If, further, one keoeps in wind ihe wey 1# vhich 5t. Tho~
ras equates "diligens”, “certa®, and "acridolozia® 1a the Hetaphysica (3).
there are only five or six fimaa in the whole number of yoasibiliﬁies which
presentad themselves in the Lristotelmn tait that Moerbeice uses .mother_
vord (9). . -

Since the mouning of a,d(,oc/iéca- is. knovn. bot.h indapendantly of
Aristotla's usaze of it and In whatever particular shades of wmeaning he
gave to 1t in his writings, this %technique is an excallentn mstrmnant for
obtaining a knowledge of what S$. Thomas meaat by “certitudo®. It is not,

t0 be sure, the only usans of goining an insight into vhat;ha understood

by the word, because he explaixiod 1ts meaning in other places in his works
than in his cowentarles on Aristotle. In fact, it is not even the wost
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irportant seaas, ™t 1t is axtravely valusble =8 £iving at leagt a firsg
epuroxiration to 1te wesning for Nim -- {3 gay nothing of tlie evideuce 1%
offors £ar the weaning trad it had in ordinary wage in his tiue, dsither
should it be allowed to Tess withoul re_mrk that the Oxfurd truaslations of
£ristotle have been equelly consistent with Hoerveie, Lut in the opposite
direction. In only one cape hzve they 1sed tus word Mcertain® fo) Qj/(/acﬂes‘ .
“his does not in any msense mesn that their iranslation iz deficieat. “heir
avoldence of it is most li¥ely &ve t ire connotations which in receat times
have gradually becowme attached o the word in “nglish and which they presumably
and with a good deal of Justification, wish to eliminote zs not rizhtly render-
ing the Aristotelim sense. But it should constanly be horne in mind that
the notion of certitude underlies a largs number of their ussges of such
terms as "precire”, "accurate", and Yexact®. Ths full range of their equiva~
lents for CJL/\’/&;ieu. can be gathered from the Appendix (10). fhe saue
tendency is spparent in the French tronslation of “ricot, though 1t Las not
bean thonrht nscessary here to examine that in detail.

Since 1t 19 no part of the intention of this essay to zaice a siudy
of the pense which ék/cl’ﬁaw hag in Aristotle, and beenuse it hag ccea ine
troduced hers only to enable the reader to got sone idea of the corncert of
cartitnde which 8t. ’i’homs derived frou Ariztosle and so to offer fouetning
by way of a noninal definition of "certitudo" ~- the explanation of the
Aristotelim concept is hers onlyAincidental. however imzportant, to the
exposition of the Thomistic notion -- perhaps the bdest way of swmarizing the
Aristotelian wndorstanding of the word is to quote the dofinition with wrich

Regls concludes his presentation of 1t
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"a certiftuds Ou (bxl,aa,ﬂéctz— aristotélicienne est dono
pgsens .2 lemont 12 la dftormmiaation intrinségque d'un 8tre,
daotermisation CAugss pLy la giwmplicitd de sa forue sc-

tuelle 772 1a définition exprime, et dont L'affet *:rom-a

vst la. Zdcesaltd” (11)
II. Mercler's Interpretation of the Definitiocnse.

a) St. Thouas' Statement of the Definitions?
- ohougn the Inglish langnags boéata a tmm'm mumber of words of
both Greck and Iatin origia, it has Vinmny casas 50 lost éoutact with the
primitive siguificaticus of its borrowings trat, as already instax;cod. it

often wultiples them and piles thea one on the other Iln what would be nothing

less than cerude and ridiculaus redundancies, violations aliks of the rules
of logle and of taste, had their earlier conteut been re‘tained a:idw:zjdrese_rvod

tact. If this dugensratica, which 1s a pheavuenon quite familiar to PIo=
fesg__iong,l gtudm.f..s of language (and which presumably is some sort of sign
of the weaknsss of the bwsan intellect and, therefors, not éspecially pe=
culiar to or characteristic of the Inglish langaage) is consid.c.red only
from the viewpolat of 1ta effacts on stylo. it dogs no sarious ham veyond
‘the losa of a precious simplicity. becaase pmtically nobody is aware of it
and o nearly everybody 1s on the sase footing of :Lgnorance;‘

But if one ihinks of the whole vast body of treagures of thought which

are 1rmocab1y closed off from the majority of wodern thinkers because they
| ue the 1nhar1ton of au estate which has e %0 badly malntained that the

key words haye been a&llowad to become rusty and useless, the dazage which
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this deterioration has done is truly incalculable. And no uveiter uxample
of the deleterious effects of this process of disintegratton couid be desired
than the one which is immediavely to bhand in S5t. thomas' seemingly strange
introduction of the notion of determinaticn into Lis definition of intellec~
tual certitude.

The =nzlish "determination® has now oecome so far reumoved froun
enything inteilectual that it often implies the idua of irrational
obatinacy and nearly alwys summons up the imzge of a man gritiing his
teeth as hs rensws a previously taken resolve to push on to his goal, whatever
the obstacles in his path. Yet, St. Thomag! first definition of certitude
states very cleary, plainly, and Vmequivocally that "certitude is nnthing
else than...." Thust

¥, eeedinendum quod certitudo ninil gijud esv quam
determinatio intellectus ad umm.® (12)

Evan thoush his second definition:

#dicendum quod certitudo propris dicitur fircbhtas
adhasesionis virtutis cognitivae in suum cognoscioile.” (13)

peens to represent the ordinary notion of certitude in Zngligh, the first
still presents & serious problem arising from the occurrence of Vdetermination®
in it. The resolution of the apparent antimony imvolved in it is, indeed,
one of the chisf aims of this paper. It will tace a little tinme to accon-
plish that aim, so it is enough for the present that the difficulty has bean
noted.

Another question which oscurs at once is the matter of the relationship

[ J
between the two definitions. Are they really two different definitions and
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dn thoy in a5, T& contradict one another? ﬁnca H‘.. {3 not likely thzt
gt. Thomas w i coniradlet hingelf, why dowss he [;ﬁw tweo dci‘iixitiona?
What is tis iiT7erence vetween thew, or ara they Jjust two ways of sxying
the szme thiae?

b) lercier’s Explanation of the Definitionss
:Aimsﬁ {14) alono =zsong the modern writers, Morcier has at least

pade an aties=% $0 answer thase quastions. It 4s worth listening to his

explanation %» see what it has to offer:

nta eartitude, euvisa de en elle-wmiug, come rdalité

pgyc»[nogiam. inddpesdanent des causes qud 1ltenhgendrent, -

est la fixation de 1l'intelligence sn un seul objet, 'certituio
nihil elivd est quan determinatio intellectus ad wmw', ™
"vInvisessée on raoport aves la cause gqui l'engendre, la certi-
tude «s% l'adhdsion forue do l'intellisence X wn objet qui

lui est connu, 'firuitas adhsesionis intellectus ad suuz
copnoscidilet | plus expliciteuent, c'est le repos de 1t{n-
tellirpnce dans la possea.sion consclente ds la véritd.® (15)

A good deal earlisr, Mercler has alao made the following rewark!

",,., [ £ixits de llesprit dans son adhision a un tarws
wnique, c'est la certitude. Iorsque saint Thomsa consiibra
celle-al &1 polnt dv vue psychologiqus, 11 la d4finit:
'Datorminatio intsllectus ad wiwmas Cersifudo oilhil aliud
est sl dstenuinatio intsilectus adunum, * (16)

- Thowrh he nowhsre rafers these quotations to the COzmentary on the

Smteqce,, 14 t» guite obvicus that it 1is to the stateuents there made by

Bt. Thomag thad Mercier bas m aind. kore lLwmsportant, hovevor. is the faut

that, though he naver w- 80 quite explicitly, he 1a trying to use the fact
that S5, Thorae £1ves two definitions as an ergument in favor of the distination

vhich he himgs)f wakes betwesn spontagscus and reflex certitude, as already
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noted (17). If he czm establizh the fact thet this is, indeed, what
St. Thouss Inteuds, hw has an excellent bueis Tor hias theory,

¥ar tlerclar, then, the distinction between St. Uhouwss' two defi-
nitions Ld reducible to this, that the first consldsrs certituds eavisaged
in {tzelf ag a psyctologlcal state (18) or psychological reality asd inde-
peniently of the causes whilch onzenday (%, while the socond considers cer-
titude in relatlon to its cause. That 18 the valus of this cowsentary of
Vercler? |

¢) #relininary refutation of Hercler's interpretationt

Frow a considaration of the dafiaitioas theuselves, eatireiy apart

frow thelr context, it does nat seom possidle to agree with Horcier's in-

terpretation, It caanot be :naintained that St. Thowas mmkes explicit mention

s

of the cause In either defirdtion. MNercier would lixely agrse thai, if tas
intellect oparatos at all, 1t wust heyo as the objoct of its act someihing

r; ) which 13 in the llas of intelii;ibiliity, that ia, an iatelilgible object.

The "mwa” of the first definitlea and the “cognoascibile” of the socond are

presumably tha objects of the met of the intellact which St. Thowss is
defining. To the degrsa, theun, that the object of its act is the cause
of its determination, it rust be aduitted that the cause is uentloned in
both dofinitions, end not ouly ia t!}g second.

This argument alone would wesa to be aufficient to elimiaate any
PO231bility of basing on these definitiocns uLercier's distinotioa of spoataneous
and reflex certitude, in tho sensge t.}mt the foruar is not a legitiuate certituds

&2d has to be Justified by the second. 3ut decsuse its very brusqueness may
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occasion susplelion of it, it la necessary to ezamine hig thuory w.ors closely.
d) Refutabtion of :‘-Aemief's theory of reflex ceriitudel
It wiil ve recslled that Horcier hiuseld @ms & great deal of the
frpoasibllity of denyln the fact that we are poasease:} of a good uany cer=
titudes in the sense of propositions to which we give couplete assent and
that he .akes this necussary adilssion the starting poiat of kis oriticiss
of Scepticism (19). He ingiets, however, thet wmtil refloection confirag thesé

spontaneous certitudes they cannot be considered sclentific and that thers ig

It seeis safs to zgy that the resuls of kercisris procedui-é"‘in the
deuial of the posgibility of récqgmising the existence of legitizate certi-
tude until after the procegs of their exsuination by solentific relzluct,ion
hag bean coupleted. ‘;‘ﬁus theiquastion arises whethcr any valid cortituds
exiats prior tv and independent of the raeflective exauination.

E : o De"'?onqmdec has perha;ju rade Lore c’x;ilioit than any of t"ne modsrn

writers tha$ eroler's sositlion ias hare wholly untenable ami; that the truth
is, not that (pontuneom certitade depends on reflex, but that reflex certi
"tuds depends on ap&nt&mouﬂ in such a way tha:. unless spontaneocus certitude
13 valid in 1ts own right, rcflsction can nevor make it sol

"¥on, l'dvidunce Liziddiate nous donns l'objet; si olle ne
le nous donnait pas, acuns réflexion sur elle <= clest trop
évident =~ ne le dScouvriralt pard ses acquisitions, Les
dtats de certitude qu'elle engendre ne sont pas des 4tats
opaques, ténsbreux, que la rdflexion rendrai$ transparents;
ils sont lumineux et lucides par mux-mims. La critique qui
e'y applique n'eat pas la valosisation postdrieurs d'actes
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nrimitivenent vides et nulsi elle ne fail que recavoir

ce qus lul apporteunt dos actes pleing par ex~o..e8 ot

valides d.e.: le débuteea.t (21)

™hough St. Thomas speaxs of reflection in several pleces (22), it
would apuear that he never touches on this precige voint in his conside~

ration of $t. In John of St. Thomas' Cursus "heolozlcus, howevar, thers

is a paragraph which would secm to ba directly applicable to this dio-
cassion, In it he is5 criticising Vaﬁqusz' idea that theology 1s -wore
certain than the other sclences, not bocause the faith on which it ig bagad
1s more certain than science, but only in virtue of a reflex act by which
e J;xl.;e thet thaological bmwlec\lge cannot bte frlse. The answer whigh

" John of St. Thomas gives to this difficulty is the following:

¥Quod vero attinet ad sententiam Patris Vasques, ma-
nifestum e85 quod 8l eertitudinem theologias ponit

in actu reflexo, quo quis Jjudicat gse non falli in illo
Judicio: vel Szle judicium refloxun est verum: vel falsum.
Si falsum: erzo theologia non est carta, siquiden falsum
est Judloium quo Jjudicat de ipsa, quod alt certa et infalli-
biliz. S% est verm: erzo antecedsnter ad actma reflexum
havet istam certltudinem, nau per agtum reflexum illam non
agquirit, sed sumponits siquidem actus reflexus extrinsece
se navet uad directwi, nec potest illum coastituerc. =-
Y¥ec potest dict, quod actus dirsctus est certus objective,
reflexus vero formaliter. Contra enin estt: nam ills actus
dirasctus vere at proprie est actus intellectus; e¢rzo est
capax cortitudinis formalis, non winus quan actus aliarum
scientiarwsa, nec mimus quam ipse actus reflexus in quo non
et aliquod principlum unde it mesls infallibills quam
ipse actus dirsctus: nam vsl habet certitudinem fidedl,

vel evidentiam superunaturalew, vel sclentiae et discursus
theologici. 81 hoc tertium: non est magis certus quam
ipse asgensus dirsctus th eologicus. et ita frustra ex illo
actu reflexo sumitur haec major cersitndo. Primum st
secundum dici non potesi! quia nes babemus rovelationeun
specialem de 1110 actu reflexo, cum nullibi hoc proponat
scclesia; et multo mimus de hos bademus evidentisa cla-
ram supernaturalem, cum nullus $llam experiatur.' (23)
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M Tals paasage uakes it vary clear that John of St. Thouas recoznizes
no special value attaching to the act of reflection in the line of‘certi-
tude or infallibility and that he, t03, holds that whatever certituds it
hes 18 already implicit in the direct act of judgment.

The essential weakness, then, in Mercier's attempt to ralegate'
spontansous certitudes to the statug of a kind of pariah casbe aponz cer-
titudes -- some't.hing not worthy of the philosophsar's second glance end
quife apt, in fact, to contaminats him unless and mtil 1¢ hag first been

rut through the reflective process, from which it ecerges 21l washed and

bright and shiniie and, therefore, somewhat more presentadble, though never
entirely free frow the stigma attaching to its lowly origin = is siuply

that nothing can he brought forward in its favor. There is ,j‘u.st' no rezson

adducible for tha ogtablighment of reflex certitude in a pogition of speclal

axo

privilege. From the point of view of validity, At makes no difference whether

a Judgwent s spontaneous bor reflax_. Should the qusstion of prerogative arise,
spontaneous certitude tmust dbe given precedence, bedé:g,ao it i- by.nat{n'e prior
to reflex certituds in such a way that the lattar can add nj;:aolutely nothing
to it with respect to its validity. |

It should be in no degree swrprising, tasrefsrs, tb:a.t Mercisr can find
no gupport for his theory in St. Thomas, though he seems %o think he can. If
he alleges St. Thomas' two definitions of certitude and fancies that hs sees
in the fact that they are two a proof of his contentions, 1%t is not .becauso :
he 1§ reading St. Thomas, but becauss ‘ha 18 reading into him something which

simply 4s not there.
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O.nce it hag thus been shown that 1t 1s impossible to sustain the
distinction between reflex and spontaneous certitude in the sense in which
L{efcier understands 14, the witness of ilnternsl experisnce and the facts
of consciousness to which he has recourse (24) in oxder to verify the
existence of spontaneous certitude would scem to be aqually competent to
testlfy to the exlstence of spoatsncons certitude as legitimate ta 1ts own
right.

Clearly, then, his inability to Justify the complete and wgualified
confidence which he reposes in reflection leads ercier into the dilemua

e¢ither of having to adait that epontazsoug cortitudes are ao less certain
| than reflex certitudes, or of being forced to dary certitude -to0 both 02 them.
It doas not mean, however, to have been fully aporeciated generally (25)
that the mere fact of his grating to the power of reflection a specially
privilesed position, entirely avart from and aaterior to any qusation of the
pos3ibility of substantimting its claim to this preasinence, involves Lim in
a flat self-contradiction in counection with his theary of the universal,
nagative doubt.

In the course of his analysis of Dagcartes’ doubt, he charges him with
an error of method, which consists in the fact that Deacartes queationed the
value of cur faculties bofore having exsmuined the valus of the asts of those
fTaculties:

"Nous ne salsissons point en elles-mdiws nos facultds;

seuls los actes, c'eat-A-dire les facultés agissantes,

tombent directement sous la canscisnce. C'est donc par

1'dtade des actes congnitifs qw doit débuter 1'épistdmologie.
"Suivre le procédd inverse, clest vouloir aller de 1'in-

conmu au connmi.... un pareil procéd4 est contraire X la na-

ture des choses et aux exigences ds la méthode scientifique." (26)
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o wakes the sw.e coiplaint egainst Wonglori for havize, on
company wwitnh all the ;ixs\,;gefatarl Doguatists, held the apti tﬁde of the miag
to know the tmth‘as one of the tiree "primitive truthg¥:

"eov Jo puls connalire le vrai et aveip consclence qus

Je le connais, avant d'avoir ouvert une enquéte sur la va-
leur de .a facults intellectuslle aux prisesg avec la con-
nalssance des choS68e... Jlaural alors le droit dtaffir-
mer, rour llavolr vue & 1'oguvre, pour l'avsir recoamus
dang wn fait, dang wn acte, l'sptitude de mon intelligzence
B conmaltre la vdritd.” (27)

Yo avold any cmafusion about the necassity of adhorinz to this

Glstinctlon between faculties end acts, Mercier reaffirms thase accusations

of faulty vrocedure:

e

150713 avonsy vu les scentiques, Descartes, puls lez dogra-
t1stes outrés, se prononcer les uns contre les autres pour

la validitd de nos Pndgsances cognitives avant do passer a
l'examen r4fléchi de nos connalssances certaines. Nous avong
ref1sd, comie atinaturells et aatisclantifique, cotte ma-
nisre de procéder. Au precier moment du travail de réflexion
T entreprend le shilagspha, & lleffet d'apurdeler la na-
ture de la connaissance certains, il n'a pas le droit de nier
o1 de diclarar gijatte :a_ gaution, pas pina qutll n'a ls dmig
d'affirmer l'aptitude des facultds coguitives a la connaigsance
gartaing de la virdts. Avant d'awir =ifidchi sar Sog actag
et d'en avoir scrutd la raturs, la raison humaine ne sait pas,
elle ne peut Wavoir, si l'euplol de ses Pacultss la wenera ou
ne la manera pas & la véritd, ‘
“Par consiquent, 1'4tat initial de la raigon réfldechissants,
en ce qui concerns le pouvoir de nos facultes cognitives,

dodt dtre 1'4znorance ¥2ulue, l'adstention.” {23)

Yob, amdsingly anough, 1t would seem that Nercier has hlusalf fallen
Victin to the sane miatake of method which in his eyes 1s the essential flay
Of the theories of bath Seeptics and Bagserated Dogmatists. Yo less than

they, he himself appears to have procesded dlandly on an unwarranted asswption,

that the faculty of refleation nesd® no critical exanination befors its com=

R
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petence can be conceded. hig is hardly reconcilable with his omn fune
damental position. Nor is his blundering into this error made any the mors
excusable by his resting so wuch of his case againgt the Sceptics and
Exaggzerated Dogmatists on tha precise point of their having taken for granted
what, according to him, must be doubted until it is Justified. (29)
Sullivan saews to Ve the only one of Hercier's critics who puts hig

finger oa this exact spot:

Meeeu although the epistemological problam is concerned with
the exsmination of the objective motives and validity of our
spontaneoud assents, this cannot bo done wi thout the power
of reflection, as Barron eonfesges explicitly and Mercier
lmplicitly. Now the reflactlon of the iatellect upon its
spontansous assents and its examination of their ohjective
validity involve activity of the cognitive faculties.

If reflection or examination is to provide results of any
kind, these results will have to be in the form of Jjudgmsntg:
' These spontaneous assents are objectively valid! or !They
are not objectively valid!. Any such Judguents, or any
Judsoents on evidence from which thoy wmay be derived,
presuppose that at least the reflective activity of the
intellect 1s valid: that it has the eptitude to atsain the
truth at least in the field of reflection. In fact, befors
any Jjudguent is made, the nere attempt to verify spontaneous
agsenis by reflection implies that confidence is had at leass
in thé power of reflection....” (30)

This exposition of the contradiction involved in dercier's presuming
without proof that reflection is valid, taken together with the argunent
already given (31) azainst the legitimnoy of recognizing in reflection any
8b1lity beyond that of direct judgment to deliver certitude, would seem to
make his basic position wholly untenable. It will be recalled (32) that
Tefleation 1s, in his theory, at once the means of saving the philogopher
from the necessity of taving to aduit Ytat there is no such thing as a
Sertain judowent and the instrument which i{s t reconcile the modern sceptic

»
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and sllow Mr that we have the truth. further, <t is the only and the
gole lin: in the chain which binds us 49 reality. In nore timm one place
(23), Merciar eéxpresses him conviction that the ancient Scepticism, which
¥a8 certedn that 1t could know nothing with certainty, 1s dead and that
the tecluique of reducing the sceptic to contradicting hinself ig both
utterly useless agalinst the modern Scepticism, whieh 8imply doubts that
it can know anything with certainty, emd ig ept to complicate the discussion --

the last, presuwusbly, because this method of zoing about a refutation not

only migges the point of wodern Scepticim: but ig algo. apt to_engender :

antagonisns which would obviate the Possibility of any good results. Thus:

"lious avouons que, éerivant en llan de grice 1895, noug
avons 3on4é & ant plutdt qu'd Pyrrhon. Désire-x de
traiter, non pas wne question d'histoire ancienns, mais.
w probldua vital, et trouvant que, dang le débat zetuel
avoc le scepticimse, la tondorie des troig véritis primie
tives est plug encombrante qu'utile, nous avions foruuls
¢ Juzsuent: La question fondauentale engagde euntre lo
dozxisisme ot lg scepticiswe ntegt pas de savuir i, en
affirmant le doute wniversgel, le sceptique absolu ge cope.
tredit forciment we, deux, ou troig foig: c'est la choge
acceisolire et cela ne peut qu'owbarrasser la discussion.* (34)

In view of these considerations, then, Lercler deliverately abjures
Bn& inteation of availing himgelf of any knd of eleuctic_argmﬁent and
has recourse to reflsotion and to nbthim; else. He ig wi;ling to go as far
in the direction of doubt as he thinkg any sceptic lcgi_tigmtely can in order
bo win hia back to the truth, and this always with the cala confidence that
roflection will be his sure support. : |

It is eagy to imagine the hig‘h h0p0‘l with which dercier Pressanted
this theory ami. indeed, to sympathize with tnea, But, just as he was
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apparontly unawars tha$ reflisction was vound to betray its trust and so do
force upon hila the choilce of either atandoning his doudt altopetner or of
involving nimself evar woro deeply in a dowdt frow whieh, consistently with
the position he had taken, there was no escape, 30 his diagnosis thai the
ancient sceptica were all dead would seem $0 have been hasty and his con-
fidance that the wodern sceptics would no more queation the validity of the
raflective process thon he himself had would seem to have been antirely
misplaced. The fact is that his nalvete here is astounding.

One doces not have to loox back: to any earlier date than the pubilcation
of Jertrand Russell'a latest book (35) in 1948 for evidence that what Hercier
callad the anclent Sceptioisw $s not only allve wxd breathing but extremely
voluble. It conciudes, for exzuple, ¥ith this resownding contradictiont

"In this sense, it gt be adimtted, supiricisa a8 a

theory of knowledso hss proved inadeguate, though lesza

go thon any other previous theary of xnowledse. Iadeed,

such inadvquacies &8 We have %es.ed to find in supiricisa

have been diszcovered by strict acherence to a dootirine by

which empiricisgt phil sovhy hss bewm fansg;ireds that all

Iuzan icnowledvae is uncertain, inexact, and sartiale o thils
doctrine we hava not found azy limitvasloa shatevar.”® '(—3‘6)

A atudy of the senses in which reflection is used by modera noa-
Scholastics amd of their conception af its value would be of ihe greatest
intorest and would, &% the sare tiwe, serve to underline the sigailicance of
& £ood nmany passages in St.\'l’homs and his compentators which wi.;ht otherwise
pase unnoticed. It is so obvious as scarcely to require stateuent that the
smhar-ation upon such an enter;rise ig entirely foreign to the purposes of

this essay. Dut it will do no ham to cite a few sxamples of writers who
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provide éxoellént evidence of the fact that Wercler had little reagon for
oxpacting that the valuae of reflection would vs allowed to go unchallenged.
Heyerson 13 not at all‘ hagltant about rejecting reflaection ag a
means of finding out the process of correct thought {37) and his srection
of a gensraligsed theory of kﬁowledge on the basis of the procedure of the

expérimontal sclences sesms to be clogsly related to Dewey's parallel con-

ception of logie as

®..ee & generalization of ths mess-consequence relation
characteristic of mathematical and physical inquiry." (38)

And, despite the fact that Dewey retains the word "reflection®, with the

consequance that certain passages he .vrites mighf.. taken entirelyeut of
_their context, sean to be cupable of Mtorpritation in a perfsctly legi-
timate gense (a source of confusion and error vhigh is by no means peculiar
to him), his "eiprese identification of reflective thought with objective
faquiry® (39) is equally effactive a denial of the validity of roflection
in tha traditional ieaning of that concept as is Meyerson's, even if ke
‘did not say explicitly:

"7 do not know what meaning 1s to be assiznad to |

'reflective thought' except in terms of what is discovered

by inquiry inte {nquiry; at least we do not know what it )

means for the purposes ¢f ladc. Personally, I doubt whether

;l:;z}:i:ﬁs:;im};:?:?(tug?y be called thowght al a strictly

Keither iq 1t necessary to awalt the appearance of thess later
writers. Contemporary with Nercier himgelf ware Bargson, Le Roy, Wilbois,

Rnd others, in whose writings can de found the basic ideas of both Meyerson

L
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and Dowey (4L). ¥or these men, &g de Tonqusd.c points out, the philosophic
gntuition which zoes back over the work of scientific iuvention to couplete
{t does €0 Yy way of reflection and ig a return to the pure intuition which
procedes conceptual disassociation (42).

These mmurried and soattered references are enough to give at least
gous slight indication of the ineffectiveness of Hercier's line of argument
against modern Scepticisu. It would also be possible to pursue the analysis
of Yercier's rosition further and to ghow how theé doubt upon which he insists
go strongly is gradually watered domn to the degree that, when he comes to
the consideration of imedistely evident propositions, what he defends 1s,
not a doubt of them, but only an attempt to doubt tuea (43). It seems that
oz.m could oven davelop an argwaent that at this point the much-vaunted doudbt,
from which one had been led to expoct such great things, because its prowess
and intrepldity and valor hed been so loudly boasted (44), has lost all its
daring and apeedily decamped in the face of this crucial testi and, that,
consclously or not, but in any case under the compulsion of the trath (45),
Mercler has hers actually come arcund to the plain, unadorned traditional
doctrine, even thouzh his expresaion of it ias still gomewhat obscured by
the tattersd remnants of the ewbroidery of his personal Jargon (U5).

‘ Neither would it be unrewarding to take a close look at Jeaonidre's
attempt at rallying his thus thorounghly broken forces amd to oxplore all
‘5' aspects 'ot the fact that, thouszh he is one of Marcler's disciples, he

Soems $5 have 80 far recoiled £rom the implications of his master's reasoning

2 L J
%3 the matter of imediately evidend juigments that he breaks completely

¥hrough all the carefully phrased limitations with which Mercier constantly
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hedges 4n all his statemonts on the doubt, end cousltes himsels axplicitly
to the propusifions that the meve allewpt to doudt in no wise Qatizfies tha
demands of sclentific matlod and that the doubt iuposed on the philosopher
at ths outsst of his inguiry {e & zeal doubt (47) == which latter L{erﬁier
quite as expressly mnd categorically deuies (Lg).

e) Refutatlon of lercler's theory of initial doudis

To éxxtsf ‘pon a serisus and extanded dlscugeion of all these PO~

leca at this point would, hcwevdr. b8 Loth a dipression and a distreetion

from the all-fuportont 13sus whieh -- Tollowing lsrcisr's own ordor -- next

cones p for consideration, &nd the nroper rosclution of which 1980 indisge

‘pensahle to tha correct wmderstonding of the Thowdstic doctrine on certitude, A

.;.hat iz, b(ercier's‘ referencs o0 Aristotle and St. fzwuxas.for the support of
his po.aition on the wethodie doubt, aad his atizibubine 10 Lhew the oninion
which he ‘.ﬁﬁasélf h0lds conceruing 1%e At y rats, %t +vill e LOCEBSAry,
in connection with the exaaination of t’.zaze- auéerzicns. o0 gay so.stulns
further, and t"mt at ones, e.bouﬁ the gmdaii'ons af doubt which iercier marks
with resvect to the different b jucts in rogard of vhich 1t 1s vxarcisod.
As for the 2tler suggesiliona made avove, gufflct a:;t.attencion has already
(u9) been nald then, so that they need not Lcpade the 1@311&;16& parault of
the quhject of Lercler's interpretation of the toxts he quotsa {n his
etteamt to substantiats his claim that hig 13 the authentia Aristotelian and

- Thontatie tesching.

A Before ha iatroduces his quot;tian: from Aristotle and S5t. Thowmas

o verify his stand on this watier of the wethodio doudt, Mercier firat recalls,
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in the terus nuoted above (%0), the distinction " tus nreviously (51)
nede batween spontanesus and roflex certitude and repeats (52) that 4t &g
the area of refloction, and not of goontansity, that the quostions of
eplatemolosy arise (53). !e then goes on to agz what, in the douain of
reflection, should be the ;rimordial stats of the intellizence. (5u4)

Hia answer to thig questfon 4s divided into threes parts, accordins
to whethsr it hag reforence %o the initial gtate of the intellizence wth
respect to our comnitive faoulties (57)i or to modlate Judwents (56), or
to imsediate Judpmnts (57).

It &s in rosyonse to the fired sectisn of thig quastion, the part
rhich 13 concerned with the faculties, $hat he says, as reported above
(58), the huzen reason neither Lnows nor can lnow whather or not its fa-
culties will Lrinz it to the truth, until it has first sorutiniszed those
facultles, which it does by refloctins on the ancts of the faoculties. In
this sax® place, ho rmkes vhat 10 in hio theory a capital distinetion botwosn

natazive and jositive doubts He hqldn that Degoartes! doubt vos a positive

. doubt, that 1s, he Judsed positively that the trustworthiness of the

cognitive faculties wue doudtful, and that this positive Judsment wag
illegitinate becsuse Descartes had no vight t0 Judre the fagulties deforo
exanining thair aots.

He repregents his own doubt, on the other hand, as an entirsly
hegative doudt, a sizple 1zorancs which iumplies no Judgwent in any direction,
vhich arises from the fact thad thereo gluply are 10 reasons sither in favwor
of or against a Judgmens which would pronounce $hat the comitive faculties
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m can &t;ain the truth, and whisgh 4y resolutely wmintsined by a Tatecasic
refugal Yo Judis whether or not they can do so until af:er thair mature angd
capasdiliteos :?.re noser hy roflection. | |

Iy meany of this distinction of positive and negative doubt ne
further believzg that he coupletely avoidé the contradiction which ha heg
previously shown t0 exist in the Cartesiun ncthodical d0ubt, which contradiction
] arises frow éhe fact t’m‘t, w.‘nila- a simpl;} wethodical doubt allm_r{s i’o'r' the
retention of habdbitual cerjitudry, a tmly z:niiarsa]_. doubt elimixm.tea-all

cortituds, haditual ag well as actusl (59). « -

He t'wn concludes this section on the 1nitial gtate of the intel-
lizence with respect to our cognitive fam;ltles by saying'tlmt 1bt. is, for
the reasons siven, nécessary 10 degin by questioning the aots of the {ntale
lizence 1a order to discofer the nature of the princinle =hich aults thamf

Then he tzlmo wp the crasideration of the {nitial stats of the ine

tellirence in the presence of wediste judguenta.

The first thing which he notoes here i3 that the cagnitive acts whieh

ars ca;pablo of engeadaring certitude are Judgoents. Then:

"Lorsque 1'intelligence passe ) l'examen rifléchi de ses
Jugernts, elle an rewerquo ¢ertaing dont la vérits ne se
wanifeste pas Limddistexent. Xlle est, par la mbue, incitde
b les onalyser afin de mettro on lundbro la nature du reppert
dont ils contiennent indistinctesent la foruule, Chercher

& décorposer la couplexits des tarmes d'un Jugement afin de
dégager par lewr analyse le repport d'identi{td ou de non-
identitd qu'ils contiennent virtuellement ot rédulre alngi deg
Jugenents wédlats a des juseimnts lmédiats, o'est démontrer.
"loute démonstration Bupposant le doute, goit réel, soit nf-
thodique, mur la conolusion ) dfmontrer, la ralson rdfléchis-
scnte comimoo par le doute ghy tous les Juqeuents mddiats.
"Le doute ainsi entendu est la lod fondmentale de la re-
charche solentifiqus.
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"Aristote le recomuande expressément au début du

Livre I1I da ga ;létaphysique: 'Avan% d'adordsr la so-
lution d'un probleme, dit-il, il faut comencer par
blen douter et par s'enquirir de toutes les difficultds
dont le problbme eat entourd. Ainsi, 1l fait précéder
gon enqudte sur le rdel, d'una tentative de golution du
pour et du contre (@7oglec ). Il rédult les conflits
apparents d'idées & leurs termes les plus siaples, dissi-
po ainsi les confusions, prévisnt les dquivoques et rend
plus aisde une vus coupréhensive du sujeted..

"Lea lignes suivantes du Stagirita sont un plaidoyer en
faveur du doute sclentifiquel...." (60)

Then he quotes several paragraphs fronm the Metaphysies. Thess nas-
gsazas will be reproduced below al mg with the passazes from St. Thouas'
Commentary on them, which Kercier also quotes. But the thing which it seems
especially iuportant to notice at the moment -~ and this is the reason why
such care has been taken to show exagtly how he presents the texts -- is that
his direet and imaediate use of the authority of Arigtotle and St. Thomas is
here severely limited to the solse purposs of justifying & doubt abdbout
mediate juldgments and nothing else. Whather or not it is trus that every
demsonstration presupposes doubt about the conclusion to be dewonstrated;
whether or not he thinks that he has made it elear in what sense doubdt is
here to be understood; whether or nat he has correctly understood the moani.ng
of Aristotle's terminology and St. Thomas! mtemra’tation of 1t: it 1is not
possible to let pass unrewarked that, when he cails Aristotle as witaess that
doubt is the fundamental law of scientific ressarch, he desires his testimony
on the preciss point of doubt whiech affects only n@diata Judgnents, and this
Quite consistantly with the notion of wlt:i.ezmo. Iﬁ ‘vould. appear, in fact,
that he here implies something lilce u‘dcﬁnition of scientific doubt. .'rbm.
be remarks just after he quotes the Aristotelian fext:
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"5 tel eut, nour le fondateur du lycde, ia rdls du

doute wothodiqus deng 1a aclenss, eat-il Jtonnsnt, gue
dana la plupart de ses suvregea, ovant dlaborder llexge
wen ou la position d'un probléwe nouveau, il corwence

per llexposs des doutes qu@ le probldue fidt swgir?® (G1)

Hor is thls iupresgsion that he intends %o placo & dulibernte resiriction on

the wetbodic doudbs:, in accordance with whet he believss to bs imposaed by the
coruentary 02 St. Thomas, in any degree lesscned, when hs ra:ii;rs ¢« Thomag!
"nrogequi fur wmiversalan dubitstiouém" by "eszsie ds soumsitrs las v;’frit:i |

au doute universel...®:

- "»Au,amplnsr.fuii—sfto%o—neﬂe—oonftanfifav‘pa*rd*'*&levé'r*d’é’a"'

doutes particullers sur les véritds varticulidros qu'il
cherch® & dsigager ou & dfmontrer, en 168 mobivent d'ail-
leurs le plus solidecent posaidle} lorsqu'il arrive, dans
‘ . on Hétaphysinue, a l'Stude de la virits ea éniral, 11
S acoumile toutes les ralasons ds douter. VAux veritsas par-
' # ticulieres roponlent naturellement, dit saiat Thomag ,
les doutes partlols] nais ne sclence qui a pour odbjet
1a viritd en zindral, appelle tous leg doutes possibleg
sur la virité, et voild pourquol Aristote egsale de
sowmettrs la v ritd au doute universel: et 14deo noa par-
ticulariter, sed simul :miversalsa dubitationsn
rogequisuar, !
"Aveo les waftres dont nous venons de rsproduire le sen- -
tluent, nous oroyons done, en premier lieu, que l'dtat
primordial de l'intelligence, en préseace de viritds
particulisres sujoties a démonstrution, c'est le doute,
douts réel ou artifictel, mais $oujours, doute wotive,
031t if; en second liem, nous oeryyons que, en facs de la
vorité en géndral, de toute veéritd, il eat naturel et ld-
zitize de tenter wn doute universel.? (62)

I 111 pot escaps obeervation that he here states his belief that
the state £ the intelligence when it {s first confronted with particalar
deconstrable truths differs from its state with rospect to thb truth-rendering

Compatence of the faculties, {a that in4he foruer situstion its douwst is
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_positive; nhile 4in the latter it is nezgutive, ard t'mt be doss nothing to

Justify tha distinction.

"ha next phase of his easwer o the tripartite quuatlon, which i3
congerned with tha iaitlal atate of tls intellizenco in the prescace of
{rasdiate Judz.enis, adds little $o what he hna already sald in roply to the

pacond tart. He bazins by sliminating ths possiollily that ail ths judnents

which are subsdtead t9 %he control of reflection arg suscaptible of damenstration.

He does 89 by rocarxing that, if every proposition ser: deuousirable, thars
rould be an infinity of middle terus between the extraues of any proposition
whatsoever. his, in turn, would msan that the oxtre.es of every proposition
wers an inexhauvstible souree of niddle tsorzg and this, because the terus would
be of an infintte complexity. (53)

From tals he concludes thet the analysis of wediate Jjudgaent leads ne-
cegsarily to the admigaion that thers are luuediate jud.pients, since dvwons-
tration {3 impossidle withoud iadcuwonstrable prexiges.

3ut, even tiwugh ind-wonastrable propositions admittedly can not be
deuonstrated, Lo adds, one roy still asic vhether they ghould not be, ad
®hether they are certain with ut dasousiration.

His roply to the first of thezs two quostions i3 exactly what wight

| vhava bean expected from rhat he has Jjust sald, in the statavent quoted luze-

Ulately avove, about the priuordial state of the intelligence in the fage of
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"I1 est légitime, 1)l est conforme aux ex ronces d'uns

eriticue rigoureuse d'egsayer de les mettrs endoute. -
Alnsi Aristote et saint “honas recorrzndent-ils da

faire effort pour en dounter, pour douter wniverselle-

ment. (6’4) .

By wey of response to the second gquestion, whethar inderwonstrsble
propositions are certein witheut deronstration, he outlines vhet he con-
glders will ta the results of the aforwentionsed ettenpt et doubti:g then,
end coacludes that every swh attenpt 13 bound to fail, that it eannot but
be wholly wnseccegsful, and that the initial state of the intolligence in

tre domaln of reflection ir certitude (65).

Fortunately, thn only buainoss which this essay has with Merelarls
theory 48 to find out what it has to of far of 1lludnation 28 a'wmntar'y
on St. Thomag' doctrine of certitude. It can afford, thémfcro. to leave
altogether aslde any detailed eriticism of that theory band content itsslf
with notlnig only those polnta in 1t which aprear to coincide with its interest.
To get on with 1ts work, ten, it needs only %to rexari Lirst, that
Narcler here distinguishes thrase Bt'ages in the frame of mind with wiich the
philosophsr uust bagin his critieal inoulryt wih reapect to the ability of
the cognitive faculties to deliver the truth, he must satertain a nezative

doudt; with respect to the trath of mediate propositioxns, the atﬂtuﬂe he

- ®st aszuce 1s one of positive doubt; while with respect to imuediate pro=

Positions, about which he cannot doudt at all, hs adequately discharzes his

 Odligations if he attorpts to doudt; and that, in tha szecond place, hig

WPpeal to the sathority of Aristotle and St. Thomas td bolster his c¢on-

’ hnuon of the necsssity of an initial douht 13 made only with reference to
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mediate propositions. ihen he hag rucourse to them on the matter of
immeodiate srogozitlons, he naiz thew to doelara ius.selvas ia favor, not
of a doubt, but werely of an uttaupt o dounty

Thege nusnces are not uearly go nicely xado by Hercler as to havs
morited their bolng 90 geunerully neslacted as they eppear Yo have been by
&1l his eritics. Shers 1s liitle sxcuse for not paying strioct attention
to exactly what Merecler asys hoere, wot oaly bacause @ ssema rather anxious
thet his position Lo sppreciated at what s considers to Ve ics true worth,
but alzo because it docs in facs appear suf ficlently significant zs he here
expresses 1t that 1% ghould ool ve perwitied to aslip Ly unchallisnged.

The fact timat iercier does not undertaie 0 juatify his stand on
the necessity of nagative doubt ebout the coimitive faculuivs by quoting
Aristotle and Ste Thowes ag favoring 1t in the seuse in which uws intends it
seemg t0 be, firci of oll, an lmplicit sdulssion that tey do note Furiher
then that, it secms to be a broilcnded ¥oy of waniny clear tha couplets
orizinality of hils total position in the ~atier, and his perfect willinsmmess
to asccept tue responglibvility of golng 1t alone.

Ia the second place, it doos not goem tlmt the _oint on which he
does avail himsel? of what he belleves is their suoport of an iaitial doubt
1s anything so especilally extraordinary. It is scarcely conceivanle that
#nyone who has any slighteat notioa of what an mediate proposition {g would
old that guch a proposition {s certain before it is deronstrated. That

Bediste propositions need to ba dewonstrated doos not seea 8o doudbtful ag
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to requirs much an oversheluinzg marshalling of authority. A brief oxplae
nation of what "nediste! mewus, Derhups with a reference or a short quo-
tation, would acem to suffice for so evidsnt a point = ard this is
exactly his procedure when he shows (58) that modiste propositions necose
sitats the exiztence of Lruediate propositions.

So far, then, as the advancerent of enything he expliciily Says here
is nonceﬁxed. 1t would appear that the only velwus which hia quotiag Arig-
totle and 3t. Thouas n% s'rh length cin have is as a verificution of his

__claim that, before mediate m:QpQ,ui,.‘.iQnLa,r,e;da#m‘isx.rat,a«i,,,tihyfar:a,fgo,s.iftifverlffv*vW

doubtfuls. If the distinction between negutive doubt (of the deleiOS)
and positive douds (of znodiata prOposi*ionz) which he ig so caraful to make
clear i{s %o have @y sense at all, it ean wesn, accordix;g to his termino=-
lozy (67). only that there 83 no poosibility of simple igmorance, or of
gusplcion, or opinion about a stili-undeconstrated zedicte proposit,ion.
The sole attitude one can hava with regard to such a pmmsition ts one of
rogitive douhs. vhich for him msans that one has already coupilad equally
forceful argusnts both for and against it. IY this 1o the assartion he is
asking these texts to confimm, it is cert&inl&‘ ‘such a strsaf;o and singular
opinion, so directly ontrary to aiperiauce. that it raqui;es all the supporst
{t can got. But it hardly sremas to be borne out by thess texts.

Nor dces he ever manke it clear, when he spc&ks of motaphyasica!
fecumulating all the remsons for doubting, why this could nos be understood
8imply with reforence to the conclusdons which metaphysics demonstrates,

the modiate propositions to which 1% concludes and which, prior to this
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demonstration, would be in his view aubject to positive douds.

Tet, 1t would seem that this distinzction ig lupliced necessarily
1n what L vays about trying to douvt indeionstrable priaciples. Zven if
it wers granted that Aristorle and 3t. Thouag wore here talking about doubt,
1t 13 well worth noting that lercier doss not tmlke bold enoush to aveil
himgelf of their authoriiy in suppors of a doubt about such priccizles. TIle
is content to translats St. Thouag! Yprogequitur* by Pessale" end, sizce an
attempt to doubt §s poles reumoved from o doubt;. this appears to te capable
of belng understood as an explicit adaigsion that the texts which he here
quotes offer him no succor at the point of his gravest difficulty.

If he 18 not golng to doubt inderwnstrable propositions, the oaly
point of contact lLe would appear to Lave with any serious scepticisa is on
the question of the nogative doubt about the faculties. And ag for the
procedural question on which he bases this doubt (68), and entirely apart
from the sense which he gives to the word fdoubt”, it would appear that he
has 1little reason heore for congratulating himself osn any originality. Arig-
totle had long before him unde the see criticisa o Plato that he mares

°f Descartes and the "Sxagzerated Dogmatists":

"Zt guod mele fecerit ostendit. In natura enim animas loe

est, ut judiciua de aliqua potentia animae swatur ex actn

seu operatlons ipsius potentias, judiciua vero operationis

ex objecto? potentias enim cognoscuntur per actus, actus vero
per objecta: et inde est, quod in definitions potexntiae

ponitur ejus actus, st in definitione actus ponitur odbjectumes..”

(69)



______precise assay. ' S

58

But it is worth caliing attention to the fect that Aristotle
and St. Thomzs here manifest no dount abous the fact that the detar-
mination of the act comes from its ohject. For them, 1t 1s just as
certain that the act must be judged in the light of the object as it g
that the potency must be Jjudged in the light of its act. Obvinusly, if
Horcier had sven once isade reference to any such text, the game would have
been wp, because his readers could then easily heve sifted out the dross of

" his original contribution and seen ét a glance that it was not worth & more

ere will be occasion a little lster to advert once wore to the
degree to which his position is conpatible with a truly sceptical one. For
the present, it is enough to have re.arked how geriously the initlal doubt
is reduced by what he finds in the texts from‘the tetaphysics and St. Thomas'
g@mmentﬁ on 1% and by his express comments on then. what.the doudbt itcelf
comes to is nothinz more than a doubt about mediate propositions., This seexs
to e a far cry from the uiversal doubt yhich 1s gensrally sssociated with
hls nane. |

‘l'hebonclusion of this rather cloas examination of Xercler's own
preesentat ion of ﬁis doctrine seems to 4indiocate that trat association ii not
roll-founde& and that, as a consequence, ths criticisms of uércier on tﬁis
Sroumi ‘are rather c;relonlé m@de and so loge their force‘. mt it con=
tests is the zeneral assumption, mde aven by soms of hig own folowers who
&re not so careful as he, that uorcio‘r himself is satisfied that hs las

found in thess texts alone adequate foundation for the universal doudbt. In

\
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otheor words, vzt is at issue hare is the guestion of the mterpretatiofz
of thesa texts which is to be atuributed to him, not the {mnlications of
his position on refiexion. 1hs wost he attempts to draw from them is a con-
firuwation of an atteupt to doubt immediate propositions. But, sincs such an
interpretavion is utterly meaningless unless one first understends the dis-
tinction he has long since made betwsen spontaneous znd reflex certitvde and
his denial of a legitimate existence to spontanecus certitude until it has
been justifiea by reflex certitude, it appears that his position on the doubt
18 uwltiuateiy radicatsd in that more fundamental doctrine on certitude.

Thus, his whole development of the doctrine of the doubt takes on the
appearance of a long cowmentary on St. Thowas' two definitions. In the last

F analysis, 1t is to his conception of the weaninz of the fact that St. Thomas

gives two definitions that he must resort in order to shors up hig own

doctrine of the doubt. In his mind, the latter is completely dependent upon
the foruwer and it i3 in this sense that he would have the Thomistic texts
understood. After his doubiinz back on the two definitions has thus been
Pointed out, nothing more need be sald by way of underlining the conssquences
of mistaking St. Thomaa' intentions. Contrariwise, since, as has alresady
been shown and will be canifested furthsr, big reading of these two dofinitions
cannot be sustained, his whole doctrine on the doubt must fall and with it st
€0 his interpretation of the text from the Metaphysics as Justifying an
atteupt at universal doubt.

It may be objected against this {nterpretation of Uercier's doctrine
that he does not make explicit reference in this section to the distinction of
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‘\j - spontansous and reflex certitude. Since o wuch ba§ been mads hers of
what he says expressly, this may seem to be a serious inconsistenay.

The auswer is éimﬁly .that, unless, as hag already been said,
he means to base his atteampt to doudt imicdlats propogitions on this no=-
tion of the distinction betweun spanteneous and reflex cortitude, 1t ig
simply impossibls to Justify even so poor a thinz as an atteupt to doubt.
Further thaﬁ that, he does aake glear refersnce to the donain of reflection:

"L'état initial do l'esprit, daus le doumaine de la
riflexion, c¢'est dono la gertitudece,.” (70)

Tils should be enouzh to resolve eny doubts about it. But, should

1t not be, it is also possible to produce Coffey, wio of &ll the Gisciples
of lercier geeus to sticik most c{lot}zaly to his waster's omn presoutatioa,

as & witness that this ig what dercler weans. Tmed

~

Mieeeodiirst, then, ousht we, or is it necessary

for us, to conceive a methodic doubt about all our
spontaceous convicilons without exception? tell
1t sees thal wo ousht at least to try to do sa.

“Axd the reaaon 13 that 6x hypothesi we are aubarking
on the task of critically re-examining all our spon-
tancous bellefs and convictions, all our supposed
knowledge, in order t0 see whether or how far it will
stand the test of critical reflection and energe into
reflex or philosophical certitude. And hence we rmssi

txry to adopt tha questioninz attitude towards all our
assants without exception.* (71)

and agzains

"liow when ve sy that it is impossible and superfluous

to doubt methodically about self-evident judgments, what
wo uean is that it 18 imposzible and superfluous to doubt
wathodically that they are mental facts which we Bpon~
taneously consider as putting us into posaession of real
truth. That and no 1Ordeces ’ . :
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TWe ses then ot 1% is indeoad jossible to achand
gur zothodie or aimalatad doubt, sven to self-evie
a0t Judgments. Hus in pogard to thoss luntior wind
@0 may hold 23 guostlonasble 19 not thelr existence
23 montad events of the cognliive ordar....What we
2oy zod zust doubt nethodleally 1o their simificane
2o in rolation to reality, or in other wvords the w-
Hdity of our soeantensous oonviction that they do
vz ug & gaming insight icto realidy. And finully
1t et be borme in mind that thia doudt 43 only =
methodio or sizmulsted deubd, not a rsal doubt.? (72)

Coffayta introdiaction hore of the distl:ctisn botwoon »eal
and almlatod or nethedic doubd n zo way chanzes the canclusion hors -ain-
toinod about the rslstionchip betwsan the distinotion botweon spontenesus
snd roflex certituds and the atte:pt to doubt wunivorsally olf e truth of

imnediate proposciiicns,

f) Refutation of the thacry of the wiiversal doubts

It seeas more portineut 2t the aanant, Lowsver, %0 swzwrize

the argunonts which are usod by Marcierts opponents agsinst any attept 4>
use the text fron tho Motaphysics in which St, Thaszs mantions "univapsalis
dubltatio® as confiming by idself the initisl universal doubt. It io
necessary to do so, not only fow the reason that some of his followors
8o 0 plsce no such rastrictions as Merelerts on iie use aad so mise

the question of the infermretation of this taxt, but aiso becuuse their
reading of it nmey be another way of arriving at the interpretation wvhich
Moreiar gives of the two Thomistic definitions of certitude, Thus Heel,
for exenpls, takss this taxt to xf:-san.that universal doubt of all truth
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‘spontaneous and reflex certitude. Since go much hag be.en made here of
what he says expressly, this may seem to be a serious inconsistency.

The Answer is sloply that, 1mles§. as hag already been said,
he means to base his atteapt to doudt imucdiate propositions on thisg no-
tion of the distinction between spontenaeous end reflex certitnde, 1t is
simply 1‘mpossi‘nla t_o Justify even 80 poor a thing as an atteuiot to doubt, ‘
Further than that, he does ma-e clear refersncs to the donmin Of,' reflection:

MLY$tat ipitial de l'eaprit, -danus le dowaine de la
rofiexion, ctest dons la certibudece, .t (70)

Tis should be endugh to res'olvere.ny doubts about it. Dut, should

it not ve, it is also possibdle to producs Coffey, who of &ll the disciples
of llercler geeus to stick most closely to his uasteris om presantation,

&3 2 witness that this is wlat Mercler weans. Timag! '
~

Meeeedirst, then, cusht we, or ig it necessa
for us, to conceivs a wmethodic doubt aoout all our
spontaneous conviciions without exception? Fell
1t seeus that wo ousht at least to try to do so.
Azd the reason 1ls that 8X ypothesi we are aubarking
on the task of critically re-exauining all our spon-
tancous beliefs and convictions, all our mipposed .
knowledze, in order to see whether or bow far it will
-8tand the test of critical reflection and amerge into
reflex or philosophical certitude. And hence we b 0¥ 3
try to adopt the questioning attitude towards all our
agsents without exception.” (71) o '

and agzain:

"liow when we sagy that 1t 18 icpossidle and superfluous

‘Yo doubt methodically about self-evident Judgments, what
wo uean is that it s irpossible and superfluous to doubt
methodically that thoy are mental facts which we spon-
taneously consider as putting us into possession of real
truth, That and no 1OrQecse

L
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Greez is actually nov wiab the wora "Coats" (or "douct¥) ordinarily
nmeang, that is to say, a suspension of aszwect Leciuso of the leci ol aay
compelling reasons which vouid necossituate @ coertoin asseat. 7Tho second
argument consists iu showisg that, from the way in which they proceed, ueither
Aristotle nor st. Tuoues ever eutertaiued any slighitess douvt eisuar of
the capacity of the iantellect tn lxow Lhe truth, or .f the fact thnt ine-
demonstrable principics could not be doubted. Tha third depends on showing
from the coutext ia which the Passage walch the propousnts of tha universal
doubt use occurs that thers cun Le no credsoce glven to thelr interpretation.

The Grook word waich is at the heart of the discussion cen
perhaps be Lest irsaslated ia Inglish by "diffleulty”, and thig i the
sense valch 1s retained in tLe various vertal foras which it asswies in
the passage 1a gquestion. lven furtter beck, ag de Tonguedac points cut
very aptly, its derivog form the word for a Pagsage~vay, a tracx, a ford,
and =0 on, vhi&h ig ¥ 77'0}:06 ". ‘hetler this wrd is cozpownded nith an
LI privative or with the adverbial forw "¢ ¥, it retains tmis basic
slgnification of "paszage". itith the " a « privative, 1t indicates obsta-
cles in the way of the rasgzze aad, therefore, the noun " 347’0/’"‘- "
means "difficulty®, not "doubt®. With the adverilal prefix ¥ e t,
however, it neans just the opposite of 0 @mepca M, so that it then indi-
cates a smooth and eazy passage-way, one without obstacles or difficulties,
Rot "doudbts". - The translétions which ha gives is worth quoting, because he
1ncorporates the Greek words into it and mekes interpolations of his own which

&re good explanations: .




G4

f

e

}v 1]

ve Lleons Mahow? Apdctotn, Hans BOITURE 21 el
‘8 1e mdtashyaique, sciesce de 104tve en Térrly Cole
: Sormdasnt A sa msihods Lebitaslls, le Staciriis cone
' @oncs par ravsorbtor les osinions dea shilosozhaes ang
1font npieddd, ot anners lec abfuctions mivquelles 419 e
ralent pu ne ocs pensery alln de corszer an zexizu la i
diffienlts b risowdre. Clesh 12 nériots da W amopea |
ologt-d-dira de Monbarmas; lensrit ne et avancer,
son chenin 4st rsmonbed dlebirctions, Yittiralanent, le

e
e

G Seg

r2agege ent obstrud { @ privasif, et Topes naguags), Okt
et laborions doit se rizomdre dens 19 cvropie;: un vop-
sage facila (eu et moms) seras ouvert 3 1¥intalligens
pe ) elle accsdern § ls solution, Ariztote trouve 1
ltoccasion dlinsistor sur llatility de sa ndthode, On ne
stizelt, dit-il, obienir s pinonse adiquate X ne qusse
tion mutaprds Llayoiw srvisarie dfabord dens touto sa dife

S R Tl venlent 8tre intslloctuellasant A Itais

£ S i i g )

80 (edmopirac § oleghud-dive voir Disn clair dang
12 jaestion, en :ocaider une sslutdon Mladinesent satiafai-
sante) dofvent dlabord e mettre blon dans Ilenbarras -
( Seamrop reac vards ) clusted~lire considirer toutes

~las dif{lcnltds a4 en canprendre touts la force); car 1Vitat
dteise (edmopia ) qui suceddo (3 1venbarras) consists rp.i-
cladment en eacls qus ce qui dfabord feit Aiffioultsd ogt rie
solu,  Or on ne peut pas dinousr wm 4on quton na woit saa,,, ! ®

(75) . )
iis intsrpretation of the principel wowrds in this sasseze is ﬁx:.ly

confirned by the Oxfamd In7lish tmanalation, Crwm which one would 2ot oven
o b ’

sudpect the existonce of a srobliom hers had 4% not Loen areviounly noainted

outs

TesedWo mat, vith s viev to the scionce which e ars
seckdnyr, first recouni the aidfseta that shomld e {irst
discusseds These includs both the other opinions tiat
Kme have held .wn the firss ~rineiploo, and argy noint be-
oildes thege that happens 4o have been overlocked. For
those who wioh to 184 alanw of dirffioulties 4t is advan-
tagecus to disouss the difficulties vall; for the gubso-
quent Irao aday af thourhs 1220408 the aslution of the
Frovious difficultion, «nd 4t 4o not »oselihles to mtie

8 kot of which e do2e gat kvav, But the difficulty
of our thinking points to a Vnot! in the subject; for
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in 3o far ~g oour Whoitht ia dn diflicultdes, Lt is in
ik eaz wita bhoge whe s Soundy Soe Ly 2iller ours
L4 Ly dmesible 40 oo Jorwnad. Hsace sne shiould have
giryoved 2ll the dilficultdxg bosoraliand, wolh for o
surrangs w2 heva gieoted and tecsuane pecyds wo fnwdirs
withiond first statding the clfiicaltive age 1iko thoso
wLo Jo nobd know whers thay hewve %3 o3 bealdes, = an
G308 Dot othervwise .oow evesl woethar b oo &b @ gives
tinz fxod what he 48 looidng £or or poty for the end is
nod oleny %o such A wny wails Lo Bl wo Las Jlpot e
nned tho diff3elhlen 10 45 clowr. Purther, Lo sdo
bag heamd all the contacdirg aygunmeania, so il ihwy were
the wmrtlsa 9 e cess, must Do in a bebter roslidon Do
Judaing.w (78)

Mercior Tictas the Wwidle of o bexbt naxt ivel Ywilow fraa

St, Thames! Qyyontors zn the Matahvaies, and 1t 10 the locs Yn uwhich

s TiaggY O

all those why hold the initdal univarsal dxbt refor, thaion leel, Oir
axamnlo, Taotes only the latter halld of 4%

*Zgt auten attendendia, quod jropbar has rationes
conmigtinia Aplstobells £42 Lara dn czrdbus 1idris
audo, ut injuisitiond varlbatio vel determinstlond
srsobiredilaret dubltatisnas omepgontea. Sod in
2liis 28bris sinpillistia od sinnlos dutorainatio-
nen rracltilt Al betionest iz vers ziml peaemide
tid xmes dubfilatioues, ot ;ootsa gecundun srdina:
fobitun deterulnat varitatar, ~ Cajus mtlo est,
mita alise celetdias omaldeorany partiollariter de
Fitater undo ot ~axtlolloritoer nd grs cortined
cirea sinmilaa voritates dubliares sed iata scion-
tia sicut hobet univoraalon considerationen ds va-
ritate, its stiom ad eam pertinet unlvwrszalls du-
Lilatio do woritets) ot tilaos nan seyticileriter,
sed zizul unlverselenm dubltationea prosequdtur.* (77)

Yhen de Tomxuedoe turns his attantion 4o the Gymientary of
5t Thoaza, after hamxg.; first, &8 shown above, ostahli:zhed the true sense
of the Ariatotolian text, he renarks thet Aristotlots neaning detsriiaes
the sozae which St. Thonas fives to ‘hbyn» text, bociuse he nakes.nd quali-

ficatians or distinctions or resorvaticons about it when he reproduces it
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propsr to salze on these toxto and 4o clie then és cleer svidenco of telir
a:ild, To do so wrdd, of sourse, sutomsiicelly climincte woy hopa of a-
vailiny opagsell of their sultordity Ia suprort of a universal doubl. i’hw;
then, a prosomont of the wniversal doubd uses these taxta as-1f ther Lavor

1t, he comvicts bimself of either crotincus inpercaptlviiy or of sross in-

tollectual -erverasion, ?er?mps 4t would ba bettar to adopt de Tongquedects

~ra,..e.rlx hara, thatv those wuo ‘selievc ‘& <oy see in the words ®universalis du-

bitatio ds veritate® the proper expressicn of the Cartesian univer:sal daubt

are mors sensible to the material consonances of the worda then to tielr naul.
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The second nrineinal arsunaat aealuzt £ interprotation of

thege taexsa os favorizs a universal nozative dyibt 19 Slnt, if iristotle
and St. Thoms hers intended such & dowdy, thelr thow:ht woulgd naturelly
have continuad to develop in the Airection of an attemt to reszolve that
doubt. But ther do no such thinz., 9ithout 2iving any 3lizhtest sim of
beinz bothered abrut any incapacity of the intezllest %o Xnow the truth,
they fmwediately ent:r mon the golutisn of the 4iffisulties they nrossage,
once they have stated thewm. And, when they axounter the gophist, who

denles the nrineinla of contradiction, they dispoge of him with swrmry

dispatch?

".eeBans g'accuner disormals le moins 4w monde

d*'me prétendus incapacitd de l'inteliipence, ils

se mottent dfemblde A 1'appliquer aux difficulids
générales qu'ils ont signaldes et qui portent sur
1'8tre, nur la substance, etn, Cleet cola ani cons-
titus leur réponse: elle consiste dans la solution de
ces difficrltis. Ainsi apparalt le continuttd de
lewr pensde, qui autrement serait incohérente; le
sens d¢ leur solution montre avee 4vid«nce colul que
le probldme avalt dans leur esprit. Et si, par la
site, 1ls rencontrent sur le cherin le sonhists Aui
prétend nézliger le principe de contradietion, nous
g2vons de quelle fagon soumire {13 1tex4eitant. Zux
na doutent pas; ils n'ont Jamaig doutd. Sang dgards
rour le sophiste, 11s le traitent corzue les tites
salnes ont le droit da tratter lss fougs.® (79)

De Tonquedss concludes this section of what he calls Yexogesig
with what, properly interpreted, sesus to be a vary apposite observation.
He comments that, while Aristotle and St. Thomas intend the presentation of
difficulties to be a means of showing a way to the proper solution of the
vhola problem of which they sre the partfoular manifestation, the partisans
°f the universal doudbt can claim mo such {lluminative value for the doudt.
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This appears to Lo uzve L Y nm‘e that dnubt as such can throrw 1L~:ht‘ on
nothing.

Jhe vhird line of armumentstion arelnst thoze who pretent %o
find in tho statewent of 3é. Thozas alone the bagls of the universal doubt
1s frow, many soints of view, the Lost *ntems ‘et and effective of the
throe znd 'it g hardly sen f*:r:plditﬁd at all by the critics of the nl-
versal doubt. Hub, vefore disg\méing 4%, perhans 4t nould Ls best to
give at lomngt zn iniieation of how 1t q06d. Sullivan 13 nerhans the one

who atates 1t ost exnlioltly:

#eeadln advoeating his method of universal nezative
motiwdic doubu, iercier appeals to a tuzt froxu the
Coutwrtarr nn the Metarhysics in which 3t. Thoims
SYCHE 10 assert “that philosopuy wuast uao unlversal
douvct. 'bia, horever, does not mean that the philo-
sophex himgelf mst doubt universally, even in = Lo
thodicsl menrer, but simply that ho ust ligten 2o
all the rsasong as if adduced Ly Q.uhbvl 5 cOverentd Aag
3uig Lte 10,9 Sells ua yervatim, onl,lr a fow linus
above t'@ passage jJust quoted.® (&3)

The pagsage to which ‘m refsrs ae Just quoted i3 *ka one whieh
is hare being discusssed. e quotes in a !ootuote l:.l) tha fcw to which
!he reforys

#Ita necesso est exz qul dabet audire philowpniam. .

wolius 8@ habero ir judicando si suilcrit omnes ra-

tionés quazi adversariorum dubitantiuzs." (82)

Znough has alresdy beean said adout the way in which ¥erclar uses
this text, so that it i3 possidle .to pass over the first sﬁntenco of the
Statement here quoted from Sullivan without further rerari about the

Rigunderstanding of WNercier's position®which it implies. The essential
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woint 1s ais dealal, on the nasis of what 3t. Thomas zays, that the piie

logopner niagsolf wust doubt universalily even in a methodlcal way. It would
not be quite correct to ssy that ths phllososher's own attitwuds Coes not
onter inty the diccussion at all in this lnterpretation, bsceusas 1t {firma
tnat e hns oo universal doubt. If t.1s3 is understood, however, it -y rears
to bs Suliivints uwxieratawding of the tezt of St. Thouas to which he cailg
cttention ~ud wilch ha egys explains the ¢ext frow which the orlginal diffie
calty srises zaat thore is no guestion of the attitade of the philosogher
niusel! involvea wien St. vhouag gpeaks of the “universalis dubitatlio do
varitaete®, o=ceut for the fact that hé m;st Lo a good ilstener.

1t 1 not wthout interest to re.duber that Zi,7ilara had ugoed the
go.nd zind o2 axplanation for the doust with which 3St. Thomams asess to degln
83 :weny of dissussiona, notably the queations =iih which he prafaces the
articles 57 the Turrva and wany of his other workst

"eesslz2indo . Tho.ng dubla uovet in quolibet articulo,
noa quia ipse vel hymothottoe dubitet de varitate ecne
cl:denda, sed pida 3o illa dubitant adversarii, quorum
1in antscsszm cxponit rationes, ut postaa, declarata of
doooastrata veritate, 1ilaa et clarius et efficacius ex-
cusiat, !Mnde inter Seholasticos ot Cartesiws hoe intar-
est discrison, gued Cartosius ox se dubitat, Scholagticl
verd aliorum dubitattones priwo reforwnt, non anyrobands,

ged sad oad confusandea.t (43)
Swilivan does not malko any refersnce thin oxplanation of Zizliera snd
bis failure to <o so 1a casily excusadle bd@se the latter 1s not discussing
Wivergal doubt in the passage Just quoted, nur doas he rmake suy reference to

8%, “hams' Cousntary oo the Metaphysioms.




70

Zi.r:liam's srocedure g firagt to ellizlnate tho possivllity

ail

of the *m!verml doubt -Ath the armwent t'nt, 1f the whole 2685ice of
knowledrse 19 averthroru, ag 1t wuld be .y the universal doubdbt such ag he
concoives it, thon thore 1a just no wry of rcconstibuting 14 (84). Still,

the difficulty remmins to bs expleined, thot St. “homasg prafacas 82 rany

-l

of his erticles =with = quastion and objections, It cannot be, becuse of

the araerent slraady cdvonced, that 5%, Thoimg doee 30 becasuss e aiuselfl

doubts universally, aven in an hynoshetical maye 7Tha true explanation,

tren, accordin' %0 2%:liare, i alxaply t. 1t 5t. Thoma is acting as if he werse

listeninz to ths armuments of doubting adverscries.
Sullivmn, on the other hand, underatands Ct. Thomas to wean,,

in the passa e wnich be muotes from his Coumentary on the ifetanhysics,

that Ariatotla'as reason for startixy: his inmiry by reproducing the srgu-
cents azainat 1ls nesition 18 sinply that ha 49 -=laying tie part of &
listener, For ulliivan, this is a direct :‘rmmcr;t acninat the possidbiliy
of the universal doust, bseaise it representa tle hdlosopher's om attituda
28 that of a umn who has hingelf no doub% about the voints uﬁder discugsion.
The iuplication soeng to be that, 1f he had any such doubt;a.‘ they are alreiady
Tegolved, |
If this interpretation of f}ullivan could be suLstantlated, it
certainly would be an effective arguasat axd would cloge the amtter. The
AUff1culty with 4t, howsvor, S€e.s to be precisely that it camuot oe Justified.
In the £irat place, St. Thomas does not ssem here to ba talicing

tbout the philosophsr himself at all. ®What he saya is:
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f ronoehan mviazwf::z sonity quas sundbar ex naxte nudie
torip. Auditoren eninm oasarw st jwdicors de wuditiag,
Cioulr auben in judieiis oullua _;oq»a.,at judisare nisi

avdiat mationes ulz aaqm saxils, ita neceace ast oun,

T debed audire philosophinm, malius se habare in ju-

diconde of andierld comos reationes juasl adversariormm

dabitantivz.? (85)

Ds Tonjusdse, e alresdy evidanced (U6), also sasms i te.s
it that both Apristoilo ad S8, Thosns hers have in nind o whilosoqhor
Bimeelf, It would sean possibla thnd Lyplstotle, at leasi, could be
understood in this sease, when he saysy

TRurtler, ho w.o haa heard cll the cantending srgu=

monta, &s if theay wers s sarxrtles to & cass, st

Yo in o tar position Sor judging.® (37)

The Aifliculty with thils intorpretatdon, howewsr, is thet
St. Thoumzs epgarently doas nod understand Ariastotle to ba telidn: abwrid
the philoseopher hers, ut about his pupilss It de hardly posullble to dee-
cribe a piadlosozher vho is gursuing his own huim;andedt Investizotiona s
®iistening to philoso.hy® (Yaudire philosophismt),

Furtier than that, the tera Mauditer® poens 4o have slzost a
consacretod sensa in St. Thomas, and his resular use of it i3 with referancs
to students of shilosophy, rethar than Yo their teacher. Tius, in Lis
Q @gggmgﬂ,fwm@le,mmmouus'damw
Auditu®, vhich is sometimes given to the Physics, in terus of ihe faot that
it vas passed on to bis puplls by Aeistotles

wiic suten st lider Phraicama, qal etimm dicltur

de Physies sive Haturall laditu qm por modurs doo= -
trinas ad audiantes traditua fulteeee® (38)



C | "
%ven more explicit, because of his use of the word " Juvenis™

in direct conuection with it, is the pagzase in his Corimatary on she thicg

in which he expluins why a youns wan ig 0% a sultabls student of politiesl
and i-oral sclence:

MEonelwiid sronositun, scilicet quod juvenis non est
conveniens suditoyr politlcae et totius moralls secl-

entiaBes . quiae . .nullug potest vens Judicars nisi ea

qua@ novit. Oumis eninm cuditor oportet quod Lene ju-
dices de his qas audlt, ut zellicut bene dista re-

ciniat, non autea @a quas males dicuntur. Frso opor=-
tet q:od nullus sit snditor couveniens nisi habsat a-
liquam notitiay sorum quae debet audirs. Sed juvenis
uon hebat notitiaa eorwa quas portinent ad seciuntlam

_woralem guas maxiue cognoscuntir per experientianie. .

Juvenis enim eat inexpertus operationum hummnae vi-
tag.es. Unde wanifastuu ast, quod juvenis non est con-
vonicas auditor polibticaase. .3t oio nihil differs
quantw ad hoc, an auditor hujus scientias sit juvenig
aot:j\te. vel juvenis woribus, idest pagsiomm soctator.,.”
(89

It ia notabls that in this passaie from the Corzentary on the

Zthics St. Thomns also speaks of the Jjudgent which the listeaner must ﬁaxa.
that one cannot Jjud/ie unless he knows somsthing of the matter which he has

to Judge, and s0 on. Thus, it appears almost as a comoentary on the pag-

sage frow the Coawmentary on the f;etan}ggiés which 18 being discugsed at the
moment. V |
In view of these parallel texts, thea, it does not seea at
all likely that 3t. Thomas is talking sbout the philosopher himgelf and
his oym attitude {n the text which Sullivan uses as an ath sgainn
tha universal doudbt. Rather, what he has in mind 43 the pupils who are
" 8tudying philosophy and it is as an aid to their comprehension of the

8clence of metaphysics and as & help to them {n the forming of their Judguents
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aboub it thot he oays Avistotle firab explaius to them the ;robluns
arising in comseotdon wild: 1v.

This Lapidon, of course, thel the pupils who ars listening to
the philosorher cre surd ot loast thet the ~kiloscyher in H.ore o te
heard and %hod they are Listeaing to him, noy is ihere any alightest in-
dication givsn in tho fext thet the pugsile wmbortalo aay sud oz a8
s undvarsal dobs. Howoyer, boc.uss Me point could ba raised Wb e
seact s talling ehdefly about the Xilosopherts Fidltp, 1% sosus velter
not o deperd upen 1t o1 & refatatian of e universzl deults

A 36000 oritlolza maich ~ight La levelad ag.ansd callivants
basing his opposition to the anivarsas doubl upan lhis ons text, sven
1f whab he suya aboub it were trie, is thab it does pot texe iuto scoount
the othor Haos of the four reasone which St Thamss cleorly distingaisnes.
Taga~h it ix ifkely thet Sullivan conflnes himsalf to this oue argmwin
wooruse ha things it sufficieatly cogend ly ilsell, tha faed w2t neo does
not oention zhe rest of the rsssonz 1s conceivably ground for suzpesiing
that his motive in doing so is the fear of thair csusing sowe difficulty
far his positicn. If cua were nob foaiidar with the reasons which Sulliven
caits tud knew pimply that there were guch, he at 2t wonder whetier Ste Thow
nas does nob reslly £irst of all concede that the positing of an iritdal
universal doubt by the philosopher in his owm invastigation is perfectly

logitizate and oven necessery, following which he would shov how that

" doubt 4a to be resolved, and in nov, &n this fourth reasan, explaining the

advanteges to be gained by the philosogherta stadents fram his axpoaing
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Baare losving the consideraidon of the toxt iteell,
however, it moy he worth <hile to neke ond or swo marmathoilcal Tenaraid,.

The Tivat is comgorned with the fact thed, In tids text,
Aristotlo and @%. Thomas avs olesrly talldng sbout sotachysica. 1L, wWhieny
1t were true $at the universsl doubt wers resl.y recorzienied nerdy, 1% 19
g little zursrising, to say the leaad, that weoals who prosawadly beve Tend
nda text so csrafidly and whe dejend o conpletaly upon it as & sty for
their positden totedly ignore tho fact tuat Apdstoile and 3%. Thonas a;poar
to reserve whatever thers iz to be of a general critique W motazhysica, and
attempt to srsrooriate thnt geientiric serutiny of wolcal Ligy Lals 50 SULh to
anothar part of  hilesoi7.

T3 llerciasr, for sxam:ls, Attaches hig Sritorioly:de to ids

N

pxroholosis (91), which latter, in wuw, 18 a pasvu of Shysigue,«idci 18
tho complanent ol what he calls the sciunces of sbservaiian (74}

van Steenberten (93) notes, in ids tum, tat Horciurts Wus
presenting his theory of certituds as & detasiied branch of eycholozy (74),
wholly independsnt of logic, reises the isaue of the relaldonshipa vowoon
logic and epistamologyy "Binco logiv cvoupies a oogodiar placa in the aris-
totalien existenology®. (35)

Lig o eancoptdon of epiotenwioyy i3 4Lnat i% onbraces & Laroo-

-

£old divisisn into analytioal, eritical, asxd lo:ised eplutesalowy (35). Por
pragilical ressons, nowsver, he io wliiidag o conlomm to ha longecaiabliohed
usage which hes arootad logic =8 @ %oparute ocleuca, and conflunes his sttention
%o the first two gparts (37). He is sbsolutely confidont tuet histary confirus
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the fact that 3/=77F¥ is a tieory of knowled:s &t the starting point of phi-

logophys chd 13 —=xrzlad that gome uodsyn scholastics, amous whom he naues

gnd criticizes ao-itala and yllson, £ixd some difficulty with this idea (98).
This triply-sec™i- sued eplstecology, further, is the general eplsta.ology
ghich is situates &% the beglnninz of the poasitiva sclonces and philosophy
end w}{ich 1s zoesm wning apart frow thea, and should aot ba coanfused =ith the
speclal &.J-ist%f, —xy and special lyis whieh esch divigion of »hilosuphy

end of tha posisi ¥@ oclences has as its OFneseseas(59)

Pernaps « siuple slea for a mmeshat decpar regerd for what Arisg-

totle and Gt. T8 hava to0 &y i@ Gttorly futile iu tre face of this type

of rother pracis.d scl.cticlum, tut 1t will do no hara, nonatuslags, to
ra::a;‘}a also ihw . 179 rsasoa which St. Thorms ~ives for Arlstotls's gathering
togsther all the tifriculties which metaplysica wust treat vefore he
sctually begins 3% rezolve theaa i.s somovhat more axtensive than “oat people
geen £o hove uslieved. e raeason which nentions the "universalls dubi-
tatlo de varitnis’ 13 actually only one of Q\ree reagons, ail of which are
certainly worth 2 edequate developmant..

Vare, lowsvor, it 1g possidle only to umie a brief mention of the
second. It sure.s should not be passsd over altogether, because it says
sousthing which se«i8 to have tha wost diracs bearinz on the matter of the
universal doubte Further, 1t wakes itas point in w0 sliple and plain r. way
that neithar ite dircct‘ neaning, nor its larger alsnificance, can be missed (100).
It should be clear by sow that the firat reason limits itself to a

. SOmparigon of the Hetaphysics with thaeother books of Arletotle which is




[}
-vased on the 'miversality of its consideration of the truth as against their

relative narrowness. But it does not go cutside the field of Aristotle's
own writinss.

The second resacn, however, taies a broader view and contrasts
Aristotla's general procedure with that of other philasophers. te Thomas
notes that, whareas Aristotle beginas with sensible and wanifest thinea,
others had started in Just the opposite way. Thay took intelllzidle and
abstract thinga, and, therefore, things which are not nanifest to us, as
their starting point and then wanted to apply them to sensible things
afterward, The absurdity of their wethod is evident to anyone whko hag the
slightest acqua.intm with the Aristotelian doctrine (1(1).

St11l, at least somse of the difficulties which Aristotle mst treat
hers are derived from his predecessors (102), who used the wholly wrong
approach. The problem with which he had to cope, then, was to devige a
way of covering their difficulties adequately, without at the sacs tine
beilng encusbered by their errors of method in doing so. He gets arownd it
very nicely by collecting all their difficultiss, as well as _others that they
41d not even think sbout, in one place, and thus lsaves hiugelf free to
follow his own order in solving them.

There are $wo aspecta of this secand reason which have & perticular
pertinence for the controvarsy sbout the universal doubt and for the prodblem
of certitude which is closely connected with it. One of then 1is directly re-

lated to the first paragraph of thias Jesson, and w the examination of ¢
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itess fow Incidental observations. The other, which can

will terminats
gearcely hev?
with the cer 2 xuowledge that his fullure to detect it plaées bla in a
rather large =WmaDY == 15 the oxplicit statewent of §t. Thomes that, in

contradistineni-s= t0 othar philosophers, Aristotlo begins with what ig

gengibla and s=zz 798t and proceeds froaw tham to the éonsideration of vsepa—

VL rated substenes2id

At M,...0-%% enln Incipit & sensibilivus et wenifestia.
' ot proosiit ad separata.... (103)

estaped the reader ~- thouzh, if 1t has, he can cowfort himsslf -

,*Aviﬁ,, Jgh&gﬁgbzz‘.&'z‘ald—befen0111{!’1*%0*&6Q*t’l’d’ “the question. "I‘hﬁf;ﬁfno lmger eny
need of zoine -i%d lnns'. involved explanations of the ‘.aa.nin.e; of the Greck
word which is ¥ "==alated by "dubitatio". or of showing Mow the implications
of tha ay Arfst le amd 35t. Thomas proceed are evidence of their umnderstandiog
of thn problaem, 3T of talking about explicit supposi:ion. Such argurents are,
indeed, h.raf 23 .6e But they are still jfugt a little bit unsa’chfying
perhaps, at laest for the dagged dovotes of the 'miversal doubt, bocauso
they ars all me,z.ars of interpretation, and implication, and supoonition.

o muoh ab.pction can be ralsed winst this statement. It ig per-
fectly explicit ead baldly direct. Aristotla "starts from what is sensible
and ranifest’., L% is offered to clarify the reasons tor Aristotle's pro-

. ggdm., here in the Matangzsics. as umly es the first reason is. It par
allela and comyumntc the £ ired reason, and 1s quite es worthy of respect.
In % cartain penss, 1t nizht even bs possidle to taie it as the more important

°f thess two rensons, bebdause, whilc the Pirst depends on the universality
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of Arlastotle's [stavhyales, this derives frow the mivarsality of hig
uind,.

At ooy rate, the accumlation of difficulties prior to their soe
lution, far from bLeing an evidonce of sa initinl doudbt, is the clearest
possible yroof that Arlztotlo 1w sure of ot lesat ons thing -- t2 zay
nothing mora == and that 1s that, 4f ths Aifficulties of the netaphyeice
are zver to be rocolved, the may to ~o cbout doing 30 18 to start off with
vhat 18 canif ste 0 3y thst le heyins xith 2 doubt, would luply, not
oaly that e Jdoasntt imow how % snlve the 41fficulties, sut that he doesn't
even inow how %0 try to a20lva thems If there 13 %o be an attept of any
kind, $t 13 'n ntienpt to settls tho questions raised, not aa atteant o
doubt the vary principles of their ssttlcment. IZven LIf ons adalbted, for
the gace of arpweent, that his Aidn't kow the angwers, it ia fupogaibla to
2daiy thst he s not lon: sinos wade up “is wind how to £i:d them. Of
Fhatever else he :my e doubtful, of thiag ons thing ho is sure, tiat certain
thingze are menifesd to us and 4t is with thom the sclence of aa@ttphyalcos
miss Legln.e Thus, Yerclor's reatriction of the ualversal duubt lo ..ediate
pPropogitions 1a Justified, though his attemt to doubt Luzedlate princi;les
is not,

Another aspect of this second reagon, is that 3t. Thommsg {dentifies
the "dubitabilia” explicitly as Leing tode up for the -ost part of uatters
Upon which other philocophers lLield opinlons which difforod from Aristotle'a.
And this brings one back direotly to the ast two sentonces of the introe
duotory paragraph of this third laszon, in which 5t. Thomas expressly states

: PN
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mghy they ara Miubitapilia®s What he says is parfzetly plaini
Hyvee dunt mitem hujuswodi dubltabilia propter duss
rationeg. Vel quia antiqui phllozophi aliter sugcee
merunt opinioneu d¢ als quaa veritas rei habeat, vel
quia ownino prastermiszerunt de hie eonsiderars.® (104)
i'or the zpst p.rh, the reason for the difficulty ia that an erro-

nesus oplaion has alreasy boen proposed on ons or the other point that 13

to ca:s up for discussion. sasically, the czues of the faect that other

oplnions than Aristotle's ave occasions for difficulty is the razpsct

accorded the phil zmp‘uéz's aho held tasw. wWnore thelr thought diflersd from

Aristotle's, the mors fact of their h.viig expregsed 1t udight be taken as &

prior iniloation of the truth. And, whea they passed any astter ovar entl-
roly, ona was laft withouy any sure gulde by whleh ¥ evaluato Arigtotlets
unsupported opinion. o

However csuch objection can va wads to this sbatecent of tue pro-
sminence which Sﬁ. "houms ivea the opinions of other philogophers -- or the
lack of them == ap causative of difficulilss, 1t seuus iunosgible to deny
that he 1z here glviaz the reason why tua diffigulties are difficulLiag,
If it wers reaily his conoeption of Lh_o matier that _thay are difficulties
becaugoe the philogopher is Lound by the exigencies of scientific procedure
to start with a doubt, it muld Le sowsthing 0f an anomaly, to #ay the least,
dld he omit that reascn in the very place where he sats about emumsrating
thewm. Yet, there i3 not even a hint of amy such thing here.

It sea.s, thea, that this _paragraph Kust serve as an ﬁxtcmntation of
the famous one in which he rentions the *universalis dubitatio do veritate®,

: .

Yhat he i@ explaining in that place, 1t seeus, is not why there is a
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Pdubitatio® antecadeatly to its golution. That has already buen taken cara
of in the first paragraph. The only guestlon at is33xs there is why the
fdubitatlo™ 13 universal. Not the doubs, but itz extension {s his concern.
And, as 1y well knom, it i3 a difficuliy which is a3 sxtensive az the sclonce
i1tself with which 1t s conesrned. That is all, and it sesus sluple enough.

It wvould seem possible to sutline the matter which St. Thomas treats
in thig lesson == exclusive of the first rart of the first parasraph, which
will be exonined in a moment -- in the following ways

It is divided Into tw0 principel peris, of which the szecond 1g oy

sy the la;x.ter.\ In the flrst part, he states that 1% s Aristotle's intene
tion %o set forth the difficultius cormected with the truth ad®oit things,
bafors he procesda to detsraine rhat that trath is. Ineidentally to this
sta enent of Aristotle's intentlon, he zives two reasons why $he diffMeualtles
ars A1ffigd tiesn.

In the zecond part, ha axslaina +hy Aristosle bozing vith the diffi-
~ulglasz, and thus L roports four raasous whileh Ariastoils zives io show ghy
anyons who wants to Investlgate the truth should start by exposing the dif-
ficultias comnect:d with it. Yrom this polant %o the end of the legson,
3t. Tozas' i3 not just parmphrasing what Aristotls says, with soms f:enr
additional remarks. e hera atarsg his own goumentary on Shis text.

Thus, after ha has enumerated thess four reasons, he =ays that this
is ahy Aristotle, in almost all his works, customarily prefaces his dster-
minations of the truth with ths related difficulties, Then, he calls atten~

tion to the fact that, though he also adheros to this custom in the letaphysics,
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his metiod of datailing thw difficulties hers 4g noxwthéleas different ﬁom
the practice which ig habitusl with hin in tias other treatises, "hils in
1he rust of the bHooks Le intercalcates tha difftoulties between the mﬁmbem
of tha saries of detorminations of the truth which uaices up each boow, and
thus states the diffic-dtles which are comnectad with each separate invog-
tieation of the truth Lefire soing on to the next nropusition »f 1lffloultiss
:;nd ghaeir yosolubion, he here g:’.‘thera all vhe difficultivs tozethar at the
outset. %“hea h. glyes thr.s reasons =hy z\ristotl.e follows thig sather iif-
ferent order ia the letapiysica.

2hi3 suarry of the losson naksas it sasy &0 ~prraciate anothar axtira-

cely forceful argeat woalast the yl;xt,ergratati.m of themivercalis cuble
tatis de vorttale" in the sense of a waivarsal doubte If 1% igvmly a
universal doubt which 3%. Tho.aa intendas by thod shrasa, he ia sloarly in-
troduciig sn in&ovation fcr wnich he hag a0 suu:ort in the Aristotailun Text
itse2li. Ii sccurs In & seotion of the lesson in which he is not just e
sort iy Arlstotlat'a opinlon, but proposing reasons of his Jwn fov Sristotlals
procedurs -~ %his om? in the gense, of murse, that they =re not antionad
specifically here by Arlatotle, not in the sense that they am a0t thorouzhly
Aristotelian., If this s the true interpretution of the ‘momistia‘téxt. the
vstartlingly aoval idea wileh St. Thoias hers introduses wight have been at
leagt credited to him less grudsingly. It would appear to be no x:=all polat,

in view of all that has been rade of it by and gince Uercier. But fs has gone

entirely unobserved.
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It 16 certainly no srgument againat thia interprstation to say

that i3 1s not Aristotellan bu% peculisrly Thomistle. That 4w, 1% 1is no
srowsent by itsel?, But, jmat as one nisht havs exnscted the modern
proponents of the universal ta ssiza on thia differsnce between Aristotls
ard 5t. Thomas sand to sxhibit 1¢ for all to sese with the greatast dslizht,
one cen he pratiy mell confliirnt that 3t. Thomas, in his own calier 2ad
gursyr wey, would hava nilesly indiestsd his diversence from Arictotle hors
and have been at svest =aing to justisfy i, d4dl it existe Tut he coes nod
sny a word about it.

Furhaps it 1s ni3 modesty that akes hio tcew allent. It 13 posal-
bls ¢het he rdshs have had s @M clent trust in tho aculyy of his follovers
that they could undorsiand what he was abtout, would reallize ihe roevolution
ke was rore gettins off, withunt any necsasity of his doin; wore than thus
wolsnering the sizmal. At that one woxd, hisg a1 followers wsere walting
snd woady ta leap into 3-8 srsach. Tl fhey wera 32 liag la csualas the: s
overestinntes them.

ona hed thouht 2ll al:ng thuat 5o, Thouss reprauvented Aristotelianism
at itz best and truest and that he was its most capsble defendsr. 3ut all the
while he hus really baeen auiutly aigsaged in eustine the ground from under
Aristotlals very feet, ad abt such a crcisl polnt that old Aristotle mmst fall.
St, Thomzs! Aristoielisniss 13 =& camard, his profession of it hypoerigy, end his

heart belongs to Deacartes, or at lsast to tha achool of iercier.

Thue, 1% iz no siiple thing that the proponenis of the universal doubt
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chould have proved, could they Lave dona 80 But it ia now too Iatc. even
to try. Even had the opporitunily for so glorious a victory ever really
Losn thrte, they have let 16 slip through theis Clazeruy DASS uarecuznizad
uéi:.r tholn vary nowel, snd 2o bthey have lost by cafault,

The Lrus mostion 1s, b course, whetber any sex bl:mca of truth cculd
swep have tocn abbtached to such an asbgurdity. 7erkaps the -‘31:'1;::.@*: .ay
oo ansuvorins ib, and bho one which lg &ost Hrectly pertiznent for the lscue

of the univerral doubb, 1s 20 taks a loce sé bhe beginning ol the {lrst

paregragh of iila lesson.

‘It seens Lo Leve vesn getsrally Jedioltan in the imdet of all this

J2acussicn bhat thia ip Lho first lessgon of tha third vook of thae :etgn migs.

That mars, u.l a suvioun 21y, hal Aristotles sl T te ’\.“,@-‘sﬁ“s-ra‘r' id s great
desl by ithe bim ckay haws jotten this far. and what nava ibey sedd?

iell, St. Thomas, in accerdance with his own custom, starts ihis

third beoh by shoming hox 14 e rolatad to muab nag rope refore 1t and o

whalt will coxe atter it. It will te ‘mnug'h 1o ncticé »hat comecﬁim he
czteblizhes belwoen it and whet Lue ﬂrccsdad ‘t.
In the first sentance o" this first parag'ap!-x, St. Thomes links this
trdrd ook with the second beok by earin; that, while in the foirser Aristotle

ghows the may in which fauth 1o to be ccnsidersd, he now proceeds to its

eotaldorztion. In other words, the seeond hook lakea on tivs aprcarance of

a ¥4ad of methodology of the Yetaoh nicg, and that veems to be sopsthing
o : :
\é which is axacly to the point of tius whole dizcussiem abou% the universal

doubt,.

5
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If, now, following this lead, one turns to the beginninz of the
gecond book of St. Thomas! Comsentary, he will find thet S, Thouas ex C
presses sn idsu which haa alresdy been e:xcomaered‘oftan anough ia whut
heg been seen hore already. After he points out that the firat book hag
been devotod by Arissotle to the rejectlon of the opinlous of the azclend
pﬁilosaphem sbout the firsi prinoiples of thiags, he points sab that aith
this seccond Luok he Ye.:ins to deteruins the Lrikh sboud thoss Sirat oriacipias.
©a then icmedi.itoly islos a distinetloa Letwoen the way iua whlel firat phie-
lasovhy considera truth apd the sy du which .tbu particudar scleaces 12, The
dif forence 1s, of couras, that sach iarticuler satanca ciasilers a certain
particular trath, which has %o do witlh & aztaralasa clags of seiasss Iut
firat philogophy coasiders the mmiversal trazh of Seianzw.

Al this 1o T2wiliur saoush already, sc t.ob busrs is .0 nedd 53 4
euphasizing 1%, axcapt to say thet dhers s aothing <% ali sadd tere WUoub any
Yiad of dovbt. L.t ba g=ys uext, thoush, seeus %o te of sufllclent {uportoace:

1. .ee2t 1des ad hime pnilogophua pariicet cousllice

rara, quouodo ze hobezt hemo ad vardlaten oogoscons

Basie® {105)

It w=ould appear that the~e are two important idueas her: in this one
eenterce which ghould bde underiined azd brouznt ous as cleari/ aa possidla,

e first depends on tie “ideo¥, doxr the Parezoing reagon, that is,
on zcesunt of the foet chat mataphysics considera the truth of beinss in all

ts extension, therefore it must investigete how man {s situaved wlih respect

to his :mowing the truti.
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7he second, which 48 really only mnother may of zaying the saws thing,
is that this considevration of the chances that tan haa 40 know the ..rum.
tha wa,; in »hich ue g ralated Lo the 4rath wolch mustd de inown, belengs
to the metszhysle a-_n. It is aarwrl to "auae shllosophum®, the :hilvsogher
who exbroces the wholeg ruage of Laingr iu his sclicuwew, and not Lo anyone slae,

“The sigallliconce oF theve raar:a far the srmwent asoud ths :elznca
oy whizh the t“:aory af waowledza, or eriteriolsgs, or epilsssuolay, vel.nzs

neod not %e stregeed fardher.  The only thing wihich woanld os lefs after

oveerving thas 56, “howa 23 doos cotbtuxlery reise the » astion of the iy in

=hicl e Jraoreus of mEtaphysics Lust te apnrosched ¥yuld b3 6 sss 1
datall how ha develops tiab .otkods Ut ovim “housh bhis eweond Lol 4
extrenely shory, to foilow itg whole dzvilopment in d2inil would o2 mne-
cessary. Some paris 3f 1t will be refarred %o paola latar on du ams cade.
Zut for uow there is 00 nesd of doi:i;;‘ auything: moie then ras Cing one or two
lisvle texis which seeas to give 3 disuel enswer 1o tho &ii‘fic:;tisar shdch
underiie the docirine of the wnivsrsal doubi.

At the and of the second paragruch of this lssson (18‘6). 3t. Thoess
says that Arisiotle inteads hore to take w first the guestion of bow truzu
15 2asy end how 1% 1o hard $0 lmow. |

He says thay Aristotls first Bhows in whet senss it is ecsy to know
the truth, He does so hy-t:':e use of two signs and one exsmple.

Tre first sizm {o stated by Aristotls himsel? in one brief clauset
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%.... Dut ovory ona asys something tria apout the
pature of thingze... (107).

93, “homag taies shis Tsaying sowsthing' es au evid-nce of intarior
considaration nrd then recsona Vb, il everyone says soething that i3 true,
ten evorrone must thimc gonething oled g true, 4heb wveryone kmows af

lsast souethlias of $hae trath, towt 00 odae ig ovuiately leprived of iruthi

", ... licet aullus hono verilagis cerfoctem cognle
tionwa adintasi noasit, ftamen nullus homo ast iia
gxgera veriiatis, guin asigali e varitase oo nog-
cate Juod ex hioe anparnt, quod musqulsqie potesy
crrmbiory o voritebs Job Lt wn rerkay 1aod wst 8=
i esnsiderationis interioria. " (178)

It apraars to he aspecislly warth noting her: that St. “houss 43

that the t=1%h which ev:ryone knows in scme vy ot leass 1s s trut. o7 tre
neturs of thinzz. It zey, indoed, be opea %o miagtion, £ron the viemoint
of this »ne text aleme, how far 15 is nscessary to exemine that s ladge
vhich everyone has of the trath, but 1t is wndenisble tv2t the knowledns
vhich averyone has 13 a lmowledge of things. This 1a nothing st nall exe
traordinary, in view of the natwe nf imowledze itzel?, which is eouplet=ly
incoxprehansivle unless thers is 2n objsel o Imowledze. The way ia which
¥38l sxcests this Aoctrine from sny lind of dsubt has heen noted above (109)
ani enongh has been eald about 1% by other wrilars (110) %0 wmake 4% jointlass

t0 10 into the metisr further heres 3ub is =hould be raaarked that St. Thums

speaxs exslicitly of the "4rush and mature of shuinga® a8 tha objeet of this
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knovledge, however uinimal, which no one is without., It seems extraemely
difficult to reccnecile this simple statement of it, Thomma, which is de=-
livered in impediate connection with the problem of knowledge and which
has the air of saying comsthing so obvious that it slmost need not have
bgen aaid atb ail, with the notion thﬁt the object of knowladge and its
reality is something of which no one caﬁ ba porfectly sure only after a long
reasoning, in.which ono f'irst establishes the validity of immediate pzin-
ciples and then shows how, by the application of the principle of causality
_to one's ideas, he can logitimately and at last conclude to the existence of
externsl reality -- shich is Hercier's procedure (111) == or with the idea

that the object of knowledge is, indeed, sowething implicitly contained in

hdl

the content of consciousness, Lut that one can be cortain that 1t i there
truly rapresentativeiof reoality, 6nly b dexluedng its presance‘thééugh the
aprlicatlen of an elaborate and refined analytic procesa (adiittadly inge-
nious) == the technique which 7an steenberghen adopts (112). ‘

AA 1f;.naw,'bne pasasea by the second sigm 48 without any particular
interast for this discussion, he comes to the ecxanple of the house, which
Aristoileiusea-to explain how 'moxledge is easy. Theras is harerqbearVabla A
some diffeience between the way in which Aristobtle uses this éxamgla, and
the way in which 5t, Thosos adapts it. The difference xay serve t; c;st a
good deal of light on Jt. Thomas' own positicn on the univers#l éoubt, and
especinlly so in view of the posaibility of alleging ==~ however foollshly --
that St. Thomes departs from the position of Aristotlo when he specks of the
Puniversalis dubitatio de veritate;. Just as he is there speaking for hime
8elf, because he is msking his oan‘ccmzentary on the iristotelian text, he

®ay be said to be expressing
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nia own opinion here, tao.
e only uert of the house about which aristotie spealis ia the
coor and what he seys about it ia conneotion wiih $ruth secas to e u direct
consaquance of whay he noints oubt Just & phress or two betore he iniymduces
14, to the eflfect that at least scmeching of what any one £nd every ous uays

avout tho nemure of things 13 true!

Heweo Thorafore, sluce the t1mith seeus to Lo 1ike the
sroverniml doer, wich o one con rfxil to hit, in this
ragpect It nuatl Le essy, wut the foct thaut we eey hnve
8 woole Crand a4d 0% A6 particular part we sim b
siows the 4lfTiculsy of L¢.4  (113)

St Thowas axSends sad brondeus She e rigon sorewhat on brin g

In, iocleally enowd, Ste uterivr uf ~he honse. gy, e mayn ey 1 ig

cifficuls w2 laow the iuslde of hn houwe and ne oo be =:z--3*'-.'?1‘ ECTATCE BRaaE
oout 1%, Lhoush no one is oeelved soout the antry of the Mswa, - Wiab 1o
onen to everione aud widch 18 the first $hing one eouss non,

laove Fe s, Uy this dfstinetion of Sniertor and cuirnner, 5.oowhad
Leishbtened »¥istotlels uvue 2f <ho fispure, he is in a position to Jrer-ea the
comparison. Thus he finds thaé thc relstion botween the firat rriaciples whieh
ere cmown cer se and the ether rropeniticas which are imown vhmnsh ten,
lg sicdilor to the relation hebwesn iha loorvay of the hovse ard ths Lorts
upen whichk 1% orens and iato whic?g oue enters throush ite Just as 1o one

is dveeived sbout the extry to the honsa, 86 no sne i3 deceived sbout the

first orinciples mhich are E8r se nown. But, 28 with regsrd to the ine
terior of the hoise one em eagily be deceived, %0 error is a fre~uent sceure

rence with regurd to the conclusions, which are reached through the doorway




of the naturally imown first principles!

fyuuw REn @8, Pur Mae intratir in comitlonos aliora,
nosa suut 2wmivus, et nuliug clirea ea decipltur
hujusodd auten sumt prima principla naturaliter nota,
.15 aon ozae asinul offirears et negare, «f g-wd oume
toum esh nmjus s parts, eb sindlia, Olres concluslones
voro, ad guaa Par Tujfuswedi, grasi per Juuusas, lntratur,
continrit nmulsoilues grraTo,. bsic 15wy eonmitio veritasis
s6t Paeiliz, ilnsuentas scilicet ad ajous lstud modiern,
Cgud osth arinciving, ser se notium, per engd intratr 2d
varitaima, «at suolbus per se notua” (1)

Qnove coereolniy 1 nere no Zinad 37 evidunew that 3t. Thowas ia any
dewrng @oprorts an initizl mivarsel dodble  usrs i3 no sligntes$ Lesliancy,

no Jjastification for onm atte pl to dubue Uhese firaé principles are z0

o glonr to eversous biwt ob ifasi ther ure $9 bw ¢ amboed 2.0ug the brutha,

meabional ia J.w axpisnation of the Tirst siga, of whleh oo une Lg deprived.

Theo peferesds 5% thls axwunie to thnt siga ig clearly wads by .ristoile

AT

¢ Oe
AW

o Thormn wiaB (N8 eX. gla sowewnat slainer, 1t i3 only

4%

hinzel?, an

$s ghuorw its Sa1l foree by umakling L4 rors precise, and 10t Lo cuntradice
E ] -

anything Aristotle guys or intondis.

Briai‘ly, than, it 1g eaa; for averyone to imow tha truth, at least

in the sense U=t sveryone knows the Lirst nsturally known principles, waich

hava a direct bsar*u~ Jn Teally existent things. V.'md evaryous xnows these
truths without any szécassity of putting thew throwszh a iong and grueling
8Xamination ix;‘ a raflective process which will certify the xmowlsdge of thenm
88 f{rua smd "101&9'581.;' cer.ain ‘vmowlsdga. |

Surely, if reflacticn were tle open rozd %o security, if it wers

that which mede the possegsion of g ruth ezay, this was the place for
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St. Thomns ced Arigtosde to sey so. As is always ths case when tielr

~

tastimony L3 =0oht in ewv ort of guch.n biery 1% 1m siun 1y 20¢ av.ilabla,
florz than thet, they sre tustifripg for t'e othar 9lly, openly and unenui=
vocally.

Thisz, then, i3 $'2 @gseace of the theor, of rnowied-s, the st.tenang
of the brale ~rinciplen uf the Arlstaielisa an.d Tl stla enivte.oiny,
17 00wl —— p ot 153 wholn essuance, ner i-s corpluto sta.tooing.e 40

ve ey i owden au vl
v 1)

fary the only Mo ~hieh heg “wen voasidorae g s
the trath 1o zagy.  howen thece ‘Lo een vefurances in euch »f Sh:iaa

P - N e 14 Sn DR e A & R VA e
2T pnrireng U e dATTAs gy L2 tme—lne Lha tradn, thauy aoycct g

GO mt U oen Svesbl? Srnlly, e ik €] Aot ~uati J‘uﬁ point hag heen

.n €N 8 . ‘1 - R ’ N
R S RHME A ULl Aol s Rl She T NDuag ngs seb .
Se. 13482 Y ree L, Ne Y e TP S e o4 Y Lol ey
s A edloy aor, bear 2 1% ia R cAreLy cogsille Lau sl Loy oe
£ . g N g 1 At o ‘e 1 oy - o .8 P S “r g . - vy -
fa 1% some rafor miea ab e S walonler of e wAvorsal 0w ~ia rasgs
» -~

io e laut, 4 ozoariia offurt bo siviuge Bheir Tadly bettered b We  ¥en
if iy esws wmon mythins whien luolg hepaful for reir posivian, thoy sidl,
O ¢ wrve, first hovs to recoacils it vtk all hat bag alruady veen zaid
egzlust 1y, nefore they con i 15 32 noy o ome. and, 17 thay cuiile digeuver
{87 3teh thing 4% wodd Lo a fair bezd of Liaip ingenuivy.

I8 1w bt sl amilanetion of @y it ig Gifficuly to abtwalu the iruth
that the xmajor uor<ion »f the reuainder of this firss 16350!1‘ iz, in faet,

&lven ovor and 35 1% 13 Yco long oven to gumucrize here. Howevar, i% can




bs pointed ocut that St. Thomas shows here how Aristotla immediately reduces
the possible causes of the difriculty of knowing the truth to twos us and
things, Rurther, the principle cause of the difficulty is in us,

This last statemant looks as if it mdght hold out pomething hopeful

for the universal doubt, It scunds a 1ittle bit subjective, perhays,

St. Thozas even goes so far as to.:ay explicitly that the principa) difcie
culty in the inowladgo of truth ia the weakness of our intellech:

"eesUnde manifestum est, quod difficullas accldit

in cognitione veritatis, maxine mropter dafectum

intelleciua nostriee..” (115)

o comes Lo this conclusion bacause, ir the difficulty had ita prine

~ cipal cause In things, me would know baest those things which ars in Lhezsslves

.most knowable and know lenst tha things which afs in themaelves'léast,knowablo.
Thﬁs, wa would know immaterial and immobile ithings botter than we know sonsie
ble and material things, which is obviously false, and which, rs has toen

inted out rraviously (116), 5%, Thomas expressly &eniea.

%hat, then, ig the baagic cause of the difficulty of knowing the
truth? Is it that =a cannot be certain of the logdtimncy of our sponta=
neous judgmenta, that‘vo aust submit all cur assents to %ha scrutiny of re-
flection, that we must begin cur scientific inveatigation with a univarsai
doubt and at leest attempt to doubt even immediate propositions? Yor
8%, Thomas, es he here expresses hizself, it is no such thing as sny one or
81l of these, If ever he had the occasion to throw his heightuia favor of
these idens it wés bere at this precise plsce, in which he ig considering
the difficulty of knowing the truth, and whezi he has alresdy conceded that
the chief cause of that difficulty lles in ourselves.
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= ex-lancticn, howaver, 14 of un exvirely dilferent kind,
Tt takos for granted Lhal lliere v bidngsy all kindz of things from
material Lo purels Imestericl Lelngny and whab those tldagu rsully
oxfat, and tiel ve can kmow chen, ek, Wio2, is Lhs sxplavation of
tha difrfloulty? It 1a malle siuply thab our laleliscis are uhs weakesh
of intellenis, bocuuae ocur hunen sculs coss i She 2453 place in ohe
klararcier of iptallechual asbances, widh the conauuanes wat Lhera is
lacking tle provorbion lLstwenn owr insellsaibu and soparibed subatances
which 1) rocuired 5 a ba'ng $ow when Lhesa securasod suligtabces would
ba moat ané Yesh knovn, iy despliu bho fuch chag Bepuirnted aubstances
are in themeelyes the aecb knowarle of ecreaios talngs, bicause tusy are
“te wost perfantly in st (117), so leng &s tie husan socl 1s wndled te
the body it cunoot dnow the ezsenzes of those 8oparaled substancea, be-
censc there is not betwoan it &and them that proportion which inowledge
of that sory requires, The nabtural aptitude of ithe hHuman fntellscy ldca
in just the opreaits directicn, so Shat xtal is most knowable for ity is

Pe ’ »

the truth of corporesl and sensible thingss

"3ic igitur, cus apisa bumsna sit ultiza in ordine

substantiarun intallsstivarum, zinine particivat da

virtute intelloctiva ... ita habet naturaiem aptitudinen

ad commoscendum qorporalium et sgnaibilinn varitston,

quas sunt mdnua cognoseibilix secundum guam asturam propter

corws asterialitatom ..,. mllo 20do potead slevari =d

Cognicsoerdun quidditates Lmmaterdalium substantiarum, guse

sunt inmproportionatae istis aubstantils sonsibilidus,  Unds

izmpossibile est qued anirma husens ujusmodi corpori unita,

apprehendat substantiss separates 2ognogcenio de els quod
quid est,? (118) “
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In oxder that thers will bo no confusion about the foct rat
the lack of pronortiom Detwoen tha husan intellect nnd theoe iLrza~
torisl obfwcts is the baslc cruse of the intelloct!s incacacity to
imow tan in tho vay in vhich i ‘mows objocta which ars pro-ﬁoﬁion&i
W LY, 9o fhab 1% will De perfectly clear thet iz is thia lack oF
srepertion which makos 1t awboecely d287!euit for M Intslloct of nan
to imovw those sbjocts, 3t. Thomes has , In thé oarnsash ;!:rawdiat;ﬁy
preceding the ono fra ~ddich i Jaotaulon ,jus‘:.' above Lo aleon, cog-
murad intellcctual Em:ulx’..';:o with oenso amowled e, Ha has solniyd st

. pn

Wel, thoom the Lupedisgats wiich can arise YW indarfore with zonoe

- - b -

nowledze are twe-I0ld, the agsentinl iopadinent fo intollectual miswisdos

io solaly tho lack of pwozortdin botwaemn 1% and ito objoch. Tha onne

’

can o deficient elther becsuse it is wmueh that tho zanse arxzn 13 ez~
»201a of "wing eorvuptod Uy e excollamce of 183 abjaet, or Secuuse
there 1o g0 sroporilon betuween e densiiive pover 1ioelf and the

ohjoet wich moves 1t. In the case of ths lotellect, however, the fizsl

'

S

of these two couses s ruled oub, beeaiie the intellect, @8 a spiritual
Laculdy, 13 fncapailie of eorrapilion. The lsck of nyoportiom is, then,
w3 only axplanstion laft (219).

Gace one has sead St. Thomag! coomendary here, he can aprve-
ciate bath thwt comentary and the 9o iwlef sentences in which Avis-

A

tetle oo mesterfnlly owsa o the vhole discussiong

g et
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YPorhiaps, too, as MLTleultics sre of two kinds, the

cang of thoe prosent AfPiculyy is not {n the faote

bus in us, For ag the syos of bets arg to tho blase

of day, 2» i the reason in sur soul o the Hunrs

vhich are by noture oot ovident af all.s (1=0)

s brdef analyeis of these fov texts, which mates no TTetonss
2t boving sxbhaastod thelp richoness, 1o snourh of a bwals agon 2uch
W o 2Blo o ovnluate s claly int Oh. Thosant pamanic dhat o
Famivarsalls libitatio do voritato? Jorbeing to netashyoics is ac faally
o onzoloy for oan indsial miversal doubt. The texd iisalf hago can
wizdned, a2 hng L300 ralitdonaliy o o dha Znedlsty ond rorote oope

L4

exs in ahich it ia frinde "Bt L3 Doan cald hove olaull captoinle- )

BN Ly 2020 it olear that 3 -hiroza alacly coanot %o used Lo Just fy

.

e positlon of e advocates f dho andvergal doubb. A9 Sup 28 Y

taxt of the Metazhroica i3 scncarned, “hon, the metter sea:s to e olonad.
It would Ba o shase, howawor, %5 £41 &5 aalt 4 the attesilon o

e rusdar ansinor doxd fxma 5%, 'l‘f‘z:x':r-;a “hlich 88233 £y e vy ast ismo,

?rhaps, indeod, 1t 1o the patiest text of all. It occurs in the

Soapdion of Theolosy, 4n o chagter which ia dovoted the refutatian of !

the thoory thai ke zoasible intolleck i nmerdeally one for all nen,

In dio couxss of dlgoreving that & 2077, 84, Theras eomes 4o tha sodny i

hat e viskes $o use an arumant which Wil oaice i3 clsarly evident

@at 1% is untonedlo. In ordar 49 do tiat, ke ssys, 1t is neceasary to
procesd 20 ono doea agalnst those W0 deny fivet srinetzles, thad is, by
laying dowm & princizls which elaply cannod be dended, bocause its vory
derdal 4mslisa it3 sdmlssion, Few tho defender of the universal doudbd, f
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who thinks he represents St. Thomast poeition, the exammle which

St. Thonas chooces an an instance of g truth which is Just inzapabla

of halrg denled xuat be ustorly incomprehengttls, Tho wdviiainle
'princiale Te zrlechs in that no vatter whab particular man ona ploks
out, that mam xoomg or undnrstands.. ko evidence he offers for thet
propesiticon 1s nothing mars cemplicated than the statemant of Lhe
obviousa truﬁh that whoever dsnies 1% mroves 4% true of nlassll, av
least, since the only comditicn on which cne ceuld dery 1Y is that
he understands it cught to be deniod ==i: he is to maks any dalenra

k3

of M3 nositicn at all. ihus, an seb of mawledes i Togurcoced Se

hiz o denial. Further than that, (121) both effirnation and negation

- are acts of en Intslligent “eing., Decause of the Torzaliiy of ita terns,
no zore perfeatly axplicit stasazent sgainst the wniveraal doult could

be asked of 3t, Thowmnss

“a..0 Hoc autem quod imponsibile 3lt, evidenter ap-
pareb. Aid gted ostendeandum mrocedsngun 355 slous rovge
ceitwr eonttz nosantes rinelylia, ut ponamus aliquid
Giiod o:mine ne-arl non poszis, Fonarus 1gitur quod
hic “omo, suta, Scerates, vel Flato, Intellizat, quod
napare non Nognsed respondens, nisi intelligeret ease
nogandum, Negando igitur ponlt, nan affirmare % nee
o gare intelligontis este....” (122) :

Howavor much lercier may oblect to the usa of the Sactic of
raducing the oceniie to cenvradicting alusolf, 5t,. Thomas has no seruvis
about it, e dues mo constantly and, in a sense, ha zay even be callod
brutal, becsuse he not only forces him into the abowdity of contrﬁdicting

B himaelf, dut goea bayond that to the‘hlunt gtatement that,.hawever rach

8 2an nay deny first principles, he can not really believs his verbal
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denial (12}), becauce he ean not 1lie in his own aind about then (224),
Jha rousen Yor Lils dirnelness ic not ac all eny loack o weli- (
cacy on obe hotar! ravi, te Cizay wrincdples are noo fasortind

a mabler %o Lrifle with, und honcuty is Lo ohrrit: with re-a 2 so
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Mereier makeg o verious tistaka, i Le shinks uhas i diskiticlicn
betwean anclont ami modern scepbiciam (225), J"ﬁ*'la»lf/" i3 more '5)ZMPn+"
Whebic ~rowens 1L 23 ne 900& e neyt wialy simtly toeause a nar does
i now deny pmmacla e Prop@s;}lﬁn:m Ol.lf)l"i@j\‘:, byt rusiricig hiocell SeViraLr

nha ()o::i“,ion SLLT Lo st docs ok bnov Pechor Srevaro b or
noty R ggenpan 9&. oo ot ariuicliom.
Forsl”

Sf/. e -l o Ly overtt slanr, dn ke Clrot \place, -Hw'r “/A ;f‘;}“ii'
cordificon ol 4o rost sertaln ‘P:‘ix‘.-:] P?.e L3 —H/i\af no ane cemé@ in error
atowu~ 14, ‘“hen, in tim chore anlarstien o this ::ondft: Y P 575‘M
~en are cmcelved only vith reg-nct Lo thad about wubich 'Ehoy ara i fﬂamni’
LL sneona ;e,'it:'—a;n Lo tam Fhes ]aroposifi-c:»n around ard soc '}’M’, 7/ a
wan o i?mrmt. aleul sore hin -, wd ro*,%mms +thes ?'mrmcn SR ,Dz’in-

irla, 14 1 nlien shuu he also holds 3hat he ecan o deceived abous ih.

“1is neems to te a fxlr statenont of the octrine of Sha modern seepnico,
‘ as Mereler understands it, [ho core fach tlat tley neither affirm ror

T e

deny tle Principles wiich are findurertal bo all imowledge and o1l ~ie

-

losonty 44 %uv' Jently a denlal of thome Iv 4% 4s truly possille o in
?’nvrvm{z of what Is rosi known in Izet, then nothin: can e lmon, hecause

tiere i: mo way of escatin that izrorunce, To pive any kind of oncourangeraeni
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to that adtitude is bad emongh, dut to pratend that 1t is the docirine
of St. Thomas lookzs vary much like a type of aloxia.

Perhaps, bowever, it would be well Zor the reader %o have
bafors him tho teoxt in which theas implizations ars found, 36 that he
can see For himsalf how much of it is 3t. Thomas' diroetly expresoad
doctrine and how 1ittle interretation his expliclt atatenont needs bo
derive from it tha concluslons Juni otalod:

., .eelcndl arge Hrizo tros conditiones firmissimd \

nrincipii. ©rime esh, quod cira hoe non poasit a-

liguid menmtiri, siwe arrare. 3% hoe patet, quia cum

henines nen deeipiumbur nisi cirecu ea quee ignorant:

ideo cirea quon non notest aliquis declpl, oportet
ecpe notissizum,” (126)

Yot enly is 1% true that tke principle of contradictlon o

-~

'

go well lmown that thare emn be sbsolutely no hesitancy whatscever about

3

assonting %o i%, no halting helf~wny, no atiempt attdoubt, but tihe very
statorent that ome 13 fgnorant about its velfdity wntil 4t is legltimized
by raslection imélies ite If one pfetends to express any kind of knowledge
at all ty such a statemend == ard, ic it doos not at least preténd to
deseriba a real state of nind, then it 1s completely without nmeaning ==
he corfosass Lhat he also knews ﬁhﬁ rrincipla of contradiction. That
one ecannch Ymow anything at all withoud kmewing that Zirst orinclple “

is a propoaiticn $o which, sdapting the phrasing of fussell, St. Thomas

atiaches no linttaticn shatacevars

T, eee QUL 0% Guo ipsum est necessarium ad intsle
1igendum quodcumque, eperted qued Guilibet qui a=
113 agt cornoscens, ipsim cognosoat.® (127)
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Thus, while Vercier is very right when he ;oints ouh thed
ths principle of contradiction is not, in Aristotle's and “t. Thomsa!
conception of 1%, & prineciple from whisch every othor truth can be
derived by a procsse of pure deduetion, he does 2ol sasn Lo have une
derstoos at all the full meaning of what hs also sayd in tha caae
nlace (124), that the ~rincinle of contradiction rules svery ruu-
soning. lie appears to think of i1t aloooh as somothing exirineic te
the process of thought, & kind of automatlc ragulator which werks
from the ousside, without really hevin, anything fo do with inotledge
itsel?., He does not seer to have ;rasped the concapt that in the
Thomistia doctrine tha governance of the rrineiple of contradistion
ia ome of right, and not just of Tact; that it is so comnlately in-
trinsic to any and every knowledge tha® there si=ply 1s no such’ iling
as knowledgs of anything else, uniesa it, too, is lmown; that, 1 anycne
claimas to know anything, he necessarily admita the valldity of the
vrinciple.

Tha consequence of i‘groder's Jjustifying an atiempt to doubt
inmediate principles ia, further, not merely that he is in direet
opposition to St, Thomas == zb laast for what he has to say about
orinciples which are naturally known bty everyone == bub pore then that
it la a Q;rious error of methed,

To understend this, it is necsssary to recall that, cs has
bean sald previously (129), when Morclier makes his distlncilon betwesn
sronsapeous and reflex certituds, he is denying a lagitinnta axistenoe

e REY s 2 e a3 SR . . b S ERREREISE NS
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to spontaneous certitude. It 1a no snawer to say that he and his
follovwers aduit the existence of spomtaneous certlitude as e paycholo=
slend atnﬁo. Tha affect of this admission, and the offect which they
szvemd Uy 14, %8 to mduse spontansous cartitude to an nfra=scientirie
lavel, so0 that i:‘.‘is skollyr unavailsbls as sush Por ary gsalondilis uas,
It plarly oan not tc tekon us a certitude and used ocientilically as
onsy uniil 1t 1= controlled and Justiried by reflection, 'Thia is a

mallor of urinciils Atk them, and it aduils o no sxceptions Thus,

because 1% is 1lleiiiizate, 4t canrot be applied Ior any sclentifie

g..
P

o WO
a ~e

rurnoge and, liondlately that 4% 23 o1tz o

no longer svallable for use, becsuse 15 is Lienm bacome raflox certliuda,

Thz resdt of Lids dladincticn L8y ol couarst, wi antlrelr’ new

‘s

Y
Lo

coneaph of cortituda. Mariler, 4t las sericus coneqrancas for Lhe
notion of kncladge L:zelf and for the definitlion of trath, Thes, the
explanation nnd dofenss of these mev dafinibtions alome ecennlaes the

first iwvo af tle “our books of lerciar'sa Srliorialeris, Until lin has
. A S ——

f1rst resolved the rroblecs which his novel definftiens secosion, 1%

is impossille for hin to take up tle problem of ths otjestivity of
knowledim. Zven the statement of thet ;robdlem is completely dependert
ucon tle senelusions to vhich he comes in She first two tocka, |

it tho saze time, ke 1s seviing up viteriology in Znderondones
or metaphysles. hus, 13 is & porticular science, a wun;:h of peycho=
logy, the subject of which is certitude (130). |

That the dofiniticn and uven the vory existrence of the pubjaat

of a partioular seismce should thus bs eallcd inmto question 1is a procee
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(are which 13 in dlrect oppoaition to St. Thomes! explicit teaching
that sach nevideo dar selencs nas to sujrose both the sxistence and
the definitlon of ita subject. He sxoredses this idea in several

places in his conmentaries. Thus, for exeunle, he says in his

Compentary on the Metachyaless

®yeeveBh vlout mulle selentia particuleris deter-
adant »;»Gu pdd eat; ifa atian aulla aarom Jleld
e I9naro 1bymto, Jiod vorsatur, a;t ast nom eat.
3% Lo redlomanili sy asceldids 1eia einales sclane
tiae est deteralnare quaestionen an cmt, ol nanilog~-
wre 3.dd sat. Jpordest ania . qied pedd end acelsere
wb medivm ad vsﬁmnmdam gn 8a3t. 3t utratic 93 cone
sidesntio illossned, gul '*ﬂsiaeznt g inqamntm
gus, Bt idso quaslibet selantis pariienlaris sup-
woniv 28 subjasio suo, jula wsb, et wald azt, at
diciiur in 13ibro Poztariorim...? (131)

ginca Mercier and his Dollowers are wsalisrably ictans s
seinteindng thot critariole sy or asistenclo:y 13 nod & metazijsieal

atady bat s sesarnbe sclence, the only wey in which they can -retecd

“ ciroumvend this obfectinan zgzingd thelr srocedure i3 53 inzisd so-
aalutaly that ey do no mors thnn sprropriate ithe integrel Thom.istis

dectring,

This resly is a pstant absurdity for ihose vhose sole use of
Ste Thowme 1s an atiempd 3o tordire his mention of the ®upndvernalis
dubdtatio de vezdiate® ints a jnetification of iheir wuiversal daubi,
Sinca, in connocbdon with fhelr inddlal definitdon of esrdituds 23 a
state of ﬁinsd, they find 1t dinpos:libdle %o Zive any spacs to what

4. Thomas be3 to sy sbout it -~ thousds thore neons 40 be oo lack of

e

B3

[

ust
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the opinions of dosens of olher writars (132) — ons
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