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hin, that rethodical <3o’ub"' Sunpeses an. habitunl and latent assont,
dospite tha Fact Lha 1t nlso lipliss ot tho seme time an get:ial and
sxilicit doubt, In ot.lhr words, ethodte douls 13 what he deeriben
A3 @ complex intnliectnal :Sta:e, in shieh tho inzellaecy doulbts actunily
and exs1icitl; «2thout lonving 30 o7 ito habitunl and latons usnent %o
e rotesinion whieh i loubted zrset?ao:iicall;; (135).‘ JTL.V"I"‘D.l ‘onlbb,
en Lhe oihor ‘ardy loaves rocn Yor ne cortitudo ns 1i, ~van fo» en 7
habiiual -od losens cortitudna or assent,, IL xtoends 50 211 hu~an
Frouwledis withour exco*sticm, ard gm\pr‘ncn:_s Ivmed '.r.'-ﬁ’a 413 well oo m@dmte

propesitiona, IY ig, shornforn, A& roel dor:: by which Yrroior aé@@@mbééi

a3 £ niprla Szate ol Lho intellae Ly i opa/)c::;‘imr Lok ”r*r'*)O’Ze,Xfoﬁﬂe,

whnlch in Mekiooionl Aou}si. kn omiad 5%y Lhore i no OLQ, QXnig e ol
M?_/me.i,an of Sie invelloes ag 212, “RElle 'n methotieal douce eors Tz
Sie hatiiunl ard lament achesion, R
it 9801, hovaver, tb::i The ;:i*aci.o noint of Oppesiiicn bes v.fee?n
metheiZeal and wivoraal doaft .f..,, inAerciaorts {:?::m_tno}o;y, %}’1&% B
thouical douht has Teference oni: Lo meiiato pro; resinions, vhile snie
vorsel doubt incluies inreciatn nro: osiﬁ..ons, too, ﬁgtzt?:mhck‘ﬂ ‘doutt,
imblleg g limitation in its véz*; dei‘initian, which univemal; does not,
Thus univers:d and real doubt would apmear to be idontical axd Wwobh
of them o Jposed Lo meshodical doubt, ) : E
Tho cenzecucnco of thooa distinetlons is that. the univerral

doubt which Moreisr .ofenda is only a relutively univergal geubty It

is universal in She senre Lhat 1% g annlicable to all medinte rropoaitions,

-
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put it is relative, becuuss it cannot bs extondsd boyond mediate propod-
eitions to include {pmediate propositions. 1t has been ezplained atove
(136} that what arcier dafeuds with regard o ymasdiate propositions is
enly an attampt 0 doubt thea, not a doubt about thex.

There are several aif5culties which arise from thiz terminolozy.
we maais O proceed on tne asswption that, since iurmediate propsositions
cannot be doubted at all, but tha wost one can and is obliged to o 13 to
atiempt to doubt them, then a forsiord they cad pot be subject to avea a
Lethodical doubt. c441l, it doe3 not agraar 1o be clear wny Oae gould not
entersain with ragard to thea only & aethodical doubt, that i3, nothing
stronger in the llne aof doubt thau 2 etrnodicui doust. Since sathodleal
dogudt dzsands nothing wore than an habituwl sad latent assent, thers 3oeass
to be no reagon why one eould not retain an habitusl and latent agseat about
{miediate propositions at the sawe tiue that Le doubted theme

Ferhaps the sngwar 10 tnis i3 siuply that, i one tries to Joudbt
guch an lmuediats proposition, he sees Lumedlately ond claarly tial 1t can
not be doudbted (137).

yut Hercler suems 2150 %0 squate this attempt at doubt with re-
flaction (138). Further, na has defined reflection &3 & voluntary aet
(139), sn identification for which de Tonquedec has geverely criticized
hin (1U0). Bul, saicing his equations for granted, it would seem that, if
reflaction depends entirely upon whether OF not ons wishes to reflect, ons
could just as sasily as not choose not 0 reflect on his attitudé toward

immediats propositlons at all. By doing so, he would preclude the possi-

—



106
bllity of attewpting to doudt sucy propositions. But the doubt he would

pot attespt would appear o bo the explicit and actual doubt which cha-
’ racterizes nethodicsl doubi. Xe wsuld, therafors have an habitual and
' v latent coertitude without an explicit and actual doubt. huy he would seew
to have some idnd of state of uiind which mould be internediary be t#een real
ard rethodigul doubdt, Coasequently, real &nd wethodical daubt 30 not ssen
t0 cover all the p0oasldly cages,
he only angwer which 1t would Seem pogsihls to. maxe £y this argu-

ment would be tl‘at they ar‘a' 0t intended t0 govar all possibla eagey,

They aro appllcabpla only to cagesg of wediate Provoagitions, and i» is anfair

tha asi then to do ore an derciar ingweang chey should do, SRR

It is ,.‘.L.eu.iauel,,r obvious tiat 4iig engwer ig npt¢ e?. nlJ. mfis“*ing.
bacause Jerciap : hilmgel? hag 14. -atified, or at least equa.ted. real and ung-.
vergal da;zb}t a bis eriticiey of ’zm Cartesiaon wiversal, methodicrxl doudt.
That oeang that uﬂ nizself nag un“lisa the ter:xiao}.ogg of real and ethoe
dical doubt to {mgediate propesitions,

Perhaps the true angwer can be gathered from & stateuwsnt which he
cakes about reflsction when he {g snowin‘g hov Bt. Thomas! uge ‘of the methoz
of proposing a quas..ion in the Sumra, before hs Roes on to a,nmr i, ia
2 metl,ouicm doubt and, therefors, iz an argwaant in favor of""his postition.

It muld fceu poasd ble to Point out seversl fnconsistangies in this argwaent,

such ag kis rspeated ewphasis on what St Thouins ¥ants to do; vhcn one wonders,
in the first place, how he xnowa what St, Thomag wantg to do and, in the

Sscond, how this fite in with his ova explicit statomsng that Descartes
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{ntentlcns are not a nabtor of digcuasion for criteriolo(y, bdut for moral

scionce == whatover the lotter remark may @oan. It is more insorionty
howevor, to notice a romark which he hore uakes about reflectlon, In
view of hds ;:erz'f»ral coebrina tlad i io reiloebion which Justillies and
controly snontancoul cortitutic, 1% may scem stran-e to hear him tey now
that reilection also rro uces douls, mevhoiic double ety iV
sn mind She equabtlons just made heuneen (abtoont Lo cioubb}

and voluntars act, LRAS sraserent will cound oo v ab losn LLBUITC.

' ] Lt P Y imet o e 2,05 gt N - . s .

He asks alluber Yoo BIs mIuhesn £pitly OT 1'Tel anberLol wo ONSLTNN.LON .
e 1. spasls *2 e Toap P .t . iy 1w, L e ey

hua e osoesged g LLSan g i, ment alouu chem mhige Lo G olns

... 6ld B cOfe An enste dispﬂz.’.b;cn g 1tiptalligrnce,
11 s'er reduil, per reflexion, une aubre: arstrads-on
faite dos conoluaer Liens qui coborainent sen ansenLie
—any @ Thiileess 19 sn;ntj) netour  ©ub delixruens

g0 cerporter % 1o, ard de cos veriles £ORRG gi ollew
etaient doutouzas; co dcoone chbay intelicctuel ©3 Core
sallament deondans e 1n welentej saint Thomas veud
caire aiasracsicn de S48 croyanctd acquieeo por aillewss,
21 youp csandner le rowr etv lo CORLTOe el LTNL COR™
Plcrm est 1o .cubs Dk EhroilciiPese ! (141)
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and real doubt (142). The only difference between the two cxampias would
sgem to be that the falth mantioned 1s in one case supernatural and, in
the other, nahn‘al, |

Iz, vthen. there can be & methodical do ubt about only such mattors
as were orisinally actually esrtidn, and if one can be actu_nlly csx;tain of
guch matters only érter reflection, and, if reflection is always a dsli-
berate ;érocess -— grantmi all thess conditions, the wman who dslibsrziely
chooses not $3 reflect on his atfitﬁde toward imuediate propositian can
never fulfill the conditions which are Iirst of all requisite befors ha

can have a methodical doubt sdout them. Since actual certituda cau be

“attalined oni:,' g}dsliioe::ate cioﬁica b} méans 5f r;ﬁac:icn; &ud biﬁ;&. oﬁ
the other hand, he does z;ot rez’ladi. Vso 'l.»ng as he duoes not rex‘lact!,.,he;c;anx_;&:
have actual certitude and, consegusntly, he can never hsave habiiual cor-
titude either. If he can not bave habitual certitude, he caonot abstract
from 1¢ deli’ber.a‘c-ely and put the mdiaﬁe proposision in actusl doubt.
Therzfore, he can not have a methodical doubt about an Limediate pro;.ﬁosiﬁ:ion.
This ig, admittedly, another strange situation, however, | It aeoms )
to bs complicated in three dirsctions. If, in the fﬁ"st place. the aan who
assents‘sponmaously to an izmediate proposition does not choose 'f.o l;eflect
on that proposition st all, then he can nevsr have evan # latent and habif
tuai cértitude abaut it.. At the sams time, and thisz is the ;.econ&';con'a.i-
deration, he i{s spontansously eertain of it, even though his esriitude can

not be called even latent. Thirdly, immediately that has raflects upon the
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imnediate proposition, be sees that he can not doubt 4t at all under any
circumatance. If he attexpis to doudt it ~- which he can do, appareat-
ly, even thouzh ha can not do so within the wmeaning of methodical doubt,
which dmplies that he has an actual certitude of it firgt -- the uere
atteupt reveals thes truth of tho proposition to him 80 clearly that his
assent to it is forced.

Thig final consideratisn wmould seem 1o explain why he c.an aaver
do :ora than atltenupt %o doubt the iu.edizte progosition. In ordsr to
attsupt to doudbt, he sust reflecs aand, just as soon a8 he reflects, he
goas that the proposition is so true that ae cen not doubt it.

But the difficulsy still re.sfns about huw his atiitude toward tha
{.mediats proposition 1s to be duserid=d, if ha chocsas not o Toflect.

In such a contingsney, according t> Yercler, the men would be in the
absurd sosition of belng certaln without belnz certala. That ia, he would
have a snontansous certisuds, dut that certitude would anot e leziiiiata.
¥or could 1% be legitimate until he decided to reflect upon it.

Thus, once more, is svidencsd the essential role that reflsction
plays in Mereiarfg stheory. No matier how csrialin the man 43 with a spon-
tanesus cartistude, he i{s not rsally certain until he freely elecis to make
hluself certain hy refleeting on bis spontansous certitude. If this gsens
strange, 1t appsars wors siranze s$ill that Mercler does not adsit that,
antorior to this reflsction, the man is in a stats of real doubdt.

The reasons for thinkinz that he ia are two-fold. First, no matter

how certain he is, his certitude 1s not legitiuate until hs reflects upon it.




L o B |

SHEEpd

>
AT

_ 110
But, if his certfitude is not lexitimate, he is, in Yercler's theory, not
really certain. His certituds 1s a psychological state at beat.

Further, if the only distinction betwaen real and cethodicsl doubt
1z that cethodioel doubt requires a legit*mte cortitude &n tbe firat place.
then every certitude which 1s not legitimate is ths saue os a rsal doubt,
,..-at. the certitude shich s required to make the distinction betwesen real
and wsthodical doubt must be a logltinmnte certituds seecs clear frou the
cxamples of methodical doubt which he glves, os alsn from the fact that,
1f 1t can be an 11.:. 634 slmste certituds, there 'gm:ld aeomto be no adequate

distinction between rsal doubt and nethodical doudbt.

It sea:s necassery, tharafora, to aquaua illagit‘xmta ...er*iuﬁd.e
and raal doubt. 3%, since avery spontaasous ccrtituaa is, a.ccom"u? to
é«fsrc'iar, an ilied tmta corzisude, aven ssontansous certiiude with raspe_ct
’;o lamediate provostitions would be the swe as a real doubt. |

One way of ,vet*in* armmd this reduction mizht be to insist that the
luporiant deserintion of t'z simple iatellectual stute which is one af raal
doubt 1s that it 1s a state in which thers is no deterulned adhesion. One
cauld then point out that thers is a dsterminad adhasior; in a;r,;;ntaﬁeous gsr-
titude and that 1t is, therefore, not a real doudbt at all. “ "

There ars, howev:r, two difficulties with this explan:;tion. The
first is that vercier alsc describes a real doudt as one whicii\ is not
forzﬁally dependent upon the will, bu$ which depends upon the :lntiellect, in
the sense that it is imposed upon it (and, therefors upon tﬁe will, to00),

dnd presumably bDecausa of tha lack of objeetive evidence (143). since,
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It shoulri, howsvnr, bolmost‘. cm;‘::.ﬂj noted Lh:..., vihevher
or not the torey; fts:m' reaszoning iu Justified as a sftatement of whai lore
cirpls rrinci lea necusoarily entrain, its concluwlcons aro not cavable
of beins dlrectly attributed to Mercinrr himsell, -‘rhouqh Jesnnidra, “or
exantla, 1o willin to admin shat gven ‘i‘t;T::nciiz‘.tO Propoaiviens nre subje st
Lo a roal doubt g.i’ﬂ#» SLAry @}'jc»rmi fig innuliry, his Pos; icn [§ aore
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tte sarma t4me thabt “he Yorccelin: eriticue -roves erci rin
tntorrralation of che Yue Thardntic Fnlindbiong of certitude (1) core
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Ty valon, who relsghicn of My theory Invelves whe lgos cf o 'go\c;lg

sxolarncsion o =ha i Cerence leb.ean Jhe deilniitlinna apd than ézf)f)mm} d
cCHP licrta Sie rovolunicn 97 the rollem whieh Lhot Jilferonc. Pres;ents.
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(shors of the iraey demonctrasion 2o which “his chavtor lps 2luesi onude
raly doveoted) that what Ute Thomes intended to defino In both derinitions
wes brsically and easzantially Yhe seme thing, it seens extremely stronge

and not 3as5ily ex-li~able thad he atated them so difTsrenily.

2
£
oW
ke
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The "prorris? of the socond delinition veems delile
tonded to call attention to the fact that it, ond not the first, Is the

correct delinision, This impression is roinforeed by the express nmentlom

113



m .
of cognitive faculty and counoscible objest (the rupetizion, comitivee
copnesciblo, canrot be without simirics=ea) In the second, which aro
in direct corxtraét to tho comparative geserzi’ty —mt- sizplicity of the
rirat.

vonetheless, and dearite Lhese a—arenily incontrovertiltle

indicea in ravor of the sacond as the beiier deriniiiorn, cno should

‘not be at all hrety In ecoming Lo any suct isnclusion., It would scem

o bo a d £ mebhod Lh celnling finally on a0 e
to to a sound rule of meihod that, belocrs teinlin rally on so

- -

travarant an a'x::l:mation', overy o.her zosciiliuy should !

mvch

Lrorons hl;,‘*evc“lo*'eUMrw axrausteds—and—men—aes—Shdisovliganionwbuld
aroar Lo be l;indinﬁ on one who euld b &mfm wdshoa /“f ﬁmﬁiyw
one was a betler :ie:.‘ihi:icnvt‘:-an tho ouler, :;-ﬂh a\,.‘.__ut-zﬁ Lhan 'ioth
E I wera deiinilions of the same Shin, it wold sprear fo he ull Lhe nors

‘heavily incuzbent upon a man like Mercice, vho ceoms Lo teke these derlis

3

Fs

nitions as the swartine coint (ub isasy ar as hds atvenvt a - Justi-

3‘111 hia :Joéiticun l‘rdm Ste '?homa# A cozesrned) oi‘}m othargisae un.uali=-
fiedly novel and extrv.érdinary theory of zertitude, to exercise the
~“roatost enution Loiore committing h:. wgel? delinitively and irrevocably
S0 a stand which mirsht, because inconsideraiely assumed, easily Tecome
very entarrnssing.

It would seem, further, io be zn slementary law of proccdure that
a toxt 'mst be ir;terpreted in the light o iis context, It has already"(a?)
bean rointed outs. how 1ittle ‘this rrincirle i3 cbsorved in t;his whole affair

of certitude by the sroponenis of the wiversal doubi, so that there 13 no
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reason for bein- surrised that derclor mivos abusolutely no evidenca
whatgoaver of havin: respected it here In tho matter of the deilnitions,
Cna mi.ht have axpected that he would abt lenst have aentionsd alirrnauvlives
0 his owm btheory and, i he fourdd then unaatlalnctory, that e ~ould
have shovm why, and all thils based on the relasionship Letween tla defle
nitions an: their contextge=- cne ni ht have locked for -omn <uch Lhin.,
sab 15, mera Lo mianiliar with loreler's techniiuo. one acouadintoed
aibh it, all ono oan <o it Lo emoan Jhe Yach shalb e bag Lolidly

.,

Inored what cAchb well hovo caved in Jron serdous orror, slnco Lte

. Rl ..- FI. a0t cpeem TYL
centaxts ol chesoe Jeiindticns uprpoar nobt only Lo ~lldnabe the conllile
§ ER ¥ - - MRS N =%, ., Tmay
ity of Inter-rocin shem -8 «Levindtlona of odlferent thince, tul llco

Lo Jorestall Lira dontors -omlicdt in recarding on2 woan o colunol) leLuer
cie:‘in*“on o Lhe gume ceorsliiluds which the ollinr del'ines,.

.ten shey are rnad in thelr contexbs, it would so-r wiab lhe
vertnl «fuir:e.as 0" Lhe socond delinition, far Jron crovin tial 1L La oue
rore precias M'xc“""‘ and Liab uihe Tirat is vooie oand inexacth,; Serirs
only (lut extrerely efrec.ively) to trin:y oul clearly that sach o thea
15 desi ned 0 —oint up a differont aspect of the same one certilude and
that 1% fa “n the 11,ht of its different nurrose bthat each of them rust
be underctocd. if Yhiey are each thus -rotorly Intecratec in itc oim
background, “he differ~nce in the %erns in which they are expressed should
sresent no ~ifficully. and, as zisht huve heen =xpected, the advaniare

ol sir~licisy which zave Yercler's explanation of the difference an added

v
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attractivenese is in no wise los4 with tho rojaction of his sheory and

the atbtalinuont of the uruhn.

Lor dens one nave te go very deerly into Lhe conbext of ihe

delinitions to aprrociate the Jifforence botween theme, The :irst dofl-

1

nltion i _dven an the orineiole upon which rests bke solusisn o ihe
ohjection that "... She act o' faishi bas a looser cortisude whan <oes

the act o' secicnee™ (3}, whilo tha sccond 1s stated in anstor o She il
) :
2 o

fieulty that "Ib ceomg thod ooe Joms n0% have cortlitwle in fua oaest {2
. { \«-/ o

-5 2 I o . 4 . .. RO N B
It %3 obvicugs =% oneo roa she uest tunerticial conslioretion

—ad

o Lhe ucssiony in conn-oelion wich which the detniilfons arn  oroudotod ==

: e ~ ; - et 1. H . 1. T
rmvore, all the ors racarsatls thas CI'L‘ ar LITAPTLQL Lo norng

. o Iy AP AT-eS Sy “.s X el T T or ciprpl eme . an v peay g d
vhae facl == that bthe Jirst Jiffienliy Is wholly nnd ~xelu ively corcernu

4 -~ % F

vith virtues whlich are resident In she ‘ntellect, while the cicond ine

eludes in acision a relerence to the will, in =iich ‘acudby hooo ia

in view, thon, ol the differcont Innlicetions of the Swo uesiions,

viere ig no occasion for surprise that 't Thomas does nobt siress “he

AL} . v 32
Pirsy definle

woinh of cominive feculty and co meosciltle object in the

Lien a3 ha dees in the asocon To do =o weould be rasher obvisusly pointloesa,
his emniasis ecan be nresumed without very deep reflection as intended

to set up nn ovrosition between what it devinss and somes} inh elae which

7 related to conitlons rom Lhis auspect, there is
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clearly no oprosition beiswenn fuith and sclence, - Lub i is eiually nlaln
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that at lecotd o cerbain opposition can be found between £adth and LOPS,

in the senss thet the intellect, whieh faith perfects, is Ltsals

cosnitive feouldy whille the wils, gubjuet of hopo, 1: oot
Zyen vithoud zolng any nore dseply into the mesiisn than

atour smoursng, 1i would sesa that the difference 1n e

woardlng of e dwo definiiions ig gnaily ewplieaile. If comes dam
odte slaply te tha fact thad; hRowever sch they ooy Se zlowm lster o
ailier in othisx raspects, Doth e cortisude of faith nnd the coriitde

~ e
af W8 intelloel,

k&
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24 stdencs ara niike
b

. gie b | d s P ) SRS S b - ». > Aoa,l - r. .a. R e
ndle Lig cerbitiode of faiun diffors ooz the cortibade. i mong Y Tanst

PO 1 ~ St :? " o deeg el (- % vl e B - ‘e Y . S
IOTNLGy Wint LUg rpmer 13 s cortitde of tha inmtallact and toe Lattar

] ML - . om T4y as yaegger e b A aes ~ oy
L9 a cartituda of the will, The D¢t Wt the sacond yzen fai Lo owiceamad
with Lope aeiss 1 such nors than 1ilely thot 1t is the differencs betweon

the eartitude of Iaiih ard the cextituds Hf Lwone vhich 3t, Thoous wisies
i the second deflinition. Thus fis specid, laz, i the seeond
definitlon, the firmmes: of adhesion which 13 peculisr 3o the comitive
fzeully wakse perfoct senze,

Thera gtill remains, howev:r, the gquastion of the rsarie®
in ihe secomd deflniiion, I ~hat 2.3 ‘uct Deen sadd is teue, it wosld

goen ot Whis noroelly vory cimilicozt word iz hers ntierly zeaninless,

ard this ig =ost unlikely,
Ones zomin, 1% i3 only when tha two definttions are tovan gile
, ] ]

tirely cul of tholr contexts and read in isolstim tonk onp csx be lagd
~F

b

to Wdnk thet St. Thoasz uses the ¥proprie® o contrast one with ohiar.
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Before giving the second definitlon, St., Thomas first mentions abtheoryr
vhich certain theologlans havs pronosed as an explanation of the (iffe=
rence between the certitude of faith and that of hopes According to then,
tHe certitude of faith is universal and absolute, whercas the certitude
of hope is particular and conditional,

Ile finds thls theory defective, because the dificrence oet"een
universal and paﬁticular are noi enoush to constltute an essential dif-
ference or to nake for different habits., The consequence of this dise

tinction would be that f*lﬁh wrould not be a different habit fron hope,

nor would they be in different potencics., This conclusion is, as he says,
entirely false,

He then proroses his own sxplanation of the differencs between
the certitude of faith and the certluude of hope in opposition to tiwc thoory
which he has juﬂt rejected and it is upon the proper notion of certitude,
as distinct from the false notion he has just mentioned, that he bases
his answer., Thus he says:

"Et ideo aliter =st dicencum quod certitudo proprip

dicitur firmitas adhaesionis virtutis covnltivae in

suum cognoscibilee.." (6) -

The difficulty caused by the "proprie" is as easily resolved
as that., It does, indeed, make & contrasﬁ, but the contrast is between
his theory of cértitude and the inadequate concept of other theologians,
not between the first and the second definitions (7) ‘

Then the t*o definitions are thus merely held up against their

proper settings in order to get just an approximate idea of how a more

——
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exact fivting will mako thoa dlook, the pessibdlity of wccepting Merciertg

reading of han is completely elininziel as baged am & oreconcaytian

i

e

or Wedr diffarsnce whilch 13 not snly otherwise Indefenaibls but +iileh

alad complaiely unsupported Iy their cuntexts., I becomes clesr ab once

1
DN

Wi are narallcel Jdefinitiomg of the gnme intellschucl cartituds,

1

@

that

fox)

™ B

Asida {roo the Tgropriaf, widich has heon chow 4o bo wiihont imilicnnes in

ol

2 coupmnrzson af tha two and ddch om, therafars, wo left oub
2 »

Y

S e U‘J auuQr

i PRV vy il R A t . [ = . [
iz oo adtensd b corwvelatinng ¥.a, helr btom:s are goen ta corve.ond n

Aterainibliossescesnsreaiiznistas dhussionic
E2LL 0T e sn e r v e e o TATRIELS Comitivae
O NI leessecsrsroaseenenit SULT CO nOCibila
o foch it the teras in ithe sscond ave acmewhsd _ome ax-o.cit
than hioce in the first hag alrsady been explednad on e ground Yool ey
e nteruisd so xiphaslse iha fact Lt cerdituds in the 2T0mT SELTe L3
cn sl 0f the cosmddiv: fneuldr o spopad to the wider seanin wilen
it hes vhen £t 13 attributed o the will,
Jme should not fail to uvolise, furdier, that evolerts wmyla-
2ztlon of tie two definiiionz oot iy does tham serisus violencs o ine

o

W o maden vhilch they cannot sustain Decause 8. Ticnca

1

¢

i
!

b
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£
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S

ngver intendad tham 1R supsort 1% tut loses a largs usosurs of theiw reel
siznifienncs, since 1% triss 4o zake very deterzinste what St. Thomas quiite
delibersiaiy leave indetermincte. In 3%. Thomes! ghataent of the defi-

aivions there is mo slightest hint of 2 distinetion withln the aroa of
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intellactual certitude, Doth are perfactly aprlicable to every xind of
tntelloctunl cortitudo without cxcontions
shen lercicr trlogs o twiét the tvo deriniiions to Tiu bl
cm prroeoncelved notlon 07 thelr -eanini, he astates that the {irnt nakes
no mention of tho cauzo of C”rt-uudﬁ, whilo the seccond doos, and thab Lhis

whab conuu“z.\.oa the Jiffarence hetweon them, 15 had already »en chorm

I5s) MY - g . + et 1s = PP P B [ DR

(38) That Lois wntow Jl'(’ avizn cannod bulul s ta loronded and Lihon L3
‘A -y 2 ’s - yyd N ceed o} P S E 4 ~ 4 .- P * ot ~2
:'L.‘.}.’Luy’ L5 ans :rnnt avan Iohout Tl CIence Lo L. CONnUniiun QT 0.8 unls-

nitions,

“hen Lhe delinisions are now Teau in Shiedir cententn, 1T becouna
o — . . B - . I NP
wossible Lo upg;rr:;um “he add bionad Jact that axpliziy Tenticn ol i

cause of certituds iz ancctly Lhe Yidngs which (8. Thomos very celluhritaly
wvaids in both deitniticns. e corgistently nmaint.ina this i"de»&nsbeﬂe
aven in the second dufinision, in which he 1o comparuativel]” zere oxprosu
than in the Tirstv oo ,hat'he enn omrhasiza tho proper conceph off corvitude
neslen Eﬁtz*:em 16 and the l-vmroner concene IS
is esrmeially inctructive to notice how ho preserves this lacs ot s:uci:icg-
tion, all the while that he is sufficlencly specific for tho noeds of
erch cage.

The recsen Cor ob,. Themus’rrecise Indefinisercss here 18

not ab all hard to undersiand, “hss ke nceds ss the Toundatlon off his

4

solution to the Tirsy of’ ihe s ~roblems with which he ia faced Io tho
woat general ncsaible definition o2 intellectusl certitude, ‘This 1s s

toceuse the whole range of intelloctual certitude is involved In the gucstion




121
concernin~ gcience and faith and their relativae certisude. Cbvioualy,
then, ke must define intellectusl certisude liers n all its an~litude,
A more resiricted definition would be the deirinition of a gpeciflc typre
of cartitude and would, therefore, w useless as the starting roint of
his resolution,
.o second rjuestien which he is called urrn to ans@er g

somevhal more delicate from the point of view of intelloebunl certliude,

-~

‘he srinciple of his resolution here =ust be the vrerer concent of core

ilude as op-osed to Sre imorover concente Jub the roper cenernl eans

interilectual zeriicude exclusively. ..t the -ane Sive, of courcan, 15
algo meuns Intellectual certiiude Zn all its oxtonslnn. “hus, he wust
tere foramlate a definition which i1l stress the thorou-hly intall.ctual
charzeter of tie prorer concept in order to .ake confusingt 1% =ith 4he
li-rorer concept imrossible, and e uust sccomolish Slds witheuw Horin
1% in such a way that any kind of intellectual certitude could he excluded
from the doiinition.

“ne micht even ;o so far as to say that St. Thomas! “rioary
and 1 uedlate concern in stasin; the first definitleon is nob so much to
emphasize the intellectual character of the certiiuds with which he is
there onga:eds o one would deny that both the cortitude of faith and
that of science are intelloctual certitudes, Fis interost is rather in

arriving at a definition of certitude which mill irclude svery typa of
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intelisctunl certiiude o thit no cbjoetiozm win ba ando bo wslnur it

3 his aaleilen of tho westlon, 3o, ho Degloo wiih
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In the cecond deflindlion, on tho siher Lesl, bln ationtian
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2l oy e peoor soddon of gsrdlitud
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$hing 1o thed in boik coases Dt Thomms st

shdermiie be, e

S Ity sleg P emd Ld e i Yandeat Yt X - . &
soiia dellnition of intallectel csrdliude sunilialk
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with tho soludisn of onch of ths wwestlons Le is ;.rmt;.: s hare.  Lew well

a3

3 succosds in nakisy ayan the seaumd deflniiion sywlly genernt wilh

.

13 gvident frwy the ¢operisen af $he elusenis of both defial-

p o0 ihe Sler fend, ihe fuman® of fhe Lizpd delliciiln ad
hile® o tha sessrd are tolan to stan& 2oy the objacy uhich

wle defined, than thare iz no wsﬂiai‘i”‘*' »f adaitiing

fuith into these definitiong, The reason is, of course,
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that the certitude of faith iz not caused by the objech, but is i perated

by the will (9). “hus, in ‘ereier's interpretation, thers i3 nlaced on

vhese definitions tha very limitation and restriction which ! t, “honmas
is bound to shun, since it akes them ancolutely useless for tihe resolution
of the nroblems with which he is dealing,
It izy in fact, tho noncommitial charactar of “'a "anus" and
the "co/moacihila" which rakes the two definiticns ¢ capable of Leinrs
) applied to bosh ihe aortitude o failh and 0 tho enrtituce of understandin
ard of science, Loth corsiiudes ave 2lila in 4hat Stey ~ro doterninatiens
of the in%elleet, Thoy oTe a?;o alixe in thas they are deterin~uicns o
one thim, or firmncss of adh sion o é co moscibla objects wu w0 0
heyond that and rake of the "unua" snd the "eornoscibila® and actually
known object which determines the intellect i: o destroy the univorsality

of' the definiticn of intecllmctual ceartitude, and vo totall:: -isuncarsvard

Ctethomas! whole reint and mur-ose.

II. (The Subiect of Certitude in the Prover Senset

The foregolns discussion of the contexts of the tzo [ho=
miztic definitions of certiiude and, more particularly, the axaminaiion

ol the meaning of the "rroprie™ of the second definition have already

made it clear thal certitude in the rroper cenge refers exclusively to
intellectual certitude, I% follows immediately from this irsistence upen
the prozer sense of the vord that there must also be an impro-er sense,

which would inelude other certitudes than those of the intelisct,
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3t, Thomas makos so clear in these toxts. Yob, Ueyis uses the texy
last quoted ss evidence that Ut, Thomas transiers the notion or certi-

+tude to the w1l without any restriction:

ton seulenent saint Thomas disti nsue dans la certi-
tndg divers cléments dont 1l'un relive do 1l'appctit
Tonucoup tlus guo de 1'intellijones, mais il bronue
porte la notion de certibude dang le dorcaine volon-
tairo, st cela gens aucune restrictionses.” (12)

.ot only does he quote the teoxt just given above, hut Lo

t1alieizes the words "Ussentialiferes..in vi comesclilva; par tielna-

L

Livs..e"e ore astoundine still, he joos an immedlately to ooy, O
~ort of his theory, that Lhers ls a text in 8t. “homas! ConrontaTsr o

the Centences which says that the subdbject of the cortitude of Inlil lo,

not the intelli;ence, but the wille

", .. .5ous Lrouvons une application, avant la lettre,

de ce nrincine dons les Sentences ol il nour dit «uc

la certiiude de ol a commr sujebt la volonie st non

1'intellisences '.cientia et intellectus habent ==~ cer=

titudinem == per id qued ad comitlonenm portinet, scle

llcnt, ovidentian am ajus cul i assentitur, ides autem

nabet cerbitudinem ab co quod est oxtra zenus comni-

ticnis, in gencre affectlonis existens," 313)

The text from which Tepis cuotes here follows lrmediately
uon “he one in which the rirst dofinition of coertitude is given. It occurs
1n direct connection with the question whether the will is the sudject of
faith, and ias given in answer to the sacond objection to Ste Thomas' re=

soluticn of that question (14)e

The .zain body of the response to the principal question has
already nade i% perfectly plain that the intellect is the subjoct of falth
and that the function of faith is to make the intellect readily obedient

to the will in mattors which are above reason. <;
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Thio mach 13 soitled tefore the shjssctions are taken 32 At
all, ihs whole rapponse frow which Degis quotes the two sentences
f"v 1 Qwva L5 sode up of sniy iroe pentoncen, The lasdy one is
nialloetes oot sicut in

#avdecds I oo a o ‘"‘*1.‘;*.3% ,aartit,xu.;um, aon outes
-.‘--.&h’a;;o

2 - R Y1 L - A oy -, -
<van wiinout Lo addlilongl seutence, which naes ihe soint

a

Kirend ragwd N e . gy 2 4 i & RSP X V2
Yunh sedanes ang ‘..at,a,.ms:rt differ ia toalr cortitxis Seoo fa2idh in

Thoy o swdjscted In %o vang fmeulty oo wiich iteir sertiiide

: 2 s P i 1% et P et A e
cepivas, Widls £.03h 13 nof aubisctad dn Sha Saculiy fronowiich 1te come

14wl Sapd asld Y ) 1 g 4 S ! - Bt . b 'y
titase derives, Whero shxuld B3 o ressos Dar alsteling Uis Loed b, in

L Fy P - Wl L > 3 3 P ESN
AR B Y 5 taness which Ra7ic ivas, She Thauws 1s discunzing the orus

23 the certiindes of fuith £nd of zolemce and wiorodanding, Wosi o

sa:s g, not thed the will 4o e mabjsed of Multh, Ml Leat thoe csuse

.

=f Lis cortiiude 1o mbolde o gemun of commision.

It reming s, the, oot $hore L9 a serisus restyd shie
o Wie nie of the word cariltde in convectiom with snything el alise then
La cortitude of the intellect. WThen so used, 1t ia slweys perticissted
sertibizie wihich i fatend |

gy In ihe deweloyment of the seeond definiiden of ‘cortl-
tudey S%. Thames ssys that sases Sulch pertain to cognitdon sre frsnne
ferred 4o catursl operadlons, so fiab neture is sald to sperate wisely
2o 1afa114bly and ta hava & cartitude in its tendeney %o its ends Tho
thing which jusdiflos s stiribotion of qualitlea vhish voperly

belong to the intellect o frpaiionsl oparstions, such as thoss of natuve,
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isy es Lo axplains, that tho determinctdon of nature ecmes froa the (
dlving Wlsdanms I Wis senszs, the works of nuture sre like worss |
of ard, iasolsr as note ionds Yo Lls sk Yy dedormined aocna (15},
The Jdeterminatlon of satuve 13, then, «n eflact of the diviae art, whigh
dirests aotural things %o thelr onds. hls brings to aind ab mce e
Yagoud defindslon of Jte Themua! Sxwamtars on the Phrales (24).

IT o sende W Yeertitude? arm iuz be wotaried Lo oliscis
Wilah SDllow woon snouledge, v 4s o lecs true et dte Thoons alzs
2o Lo worxl 48 bie anudviiend o the evroctlon of LIS

®eene nomRa cBzenilii.scllioitm otian forma, su-

edmiin ned e fSorca; odonillentay pevieotis, vel
coridtuis umiuserjunme rei, slend dietd svicenma

T

. g Akevpred prm 1ee
(2 IZT fetaiysicnd FinfGeese? {17

w9 ldonortonce of nodlielns Mais solot iz dig, of comss, o
the fout et the determinailse of 5o thing 18 90 coisza af the cortie
Yude 2f scisnce awl undevstewdiag sflch derivas from things,.

Ste Thoung omag msc Sovxwd et to aay that Uie wvord corbia
wde® 1a itsell derivad foom the relatian of coune and 2700t which: sxists
in the resd omdisr whon & cause produces its offest Infallitliys

Floapondoo Hoendw:, quod darlex sab cortitudar scie
dicet cognitioaniz, of srdinis. Cognllienis guides
cerblitids asty juends coynitio non desiines in slie
38 a2 eo gued In Tu lovenituy, sed hoo mody sxlitie
258 d8 re sleud asd; ot quia certe existinedio habow
Wy de o proscisus per Gousmn red, ideo irsctatun
85t nosen coptitaiinis ob ordine csusse ad effecka,
ut dleatur ordo cansaa ad effgctus certus, guands
causa {nfallibilitor effsolzy moducit, .t ?l@)

Jow, toere appoars 0 bo & contradiotion Yetween this taxt
&nd tha me referred to above, in whick 56, Thomes ssys that tewas uhich




refer proporly o intolisctual cortdtude ers trnueforrsd to operatlions
vhich depand for their direciion gion ithae intollect, In the wasat
inatance, ho poans o ba geyin: jurd the opuosils, that ls, that

the very vond "eertituds® 13 orisimally apsiled to the Infal 30iX3ivy
of the relztion wohida &.tmaun cutse and effect in the abjeetive order of
Grings and thon spoliaxd 4o tho imowlades uhich geha Ldia certiiuds froe
:moseraaiatanes with thls relationsiis,

The difileudly does not, howsver, osen Lo be Liscaxidlo of

resclution, Feforence hxg alrosdy beea mode to tho Jset that e

&t

cariitialy ob hinge s atirilaled 5 Uhen by recucn of the foch et

. rasd. ‘evm . =% ey} ca e Loy s 1. FPR—.
ay are dirgeted o detosainal wmxis Gy detarminsd senna Iy sccorirnos

with e divine Wisdan, It oes wiihout o ayingy A0 eourse, ‘*"t e

thingz hers being conuidered are notural =nd not sebifioisl ¢ ian,

thouah, foon the sodnd of view of Tod, hey ave apasr’:blca (13)e Toua,

Irmm thls prlosry and fundssental wiad of Tiavy the sertliude vhich

~aage hevs L5 Wisizrs by derivition froe the divine i7h and Lz in bhoas
intringically by reason of thelir fom ar esoence, 22 indieated in the
taat quoted sbove froa the Sg Mnis et Zs gésf ALl ihe attriuiions

Vooartitude iy the line of ceptituds of ordew sean, from the exnmnles

y

-k

Ls usem, W Ve conlined %o 5 %ural hlags, whotber lranizste beingn,
oy £ m.l. belngs, or e foewliise of men vhich zre other then

facmt;r oF cogndition iteelf,

The cosantlal polint is that the eem*ng af things waleh
iz the cmane of ocur f&a..mw&. certitude is only an 4*"3:'0;:51' aﬁ&d ;am
ticipntad cwﬁimﬁe, Tha formel potim of certitude, in othor words,




By

iz ot found veriflsd in thea. X4 connot Doy I8 Wy Jdefisitdon e
Dormal ard meveper notlon of certitade is inteliectasl cortitude, and
it hos alresdy boen showt fhat S8l ldentifisstlan is emmasaly mods
in e secaud dolinlidon of certitudos The sroblss rasolvos iiselly,
tam, inbs whathor thers Lo any fnconstalency inm Bolding Mol irrossr
Sarsitade can Da M csuse M apsor carkliuds,

ol P S . P P ~ - i .
- pashlam g29ug Yo degend 3 443 cameer on ths o

Pt

priaedale ity shick . Thomes olves s like pestlon ohomt e,
Do Sty wen thonn W irath of v intellect i cnased vy

2ty & . S . s . . Tdena & 4 SN -y o~ b B SN -
wig Wiy ke bo v 2eCasalls %ol Le Lowmnl sotdon D Srth ahvaill

Feousaileat verilan intslleetas noctri 2 ro crusatun,
A bacan ooedted od o oMy rriuwd inweniabar potlo
voritotloe., ob ainilitor ease red, o varitan aiug,
cansnt vardiaten intellsetua,..b {20)
Thora would ses: ta e o 2A0%Meidly dn amkins the oo e
iy tey Frem Beyadls e P T P N P R
U AP AU ATEWle #4830 3% o wdni o0 W O |
ard w0t L8 tzalh, i3 the sours of the truth of osur intellect, it woudd
srogap perfectly sight o asyy, in tha first zloce, thet the Doz zp the
szzgned 2f tho thing 43 Y3 cuuise of wataver coriifude wa huve shomd
vhat e Wiing licell iu, Sines, fustter dhan Hiet, eotges siveyn have
2 roferancs to ke @ulszdence or becaing of things (31}, our mowledse
2 L E

af ihs relutionshiy betwasn ths thing =nd its couse or affect cen, llke
“agvledgs of Lte tralh, be aaid 4o be decendant unce 143 Wesne®,

It ls well kuowm thet the formality of fruth 18 mot Samd

in things, Wt only in the inzellsct, for ihe rexsen that the ting is

the
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adequated to the human intellect only when it is knowm by that intele
lect in such a way that 1% causes ithe intellect to make a true neti-
maticn of' 1t (22), which ean b done only within ﬁhe intellect itaclr,

sinco its action 1s wholly immanent (23).

If this i3 irue of the form ity of truth, it ig 211 ihe 1o0ra

truc o' the foruality of certitude, -since cortitude is considnrad to

) 41

ce the ver: first of 4k

Q

formnlities of sruth 97 John of Ut, Thomueg

(24), “ho aleo zays that She mere relation o adecuabtion ia not v

sell cnoush to constitudsbruth oo She ulsi~gsa erimsetion of Sho

intellact, ™uh that this nertfoctiva ag=aey ol She sSruth =ust alro ine
’ . .

clude ite foundation and tho certitude and the evidence with which it iz

The nain point of the precading discussion is the. v;:m:cau;on
to intelisctual cér*i*uuo alone == 5nd in the “nce of Whatnver cliins
the certisude of the will and of *hln's might aprear 40 hive e= o the
riht to be called cortitude in the proper senso, The arguments which
heve been hrieflzy sug;esﬁed'in defense of that rizht also serve to make
Somevhat more evident what, dght have been.clﬁarvenough Trom fhe nera
fact that certitude has both a proper and an improper sensa, that is,
Shat the concept of certitude is an arglono"s coneept, (26),

Its analogous character is clear from the fact that it is
predicated rrizarily of intellectual certitude and onlj secondarilj of

the other tipes of certitude, which others are, in fact, desimated

certitude solely because they somehow rarticipate this primary
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axd essential cortitude. Thooe ofher cortliludas ame rel-ted 49 ine
tallectual eorditads oither becmss W.ey 4o 445 £LU08 — 25 is g
capg Lor tha obfacts which the human intalleet imova, wiihxut fisin
being devemdant apon it - or becaure iy are its affect — a3 is
ke onge for thosa opercilos o vhetever kind which derive 4o62> neme
titude from the nwian {ndallised which muldes theip imeductisg o 2i.
racta Uiai wroperly o thalr right ond.
6 oust 1o bc thowgtt, nowevery that the osblen 27 2

astribuliion of the csnee 4 o certivrio to tho vasious Tusjects ol
wileh 3% slond o wradiceied is L any souse ardwieted AR 3% AN
alrwudy beon geid ahout 1S here. L3 43 Shvious, o Srurze, wini Lo
Lorocushly suxerficisl o woosition ss e foregsin: can aerIly sven
sotend 89 be adagusts, 30 thed the jwrincigal intet of wis WRIGLLE
i3 not ab iy o deww furbeer ctleniion Qs 1% aring desieianeiss,
Gather, Li3 surpese Lo bo Lmifoato dhad theTo L4 antaor £0ls sorias
4oquestiong, vhich lie roughly in e sauw line as 40 snes alIesdy

saclied 100 mnd which now suggest foemsolves in comnoclion with e,
sesdy o0y ape qusstions ~baud the subjach of cariiiude in tha pryeides o
Zense, Jheye is iz diflavencs, bowever, Betwoon ihs arsal=ms sirsedy
rented and dhose nov soany wp for discussiom B Wik, whils the forzer
Talafed endirely o the ossibilisy of the wevificstion of tha e
conegnt of cerdiiude in things waich are in thoaselves none intelilsctual,
those Lavediztaly gresont and awaitliy solution ave all concercad with
sabjects which are wiolly within the ares, Lif not of tha inteliect, &t

lﬁ'uat zﬁWl@ége»
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These problems suzrest theuselvee for different resson and in

different ways. One can think, for example, of Hercier'g theory of

certitude as having its whole basis in a specification of the act of

&,
X
;
¥
b4

reflex judament alone as the subject of certitude and then ask what {3
to be thought of hig theory from this point of view.

It 15 also possibla to think that the mention of céqnitive faculsy
in the second éf the two Thouistic definitiony of ceftitude should in-
clude the senses, since they certzinly are instrmuzents of kmowlad-ea

and since. beyond that, 3. houas steaizs Verymezvlicitlyfof P—thecerti=—

tuae of sense mowledse and coummares thy 3enses on the busis of the csre
titudes they yield (21). If._then. the senses ares %o be understood asg
included in thig reference {0 cosnitive faculty in the second definition,
how is one to reconcils 1t with the first definition, which would appear
to forbid such an eaueqsion becuuse of 1:s exclusive viention of "intallentug'?
Further thon that, i; is well imown that the tntellect cowprises
three principal Operationsi simple apprehensioh. Jud:ment, and reasonins’
(28). There would seem at first siszht to be no reason wiy all three of
é- these operations should not v embraced by the definitions, especially
gince both of them are intsrested -- whether directly or indirectly makes

| ¥olistle differencé -= in givins the broadesgt possibls meaninz to insellec-

tual certitude. If this is to be the interpretation of the definitions
% what rizht to all the modern writers take the second ag . the definition

8f certitude ang understand its "firmmess of adhesion® as havins reference
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to the act of judgment, withous Flving any explanaiion of why ¥comitive

faclty® does not include at loaat sluple aspprshension, 1f not gecse now~
laedge (29)?

Perheps the slipluat ¥ay of answorlng these jaestions 13 %o point
to the fact that S:. Thonas says absolutoly nothing asout the ecriliadas either
of tho scenges or s? sirple apprehension ‘n his diseussisy of tha &wo de-
finltions, That alone ghould hs e.ush 4o indiente that tley are Lo me
excluded from the oroper concept of certitudis,

It nust be sdmitted, howevar, that the m.ore ~cdssion o ti.eac core
tisndes does nothing to explzin w3~ they have .ao Place 1a comnaesiion with a
consideratior of the sroper conespt of certitude. (Cae ulght sven <0 so far
83 %0 say that, since the jecond definition has as Lts parpose Lhe clarifying
of “he distinction_betwaen proper snd improver certituds, he should have
ziven at least gsome hint in conneation wih that definition of wiy these
certltudss are not certitudas {n the propar 3jsuss.

Such a statemont would be without Justification for ¢wo reansoas.

In the first place, the quesation which St. Thoumg is treating in the plags
at which he introduces the second definition {3 the certitude of hove.

In ordor to answer this quostlon satisfactorily, all he need do is t0 make
the disiinction hetween proper and irproper certituds and to show how hope
falls under the concept of lmproper certitude. To £0 beyoud that i{s not
in any sense necessary for his purpose.

In the second place, he rather obviously presumes that neither
the senses nor simple epprehension can creats any serious difficulty in

Telation to the two definitions. Ke hag, in fact, already clearly dis-
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tiauishad “he firss and secoad operatiosy of Lug Lalelleod wud givea
s'oma #llght attentica o the cersiiuiy of Lha sousss in the firz:
: *Lolitich of tho vary sw.e arsicls as tlﬁa's in wiaieh tae flesv definition
of carilnuwlc ooourse ub iz vasle ABRLWUion Ly i the shudens ig
acqualngsd ~ith o very Lot nt aad fosdorengal dset.oins whlen wuidd seen
to silinminato wuy sosaddility of lacl.fing: the cordis e of the .:az.-.zés aLd

‘ R

of sluplo myrshension in the PIOpar coaoubt 210 ceriivuds.

Hy atatng Lrat dectiriue In 3ev: Tk (loews la cowseutien yich sle

-—— R uTONleu- 3T Srutie L one— Wubcrj That covely La ;.a i fu 2l of Pt 4
(30) thors would R DeET W8 Do no oajeetion to oLy .. = Sy ne ogaie 0 syiogh

o certitnde,

Iwen LeTore lenviag the toxts o2 the Juiienimr 83 :hig fentcnessy

to whlch wefavence has 2lreads heer wads, Lt 4g cossible o find 2% looas
one mnswer % the agoect of St crobicn wlieh 1y ey ‘-’d. with Sie gere

titnde of senao lmowlacze, T3 the rdaponse W une of tha objectisis to
his solutien of the guastion of the certitude of hope, St Momis _acss
& digsluotion betweon the eartiiude of commition und the cexrtitnde of osder,

which consissa in the fact that the certinuie of eeguition never failg,

whils the certliude which i3 found ia nagarsl soings can £2i1 sceideatallys ‘ ;,
1,05t fdes eertitudo eognitionis mukpem dsficis, ;

g80d cortitude naturas deficit qulden non per se, sed . 13

Per accidenge...® (31) : : : _ 5

The thing to observe hers iz that, whan St. Thomes sayy that the k
Cerslttde of knowledge naver faile, he seanms to be Ia;;,riﬁg dwn a miversal o

TERTETIYIAT

snze
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nrineiple, to which there can be no excoption, I there could te oxcertion
mads to 1t, the distinction lie makes here btetvecen tho cortitude of order
that oY cornition would appoar o be ubtterly uselcss. Thus, -t necms

rosgible to say that the rermanence ol its certitude i3 a neculiar and

rarticular charccteristic of the crrtliude of mowledse in tlie nronar enes,
50 “ha® aven the certizu’e of a co;nliive Taculily would nol e 'ro~r ine

telloctual ceortituda, il 1t admitbed the oscibllisy of bein;: lesu,
3 1}

If, now, thin stabaront Is comprred wdih wha he soys noohe

"o

firgt "Solulicn” wentioned nbove (32) abeubl the way in which the =ariiiuds

LY, B Ao

o’ L rence lo alTsehbon, it brcomes rosler clear thab 1 io fuvensille

for that ceritisude %o nieel Lha recuirosnnt o0 vermmmonce which ir demnnded
for theo nrovor concopt of intelloctunl certiiuce. Jhat he caye tiore (J32)
is that the determination of the judsmeont of the renses Is due vo 3he Jact

shab the conedllo ovject ls actually rresent to the neucess

" eeeect siriliter determinatur judicium senslitivae
nartis ex hoc quod sensibile subjacet sensuie.."

Because Cte Thomag' irmedicte interest in thils passapge 1s sianly
to compars the way in which both the intellect and the sense are nade
cortain by the determinaticn which come %o tiem froem the faet iiab their
respective objecio are present to them, the full aignificance of these
remarks nicht be lost unless one alse remenmbers that, once the object of

the sence ccases to be actually present to 1ty there can no longer te any

certitude about the exlstence of that objectz.



PRI R N

RN A

136
"eoeotiujusmodi autenm certitudo, cuot e leat non
possit aliter se habero, non rotest =< cirea
contirgentia aliter sc hahere. o €3 solum vo=-
test de 0is certitudo haberi cum cecm— mp 5Cnou,
sed cuando fiunt extra spoculari, li=r uande dge
sinunt videri vel sentiri, tune laier ==m gsint vol
non 8inteee" (34)

This text from the Commentary nn he Z.2nces may, howevsr,
sl 20 ELE _=memces

aprpear o cornlictte the question fop the act =7 maxle aprrehensicn ax

[

he aame time that it 7dves at least come ansrer — .- recoeet Lo senco

movledre, (ranted, from what ig gai. lere, ikl smoe mowledre cannot

ce Included in the oroener concevt of cortiiuds oZza 1ig ecertiiuda-is-

RID> &5,

only temrorarr, the gama connol be sald A7 the s o aF simnle ansyee

tersion, Leecnuse the auiddities which ars Lnerme 1177477Lam miv-orsal and

therefore asternal (35 o AL l=ast sisple apprener— - when, would secn
! 24 ’ L !

" $o e alisible for inclusion in She nrover cezeem 7 certibude, sinco tf

meets the rovuimromini or pema.nence..
Jor a satis ‘nctor;{ solution o the .fo—_sn ol whotler sha ract

of sinnle aprrehension should not be counted amon; e subjects :Ln which

the rroper concept of cortitude is verified, it sems ncceséar;', then,

Lo burn. aside from this consider:tion of tha objer: «7 itg geh to an

exanination of .the nsture or the act itsels in 2-: mlatlonship to trutl,

It will be =een at once that this soluticn is a ."'*-.:";-:_' argunent against

the pdssibility of finding the proper concept of seliude verified in

sense knowledge,

It has already been noted (36) that i T=3ary netion of truth

“is verified in the intellect, and not in the thin;. I now becomes

g i e e

e e e

et s,

M —
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necaagary to spoclfy thls further and %o say that, siuce it iz the truth

as known which 1a tho perfection of the intellect, the primary notion of
truth 18 verified oaly in the aecond operation of the imtollsct, in which

reration Lt couposes and divides. The reason for this ia that the in-
tellact does not know 1ts conformity to thing in the first operation of
simplo apsrehension. It imows and emmneiates the trath for tha first

tine only zhen 1t judges its conforuity to the thing known (37).

Since truth neans sn adequation botween the intelloct and ths thing

«nd since there can be an adequation only batwoen things which ars iifferaent,
the adequation which truth requires caorot be found 4n tha act of simpla
appren=nsion or in sense kmomledss. The reason for thia is that ssither the
intellect whieh apyrshends siunle quiddititas nor ths gense, which is surely
roceytive of the sonsible species, has in 4% anythilng else than $he sinmi-
litude of the things thay kmow. It 13 only when the wot of Judament i3
porformei izng the intellect hag in 1% anything which is properiy its sm
aend whicn docs not exiat in the oY, ect which 1% imows. In the act of sigla
appretension and 1n the act of sense lmowledge, therefore, there is just
20 ;ogzibiliey of a corparison of two terus in order to know thsir adequation.
Trerofore, thero cin be in $hen no owledae of the truth or, the truth

8s inown i3 oot in thewm (38). Obviocusly, then, thelr truth eannot be the

trath which ig ths perfaction of the Intellsct znd which s dmplied in the
very notion of truth itzelf,

Thig does not wean, howsver, that the intelleat is not trus when

it apprehends quiddities, or that the sanse is not true when it knows its

o~

N
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object, 'hat it does mean is uh&t tho truth which 1a in thom is in them

in the very same vway in which the truth 1s in any other thin;, that is to

say, that in knowingz their objects aa they do they are conformin: to the

divine idea of whkat they should be us fuculties of knowledge, in the .ame

vay that other thin's are conformed to the divine ldea of whab tiwsy, “oo,

should ve oy being what lhey are (J”). Thus the truth is In shem sl nly

as in a thin~, and without any special rererence bto the act ihnt lLhey are

Tacuities of rnowledge:

M eeeduritas 1y itur notest esce in seonsu, vel in

—r—s

o "intellectu cornoscente suod vuld sty ub i wuadan

TO VCerae.esepnroovrie loruendo, veritas ost in intel-
loetu comroanenie ot u";'Eﬂte; non autom in sensu R
necue in Antolloc,u coznoscente wuod quid c8bees.’ (A0)

The only way, then, In which there cnn be truth or Jzloisy ip the
Tirst operation of the intellect which forms cuiddities or in the aprro-

honsicn of the sence == apart from the jud:mant which the latier cun zinke

s

on 138 object == is-in virtue ol its relationship to tho acd orf jud ment
operated by the intelloct followinz upon these acts of apprehensions

"Teeesln intellcctu autem primo eb principaliter
invenluntur falsitas et veritas in judicio come:
ponentis et dividentis; sed in formatione quid=
ditatum non nisi per ordinsm ad judicium quod ex
formations pruedicia consequitur; unde ot in sen-
SUesenon est ibi veritas et falcitas proprie, sed
solum secundun ordinem ad judiciun ruod ex formatione
praedleta consequitur; prout seilicet ex apprehensione
tall natum est sequi tali Judiciumg.." (41)

If it is ossible to speak'of truth as being properly in the sense,

it is only because it is not simply apprehending its object, but judging it (42).

-



139
But it would seem that no such exception can be made for the act of simple
apprehension, since there is no judgment whatsoever in that act.

It is extremely interesting to read, in the light of these texts,
the one Noel (43) recalls in which St. Thomas speaks of the intellect's
making a kind of comparison between the thing and its quiddity in the act
of simple apprehension:

".eooIntellectus tamen incomplexus, intelligendo quod

guld egt, aprrehendit quidditatem rei in quadaw compa-

ratione ad rem; quia apprehendit eam, ut hujus reti

qaidlitatem.. !t (L)

I% would seen that ths lumportant polnt of this text 1s that the
comparigson which the intellect maies hers is between the thine apprehended
and its quiddity, not beiween the quiddity as known and the guiddity in
itself. ©Since this is so, it 1is impossible that this be such a corparison
as can yield zny knowled;;s of the truth -- and it is not at all clear that
Noel tries to S&; that it is. ‘''he only case in which it could be of any
use for a knowledge of the truith is exactly the case to which St. Thomas
applies it, that is, to God, Who, in the supposition of the arguuent of
St. Thomes,would then know the truth because he would know His quiddity
as His omn -- preswiably because His intsllect is identical with Hims;lf.

Finally, with respect to the truth's being in the sense, it is
especially important to observe the serve limitation which St. Thomas
makes in connection with his admission that there is truth in the sense
properly speaking. First of all, he grants it only for the case in which,

as alrsady ncted (45), the intellect mskes a Jjudgment about its object.
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I% has no epplication at all to the §ass 4n which tha sengse ceruvly
apprehends its object without Judginzg 1t It sewss that the consideration
which leads him to adud$ that the truth is properly in the Jjudgoent of tha

genge is the sols fact shat the truth 1s properly in the intellect mhen

is Se
It would appesr to be a serious miataims, however, t0 concluda

frowm this that he teazs to say that the truth is ia the Juigment of the

sengs in the saue way saat 1t is in the juigoent of the intellect. Ha bas

made 1t clear (46) beZsre he comes to this dlscuaaion at all that, though
the judgment of the sacse is a trua judgment 0 long as its judgwent is
in conformity with the thing which it judges == and it need not b in the

cage of 1ts judging on she basis of coumon &nd accidental senailles (L7) ==

nonethaless it does nct Sww the truthi

#....3ed voritas est in sensu sicut consequens actwm
ajus; dwa scilicet Jjudicliua 3ensus eat de 18, 3egun=-
dum quod os$; sad tanen non ast in geasu aigut coqg-
uita a gensu: i eanin sensus vers judicat ds rebus,
non tasen cogooescit veritatem, qua vere judlcaty
quxavis snin ssasus cognoscat se seuntire, non tamen
gognoscit matuTma suan, et per COusequUENs nec natu~
ro el sobus, Ree proporiicment ejus ad rea, st ita
nec veritatsa .m‘ooo' (hS’

Ee alsc zakes slear in the saze place s8 the ong from which ths

text st quoted ia tarmm that the truth 1s in the intellect as imown. Thas,

the {ntelloct and the sense are alike tn that the truth is in both of them
as a consoquence of their rﬁspeosin acts, that ie to say, since in both
cases the Julgment mais is actually conformed sthe reality m_which tholir

—
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jodgment 13 wade. They differ, howsver, in that the truth 1s in the
fntellect as imown, whilo it 13 not in the sonss &s xnown.

Thus, whea ha admits that the truth ia properly in the judgment of
the sense which 1s conformed with reality, he does not thersty mean w0 say
that the perfection of truth is in it.

In addition %o baing able to uaks a Judsmment, a faculty which is
to possess the perfaction of truth muat be able to xnow its conformiiy with
reality. 7his only tha intellect can imow, becauss 1% alone ig capable of
that oomplets return upon itself which 1s rsguired in order that 1t imow
that 1t3 netws i3 to be conformed to things (48). Thus, becauss it can
Jjudge and when it does actually judge correctly, the truth in tha croper
senge of the word is in the sense. But, because the sense is incapable
of complats raflsstion, it can never imow its own nature and the conformity
of that nature wi;;h the object, nor can it ever possess the perfeciion of
<tath. |

1t would bs extrecaly profitabls to take tize hore to exanine the
modern eozmentaries nade won this text of article nine of the first question
of the Ds Veritats, and to stlempt an evaluation of such different int“ar-
pratations of i; as Boyer's snd de Tonquedee's. To do so, however, would
throw 1ittle lizht upon the problems here deing discussed so that they will
te passed by. It may be noted nonetheless that the disagreeuents about
this text in no way affect what has been said here, slnce their concern is
quite different from what is presently at issue. It should de observad,



12
()] tu hat Mercler! .
N rthermors, that Mercler's restriction of reflection to 2 voluntary and
deliberate act of Judgment 1s no where hinted at by St. Thomas when he
talks of the reflaction by whi;:h the intellect lmows its own nature.
It would seeu, in fact, that the better interpretation is that he means
quite the onposits.

| 7hat has been sald thus far would appear to eliminate both sense
znowledge and tue act of simple apprehension from coqsideration ag subjects

of certitude in the proper zense. If naither tha sense nor the firat act

of the intsellect attain rthé perfection of truth, 1t would seem to follog

necessarily tha.;t they do not attain to the perfection of certituds..
5t1ll, there ssems to be a2 serious Aifficulty with this conf:lusion.

Iln the first place, it is a well-knomn ang generﬂly accepted Aristotelian

and Thomistic doctrine that the senses are inerrant with regard to their

proper objects (50) and that the intellset is likewise infallible =ith

respect to 1%s apprrehension of t.ha quiddities of sengible thinzs (51).

It 1s clearly impossible fo deny that these certitudes are certitudes of

i k:no"ledgﬂ- ‘
In the second place, ths sense of thae second of the two definitions

of certitude would seem to be simnly that it opposes the certitude of
knowledze to the certitude of operations which are directed by knowleége.
and that it shows the latter is a derived certitude, since whatever certi-

tude 1t has come from the certitude of the knowledge which directs 1t:
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*....cartizuds tognitionis est ex seipsa; certitudo
zatex naturae +3% ¢x alio ordinante in finem...® (52)

Now, it camnot be clairmed that ths certitudes of sense knowledge and of
simple aczrensnsion are aothing wore than certitudes of operatlon. They
are certiinies of inow.edge and, as such, seen to fall directly into the
class of certitudcs wcim are opposed to the certitudss of oparation in
St. Thomas' exzositisc. This is the sawe thing as saying that they belong
to that cizss of certiiides wnich are called such *proprie®.

Pirailz, thous: the “intellactus® of the first definition clearly
excludes s:nse nowlsdse, it does not ssem %0 warrent axcluding the imowladge
of sicple apprehensioz. Tne intellect.is a faculty of kmowledge and it is
Just as irily such in I:3 first as in iis other operations. 1If this first
definitisz intends $5 i.fine the certitude which belongs to the intellect
a8 a faczliy of imowleiss -- and it can hardly be talking about the intel-
lect in =y other sense — then it would ssem that the intellectual act
of simple apprehansion szould ds included in it, and even with better right
than the acis of judzze=: or reasoning, since it appears to be more certain
than either of them. |

Tte intantiorz 3?7 this objection is, of course, to clrcuxvent the
arguent vhaich is basai on the fact that certitude is a perfection of the ,
truth (52). It would seem to be impogsible to attack that argument di-
rectly. Tnderstanding that the truth here spoken of is formal truth (54),

that is, t2s truth which is defined with reference to the intsllect which
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i% perfects (55), its own perfoction, in tum, demands,first of all,
that 1t be known as such (56) and, secondly, that it be certain, 4 sign
that it must be certein to de perfzct is, as John of St. Thomas points out
(57), ths fact that, if truth and falsity ars taken only as relations, thay
can be pi'esent in or abgent i{rom a 3nc£°r;_ent antirely by chance or by acci~
vdent. Thas, 1Y the fact on which & judgment i3 based changes without the
aaowledgs of the one who zakas the judguent about it, that jud; wnt 50

false, This would ssen to ost.c..zl.lph clearly anouzh that certituads

3
Ua

as dem.* 1 by St. ’I‘Lo:z-.,, u._t ic ,an intell '\ctm}. certdi ..de, ig'a

perfacman af iar:;z;l truth and that 1% cen be found only whers the. tmuth

as gucl, wat is, the truth 2z inown, can be found. Sinee if is ineon-

trovertibly trze that St. T‘haaa.s teaches tuat thia truth as known is not
 found ia cither the zenss or in simpls apprehension, bub anl,; in the jucgrzen

the anly way of evyciding the saze conclusion aboub cortitude is to try b

saze 2 distinction Detween the certitude of trath and the certitude of

inowledgs in such a wey that one caould then claim thed 8%. Thomss 13 de-

fiaing the certitude of **zowledfﬁ,' not the certitude of ‘bm.tt., and that his

insistenca that the truth as inown is_foa:zd oaly in the judgment is, there—

fore, beside ﬁ:a point for the certitude of knowledze.

~ The foundation of this objection 1s, hoﬁever, sn eguivecation. It

as;-:-lms that every facully of imowledge is such indiiferently and ﬁ}a

falsity of this assumption 1s alrsady evident from what hag been said.

One doss not get at ths vei-y bottam of an undersiending of what the intsllect

R
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is until ha appreciztes the fact that it is, not sluply a faeulty of

knowledze, tut that it is a faculty which can lnow the truth, and that

imowing the truth constitutes iis perfection, and that thia perfection

is the truth as o

"Parfectio autem intellectus est verws ut commitum.t (59)

? L eeesSlcut orgo tonm et 2olum desigrnawt perfecti-~
Sy quae Funt in rebusy ita verum ot ralswa desig-

nant perfoctiones co nitiomun...® (59)

It is obvious, thom, that the consideration of the izntelloc

a facudliy of ‘mowledss leads to the very sauze conclusion as does %z cin

siderztion of the trath, Certainly, in defininy ssrtitude, St. Tusmos is
not defining an imperfaction of the intelleet, Cronted, then, that Le s
dofining a perfection <f it, it is ineseazahly irue that that certitude
cammat be found :.. sinpla apprehension or in the zenses,

Furthor than that, to tell abosut the certitude of cognition a5 If
it could be in any way separcted from the certitude of truth betrsys a
eazplats misundarstanﬁing of the clsarly expregsed Thomistic doctrine

that knowledzs ic an ef?act of truth;

%, ..JHoe est args guod addit wveritates suprs ens, scilicet

conformitaten, sive admequationem rei et intsllectus; ad quan
conformitaton, ut dictun est, seguitur cognitio rei. Sic
ergo entitas rel praecedit raiionem veritatis, sed cognitio

est quidan veritatis effcctus....? (©0)
Thess congiderations sesm to moke it perfectly clear that any

attenpt to insinuato sense knowledge or the act of simple zporehension
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into St. Thomas' Swo definitions is wholly illegitizate. It may ba added,

" further, that is i3 hardly good procedure to take advantage of the lack

of pracision of the "virtutis cognitivae® in the sscond definition as the
f3umdagion for such an objsction as the one Just discusged, As already
pointed out (61). ths purnose 5t. Thomes bas in mind in that defianition

{a not at all $o maks =n exsct specification of the mesning of sToper cer-
tithde, in the sense of indleatinz directly what 1s to be included in that
tarm, but simply to make the distinctlon between the caftitude of ﬁzovlede;a

1taelf and the cartit..de of being end cperation which iz dus to the directicn

or ordering of certaln Lmowledm and which is to Dbe excludad fron the ﬁnt.
It seeus necessary, then, tc admit that the senses and the first

operation of the intellect are cartain with the certiiude of thiigs, in

the same way that they are true with the truth of things. Further than

that, becsuss their certitude is dus easentially to the fact of their being

rwburally detorzined in thelr opemtion,faa will bs shown almost immedlately

(52), 1% would seem that there 13 no necessity for ineluding them in ths

gertitude which St. Thomas calls proper. If anything, 1% wul;l appear that

thelr cartituds g lzproper and, to that degrea, oppesed to pﬁpar cersitude.
A further objectlon to this.concl’usion mizht mseem $o be possidle

on the basis of an &dmisbsicn that 5% Thoras makes for truth. It will bo.

recalled (43) that, even though he makes it cle#r that the truth as known

canno’ possibly ba in the sense faculty, he nonstheless grants that truth

in the proper sense is in the true Judgment of the sense faculty. The reascan

vhy he allows this proper truth to the Judgment of senge {s, on ths one hand,

I
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that 1t iz 2 Jjudgment and, on the other, that the truth can be knowm as
such only ¥y an aet of judgoent, It 1s, then, in tho fact that they are
both Jjudgnents that the trus Judguent of senase and the judgment which
kunows the truth as such colnolde. This colneidsnce is enough to 21low
that truth in the proper sense 1s in tha true Judgmont of sensa.

Zeczuee of the narallal dYoetween ccrsitude and truth vhich hos
baen egtablished in the pressding diascuinion, perbaps 1t will be showht
that the znxe concession for certitude is warranted, It ulysht scea that
one could make this sase distinction betresn certlitude in the formcl sense
and certiiude in the prover sence qé then 2ttribute certitudce in tha croper
gense to the judcnent of sense. 1t enuld not, of course, be claimed thet
the gane thing is true of the siiwly representative act of seusc (movledge
or for the simple spprehenaion of the intellect, since nsithar of thess

ere juigmanisz, .

If thig were trus, it would lecad to & rather anomalous sisuation

with regard to the second definition of certitude, It would mezn that

the Jjudgment of gense was to be included in the dafinltion of certituda,
vhile both its simply representative act and the act of siuple apprehernsion
wara to be excluded from it. This would sppear to e a rather strangs
elignwent of coomitive facultlse. The only possible pretext for atfempting
to prove the truth of tals strange situation would be that 1t might serve
to mderlins the imporiance of Jjudgiant for the dofinition of e¢srtiiude.
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Thae attempt to do so fails, however, because hers there is no

longer & parcllel between truth and cartitude. Granted that the inowledze
of the truth,that iz, truth in the proper sense, ia viﬁol_\.y dependent :pon

the ability to form a judguent, the casse for certitude is entirsly dif-
ferent. The senoe is noit cortair in its Jjuwigment because it makes a judiment,

:

In fact, if jwdgnont i fakan absolabtely to mean 2 trus judgmant, the sense
cen maxe H judziont only becouse id Is certain, The reason why it iz cor-
todin is thab its opesrution is aatusally deterained in such a2 war ihat

-

it sisply crrmob De dedfccetive when 1t zukos a judgnent a.‘mut its ?:.ro?;-er

long, of course, as the fucully of sease ...tselx ia :st

SL

2.
PRy

roupted.  Thus, e relaticaskip Letween s certitude of sense an

jﬁdg;;c:;‘b is 3.1::‘1’. tre reverse of tio relationshi p betwesen the proper seuse |
) 18 of truth and tae judzment of sense. Obvi OUBlf, then, thers is 2o zround
. here for u compsrison batween certitude and touth.
13 2ight hove beoen expected froa what has been sald, however, ile
relationship Letween certitude and judgment, on the one hazd, and truth
and jui—g;n.ént, on the other, is =maintained in the case of the second ope~
‘!‘&ticm of the intellect. Just as ths formality of truth is cie_sendeut upon
the £ ot that there is a judgnent made, 8o neliher is there any certitude
dn the proser sense sparh from a judgrment,

Thig i9 perfectliy claar from wint has already baen’;said, but it
be well to quote a sbort passage from John of St. Thamas, in which he

“ments upon St. Thomas! statasent (64) that one known that every whole is

———
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greater than its pard lmmediately he xnows what a whole and nart ars,

and that this wmowledze belongs to mon by Teason »f the wery nature of

RS

Eis intellachual sml. Jobn of 3%. Thaws is Imediately iateresied

»
<

in this text as an erguaant to prave that sinple apuyebension alons 1

3

not enouzh for the gemeration »f the habld of first orineiples, It tha
<ha foration of 2 sropogiiim erxd assend to b 4s alme reqmdred. Dt
weh he sare hars about the nacssoity of judgnent ia zerfectly apnlicable
to the gquostion Y the s5till nore sensral relationship between cartditude

mnd judoents

KIzac conclualo miantun od Srinan wartes, wed non
ouiicdt gdnplan asorenensis terpinoivm sine judle
elz, swadiar ax S, Thous, 7 I umestions LI, ar-
ticuio »nrime dicit, quod ex nofture anlmwe intel-
Loctivee comvonid homint, moad capudie Tild ost o
tuaz, st quid est pars conoccat gquod cne totm est
anjus aua orde. Illa waton coonitlis psriisz, 2t co-
nitic totius est simplax apirehensioc, sed illz cormi-
S35 me totim ast aejnuz Sua porw, 0% somposiitd
at judicium, ud de 89 patote. 870 prinms prineipia
=on in gola bdormiromn cpeorelensione compipbmi, 2zd

judicio, ot assenzu, ot compositions,.® (65)

9%, Themas nioself is bub 1ittles less explicit, thoush he sgesus
sether to prosuze that the determinatioms he has alrsady made are sufficlent,
in zuch a pagmegs a8 the followings ) |

"Patest onim ano zeds conzidernyi intsllectus zog-
rar soemdim se. 3% sic doterminatur ox pracosatia
intelligdbiiiz, sicut materia deterninatur o= prae-
santic formzs, BA hoo muides conidnydd in hia quae
statia luming intellectus agantis intelliginvdlia fi-
unt, oicat sunt prise oriacipia guorm oot intellee-
tus; et similiter dolerminastnr judiclum sensitives
sariis ax hos quod sonsibils subjscet sencul...? (65)

Tais statorent hag alrondy boen reforrad Yo (67) for what it

seys aboubt the deteraination of the sense. Bul that reference abould
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not cause one to lome aisht of the fact that, bafore coming to this
comnarison at all, he has already discussed the cuestion of the act
of simple aporchansion =nd has made it clear that he 1s here discussing
Jdgment,  Such texts could be rather easily nmultlnliad in [avor of
the fact that jud-nent 13 an essential condition of eertitude in the

roner censc of intollectual certitude, but there would be 1

in doing so. It Iz alrcady swliiciontly plain that composition ol

b §

Judiment on the bterms [irst simply apprehanded 1s the necescary concliion

2

botween eortlsude and She judgment ol cense Is understood, it i oldar

that a distinction Lotween rormal and proper certitude ani the oxtension
of the nmeaning of proner certitude to include the judgment of sense,
on the analegy of judgnénﬁ and trubh, iIs impoasible,

From the noint of view, thcn,.of the dorivation off the cere

tituds o7 the judsment of sanse, ;ha imrrorer sense of certiiude I the
only ene which can be allowed for it. As already indicated (63), the
reason tor thils 1s that the second of the two\Thcmistic definitions of
certitude rakes a clear distincticn between proper certitude and the
certiiude which natural operations enjoy bg reason of God's Infallidbly
directing ﬁhem to their ends,

It ims worth while seeinz how much St, Thomas insists upon this

aspect of the comparability of the operation of the senses and of the

act of simnls apprencneion to natural operations, Thuas

—— ——~ForHhe--certitude -of -the- intellsct+—Thusy-when-the-op-esite ralatdorshkip —
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"o apimo (sensus) quidem cires sropria semsibilia
saaper verus osb aut modicum habot de falsitatas, 8i-
cut enln potentine naturnles non deficiunt in ;ro-
srilo operationitus, nisi iz sdoovi parte, sropler
aliquos corrupilonan; siec atain sansus non deficiunt
a vero judicio propriorum semsibdlius, niad in oi-
z(aorg. varta, oSrovtor aldjums corruptdonam orZ ni.ee
62

Whot ho hers astades a3 a ocomparison, ho nakes explicit ag a
Jrinciple of demonstrztion in ihe following ot after he first zotes
the vullddity of tha canparisons

1' "Regpmdes dicaendum jued Jiilosoghus conpartt quan-
tun ed hoe dntelloetim: zensul, Sensus ani: eirca
grooriwa objsctizy nun dacipliurese It hindus relin
ast in avldanti: yvia ad propriun objsetun najrse—
que pobtontda per 5o sxdinaniur, secundun uod ipgs;
quane auion cund liumnodi, saunsy exden nwodo 8 La-
bonb. Unae, snaognte oveabtda, non deficld sjus ju-
iiedw: cirea sropriuy sojsedan. Objectun cutan oro-
srias Indollaclus est quidditas rel: wnde ciren juld-
ditaten roi, per so lojuando, intalloctus non {alll-

UTeeee” (70)
whaen,. then, the senses and the intollect In 133 act of sizple

apprehonoion hove thoir objacts applicd bo e there is oo furikar

indeter—inasion in thie faculilos thamselwes which has to be overcome
before ey can imov those objecta. They aro one vhols step closer to
Whelr objects, as it were, than lg the Intellect In ite opsrziions of
Judsment and ressoninz. Im this eonnectlan, it i worih rvempridng how
S5t. Thomss compsres ithe seases which an anlual hag when 1t is Dorm te
the nowledge which men acyndres Uy eclance. Thup, the senses are a xind
$ habide

¥, eesalum aubar andonl jan generctum est; tunc hoe

=odo habet sensus, sicut eligulas hsbet zclentlan
gquardo jam Aidicitaess® (’71)
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) | It aight hers be observed in passing thet, when St, Thomus
notes (72) that there is no habit which verfects the spaculative in-
tellect with regard %o comtdnsents, cne could alao add tha’ it hag
no noed of such hablts, entirely ssart from the fact that 1t is not
cencernsd with contingenis. GSven if this wers not trus, the senzes
2l the et of sdmpls aporehension could very well Lo considersd as
supplying whatever the speculative intellect nighi be canceiwvsd 22 wont-
ing o mow aboubt continseants, |

Thuse argusents would ssen o ddszose adequataly of haterar

dirficuities ai it e raised aziinst the exciusion of seuse Xnowlodgs

and the agt of sluplse ap rebension from the fwo Thonisitde f'lai‘initidﬁs
af cartitud‘e.

it é.’aould e carefully noted, howerer, thut the certitude of
natursl opemotlon which characterizes the sense faculiiss amd the act
al ei:xpla} aporetongion ig slso vordifisd in all the potenciss of tie
soul, the intellect includad:

k5ic ergo dicendum est qued appeiitus natuéalis in

est omins potentiis animas e pertilua corgoria

respectu proprii boni.. ¥ (73)

Fraa this point of view, thers is no distinction at &ll 4o
b n6de betwesn the intellect and the snsest ‘

B, yeseintellootus quidem naburnliter appetit in-

tellizibile ut est intelligibile; eppetit enim

naturaliter intelliectus intelligere, et sensus
sentirT e n? (74)
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Ture are several very interscting aspecis to this doc-
trine tiz1 hore 15 In the Indellect itaelf ard in all its opesnilons

a ghar: I zhe inproler certituds of natursl operaiion and that this

certitude 3 by no =sans confined to the met of simple apyrehiension.
Thus, it wmld be very well worth wiile to dlscuss Rousselot!s the-
axy (75) wat tie izzeilect i3 formally specified by a desire ard the
comgaciznees for i 2% idea of the tectt last gquoted above and which ne

cites ip =i favor, “wouch zoperently witheut adwsriing to the force

e ircediitel; importent, howaver, is tie necessibty ob

uchogiz g ot iz maturel detercimation of the intellect i3 o

AN - ——

b ~

zuch Zuzmevior of W2 indellectts atlaining the teath asg it i3 ihat

“he se-ser wnd the iy o simple sporehiension attala their proper oo-

>
3

iects. Tz experiesia aof error, svon fox ithose who arse competent i
ire szsclowive or —Tactical aciancss, is too comson to allow of any
dscsriizz m thad sesma, I4 i3 3:perectly upon this welli-attested
fatim2 o she inmtellact to gmin the tmuth 4o which it is naturally di-
rected tt== St. Thorzs Mases one of the two proofs he glvis to show
that t&e _zzellzcht <I2Pers from the sensess

To—het Tuof irisllicews nepn sit idem guod gentirs,
s duo meco:. Quorum priTun tals est. Intellize~
= contingis r=cie et non recte. Bacte quiden cone
wogit intel’4zore secundun sclantiam, quae est spe-
="andliun 2% necaszariorun, vel sscundim prudentian
7me 83t recua ratio contingentiwm agibdlium, vel se-
szt opirisnen veram, guse se habet ad utrumque, et
=x deterzimaie ad alterum oppositorum, sicut sclen-
=1 et prudesiia, sed ad unm cum formidine alterius.
timn rects miam! contingit intelligers, secundum
e contre=ia, idest secundim falssm sclentiam, et
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%o be 8 ftruly intellectucd act, in onite of ths strong enchasis which
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Ygecundia Lprudentian et secundus opdnionen falsan,
Sentirs auten non contingdt nisi rects, quias sensus eir-
ca oropria senaibilia semper verus esty ergo sentdrs

et intallizere non sunt ides” (76)

There 19, then, no possibility of confusing the second and

third oparations of the intellect with its first operatiost on the

gt all thres are naturlly certaln in the same way. Helther

griy that there I3 2 natursl dotermination in all ihires operse

dons. O ¢ouroe the problon now i3 $o see in whiat sense tha ach of

orohension can e distinpuished from the senses and ba shown

bag so fer boun placed an thelr rosemblance,

“he cooparmbllity of the senses and af the nek of singld

apprabenaion with pespect to their being oo naturally detornined to thair
respective objects thal they cannot jossibly nisrepresent tham should
nod tha occasion of forgetiing that the =met of aiapls appreiensian
elgo hes the character of an intellsciunl oparstion, and that this
belongs to it escemtially, The differemce between it and ths senses here
is very clear, While tho menses ars severly lmited to the particular

condidioms of the objaéts which they represent and judge, this detarmi-

not imposed on the act of simple sporshensions

¥3¢iendun 23t igitar, quod socmduam virtuten medil
cognesesndl, comltio ad mulla wel jsuca ss axtan—
dity sicut simdilitudo quae recipitur in view, st
doterminata secmdun particularss conditiones red,
unde est ductivs in commitionem unius rel; sed ai-
ailitode red mecepta in intelliecta, est ahwoluia a
particularibus conditionibus, unde cum slc elewatur,
est daotdve in plurses. ® (77) ‘
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fleither is this 1n any somnse to bo taken as denyin, that

ct

th: gensas are faculties of knowledze, Ib is, indeed, true tha
tiey do nod reprasent their obfesct as free of Lus natarial conditions,
“uh they recelve their specles without ratters:

M eeercnous auten rreisil snecles sine materla,

gsed tamen cum enroitionibus malerialibus; intel-

loctus auten ebian a comdilloniiug materinlibus

donurates recinitesss’ (73)

In his commontary cn the rassage in the Da Veritate ifrom

vhich this last text 1s takon, John ol .te lhomas wmoints out that the

]

< &1 4
-

”
o]
1

immateriality of which :!t, Thomas therc speeks In connection
tell=ctual knovledo is to be understood as meaniny something a cod
deal-more sinificant than the nsre nogation or lack of matter. It has
reference prirarily to the iact that the representutive species, in its
formalisy as renresontative, does not determine the faculbty of unowled;e
onbitatively, and it iz nrecisely this abllity to recelve the Intele
ligible species or form, without teing entitatively determined by it
in its formality as snecles, which characterizes every faculty of
knowledge and which makes all knowledge possibles

®eesest quia comnoscentia debent habore lstum mo=

dum peculiarem recipiendi seu essendi alia extra se,

ideo dicitur quod immaterialitas est quasi radix cog=

noscendiceo (79)

Thoush it is surely necessary to recognize the fact that
both sense knogledga'and the knowledge of simple approhension are thus
truly knowledge, it is much more inrvortant that the distinction betvween

them and its implications for certitude be made clears &ince, &s alresdy
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indicated, sense knowledze ic determinad to the particulir condltions
. of its object, 1t is cormpletely lacking in ithe universallty wilch 1is

freadom fron ¥hooe perticnior conditions Fives o the imowledge of cimole

imowledze which is sroper to the lameon irwelioct &g such is the wni-
L - -

- ] o 3 e = " - — . - o -
werani imovwledzs of natericl Tomms =rd £3% .3 mmowledzs of tloze f2ms ag

they sxist in their rarticular matter (22). This ii, of course, ths zame

shiny ag saying dhst the wroper cojoct of the nman intelliect lz lie
quiddits of material tuincs (S2).

Ths closa denendence of 3ense movisdgs oo the naterial coo-
ditions of ita ohisct hns, than, the resili tbet It Is 2o indeterainate

.pd mmesrtain tnowledsze., The individoal somellle matisr wilich la ixe

arinciple of individustion af materisl reings is in itselfl a principle

titade, to that of the intellset {C4).
Tha essences or rudditiss of saterizl things which the in-
tellect atbtiins withwut errer in thz act »f sisple apprehension are noi,

however, subjsct o thin incertitude, T2 reason iz, ol course, tat

-they are universal. As gich, they are fres fron ths veriabdlity ecd

TN
~—
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chanzeability which attaches to individusl sensidle matter. And it
is becouse the senses camnot nake abstruction from this individual
matter and its lacortitude that they are rijht in their judzment only
waen thelr object is actually orecent to them.

This is not te say that raticr i3 not a part of the essercs
of 2 maderi:l thing. Bui the matter which enters into the definition
of material teings ls, not iadividual, bat cormon sensible matter (35).
I% i3 also to be distinndished £rom the comon intsllidblibvls matter
#hich snters imbo the considerstiorn of sathewatics (86), Dut tiis
cammon zatter, as a part of the wnivorsal essence of ithe naterial thi g
wirich e intellect knows, sharsg tig imiobility and the certitude of
the ascance itself (87) and ia itself wnowable uy the iniellect (5C).

These points have besn sufi'iciently developed elsewhers (59),
so that there i need hers only to call them once more to mind, A%
tie pemg tine, It shold not be allowed %o pass without remark that
it would semis to be because of their inadvertence %o the necessarily
universal character of intellsctual kmowloedzo &g such that modern Schse
lagstic writers, withoul appmrent exception, accepd the diviaion of
certitude into netaphysical, tiysical and moral (90). It is worth
noting, furthermora, that the assignment hy Van Steenberghen (91) of the
medioval classification of the scisncas to an aesthetie principal is
rather startling evidence of unfamilisaxity with this doctrine, and more
perticularly with the forty-fourth lasson of the first book of 8t. Tho-

mas! Commentary on the Posterior Analvtics in which 1t plays so important

a part. ‘
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The foregoin’ diacusaion shouldvbe anouzh to make it clear
that the subject of certitude in thwe progur aenge 1s th'a intollseoh
in its o;:emtiané of judgrment and reasoninz, This srecision of tha
suzjset of certituds ip necessary, asinca the jroper subject of an
aceidont mugt be nlaced in its definition (92). It may be noted ine
cidantally that, since it iz cerititde in the abetract which i3 defined
in the %wos Thomistic dsfinitiona, its subjset is mentioned in the zenitive
cace mather then in tha nomimativae (33).

 Since tho intellect airehends o m.gef* e “3.1 s of »a

satamntiecally gusrantesd 4:‘.1:-5' Ja@ inerrmncy, It izt o what &)
process which was so well berm could not be dei’icient in its ulieris
devalomenta. ‘

fnis wosid, Iindeed, D tras if it wers 2 matler of ap rehen-
ding wacomposed Lmiaterdal thingaz, the substance of whileh 45 its sae
as thelr gssenca, In that case, the ju:agment of the inowledge about

their substonce would add nothing %o the !movwledge of thair essence as

siaply spprebended (99) ‘Bub neterial things are not the swwe 28 their

£

ssence (9*;) and te:.r esence is itoelfl ca:moaad (7. It is on

L]

thing %o know the quiddiiy of meterisl things without ervor and quite
gther thing fo imow all that that gquiddity contains, Thet zinple
spprenension truly attains end correctly vepresenis as mch of the

RSRSH T
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quiddity as it does reach is all that is assured by its natural
certituds. There is no such warrant for the perfect accuracy of
what escapes it. Cajetan has made this distinction very plaing

", ...n0ta quod aliud est cognoscere quiditaten

seu cognitio quiditatis, et aliud est cognitio

quiditativa seu cognoscere quiditative. Cognos—

cit enim leonis quiditatem quicunque novit aliquod

ejus praedicatun essentiale. Cognoscit autem

quiditative non nisi ille qui omnia praedicata

quiditativa ad ultiman differentiam novit...* (98)

There is, therefore, a wide field of indetermination in
hman knowledge which remains unaffected by the natural certitude of
simpls apprehension., It seems important to observe, further, taat tiis
indetermination extends even to the relationship between quiddities
and their essential predicates, because failure to realize this zmizht
lead to & complete misunderstanding of the reason which St. Thomas gives
(99) for the necessiﬁy of judgnent and reasoning in human knowledgs. A
careless reading of that text could very well leave the impression that
simple apprehension implied a complete and total seiziure of the quiddities
of material things and that judgment and reascning were necessary only
to arrive at a knowledge of their accidents. In the sezme way, neglect of
Cajetants distinction would have the effect of meking it impossible to
obtain a proper understanding of the fact that science is a means of
arriving at conclusions in which proper passions are predicated of their
subjects (100), and that this is accomplished through the medium of the

definition of both the subject and the proper passion (101).
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Onee thig datarainatinm of the subjast of corkituds has
vsen mede, 1t would sesn sismpla ensush to amwl*:.{.ia diractly ihat o
Tt of ’zﬁhe. Sirat definition and the #co,:;mscitﬁ.lé” of the secqnd
huve refersuce to the jropositions whieh nea the object 54‘.’ ti.e acts
of Julgment x:nd maémi 2. 1% would ssan ta 'x2 izﬁ:;ossribls Lo Iz werprat
ihess daras ag :az‘,?ndi;::g Zor ~o Lilividund anborial obdact In itz sine
gulor axdsbuave, since z1l that tag mon sald wp bo this polnt o7 e

e o . ; . L SUUTINE S 3 R -y , Sy uy b =)
axvurs of lntellectunl lmowisdso oamitng 1t J2irly obviocus that ths fne

Ty T AV o gze tize, ngvevor, 16 1o also Loy

E w.oat el 2.4 5 - Yoy 8 [ ., 1 N e T
intellect lakes into account thie Inlividual morel act or the 2inridar

#ork o exd in thair contingency.  Since this is traey 1% 13 necossary

to conadder wrislly the noncidbility that these noanl sets and wooka

i,

-

3l art :re included in these definitisms.

pR&A

How, tiers 45 no vuestion ~f the 'i‘act that.St. Thess
tonches that there 1s ecortitade in the practical intellect (102).
It 13 alzo noticeabls that, in the text quoted »ba% (1032) in evi-
dence of the difforence betwoan tha intsllect and ile sensea, that he
mpesks of prudence, as well es of sclencs, as being determined to one
of & pair of oprosites. Thus, the authority of St. Thomas himsel? would
eopear W0 Justify the incluszion of preciical cerditude in the two de-
finitions,

¥et thero ssen to be serdcus difficuliles with this inter-
protation, Withoud entering into the difference detwesn the cortiiude

of art 23 distinguished from that of prudsuce, vhich would be iteelf
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adequate matter for separate iresutnent, it is logitimats %o consi-
dexr then as ons from the point of view that s imowledge which ther
volve 13 the :nowledge of condingert things as such, that is, in
thalr contingency. Froa thls aspect, they are, of eourse, clearly
distingiishablo from the selentiflic consideration of coniingents,
“hich sbetructs from thelr sinsulayity (104).

It wonld sea, then, that, thoush the oractienl intellect can
and do2d atiain earditude, iU i3 & certitude which iz mito dilfarect
from that which is uroper to the svsculative intellect., 3t. Thooos
seans o soy this spressly, when he uvoints sut that the Imovicdzs
of contingente omnnot be such or have such certituds thot it camls-
tely aliminates the nogsibllily of felsehocd:

lat suton comaiderandum quod gula contingentivm

cognitlo nom poltest habers certltudinen woritatis

rojelliontay falsltatss, ideo quantun ad solem cog-

nilionon peritinet, continysntis orasteradtiuntur

&b Intelleotu qul porficitur par coguliionem wori-

13tiBs0ene” (lof;)

This 13 not, of course, the same thing as saying that the
sreetical intellect hes no interest in truth. I that wers true, it .
simply would not Do an intellect, Bub 1ts iadersst in the truth is
subordinated to the fact thet the wori: itself is ity ends

%, aesoThoorics, ideét spesulstive, differt n prac-

tics secumduz Tinems nan finds speoulativae sgt

veritast hoc anim est quod intendlt, scilicet ve-

ritatis cozndtiomem, Sed finis mxncticze ezt o-

mus, qula etsi ¥practicd!, hoe eat operativi, in-

tendant cognoscers verifaien, quomodo ge habeat in

-aliguibus retus, non tamen quaermt eam tamgum e

liizame fines, Hon enin considerent cangan verdta-

tls secundun se et propier 38, sed ordinands ad fi-

nen operationis, sive applicando ad aliguod deter—

wipatun partioulare, et ad aliquod determinatim e
PiB3esee® (106)
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Cajetan has somothing extrenely importunt to say hers, hLoo,
shen he remarks that the perfection of the intelloct must be dice
tinguisheds For the gpeculative intellect, perfoction consisus in
knosing the truthe <The perfection amd truth of the practical inucl-
lact, howsver, is {ound in its diroctive act and it is in this line
of dircection shai it ia iﬁ!alliblo:

"....nece;;sso .6u au intollcctum di_redi eius per-

foctio: ac par hoc, Vveritas non conolrtat in coj=
nogesre, scu in aiio actu, «ul ceriectus verusiue

antt -

- - = . 3 - .
infpllibiliceor circa coniinjentia SS0€ DOSSIUe . 4%

115 os8h sutem intsllectus pracbicusy ul siCi-qRoO=-
pian oiue rervectio et veritas in achbu sirirondi

consiitlb, wuae wireciio infallilbiliter est vera
circa contimrentla, 8l ccnuona ulii anpetizul recto
rroecedeniise.s” (107)

Theso toxto seem So maks it plain cnough, not only buno Sh
practical intallect is not orizarily concormed with truth as suchy
hut also thal the certitude which it Coes lave is not such thai it can
ever entirely eliminate the possibilliy that the alterna.ivs which
it does not choose is in éctual fact the true one.

inother way of saying the same thing would be to point out
that, with the exception of supernatural faith, the certitude o the
speculative intellect, wholly deriveg {rom what pertains to cognition,
chile the certitude of the practlecal intellect does not, The fact
that the restification of the virtue of art coes notv depand on the

moral virtues, is nonetheless no resson for forgetiing the essential

relationahip to the good will which is implied in beauty (108).
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In addition to these arguments sgsinst granting to the
practicnl intellect that serfeetion of certitude which is found
in the speculative intelloct, thers are also to he conaidered iis
Yaxto in which St, Thomas nakes axplicit aention of asszent as the

deterained accepteneo of cne vard of & contradiehim, Thus, in

both e Comnenters on the Sentences (103) ard in the De VYeriitots

(110), he guotes the definition of a eertuin Issnec, which paites

Pgententia® include the cholce of a contrrdiction. The definition

1a goaewhat more sirongly worded in the De Veriiate (where ha
attributes 1% to Avicemns, too)s
U, seeSentantia auton, ud dicit Izase et Avicemma

2zt gneontiy ddstincis val certiaginm alierius
cacrtis contradictionis,, .

It is cleariy losossibdle for przofical knowlodys to mest ihe
renudrecents of this definition bfacau:aa, &8 bag just been pointed out,
the certitudo whdch i l2d Wil rsforence 4o contisgents does nod
abaolutaly exclude tha jossildlity of fnlsehocd (111),

It would appesyr thet the only qmétiomble featare of the
application of these texbs So the deflinibions of certitle iz that
they are not taken Lrom ths imedinbe commentary which 3t, Thooas
sakez on theza definitions, Howsvsr, if one ksapa in pind the fagt
that in that commentory his atiention is sonflined to ﬁra kaldts of
understanding, sciance, and falth end that it is these same habits
with which he is concerned in the places in which he definss assent
in tems of sontradietion, 1% seams that the better interpretation of



G- AOEL R

SRR b A

P

s

X

3

164
the Panm¥ end Pcognoscibdls® of the two definitlons of certituds

iz {0 take then aa reforring to one pard of a contradietiosa.

ITT. Tha Couges of Certitnda:
N
Aocording o a reuari made lyy She Thosas when he 23 distine
Tiiohing the vilus of the certitude engendered by falth froo thnt

which stiachos to ths iatellactunl virbies (L‘.), the asocential jude

-~
3

rmenh of cart tude i3 %o ko nada on the aasia of its enuza, Ib is

hardly lagitimote, thon, %o oxid andiroly any =efarence o the caue
’ , t.

gas of cnrﬁ aa, ovan ir 80 su;a*c.:*;; J:ad inga laqe zn ampesition
of the Thomistic dsetrine as his. It aight be nolad, Marther, that
tiera is ?ml; & raferaccs Lo the causae of certitude Lipliad in
the twn dafinitionz, 1 faith e ozcested frm 40 vamy aod that it

contained In tha Munun® of the first and $he "commoseinilal of i

~agtond,

Iazediatoly after he statss the first of the two definitions
of certiinds, St. Thouas leys down the principle that certituds is
the greater to the degrse tiat t?e eansa of the dstermination i the

stranzsr, Then he distingidshas tires ways in which the L.t—:l_.scu

ia determined to the acceptancs of ona or the olher sltermative of a

cantrediction. In the cass of ﬂxs habit of wnderstanding, the de-
terminstion is esused Yy the fach that ts waich the Intellect ia
dotermined oom itzall be ssen 3o claarly by the intellsod that it
agsend {5 necesgliated. The deterninztion effectad by sclence eones

from the fact ¥had the conclusions inmown by scionce are rssolved by
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the dlscmsive rocsss of reason into golf-ovident prineiplea. ¥Fi-
nally, theve is the deteruination of fnltn, which 43 dus to the fzot
1hat the w1l omzrands the sdhazion ol the Intallact, oven hough toe

1pdter comad 230 e intrinszic evidance of the sroposiilon to which
it nesenta,

Ti tho conaldamiiconn ~hich ars 4o follow here, 20 Dutteyr

rofarancs will Be mmde %o faiih ond, of the intellectunl wirtucs, @

Y

ryighasis In thass few concl aates roesice will he entdooly on tha virThue
52 understendiny, sines s Ao upon the ceridlude of wiia vivias b
£ coriliude of acixrco nerwlly dependz (113).
In bls somzidortlim o the lotellsetuel Tiztoas (1), Joim
af St. Toxvis ints mbt fwo things ot the vorvr aatest, The Ifilrsh,

-

which applien eqally o o virbies Tosidmt

=

n e il oand Lo Ziose
-rosa subjzet .{o e intallest, io *hot these virluizs man verfact WA
netaneias La which ey Izhert, aot iy i amy ymy AhRlIoevan, B33

Atk velatls ko the complote and jerinot opem eratlon of 4hese otoncies,
mhig hes 1te besis in the very noidon of a virtue af a perfact nuality

o8 3ha oind and Yoo ulilzate perfecilen of Wi sotaney, Froa Rids It

~. 1Y

Tollows that no oms can »2 said to aed wrtamsalry L€ 2e sots in such

s woy as %o producs imparfact ond dafacllve works {115}, Furlier,

L

sincs the spsoulotive intellsct has 28 its end the maladge of the
touth, 4be serfecilon which ine intellactuzl virtoes give to 1t is cex-

tituda, for, when it is gerteln, felseboed is sxcluded (116).
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In tha sccond place; 2, a4 C¢lear distinction must be 324 dbet-
wean s virtuen which perfect the sp w;.lative intallact an ke in-
tellizitle apscies. The intellsctual virtues are not represptatives,
or substitutes for the object inown. Thay are gqualities wun zive
the intallect a certain eoss and facility 1o ordering its su=cles
ywz,szﬂ" 2o that they can maniPagt tha trath, It i3 in £.o serge
thatv the dntellischual virtues ars called iﬂu@l.l.t}ctla’:l lizhts 7This
term, whea ap:liad 4o the inteliociual Tirtucs, i3 a3t ic o mder-

gtaad o mean b they are ihe 14 9t which rordsrs e SDiet ro-

'

" porticoats to the zuswer in such a way Lhe tﬁz., ¢n be .nm. Loiner,
t%;e:;’&ct&ata %o potaney ltoelf mnd so perfact Lt thet it cs. :w

4 dete;::izmta object gy pusiing ine speciss in their croper mlation-
ailpe 10 basic reasaz for *.z ecedsity of properiy sxdemng the
species is the fact thot the Inteilect itself is indifferem, 23t
caly to every scimmse, cut oven 1o the a'-vaciea. Fovevor simwize Wils
&y a,m&,r to be, it is uanat,&;eas ‘brue axd the wm 2L
will be sesz in a momeut., It should also be oboerved tuat tssa
h&&.tu sre ot innate, 28 are the gctaaciea theusslives, aoc o thay

st ba ass;s.zirﬁ (327).

Turndng now to the more particular cocsideration of e viriue

of undergiunding, the first guestion %o be asked gbout it iz wether
t really exisis &3 2 disiipet quality from the facmlt;' £ Lrellect
iigelf (lld}i Jm:r of St. Thomas answers that it fa e &:.et.i:e‘ habit,
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sud Zor two ressons. The fivst argument he uses is that, even
afbor e terms of first srinciglzg are mown and arpladinegd, thave
sl romaing some difflculsy in eliciting assent to them, Ths second,
which le rether a sin thon an ax sunant, iz that mepetition of tho acts

which are eopeorned vith fingd srinciplss uakes 14 amaisr o ascent

The ﬁ"ﬂf:-‘::aﬁxt:zi reazon Lo the diffZealyy vhich the intol cod
szperiences ln aasaating to [irst prineisles szemo g a whole wids
vizta o the ss.enti lly objostive sharacter of . Lowladie, a5 Ccoue
zered wite ihe cudjsetive not.are of the will. g nilg the intel_zed
l:as' of itcell no deteriined inciisation 45 one Wit ratier tan oo
snother ~- and tiis aolds ovoen fopr the ease of a trutl: which is ser
B8 ‘;own ~= the will has a natural determinetian to L3 sropsr Dor-
arl ogood.s Thio ...; dug to tha facht that betwsen the wil. axd 188 coomer
object tuiers 13 a "convenientia® which is lacking between the intol-
lect and its objsct. Iy reason of this Roonveniontda®, the osbjact of
the will 1z in sooe demves & part of the will itzall, The objest
balonzs to the will and the Al finds itself in itz object in such
& waz that, wilioub the necessity of any sdditional Pormalisy, ihe
will 18 ondowsd with the neesssary inclinaticy towaxd 1ts object,

fruth, however, is not atiainsd by way of inclingtion, It
iz seised only wihen it 19 illumined and manifect, so that, if the ine
teliect is left to itseld, that iz o 88y, without this illm%natim




and mandfestotion of the truth, 1t renadns eomilotely 1ndifferent

¥.

to thad Smaths The firct stege of this Zlominative crocess iz the

-

ndorcatio of the intellecd by ithe spscica of 1%: objsctz, And,

anly by eonposition and divict
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warg ol campogition cod dlvision —— needs reelification only fo

e sidae of tho chjest, o5 Gajfetan niotos In tho Pralomio to hio Coe

sundinrs on the Prediccments (121), The acd Al Judsenty .1mm.~, 2o~
Comds ooctlilenddea by L3 wory aakinn, and tals o Spmmished 4~ it

Dirat o 31 by the hakid o It iz %o perfsct the in-
ﬁslléc% n Znowing these first orinelzles that = hadt oAlch hes dhes

v et e function of indoctis

IT% 218 :l-0 ariresm

warstood cnd that 1% Yo zode clesr fhat the habid of

-

undarstending is ool geoaratad by wbizn, In his Mascigadion of

t'"
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ulred, Join of 3t. Thesss pofints
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Bo¥ W 2aki of wnderutanding 1

ot Halk izxizh t_.a' mantion of Znduciim in contection with sense
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experiance Las baen itoken by some, among whem hs includes Vasquesz,
28 the busis {or asserting that tha habit of i-a $rincipliss of na-

tureld seience 45 acounired o7 induction and tie emumeration of : Sillva

5t. Thomas s very careful o usks it glain, ir
e firgt lacse, tlnt sizaic aporalignsion alone i3 not gagush fan

the goceration of fhe habit aof waderatanding, Tho reasca is Yiad

)

a knowiedze of first -rineiples inplies oth wtrient and nssa
3 4 o b4

. & - - e ) . - - e . . ) e
cnd these are algsing from tne act of siyple a:preienzion, Tiuz,
3 s o T T S s e Y s - - e R ¥ 3 3 o
S8 AL 4 yall canact Dsoamown 3y adople azoraoension, avez in

<1 = ns ~ vt - 1 - 2 A .~ - hi - N N O
w8 ea36 ol Lirst orincizlas., This doctrine has elrsady (1l ) oeen

axpledied and iha asttority of Jum of St. Thomes ilnvoiked i Suzory
of it.

The min point of interest lere, hovever, is the erpghasis
that Jolin of St. Thomes slacos ca the fact that e lavit of mder-
standing ceonot be ganarated iy induction alone. He ednits that ine
duction is 2 condiiion of asseud io first prineipies, but dsnies tist
it is ih2 forual rssson of this sssant. His argiient bars 13 based,
Tirst ol all, on iha fact that nduelion, though a trus disecurse,
iz neithar ascessary no¥ efficacizuz, but fallinls, The intailact,
howsver, acsents to imwediats cronositions with greatar certitada

and evidencs than it dces to conclusions, so that such progositions

cannot be considered as the product of any dlscursive reagsoning (125
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in the second place, when tho intellast asdents to an iLmnedi-
ata prapocition, il dovs 83 as agsenting to a unilversal proposition.
However, zincs it is imponsidle to cmmorvte sll the singulars, it

canzob b greclsely on the besis of sn inductive emmeratlon of the

Sioquiars u‘“‘\"l::e" by the wniversal that the universal churzeter of

The consequence of thic rsfuval to aduit ot indection is

the formnl reasor for the intellcetts sszent to imnediate propcaitions

13 tihe rﬂc~g‘1ﬁ1vxw of thc l::.L“: i.‘na.t there are SWe alb ec 53 of icvedlate

1
\

v ST T o - -t P -y =iy . Sy
propositicns wnich st Do mood czvefully digtinsdshed, The first

sroposition, thev ic, its undversality, wric:

Q

is tre zode cf i

pertaing to its quanbiy ' 12 second 13 the foraal reason of he

assent given to ike proposition, ihat ig, the iniellectia seeing tie

connesetion botween tha subject and the mredicata, Incuctdon can o

&

sars she way for the reqisite univorsalidty and ib is also ascessary

Ei

for o full cnd perfect imowledges of the relationsidp hetween the terus,

=2

whdch zmowiedg_e 23 the foxmel resson for the ascent (127), But it is

W undargtonding of the immediate connsctlon of the terms which i:rcvides

tre evidence of tha necepaily an i ch the J...\va*aa..ity of the nropesiiizn
It & that it is sinmply becaune he assunmes thet this doctrine

is generally undersiocd thet St. Thonms makes no nention of induciion

in hig brief explanztion of how ‘“*:ed_.a te prozozitions ara kmown in 3
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the seventh losson of the Tirst book of his Bamentasrr on the Postarior

Ancivdics (129). It i3 scarcely necesnary to add that it is fn the 14 st

of these distinedioms that zne murct read Tuch atatanments as that in

induoiion 2 universzl 1o conciuded £ o zinTilars (130), or that it is

RO

oy induction that the fipst -miverasl srinctclas Ao imowm (222
Aftter considerdnsy the axd.utance of the habit of understonding
ag related to its necessizty, =nd aftor geoing tint induction arivio®

sJenerate the hacut, it i iipsrtent ov to udvers aleilr to ilic question

- 3 3 ke - ~1isn g =7 5 = < 4 .- N IR .
0L 153 magy. hesher a »rineciple 15 a first srineciplo in the ense af

-

4 ..ouT camon rincisla or in toe seuge thant it iz W@ ~rincinls
sartlcaiar selence, all spacalative “Tinciplss ars 4nown v tle tae
on2 nable oo understandirg, e hasic reason Wi this i3 g0 L3 < at %.0

cause of the assemt to al:i speculatiwve principles is the sate., 1o -atter

¥
‘ Y
'.-J
w
w
@

zow ek differsnce thare is in the -miterial objecta of theazs -rin

3 e e

oT agwever diffarent thae ivateri-lity of ithe sbiects with whior 4o
concernai, in ite case of each and every orne of them the formal ressm far
the assent given 4o it is the fact that the neces ggary cocnectimn bLobween

the subject and predicate of the principle is eovident. Since i

&

formel peazon of the assent is thus idermbicsl in sach case, thz srine

.

ciples differ only msterially or presuppositively., This means sinply
that thers pay be a gzreater or lesser difficulty involved in graszing

the meaning of the terms of whichk the principles
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ars compoged. DBut, from the joint of view of the asgeunt, there i3 no
distinction to be made between tham (132).

Cn the otfmr haxd, syndefssis. or the habit of practicel prin-
ciples, iz specificz;lly different from the habit of gpecwlative oriuciples, |
sines the formal reas;m for the aszent diffars in the two types of prin-
ciple. Practical truth is not detemined by what 13 or i3 ot in realivy,
as i3 the éase with gpeculative truth. Its gsternination comes fron ths
#00d which ia the objeet of the apretite ractified ny risht reason. Thus,
“ther: 13 a special and pecullar difficuity in el i’diiTn;-;;’:?aEsEEE £0 prac= .
tical prinoipleé. which 13 ubsent from specalative principles. The fact
that 'iha habits of these principles differ specifically is not, therafors,
surprising (133).

Since the eartituds of Limediats principles is caused by the avi-
dont connection hotweon their gub,ect and predicate, since this eviduat

coansction is the forusal reason of the assent given theu == however much

=ust be presupposed in the way of induction to coms %o an understanding

of the meaning of ths terus themselves — it {s necessary to gy & word
about the nature of evidencs.

guits obvisusly, "evidence® is derived frou the Iaitin "viders".
its use in comnsotion with intellectual knowledge {3 sunother example of
the x:.any instances in which terme which refer first to the saense of sight

are, hecause of the nobility of that sange, transferred to the intelleat (134).
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« Thomzo 375 that thoze 4imm3 avs =2id 4o he fMgeon® whick
of tiacmcelvon nmove cur indellect ar =nzas o know them (135). He
Purtier solute ovd tiat the wis a2 w.Zon in this trarsferred serge

apzlies nod only 4o the zamus of mouadzgs, bus to the vory mods of

swledse, so that thers iz a ihrze-1212 division of avidencs, This

divisian corvesno:ds by tha dperediss of singls intslligance, =7 ths

Juwlgmont of Iiret prisciales, ond =f he seientific discourse in whick
conclusion are reselved Into 7izzs ~uncinles and, therafore, Msean® (226),
gount of Ot. Tarss gtrestar o fact that, In this division,
eride.ce 13 ablerlnubed, nob Iy 1o C. 3 can Bo im toly asd nvid-

Lively sean Ly itself, Tub wloo a suul.along whiich, by seloniific

dencnztoetion, csn Ve mediced to ¥t .3 imuediatelyr evident. Toe ~eagen

for the extansiom of evidence to cwes e latter c.se i3 fhat wha'serss

S S

13 connectad in a mecsseary vy Witk «at i3 1%8elf im edintelv avident
remeine illuminated 7 that Lmediater evidet orinelple, so that it i
83 if it were itself ween immedixtsl=. He 08 on %o sgy that the sizm
of avidenca i3 the convietion of ti-e irtellset by the object itself,

withrut the necaszity of tre interrertm of any extrinsic agent which

would supply for the deficlancy of 4hr sbiect (137).

e

He adds thut some ezll the sv.isnce by which the thing is mown
imnediztely in itgelf ®intuitive®, whia they use the tern Mabstractive®
to designete the evidernce of &8 thing wich is not atiained dirsctly but




174
thfough sclcnce (133). In view of St. Thoumas' dootrine on the matter
of avidence, it is clear that all ‘altbstractive evidence is in necessary
dependence upon intultive evidence, s§ that the distinction is one only
of precise teruinology. |

The intellsct, thun, i3 necessitated to the pradication made in
an lumedlate prineiple when 1y possesses the evidence thaw the pradicate
13 of tha very reagon of the subject (135). This, in turn, necessitates

that 1t imow the quiddity of that subdject. If this imowledge is lacidin.,

the intallact can never wake such a necessary prediction, no matier how

trus i ugy be in faecy thot the pradicate belonys to the vary qu.i-:.d_it; of
tha gubject (1u0).

‘In one place (i4l), St. Thouas talks as if the causes ol the laek
of tae knowlsdge necessary for an eéssential predication were two-fold.
£~Ie gpeass of the ca;se in which $ha species does not advquately repragent
its object because the thing 1iself exceeds the intellectual speclus by
which it is known. ’I‘he.n. hs weations the case in which the thing kmown
exceeds the ocupacity of the intellect, though 1t doea not excesd the
specica itself.

It secas clear howsver, that he has in wind here the case in
which God flumself is the specles of our knowledee of Him.. In that
kxowledge. the objéct knowm, which is God Hi.self, does not excesd the

gpacies, because Je 1s the species. A% the saue tice, of course, He

exceeds e capaclity of the huuman intellect.
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Qutside this case, however, 1t seews absvlutely naceasary to say
that the species is limited in {ta rerregcntative copacity in direet
proportion to the capucliy of the agent intellaecs which abstracta the
i:press specicva from the phantasm. Thus, any belng which exceads tre
capacity of the human intellect i3 aiso macessarily lncepable of beinz
repredented by the intelizectusl speclas. Thig is the cage with izmaterial
substanees, which are, therefora, incagable af being xnown quiaiitatively
by the human intellect (1432).

Tae further fact that tie huan iatellect iy la the last Slace
iz the order of {atellseiual substancss aecessiiates thors 2elng: a ga-
parates apsciss for each thing which is inown distiunetly (1u3). This is,
in fact, the reason why the human soul 1g united 0 a body (iusd). Other-
wise, its lmowiedgs would be extre.sly confused. It ia only when there
15 a seperats specles for cach vssencs whlch it «nows thaf the inteiliect
can s<now sa egsence with auy kind of claritys

"oseoliaifostun o3t auten quod cum intelloctus noster

nihil ecognoscat, nisti per eliguen specien efus, $zpog-

3itils est quod per specien: rel wilus commoscat essentiam

alterius: e$ guanto wagis species por gusa cognoscit

iatellootus, plus digtat a re cognita, tanto intellectus

noster ioperfectioran cognitionen habet de eszentia rel

iilius, ut puia, si cognosceret bovew per speciam asini,

cognoscerel e jus essantien iiperfects, scilicet quan-

tus ad genus tantuat oazis auten Liuprefecte, si cog-

nosceret per lapiden, gula cognoscerst per genus magia

remoizi.  S5i autes cognoscerst psr spaciem alicujus rei,

quae nulli bovl comvanicaret in zeasra, mullo modo

essentiom bovis cognoaceret...* (145)

It is clear that, 12 tha intellect doss not possess such a gpecilss

as will adequately represent the essance of the thing which it knows, it

.

JREvE—
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13 imposuible for it to make sa essentiad arelicatiog aboud that Wisg.
4 devescpmont of this wspect of tie docurine of ovidence wold lend once

more v who concideratdon of the degruss oi forual d.b., wetion undar th

verticular aspeet of their being Jisbinct degrees of imualeriality and

seibilisy {as opposed to simols C\Jgg,-.»os.-C" wility) andl diotinet 11luain :tive
prinedplen nading Lor specilically dlctinet seiences (140).

There ia_. however, 1o a2ed of carrylng this anelyeis of e two
cefiniiiana of certilinde gy O Surwier, oince wlob Lno wliusdy Levs 3old is

Sy e T R T E R G T TR e o ey
<04 L EGeratancicoyg ol oW

A

prevation of the two definitions, to which so imuch space hos hers been , ! |

. devoted. %Ths reaaon why it ha.s been givea sueh carsful atbtention is

Juitielunt- o provide et lea J‘L g e
uw.su,._‘.L...j Wey Bwiaurisze 2 wnolu Thomdstic dochrine. An e soition
wich would be wortly ol Lsing eulisd auiupsr royva.oniaiion of St. Thow
pug! ucm;;-late -;;ezz.ching S oer'i;itizde would clesarly be toc wued s thirg Shr
any soch e'ssay' as- eng ol this iyne, |

in c':dcf L.zl Were uzy w5 no somsusicn ok whe *“n, iv skoadd
Le a:;iﬂas:..,e.d wat ths sore imporb.ni sspects of the TLau..a.“uc qoctxin
on certitude are the ores wilich bave Lesn least developed here. In a very
real genss, ‘t.'htm,. the anly velue whlch cen 20S31] i attach $o such an

iminato gome malsc coeesiions whice

stend in the way of the understendicg of ths Thomistic docirins,

ihe chiefl of these miscocceptions is, of course, Mercier!s intere 1

that it doss not sean to have bean at &ll a.UpI‘BCia 1 how mach Ne:cier

dapands upon uhat he claims 1o ses in the definitions Yy way of Justifi~

cation for his theory.
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This concentraticn on llercier's theory is net, hovever, to be
understood as inplying that there are not other serilous arrors aamong
some of tho modern sScholasties in the matter of certliude, The reacon

th 'sreier's has been selocted for onoclal consideration is siasly

that it ig directly =nd izmediately related to the Thomlstice dorinitions.
It wouldfﬁqually interestinz:, for examwle, to trace the vwhols line orf
cnsuit manuals frem Pash te Denab, inelucing Clarke and ichal:, -hich

reintain the diviesion of certlsude into metapirsical, rhsical, 'nd meral

erd 4o see in dotail how Lhas 23visien is uliinately rooted in Jusrosnl?

ceelin~ the relationship which relmiori hos wilth this doctrine of . usrso
by reason of his denial of that division and his insirtence tha® the

that of abselute and krpothetical nccessity.

trmie division i
Tinallv, one could start “ith Housusloh and his altemct o Te=
concila the Thomistic doctrine with ﬁhe ~osition of Dersson anc :
followers, and work out from there to a consideratlon of tho felaticnehip
between “hese men and Tewey and the whole school of modern writers outside
the Ccholastic circle,
Perhaps the most signiflcant thing of all, however, Is that each
tize these mon have atiempted to find in the Thomlstic doctrine itself a
Justificaticn for the meodern {ceviical theories there seenms to.have been
an ineviteble perversion of Cte Thomas' teaching, There are a good

meny lessons to be cathered from this observation tut the most izportant
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vould ssem to be that no mers desirs to be a Thomist can ever eup:ly
for a thorough-going knowladze of St. ‘humas' position. Thars 13 heras

no quastion of nractical certituda.
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Introduction:

(1) Cf. Fuo=J. Tmomme~<. ..i., Précis d'Mistoire de Ta Philosophie,
Desclde & Cie., Pz -%6, p. 939, Thonnar= _igts Balnes
(1810~-1343) zs =ze < of the precursors o.f =ae modern Tho-
aistic restorewia-. r::‘" can be dated offici:’ v from the ap-
pearance of i-: “=c—=_izal "Aeterni Patris" o Tope Lios XIII

(2)

(3)

on Aumst Ly 2375,

J. Balmes, Philsscmeas F-ndamentale, trans. Zi. :lansc, Lardinois

Lidgs, 1852, Tams _&=. _ivre ler, Chap. ler, -. 15, #l.

Jernand Van Stez:

tut Supérieur s T1:s
Vaa Steszderg. =

1ilding a s o

19 having besx :_-.‘_::;en‘cly concerned to shov  That Thoazdis: is

a true philosszzizel swstem. Thus, in . nz. 2, o. 18,

seys: n,...Les e a.g_s e la renaisgsance thom- cte actuells

ntont pes tr‘u‘ y—s - scuci de montrer que lz =<nomisme coa-

imici--s >ilosovhie, un systdne i “osonhique. Or,

Stes-ne~riam, Bpistémologie, Xdiii.ozms de 1'Iasti-
S

s principal interest :==ems to be in
: -2 cr‘ltlcizes the moderm Thomists _or

soaz 2
T e wheeamn -

corte ume viriizll:
fant qu'on n'a ses: :wa2ii 1llexistence au moiz ..Lrtuel"e dfun
orzznisne de :s ;a=—s lans le thomisme, on n! sen op*‘os= de

irieux auy fuissenIas synthéses de la mu.losg. ::.J_e moderna, et
2 thomisme femsomr, 3uX yeux de nos ‘.ontem; 2CTns, une osal-
z2 de fregmemts zhiirsopniques plus ou moizns soordonnéds entre
UX Sous Ltiniosmns sxtmnséque de la théolc—_s.® (Italics

his.)
This pa-goc:--xs tion of Van Steenbergher =hould be com-
pared with such :*.s“a::ents as the i‘ollow:.ng, ==ch Mercier

places almost =t <na deginning of his Critéri-- ogie; "L'accord
< manine sur ce point: L'Zme humaine a uné

NIRRT

@

=

des ooycholoa.., 2
uendence natiees 3 ,n_fd.er les caractdres —=——dsentatifs de
~8alitd...,I2 252 done naturel que nous aczs efforcions de
thGLLlSG¢ les =.s=%:%s fragmentaires de nos ——enidres abstrac-
tions. Lf&ze rnts 3s cesse gufelle ne les ait —mifidg; 1fitat
d'8me que l'on ap-2ils2 certlt,ude, l'actacber:m & un obje:, est

ainsi sabordcn_.a t o traveil dlunification; ==mt qu':Ll est in-
achevé, la dnk-;t:t;:;: tiraille 1'@me, le rezos &st i Impossidle
— Le Cardinal 3J. .J, Mercier, Cri-

su nlest point definitif...”

tdriolozie Gindrsle ou Traite Ginérale de la Mlnsmmt'

Supérieur de Philoso ahle, Louvain, Seme o ed., 323, pp. 89, #7.
(Italics his.)

sphie, Louvain, 1945, -. 23, Italics his,
]
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