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solum agit actione Propria sed
acticne superioris agentis..,

Batio autem et voluntas
sunt qusedam potentise operativae,
sed invicem ordinatee, Et absolute
considerande, ratic prior est, quame=
vie per reflexionem efficiatur vo=
luntss prior et superior in quantum
movet ratienem, Unde voluntas ro~-
Yest habere duplicem actumi

1) unum qui competit ei ge-
cundum Suam naturam in quantum
tendit in proprium objeetum sbhso~
lute; et hic actus attribvuitur
voluntatl simpliciter ut velle et
amare, quamvis ad June actum prae-
Supponatur actua rationis;

2) alium vero actum habet qui
competit el secundum 1d quod ex im=
pressione rationis relinquitur in
voluntate, Cum enim proprium ratice-
nls 8it ordinare et conferre, quna=-
documgue in actu voluntatis appa=-
ret allqua collatio vel ordinatio,
talls actus erit veluntatis non ab-
solute, sed in crdine ad rationem.
Lt hoc modo intendere est actus vo-
luntatisese (1) '

The wili, thnn,lhas essentially only the
pover of willing, but beecause of a eertain sarticipn-

ation in the intellect, it can will, after compering

(1) De Yer., q. 22, 8. 133 Cf: Ia~Ilse, q, 17, a.l.

om——————"
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the possible alternatives, For example, the ect

of election procedes from the will aftér it hes
compared and chosen one possibility 1n_;reference
to anoiher; or agtin, the act of intentlon has
reference to the end 1n s¢ far as this latter is
compared to the means. Ordering and eellating are
preper to the intellect and hence, when they are
Tcund in the will, they exist there by purticipation.
4 slmlilar instance of this kind of participation is
observable in the intelleetion of the angels, The
light which a superior angel hse can strengthen and
perfect the intellective potency of anm inferior
sngel that the latﬂer may know more elearly its
obJect, It accomplishes thie by placing before the
lover angel aun objeet i{lluminated in a higher mode
by the superior inteileet, and thus communicates

te the lnferlor angel a mode of understanding more

perfect than its proper mode.

Sic 1gitur unus angelus dici~
tur illuminare aliuz ingquantum el
veritaten quam ipse cognoseit. Unde
Dlonysius dieit quod "Theclogiplune
nonstrant caelestium subjstantiarum
ordines a supremls mentibus doceri
deificas sclentias.”
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Cum atuem ad intellectum duo
coneurrant in ejus operatione,
gscilicet virtus intellectiva et
s8imilitudo rei intellectae, secun=
dum haee duo unus angelus alteri
veritatem notam notiflcars potest,

1) Primo quiden fortificando
virtutem intellectivam ejusj sicut
enin virtus imperfectioris corporis

- confortatur ex situall propinguita~
te perfectioris corporis, ut calidum
e¢rescit in calore ex praesentia ma-

. &l calidi, ita virtus intellectiva
inferioris angell confortatur ex
converslone supericris angell ad
ipsum, Hee enim facit in spiritus-
libus ordo conversionis gucd facit
in corporallibus erds locallis pro-
pinquitatis., - .

2) Secundo sutem unus angelus
alterl manifestat veritatem ex parte
sinilitudinis rei intellectae,
Superlor enim angelue aotitianm ve=
ritstis acelpit in universali qua-~
dam conceptione ad guam caplendam
inferloris angell intellectus non
esset sufficiens, sed est el conna-
B turale ut magls particulariter ve-
e ritaten aceiplat. Superior ergo an-
o gelus verltatem quam universaliter
concipit, quodammedo 4lstinguit ut
ab inferiori cepl possit et sic eanm
cognescendam 1114 proponit.

4lthough the superior power perfects the

inferior, 1t dces not communicate this superior

(1) Iﬂ, QQ 106’ a'. l‘; cf: Mim’ ql 4’ a. 53
De Ver,, g« 9, 4. 1, ¢» €t ad 2,
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mode with the same perfection with which it is found
in the superior, but according to the capaclity of the
inferior, Thus, when an inferior angel 18 Illuminated
by a superioer, it does not receive another light of
the same excellence as it 1s found in the higher
angel, but, by the illuminaticn of the superior,
it attelns a proportiocnate cbjeat; now presented
with greater clarity and distinction. In this way
the intellect of the lower angel can penetrate and
understend that objeet with a grea ter intensity and
distinetlon than 1t aéuld achieve by itself,
Unue angelus illuminat alium

tradendo el lumen naturae, vel gra=-

tiae, vel gloriae, sed confortande

lumen naturale ipsius et manifes-

tando el veritatem de his quae per-

tinent ad statum naturae et gratiae

et gloriaes (1)

Et ldeo superiores semper

remanent in altiori ordine, et per-

fectiorem sclentiam habentes., Si=-

cut unam et eandem Tem plenius

intelligit magister quam discipu~
lus qui ab e® addiscit. (2)

(l) Ia, Qs 136, e l ad 8.
(2) Ia, g 106, a, 4.

C
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Ita ergo philosophandum est in fide, (1)
for faith, compared to natural seience is a supe

erior light, Just ag the lower angel ig strengthen=
ed In his knowledge beeause of the 1lluminaticn of
the higher angel and thus knowg more perfectly than
he would by his own Proper light, sc the demonstrat~
ion of the Christian philesopher, by reason of the
fact that his sclence ig Joined with faith, has a
greater perfection in that he has not enly the cert-
ltude proper to the sclentific act, but also e sup~ -
eradéed, more intensive certitude imparted by faith,
This ccnclusicn, it should be noted, dces not revert
'te that position tlready denied, that the same intell~
ect can elieit acts of raith and seience in regard to
the same truth, Heyertheless, though 1t is impessible
to have faith about a truth evidently known, there

is no inconsisten&y in holding that the intellect
which has a Gemonstration ef a rarticular truth also

knows that the sume truth is contained virtually and

(1) Joanis a $t, Thoma, Surs Theol., In Ilam~Ilae,
disp. 2, a, 1, (Vivés: Paris, 1883), n. 24, g.
33
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'

implieity in other truths about which it makes dir-
ectly an act of faith, Considered in this way, the
habit or a¢t of falth dges not extend directly to

-the particular truth evidently known, but only in-

directly and sccidentally in so far as the same

truth 1s knewn to be econtained virtually and im-
plicity in other truths which are immedlately and
diwrectly revealed., Thus, there is no incompatibi-

lity in such a concurrence of faith and science

' because the intellect is not strengthened in its

natural demcnstration by the addition eof ancther
assent, but simply by the knowledge that the truth

‘which is demonstrated falls also under the light

of falth which is recognized as more certain and
infallible than reason. 4nd although the intellect
does not elicit an act of faith in that truth it~
gelf-=that would be incompatible with the evident
knowledge of ilte--nonetheless it perecelves that since
the truth falls implicitly under the testimony of
God, the intellect can partake of ancther certitude
for exceeding any certitude conferred by natural
reagon. and by the very fact the intellect recognize

es that the same truth slso under an infallible 1light

U
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superior to reason, it is reinforced in its assent
to adhere more strongly than before. In this way,
the Christian philosopher 18 strengthened in his
natural demoné%ration by the superadded certitude
conferred by faith, (1) |

This superadded certiiude which the natural
demonstration receives from faith is not the cert-
itude of a formal act of faith, but it narticipétes

. in the certitude of falith, In the 11lumination of
the angels, the new light by vhieh the lower angel.
is perfected in 1its understanding is8 not formally
4the intelligible light of the superlior angel but a
participation in that light because the "gonfortatio

ex ccnversione suverior;s angell ad ipsum" (2) does
not effect a change of the lower angel into the

higher but a perfection which is proportioned to
the capaclty of the 1nfefier. (3) Simflarly, the

certitude which science receives fronm theghigher

e

(1) ¢f: Salmanticenses, Curs, Theol., De Flde,Trac.
17, disp. 3, dub, 3, sect, 2, nn. 84=86.

(2) Ia, gs 106, a. l.
(3) cf: Ia, q. 106, a. 4.
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light of falth is not communicated to it in every
respect but only &n so far as~science i3 capabdle
of recelving it, Now, the evident act of demonstr-
ation precludes a simultaneous obseure act abdut
the same objJect, as has been shown. Hence, science
i1s not capable of receiving the obscurity of falth
but cnly the certitude it offers.

Cn thls Capreoclus says:

Ex toto illeo procesau non aliud
concluditur nisi quod auctoritas di-
vina et medium necessarium possunt
ccncurrere ad causandum unum et eun-
dem sssensum clarum et evidentem, Et
hee eonceditur, Tamen, in illo casu
assensus 1lle evidens non erit actus
fidel proprie dletus, scilicet cre~
ditivus, sine evidentia, sed scienti-
ae, Cujus ratio est quia medium illud
evidens et necessarium tollit formalem
rationem objecti fidel ocum faciat
11luéd enuntiabile qued coneludit essae
apparens et visum. sctus autem fldel
non cadit super 1llud ubi non selva-
tur ratio sul onhjeeto. (1)

Even though this added certitude does not
appertaln to falth formally but only participatively,

(1) capreolus, Defensiones, in IiI Lib. Sent., dist.
25, q« 1, 8+ 3, ad arg. contra 2am concl., ad 2.
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it is not for that reason inferier in ratione fir-
mitatig.If it were 1nf§rior in this respect, it
would not be cof equal firmness, as would bg the
cage 1f it were not taken immediately and preecisely
from falth but enly derived frem it by a natural
discourse as in a theoleogieal sonclusion. But,

this participated certitude which Christian phile
csophy has from faith i3 not communicated to a
natural demcnstraﬁicn by way of inference and dis-

‘course. It arises rather in this way: onee the cert-

itude of faith is presented and proposed to the
intellect proceads in the demcnstration fertified

by a greater security ahd adherence to its object. |
' Hence, the certitude derived from faith still remains
supernatural, not natursl and thus 1s in no wise
inferior as certitude, dbut 12 the certitude of

faith itseelf.

An explanation of some of the terms used
to describe this added certitude mey help‘éo clari-
fy its nature, Thls certitude is said to be "part~

icipated” (1) because it does not acccmpany a

(1) Joen. a Sto'Thcmas, Curs. The 1.y In Ilnm~IIae,
disp. 2, as 1. (Laval, 1948], p.E8, n. 31l4.
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formal aet of faith but partakes of the perfection
of faith in sc far as 1t partieipates in the great-
er firmess of adherenge of falth iithout sharing
in the obseurity, It is alsc ealled "seccidental®
(1) because 1t doee not arise from the evidence

of the demonstration and therefore does not belong
esgentlally to 1t but is communicated accldentally
to it from faith, This certitude may alse be called
"extrinslic", (2) provided this signifies that it
does not originate in the sclentific act but is
superadded to it and derived from the testimony of
God. It connctes also that the teatimony of God 1s
an extrinsic measure of the greater certltude of
the assent. With egqually geod reasen this certltude
may be called "intrinelc™, inasmuch ae this added
certitude can truly be called a quelity of this
demonstration, and the habltug can be sald to be
strengthened by the new certitude which 1t has, The
fact the added certitude is communicated accldentally

(1) Ibid., n. 314,

(2) Cf: sSalmanticenses, Curs, Theol,,Tract. 17 De
Fide. disp- 39 dub. 59'532te 2, Re 85.
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from falth does not make it extrinsie, any more
then 'this whiteness' (hgg album) would be extrins=-
ic to man, simply because whitenese 1s an accident.
48 is evident, neither the term intrinsig nor the
term Extrinsie dces much towards clarifying the
certitude in question, because both must be so
qualified by what is already known about this
superadded certitude, that they do not explain

but are Tather explained by the certitude in
question. John of 5%, Themas alse ealls this a

certltude vesed” suppesitively and esszusally” o;k
faith (" praesupposicive et in sua cauga"),
because it is not founded on God testifylng formally
and proximately but follows as an effect of the
formal assent of falth, participating in the certitu~
de but not in the obscurity of faith. Filnally, this
added certitude may even be called "secondary" (1)
not to lndlcate an inferiorlity in rstiocne fgr@;tat;s,
but to slgnify that this added eertitude agéompanies

(1) ct: Capreoluu, efegs;gncs, in III Lib. Sent.,
dist. 35, Qe 1o 8. 3, ad ars. contra Z2am conecl.

ad 33 Gonet, Clypeus Theol. Tract. 10,
disp. 1, aré. 6, sect, 3, N 166 z71vés, 1876)
Ve Do l45a. .




the assent to the particular truth which 1s given
primarily vecause of the medium of the demonstrat-
lon, wvhich perfectly wonvinces the intellect and

moves 1t to adhere.

The sum up then, the act of the phil~
csopher demonstrating 1s an evident and certain
act and.therefore formally an act of science,

The certitude conferred by faith en the natural
demeonstration 1s not formally and proximately the
certitude of the autﬁority testifying, but suspos=-
itlvely &nd causally. In this way, the certitude
of faith, but not the obscurity is communicated
because in the act of demonstrating is nc formal
assent of falth but something participated in

from that assent. and, if it be asked: of what
specles is this added certitude? is it natural?

or is it ﬁruly supernatural so that it renders

the philcsopher's demonstration unquestionably?=-
there 18 no doubt but that this partieipated certi-~
tude from falth is of the same species as faith
itself, not forually but reductively, in se¢ far

as it is not elicited by faith, but follows from
faith, The strengthening of the assent, although




not formally and immediately a Judgment of faith,
is, nevertheless, derived from and yegulated by

the testimény of God, It 1s precisely by this
regulation that the intellect is refnforced in

1ts assent so that it adheres more firmly. Thus,
the certitude cbmmunicatéd by faith, while leaving
the natural demonstration unchanged and in its
prepria ratione speeifica, at the same time feqﬁérs
1t more infallible 1n its assent by the addition
of a greater certitude, |

R
TSAVEIRRN L T

There stili remalns a difircult objection.
How can 1t be sald that faith communicatas-certitude
about a particular truth such as ggg_ggiggg, unless
1t elicits some act or assent econcerning that truth?
If there i1s no assent of falth to it, thefé is no
certitude of fulth, and a fortiori nc ecertitude to
comnunicate. Now, faith (which is slways obscure)
is prohibitved from eliciting such an assent because
of the evident act of damonétration¢ It seens, there~-
fore, that it is also prohibited from communicating
any certitude,

The reply to this difficulty is ccontained




- 139 -

<:>

implicitly in what bas already been explained,

Falth doces not communicate oertitude to sclence
about the truth Ced exiats through en aect of believing
elicited about that partisulay truth already known
through demensiration. But there s no ressen why

the certitude of faith must be restricted aoiely to
the particular elicited set. Beyend that there Bay
follow a certaln effect, that is, a jJudgnent which
wlll “"re-present” the certitude, but not the obscur-
1ty of fulth, Ihis 18 not ths formal aseent of falth,
but a subsequent Judigment participating in the certe
itude of that assent. It suffices siumply that the

act of falth .recede the seientific knowledge, or
even, once the truth has deen demonstrated, that the
act of falth follow in regard o other truths, and
thut among these is known %0 Ye contalned implicitly
the truth leus est. It sometimes happens thut before
one haug certitude through demecnstration concerning
thls truth Jeus est, he makes an act of faith con=
cerning 1t, or ev-n after he has had the demonstrat=
ion, he begins %o have falth, not sbout that part=
lcular truth but about sncther in which that truth

is contained, for example, that Ced is triune and
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one. In doing this, he knows, at least reflexively,
that the truth known by demonstration is contalned
among the truths of falth. For example, since faith
tells him that Cod is triune, a forstiori he is cert-
aln that God is, by &« certitude greater than the

certitude of his demonstration.

In arriving at this, the intellect forms
a double Judgment about the truths of falth, These
Judgments are not ascts of believing, but something
remaining over from the act of belleving and formed
as effecis of it, The first 1s an abdbsclute judgment
- in which 1t is judged that the truth Deus est is
ocne of those contained in faith, and hence, since
it falls under ihe certitude of faith, cennot be
other than it is in a much more definitive way than
can be shown by natural reason, This is the Judgment
made reflexively 63 faith in which the certitude,
but not the ncn-evidence of felth is "re~presented.”
The second 13 a comparative Judgment in which a man
Judges that he must not eling to sensible things wund
to his natural reason to such an extent that because
of these he would Judge divine thirgs to be false,
In thls Judgment, the heart 1s purified from error,
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and this purification, as S$t, Themas teaches, is
an effect of falith,
Fldes etiam informis excludis

quandam impuritetem sibi oppositiam

Scilicet impuritatem erroris, gquae

continglt ex hoe intelleetus hum=~

anus inordinate inhaeret rebus se

inferioribus, alum secillcet vult

secundum ratlones rerum sensibili-

un metiri divina. (1)

It 1s evident that these two Judgments
are not the act of falth itself, but the effects
of faith, since through them waht is ecertain and
not what is obscure in faith is re-presented,
Fortified by the certitude which accolipanies these
two Judgments, the nutural selence is so perfected
that it can procede more sacurely and whitout danger
of error, because it not caly possesses the cert-
itude of its ¢wn proper light, but 1t alse particip-
ates in the higher certitude of the infalllble light
of faith. In this way the natursl selence of the
philoscpher who is Christian is perfected by this

higher, superadded certitude communicated from
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falth; and, this te extent hls philescphy can
truly be called Christian philosophy.

III, 4 Reply %o the Cpinions of
¥odern chglasgggs.

The aim of the pfesent chapter will bde
to recenslder the .ositions of the mocern Schpl—
astics on the problem of Christian phllosophy set
forth in Chepter I in the light of the solution:s
given In Chapter II., Since there ig almost total
'disagreement with every position, the Scholastics!
orinlons should be coneldered in regard to the sol-
utlon given here as objections to which & reply uust
be given, In discnssing these, the order of repl?
wlll foolow the crder in which the positions were
stated: first, the arguments agalnst Christian phile-
oscphy will be answeredj segondly, the position of
those who favored Christian philosophy will be re=-

considered,
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i.

A Beply to Those who Denled Christian
EhilOSOgh! .

The rirst srgument against the possibility
of Christian philoszophy was based en the reasen
that philosophy is autonemous and radically indep=-
endent of revelation. If philosophy were to be
Christian, the argument maintained, it would have
to admlt faith into 1ts process and would ccnsequent=-
1y lose 1ts rationsl character and name of philoscp~
hy.

The argument may be admitted to the extent
that 1t asserts that the naturel seiences and the
sclence based on the prineiples of faith are dist-
inet selences. Koreover, it is tru that the natursl
sclences are not subalternasted te¢ faith or theology,
because there is no continuity between these either
on the part of the subject, which 1n every case of
the natural sclences is completal& distinect from the
subject of falth and theoclogy, or om the part of the

principles, because the natural sclences heve their
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Rer se note principles in the first principles of
their respective sciences, The argument fails in
thls, however, that it contests s notion of Christ-
.1an philoscphy which was never true in the first
place, and ignores the true sense in which philo~
sophy 1ls galled Christian, It can be readily grante-
ed without argument that the principles of philosophy
are "autonomous," provided this is understood to
mean that they receive mo new light frem the formasl
.object or principles of faith or theology, and:that
they are in no way dependent on faith or theology
for the evidence of their prineiples,. Nevertheless,
it is true that the certitude of these natursl |
prineiples~--and, a fortiori, thé certitude of the
conclusions deduced from them--is inferior to the
certitude gziven by faith about the same truths,
Here, the problenm only begins, for then the guestion
must ve asked: 1f the same person has both-faith and
sclentiflic knowledge, can he have both In regard to
the same object, and can the greater certitude of
falth perfect his natural knowledge? This .is the

| true preoblem of Christian rhilosephy wﬁich this
argument totally ignores, |
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4 further observation might be made in
regard to the way that this opinion uses the word
rational, In the argument 1t was assumed that the
principal point of opposition between philoscphy
and faith was the fact that the philosophy was
"rational" and that falth waa noct, as if rational
could not in any way be applied to faith and theolo~
€Y. The term rational may be taken in two ways:

1) according to a common acceptation to signify
intellectusl, Thus understood, it 1s sald of the

cognitive power and acts of any intellectual nature.
In this way, man, the angels, and even Géd can be
called rationzl In so far as the term denotes a
nature whose cognitive powers are not immersed in
ma ttel,
Deus potest dicl naticnalis
naturae secundum gquod ratio non im-
pertat discursum, sed communiter
intelligibilem naturam, (1)
2) sStrictly and properly, rationsl 4s sald of an
intellectual nature which does net know the truth

(1) Ia, g« 29, a¢ 3 ad 4,

O
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inmediately, but arrives at it enly per inaquisi-
tionem et discursum, Taken in thig vay, rational

is a mixed perfection, found formally in man, but
eminently and virtually in God and in the angels,
According to either acceptation, the term should

be applied to an intellectual nature, or to the
pOWers or acts of that nature, or te the knowledge
which is proper to that nature, But in whatever”
sense rational 1s used, it does not distinguish.
the purely natursl sclences from falth and théology.

Rutional may be opposed on the one hand to sensit-

ive kncwledge, or, on the other hand to the immediste
knowledge of truth by understanding, but nct to
knowledge through falth, because rational 1is not
oprosed as evident to non-evident. If it be geld of
human knowledge inasmueh as this is acquired less
perfectly, i.e., gég discursum, 1t can be applied

to theclogy aa well as to the natural selences.

The opposition would have been better stcted bet=
ween natﬁral demonstration as an evident kﬁow;edge

of sensible quiddities knewn ultinstely through the

senses, and the noh-evident’knouledge of faith,
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The second objeation (page 17 )} argued
against the notion of Christian philosephy, because
the formal cobjeets of rhilosophy on the one hand,
and the formsl objects of falth anmd theology on
the other hsnd are different, and therefore, the
twvo cannot be united to form one bedy ef knoewledge,
and, this 1s true, However, the objection does not
really differ from the predeesding one, but merely
states the same argument in different terms, Hence,
when 1t is sald that seciences are distinguished by
diverse principles or by different formal objJect,
these two reascnes are not opposed, but exrlain the
seme thing by different formalities. Sometimes the
sciences are said to be distinet because they rrocede
from different prineiples,

Dielt eninm quod una scientia
est altera ab alie quarum principia
sunt diversa, ite quod neec ambarum
scientiarum principia prodedant ex
aliquibue principiis priorfbus nee
prineipia unius seientise froeadant
ex principiis alterius, quia sive
Procederent ex elsdem prinecipiis

eive allia ex allis, nen esset di-
versa scientia, (15

(1) St. Thomas, In I Pest. amal., lee. 41, n. 103

- Cf: St. Thomas, in V] ileta,. lec. 1.

<:>
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In & sclence the ecnclusions demonstreted
procede from diverse definitions or rather modes.
of definition, which are the principles of sclent~-
ific knowledge, Thus, in so far as the definitions,
the principles in a demonstration, differ, in ratione
geibilitatls, that is, are distinet in causing and

manlfesting the truth by meens of an inferénce, the
conclusions known through these principles will be
| different, not merely in any material way, but-in

ratione sclentlue, But, sclences are alsc sald to

be distinguished by reascn ¢f their formal objects:

Cum gutem distinguuntur
scientlae ut sint habitus quidan,
oportet qued penes gbjesta disting-
uantur, id est, penes res de quidbus
sunt scientlse..., (1
H ' A difference of objects does not mean here
objects ccnsidered ﬁerely materlally and entitavely,
in eses rei, but objecte in so far es they are
properticned to a potency or habltus in formalitate
objecti. Secause all hebjtus are specified according

to their oblects in guantum sunt gbjecta, sSo the

(1) st. Thomss, In Beoet. De Trin., g« 5, a. 1, ad 1.
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unity and diversity of the scientife habits are
speciried by the diverse gbjecta scibilia, in so
far as these known according toc a certain formal
abstraction or, illuminated by certain mode of
definition. Thus, to say "sciences are distinguish-
ed by thelr diverse principles, "and sclences are
distinguished by their 41 fferent formal cbjects,”
1s to express the ssme truth, but according to
different formalities. While it is true that ihe
formal cbjeets of falth and theclogy are not attaln-
ed through abstrsetion from matter, but according
to a partlcipation in the 1light of divine science
itself, nevertheless, the truth iz thes seme, There-
fore, if philosophy and theology are distinct in
thelr princlples, they are-elso distinot 4in regard
to thelir fomal objects, Hewever, once again it
sbould be noted that the objectlon is valld only
againat the opinion that philoscphy is Christian
because 1t somehow could have an ebject which would
be composed of the cbjlect of faith and the cbject
of a natural sclence=-which iz obviously impossible.
And the argument 1s not valld against the notion of

Christien philosophy as explained above, in which
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the certitude of faith {8 communicated %o the

natursl demonstrations

The third cbjection againat.Chrisbian
philescphy {(page 18 ) denied that the influence
of Christianity on the progress of philosophy
argued to the exlstence of & Christian philosophy.
This will be considered at length in the next
section when the confortationes objlectivae which
falth 1s uspposed to offer toc philosophy are d%g:h

cussed,

The final objection (page 20 ), namely
that the term Christian philosophy, even if to a
certain extent legitimate, should be avoided becau-
se adversaries of the Chmreh would aseuse Catholic
philosophers of ensleving reason by religlous aute-
hority, is searcely an chbjection in the order of
doctrine, sn cbjection in the form of & misunderste
anding of the use of the term ean best be met by
explaining 1ts right significsticn, While it cannot
be expected that unbelieves will asccept the conclus-
. fon that faith and theolegy perfeet philosophy with

an added certlitude, nevertheless it can be shown -
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even to them that the position lnvolves no cont-

radietion.
i1,

Discussion of Those ( inions Which Favored

& Christian Philesophy.

The arguments set forth in favor of a

Christian philosophy because of certain confortati-
ones objectivae (page 23 ) are insufficient for

establishing the polint. The argument, it will be
recalled, was as follows: the union of philosophy
to faith and theclogy i1s an indispenzible condition
for the development of philosophy. From the view-
point of the objeet of philosophy, there is no
obstacle to the progzess of philosophy without any
recourse to revelation. However, in the present
fallen state of human nature, progress in philosophy
cannot actually be archleved in man unless his int-
ellect, now suffering €rom the vulnus ignorantiase
of original sin, is elevated to a participation in
divine life, This imperfection of ignorance is
corrected in the Christian philosopher by reason
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of the fact that his faith proposes, or draws his
attention te truths ol the natural eorder, truths,
which absolutly speaking, reason could know of
1tself, but which in the present state it cannot
attain with certitude and without error. %oreoier,
these revealed doctrines, because of their infallible
source, are not mere suggestions for consideration

on the part of the philosopher, but are infallible
éruthé towards which he directs his Ingquiry as to

an end. The argument ralses three questlions whigp

will be considered in order:

1} Is the intellect in the present state
of man insufficient for knowing speculative truth?
(for, 1f 1t is a question of the philosophical
sciences, the suffleleney of the speculative, not
the practical intellect i3 at stake). To what extent,
if any, has the vulnus ignorantise affected the
speculative intellect? and & correlative question:
what restoration, if any, hae grasce made in the

philosopher who is Christian?

2) In any case, can it be said that phil=-
osophg reccives confortations subjectivae from faith
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and theology?

3) Can the infallible truths of faith be
sald to be an end towards which the Christlan phil~
osopher direets his inquiry?

1) Criginal Sin and Fhilosophy. Before
undertaking the discussion of the relation of cr-
iginal sin to philosophical truths, certain terms

must be clarified, First of all, the truths under
discussion are natural, not supernatural truths.
jatural truths are not all those that are not sup-

ernatural, but, as St, Thomas teaches, those of

shich man can have knowledge per sensibilia or

whieh can be deduced from first natural principles.(l)
And about these the question is asked: can they be
known without the aid of grace? Secondly, it must

be presupposed that question concerns speculative,
not practical truth, Hence, the question will in-
volve the necessity of grace for the intellligence

as such, and not for the intellligence which attains

truth through a conformity to right appetite.

(1) cf: Ia=~IIae, q. 109, a. 13 III Sent.,dist. 28,
Je lg ae Do




The teaching of St, Thomas on this 1s:
original sin did not affect intrinsically the

speculative intelleat, Hence, in knowkéng any one
speculative truth, the intellest, beyond the gen-

eral concursus, needs no special grace.
St. Thomas defines original sin as:

. Quaedam inordinata dispesitio

proveniens ex dissolutione 1llius

harmoniae in qua coneistebat ratio

originalls jJustitiase, (1)

The whole ordering or original justice
consisted 1n the subjeetion of man to God and the
consequent right disposition of man's powers, one
tc another. The subjection of man to Sod was affect=
ed first and foremost through the will whiéh, since |
it is the faculty of the subject itsélr, has the
power to dispose all the other parts to thelir ends,
When the wil; through original sin was turﬂed avaey
from God, all the other parts were thrown Sut of
the proper order to their end, Thus, the privation

of original Justice, the root of originaul sin, which

(1) Ia=IIae, q; 82, a, l.
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resulted in the dissclution of this harmony, 1=

not found indiscriminately in any part of the

soul, but first of all in the highest part, that
is, in the privation ¢f the subjeoction of the will
to God and secondly in the other parts of the soul
which, tending to their cwn proper goods, cause a
lack of harmony in man. However, what ls sald of
tpe will whiech was wounded intrinsiezlly by origin-

al sin, inasmuch as it lost that supreme love of

God, ultimate end of man and first prineciple of
humen acts, must not be applied diregtly to the
speculative intlleet, That the speculative intellect

was not wounded intrinsically by original sin is
the teaching of 5t. Thomas a8 well as of the commentat~
OT8e

Per Justitiam originalem per-~
fecte ratio continebat inferiores
animae vires; et ipss ratio a Deo
perficiebatur 1 subjecta., Haeo
autenm origlnalis jJustitia subtracta
est per peccatum primi parentis,
sicut Jam dictum est, Zt ldeo omnes
vires animae remsnent gquedammode
destitutae proprio ordine queo natu~
raliter ordinantur ad virtutem; et
ipea destitutie vulneratio naturae
dicitur.

Sunt autem guattuor potentiae
animae pessunt esse subjeecta virtu-
tum, ut supra dlctum est§ scillcet
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ratio in qua est Justitaj Lrascibi-
1is in qua est fertitudej coneup~
1scibilis in qua est temperantia,
nguantum erge ratio destitultuy

uo ordine ad verum, est vulnus
ignorantiae; inquantum vere volun-
tas destitultur ordine bonum est
vulnus malitiaey inquantum vero
iraselbilis destituitur ordine sue

ad arduum est wulnus infirmitatis}
inquantum vers concupiscentia des~
titultur ordine ad deleatabile mo=-
deratum raticne, est wulnus concu~
piscentiae., Sic igltur ista quattuor
sunt vulnera inflicta toti humanae 3
naturae ex peccatq primi parentis.(l)

The effect of original sin which i3 pert~
inent here is the xggggg‘igggggggggg and, it-is-to
be noted that 5t, Thomas places it in the ratio in
qua est prudentia, in other words, in the practicai,
net in the speculative intelleet, Agaln, in reply
to the questlion: Can man without grace know any
truth? he says:

Upagquacgue autem indite rebus
creatis a Deo habet efficaciam res-
pectu alicujus actus determinati in
quem potest secundum suam proprieta-
tem. Ultra autem non potest nisl per
aliguam forman superadditam, sicut
aqua non potest calefacers nisi ca=

(1) Ia=IIae, g. 85, a, 3.
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lefacta ab igne. Sie igitur in-
tellectus humanus habet aliquam
foman, scilicet fpsunm intelligl~
bile lumen qued est de ss suffi=-
ciens ad guadeam intelligivilis
cognoseends, ad es sgilicet in
quorum notitiam per sensivilia
Possumus Geveniree.ss

Sle fgltur dicendum est quod

ed cognitlionem cujusoumque veri

homo indiget auxilio divine ut in=-

tellectus a Deo moveatur ad suum

actum, Non autem indiget ad cognos=-

cendam veritatem i{in emnibvus nova

. illustratione superaddita naturali
illvetrationd.eetl)

Thus, given only that aid frem God call
general concursus an natural form can efficaciously
elelcit determinate acts proportionate to it, There~
fore, the human intellect, with the genmeral concur-
sus alone, has sufficient power through the lumen
intelligiblile to elicit acts proportionate to it~
self, But the knowledge of any gseparate natural truth .
capable of belng known through the senses is an act
proportionate to the inteilect, If this would not be
so, the intellectual potency would be the most ime

perfect of all forme, since any ether form is able

(1) Ia~ilce, q. 10¢, a, 1,
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Yo elieit proportionate actss Therefore, in order
to know any natural truth, men does not need any
pew light given by grace, That St., Thomaz is speeking

of the general concursus and net of the ald of grace

mhen he says: ad cognitionem goniuscumque veri in-

diget home auxilio diving, 1s evideat from the fact
that he equates the intellectual faorm with the forms
of all ecrcatures, That he 18 feferring to the specul~
ative and not to ths paseatical intellect is clear
from the order of the artieles, i selution to the
question whether the practical intellect canuﬁﬁdw
truth without grace presupposes the articles which
follow where the necessity of grace in regard to
the will 18 treated. This is also the teaching of
the great commentators on this tert. For-examyle,
Capreolus says: |
Ex quibus potest formari talis

ratios, Ad ea in quae potest heme per

lumen nuturale cum motione primi mo=

ventis non est necessarig gratia ha=

blutalis, sed in cognitionem verita-

tum naturaliter ex sensibvus deduci~

bilium, poteet home per lumen natu=-

rale intellectus, supposita notione
Dei. Igitm.‘. (l)

(1) Capreolus, Defensiones, I Il Sent,.,dist, 28,
. Qe 1, @a. 1, T, 1V, p, 2830, ,
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Cajetan affirme the game more definitely:

4d hoo dicitur gquod quia vule

nus lgnorantiee wet in raticne ut
est subjectum prudentiae, ut ex
praeallegato loco aceipio, et ratio
geon absoluta, sed ut mota & wolunta~
te est subjectum prudentiae, acnse~
quens est ut vulnus ignorsntiee des-
tituat rationem ab ordine ad verum
gpectans ad prudentiam, quod non in
sola cognitione, sed in voluntate
conglstl, quoniam verum intellectus
practicl ut dieitur in thic. est

R onfesge se habens fg.cgg.
%nde dfcaﬁﬁm est guod sermo litte~
rae est de cognitlione pura {psius
veri, objlectlo autem de cognitione
cun appetitu. Propter quod ex puris
naturalibue, etiam in hec statu,
posSsunus cognoscere non solum sype~
culatliva, sed moralia, quamvis in
hoe statu nom possimus ex elsden
esse prudentes, (1)

John of St, Thomas affirms the same doctrine:

Et fundamentum @at guia per peccatum
non est magls diminuta virtus intellectus
ad speculative cognoscendum quam erat in
pura natura, quis peecatum non opponitur
lumini intelleative, ged ordinationi rec-
tae 2d finem, Imo stat augeri peccatum
propter majorem cognitionem speculati-
vem ut patet in 1lle qui peccat ex ma=
litla. Lrgo peccatum guatenus peccatum

(1) Cajetan, In Iam-Ilae, qe. 109, a. 1, n. 2.
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non minult cognitionem specula~
tivan otlam ipsfus pecoatd,

Confirmetur quia peccatum
nen magis debilitet lumen intelleo~
tus in aniza quam in ingelo, cum
in utroyue habeat easdem vires peo-
catum ot eadem oppositicnen sun
intelleetu, seilices ua® malom
morale, non naturale, in angelo
virtus nspuralisz et lumen intelli-
gendd non est diminutum per peccatun,
ut ex Dlonysio deset D, Thomse. Ergo
etainm in hemine pest peccatum non .
munolt lumen intellectus megis dimi=
nutum ad sgeeulan&um quan sine L

© peccate. (1)} '

The Salmanticenses llkewise tesch the donme:

Intellectus autem non fuit
laesus per peccatun in lumine prine
eiplorum neturalium; sed hujusscdl
lumen mansit integrum, et intactum.
cuare cun in virtute illtun contie
Neatur suffielenter gquaelibet veri-
tap naturalis, quantumvia aifrici~
1is, soterit Intellectus ad 1l1lius
not%t%am abeque ulla gratia devinie"
el '

Frem this it is clear that: the intellect
15 sufricient in itself for knowing any truth that

(1) Joan. a Sto. Thoma ngg. Theole, 1 ~Iing
disyz 13, a: 2y nn: 87, 28, *» io 2a0 ’

(2) %mtieﬂaﬁ@a, Cgrgln T__mh ,.‘fr&cfu 14’ &9‘ M
*

pei, dlspe. 2, du s B¢ He 10, Te 9, Do léda.

8
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can acquired through sensible things; hence, any
natural truth ean be known by pan whether he ie

in the fallen state orf nct, provided there be no
physical impediment} hence, the intellect iz not
vounded by eriginal sin Intrinsically and has no
need of grace for tha knowledge of natural truths,
There 1s no better evidence of thiz than the fact
that if grace were needed for kmowing some natural
cruﬁhs,hit would be eppeclally required feor knowing
the aeat 4l1fficult econg natural truths, namely
knowledge of Godwethat He 18, that He ia cne, eternal,
eteq aowever; everyone recogniges thet these truthe
can te known without the special ald of grace, and
the resson why grace 1s not necessary is, as John of
te Thomas says, beccuse originel sin 15 not crpoeed
to intellectual 1ight but te the rigzht ordering to
the final ende In both the sin of the angels and
original sin, the sin commBted had the same relate
ion tc the intellect, So, Just as the knowledge which
the angels bhad per natupsm was not taken away or
dizinished dy their sin, se in ortginel sin, the
intellect of man was not wounded intrinsically.

O
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4 text of St. Thomes from the Prims Pars
15 sometimes cited to stow that the human intellect
even in the knowledge of ratural things cammot
arrive at the truth with certltude and without
error unless through the ministrations of gracet

»eeal €a etism quee de¢ Dee
ratione humena invest garl peogsunt
necessarium fult hosinen instrut
revelutione divinasee(l)

From the objecters* point of view thé&e
is perhaps an even stronger text in the Seguiﬁgf
Secundae where in answer to the question: " Ia
it necessary to have faith about these things
which cen be proved by natural reason?” St. Thozas
says: -

Hecessarium est homini accipe-
ra per modum fidel non solum ea guae
Sunt supra rationem, sed etiam ea
quae per rationem sognosel possunt.,.
Ratio humana in rebus divinis est
multum defiolens, Cujus aignum est
quia philosophi de rebus humanis
naturall investigutione perscrutane
tes in multls erraverunt,; et aibi
ipsis contraria senserunt, Ut ergo
esget Indubltata et certa cognitio

(1) Ia, Qe l’ 8 l.
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Efifnﬁ“?%ﬁ“gai‘uﬁzﬁm"?fﬁi“%&3:?-
rentur quasi a De¢ dlota qui mene
tiri non potest, (1)
| In neither ¢f these texts, hovwever, nor
in any other text where he expounds this doctrine
(2) does 8%, Thomas support the position of the
objectors. For, he ie not proving that faith is
necessary I'or phileosophers if they are to bring
thelr sclence tc a perfectum onug rationis (as the
. objection mmintaing), nor is he trying to prove
that because of the weakness of the human intellect,
falth {8 neceesary for the discovery of natural
truths. Cn the contrary, he is shewing that, since
the knowledge of God §{8 the most perfect, though
most difficult, knowledge, and most neceéaary for
all men because the ultimate end of 1ife, harpiness,
demands a full knoledze of divine things, faith is
not cnly superior to reasen for attaining thiz, but

necessary guosd humanum genus, Becsuse of the nurerous

(1) IIa=IIae, g, 2, a. 4,

-

(2) et I1I1 ﬁent., dist, 34, 8¢ 3; Qlﬂ 1; _I_ CQH&. G_g%h,

Ce ‘@ Qe., Qe M, da. 103 QQMGQ Qe 33 86 la




difficulties~~the profundity of the matter, the
fesbleness of the human intelleet, the large ampunt
of prerequisite knowledge, the indisposition of
most men for such high truths, the many oceupations
‘and dlstroctions of everyday living, the long tinme
‘required=-difficulties which attend the kKncwledge
about God threugh natural means, and because all
men are ordered to salvstion, therefore & know=~
ledge of God through falth is necessary, But, it

. should be noted, these difficulties are extrinsie
to a natural knowledge of Cod, and turthermotngh
they do not prevent at least some men from attaine

ing that Xnowledge.
That 5t. Themasi

Cum igitur £inis humanae vitae
8it beatltudo quae ecnsistit in jlena
cognitione divinorum, necessariunm
eat ad humanan.vitam.ln beatitue~
éinem dirig endan statim in princip~
io fidem divinorum habere, quae
plene cognoscends expeatantur in
ultima perrectlons humana, ad quoer
rum quaedam Cognoscenda plene poss~
ivile est bomini pervinere per
vian rationis in statu viae) et
horum quanvis peseit haberl sclene
tla et a quidusdam habeatur, tamen
necessariuy est habere ridam DROD ™
ter guinoue rationes, quas Rabbl
3byses ponit,.
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(and the Vatican Council) $s not referring to the
reaesslty of felth in order to know matural truths
for the intellect as such, but for sll men taken

singly, {5 evlident from the censtant use of guch

terms as necessariun ad humspam vitam (1) homing-
tus (2) gpud hemipes (3)

Cajetan Tecognizees this when he says!

Ad hoe dieitur gued ratio na-
turelis sd naturalia hujusmodi suffie
cit et non suffioit humano generi,
diversimede eoneiderande humanum gee
nus. Si enim sit sermo de humano ge~

nere secundum singules hopines, cong-
tat qued rat§e raturalls non sufficit
ad hujusmedl, ut patet in multls inep-
tis et mulleribus, et proptor multas

cccupationes rationavilies, 51 suten
loguamny de gensre humano secundum

ipsius nitaten, slo dicendum
est guod 8 nutnialia sufficit

ad haec. Distributum quippe est ut
et contemplationenm saplentise, 1111
&d agricultursm, alil ad alia nati
sunt, Sicque ut humanc generi ratio
sufflociut ad beo quod sapientia ca~
teraque adgint, quamvis nen conia
singulis,

(1) Inid.
(2) Ia, qe 1, B4 1,
(3) IIa=Illae, g, 2, 8¢ 4e

(:)

.
\A/J
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] £t quonian auctor de cognitione

divinorum necessaria humane generl

secundun singules logquebatur quia

gingull singillacim salvandl vel

demnandl sunt, Ideo verum d1ixiy

guod ratie naturelis humane generl

pon suffieit ad cengitionenm divine-

rum selbilium. 2% ldeo ecrum difes

non superflua, sed necessaria est

valde multis. (1]

In showing, then, that orlginul sin did
nev vount intrinsically the speculutive lntellect,
she bauls on which the whole osbjeotion rests is
destroyed. ilerefore, 1t may be concluded thst the
speculative intelleet is sufficient for xnowihg uny
naevural wruth; that graee in the Christian phllosopher
hos made no "restoruticn” of the sowers of the specul-
ative intellect; and that faulth 18 not necrssuly for
the discovery of new truths or the generul advance

of shilesephye

2) Confortasiones objectivae. Oranted thut
grace 1s not neeeszsary fer the knowvledge of any
speculative truth, could it be true, desplte that
fact, that fulth can offer %o the »hilesophical
selences certain eonfortationes oblectivae ?

(1) Cajetan, In ilam=Ilae,. Qo 2, G 4e
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#ithout entering inte a discussion of zurticular

truths=~-persen snd pature, essence and existence,
ereation, etc.==but restrioting the arcument solely
to u question of the poasivility of such a confar-
tatio, 1t must be affirmed that such a gcnfortstio

by faith is not possible, &t least 1f it 18 ocnsicder=
ed apart {rem vhe strengithening shich the demcnatroe
tion receiven by re&acp of the added certitude Prom

faloh,.

“he reason for thic can be seen from the
Tollewing argument. Let 1t ve supposed, for the
saXe ol wrgument, bthat Tfalth has rovealed cone
truvh which could linve been demenstrated from self-
evident, nuturclly kncwn orineiples, but which de
fuewe vas not wrarcsed untll fulth revesled it,
~ow such a truth, consldered soclely as a prepesition
(ung upart from any firm adherence to it on the sart
of uvhe insclleet) could be the ebjeet of nhilosophical

ingui for the nen-Phrlstlan chilesopher equally as

o

well 1o for the (hristisa philoscpher, sor, if that
orenogiilion should be dlizcevered dy the acn=Uhristian
=hllegopher In the oeriptures or in a bcok resorting.

ravealed truih, 1% could be suld thay f.ith hus osronosed
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it to him. However, nc one would maintain thet
merely because he harpens upon a new subject

for his philesephical inguiry in revelatlion that

he is thereby & vhristisn philcsoéher. If that

were true, any phllosopher, pagan or chrictlan,
whose ihilosechical inquiry was occasioned by what
was revenled, could by feet be culled a Christian
philoscrher, .o the extent that falith "offors"
cblecta in this suy, it does net differ from any
other ;rasentatioh or discovery which might offer
to the ~hilesepher an cceasion of arriving a%%ai

new truth, fhe disccvery of a new fact in the werld
of nature or the proposal of & new sxplanaticn of
the workings of naturel things might be the oecusien
through whieh the ;hllesopher would make Turther
diztinetions, penetrate more prefoundly what hitherto
he knew only &n un indefinlte way, and arrive st
new truths. decuuse of this faét. bowever, there 1s
no new speales of ghiloéephy; §hilosophiéa1 Knowe
ledse has simply advanced 1o & normal way by the
cumulative efforts of many, each contributing a
purt to the advance of truth. <o, whether the prop-

osivicn is given by falth or by the discovery of a

~
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new fact, or even by theory or opinion (since
the object ic veing considered now only materie
ellyi, the effect is the sumes truth is advanced
but chilesephy is not chranged, rarticulary as
regaris the trﬁths proposed vy faith, the faet
that fulth would propese them in this way dces
not entitle the »hilescpher whe uses them to the

nare of Christlan philosepher,

It might be cbfected, then, that the cuce
of the :hilozopher whe is not a Christian is entiree
ly éiiferent from the case of the phllocopher whe
iz Chrizilun. The philesepher whe is not Chrictisn
doos ot sccept these propositions as true, but
adulte thelr truthe only when he ﬁua proven it by
his science. The shilosepher who is Christian, on
the other hand, deoes not merely consider the truths
which faith reveuls &8s so many meterial objects to
be exemined und judged in the light of his philoserphy,
but, from the first, belleves them to be true, that is,
accer U8 what they affirm =ith the infullible certltude
of fulth. and this is precisely the point that disent
angles the confusien in regasrd to the confortationesn
qbjectivue, The truths whith falth prescnts, be they
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it to him, However, no one would maintmin'thmt - | y
| a@rély @eeauée he happens upon s apw subjiect o o
for his éhilﬂ&awhiaa& inguiry in revelation that K
',&e is bheweby & Christisn mhilaﬁoghar, 1f that -
were true, any phllesopher, pagen or christisn, . A »#
whose philosophical inguiry was aewaﬁimnea by whaﬁ' ' x
 was rvevealed, could by faet be called a Shri&@ianf
~ philoscpher, "%ﬁm exvent that falth “offers™
'aﬁséatﬁ in thi& L it dces na& Giffer fnwmvaﬁy
other presentation or alscovery which night offer™
te the philsseophey &n cocasion of srriving at a
new truth, The dlscovery of & new fact lo ﬁhe world
of nature or the proposal of & new exgi&aation of - 4
the éarkingg.ef.natﬁrél thiongs wight be the aacaﬁiﬂn | f j
thra&éh which th& shilesopher would make furiher E
aiatincticﬂh, gen&trate mere arsfawmély what hiﬁaﬁrﬁc
he knew only &n en iﬂﬁéfiﬂi&& #ay, and arrive ot
new truths. becuuse of this fact, however, %he*e is
ne new ég@eies of »hil uhy; shilosonhical knowe
laéga hes eimply ﬁdvame@& in a sormal way by the
cumulative efferts of many, each ccﬁtrithiﬂg a
part Lo the advance of truth, @Q; whether the nrOn~

eosition 1s given by faith ¢¥ by the dlscovery ef.é
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new fact, or even by theory or opinion (since

- the eblect is being consldered now only maverie
allyl, the effect is the same; truth is advéﬂeeﬁ
but philosephy s not ah&naeﬁ. Furticulary ep
‘regards the %#&%ﬁﬂ gr&pﬁa&ﬁ by falthy the faet .
that falith would propose thémAin thie ﬁ&y'deéﬁ
noet entitle the philosopher %ho ues them to the 7 é

name of Ohyistien philoscpher,

=3 SR

Itfﬁight'ba @bjaeﬁéé,'thé&, that %hé es8e

. of the philosopher whe is nmt_ﬁ ﬁhri&ﬁiah is entirew
ly ﬁiffér%ﬁt from the case of the philﬁﬁ@gh&t ﬁna

is Christian. The philcscpher whe 15 not ﬁﬁriaai&n
doos not naﬁégt these propositions as true, but
admite tﬁa&# truthe only when he hus proven it by - f{
his sclence, The phllosepher whe is Christtan, oﬁ -
the other hand, dees noy merely‘cenﬁiéar tha truths
which {éiba reveals as So many matverisl objeets bto
be sxemined and Judged in‘thé light of his ghiiascyhy, !
vut, from the first, believes them te'helérua, ﬁhmt is, '
aceoyte wﬁ%ﬁ'ﬁhay affirm wlth the infullible certltude

of faith. &4nd %his is grﬁciﬁély the voint that disent

angles the cenfuslioen in regard to the gonfortstiones

oblectivae, 7The truths whidh falth nrescnts, be they
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0lé cr~naw,,knswn“pwevimu&1y a¥r unknown, are a
cmnfmrtétgg for the Christisn philesopher but not
for the non»Christian ﬁ&ilﬁﬁ@gher yr@eiﬁely begguse
of thist the Christian philozopher udheres to them
flemly becsuse of the certitude recelved from falthe
Fortified (gonfortatus) with the certltude of falth,
the Christian philﬂséphﬁryﬁﬁn then proceed in nia

natural demonstration with 4 greaﬁar'aaaﬁrity and
adherenss %ﬁ!&ﬁ% Ject, ’ ‘ .

- Erge per [idem gorrigltur defie-
clentla rationis neturalis pe habest
perleulum exruandi sicut in philosow
rho gentllip ergo, 21 ipse ratio na-
turalls fimmatur per fidem in liis
quae de Deo assegultur, etlam dee
aonstratio procedens a ratlone natu=
rall sle firmats cortior erly et
perfectior guam si procederet & nae

tursll retione nuda.

Certltudo ista de gua loguimur
nen communicatur demonstrationi na-
turali & flde per discursum et illa~
tlonem ortam ex £ide; sed per solsm
repTessenbsticnen et propositionem
certitudinis fldel isse intellectus
exlt In puanm demcnstirationem cum

majori seeurifate eb edhaeslobe sd
I1lud objeetum, (1)

i~ | -
{1} Jomn, @ Sto Thoma, Cyre. Theel., In ITem=ilze,
‘iis;}* 8! ae 1o tvi? 8, 1885 ' ne. 18 ot e 25,

K5

sy - o, o . e -
B T S -
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mniﬁ, it may be noted,- is preoisely the
“solutlon reached in-G&ayﬁex 1T ot thia dizoussions
yhilaseghy>is,€hriﬁﬁian in sglfér a% 1t has e supere
added certltude communiceted sa-it'rre&,faith,‘énﬁ,
indesd, there ean be no gonfortatle of thée natural
demenstration in any way but this, 46 has alresdy
been showny one seience ean be superior tﬁ another
_'ei%hér ﬁy'f%&aﬁﬁ of the g;gngﬁg g poaterise or by
reason of &he guality wm:m is eerﬁiwém But felth
gannot gerf&ct B nu%ural science by c@nﬂunieating

the formal @uééct_ﬁf’ﬁhﬂﬁvhaiﬁﬁaﬁ to the philsepher,

o¥ some new formsl object; falth does not end cannot

'add any new light on the part of the object 1o She
natural demonstrations Ner would 1t in aﬁy way change
- the ecase if, for axaﬁpl@,_f%ith would favaal net
only & tyuth but alsc the middle term formally as
such. What sdvantage would there be in this for the
nhﬁlascﬁher?‘Ear %ﬁé non=Christian ghﬁlﬁaﬁﬁhﬁf; this

could ba & Bouree of prawreaa only acaiﬂantmllf in

e far aa faith (it aould as well héve been any other

&ip& af ﬁﬂewlaﬁgﬁi hag turﬂe@ hig ecnuliderstion %a%arﬁa

' this abjeet. But hhe domensbrs tlon ef the rmneluqien

and;tha'eertianéa with which he adheres ta it, in
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other wordsy whalever of ﬁeienuﬁ there 18 in i,
will vome frem the evidence and net from fuith.
4nd even theugh the Christisn philesopher knows -
infﬂllibi&_ﬁ&&t this ig the maaﬁlé pexm, he is
certain that % Ls by feith. But, non-vevident
falth, though it givas gertitude that nﬁ&s is the
middle ﬁarm, doee not &ugaly the evidence by which
the aennluaiaa 15 soen to follow fr@m,thg.m ddle
term, Thus, the Christien zakilﬁaswhem an well &
the non=Christien philoscpher, must vtill nake a

' demcustration of thut truth, I he whﬁ knews ﬁha
trutﬁ 13.%albe eﬁlla&,ghil&&aph&z, 1%_%111 not

‘be becsuse he socepts Lhis truth bﬁ ﬁhe ligat"af
fagph, but'bee&usa he sees 1t by she 1light of ﬁhé
nmtaral.acianﬁa*,ﬁﬁe4§$3&% aﬁ?antaga which the
ﬁhriati&nlghilagepher has ig thigt in knowing that
the truth (or the middle term} is alresdy guaran-
teeé.bg féi&k, the &afiﬁienay»of his natural reason
is corpected and he is pre enﬁeﬁ from fgf?ihg o
the errers which, as exgerianae Bhows, o frequent~
1y besey %he‘“eﬁnﬁ%riavian philcs, h@fsu

resss28T Solenm Feyresentatlonem ot

yranaatiane certitudinie fidai $p=
' inteil sobus exlt in guam dempnt«
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nwution@% eum ma jord aeauritaue et
aﬁh&asi@ne ad Lllud obsectum.

which falth gives to the

The conforts

Gnriati&ﬁ rhilesopher, theny is purely in the line
of eertitude,; net by wey of the formal mbja@t ot

the yhilnewphﬁr*a seianee'

ahoﬁea, It is ﬁiﬁvly not true o gay that pbiiascphy
Tiatio -f:mm falth ex parte Sbiectl,
for the raa&nn& alrﬁady givaﬁ, but anly Bz artitgﬁing
'camﬂunicata & 81des Even *ﬁﬁﬂ& whe ﬁ&f forth the
position, unknewingly recognize this by the very

words which they empley: "Christian philescphers | |
&néw then ﬁare perfectly because falth, §y~affirming -

‘recsives any sonfortati

t.hesm', guve ccmfimﬁ‘%};im of their vru.,th’_' {page 2313
_”the aeguisitlion of ph?léﬁephyi,.se?en in regara e
purely natursl)’ truﬁhﬂ, 15 made essier und more csrﬁaia
becatuse foith yrupasea to rﬁaaan-abjeans«.w (p&g& 26);
*The Christian pmlemph&r has this admntag,e.nhe
will be guapded from error am& ba more suxely direet~

ed Eﬁﬁ&r&ﬂ tbe truth, . "{page §T7).

\
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8) Finally, what can be sald of the propw
aéitiéna tha»infalliblé Lruths of falth are ag &n
ené towarde which the philosopher dirvecte hig inquie |
*y (pege 26 )7 o

Obyiously, the truths of revealed falth
are not the end of sny nacural selences The end of
a science is the complete Kﬂ@%laﬁg@ of the subjeet

4t Ldeo oportet quod unitus
seientiae considevetur ex fine sive
ex tersine sclentise, Zet sutem
- eujuslibet selentlae finis sive y
terminus, genus ¢ires guod est pelene
tis, quia in epeculativis sclentiis
nﬁhfl aliud quaritur quam ecognitic

ganeris subjeeti. (1)

This position

i somewhat more éiffié&l& to comment on than the
éthers, fer twe reasonst xnsﬁea& ¢f belng opoosad
o the eonclusione reached in Chapter I1l, 1t appaw
reatly agrees with thewj secondly, setuslly there

is much in the opinlon that is f&lse. 4t least this

(1) 84 Themas, In I Post anals, lees 41, na 7,
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much can be sald! to the extent that it agrees with

the posltion of John of St. Thomas, it can be admitt=

ady a;3,*~"th& Curletian phillesopher onge arrived
at the Lruth, edheresz %o it with grester firmness,
whel, foz erampley the @ex&itéém of falth confirns
the éer%iauéa of the propesition God exists, However,
: ﬁhar@ is m&&h.%bﬂt ﬁaé& aai 5uﬂﬁif¥ ahlﬁ conalusion
and ¢snnet be mdmiﬁteﬁ, e;g*, that the aui&ntﬁf&c
habizus of aha Christian phzlaamphpr 1g elevated o
& &ureriax'maue of Palth; that the Cnriwtiﬁn phile
esepher 1n his ﬁ@m@gﬁtratian i« fertifieé by the
act of falth; tha the truths now appears with
‘greater vividnessj that a guparimr nebitus influe
ences one by a &iﬁgl&r cbjective (1) ‘light, conf~
 irming it with gx&aﬂer cartitude,
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cld er new, known previocusly or unknown, are a

ecnfdrtatig for the Christiasn philesopher but not

for vhe nen~Christisn philssopher precisely becsuse

of this: the Christian philozepher udheres te them

Pirmly becuuse of the eortitude reesived frem falth,

Fortirled {gonfortatus) with the eertitude of falth,

the Christiuan philosepneé ¢an then proceed in hig

natural demenstrstien with 1 zreater security and

adherence to the object,

Lrge per fidem corrigitur defi-
clentla rationis naturalls ne habest
rvericulum errundi siecut in philoso~
tho zentiliy erge, 84 ipsa ratio na=-
turalls firmatur per fidem in iis
quae de Deo usseguitur, etiam de=
aonstratio procedens a racione natue-

Tell sle firmata certior erit et

nerfectior guam si procederet a nae
tursll rstione nuda,

Certltudo ista de sue loguirur
non communlcatur demonstratieni na~-
turall a fide per discursum et illa~-
tlonem ortum ex fide; sed per solam
rerraesentaticnem et preopesitionenm

certitudinis fildeti i.se intellectus

exit 1n suam éamqgatrat;gng%‘ggg
mﬂjorz securlggg% 8t adhaesione sd

11lud objectum. (1)

1]

{1) Joan, & ute Thoma,
dispc 3’ Ge Lo ‘Vi

1885 ¥ n. 18 ett nﬂ

25

Srts P

turs._theel., 1n Ilum-IIse,
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This, 1t may pe noted, i preoisely the
solution reacheq in Ghépﬁer III of thig discussions
phllosophy is Christian in se far ag 1t hus a Bupere
added certitude conmuniceted to it from falth. ane,
indeed, there can be Do genfortatic of the nstursal
demenstration in any wey but this, . hes already
been shown, ene science esn be superlor to encther
elther by resson of the diznites materiae or by
reason of the juallty whieh is certitude, But faith
cannot perfeet & natural sclence by cornmunicating
the formal oujset of that science to the philsephoer,
0¥ some new formal oblect; ralth does net and canset
add any new lizht on the PaTt of the objeet to the
natural denonstration, FHer would 1t 4n DY way change
the cape ir, ror example, falth would reveul net
only 4 truth but ulse the middle term formally as
such, vhat sdvantage would there be in this for the
phileosopher? For the on=Christian philosopher, this
could be a souree of PPogress only accidentally in
So far as lalth (1% gould as well have been any other
kind of knowledge) hus turned his ecnsidersticn towards
this oblect, 3ut he demenetra tion of the ecnclusicn

and the certi.ude with which he sdheres to it, in
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other words, whutever of sclence there 1s in it,
wlll come frem the evidence and net$ from £aith.

ald even though the Christian philosepher Xnows
infalllbly that this 1s the meddle term, he is
certaln that 1v 1s by felsh. But, nen-evident
Tuith, though 1t sives certltude thut thls is the
niddle tersm, does aot supply the evidence by which
the cconelusicn 1s seen to follow from the middle
terme Uhus, the Christian ghiioaopher, a8 well as
the acn=Christlan phllescpher, must stlil make a
demcnsiration of that truth..lf he who knews the
truth 16 to be culled philesepher, 1t will nct

be Lecause he accepis this Lruth by the light of
faith, but Deecuuse he Sees it by sthe 1i.ht of :he
natursl seliences The sreat advantage which the |
christlan philescpher hes is tnls: in knowing that
she truth (or the widdle term} is already zusran=-
teed by ruith,'the deficiency of his natural reason
is corfectc and he 1s prevenued frem fallihg to
vhe errors whlck, as exjerience shows, so frequent-

1y beset the uen-vhristian philesophers,

verse 287 Bolanm Tepresentaticnen et
proposticnen certitudinle fldei ip-
se intell-etus exit in suam demong=-
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traticnem cum an jorl seeuritate et
adhaesione ad 1llud objectum,

The ecafortatie which fulth gives te the

Christien -hilssopher, then, is puvely in the line
of certitude, nct by way of the formal cbject of

the nhilceonherts sclence,

~8 a final werd on the ggnfortationcs
objectivae,it might be ncted that the term is 1lle-

chegen. It lg slmply not true to say that phileseshy
reeeives any gonfortatio from falth ex parte oblecti,
Tor the reusons already given, dut cnly ex certitudine

commundcuta o @ide, Even those who put forth the

seeition, unknovingly recognize thic by the very

words which they empley: "Christian »niloscphers

kne# thex nore rerfectly because falth, by affirming
them, gave confirmeilon of their truth" (vage 23 )%
"the aequisition of philocophYaieseoven in regard o
purely natursl truihs, 1s made emsler and ~ore certain
becsuse falth propeses teo resason objectS..." {page 26);
*The Christian philesopher has this advantage...he

%ill be puupded from error und be more surely direct=-

ed towuTds the Lruth.,e."(page 27 },
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3) Finally, what can be sald of the yrop=
otition: the infallibla truths of falth are se an
end tawarﬁé which the Philosopher directs his inguf ~
ry {psge 26 )97

(bviously, the truths ef revealed falth
are nod Lhe end ol any Da.ural seiences The ond of
a sclenge iz ihe complete Xnewledge of the subject
of ¢he geicngu,

vt ldeo oportet quod unitus

Selentise considerstur ex Tlne sive

¢X terulne seientiae, Zst autem

cujuslivet seieniiae finis sive

Lerminus, genus eires quod est scienw-

vla, quia {n egpeculativic scientiis

ninil aliud quaritur quam cognitic
senerls subjecti, (1)

Confortationes sublectivie. This posiuien

is comewhat more diffieult to coument on than ithe
atlers, for wwo Tewsong: instead ¢r bein@'cggoaad
e lhe coneclusions feached In Chapter 11X, 1t appa=
reatly agrees wiish theimg Seccndly, aetuwlly there

is auech in the opinlen thut 15 fulse, «t least thie

(1) 8, Thomus, in I Pfogt unul,, lse, 41, n. 7.
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much cun be sald: to the extent that 1t agreea with
the posltlen of Jehn of ut. Thomae, 1t can be admitt-
ey €s8ey "the Ciristian philcsopher once arrived

at the truth, acheres to 1. with preater Cirmness,
®hen, for exum.le, the certiiude of fslth cenflm:

the certl.ude ¢l vhe proresition sod exlste, However,
there le such thut decs now JUstitry ihis ccnelusicn
80- ealnob Ve wcultbed, e.g5e, vhut the selentific

- the vhrlsWdun philecopher ls elevated 1o

e

habiluse ¢

4 suteri

<]

I mote o falthy that tie Curistlan vhile

T in hio demcnstration le Portified by the

o
i

D

GEC

o

L Fat the truths now avpears wmith

fd

T

Fy

auct o ith;
greater viviiness; thut o superior hablwus influ-
ences one Ly & simuler objective (%) lighy, conf-

irming It 9ich sreater certitucde,




