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PREFACE

he title of this book is intended to suggest that it contains
matter of interest to the philosopher, Christian or non-
Christian, and to the Christian theologian.

The first Part, which rests on no theological presupposition,
enquires into the nature and implications of certainty. The second
Part considers the theological claim that certainty can be obtained
by all men of good will in regard to the teachings of Christianity.
It is not the purpose of these chapters to offer evidence that the
Revelation alleged by Christians has taken place, only to consider
in what conditions this theological claim could be upheld. On
what terms would theological faith be possible? In what way could
such a certainty arise? Is the traditional teaching about faith free
from internal inconsistency? Is it based on a satisfactory epistemo~
logy? The ‘problem of the act of the faith’ continues to exercise
the traditional theologians; more directly than any other theo-
logical problem it claims the attention of non-Christian thinkers.

In the following pages views are expressed which run counter
to the usual teaching of Catholic theologians and philosophers.
The author wishes to make it clear, once for all, that these views
are personal ones, and that they are not stated dogmatically but in
the hope of promoting fruitful discussion. And he submits all that
he has written to the ultimate judgement of the Church.

A first draft of this book was written five years ago. On the
advice of friends it was decided to publish an abridged form of
this in the first instance, but it did not prove possible to do the
recasting for two or three years. Then there were the delays which
attend the publication of any such book at the present time. In the
meanwhile some of the horses which I was flogging seem to have
become moribund; at least, that is the impression which I receive
from van Riet’s Epistémologie Thomiste and from the spate of
theological literature which has been pouring in from France.
But if some of the references seem vieux jeu to the informed,
they may still be useful to others. I would ask that the book be con-
sidered as no more than an outline which I hope to fill in at some
future dateifitshould provedesirable. Thopealso for criticisms which

will help me to overcome obscurities and hesitancies of which I
v



vi PREFACE

am at present conscious and the errors into which I may have
unconsciously fallen.

To my monastic brethren who have helped me in so many
ways I am very grateful, and in particular to Abbot Aidan Williams
of Belmont.

The dedication records a special debtin what is, I hope, a suitably
unobtrusive way. I should add that the responsibility for what

1 have written is mine alone.



CONTENTS

PAGE
PREFACE - - - - - - - - - = v

PART ONE
PHILOSOPHICAL CERTAINTY
CHAPTER

I. ON CERTAINTY IN GENERAL - - - - - - 3

1. Introductory: The present philosophical atmosphere; Professor
Price. 2. Rejections of Certainty. 3. Can we ever be sure
of avoiding mistakes? Mr. J. R. Reid and Professor A. D.
Ritchie. 4. Certainty guarantees itself. 5. Deceptive uses of
the word ‘Certain’. 6. Further description of Certainty: the
question about its scope. 7. On distinguishing waking from
sleeping; some implications. 8. Certainties gained by induc-
tion and on authority; more implications. 9. Some Thomist
accounts of Certainty; a criticism. 10. Moral of this Chapter
seen in a recent debate; Dr. Ewing.

II. THe GoAL OF KNOWLEDGE - - - - - - 27

1. The problem of knowledge. 2. Sense-knowledge and intellec-
tual knowledge. 3. Thomism and the genesis of knowledge.
4. The material and the immaterial. s. The intuitive perception
of the external world. 6. Conceptual knowledge. 7. The
affirmation of being. 8. The demonstration of Godg' s existence.
9. The theory of Analogy. 10. The law of knowledge.

PART TWO
THEOLOGICAL CERTAINTY

1. FroM PHILOSOPHY TO THEOLOGY - - - - - $S

1. The notion of the supernatural; supernatural knowledge.
2. The notion of the supernatural; a wider context. 3. The door
to the supernatural. 4. On speculative Theology. 5. Theology
today.

II. THE PROBLEM OF FAITH - - - - - « <« 71

1. The freedom of Faith; introduction to the problem. 2. The
evidence of Faith; the Dominican view. 3. The evidence of
Faith; P. Garrigou-Lagrange. 4. The evidence of Faith; Dom
Stolz and P. Chenu. s. The statement of the problem.

III. Buror’s THEORY - - - - = = = - 87
1. Cardinal Billot on Faith’s motive. 2. The Faith of simple
Authority. 3. P. Bainvel’s account. 4. P. Harent’s account.

5. The Dominican and Jesuit Sch(_)ols compared.
vii



viii CONTENTS

CHAPTER

IV. ROUSSELOT'S THEORY - - - - = = =
1. The rejection of ‘natural Faith’. 2. The workings of Grace.
3. The theory of the ‘supernatural sign’. 4. Fr. D’Arcy on Faith.
s. Theory and practice.

V. RECOMMENDING A THEORY - - - - - -

1. Theological difficulties. 2. The experience of the faithful.
3. The charge of novelty. 4. Graceas the ‘seed of Glory'.
5. P. Maréchal and the witness of the Mystics.

VI. CHRISTIAN INTELLECTUALISM - - - - - -

1. The intellect and the emotions. 2. The finalization of the
lower powers. 3. The dynamism of the intellect. 4. Animus
and Anima—Fr. D’Arcy. 5. The Science of the Saints.

APPENDIXES
I. THOMISM AND SUPERNATURAL UNION - - - -

II. A REceNT Book ON THE AcT OF FAITH - - - -

PAGE

98

113

130

145
160



PART ONE
PHILOSOPHICAL CERTAINTY






CHAPTER 1
ON CERTAINTY IN GENERAL

1. Introductory: The present philosophical atmosphere; Professor Price

Acertain change has become perceptible of late in the way in
which philosophers regard their subject. Professor H. H.
Price has in a recent address! referred to it in the following words:
‘As we all know, metaphysics was sadly blown upon in the second
half of the inter-war period. Metaphysical statements were de-
clared to be meaningless, not even false; indeed the adjective
“metaphysical” became almost a term of abuse. To be sure, anum-
ber of the subjects previously included under metaphysics might
still be studied under other names, even by the most advanced
thinkers. It was quite proper to study the notions of substance and
cause, for example, provided one said one was studying the analy-
sis of thing-propositions and causal propositions. You might still
discuss the nature of the self or of personal identity provided you
called it “The analysis of ‘T’ sentences”. You might even have been
allowed to discuss the relation of mind and body, if you were pre-
pared to change the label and say that you wanted to talk about
the relation between psychological statements and physiological
statements. Thus although many of our modern analysts would
profess to have abolished metaphysics, this revolution—like others
—is not quite such a clean sweep as it appears. And I think that the
revolutionaries themselves would admit this.” In other words,
philosophy had become something quite out of touch with the
interests of the ordinary man. Professor Price voices the growing
suspicion that this will not do.

Later in the same address occurs this passage: ‘It looks as though
there were a kind of rhythm in the history of human thought on
metaphysical subjects. A long period of speculative thinking is
followed by a shorter period of criticism and agnosticism, and
then speculative thinking begins again in a different form. At the
moment we happen to be living in one of the critical and agnostic

1To the Joint Session of the Aristotelean Society and the Mind Association,
published in the Aristotelean Society’s Supplementary Volume xix (Harrison &
Sons, Ltd.), Analysis and Metaphysics, 1945, p. 21.
3



4 PHILOSOPHICAL CERTAINTY

periods, and perhaps the widespread complaint “clarity is not
enough” is itself one of the symptoms that the period is approach-
ing its end.’? It is not, then, an unfavourable time for writing
about the great question: Can there be a grounded claim to know
God, to receive a communication from him? Butitisstill necessary
to urge as a preliminary the most elementary thesis of the philo-
sophia perennis, the refutation, that is, of universal scepticism. This
may seem an ancient and familiar topic, but it will be easy to show
that it is a highly relevant one; the issue is very far from dead. The
topic is perhaps a little too familiar in some quarters. The refuta-
tion is conducted parrot-wise, with its profound implications left
undeveloped and without those precisions which it requires if it is
to be effective in our own day. Asa result it is still dismissed by the
typical modern philosopher as a childish irrelevance. The fact that
we do know some things for certain may not be formally denied
by such a philosopher, but any attempt to build upon it is of little
interest to him. Despite the change in the philosophical atmos-
phere his mood is still radically sceptical; the full significance of the
fact of knowledge does not appeafto him. We must bring it out,
give him the opportunity to realize it fully and make it the object
of areal assent.

For the fact of knowledge itself leads us, if we scrutinize it
closely, to the heart of metaphysics. If we are certain of anything,
we are in the presence of the ‘unconditioned’; that is why so many
modern thinkers shrink from the subject. Professor Price provides
an example of a half~way position which is becoming common.
He holds that we know (not merely believe) that ‘material objects’
exist?—a statement which would have been rather shocking for
the philosophical world not many years ago, but is now on the
way to being fashionable; but he regards systems of metaphysics
as ‘alternative modes of conceptual arrangement by which the
body of empirical data is systematically ordered . . . Thus the
choice between different systems of speculative metaphysics is not
a choice between the true and the false, at least in the ordinary
sense of those words. It is rather a choice between the less good

and the better. . . .”® This seems to be the old attempt to allow
value to metaphysics while restricting it to the mere ‘ordering’of
17bid., p. 23.

2 Ibid., p. 96 (in his comments as Chairman of a symposium).
8 Ibid., pp. 26-27.
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‘empirical data’. In the past such attempts have marked the last
stage on the road to a total rejection of metaphysics. Any genuine
revival of metaphysics must be based on the principle that it has
more than a reﬁtive value. Metaphysics makes statements about
reality which claim absolute truth. And the whole import of it is
that it claims to go beyond ‘empirical data’, if by ‘empirical data’
we are to understand only ‘material objects’ and psychological
phenomena. When we claim certainty we claim to distinguish
reality from mere appcarance. Is not this itself a metaphysical
claim? But the first business of this chapter is to defend the validity
of any claims to certainty; we have still to face the fact that they
are repudiated to all intents and purposes by many influential
philosophers. The result of this Professor Price describes in his own
way when he tells us of ‘the ordinary educated man’ that ‘for

good reasons or bad . . . the Christian metaphysical system has lost
its hold on him’2

2. Rejections of certainty

In the early years of the century certainty was rejected by
idealist philosophers who derived, on the whole, from Hegel—
that is to say, they accepted the Hegelian view that truth lies in the
whole and that the partial aspects of it which we claim to ‘know’
are true only in so far as they unite with all the other partial aspects
in the great totality. In the history of philosophy this has been a
favourite way of dodging (or rather, of trying to dodge) the
question of certainty. It is a rejection of certainty, because it in-
volves the assertion that we do not know the truth at all: the
‘partial aspects’, which are all that we know, are not really true (and
calling them ‘partial aspects’ is only a polite way of saying so).
The Hegelian ‘system’ went out of fashion, but the ‘coherence’
theory of truth lived on, the Hegelian view in substance under a
new name. According to this, propositions are true because they
cohere with one another; to which one can only reply that the
commonsense answer must first be disproved before such a view
can expect to gain favour. The commonsense answer is that frue
propositions do cohere with one another—because they are true.
More recently the ‘coherence’ theory has been connected with a
very different class of thinker, a certain kind of logical positivist.
It is dangerous to lay down what logical positivists (of any sort)

1 Ibid., p. 28.
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mean. The point is that they have been taken to mean this by many
readers. The ‘coherence’ theory, then, which in effect dispenses
with truth, is a factor in the existing philosophical situation. It is
something on which writers of a semi-sceptical kind regularly
fall back (often unconsciously) when their latent scepticism
threatens to become patent. Their basic contention is always the
same: that the truth of ‘empirical’ statements cannot be certainly
maintained, that is, that we can never be certain that any particular
event is really happening as it appears to us to happen. Truth is not
found in ‘particulars’.

This doctrine is not so obviously false as that of explicit philo-
sophical scepticism. It is not, on the face of it, the old contradiction
(it is true that there is no such thing as truth) to which any frankly
sceptical utterance at once reduces. We are still free to say that
some propositions arc true—necessary’ ones, as that the sum of a
triangle’s angles is always two right-angles. But the doctrine,
despite this concession, leads straight to absurdity. It is a particular
experience to be aware of my own state of mind—of my certainty,
for example, that this proposition is ‘necessary’. If all my particular
experiences are uncertain, nothing is certain, for I depend upon
them for all that I know. Contemporary writers often accept this
conclusion in practice while continuing to pay lip-service to the
distinction between the ‘empirical’ and the necessary. In fact an
assumption that we can have only an ‘approximate certainty’ of
anything lics behind many philosophical discussions. This is as
plain a case of sawing oft the branch on which one sits as the
Kantian statement that we can never know anything as it really is.
It is universal scepticism in its thinnest disguise (‘Tam only approxi-
mately certain that [am only approximately certain’ .. . and so on).
Some examples of this kind of thing will be given in the following
sections. For the moment it will be useful to add a little to the
rough sketch of the present state of our question by touching upon
certain excuses for it.

First, there is the deep-seated distrust of the senses, the sinister
side of the Platonic tradition, which Descartes and his predecessors
imposed to such effect. When this is combined with a marked
tendency to reduce experience to sensible experience, a sceptical
result becomes inevitable. Then there is a genuine fear of the anti-
nomies which are supposed to arise if we do accept ‘empirical’
certainties. It is useful to notice this, because it controls the whole
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question of philosophical method. It is not the vague fear of the
‘anconditioned’ already mentioned, but a rational fear based on
the belief that this is no true road because it leads into a jungle.
But the point is that, if these certainties are facts, we must proceed
by way of them and face what meets us, even if it should appear a
jungle. Here lies the great strength of the scholastic Aristotelian
position—it accepts the facts, and claims that they can never Jead
to contradictions, though they may lead to obscurities. The
obscurity which we have now to analyze, the apparent jungle, is
the problem of error.

3. Can we ever be sure of avoiding mistakes? Mr. J. R. Reid
and Professor A. D. Ritchie

The problem is that we seem to make mistakes impossible, if we
claim certain knowledge of anything. This result is reached as
follows: the essence of a mistake scems to lie in a claim to certainty
which proves subsequently not to have been justified, and if we
can make such a claim unjustifiably at all there is nothing to show
that we may not be always doing so. A claim to certain knowledge
of anything would be a claim that we arc not making a mistake,
and this claim could be sustained only if there were no such thing
as a mistake. This is the muddle which usually occurs when we
begin to think about mistakes. It should be fairly obvious that it is
a muddle, but it may not be obvious how it has occurred. Let us
put it in another form; we may then sce more easily what is wrong
with it. It may be put like this: a man, before he reflects on what
he is implying, will be inclined to say that he knows some things for
certain and some things not for certain; but, if we ask him to dis-
criminate between these (alleged) two forms of knowledge, he
will quickly realize that, if he does mistakenly claim to know some
things for certain, he has no certain guarantee against mistake at
any time, and ‘certainty’ refers to a purely subjective state, and
need have no objective correlate. Thus all knowledge is uncertain
if knowledge means knowledge of anything.

What it seems to amount to, then, is that sometimes we feel
certain and sometimes not, because to say that we are certain, when
we are speaking exclusively of a state of mind, is likely to put us
off the proper track. There are some situations in which our state
of mind is not one of doubt; there is no question of asking questions.
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And there are other situations in which we do ask questions. Why
this difference between situations should arise or what it means we
do not know. The true state of affairs (on this view) is difficult to
describe, because our language is saturated with ‘associations’ given
to it by common sense. What, for example, do we mean by ‘the
true state of affairs’? Does not this imply that we are making a
claim to certainty which is not just ‘feeling’, even if it is only
about our feelings? Not necessarily, it would be answered, for to
be certain about our feelings is only to entertain feelings of a reflec-
tive kind. We could not ‘reflect’ upon our feelings until they had
happened, and by that time our memories might have played us
false. For all we know, then, all situations are, after all, the same.
We can never be sure that we had the kind of feeling which we
called ‘asking questions’. True, we can never be sure that we can
never be sure; but this means only that it is unprofitable to talk
either of ‘sureness’ or of ‘unsureness’.

The more we have tried to give consistency to this account the
more phantasmagorial it has become, and what is wrong with it
is that it implies the elimination of intellect altogether and the re-
duction of philosophy to biology. This is general scepticism once
more in one of its many disguises, for to insist exclusively on mere
“feeling’ is to reject the very possibility of truth. An example of
this appears in a recent issue of Mind; Mr. J. R. Reid isattacking the
‘alleged certainty of analytic (necessary) as contrasted with syn-
thetic (empirical) statements’, and he concludes: ‘If the word
“certainty” is supposed to indicate anything more than a motor-
affective attitude, which is felt at some time by some philosophers
towards sign-vehicles which they believe they are in the habit of
calling “analytic statcments”, then the alleged certainty . . . is a
rationalistic myth.” The italics are his. He has been led to this
conclusion, it seems, by the view that all empirical statements are
uncertain. His own justification of this view is that we never can
be sure what anyone means by any statement. Yet it still scems to
him that it is worth writing about it.! His position, however, has
an advantage over that of Professor A. D. Ritchie, as expressed
in the same publication a few months earlicr, that ‘there are no
completely hard facts, but all are more or less soft’. For Professor

1‘Analytic Statements in Semiosis’, Mind, October, 1943, pp. 329~330. This

publication is recognized as representative of contemporary philosophical
thought.
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Ritchie, although he seems to disclaim all metaphysical first Frin—
ciples, does venture on a definition of truth as ‘a relation holding
between or found among entities which form a system of a certain
minimum complexity’.! Mr. Reid does at least go the whole way,
and he admits in the passage already quoted that if his position ‘is
said to constitute a dilemma’, he can only ‘inanely repeat “I now
mean what I now mean what I now mean” ...” We have
already noted that if no particular facts are true no generalized
or complex ones are truc either; both these writers recognize,
indeed, that the two classes stand or fall together, but Professor
Ritchie shrinks from the implications of the conclusion.

4. Certainty Guarantees Itself

It is time to put the problem in its proper form. The problem is
not to find out whether there can be certainty, but to find out how
mistakes are reconcilable with it. Knowledge is the datum with
which we start, and that it is more than fecling is part of the
datum. Let us take an example. I am walking along a road, and at
a certain point I stop, uttering an exclamation. I tellmy companion
that there is a stone in my shoe, a statement which might prove to
be untrue. But I may add ‘or at lcast I feel a pain in my foot’, and
this, unless I am lying, refers to a certainty. I am certain on parti-
cular occasions that I feel pains. It is nonsense to say ‘I think I am
fecling a pain, but am not sure’” unless it means ‘I suspect that I did
feel a pain, but do not clearly remember’. Even if we could never
be sure of the past we can be and we are sure of the present. Many
of the participants in the modern debatc realize that these certain-
ties arc unshakable, but, cven when they do not reduce them to
feeling, they do not seem to realize what they mean. They are
claims to know things as they are. They contain the first principles
of metaphysics. Everyone knows that we cannot ‘demonstrate’
first principles; and nowadays they are often in practice overlooked.
What can we do about it? Nothing but look at them ourselves and
illustrate them. I know, then, that I am feeling a pain. I mean by
this that my feeling is my mind’s object. It is a certainty. I do not
first feel and then reflect upon it; it is known as it happens. I know
that this grasp of the fecling by my mind is a mental growth, an
acquisition. The claim I make is a spiritual event. I use and cannot

1 “The Logic of Question and Answer’, Mind, January, 1943, p. 27.
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help using the measure of ‘being’, and I know that this is no
‘motor-affective attitude’. I know what I mean. I am not commit-
ted to an infinite regress of interpretation.

The analysis of error will make this clearer. We have to chal-
lenge the presupposition that a claim to certainty can be ever
mistaken; that is, we must distinguish the philosophical use of the
word from the popular one. For cxampfe, I should say ‘in the
ordinary way’ that I was certain that I could leave my chair
immediately, if I should wish to do so; yet the possibility that my
limbs would fail me cannot be ruled out. On the other hand, I am
certain in the absolute, philosophical, sense that I am at present
thinking about certainty. I am aware in the very act of claiming
this that there could be no countervailing evidence. And I can be
aware of this in more complex matters, at least if I accept a reason-
able view of sense-perception. If we assume for the moment that
we can gain evidence about things other than ourselves and from
other people, can we give a sure answer to Newman’s question
whether we know that Britain is an island without conducting
personal experiments? This makes us realize that answers to ques-
tions about certainties vary with our experience. There may be
suspicious children in geography classes. But if anyone claims to
find it unthinkable that there should be a plot to deceive him in
this matter of Britain’s insularity, I am not obliged to consider
him as deceiving me or deceiving himself.

The simplest cases are all we need at the moment, and there is
evidence that we may suppose common to everybody. “What, then,
of cogito ergo sum? Did not Descartes, followed by so many others,
question cven his own existence? And nowadays his answer is not
accepred. We do not believe in “clear and distinct ideas”; sum is, in
fact, peculiarly unclear.” The answer to all this is that certainty of
one’s own existence can be questioned in words but not in thought;
‘we may try not to look at it and refuse to admit it, but in fact it is
always staring us in the face. But let us admit for the sake of argu-
ment that a man may contrive to muddle himself about anything.
It does not follow that I'need do so. A certainty common to every-
body might not, then, exist, for certainty means recognizing evi-
dence. But the evidence itself is always there; not only am I certain
that [ exist, but also that this is a certainty available for any mind
that may exist. Certainties, in an obvious sense, are private pro-
perty. Each of us must ‘make up his own mind’, or rather discover
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what in fact is in it. This leads to the heart of the matter—that
there can be no test of any certainty.

A certainty must guarantee itself. If we require a test for any
evidence, this can mean only that in fact we have not recognized
it or that we have made inferences from it which do not satisfy us.
In other words, a test implies a doubt. To ‘prove’ anything to our
satisfaction means to become certain of it. If we are certain, there-
fore, we cannot ‘prove’ it. This is the trouble, from our present
point of view, with the cogito. Cogite ergo sum is perfectly logical
(unless we take it to mean that thinking causes existence and not
vice versa—a not uncommon error); but the trouble with itis that it
offers itself as a test of certainty, as a ‘clear and distinct idea’ which
guarantees. We do not argue from our thinking to our existence
unless we have cast a doubt on our existing. Once we have done
so the argument certainly follows, and to a true conclusion. But it
is always dangerous to use false methods, and in this case a danger
was very completely realized in the Cartesian doctrine that what
we know is our ‘ideas’. If we must test our knowledge by ‘ideas’,
we shall soon feel the need to test them also. So we slip further and
further from reality. ‘A clear and distinct idea’ is not a bad de-
scription of a certainty, but it is not a test of it. Descartes, then,
was implying a false question.!

s. Deceptive uses of the word ‘certain’

The distinction between the popular and the philosophical uses
of ‘certainty’ calls for more discussion. For instance, we might
question whether we are certain of our own existence in the
philosophical sense before we have appreciated the distinction.
Until we have realized that the question about existence can be
raised, and that it is an improper question, can we be said to know
that we exist? Don’t we just take it for granted? And is not ‘taking
for granted’ precisely what we opposed to ‘certainty’ in the abso-
lute sense? The answer is that ‘taking for granted’, when we oppose
it to ‘certainty’, is just the same as going beyond our evidence,
jumping (as we say) to a conclusion. It is justifiable only as a
‘pragmatic’ certainty—that is, I am justified in acting as though
tomorrow’s sunrise were inevitable, even though as a theist philo-
sopher I might have doubts about it. But we may take things for

1y. Gilson on the historical position of Descattes, in The Unity of Philosophical
Experience (London), 1938.
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granted in another sense without any jumping; we know things
without needing to reflect upon our knowledge. We may not see
all the significance of our knowledge without reflecting upon it;
but some things are properly taken for granted, because they are
granted and we just take them. It is true that we may not have ex-
pressed a distinction between our ‘pragmatic’ and our ‘philosophi-
cal’ certainties, but this does not mean that we do not ‘really know’
our own existences. The fact that some of our claims are loosely
formulated docs not invalidate every one of them. We may use
or ‘live’ a certainty in the word’s absolute sense without using the
word itself in any sense. But could we not be absolutely certain
about what is only a pragmatic certainty? No, for to ask this is to
misconceive what is meant by ‘absolutely’. Absolute certainty, or
knowledge in the strict sense, is the possession, the vital acquisition,
of evidence. In so far as we have it therc can be no questions.
Questions arise in so far as we guess on the basis of evidence, for
we cannot even guess without some seeing of evidence. That is the
meaning of ‘uncertain knowledge’; it refers to our guesses or
‘pragmatic’ certainties, or more exactly to their verification which
we consider possible for some mind. Knowledge itself is never
uncertain; but we, when we know some things, are uncertain, do
not know, whether they point to other things beyond them.
Knowledge is our awareness of the fact; facts arc not probable—
they just exist.

Such views, for those brought up on modern philosophical
‘orthodoxy’, are distasteful. In the long run we either ‘see’” or not
—that is the whole point; we either look at the evidence or keep
our eyes shut. Still, some things may help. First, we must try to
look behind mere sentences. The verbal expression of what we
claim as certainty is complicated by questions of interpretation
(though, when I say ‘Thave a pain’, that seems quite solid). What
we must concentrate on is our private certainty, the mere ‘enjoy-
ment’ of it, apart from anything we say about it. If others have
certainties or uncertainties, that is their affair. My friend asks me
the date of some event; I, no historian, state my ignorance. I am
quite sure that I am ignorant of it. I may have known it, and so I
might recall it. Or I might guess it. But, as he asks me, I draw just
a blank. Even such a negative certainty is not meaningless. It
shows that I can take my mind as object and make a report of what
I find in it—in this case that I find nothing in it to the purpose.
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But all my evidence, in the word’s true sense, is of this kind. I have
experiences, mental as well as sensible, and in so far as I assert
them, I am infallible. If I go further than my evidence, I may be
mistaken. But I can be sure that I have not gone further—which is
what ‘secing cvidence’, strictly as such, preciscly means. If I see
evidence, I must assert it, not necessarily in an explicit statement
but as my own reaction to it. My mind is active in regard to it. It
takes it over. I find that I cannot possibly deny it, which means
that I am actually affirming it. We can pile up descriptions of this
act, but our descriptions are necessarily inadequate. All words have
a material connotation, and what we are trying to point to is mind
itself. This gives the pragmatist his opportunity. ‘All that you can
say’, he argucs, ‘is that your nature clamours that you are certain.
And that is all there is to it—a clamour: a most pragmatical sum-
mary of the business.” Here the dividing line is reached at last.
Can we accept this statement of our cxperience? Or is there an
anchor of the soul, even in the natural order, sure and steadfast?
Securus judicat orbis terrarum.

It might seem that we should stop circling round the point. Yet
we can only circle round first principles if they are questioned.
This claim, then, to a personal infallibility has nothing monstrous
or paradoxical about it. It does not say that we are in every sense
infallible; it says that there is a kind of certainty which we always
have, narrower than the ‘certainty’ of common speech because it
refers to intellect as such, prescinding from any economic influence.
We say we are certain that this or that has happened, meaning
sometimes (although we may not realize it explicitly) that this 1s
the only answer that comes to the mind, but not that no other
answer could be given. We must make prudent judgements for
practical purposes on pain of a gencral economic breakdown. But
all our judgements are not of this character. There are others which
we do not commonly reflect about, but which we can isolate if we
care to do so. In these we know that no other answer is possible.
We know this without first needing to reflect about it. The
sceptic’s question causes the reflection, and leads us to make cer-
tain things explicit. But we were certain before the sceptic’s
question. What is explicit now is not the certainty, the luminosity
of mind itself, but the contrast of our successful guesswork with it
(for we are prone to judge things by results, and memory blurs
uneconomic differences).



14 PHILOSOPHICAL CERTAINTY

It is important to realize what does and what does not become
explicit, because certainty in the proper sense is a conscious state.
It is a conscious growth of consciousness. This is always explicit.
We come to realize that we have made mistakes; we do not come
to realize that we know. We just do know. But when we come to
recognize that we are often only guessing when we describe our-
selves as ‘knowing’, then the contrast between the two states
brings the meaning of ‘knowledge’ more clearly into the open.
Here we may note that ‘T feel certain’ is ambiguous. It may mean
(and we have taken it to mean so far): ‘No other answer offers;
nothing occurs to make me doubt this finding (though something
might).” But it may also mean: ‘T know the answer. Nothing could
possibly occur to make me doubt it. I'say “I feel” merely to em-
phasize that I am conscious of it, that I exclude all doubt in my
awareness, in the same act in which I see the evidence, although I
need not put the formal question whether the “evidence” is simply
evidence and not (in part) the product of my guesses.” In other
words, it could mean T feel certainty’, referring to a distinguish-
able character, a kind of consciousness opposed to others. We seem
to be committed to both meanings. Can we make out the second?
But, if we do, are we not testing certainty?

6. Further description of certainty: the question about its scope

No, it is not a test, but another description. Certainty (and by
this will be meant in future absolute, philosophical, certainty)
must be appreciated for what it is, and in the act of seeing the
evidence. I am certain of some things and uncertain of others, and
this means that I must be able to tell the difference.! The trouble is
that ‘pragmatic’ certaintics scem to feel like real ones, and this
makes us wonder again whether there are ‘real’ ones. For some
philosophers (let us say, for argument’s sake) there are not—
except the fact that they may find it all so difficult. If we can show
them that as a more than pragmatic certainty, they may then go on
to discover a good many more. But we could say (without damage
to the argument) that they had had no previous certainty of any-
thing. This sounds unlikely enough; it is hardly possible to be
muddled from the first act of consciousness. Are we to say that
certainty is a luxury, acquired by a few who have some powers of
analysis? The assumption here has been that we all have had cer-

1 But not necessarily to formulate it philosophically, as already mentioned.
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tainties, and not only from the time when we started to philoso-
phize; this would be (more probably) the time when we first got
muddled. We fecl the need, then, to distinguish our past certain-
ties. It is worth trying, but it is only a side-show. Even if we had to
give up the project, we can be certain at present and in the future.
Anyhow, some of us can.

Distinguishing past certaintics is a puzzling business. At first we
may think we are facing border-line cases. But we ought to realize
then that they were not certaintics, or rather that we are not cer-
tain they were. This brings about an obvious restatement. We
may have been certain, although we have now forgotten it, for
certainty refers strictly to the present, although it may be certainty
of the past. If we distrust our memories altogether, then we give
up at this point. But that must not be an a priori judgement. We
make mistakes about the past more easily (so we may think) than
about what is actually happening. But every case would have to
be judged on its merits until we were certain (finding some law of
nature) that no past certainty could be known in the present. This,
one suspects, would not be the normal finding. Was I not certain
of my existence when I was writing the last paragraph, that is, am
I certain now that I was certain? Can I distinguish this from my
assumption that I should finish it and writc another? I ‘took this
for granted’, let us say, did not deliberately exclude the chance
that I might never pen another sentence; but did I, then, exclude the
chance of error when I was certain that I was existing? Not neces-
sarily, if by this exclusion we mean some statement that there was
no chance. That we have seen already. But in a real sense I did ex-
clude it, and always do so. There is a diffcrence, and a perceived
one, between the cases. Can we describe it further?

What does ‘perceived’ mean herc? It means that when I am
certain that I was certain, I refer to my intellect as having acted
precisely as intcllect. We are so used to talking about perception
as though it could mean only sense or emotion, and we have seen
that the words we use of intellect are the same words which we
use of these other fields. Intellect, we saw, can be indicated only by
words which refer strictly to other things. It is an ultimate.! We

1Dr. A. C. Ewing in an article to which we shall be referring again (‘Know-
ledge of Physical Objects’, Mind, Apr., 1943, p. 144) makes the statement
(puzzling from our point of view): ‘“There are grave technical difficulties about
giving a definition of “know”.’ (Italics mine.)
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are trying once more to isolate it, and the question of our own
existences may have helped us. Our knowledge of self is a per-
manent undercurrent; it is not doubtful, yet it is far from clear.
The point is that we can really know things, although the object
of knowledge remains obscure. Knowledge (or certainty) is the
same always in the sense that there can be no degrees of certainty.
But the object can be revealed to us incompletely, and we can be
aware of this incompleteness. (How we can be so aware is a further
question.) We hesitate, then, to recognize self-consciousness,
because it lacks a conceptual clarity. It is not like an answer to a
simple sum or the conclusion of two undoubted premisses. It does
not burst on us like a dazzling light, but is rather the light in which
we always see things. We are more interested in them than we are
in it. What is true of self~consciousness is true of all our certainties.
Certainty as the character of intellect does not (normally) interest.
We are not in the habit of thinking and talking about it, and so we
feel unfamiliar with it and vague about it. We try to judge it by
irrelevant standards and so lose grip of the character itself. That,
again, is why memory of it worried us; we remember only what
has claimed our interest. And it is interest that causes error. Error
encroaches on intellectuality, when we are restive under our
evidence. Intellect, knowledge, certainty, is contemplative.

Here we must leave the question of past certainties; all we must
have is certainty for the future. If we can say that there is such a
thing as certainty, the awareness that we are not, cannot be mis-
taken, we can go forward. If we require to put the formal ques-
tion: ‘Could I be wrong in this particular instance?’ then, if the
question is real, really nceds asking, we are uncertain. There may
be cases in which we shall have to ask it, but what it means
is: ‘Look again at the evidence. You are not sure that you have
seen what you seem to see.” It is a means to certainty, not a
test of it. If we are certain, we cannot ask real questions about
the evidence; we know that all questioning is beside the point.
We know that this is more than a brute instinct, that we are not
constrained by a preconception, not making any construction with
any ‘category’.

We may feel that this is true enough of one certainty, the cer-
tainty we have that we exist, but that nothing much else may be
thus known for certain. We may be able to take a step forward if
we consider a certain famous objection.
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7. On distinguishing waking from sleeping; some implications

‘Can you distinguish’, it runs, ‘by a real difference the sort of
dream in which you feel most awake from what you claim as a
genuine “certain” awakeness?” Many philosophers (Dr. Ewing,
for example, in the article mentioned in the last footnote) are
doubtful about it. Thus they can never be sure whether they are
sleeping or waking. It is pointed out that we can even dream that
we pinch ourselves, just to make sure that we really are awake.
We cannot claim certainty, therefore, of anything without deny-
ing it of our dream-experience.! For my own part (and many, I
think, would agree immediately) I should so deny it. There is a
distinction between being awake and dreaming it, although it may
defy analysis. We may suggest perhaps that there is a grasp or a
steadiness always found in the one in some degree and not in the
other. But it is worth noting what we should commit ourselves to
on the other view. We should be saying that what we call dream-
ing and what we call waking might be the same, that there might
not be such a thing as either if by either we meant to exclude the
other. (For, if we can never be certain that we are awake, we can
hardly be certain that we are cver dreaming.) If we deny this
general proposition, we must base our denial on actual experience.
We must be able to know the difference in practice. The difference
is not that I know in sleep that I am dreaming, whereas in waking
life I know that I am awake, but that in sleep I do not know that I
am awake, whatever assurance of it I seem to be claiming.

It would seem, then, that we might all claim consistently that
we are really awake at the present moment, and so know that there
is a difference between sleeping and waking. This would be a step
forward. We should be certain not only of our existences, but also
of these particular aspects of them. And we may use this as a
pointer to our knowledge of an external world. If we are certain
that dreaming differs from waking, is there no difference in the
things we know in each case? We claimed the lack of a character
of consciousness in dreaming, however vividly, that we were not
dreaming. We may now realize that we mean by dreaming being
aware of a special class of objects. The lack of a character in
dream-experience was a lack of a certain positive awareness. Does
this suggest that the ‘objects’ in drcams are inner in some special

1 For if we are ever inevitably deceived, we may be always in this condition.
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sense as opposed to those of our waking life? Can we be certain of
waking without an outer object (outer again in a special sense
opposed to the former)? In other words, do we need for it actual
experienced contact with things outside us, or contact at least be-
tween parts of our own ‘outsides’? The theory would be that we
use no external senses in dreaming, though dreaming is caused (they
say) by a jolt to them. ‘Dreaming’ itself seems a flux of inner
images, lacking the special outward reference of waking know-
ledge.

In any case, what we nced to establish is that knowledge is more
than bare self-consciousness. We are never aware in fact of mere
awareness; always we are aware of something or other. And here
again we always make a distinction. Some sorts of knowledge
involve a genuine impact: others we seem to extract from our-
selves—or they ‘rise’ to the surface. Sometimes surely we have
fresh pieces of knowledge; they may be only ‘ideas’ (let us say)
and thus ‘parts of ourselves’, but they are cansed at least by an out-
side agent. Other ‘ideas’ may be in us already somehow, and we
may not be prepared to say how they got there. Those however
are really a new creation, and we are certain that we did not create
them. “We’ must exclude the solipsist or the pantheist. But unless
we are muddled by their false theories, we do not doubt ecither
ourselves or ‘outside’ objects. That is the proof that the theories
are false—so far as there is one. We are certain (sometimes at
least) of foreign objects—objects we know that we have not known
before. Objects in dreams may be only a mixture of previous ex-
perience; seeing fresh objects is experienced as such.

This is no claim to refute all ‘idealists’—only the purely sub-
jectivist or emanationist kinds. If I create my own experience
always, it is purc assumption on my part to say ‘we’. But I know
that ‘T’ is in fact opposed to ‘other’, and I know that ‘other’ is not
an ‘aspect’ of ‘T'. This is the basis of all ‘objective’ positions. It is
claimed to be given as certain, and cannot be ‘proved’. My ex-
perience does not exhaust reality; that it does not is in fact in-
cluded in it. This, of course, is another dividing line. If I can write
off process as an illusion, then I can say that reality is one. But if I
face my manifest limitations, I must accept a ‘pluralist’ universe.
That I just know (though I may go on to show it by sayihg that
nothing can really change itself).

‘Outside’ objects here need mean nothing spatial; spatial ex-
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tension is not the present subject. But even if we have no extended
organs and all our knowledge is of a spiritual world, something
beyond ourselves is causing some of it; some ‘ideas’ are derivative
from ‘outside’. ‘Cause’ is a word which raises all sorts of prejudices;
but the meaning of it is part of the actual datum. We may not say
yet with the ‘older theoFogians': signatum est super nos lumen vultus
tui. But at least we may recognize that we are not absolute, but
must submit to the absoluteness of evidence. And our claim to
infallibility would be less surprising if we could say in lumine tuo
videbimus lumen.

8. Certainties gained by induction and on authority;
more implications

Can we reach certainties by an inductive process? Can we
build up a certainty with uncertain materials? Let us consider a
Pacific Island, newly reported by some explorer. At the first hear-
ing we are uncertain about it (unless we know the explorer and
really trust him). When it appears on the map and in newspaper
columns (say, as the scene of some decisive engagement) we are
unable to entertain a doubt of it. This is perhaps more striking than
Newman’s question whether we know that Britain is an island.
For here we can trace more clearly the gradual growth of certainty.
So much evidence leaves us still uncertain; so much more, and we
are unable to doubt. This is queer, but it scems to be undeniable.
The principle in each case is that authority can make claims which
we recognize as valid. We can exclude the chance of deception on
certain occasions. How much cvidence we may need in particular
cases is hardly a subject of possible analysis.

We may think at this point that certainty is not easily come by;
its claims are absolute, and this seems alarming. We feel perhaps a
danger of claiming a certainty and then discovering that we have
smashed the theory. For if we claimed to be ccrtain of something
and then were shaken, we should have undermined the whole
position. We cannot fail to be certain of our own experience, if by
‘experience’ we mean only sense-data and the awareness of ‘what
goes on in our minds’. But trouble arises when we interpret
sense-data, and this raises all the problems of ‘physical’ objects.
The fear is due to the haunting suspicion that we might be tricked
(without any means of avoiding it) by the behaviour of ‘physical’
(that is, extended) objects. Shouldn’t we say we were sure that the
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stick in the water (this is the time-honoured case) was bent at an
angle, before we learnt to be careful by experience? Here the
reply seems valid that at this stage of reflection we raise no ques-
tion about sense-data, we do not consider how they represent
distant objects, and so we cannot be said to have given a faulty
answer. ‘This stick is bent’ would mean that therc looked like an
angle; we are not claiming as certain that this would be felt if we
touched it.

If as philosophers we are doubtful in general about material
objects, we cannot make more than ‘pragmatic’ errors about
them. But if we happen to be certain about them in some cases,
why should we fear to be certain about them in others later?
Certainty, we have always to remember (and the trouble was just
that we had forgotten it), means that we know that we are not
now mistaken. Whether we shall be certain in future and how
often no one can tell us.

9. Sotne Thomist accounts of certainty; a criticism

We might expect to find that the philosophia perennis consistently
supports the view that there can be and is absolute certainty of
‘empirical’ facts. But, if we turn to Dr. Phillips’s Modern Thomistic
Philosophy, we shall find that this is not so. The certitude of evi-
dence, he tells us, ‘is now commonly divided (among Scholastics)
into metaphysical or absolute certitude and conditional certitude
which is either physical or moral’” (certitude, that is, which is con-
ditioned by the constancy of laws of nature or laws of man’s con-
duct). Disclaiming any intention of scttling the difficultics to
which this division gives risc, he continues lfater: ‘some writcrs
would deny that physical and moral certitudes are formal certi-
tudes at all, since in their view unless all possibility of error is ex-
cluded we cannot have formal certitude, as the essence of this is the
exclusion of all fear of error.” He adopts, however, as the most
reasonable view that which accepts moral and physical certitudes
as formal certitudes on the ground that ‘they exclude fear of error
. . . there being in fact but a mere possibility of it, due to the fact
that we are dealing with contingent things’.! But the exclusion of
which he here speaks is not, as in the previous quotation, absolute;
and it is obvious that we can have no genuine certainty, in the
sense in which we have been using that expression, so long as there

10p.cit., vol. i, pp. 11-13.
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is any possibility of error. It would scem, then, that we have no
genuine certainty of the physical or moral kind either on the view
which Dr. Phillips rcjects or on that which he accepts. Now this
may scem to be a satisfactory conclusion, for physical and moral
certaintics may seem to mean predictions or interpretations which
we are not concerned to claim as certain. But the final remark of
the last quotation about ‘contingent things’ has in fact further
implications.

‘Contingency’ is opposed to ‘metaphysical necessity’. Dr.
Phillips has alrcady referred in this passage to ‘the very nature or
essence of the thing known’ as determining metaphysical certainty,
and it now becomes clear that he equates this metaphysical cer-
tainty with certainty proper, denying the latter any wider field.
This is common teaching in Scholastic manuals;! it would follow
from it (although the implication is not drawn out) that the know-
ledge of my own existence, for example, which is a contingent
truth, is not certainly known. The error in this position is to sup-
pose that things are certain or uncertain. Things are uncertain only
in the irrelevant sense that they might not have existed. But that
they do or do not actually exist is certain—that is, I may be certain
ofit.2

This reveals an important and disquicting feature in modern
Scholasticism. If certainty is restricted in this way to knowledge of
‘naturcs’ and of metaphysical laws, the charge so commonly
levelled against Thomism of proceeding by unacceptable deduc-
tive methods becomes unanswerable. Our knowledge of ‘natures’,
whatcver that may prove to be, will be left unsupported, if we
deny certain knowledge of the concretc particular; our knowledge
of ‘principles’ will become properly suspect. At the root of this, it
seems, is a ‘conceptualist’ tendency, contrary to the most funda-
mental principles of Thomism, but present in St. Thomas. This is
a vast question to which only a brief reference can be given here.

1 But there arc more satisfactory accounts, e.g., Gredt, Elementa Philosophiae
Aristotelico- Thomisticae, 669.2 and 683.2.

2 This is well treated by P. Harent in the Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique
(art. Foi, coll. 211-215, a reference to which, curiously cnough, is given by
Dr. Phillips himself). This writer considers (col. 206) that philosophical manuals
arc generally unsatisfactory on the question because their compilers are ignorant
of the precisions made by theologians in discussing the certainty of faith; also
that the tripartite division of certainty into metaphysical, moral and physical
was unknown to the earlier Scholastics.
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Knowledge of anything seems to St. Thomas (sometimes) to
mean the power to give a definition of it; certainty is confused
(as in Descartes) with conceptual clarity. The Aristotelian doctrine
that knowledge is of the ‘universal’ is responsible for this. The
doctrine is not untrue, but it is, on St. Thomas’s own principles,
incomplete. Intellect, on his principles, is the ‘faculty of being’;
abstraction is only a function of the lowest of intelligences, the
human—it is not typical of intellect as such. Intellect as such is
intuitive; it means union with its object, the direct confronting of
the subject by a thing, not by its ‘idea’ but by the being of it.

It is clear that self-knowledge is, in St. Thomas’s mind, a privi-
leged case of certainty. Yet his Aristotelianism leads him to a
general disparagement of human knowledge in the realm of par-
ticulars, for here, he seems to suggest, errors cannot be excluded.!
The fact seems to be that his thought was not at one with itself on
the question of knowing particulars, and later Scholastics, as so
often, failing to use his ultimate principles, cither implicitly
abandoned them or merely reproduced his own hesitancy.? Hence
the persistence of the view that the only genuine certainties are
‘metaphysical’. This is especially unfortunate at the moment be-
cause thinkers are coming to recognize that they will find in
Thomism the philosophy of ‘existentiality’ which they are seeking.
Any suggestion that it is after all concerned only with ‘essences’
has a deterrent effect, and is unfair to St. Thomas’s real mind.

3 It is not the business of this book to settle questions of an historical kind. But
those who require justification for the statements contained in the above may be
referred to Roussclot’s Intellectualisme de S. Thomas (Part I1, chaps. 1-3 passim),
where they will find abundant references. (The book exists in an English trans-
lation—not very reliable, unfortunately—published by Sheed & Ward. ) Rousse-
lot’s work is of the highest importance, and its influence upon these pages has
been great. It is a critique of St. Thomas’s view of intellect which has given a
much needed empbhasis to the distinction between intuitive intellect and dis-
cursive processes. The Platonic elements in St. Thomas’s thought are underlined.
The author is regularly criticized, and with reason, for over-stressing the non-
intuitive fcatures of human thought and so endangering its validity (a tendency
which he himself realized and later corrected). The book is unlikely to leave the
reader with a fully coherent view of the subject before his mind; but it contains
suggestions which seem to the present writer of great value, some of which will
be pursued in later chapters. The present reference is simply to Rousselot’s
cviscnce for a certain incoherence in St. Thomas.

2 Dr. Hawkins points out to me that his hesitancy was in fact bound up with
the lack of a satisfactory criticism of experience.
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Finally, on this matter of the modern scholastic attitude to our
question, it is noteworthy that formal refutations of scepticism
are often considered to suffice; the difficulties to which the doc-
trine of absolute certainty appears to give rise are not analysed.
The analysis of them which has been undertaken in this chapter
has had perhaps the further positive advantage of showing some
implications of the general principle (itself the purest Thomism)
that intellect, whatever its objects may turn out to be, is (as such)

infallible.

10. Moral of this chapter seen in a recent debate: Dr. Ewing

It will be useful to apply these conclusions to the discussions
between Professor Aaron and Dr. Ewing in recent issues of Mind.
Dr. Ewing’s views are representative of a body of opinion
(possibly large and certainly influential) which rejects the anti-
intellectualism of the logical positivists but hesitates to return to
the traditional positions. And Professor Aaron’s acceptance of
these positions iﬁ)ustrates those hopeful signs in modern philosophy
which were referred to in the last paragraph. Professor Aaron’s
article ‘Intuitive Knowledge™ is concerned with Dr. Ewing’s
British Academy Lecture (1942) ‘Reason and Intuition’. He con-
siders this lecture to advocate a modified view of the traditional
theory which ‘might appropriately be termed a “Fallibilist In-
tuitionism” ’,? since Dr. Ewing wishes to support intuition, but
yet is prepared to grant its fallibility. Professor Aaron opposes this
view and argues that ‘intuitionism is the theory which asserts, in the
face of all sceptical criticism, that absolutely certain knowledge occurs
in human experience’. Dr. Ewing replied* to this criticism that he
had ‘never meant to describe all intuitions as fallible’, but was con-
cerned to justify fallible intuitions (he has in mind ‘not only the
inspired insights of great genius but most of ordinary men’s
moral, aesthetic, not to say religious intuitions, and most of his
(sic) commonsense beliefs outsidelogic and mathematics, in so far as
they are intuitive at all’).

This ‘reverent agnosticism’ is not of interest here. What is of
interest is to discover whether Dr. Ewing believes in infallible
intuition or not. He begins his reply to Professor Aaron with the
statement that he is ‘not prepared to deny that there is such a thing’.

1 Mind, Oct., 1942. 3 Loc. cit., p. 317. Higitalics.
2 Loc.cit., p. 301. 4 Mind, Jan. 1943, pp. S1-53.
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Yet he is not prepared to affirm it either, as we shall see, and there
is no half~way house between certainty and uncertainty. Dr.
Ewing goes on to ask: ‘Surely it is not psychological inspection
which settles the certainty of an a priori proposition?” This suggests,
first, that we have to find out whether we are certain or not. In
fact we either know for certain or we do not; we may become
certain (and so find something out), but until we are certain of a
proposition we are either ignorant of it or uncertain of it. There is
no question of being certain and then finding it out. The question
also suggests that we make things certain instead of being made
certain by things. But ‘psychological inspection’ docs answer the
question ‘Am I certain?’ in so far as it is a question at all (it really
means ‘Shall I certainly find out?’ or ‘Can I certainly remember?’).
‘Psychological inspection’ settles certainty in no other sense, unless
this merely means that knowledge is certainty. And here is Dr.
Ewing’s real trouble—he cannot accept that conclusion. When I'say
that a thing is certain because I know it, I am not giving a reason
for its certainty. I am merely saying ‘T know that it is’. Moreover
the two phrases ‘T know’ and ‘It is’ refer to a certain identification.
Intellectus in actu, says St. Thomas, dicitur intellectum in actu. This,
no doubt, is mysterious, but it is clearly the only account of the
matter. I must be united with my object; it must become myself
in that sensc which we can all experience but none of us define.
‘We should further have to sec’, Dr. Ewing gocs on, ‘that a
particular state of mind logically entailed the truth of all pro-
positions cognized in that state, and can we comprehend such a
strange sort of entailment, still less know it with certainty?” What
does ‘logically entail’ mean here? It suggests that ‘T know that
something cxists’ involves ‘something exists’ by reason of some
kind of logical rule. But ‘T know’ is not a logical rule, but the fact
on which all logical rules depend. If we cannot comprchend ‘such
a strange sort of cntailment’, we cannot comprehend anything.
Dr. Ewing shrinks before the absolute claim of mind. How can we
impose necessity on things? Or rather how can we find necessary
truth in a deccitful world? As Professor Aaron observes in a foot-
notel: ‘Philosophers today are no doubt hesitant about the meta-
physical implications of intuitionism’, adding (to the relief no
doubt of most of his rcaders) ‘T do not consider this point in this

’
paper. . .. .
1 Loc.cit., p. 306.



ON CERTAINTY IN GENERAL 25

It may be useful to pause for a moment to consider a common
confusion which arises from thinking of knowledge as a ‘logical
entailment’ of one proposition by another. ‘T know that this exists’
is an empirical proposition, and it is considered axiomatic in some
quarters that no empirical proposition can be certainly known.
For, it is said, it is not logically necessary that I should know that
this exists—that is, the negative of the proposition is not self-
contradictory. Therefore it is logically possible that I do not know
it. Unless we have a prejudice against certainty, it will be quite
obvious that this result does not follow. All that follows, as Pro-
fessor Aaron puts it, is that ‘there is not the logical reason for
asserting (such statements) to be true which exists in the case of
those sentences whose negatives are self-contradictory’.r The
fallacy has been exposed on various occasions, for example by Mr.
Norman Malcolm.? It has been exposed by the whole argument
of this chapter. In the illustration which we have just given of it
there is the further false assumption that what we know is always
a proposition.

Dr. Ewing’s conclusions must be quoted in full. ‘But can we
ever be justified in being surc that we have not taken something
for granted wrongly when we think we are intuiting with cer-
tainty? However much we have considered a proposition, how
can we know in the strict sense that further consideration might
not disclose that we had? I cannot help being convinced that I
know with certainty, e.g. the law of contradiction and the pro-
position that I am not in great pain at the moment I write this, yet
I do feel that there are serious difficulties about the notion of
absolute certainty which have not been wholly solved to my satis-
faction. Perhaps the answer is that in some cases we can sce that the
recognition of our being wrong is senseless, or that the subject
matter of the proposition is such as to leave no possible scope for
wrongly taking anything for granted, as in the case of judgments
about present experiences, while in others, though perhaps equally
certain subjectively, we cannot see it and we are therefore not
justified in claiming absolute certainty. In that case the difference

1 Loc.cit., p. 312.

% ‘Certainty and Empirical Propositions’, Mind, Jan., 1942, criticized but
accepted in principle by Mr. Max Black, Mind, Oct., 1942, in a discussion under
the same title. These references must not be taken as endorsing the conclusions
of these writers in any general way.

C
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would lie not in our subjective state of mind, but in the nature of
the proposition contemplated. But this is only a very tentative
solution to a problem which I did not intend to discuss in my
lecture.” Dr. Ewing is still undecided. We need not go over all the
old ground again in considering these disappointing conclusions.
Clearly it is ‘the nature of the proposition’ which makes us certain,
or rather the existence of the fact. But if, as Dr. Ewing seems to
think, we cannot distinguish ‘feeling certain’ (‘pragmatic cer-
tainty’) from being certain, then we are universal agnostics. We
may have a merely ‘pragmatic’ certainty of what is in fact true.
But we cannot have an absolute certainty of what in fact is false.
For if we say that, we must always be doubtful.

This subject, perhaps, has become wearisome. But it may have
helped to show that ‘modern philosophy’ is only a bogy if it
frightens us away from traditional doctrines, from ‘metaphysics’.
Its shrinking from metaphysics is its undoing. But, as we have seen,
there are hopeful signs, and we may turn for the last time to Pro-
fessor Aaron’s article for illustration. We have seen what he means
by ‘intuitionism’. He mentions as historical advocates of it Aris-
totle, Aquinas, and Descartes. But he has received it in the vitiated
form w%ich it assumed in Descartes, and with this in mind we
shall find the following conclusion of high interest: ‘. . . the tradi-
tional theory is modified in one respect in this paper, for the claim
is made that intuitive knowledge is to be found in the empirical
field. Characteristic of Descartes’ intuitionism is the assumption
that intuitions occur only when the intcllect knows intellectual
objects (in particular the intuition of “simple natures”), and he
would have been uneasy about the extension of intuitive know-
ledge beyond this realm. But we are here suggesting that it should
be so extended, that intuition pervades the empirical field, giving
us, I should hold, not merely certain knowledge of the existence
of physical objects, but also certain knowledge of some of the
structural features and rclations within that physical world, so that
we are entitled to think and reason about it. Consequently, while
the intuitionism of this article must combat those extreme empiri-
cist theories which would deny the presence of intuitive elements
in our empirical knowledge, it can nevertheless co-operate with,
and indeed strengthen that empiricism which asserts that all human
knowledge is empirically derived. . . .’* This is the true mind of St.
Thomas. 1 Loc.cit., pp. 317-318.



CHAPTER 1I
THE GOAL OF KNOWLEDGE
1. The Problem of Knowledge

It is not the present purpose to outline an epistemological treatise
covering all the usual ground. Our knowledge of ‘things’ has
been recently handled by Dr. Hawkins' in a way which should
commend itsclf to unprejudiced minds, and Dr. Farrer’s great
book? has made it unnecessary to arguc in detail that we know
ourselves as substances. But certain questions about knowledge of
‘things’ and ‘selves’ require treatment before we may speak of the
certainty of God’s existence which is to be our subject at the end
of this chapter. If certain elements in the Thomist theory of know-
ledge are examined, some common misconceptions about the
knowledge process may be removed. To that end the co-operation
of cognitive with bodily powers will claim immecdiate attention,
and this will clear the way for the later chapters on the subject of
supernatural knowledge.

That we know ourselves as being both extended and inextended
at the same time is a fact of experience: Thomism, unlike many
other philosophies, makes no attempt to reduce one side of the
complex datum to the other. It analyses the datum and secks to
remove apparent antinomies. All true philosophy is fundamentally
analysis. Negatively, it sifts out error. Positively, it sifts our own
experience, helping to reveal its deeper levels. But what is the
connexion between the levels of our experience and our own
bodies?

If our thoughts and our muscles belong (as they seem to belong)
to two sharply contrasted orders of reality (for the former clear%y
lack that character of being extended which we attribute to the
latter), how can the mind be aware of the body? This is perhaps
the real problem of knowledge. Awareness is a spiritual pheno-
menon, and we might be inclined to describe it as a self-grasping
which is enriched by ‘ideas’, spiritual entities which put the mind
into communication with realitics other than itself. But then we

LIn The Criticism of Experience (Sheed & Ward).
2 Finite and Infinite (The Dacre Press).
27
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face the fact that we are aware of bodily things, our own bodies
and foreign ones. It might look as though we were forced to hold
that the mind forms a sort of mental replica of the ‘physical’
object.

This is what is known to modern philosophy as the ‘Corres-
pondence Theory’ of knowledge. It is universally repudiated, and
with good reason. If our knowledge is only a ‘copy’ of the reality,
we could not know that there was a reality behind the ‘copy’.
The theory—which is generally associated with Locke—denies in
effect that we do know bodies at all. It sets up a screen between
ourselves and the things which we claim to know. It can issue only
in pure subjectivism. This attempt to link up mind and body leads
to the disappearance of body, as the history of philosophy after the
time of Locke abundantly demonstrates.

Thomist philosophers have pointed out time after time that their
theory of knowledge is not the correspondence theory. Yet it re-
mains a conviction in many quarters that their retention of the
commonsense facts is essentially bound up with the Lockean view.
It is thercfore worth while to repeat at the outset, although it ought
not to be necessary, that St. Thomas himself repudiated it in the
clearest terms. As we shall see in more detail later, whatever St.
Thomas meant by the species, he did not mean by it ‘idea’ in
Locke’s sense of the word; for he insists that it is not the object, the
quod, of knowledge, but the quo, the instrument.!

2. Sense-knowledge and intellectual knowledge

Before we proceed further it is important to notice that in
Thomist language knowledge is not the equivalent of intellection.
Thomists refer to the intellect and the senses as distinct knowing
faculties. The principle is that if objects are of different orders there
must also be faculties of different orders. A knowledge which is
confined to bodily things is of a different order from one which
extends to ‘immaterial’ things. The former is sense-knowledge,
the latter intellectual knowledge. And a sufficient proof that we
know immaterial things as well as bodily things is found in our
awareness of our own minds in their activities; we have both
faculties.

In what sense can we accept this result? Our awareness is in-

1 The locus classicus for this is Summa Theologica, Part I, Question 85, Article 2.
(Such references will be given later in the following short form: S.Th. 1, 85, 2.)
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divisible, and in us it seems that the higher faculty includes the
lower. Our awareness begins in sensation, bearing on our bodies,
and it is the same awareness, apparently, which bears on our minds.
We might at first suppose that there is a clear distinction between
sensation and intellection in that the organs of sensation are ex-
tended whereas the higher modes of awareness have no such
organs. But sensation is not itself extended. It is conditioned by a
change in the bodily organism, but so is all our awareness. We
may distinguish the role which awareness performs when it bears
on the body from that which it performs when it bears on the
mind. But the distinction does not seem to warrant us in attributing
to ourselves two distinct functions. We cannot say that intellect
‘takes over’ from the sense-faculty without accepting the con-
sequence that it must know the sense-faculty’s findings in order to
use them. And then there is no reason for requiring a special sense-
knowledge. Intellect, on any showing, must gain its materials
from sensibilia; it reaches down to the bodily level. It seems to
follow that sensation in us is the first stage of intellection. Later we
shall find more detailed justification for this summary conclusion.

What makes us think that we have two parallel cognitive
faculties is perhaps a certain assumption about brute-psychology.
We think of the brutes as having a form of knowledge which we
share with them and of ourselves as having another form also
which they do not have. It does not seem plausible to regard them
merely as bundles of reflexes. And it is also clear that their power
of knowledge is very different from ours. As compared with ours,
it suffers from certain restrictions which are obviously of the high-
est significance. Their awareness lacks some higher role which ours
possesses. But this does not justify the proposal that there is a
special faculty for knowledge of bodies which must be present in
its own right before it can be ‘taken over’ by a higher faculty.
Even if we assigned to the brutes a sense-faculty which should bear
only on bodily things, it would not affect our conclusions about
our own psychology.

It is worth while at this point to consider what we ought to
mean when we speak of the knowledge of brutes. For it appears
that we have in fact no grounds for attributing to them a know-
ledge which bears only on bodily things. By ‘knowledge’ we
mean at least ‘awareness’. And ‘awareness’ includes the knowledge
of ourselves as aware. This is not simply a knowledge of bodies.
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If the brutes’ behaviour suggests to us that they have knowledge
of bodies but that they have no form of reflexion, we are faced
with a result which is meaningless to us. We cannot use it to solve
any problem. We have no experience of ‘pure sensation’, that is,
of sensation wholly divorced from reflexion. If we use the ex-
pression in this sense we are postulating an unconscious immaterial
activity, which is not to the purpose. The conclusion seems to
emerge that our knowing faculty differs specifically from that
which we may presume the brutes to possess. But we are entitled
to speak of two faculties in oursclves only in the loose sense that
our scope of knowledge embraces theirs.

3. Thomism and the genesis of knowledge

There are certain unpromising features in Thomist manuals and
quasi-popular expositions which must be distinguished from the
central doctrines. A recent manual, for example, assures us that
‘by sensation we know the qualities of things, secondary and
primary, just as they are’.! This might suggest that Thomists are
committed to a theory of ‘naive realism’. In fact they have come
more and more to adopt a ‘critical realism’, a theory of sense-data
as caused by external objects, which is making headway also in
other quarters. The same author’s language about the species in
sensation might be equally disquicting. ‘All knowledge takes
place’, he tells us, ‘through the presence of the knower to the thing
known.... This can happen in one of two ways. The thing known
can be present cither through its physical reality in the act of
knowledge . . . or through some vicarious image of it. The
Scholastics call this the species; for it is the form in the knower of
the thing known, the intentional similitude.’® That is, the mind of
the knower ‘tends to’ the object in so far as it is informed by the
object’s ‘similitude’. It sounds like the correspondence-theory.
Dr. Hawkins uses safer language when he calls the species ‘that
assimilation of the subject to the object which is required in order
that the subject may know something other than itself’.3

But let us admit that St. Thomas had not worked out a complete
theory of sensation, and that the Thomist doctrine of the similitudo
in sensation is not free from inconsistency. It is more important to
notice that Thomism, unlike other intellectualist philosophies,

1 Cursus Philosophiae, by C. Boyer, S. J. (Desclée, 1937), vol. 11, p. 23.
2 Jbid., p. 29. 8 The Criticism of Experience, p. 116.



THE GOAL OF ‘KNOWLEDGE’ 31

accepts the plain fact that all knowledge is based on the data of
sense, and since knowledge (certainty) actually occurs, it follows
that the deliverance of the senses must be veridical. It is only too
easy to go ahead of the evidence and to fall into error. But it is
always possible to avoid error by abstaining from any ‘interpreta-
tion’. It may be objected that our certainties about the external
world will be very few. There is no need to dispute this. A few
will suffice for our present purpose. We are concerned only with
the process by which we reach them. And we are concerned with
this only so far as it reveals to us the general laws of man’s
development.

We must now notice that the Thomist doctrine of sensible
species appears in a context which threatens us with another
embarrassment. (It was hinted at in the previous section, but post-
poned for rcasons of convenience.) ‘Without the impressed
species’, writes Dr. Phillips, ‘no knowledge of finite things is
possible, since it is the function of these to unite subject and object
by assimilating the object to the subject, dematerializing it to a
certain extent.? But knowledge is always an ‘immanent’ act, a
growth or modification of the subject which is not ‘material’ (in
the sense of ‘cxtended’) at all. It is conditioned by some modifica-
tion of an extended surface by some other such surface. But you
cannot measure or weigh cognition itself. And we are faced with
the difficulty that if what is known is no longer ‘material’ we
cannot claim to know the thing itself.

The sensible species are called ‘partly material’ by Thomists with
the implication that they act as a link between matter and spirit.
If they are to be wholly ‘dematerialized’, intellectual activity must
come into play. The ‘image’, the fruit of sense-knowledge, still
belongs, in some sort, to the sphere of extended things; it still needs
to be freed by the intellect from ‘materiality’. As a result the ‘in-
telligible species’ makes its appearance, the counterpart on the
intellectual level of the ‘sensible species’. It would follow again
that we must change our object before we can know it. A gradual
process of ‘dematerialization’ only adds the further difficulty of
conceiving of something ‘quasi-material’.2 It looks as though
Thomism might be unable after all to relieve the apparent opposi-
tion between mind and matter which introduced us to our present

1 Modern Thomistic Philosophy, vol. 1, p. 223.
2 For such expressions, v. Phillips, loc. cit.
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discussion. It does not seem to be relieved by the theory of act and
potency. If we say that the material object is ‘raised’ to imma-
teriality, that its ‘potency’ for immateriality is made actual in
knowledge, we are still left with the implication that we change
the object. The object in itself, in its materiality, would remain
unknowable.

Yet the Thomist answer to Kant is precisely that knowledge
cannot involve this change. Kant’s denial that we know the thing-
in-itself is the denial of knowledge. Knowledge, as Thomists
insist, is not a ‘making’ but a ‘becoming’. It is a union (but not a
confusion) of subject and object. It requires that there should be
between them a certain identity. The object must be present to the
subject in some way without intermediary. Knowledge itself is,
in the literal sense of the word, intuitive. This is the Thomist prin-
ciple which must be retained at all costs. If the theory of species
seems to fall foul of it, then we must reinterpret that theory. The
theory, in any case, cannot explain what knowledge is. That is,
the union of subject and object is sui generis, and cannot be ex-
pressed in any terms but its own. Can we give an account of sen-
sation which shows how our knowledge of bodies can be both
intuitive and yet a knowledge of bodies?

4. The material and the immaterial

We must approach the problem of our knowledge of bodies by
considering what is meant by the material as opposed to the
immaterial. In the Thomist account, as we have just noted, it
might seem that what is material could never be known. But it
must not be thought that all Thomists hold the same view on the
subject. P. Romeyer, S.J., for instance, has written as follows:
“The material objects of this universe being intelligible in the
totality of their formal and material elements, there is no point in
introducing an active intellect whose sole function should be to
make the object actually intelligible by freeing it from its materia-
lity.’t This offers us a first clue for a constructive enquiry. All our
knowledge, we shall now propose, is conditioned by matter in so
far as it rests upon bodily contacts as its indispensable basis. And
there is no opposition between the body and the knowing power
such that the latter may not be directly united with it. We are, in
fact, conscious bodies. We may set ourselves, our conscious bodies,

1 Archives de Philosophie, vol. vi, chap. 2 (2nd edn.), p. 461.
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in an opposition to the same bodies in their unconscious state. But
‘we must not set consciousness of our bodies in opposition to the
bodies themselves. We are conscious in them. Our minds transcend
them in so far as they are mere (unconscious) bodies; but yet our
minds do not leave our bodies behind. We are mind and body—
and our bodies are actuated by our minds. It is a Thomist doctrine
that the mind and the body make up a single substance.

‘Matter’ must not mean something radically heterogeneous to
the intelligence. We must not think of it as a hard, dead lump
which must be transmuted into mind’s substance. All beings are
acts. To say ‘something is’ means that we find a certain activity.
What, then, is the distinction which we all naturally make between
the material and the immaterial? Fundamentally, it is the presence
or absence of certain limits to which we refer. Our knowledge isa
progressive escape from limitation; we gain the ‘other’ in the
unique and mdcscrlbablc union of knowlcdge In some way we
take over its ‘act’, a determination (or ‘form’) is shared between
us. But the objects which we call ‘material’ seem to lack this power
of growth; they seem shut in on themsclves, confined to their own
activity.

What right have we to make statements like this? How do we
know that these objects, these activities, lack the familiar features
of our activities? We may say that we conclude it from their be-
haviour, and this is on the whole satisfactory. But we may say
further that we have encountered those limits in our own bodies.
Knowledge presents itself to us as an emergence—out of we know
not what, but yet out of something. We know that we are not
always knowing, because our knowledge has this emergent
quality. We know our bodies to be unknowing apart from the
consciousness which we exercise in them. The things which affect
our bodies, we therefore conclude (and it would seem conclusive),
are of the same unknowing material; they have those limits which
we are somehow conscious of surpassing.

But it is all very well to bring the material and the immaterial
closer together by saying that everything is an activity; the fact
remains that they must be united when we know bodies, and this
may still seem incomprehensible. There is still a gap to be filled.
There is still the old difficulty that our awareness of heat is not hot.
Don’t we alter heat, therefore, when we know it? But what do we
mean by hotness and coldness? They arc sensations arising from
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some change in the dark background from which we emerge.
They are activities of that background which have emerged to
the conscious stage. They seem foreign to thought because we
refer them to the dark background. It is only a prejudice to
think that we are not directly conscious of them. We may
say that our thought is hot when it arises in the activity calle
‘being hot’, if sensation is thought (that is, human awareness) in
its first stage.

This section must end with a note on the use of ‘matter’.
‘Prime matter’ is just the capacity for substantial change, as when
wood becomes ashes. ‘Matter’ in this sense is unknowable; we
argue to it from its effects. But we do not refer only to ‘prime
matter’ when we call bodies ‘material’. We refer to extension in
space and we think of it as the condition for the appearance of
sensible qualities. Extension refers to something positive, some
sort of act. (At the same time it implies a limit, a tying down to a
certain position.) Extension, quantity, in the positive sense, is no
more foreign to mind than hotness and coldness. Our conscious-
ness of our own bodies explains how we become directly aware of
extension. It is an activity in which we become conscious. And our
consciousness of our own bodies explains how we become con-
scious of other bodies. We know them as affecting parts of our
own bodies, and we know parts of our own bodies only as so
affected—or as affected by other parts of our own bodies.

s. The intuitive perception of the external world

It must not be forgotten that there is no question of arguing to
the existence of an external world. It is a sign of healthier times
that Professor Price has called it ‘not only unnecessary but also
misleading’ to do so; ‘misleading’, he adds, ‘because such a pro-
cedure suggests that it is initially uncertain whether a material
world exists or not.”* Our concern is with the implications of the
fact that we do know such a world. We know other bodies be-
cause our own bodies make contact with them—that is the com-
monsense basis which has been laid down. It requires some com-
ment. At first it might seem enough to say that we share an activity
with the body which has come into contact with us. But we must
refine on this. A bodily contact must always occur before sensa-
tion, but this does not mean that two bodies fuse at some point or

1 Op. cit. (Analysis and Metaphysics), p. 96.
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points. It means that a relation of causal efficacy is established be-
tween them. ‘Awareness’, Dr. Hawkins writes, ‘being of its nature
capable of transcending thesubject, finds the possibility of intuition
in the causal presence of other things.”* The wood of my desk
communicates to my finger a determination; a quality of its sur-
face is reproduced in my finger. I do not share its surface, but my
surface shares with it a common pattern. And I am intuitively
aware of it as having this pattern.

Here Dr. Hawkins must be quoted again: ‘It is because I have a
genuinely intuitive perception of the chair on which I am sitting,
and because I have at various times been in contact with the
familiar objects in the room, that I am able so unhesitatingly
to rely on my sensations as indications of real bodies surrounding
me.’2

Let us take a case. What do we mean by saying ‘there is green
grass’? Something like this: ‘there is a sort of visual sense-datum
which I have reason to believe is experienced by others, and which
we agree to call green; it arises in the sort of context which in the
past has always proved to provide sense-data of a certain kind
when I have conducted cxperiments.” ‘Grass’ is a name which I
give to a centre of activities. We find certain sense-data appearing
in certain conjunctions which lead us to think that they are bound
up together by some central control. All we know of a ‘substance’
is that it is the control, the organism, of these accidents which are
in contact with us. But how can we say that a green accident is in
contact with us? And how can we say that the grass itself is green?
‘Green’ refers to something which happens in the sense-organ of
sight in certain conditions, among them being the effect upon it of
light-rays. We must answer that the light-rays are the visual
datum; if I say that the grass is green, I mean that this particular
datum arises in such conjunctions as to convince me that its green
character must be caused (in part) by a distant object, namely the
thing called grass. Something about the surface of grass when the
light falls on it causes the light as it falls on my eye to produce
green colour. “We never obtain a direct and exhaustive knowledge
of material substance, because we know it only through the data
of sense-expericnce and in so far as it is implied by them. We can
conceive og a pure intelligence which should know things at once
in their intelligible unity, but our own intelligence has to proceed

1 The Criticism of Experience, p. 110. 2 Ibid.
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gradually, starting from that partial apprehension from a point of
view which is sense-experience.

If our previous conclusions are sound, it follows that we may
speak of an intellectual intuition of bodies. This is a departure
from the regular Thomist doctrine. As we have seen, this doctrine
distinguishes sense-knowledge from intellectual knowledge in a
way which secemed to cause difficulties. We are now in a better
position to appreciate one of them. The Thomists recognize that
our knowledge must be based on direct awareness and they there-
fore speak ofg sense-knowledge as ‘intuitive’, while denying that
we have any such intellectual knowledge. But if sense-knowledge
is knowledge at all, the Thomist theory of ‘dematerialization’
applies to sense-knowledge for the same fundamental reason for
which it applies to intellectual knowledge. It follows that we have
no intuitive knowledge at all. We may note as a further excuse for
departing from Thomist orthodoxy that there is a hesitation in
Thomism in regard to the cognitive status of sense-knowledge.
On one side we find reference to a sensus communis by which sen-
sation becomes in an ‘imperfect’ manner reflective. On the other
we have, for example, a remark by P. de Finance in his recent
Etre et Agir® that we cannot follow St. Thomas in giving to pure
sense-knowledge an ‘absolute cognitive value’. There seems room,
therefore, for fresh suggestions.?

The main conclusion to which this chapter has been so far lead-
ing is that our human (intellectual) awareness bears intuitively on
its first (bodily) objects. It is not only some lower activity of a
sub-human order which claims this function. The intuitive charac-
ter of our intelligence at its emergence on the sense level guaran-
tees the objective validity of our further discoverics, of the
knowledge of the self or substance which arises in this emergence,
of the knowledge of ‘being’ which arises from the interplay of the
knowledge of ‘self” and the knowledge of ‘things’, of all that
organization of knowledge which is the work of rational dis-
course. With this basis established, we may speak of ‘non-

1 Dr. Hawkins in an earlier work, Approach to Philosophy (Sands, 1938), p. 56.
Cf. Dr. Farrer’s account (Finite and Infinite, p. 200); in particular, his insistence
that it is the ‘self” which shows us ‘thinghood’ is to be noted.

2 (Beauchesne) p. 272.

31t is noteworthy that Dr. Hawkins in The Criticism of Experience avoids the

usual distinction between sense-knowledge and intellectual knowledge, although
he does not disavow it.
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intuitive’ knowledge meaning by that our indirect knowledge,
our knowledge which is gained by an indirect method. There
must be some object gained without intermediary, if there is to be
knowledge at all; but there is no objection to an intermediary if
we mean by this an object which leads to the knowledge of some
other object ‘beyond’ it. This is a subject which will recur. We
must now turn to the Thomist doctrine of the ‘intelligible species’
or concept. The topic will lead us to a deeper study of the union
of subject and object! in the act of knowing and so pave the way
for further advances.

6. Conceptual Knowledge

‘We may say’, writes P. Maréchal, ‘that every knowing faculty
is naturally intuitive, that is, that its proper movement, its act,
proceeds of itself direct to its object.” So far, so good. What follows,
however, brings before us the difficultics of the Thomist account:
‘but there is intuition and intuition . . . the sense brings the subject
in contact with a real thing, but it does not of itself discern reality.
The criticism of the sense-datum and the true perception of the real
spring from a higher faculty—the faculty of “being”, intelligence.
The intellectual act, considered precisively and according to the
present conditions of its exercise, is thus constructive, synthetic,
but not strictly intuitive. . . .’

‘Conceptualism’ is the name which is given to theories according
to which the intellect seems to construct its objects so as to involve
once more the fatal consequence that in knowledge we change
reality—that is, we do not know. The passage quoted is enough to
show that P. Maréchal has laid himself open to this objection,
which has been made by some of his fellow-Thomists. His view
of the data of sense secems to make them only the occasion of
knowledge, and this leaves knowledge without any genuine
object. Perhaps it is just because he perceives so keenly the intuitive
character of knowledge in general that he fails to recognize its
humble beginnings in human knowledge.3

1 Whether ‘direct’ or ‘indirect’ —an ‘indirect’ object is no less an object be-
cause it is ‘indirectly’ reached. All knowledge has a character of intuitiveness in
a broad sense.

2 Studies in the Psychology of the Mystics (tr. Thorold), pp. 98-101.

3 A similar remark has been made earlier in regard to Rousselot. Here it may
be noted that the editor of his Intellectualisme de S. Thomas has added to the
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But it might appear from our findings so far that all Thomists
fall into conceptualism. If we now examine what is meant by the
‘concept’ or ‘intelligible species’, we shall find that in St. Thomas’s
doctrine we do not ‘construct’ our object, despite all appearances
to the contrary, save in the harmless, necessary sense that our
knowledge of ‘things’ is gained piece-meal. In Thomism there is a
distinction between the expressed intellectual species or formal
concept and the impressed species. The latter is described as ‘ferti-
lizing’ the intellect; the former is the inner ‘word’ formed by the
knowing faculty as it performs its act. It is the vital response of the
intellect to the information which it has received. By it and in it
we know the object. How we do this may not be immediately
apparent. But St. Thomas makes it abundantly clear that whatever
difficultics may seem to be caused by some of his statements he
means us to take it as his consistent teaching that we really know
the external object. ‘Intellectus noster . . . fertur . . . ad cognoscendam
rem.”1 We must not be misled, then, when Fr. D’ Arcy describes the
concept as a ‘skein’ obscuring the mind’s vision, and disclaims ‘any
theory of immediate apprehension without qualification’. We
must note that he also claims that ‘we know reality directly’,
although he adds ‘and yet concepts play a part’.2 If we turn to the
long Appendix on the concept in M. Maritain’s Degrés du Savoir
we shall find that an identity between subject and object is the
shect-anchor of the whole argument. What part, then, does the
concept play in Thomism?

Let us consider Professor Gilson’s account. He calls the impressed
intelligible species an ‘intermediary of such a kind that without
ccasing to be the object, it should yet be capable of becoming the
subject’. ‘Intermediary’ is a disquicting word. But he also writes
that ‘thought knows the thing itself, without the interposition of
any intermediary’. Again he describes the species as ‘the object
considered in its action upon a subject’. It is called a ‘direct resem-
blance, formed by the object of itsclf and impressed upon us by it,
as indistinguishable from it as the action of the seal upon the wax
from the scal itself . . . not a representation of it, but its impress,

second chapter of the second part a valuable note (unfortunately omitted from
the English translation) which shows that Rousselot subsequently recognized
that he had fallen into ‘irrealism’. He came to realize that we must claim an
‘intuition of presence” on the sense-level.

1 De Veritate, 2, 6. 2 St. Thomas Aquinas (Benn), pp. 88 f.
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and, so tospeak its prolongation’. This seems wholly acceptable. The
expressed specics or concept proper is the fruit of the real union
of subject and object. “The intellect which produces the concept
“book”’ doesso only because it has first become the form of the book,
thanks to the species which is nothing but this form itself. ...t

It will be useful to note what Professor Gilson has to say about a
discussion between M. Maritainand P. Roland-Gossclin, adiscussion
of which the Appendix in Degrés du Savoir formsanimportant part.2
“We fail to see’, writes Professor Gilson, in a footnote to the section
quoted above, ‘wherecin lies the disagreement between P. Roland-
Gosselin and M. Maritain on this point. The identity between the
species (and hence the object) and the intcllect, which M. Maritain
rightly asserts, is in no wise contradicted by the non-identity,
equally rightly asscrted by P. Roland-Gossclin, betwceen the object
and the concept.” Confusion arises, Professor Gilson thinks, be-
cause similitudo is used both of the impressed species and of the
concept, which ‘considering the conditions under which thought
expresses it is no longer identical with the object’. ‘Not wholly
identical’, perhaps we may say. For, if the formal concept, as we
have seen, 1s only the fruit of the rcal union between subject and
object, it must retain genuine continuity with the object itself.

The fact that our concepts arc ‘universals’ need not cause us
embarrassment. When we say ‘here is a brown cow’, ‘cow’
does not just refer to this cow, nor docs ‘brown’ refer only to
the present instance of ‘brown’. But our sentence refers to a
direct knowledge of this combination of cowness with brownness,
to this total object. The Thomist formula that sense knows
only the particular and intellect only the universal® must not be
taken to mean that we have a distorted view of our objects. ‘Con-
ceptual’ knowledge is not tainted with unreality. That is the con-
clusion which this section urges. It is a form of knowledge which
selects from reality. It is synthetic because it must piece together
its meagre results in the attempt to exhaust the complex richness
of reality. But, such as they are, these results are real.

L The Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas (tr. Bullough: Heffers, 1929), pp. 266 f.
A ‘form’ is an ‘active principle’.

2 Prof. Gilson is commenting on earlier stages in the discussion. M. Maritain
lmakes no reference to these comments in the Appendix, written a few years
ater.

3 This must be judged in the light of St. Thomas’s careful insistence that it is
rather man who knows, whether by ‘sense” or by ‘intellect’.
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Our minds have the power (denied to the brutes, by every
appearance) of recognizing as common, although in this com-
bination, characters which are in reality common; and that, no
doubt, is what ought to be meant by ‘dematerialization’. We free
these characters from the particular conditions in which we find
them. But we do find them in these conditions; we do not invent
them. When Thomist writers tell us that truth lies in the known
conformity of our conceptual synthesis with the ‘real’ object, we
must not allow this language to blind us to the immediacy of our
acquaintance with the real objects. M. Maritain, for example, uses
this language. But he is careful at the same time to stress the fact
that the knower and the known are one and the same in the pre-
cise relationship of the act of knowledge.!

7. The affirmation of being

Our apprchensions are at the same time affirmations. And our
affirmations have always the form of the judgement. There are
always four clements in every judgement. Even when we say just
‘here is something’, we are aware that a certain character is found
by ourselves to attach to something. We distinguish this character
from the something in the same action by which we distinguish
ourselves from our present awareness. In other words, we know
substances, including oursclves, only through accidents; we know
them as reproducing their accidents in ourselves. It is only ‘behind’
our acts that we know our naturcs. We know them, indeed, but
only in a succession, as it were, of flashlight glimpses. We are
conscious primarily of the flashes themselves; we hardly notice the
background which they dimly enlighten. But our knowledge of
self is sufficient to have repercussions on our knowledge of ‘things’.
“The self’, writes Dr. Farrer, ‘is the only substance which can be
described in any proper sense . . . it is the foundation-stone of
all. metaphysical knowledge, and the quarry from which the
materials of all further metaphysical thinking are drawn.”? Thus
we affirm the existence of finite substances, and in this complex
fashion arises the notion of being.

A thing is a ‘being’. Each is a kind of being. What are we to
make of this word ‘being’? We cannot say that each ‘being’ is a
part of a grand totality to which ‘being’ properly refers, for the

1 Réflexions sur I' Intelligence, 2nd ed. Paris, 1926, p. 247.
2 Op.cit., p. 230.
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parts would have to differ as parts, and their differences, on this
showing, would also be being (so, after all, they would not be
differences). We can close our eyes, like so many modern philoso-
phers, and deny that ‘being’ has any meaning, basing our denial
perhaps on some arbitrary ‘verification principle’. If we open them,
we shall find that ‘being’ in fact reveals to us the ultimate notion
of Infinite Act. But it does not dircctly reveal this to us. It is only
through finite being that we rise to the knowledge of Infinite
Being.

The fundamental flaw in St. Anselm’s ‘ontological argument’
lies, we may now suggest, in its failure to make this clear. St.
Anselm begins with a notion of absolute perfection and then
argues that it must refer to an actual existent, not to a mere mental
construction (for that would be lacking in a possible perfection).
What needs to be proved is that we have this notion, and this can
be done only by showing how it arises, that is, on the basis of
finite substance. And then there is no place for the further argu-
ment which secks to show that the ‘notion’ refers to actual exist-
ence. We can have a notion of absolute perfection only because
such perfection exists to cause our notion. We can ‘imagine’ a
composition of objects, that is, we can put together imaginatively
two or more objects which we have known; we can imagine that
dollars are in our pockets. But we cannot construct the objects
themselves.! A notion of absolute perfection could not be derived
from the process of imaginative composition.? Therefore it bears
on a real object. The regular complaint that St. Anselm has made
an illicit transition from the ideal to the real order suggests a false
opposition between these orders.

This approach to the question of God’s existence may scem to
strike an unfamiliar notc. But P. Maréchal has written that once
the mind has been ‘released’ by the dcliverance of the senses ‘it
goes at once to the very end of its course and implicitly affirms,
under the aspect of the partial data, this Absolute, this saturating
unity which is both its motive and its end’. And again: ‘the human
mind . . . is a faculty in quest of its intuition—that is to say, of assimi-
lation with Being, Being pure and simple. . . ."3 It is St. Thomas’s

1 We could have no notion of a dollar if metals were not in existence.

2. ‘A Note on the Ontological Argument’, by Dom Mark Pontifex, The
Downside Review, Oct., 1944.

3 Studies in the Psychology of the Mystics, p. 100.

D
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doctrine that all affirmation is implicitly an affirmation of God’s
existence. We have now to consider how it becomes explicit.

8. The demonstration of God’s existence

Do we gain explicit knowledge of God’s existence in virtue of a
syllogistic logical process? The famous Quingue Viae of St. Thomas
suggest that we do. There is no need to examine these ‘ways’ in
detail. It is a sufficiently established conclusion that they may be
summed up as follows: if contingent being exists, then necessary
being also exists.! The question which now faces us is whether we
gain the result ‘necessary being cxists’ by a process of thought
which uses two syllogistic premisses. If we did, the process would
take this form: if contingent being exists, necessary being also
exists; now contingent being does exist—Ergo. The trouble about
this is that it could not demonstrate anything to anybody. The
first premiss of the syllogism could not be stated without an
awareness that ‘necessary being’ does stand for something; the
conclusion would have to be known at the start. It might be said
that a man could entertain the notions of necessary being and con-
tingent being, and might still need to know that contingent being
exists in order to know that his notion of necessary being is veri-
fied in rcality. But this statement secems based on that unsatis-
factory theory of what ought to be mcant by a ‘notion’ or ‘con-
cept’ which we encountered in the last section—again there is a
false opposition between the ‘idcal’ and the ‘real’. A notion, to
repeat, 1s not a source of knowledge apart from the object or
objects from which it is derived. We cannot gain knowledge of
necessary being on a basis of thinking in vacuo. That is not what
abstraction means. Abstraction is a focusing on something real,
on an element which is present before usin reality. The importance
of a right view of conceptual knowledge may be now more
apparent.

The notion of necessary being, then, cannot arise without an
acquaintance with that to which it refers. But do we not feel the
need to ‘verify’ such a notion? Only in the sensc that we may not

1y, ‘How do we demonstrate God’s existence?’ in The Downside Review,
April, 1946, and Dr. Hawkins’s criticism in the October number following,
which also contains a reply to the criticism. Certain paragraphs from thesc
articles are reproduced in what follows, but it has not been thought desirable to
go over the ground again in detail.
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be certain whether or not we have really gained it and may there-
fore need to go over the ground which suggested it to us. This
ground is the existence of finite, contingent being. ‘Since contin-
gent being exists, necessary being also exists.” That is the formula
which we must find for ‘verification’. But all this means is that we
gain our knowledge of necessary being by an act of attention to
contingent being. It does not mean that we advance from the one
to the other by stages which can be sct forth in the form of syllo-
gistic premisses.?

Syllogistic inference has a very limited role in the mind’s
activity. Our most important metaphysical conclusions are reached
in experience by a process which may be called ‘immediate in-
ference’. “We seem to proceed’, writes Joseph, ‘froma given judge-
ment to another, without anything further being required as a
means of passing to the conclusion.’ Joseph, it is true, has not in
mind the sort of metaphysical inference with which we are con-
cerned. But his description is serviceable. He recognizes, further,
that even in hypothetical inference ‘what is seen to involve certain
conscquences is something in the nature of the facts supposed.’
In infcrence we are always ‘apprehending connexions of fact’.4
If, then, we have an apprchension of God in apprchending his
creatures, it must be that we apprehend creatures as connected
with him. We bring out from a total datum what is at first only
implicit and make it explicit. When we affirm God’s existence we
focus on one side of the total datum, bringing it explicitly into
consciousness. It is as thus ‘abstracted’ from the total datum that
we know God.® We know him ‘in terms’ of creatures, but with
them we know him as transcending them, as perfect and infinite.
When we say that he is perfect and infinite intelligence, or that he
is intelligent ‘in an eminent way’, we refer to the relation in which
we find him. We find him as the source of our intelligence; we
find him as pure intelligence. Yet we share nothing with him.

1 The articles in The Downside Review referred to in the previous footnote
contain a detailed defence of the view here stated against possible charges of
theological heterodoxy. In particular, it is stressed in them that the evidence
for God’s existence can be ‘demonstrated’, as the anti-modernist oath declares.

2 An Introduction to Logic (2nd cd.), p. 232. 3p.332. 41bid. (n.)

5God is not an immediate datum except in the sense that every object of
knowledge must be united with us. But this sense is all-important. We really
know him, although our knowledge is gained indircctly—throughourknowledge
of his creatures.
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These results will appear contradictory only if we forget the
uniqueness of this relation. There cannot be any question of justifying
it—it is the evidence, what we find.

It may still be urged that there must be some valid and useful
syllogistic process which has God’s existence as its conclusion. For,
since we have no intuition of God, we must infer his existence; and
is not inference syllogistic? Let us answer this by experiment.
Proofs of God’s existence must be (like all philosophical pro-
cedures) analyses of experience. They take up immediate data and
scrutinize them. They conclude that these immediate data are not
self-explanatory. The fact of change is the obvious starting-point:
it carries with it a demand for explanation—change means the
appearance of something new. Whence has it come? Not from
the changing being, for it cannot give to itself what ex hypothesi it
does not possess. We must go beyond the changing being for the
explanation. Until we come to an unchanging being, we shall not
have the explanation. There does exist, then, an unchanging being.
This or some other being must also be unchangeable, for, if an un-
changing being could change, some other being must exist which
could change it. This unchangeable being cannot increase—in that
sense it is perfect. But is it also infinite? It is, but this must be seen.
Here is the crucial point. If a man says that he doesn’t see it, we can
only say: ‘Look at it.” Unchangeable being means independent
being—being which is sclf-sufficient, necessary; activity which
depends on no other activity, having its existence in its own right.
And so we go on, using such resources as human language offers,
in an attempt to utter the ineffable. What does it all amount to in
the end? Simply that the changing implies the unchangeable, that
finite being implies Infinite Being, the first implication—if it
means anything positive—being the same as the second.

It does mean something positive; but we can only point to it.
When St. Thomas develops the proof from change, he is pointing
to the most obvious sign of dependence. When he concludes that
there must be a Being who is independent, Pure Act without

otency, he is pointing to the other side of a single picture which
ﬁas been always before us. For, if we care to look, our whole ex-
perience or any part of it reveals to us the dependent and the in-
dependent, the one in a unique and indescribable relation to the
other. ‘Causc’, when we consider it closely enough, means ‘God’;
anything else which we call a cause is such in virtue of his causality.
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Until we find his causality, we do not know the full meaning of
the notion. And we find his causality in his created effects. We do
not find first a ‘principle of causality’ and use it as the middle term
of asyllogism. ‘Nothing can change itself” proves to mean ‘nothing
can give itself being’, and this proves to mean ‘limited being im-
plies unlimited being’. We can find this implication only because
we can find both terms standing in this unique relation. The proof
of God’s existence, then, is both harder and easier than syllogistic
proofs. It is harder becausc it requires a vertical movement, a
jump from the sphere of the relative to the absolute. The con-
clusion does not force itself on one in the same way as syllogistic
conclusions. It does not emerge as a mere extension of previous
conclusions, something on the same level. But it is easier than
syllogistic proof because it presents itself to us in all our thinking.
We can put up barricades against it, but it is always besieging us.
It will take possession of us, if we will face reality.

The evidence for God’s existence, in fact, cannot be denied
without denying thought itself. All affirmation declares anecessity.
It is the very notion of truth that it is something imposed on us
from without as an absolute. And this character of absoluteness
carries within its meaning all perfections, all the divine attributes.
To say that ‘something is’ is the same as to say ‘something has being’
—Being, that is, is acting upon it, present to it. But if is not pure
Being. ‘Pure Being” must mean something or we could not deny
it of this being. ‘Being’, then, contains an implicit reference not
only to this or that limited being but to pure Being. But we do not
find pure Being by arguing from an ‘analogical’ notion. We can
only look at what ‘being’ stands for until it breaks into finite and
Infinite. It may be objected that ‘being’ refers to a common (uni-
vocal) notion—that of experience in general. Whatever is pre-
sented to our minds as an object we call a ‘being’, and we mean
nothing more than that it is so presented. We may mean only this
on occasion. But ‘X exists’ does not mean only ‘X is appearing to
me’. “Things do not mean,’ the objector may urge (quoting Cook
Wilson) ‘it is we who mean.” True, we can only stake our claim
to employ our meaning; others must find it, if they can. Dr.
Hawkins, for example, cannot. Following the Kantian tradition,
he does not allow that ‘existence’ (being) is a true logical predicate.
‘Existence and individuality are one,” he writes, . . . it is primarily
a factor of unlikeness in things, and only secondarily, in so far as
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there is a likeness in the mode of unlikeness, has. . . unity of mean-
ing.”* This gives rise, he adds, to the theory of analogy—which,
en bon Thomiste, he no doubt accepts. But what is this ‘likeness’?
Must not the answer lic in that profounder significance which we
have claimed for ‘being’? And must it not be that beings are
‘alike’ because they have being, because they are acted upon by the
infinite agent? How these beings are also ‘like’ pure Being is a
further question.

9. The Theory of Analogy

We are thus led to a comparison of our results with the
usual theory of analogy, which lies at the heart of the usual proofs
for God’s existence. The theory purports to explain to us how we
can predicate ‘being’ (and other transcendent notions) both of
oursclves and of God. There is ‘likeness’, we are told, in the two
cases, and ‘likeness’, as Dr. Hawkins notcs,2 means ‘identity in
difference’. Official Thomism tries to explain the identity by
appealing to a ‘proportional similarity’ and so to make it inno-
cuous. But even the most sympathetic non-Scholastics have found
it an insuperable difficulty to admit any ‘identity’ between God
and his creatures. Mr. Mascall, for example, has avowed with re-
freshing candour: ‘T am at least conscious of the problem even if I
do not know how to solve it.”8 Our suggestion is that the ‘analogy
of being’ should refer not to any intrinsic community among
beings but to the relationship in which the finite is discovered to
stand to the Infinite, a relationship which is sui generis. We may
call it ‘likeness’, but here all words are misleading. This presup-
poses that the terms of the relationship have been already dis-
covered. It will bring this more to a point if we now examine the
conclusions of P. Penido, who is the standard authority on analogy
among modern Thomists.

P. Pcnido does make certain valuable admissions. He insists that
analogy begins where St. Thomas’s ‘Five Ways’ cnd, that is, with
our discovery of God. When we rise to the knowledge of God by
mceans of a ‘transcendent notion’, such as that of intelligence, our
discovery that it is ‘transcendent’ (that is, not univocal, not merely
a notion applicable to all instances in one same sense) is the dis-
covery that it refers to two essentially different realities, God and

1 The Criticism of Experience, p. 80.
2 Ibid. 3 He Who Is, p. xi.
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his creation.? So far Penido’s account seems to bring it out clearly
that we do not reach this result by the use of some general law
brought in from outside; we find it by analysing concrete experi-
ence. It is true that he considers the result as mediated by our
recognition that the original notion carries with it degrees of
morc and less—our original notion of intelligence must bacome
thus ‘supple’, he tells us, before it can lead us to God. But this
(which is St. Thomas’s Fourth Way) is only a psychological pro-
paedeutic, a Platonic suasion. It will not lead us by merely logical
necessity to the knowledge of God, and it should now be obvious
that this conclusion applics just as much to the other “Ways’.
But Penido docs not make this conclusion his own in definitive
fashion. His general tendency, in fact, elsewhere is to fall back
on the ‘analogous notion’ as a logical medium. Our thought
can bear directly on God’s goodncss, he tells us later (another
important admission), but only through the idea of ‘universal’
goodness formed on the basis of crcatures.2 This implies the usual
appeal to the syllogism. It secms to make the greater emerge from
the less.

Let us sce how P. Sertillanges deals with the common objection
that we cannot demonstrate an infinite causc on the basis of what
we allege to be finite effects. Clearly the answer depends on what
‘basis’ means. The effects are the basis, we shall say, and imply
God’s existence in that they show him to us as Cause; they carry
the character of his cffects. But P. Sertillanges’s answer is: “The
propositions which we make in regard to God and the proposition
“God exists” itself express only postulates of experience, and must
be understood as referring to God only in function of experience,
not to God in Himself.3 We find God as our creator, in other
words, but not in himself. This has an acceptable meaning, but as
an answer to the objection it scems to be hedging, and no sub-
sequent appeals to analogy make any difference. In other contexts
Thomists allow that we cannot know God’s existence without
knowing something of his nature, and this is surcly obvious. We
must claim, then, a movement of thought in which we find God—
obscurely and inadequatcly but in reality. This is Dr. Farrer’s con-
clusion. If we called this movement (in his phrase) a ‘cosmological

1 Le Réle d’ Analogic en Théologie Dogmatique (Paris, 1931), p. 93.
2Ibid., 4 pp. 188-189.
3 Saint Thomas d’ Aquin, Vol. 1, p. 142 (4th ed., 1925).
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intuition’, we might be suspected of Ontologism, of claiming a
‘vision” of God. Yet nothing of the sort would be intended. Our
knowledge of God is in a real sense indirect—that is, it is indirectly
reached. It is based on creatures; the movement of thought begins
with them. But the movement, like its term, is unique. It
does not much matter what we callit, once all thisis acknowledged.
These conclusions are gaining currency. ‘Emphasis on the intuitive
rather than the discursive approach to the proofs is one of the most
conspicuous characteristics of much of the best recent work in
natural theology.

10. The law of Knowledge

The law of knowledge is that it should lay hold on God. Or
rather it is the law of man that God should lay hold on him. Our
knowledge of God is the true subject-matter of philosophy. We
have only to free the fact of knowledge from the confusion in
which philosophers have involved it to realise its full implications.
The fact, after all, has been pretty plain for most generations on
this planet; a widespread failure to sce its bearing is peculiar to the
present period of social chaos. Attempts to answer this greatest
question as though it could be worked out in parts like a sum only
encourage agnosticism.

If there is no God, then truth means nothing—nothing is
necessary, there are no laws and no universals.2 That absolute
character which attaches to universals, that timelessness in them
which so puzzles philosophers, is cither a pure illusion (and that
means closing our eyes to the facts) or a production of our own
minds (and that means contradicting the facts) or an awareness of
God’s etetnal creative power.3 But it is not only the universal
which shows this to us. Necessity and contingence are involved
in the simplest statement. We may call facts ‘contingent’—but we

1 Peter Stubbs in The Dublin Review, July 1945, p. 81. So also J. Maritain in
Blackfriars. May 1048, p. 219.

2 The power to ‘universalize’ is a property of the intellect, the ‘faculty of
being’. What distinguishes us from the brutes, we may now conclude, is the
possession of this faculty, not merely the power to recognize common charac-
ters as common. The brutes may have some dim form of self-knowledge, but
they emerge from the dark background of unconsciousness only in so far as this
serves their limited needs. The law of our knowledge is shortcircuited in them.

3 This is not to say (with the Ontologists) that universals are not really dis-
tinct from God a parte rei.
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are certain of some facts; and thus it is necessary that I exist, in the
sense that it cannot now otherwise be than that I have being. I am
not necessity, yet it is present to me. God has created me and con-
serves me. To reach this conclusion much clearing of ground may
be necessary for particular minds and much analogical discourse.
But it all comes to this in the end.

The following passage from P. Maréchal, although its language
is somewhat special, urges the same fundamental conclusion: ‘The
principle of identity expresses in the most general terms possible
the necessary synthesis of the quod and the quo, of existence and
essence; it signifies, at bottom, that all being, in so far as being, is
“intelligible”. But here we must repeat a remark. . . . As our con-
cepts directly represent only material quiddities, the subject and
the predicate of the principle of identity bring into operation a
notion of being weighed down by a relation to material supposita;
the first principle, therefore, is itself revealed to our intelligence
only in a concretive synthesis and in virtue of this demands temporal
determination . . . The connotation of time underlined in the usual
formula of the principle of contradiction (what is cannot not be
at the same time and under the same respect) is thus required by
the ““proper mode of representation” of our concepts.. . . it becomes
superfluous when the objects signified by our concepts arc them-
selves free from all temporal diversity, that is, live in a sort of per-
manent present . . . But let us leave this concretive duality which
the principle of identity borrows from the material imperfection
of our concepts; even in its purely rational significance, as we were
showing above, it presents a logical structure which is clearly syn-
thetic, since it affirms the necessary unity of all being with its in-
telligible essence. But how then does it acquire an absolute neces-
sity? For no synthesis is necessary of itsclf; since diversity, as such,
cannot be the principle of its own unification, the necessity of a
synthesis must have its source in the necessity of a unity where there
is no diversity of synthetic terms. Now in the principle of identity
we possess alrcady the type of the most general synthetic unity
possible: establishment in being and determination as essence, or
being as Reality and being as Idea. This unity is still a duality and
therefore it is not justified of itself. What superior unity—im-
plicitly imposing its purely original necessity—could logically
ground so universal a synthesis? There is only one: the perfect
unity in which Existence and Essence are confounded, in which
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Thought and the Real are wholly identified; in short the unity of
the pure Act of Being . . .2

We therefore state the essential law of knowledge when we say
that it is the ‘faculty of being’. It is because God is present to us—
in the unique relation of our passivity to his action—that we can
know him. Knowledge rcveals an object ‘within’ the subject—
that is, though acting upon it (and so heterogeneous), yet at the
same time immanent to it and so causing its proper perfection.
Knowledge itself is the subject’s immanent act; but the subject as
knowing is ‘specified’, made what it is, by the object. This is the
fact which faces us when we begin to think about knowledge in
the most general way. It still faces us at the end of all our analysis,
but we realize then that it is an ultimate, that we can only accept it
on pain of flying in the face of reality. We know ‘things’ in so far
as present to us; there is a union between ourselves and them such
that we are in respect of this union indistinguishable from them.
Yet it is no less essential to our knowledge that subject and object
should be distinguishable as this substance and that. We should not
be surprised, then, to find that our union with God has these same
features. He makes us what we are, but we are ourselves and not
he. His action is simply himself, but the term of his action is
different from him. Our knowledge of him is our knowledge, not
his, but yet he himself is the term of our knowing.

Knowledge of ‘things’ and knowledge of God are not merely
parallel. “Things’ are not God, but his creatures, and as such they
act on us. We know them as acting thus, and we know ourselves
as acted on by them, and so we know God as acting through them
and through the act by which we know both them and ourselves.
The knowledge of God in his action upon us is the final law of our
whole experience.?

1 point de départ de la Métaphysique, Cahicr V (Muscum Lessianum, Louvain,
1926), pp. 432-433. P. Maréchal says later (p. 453): ‘But we must add on pain of
slipping into an Ontological intuitionism, that this transcendent affirmation, the
dynamic condition constitutive of the object thought, has nothing in common
with a “vision of objects in God” or an “innate idea”, even if only “virtual” in
the Cartesian sense. It is purely implicit and “exercised” in the apperception of
finite objects, and cannot be made explicit save dialectically, by reflexion and
analysis.

2 A little book by P. de Lubac, S.J., provides a striking confirmation of this
thesis: ‘Prior to all consciousness, apart from any concept, arising from the very
roots of being and of thought, springs the necessary affirmation of God . . . But
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We may now sum up. Human awareness reveals itself as con-
ditioned by the use of extended organs; without them it cannot
begin its life. But they arc only its instruments. Although we need
bodies for our purposes, we belong to the world of spirits. We
are minds, intellects—but not ‘purc’ intellects; we do not just
‘enjoy’ reality, but havc to make a conquest of it. Pure Being,
Infinite Reality, declares itsclf to us as the source and goal of the
intellect and of that sensible world in which human intellects
start their unending quest. This is the answer of Christian meta-
physics to the question: What is the scope of man’s knowledge?

to reach the level of consciousness, this fundamental affirmation must necessarily
acquire an objective form . . . A process which leads us to other beings or other
truths, could not, of itself and as such, lead us to him. But apart from all dia-
lectic and all representation, our minds invincibly affirm him who is beyond all
representation and all dialectic . . . This world is thus the obverse through which
the reverse of the divine Being and Life must be glimpsed . . . It is the symbol or
the sign of God . . . If the glance of the mind stops short at the world’s crust, the
fault 1s in our eyesight . . . Such a knowledge, though mediate, has nevertheless
some right to be called, in its way, dircct. Contuitio, we might say, to borrow a
word from St. Augustince . . . An altogether concrete knowledge, this, because
it is that of a presence . . .” De la Connaissance de Diew (Editions du Témoignage
Chréticn, 1941), pp. §7-62.
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CHAPTER 1
FROM PHILOSOPHY TO THEOLOGY

1. The notion of the supernatural; supernatural knowledge

he act of faith, which is the subject of this second part, is

supernatural. Before we approach it directly something must
be said about the relations between philosophy and theology, the
science of the supernatural. And first we must discuss what ought
to be meant by ‘the supernatural’.

In the last chapter reference was made to P. de Lubac’s booklet
De la Connaissance de Dieu. It will be a convenient approach to the
present subject to observe at what point he introduces it. We have
seen that the affirmation of God’s existence, in his account, is
necessary—that is, ‘it is one with the very lifc of the thinking be-
ing,’* but it needs to clothe itsclf in conceptual form in order to
reach the level of consciousness. “The concept’, says P. de Lubac,
‘is a necessary instrument for all human thought, but no less
necessarily a deficient one.” ‘Conceptual thought’, the last chapter
concluded, refers to our piccc—mea{)knowlcdgc of things; we do
not scize the whole reality of our objects in a flash, but find in
them, combined in a unique way, characters which are common
to them and to other things. We may agree, then, with P. de
Lubac, that a method of knowledge which proceeds by abstracting
common characters cannot of itself reveal God to us. As he puts it,
‘if there is a knowledge of God, this can be in the last analysis only
by a revelation of God.”® Our knowledge of God is based on ‘con-
cepts’ in a way which has been already described, but it is not con-
tained in them. Yet when we try to get beyond our concepts, P.
de Lubac goes on to say, our affirmation of God seems to be with-
out content and we are tempted to atheism—only to find it im-
possible. ‘It is then that the gift of God intervenes—the sccond
gift, for the first was the mind (esprit), the affirmation itself. This
alone saves us from Scylla without letting us fall into Charybdis,
because it is of ““another order, supernatural”.’

Thus, with a phrase from Pascal, P. de Lubac effects a transition
from philosophy to theology. Does this mean that we were
1p.57. 2 Ibid. 3p. s0. 4p.58.
5S
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theologizing in the last chapter when the claim was made to a
genuine knowledge of God? It might scem so. For P. de Lubac
continues: ‘it is the lifc of charity which, by really identifying? us
withGod, gives our idea of God spiritual content. It gives us “anew
dimension”.” How can an idea without spiritual content give us
knowledge of God? Yct we must not understand P. de Lubac to
mean that without grace we can have no knowledge of God, for it
is the teaching of the Catholic Church, clearly expressed by the
Vatican Council, that we can know God by the mind’s natural
light. (In fact, we may think, no one who gains this knowledge
will not gain grace also, if he is willing to receive it. That is another
question.) P. de Lubac has already told us that ‘the first gift of God
was the mind, the affirmation itself’. This affirmation, then, we
must say, does become explicit, it is a knowledge, but a knowledge
which cannot be contented with itself. It is a knowledge which,
to repeat P. Maréchal’s phrase, is still in quest of its intuition, of
that intuition for which man has been created.

Man has a supernatural end, an end which he must choose.
This is the key to P. de Lubac’s meaning.? Man’s choice
is at the same time the entering into a supernatural relationship
with God. God offers this relationship, in other words,
and, unless we refuse it, he establishes it. To say that it is a super-
natural relationship does not mean that a fresh nature is added on
to one already constituted; it means that man’s nature is itself
ordered to this relationship but that it is not in man’s power to
establish it. The establishment of it is God’s ‘second gift’. Thus we
may call ‘supernatural knowledge’ the knowledge which arises
when this relationship has been established, natural knowledge the
knowledge which man’s power to choose the relationship pre-
supposes. For, if man is to choosc his end, he must have knowledge
ofPit. Nevertheless this is a knowledge in which there can be no
final resting. It is only a stage towards the acceptance (or the re-
jection) of the sole, supernatural, end. The natural knowledge of

1 This is not to be understood of substantial identification.

2 In his latest book Surnaturel (Aubier, 1946) he provides what will perhaps
prove to be the definitive solution of the long theological controversy about
man’s natural desire for the supernatural. His conclusion is that it is not only
legitimate but necessary to assert this ‘natural desire’. (The following paragraph
is %Jascd on Surnaturel.) ‘La question de I'exigence ne se pose pas’, he writes (p. 487)

in answer to the common objection. This needed saying long ago.
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God arises, therefore, of necessity; it is God’s summons, his offer
of the supernatural relationship. We may deny him—that is, we
may fight against his pressure. Or we may accept him and then
we are empowered to know him with a personal intimacy. The
knowledge of God to which we are called is a knowledge which
can arise only on the condition of our self-surrender. Da mihi
amantem et sentit quod dico.

The distinction between natural and supernatural knowledge of
God may be indicated perhaps in a morc concrete way. In the
natural form of knowledge God is known ‘behind’ our concepts
of created perfections; we acknowledge him, but we are not
interested in him save as the explanation of phenomena. When
he offers to lead us forward, if we do not accept, we draw back,
and do our best to run away from him. But if we do accept, we
are diverting our interest from phenomena to him. He offers us the
power to know him not in terms of other things but in himself.
We must pay the price, but it is for this that we were made and
this that we desire. ‘Identically blessedness is service, vision is
adoration, liberty is dependence, possession is ecstasy.’

In one sense all knowledge of God is non-conceptual. But in
another we may call natural knowledge conceptual as compared
with supcrnatural. For in the former our concepts fill the fore-
ground, and God is only in the background; in the latter God
moves, as it were, into the foreground. Thus we may also call the
former non-intuitional, and the latter intuitional. There is much
to be said later about supernatural knowledge. Here it has been
touched on to bring out in a concrete fashion the relation between
the natural and the supernatural. This has shown that the super-
natural is not just an excrescence upon the natural; it is that to
which the natural is essentially, intrinsically, ordered. But we
must stand back and view this notion more widely.

2. The notion of the supernatural: a wider context

We are not invited to accept a sort of patchwork as God’s de-
sign for rational animals, to imagine him as making a first draft
and then improving on it. It is ‘natural’ to us to hear God’s sum-
mons to our ‘supernatural’ end. But we are still men, still have
our human natures, if we reject his summons. Our acceptance of
it is (convertibly) God’s ‘elevation’ of our naturcs towards their

1 Surnaturel, p. 492.
E
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single end. There are two metaphysical principles involved in
this account. The first is that no creature can have the vision of
God as his innate endowment; he must attain it and attain it freely.
The second is that man’s free act is caused by God no less than any
other event; by calling it man’s free act we mean that it is attribu-
table to man as God’s gift to him and that it is refusable by him.
We thus encounter ‘a negative and deficient primary cause’ in
the will’s freedom of choice. Sin refers to ‘an absence of act in
which created freedom has the initiative’.2

We can avoid those actions which cause disorder in God’s
world only by doing those which enhance its order; sin is the re-
jection of God’s ‘ordering’ action on us. Even the actions which
cause disorder are caused by him in so far as actions; cvil lies in
their deficient result, in so far as deficient, and in the will which
rejects God’s action in so far as refusing to act in conformity with
right reason. This abscnce of act for which we are responsible is
mysterious, but simply because it is absence of act it cannot be
reduced to God’s causality. To say that ‘God permits sin’ is to
say no more than that he is the Creator and that we can
sometimes obstruct the effect which his action would otherwise
have caused. This raises no fresh question about the relation
itself in which we stand to him. And there can be none—
always he is simply the Agent, Actus Purus. Moral evil, in fact,
presents an obstruction to thought only when it is conceived of as

1 Maritain, St. Thomas and the Problem of Evil (Marquette University Press,
Milwaukee, 1942), p. 26.

2 Jbid., p. 32. The common Thomist appeal for an explanation to the divine
‘decrees’ which ‘permit’ man’s sin scems to cause needless confusion. In review-
ing M. Maritain’s lecture referred to above I remarked that his interpretation of
St. Thomas was ‘an immensc satisfaction for those of us who regard with almost
equal horror the anti-metaphysical rejection of efficacious grace, and the con-
tradiction implied by the official Thomist view of it, implying as it does the
doctrine of negative reprobation’. ( The Dublin Review, April 1043, p. 176; for the
doctrine of negative reprobation in explicit form—the withdrawal of God’s
grace as the requisite prelude for sin—v. Garrigou-Lagrange, De Deo Uno, pp.
543~548.) A Dominican reviewing the same lecture and commenting on these
remarks (in Blackfriars the following August) expressed surprise that any writer
should put forward the doctrine of the causa deficiens as anything but a regular
Thomist thesis. He had apparently overlooked the main point of the criticism—
namely, that this familiar thesis is not consistently applied to the Predestination
question by such a writer as P. Garrigou-Lagrange, who raises an unreal prob-
lem by his doctrine of God’s withdrawal of grace.
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forming a positive part of God’s providential arrangements. The
possibility of moral evil must be a concomitant of our created
freedom. If we hold fast to the evidence, which shows us God as
the transcendent Positive, we see that moral evil itself is mysterious
simply because it is negative, an absence of act. This shows at the
same time that it is irrational to expect any further explanation of
it. To expect any detailed explanation of what is called ‘physical
evil’ is no less irrational, for it is claiming a share in God’s own
knowledge.

In the light of these principles we may now set the notion of the
supernatural in a wider context.

If we accept a particular theological thesis (that of Duns Scotus),
the Incarnation, apart from Adam’s sin, was that event ‘to which
the whole creation moves’; grace was to flow, backwards as well
as forwards through the ages, from the God-Man, whether or
not Adam rcjected it. Christ would have made us God’s adopted
sons whether or not our sins would cause his death, making him
live a life in sin’s conditions. We did not lose our supernatural end
when Adam sinned. What we did losc in Adam was God’s first
offer, appealing to Adam’s responsibility and spurned by him,
that we should have his grace as an inheritance. The beauty of this
plan involved a risk. God’s offer was that grace should be passed
on from a sinless father to his children. It could not be passed on by
a sinful father. Now we must struggle for it against our sins,
entering through Christ into his own inheritance. We owe it now
not only to his life but to his death, the answer of man’s sin to
divine innocence, the trlumph at the same time of his obedience,
of his work as man. To join us to him, he had to lead our life and,
as it proved, that meant to die our death. We never lost our super-
natural end because Christ saved us at his own lifc’s price. But we
can gain it only by gaining him. We have lost grace until we find
it in him; but it has always been possible to find it in him. The end
has always been proposed for every man, though men may reject
1t.

Man’s choice of his end is not the affair of a moment. The
angels, it seems, in one irrevocable act chose heaven or hell. They
are pure spirits, and not subject to the delays of our compounded
nature. We, when we first choose God, receive not the end itself
but a first instalment of it, and as a rule so unobtrusive an instal-
ment that we are tempted to think of grace in via only as the
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means to the end. We belong to the world of time, and our trial
takes place in time. We are brought to our end by a developing
process with which we co-operate more or less fully (in other
words, which we are usually obstructing in some measure), or
which we atrophy and—it may be—undo and annihilate. We
have more chances either way than the angels; not that there is
any question of envying angels—for we have human desires to
satisfy. We have a foot in cach of two worlds, the world of ‘matter’
and that of spiritual realitics. Our peculiar function, in God’s
scheme of things, is to be a link between two levels in creation,
angels above and the sense-world bencath. We have our roots in
the extended world but these alone do not account for us. Our
end is the true knowledge which is also true love. Our ‘super-
natural’ life is the inchoatio vitae aeternae.

3. The door to the supernatural

Faith is the door to the supernatural, and therc are some general
remarks about it to be made in this chapter. The first act of faith
in the traditional account of it is a first acceptance of the super-
natural end and at the same time an acceptance of doctrine from an
ecclesiastical authority. It is a part of revelation, something in-
cluded within its content, that we may be assured in certain cir-
cumstances of the trustworthiness of Conciliar or Papal utterances.
In that sense we ground our acceptance of doctrine on these
utterances. We accept them as truths of faith in the light of an
original divine communication to oursclves. There is no question
of accepting doctrine on the mere authority of human teachers;
any authority that they may have must be derivative.

We must now face the difficulty that faith is necessary to salva-
tion and yet (apparently) is not possessed by many through no
fault of theirs. ‘Although for us’, answers Pére M. G. Congar,
‘the one and only Church is the visible Catholic Church, we know
that outside her visible membership there are souls which belong
to Jesus Christ. There are multitudes of baptized and countless
spiritual and holy souls in other Christian communions. We be-
lieve that even among the heathen there are members of the
mystical Body. . . .’ He adds in a footnote: “We do not, of course,
mean that the heathen are saved, as such, for faith is necessary to

1 Divided Christendom, the English trans. of Chrétiens Désunis (Centenary
Press), p. 232.
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salvation. A Moslem or a pagan who is justified by God, is, to that
extent, no longer an unbeliever, even though he does not formu-
late his faith nor express it externally; he is a member of Jesus
Christ whose soul is vitalized by supernatural faith and charity.’

It seems, then, that there can be faith without a recognition of an
ecclesiastical authority. Some who claim faith would deny that
faith carries with it such a recognition; in their eyes the certainty
which the traditional theologians claim in regard to such a recog-
nition would not be a true certainty.! The traditional theologians,
on the other hand, must say that faith is in some sense incomplete
without the recognition. Can this be made out? Can faith be thus
imperfect? We may perhaps find an answer if we now introduce
the subject of faith’s ‘preamble’, the excrcise of the discursive
reason which is the regular prelude to the act of faith. God does
not reveal supernatural truth in a burst of illumination wholly un-
heralded on the natural level; such a method, at least, is at variance
with the orderly and gradual processes with which we are familiar
in our universe. If there is ignorance of valid claims to ccclesiastical
authority or of the true grounds of those claims or an inherited
prejudice against them, we need not expect to find acceptance of
them forced, as it were, from barren soil. There may be true faith
even though the Church is not revealed by it as God’s witness.

The topic of the ‘precamble’ leads us to a further conclusion
about the relation between natural and supernatural knowledge.
Supernatural knowledge has been described as intuitional, natural
knowledge as non-intuitional. Thus the cxercise of the discursive
reason will be a mode of knowledge which arises on the natural
level, the stage which precedes the first acceptance of the super-
natural. A knowledge which is only discursive and non-intuitional
is not to be described as supernatural. Thus a purely natural
knowledge of God (supposing that we could isolate an actual case
of it) would not become supernatural (would not, in other words,
become faith) if there werc added to it a purely rational certainty,

1 This is not the place for discussing the difficulties which attach to the aban-
donment of the traditional view. But we may note in passing that those who do
abandon it usually fight shy of the whole subject of certainty. Faith is, for them,
as a rule a ‘moral attitude” which has no discoverable relation with intellectual
apprchensions. Undoubtedly faith is conditioned by a ‘moral attitude’; but its
supernatural certainty has further implications, and it is with these that we shall
be concerned.
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a certainty (that is) based on a purely discursive process, that God
had revealed himself to man in Christ and his Church. And it will
be argued later that faith implies in its pure form not only a super-
natural knowledge of God but a supernatural knowledge of ﬁim
as declaring to us that he has so revealed himself. For the moment
we are more concerned to note that rational discourse does not
come to a stop when once the supernatural has becn accepted.
God gives us in this life only a beginning of the end. He reveals
his Church to us; and we receive from her the truths of faith on
his authority. But we do not comprehend thesc truths, although the
light of faith fits us to penetrate their meaning more and more.
We are still on our trial, and we receive these truths in the dis-
persed and piecemeal form of human utterance. They are adapted
to the natural discursive mode of knowledge, and we must use
this mode to fit them together, and to explore the richness of their
potentialitics. This is the work of speculative theology which will
be our next subject.

But we may pause here for a moment to notice the interlocking
of these two modes, the mutual support which they give one an-
other. They are not enclosed in sealed compartments. The
rational mode explores faith’s content—fides quaerens intellectum.
But also, in the reverse direction, the gift of supernatural life per-
fects the rational mode in its own sphere. It is always the same in-
tellect which is at grips with reality. The lower mode stands to the
higher in a relation of finality, and the higher mode succours the
weakness of the lower, repairs the ravages which sin has wrought
on ‘nature’ itsclf. Faith’s ‘prcamble’ is not shut off from faith’s
influence. Even here the higher mode stretches out, as it were, to
the lower, infecting the lower with its virtue. Some exercise of
rational discourse nodoubt occurs in the ‘preamble’ unaccompanied
by any acts of theological faith. But supernatural influence is not
confined to the definitive giving of faith’s certainty. It is always
beckoning us, as Canon Masure has so eloquently insisted,! to the
land for which we have ‘no bark or sails’. The certainty of faith
may scem at present a puzzling and unplausible business: but this
section is only a first sketch of the later analyses.

4. On Speculative Theology

The rest of this book will be an exercise in speculative theology,
L y. his L’ Humanisme Chrétien (Beauchesne, 1937), passim.
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and it will be well to clear up, if possible, certain misunderstand-
ings about it. There is hostility towards speculative theology in
some quarters, and indifference in others. We cannot spend much
time discussing the position of those who lay it down that the dis-
cursive reason can have no concern with the truths of faith and
that speculative theology is therefore not a science at all. Reason,
they say, has no business to criticize the content of intuition and is
powerless to serve it. This is an objection to speculative theology
which regularly contains implied in it a doctrine of “Two Truths’,
an error of a peculiarly deadly kind, the forerunner, as the history
of our civilization has shown, of a corroding scepticism. There s
no incompatibility, on this view, between faith and reason, be-
cause there is separation—there is no need to bring the two fields
into relation. This is obviously a temporary resting-place; from
such a position the journcy must be completed cither to scepticism
or to theology in its proper sense. Such a theory is an insccure
refuge sought by the rationalist whose attacks upon theology have
failed or by the spoiled theologian in search of an excuse. It is true
that our accounts of divine things in human language must be
called inadequate and that ‘natural’ truths may be called ‘relative’
or even (with proper safeguards) ‘symbolic’ in regard to super-
natural truths, But this must mecan that the accounts are true,
though incomplete, and that the ‘relativity’ of natural truths to
supernatural ones does not detract from the reality of the former,
although it gives them a more profound significance.

If the very notion of truth does not show this form of theologi-
cal liberalism as a mere confusing of the issues, history alone, it has
been suggested, can show that the logic of human nature works
inevitably against any scission of the human mind—human
nature may be deccived for a time, but in the end it will incvitably
slough oft the supernatural, once loosened from the natural, like
an old skin. But what does need to be noticed is that the scission
often appears rather as an unrecognized postulate than as anything
openly avowed, and sometimes in the most unexpected quarters.
There is a tendency to allow such a postulate even among those
who should have the best reasons for realizing its incoherence.
There has been recently a welcome insistence on the need for
Christian scholars to treat ‘profane’ studies with an undivided
mind, that is, to bring their theological standards to bear upon
them, and so bring them within the total framework of a Catholic
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mentality. But the point here is that these standards themselves
cannot be properly grasped if the mind is divided in its approach
to them, unless, in other words, theology is lived (and not acknow-
ledged merely) as the supreme science. To say that the truths of
faith must be re-thought by every age does not mean merely that
these truths must be assimilated by every age and not just learnt by
rote; it means also that we may require to restore some cmphasis
which has been lost by previous generations or to make some
emphasis which is really fresh, that is, to discover and develop
implications, to awaken potentialitics which were always there
but latent. The origins of Thomism arc a particularly striking
illustration. The crror of Modernism has made us chary—and
rightly—of anything which suggests an altcration of the truth
itself. But so long as anything remains to be explored (and it is
obvious that very much remains), we must be prepared for new
developments. There is nothing in this of ‘progress’ in the super-
stitious and material (or sentimental) sensc; it is the law of the
human mind working in the concrete of historical circumstance
on the eternal.

An illustration of speculative theology is to be found in the
previous section. There we found the necessity of faith and God’s
will to save in apparent conflict; and the solution was offered that
faith must be allowed somchow and sometime to all men of good
will! The liberal theologian (even if he rejects ecclesiastical
authority) might be willing to accept the terms of the problem as
data of faith and to accept the solution. But he would have no
business to do so, if he wished at the same time to maintain a
theory of “Two Truths’. The discursive reason, which he so sternly
rules out of court when it leads to less attractive conclusions, has
been at work in this instance even in placing the terms of the prob-
lem in words. It has been at work also (and this is the function of
reason in theology which most closcly concerns us) in drawing a
conclusion from theological data by way of ordinary familiar
inference. The result is a certain advance in knowledge about the
content of faith itself.

The notion of theological progress may be brought out more
clearly if we turn to the theory of fides ecclesiastica and disallow it.
According to this theory we are obliged to yield absolute assent
not only to the implications of revelation made explicit for us by

1 ‘Good will’ must be taken seriously. The Gospel is urgent and exigent.
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the infallible authority (itself authenticated by revelation), but
also to propositions vouched for by that authority but not implicit
in the original revelation. This theory shows a failure to grasp as the
principle of dogmatic evolution the penetration of God’s un-
changing truth by human minds. Dogma itself docs not develop;
but our minds do in penectrating more and more into its meaning.
The theory is going out of favour, but it is still found in text-
books. The rejection of it does not imply a ‘minimist’ view of
infallibility—quite the contrary. What is rejected is the suggestion
that the Church demands absolute assent to anything which is not
implicit in revelation. Not only, then, must we assent when this is
demanded of us, but we must do so fide divina—there is only one
sort of faith and that is divine.2

Theology nceds reason—and it needs metaphysics. The theolo-
gian, when he uses philosophy, remains on his theological
eminence; he lives with the truths of faith, and philosophy serves
them. But the eminence remains uncomfortably fog-bound if the
services of philosophy are not accepted. Theology needs philo-
sophy if it is to perform its own business. The fundamental dis-
tinction between these sciences must not blind us to their con-
nexions. Theology is the queen of the sciences. But a philosopher
may say ‘T am a philosopher and not a theologian’, and, although
this is not a satisfactory state of affairs, it docs make good sensc;
whereas the theologian who says ‘I'm a theologian and not a
philosopher’ is talking nonsense. This leads us to consider the pre-
sent statc of theology.

s. Theology today

We all suffer, even in our theology, from the characteristically
occidental vice of ‘activism’; Thomism is not exempt from it. It is
truc that the first thing which strikes us when we look at the recent
history of this subject is the enormous improvement in the situa-
tion during the past half-century; but this, when we see it against
the general background, should cause us no complacency. Prin-
ciples have been regained and methodology once more estab-

1 For example, the Church is infallible in her official condemnation of a book
as heretical (Jansenius is a case in point) in virtue of the necessary connexion of this
dogmatic fact with the conservation of the depositum fidei. (Marin-Sola, Evolu-
tion Homogeéne du Dogme Catholigue, 2nd ¢d., Vol. I, p. 462.)
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lished;! much that waslost from patristic and mediaeval speculation
has been put back into circulation, and has become more widely
known outside the School. But the quality of our interest—in this
country, at least—is too exclusively apologetical or even (some-
times) merely historical and too little metaphysical. Speculative
debate is too often concerned with subsidiary questions which
presupposc that wider issucs have been already settled or that they
never can be settled.

It scems probable that the historian of the future, looking back
over many centuries of Christian thinking, will see a period
stretching from the first age of Thomism to our own time as one
of arrested development in speculative theology (a period of
recoveries as well as setbacks, but a period lacking in substantial
advances). There are signs that another great age of theology may
be beginning, but the hope is illusory unless we maintain the
proper standards of value in our cveryday attitude to the supreme
science. No doubt there is plenty of reason for concentration upon
the study of casuistry in times when there are fresh complexities in
human living, but the obvious need arises for striking some sort of
balance between the development of the positive theological
sciences, of exegesis, historical studies and the rest, and that regard
for dogmatic theology without which these positive sciences
themselves disintegrate. Nor can this regard be a mere recognition
of dogma’s normative and organizing function, for the regard for
theological truth cannot be based on relative considerations, on
anything less than its own absolute value. The highest spiritual
issues arc engaged in this.

To say that the theology of our time is still characterized (even
though far less than recently) by a materialization, by an attention
to mere particularities, may seem unreasonable. The questions, it
will be said, which rise to prominence must be for the most part
questions of detail and of application; we cannot expect dogmatic
questions (at this date, at least) to be in vogue. But we are speaking
of a mental attitude. Unless we are to take the potentialities of
revelation as already actualized, its implications all worked out by
earlier ages (and this would be scarcely credible, even if there were
no unsettled controversies), a lack of interest in speculative theo-

1 The historical study of theology, too, makes progress, and may have a re-
vivifying effect ufon speculation; this section must not be understood as decry-
ing such historical study.
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logy must always be deplorable. It would be unfair to complain
that the England of the Catholic Revival has produced no
theologian of the first rank; but it is distressing to see so much in-
telligence, capable (it would seem) of great achievement in
theology, devoting itself to lesser ends, not only through pressure
of circumstances and at the call of charity, but through inclination.
We need suspect no deliberate refusals; it is rather, perhaps, that
the mental atmosphere around us alienates us imperceptibly from
studies which ongr thrive in other air. Then there are inveterate
English prejudices to contend against; and within the Catholic
body that form of anti-intellectualism which was condemned in
1870 is not drained away—it is loyally repudiated, but mental
habits do not die at once even among the learned. Among the less
reflective the process is still more retarded.

It will be said that special aptitudes are needed for interest in
metaphysics; and some people are fond of saying that we can ‘get
to heaven’ without them. A lack of intcrest in mere natural meta-
physics is not the point; the point is that, even if we are incapable
of supernatural metaphysics, we merely show our ignorance when
we declare them arid, and, if we mean this statement absolutely,
we show grave disorder in our whole outlook. The principle here
is surely clear enough. However much material circumstances may
engross us, our aim must be to bend them to the final purpose—
the knowledge and love of God, not indeed for ourselves only but
not to the exclusion of ourselves. Theology is knowledge (and so
love) of God in a degree surpassed only by supernatural prayer;
and we neglect our opportunities at our own peril. Mysticism, it
will be argued later, is the knowledge of faith in an eminent mode;
it is only in relation to that eminence that speculative theology
sinks to the level of mere ‘curiosity’. The greatest of the mystics
(St. Teresa, for cxample) have been very clear on this. Mortifica-
tion of the intellect makes sense only if it means the abandonment
of lesser knowledge for the sake of greater. Mental sloth, a failure
to use such capacities as we may have, is not a preparation for the
mystic state. Just as it would be foolish to shut one’s eyes to Chris-
tian evidences on the ground that the gift of faith is in God’s hands,
so also to neglect the natural working of the intellect on the truths
of faith and to remain passive, waiting for them to be illuminated
by a spark from heaven, would be to fall into a form of Quietism.
Ifythcy should be so illuminated, well and good, and we may hope
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and prepare for such a consummation. Behind all this lies the prob-
lem of love, of the relations in which love stands to knowledge.
The following chapters, while maintaining the primacy of intel-
lect, will have as a main theme that knowledge and love, when
they are truly themselves, not only are indissoluble but advance
pari passu.

There is more to be said about the present theological position.
It is admitted pretty widely that the manuals need much improve-
ment, that the presentation is often crude and unsympathetic, re-
pulsive rather than attractive, and hardly calculated to ‘assimilate’
the student to his divine subject and to give himalove of it (though
we must recognize that the writing of manuals is almost inevitably
a rather thankless task and one of quite peculiar difficulty). But
there is perhaps something more important to notice, and that is
the general attitude betrayed in this litcrature towards the very
notion of theology, its inner mecaning and method. It is summed
up in what may be called the cult of the communis sententia. Any-
one who ventures to question one of these received opinions is
rapped over the knuckles like a fractious member of an infant’s
school, unless he happens to be accredited already as a theologian;
and even in that casc his action is apt to be considered in poor
taste. Certainly good reasons must be given for tilting against the
views of the majority; but, cqually, good reasons should be avail-
able for their defence, if they are to claim immunity. The com-
mon views of theologians on matters not infallibly defined have
manifestly varied from age to age; for example, the common view
on the essence of the Mass-Sacrifice is no longer what it was a
century or so ago. We cannot expect the authority of a professor’s
chair to be inviolate; only divine faith, interpreted by an infallible
authority, can make this claim. It is the business of the theologian
to teach and the business of the layman to accept his teaching; the
general principle is common-sense. But what makes a theologian
Not in itself the sacrament of Holy Order, not even necessarily
the professorial chair. A certain intelligence is a prercquisite, and
this is not a clerical monopoly. The programme once laid down
for laymen ‘to hunt, to shoot, to entertain, and not to meddle with
theology’ is sometimes recalled for our amusement. But that old
spirit is very far from dead.

1 A theologian’s authority derives from the Church’s sanction of his teaching.
We are concerned with the qualitics which his work requires.
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Only the Church can declare faith’s content with divine
authority and claim assent to it; the theological conclusions of
individuals, however clearly they may see them as faith’s implica-
tions, have not the infallible guarantee and cannot be imposed on
others. God might reveal these implications to individuals, giving
them a direct and personal guarantee; what he certainly does do,
according to Catholic theology, is to guarantee the Church’s
authority in the matter. There is no question of minimizing this
authority in the denial of fides ecclesiastica. But we may point to an
affinity between this theory of faith, which needs to find no in-
telligible internal relation between revelation and infallible defini-
tions, and a tendency to argue from the authority of theologians
in disputed questions to the exclusion of metaphysical enquiry—
hence what has been called the scandalum eruditorum. An authori-
tative view in matters not defined infallibly, a general opinion of
theologians, is a criterion which has immense importance,
especially if its ancestry is well established; no one in his senses
would disregard it. But when theologians have misconceived
their functions, we may be pardoned for a severer scrutiny of their
pretensions; we may demand that they should ‘show their work-
ings’ on a particular question. And we may be on our guard
against browbeating methods which would constrain our intel-
lects with empty threats and arbitrary denunciations. Disciplinary
injunctions, from the proper quarters, are another matter.

Here the question of St. Thomas’s authority demands a note.
Catholic professors of theology and philosophy are obliged to
teach the doctrines of St. Thomas; this means that they must make
their students familiar with them and urge their value; but it does
not mean that they are obliged to hold them in every case. To de-
part from them without sufficient reason is manifestly unjustifiable;
but what is ‘sufficient reason’? The fact, we shall be told, that
reputable theologians hold other views. But is this a declaration
that all justifiable criticism of St. Thomas has been made already,
that there is nothing further to be said? If we all deliberately con-
fine ourselves to finding out the meaning of St. Thomas and de-
fending it, do we not misconceive the very nature of our subject?
Has metaphysical enquiry become for us simply a matter of his-
tory? At least we may claim that when we ask questions about
Thomist metaphysics we should be given metaphysical answers.
The reason why we are obliged to give assent to anything must
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always be that the thing is true—naturally accessible to our in-
tellects, supernaturally revealed to them, or found implied in what
has been revealed. It is not the part of individual Catholics to find
these implications for themselves with supernatural safeguards
against error; the Church is revealed to them as the one sure guide.
But they are guided to results rcached by an intelligible method,
and a philosopher is rightly eager to think them out.



CHAPTER 1I

THE PROBLEM OF FAITH

1. The freedom of faith; introduction to the problem
According to Catholic theology, an act of faith in God’s

revelation is supernatural but at the same time rcasonable, it
is a claim to certainty, but the certainty is “frec’. The problem is to
reconcile these statements. It will be convenient to begin by con-
sidering what is meant here by a ‘free’ certainty. In one sense nearly
all our certainties are ‘free’. We are not free to doubt our own
existence—we may deny that we exist, but the denial is only ver-
bal: we are affirming our existence all the time. But we are free to
disregard the evidence for all those commonsense certainties such
as the certainty that Britain is an island. (To doubt about such
things is almost—but not quite—impossible in practice. We
should have to close our minds to the subject at an early age and
keep them closed with great resolution whenever it cropped up.)
This, though, is hardly what we should expect to be meant by a
‘free’ certainty.

What we should expect to be meant is a certainty which does
not necessarily imposc itself even upon a normal adult, and the
certainty that Britain is an island does so impose itself. It might
seem, then, that we must look for a class of certaintics the evidence
for which is not generally accessible. But this puts us at once into a
difficulty. The evidence for revelation must be accessible for every-
body, for faith is necessary to salvation and we cannot belicve in
the truths of faith unless we know that there has been a revelation.
We may now suggest that the evidence, although accessible for
everybody, is not so casily accessible as the evidence for the first
class of certainties, and this seems a more promising line. Clearly
there are special temptations to refuse the gift of faith. The
evidence may be there all right, ready to stare us in the face,
but it is less easily accessible in the sense that we have special
reasons for not looking at it. It is not so pervasive as the evidence
for Britain’s insularity, and thus there is not the same psycho-
logical difficulty about ignoring it. Nevertheless, we shall only
fail to see it if at some stage we deliberately turn from it—at some

71
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stage, because it is a question of accepting or rejecting not just a
single block of evidence but many blocks which gradually form
a pattern.?

But there is another feature of this evidence which must be con-
sidered in the present connexion: we are free not only to refuse it
in the first instance but also to lose it when once we have gained it.
The gift of faith can be thrown away. The evidence is of such a
sort that we can lose interest in it. Then it will gradually fade from
our minds and we may deceive ourselves into thinking that we
never had it. It thus becomes clear from the start that the evidence,
although it does cause certainty (in other words, although it is
evidence), has a peculiar lack of obviousness. This is a subject
which will concern us throughout our enquiry.

It may help to clarify the present position if we consider what
should be meant by the statement that the cvidence for revelation
is not coercive. The statement is sometimes made with the impli-
cation that the evidence cannot provide the mind with a genuine
certainty. It is so good that it would be unreasonable to doubt i,
but it is not really cvidence of a fact. It is cvidence of the high
probability of a fact. And this is quite unsatisfactory. It implies that
the Church requires only a ‘pragmatic’ certainty of revelation—
which is false. The Church has declared that a high probability
does not suffice, and this must mean not only that there must be
no hesitation on the side of the subject, but also that there must be
something objective which can cause, on certain conditions,
genuine certainty. When we say that this evidence is not coercive
we must mean no more than what we have said already: that it
does not impose itsclf with the same inevitability as the evidence
for Britain’s insularity and that it can be rejected when once we
have seen it. We can closc our eyes to it not only to prevent it con-
vincing us, but even when once we have been convinced.

Then there is sin. At the heart of sin is a refusal, a not-doing. So
we cannot ascribe a cause to it. But it is a fact of experience which
we cannot deny. A mistake is an indeliberate failure to stick to the
evidence. Sin is a deliberate failurc to keep the evidence. But the

1 That is, in what appears to be the normal approach to faith. ‘Perceiving a
pattern’ is not offered here as a full description of faith’s certainty itself. It must
be noted that we are concerned here and in what follows with the explicit

o . 1 . . i .
recognition of the church’s claims, not with the ‘imperfect faith’ discussed in

the last chapter (§ 3).
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evidence in itself is always coercive. In so far as we sce it, it always
convinces us.

There is no incompatibility between freedom and certainty.
‘Even in our firmest certainties, the supreme prerogative of the
mind, its liberty, is preserved when the object is one which is on a
higher level than our own. This is still the case in the highest and
firmest of all our certainties, that of God’s existence. Indeed, here
alone it is found in its plenitude. For the human mind, despite its
provisional state of dispersion, is not fundamentally divided
against itsclf. Its two powers of knowing with certainty and of
freely willing are not to purchase the perfection of their acts at the
cost of a diminution or a sort of subjection of one side by the
other, as if free certainty could never be anything more than a
semi-certainty and a semi-liberty; on the contrary, they intensify
one another mutually in proportion as their object rises in the
scale, and they tend to meet at a point. They are never so close as
in the affirmation of God.* This passage is relevant to the whole
thesis which is to be defended in the following chapters, that the
certainty of faith results from a supernatural knowledge of God as
Revealer. The thesis will perhaps sound almost meaningless at this
stage, and may remain so until the end of the book. It seems
necessary to lead up to it by considering the present state of the
problem.

We shall approach the present state of the problem in a uscful
way if we consider an objection which might be made to the
treatment of faith which has been so far given. The objection takes
the form of pointing out that the ‘evidence of faith’ has been re-
ferred to in an ambiguous way. There is evidence, it will be said,
that there has been a revelation, but there is no evidence of the
truths of faith themsclves. Faith is the evidence of things which
are not scen; faith itself is not evident. The apologetic arguments
show us that the Church is commissioned to teach us the truth;
and then faith, under the power of grace, accepts it. ‘Under the
power of grace,” we should interject; ‘what does that mean?’ At
this point the objector will take one of two courses. If he is a cer-
tain kind of apologist he will say: ‘Oh! yes, our conviction is not
only rational but also somechow God’s supernatural gift, but you
can’t expect me to say just what that is. God gives converts some
kind of special help, no doubt, but this question of faith’s certainty

L P. de Lubac, De la Connaissance de Dieu, p. 34.
P
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had better be kept quite clear of that sort of thing. You just want
to be hardheaded and honest.” If he is a certain kind of theologian,
the objector will say: “When it rests on the self-revclation of God,
though it may be supported by evidence of the credibility of his
spokesmen, my assent as such rests on no evidence at all, but on a
blind mysterious act of my will, itself empowered to it by the
gracc and the power of God.” These are the words of Fr. Victor
White.? It might appear, then, that the certainty of faith has no
special evidence as its objective corrclate over and above the
apologetic arguments. Clearly we must look into this without
further delay.

2. The evidence of faith: the Dominican View

We need not consider at length the apologist’s objection to the
proposal that faith’s certainty results from a special presentation
of evidence. It too obviously lcaves out the Gospel—Blessed art
thou, Simon Bar-Jona, for flesh and blood have not revealed it to
thee, but my Father.” And it is obvious that in fact faith’s certainty
does not arise merely from a rational examination of the Church’s
claim. In ordinary parlance faith refers to something more than
intellectual honesty; it is not to be gained by an excrcise of mere
common scnse, yet it does not require philosophical powers or a
fund of scholarship. It is something that the simplest claim. A
schoolboy’s faith, judged by the infidel philosopher, is demon-
strably unjustifiable. To accept his pastor’s teaching is a prudent
course; the philosopher will not complain of that. But he will
obscrve that there is a claim to certainty, and that this lack of
hesitancy on so complex a question cannot be, in the circumstances,
more than a ‘pragmatic’ certainty—which is not to the purpose.
If there is absolute certainty here, it seems that its origin must be
of a peculiar character.

The theologian, whose objection we went on to consider,
would accept whole-hcartedly that last conclusion. But he will
not accept our approach to the question of faith’s evidence, as the
quotation from Fr. Victor White has indicated. What, then, is Fr.
Victor White’s position? He scems to be saying that faith has no
evidence, although it is faith which gives us certainty. This would
be obscurantism. Can we take him to mean that the self-revelation
of God is its own cvidence? This would be most satisfactory. But

1 Blackfriars, January 1937.
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if we examine his view more closely, we shall not find that this
result emerges. We have now to embark on a discussion of the
usual Dominican view and to trace its source in St. Thomas.
Earlier in the article mentioned above Fr. Victor writes: ‘St.
Thomas, following St. Augustine, describes faith as an adhesion
to the First Truth, to Truth itself, to the absolute mind from con-
formity to which all truths are true. By Faith my mind is made one
with the mind which is the source of all truths—it is itself, in a
sense, divinized. Truths which I accept on the authority of God
are certain with an absolute certainty which I cannot attain else-
where.” This is more hopeful, but it is somewhat vague; and its
cffect is neutralized by the passage previously quoted. St. Thomas’s
language about union with God by faith is too general to give us
any clear view of the matter. He tells us, for cxample, that ‘faith
is the beginning of eternal life’t and that theology 1s ‘as it were a
certain impression of the divine knowledge upon us and that we
adhere by faith ‘to the truth which dwells (consistit) in the Divine
Knowledge’.? And Dom Aelred Graham, quoting these passages
in a remarkable article,# speaks of the ‘divine mind, First Truth,
graciously presenting itself to the creaturely intelligence’. But this
is an obiter dictum and its epistemological implications are not
brought out.

If we turn to other passages in St. Thomas we shall see clearly
why writers who base themselves on him show hesitations at the
crucial point, and why, when they insist on the ‘inevidence’ of
faith’s object, they appeal to the will (in apparent isolation from
intellect) for an explanation of faith’s certainty. These positions
are clearly marked in St. Thomas himself. There is the startling
remark in an early work:5 ‘Faith has its certitude from something
outside the genus of knowledge; it is in that of affection.” “The
intellect of the believer’, he writes in the Summa Theologica,$ ‘is
determined to a particular conclusion (ad unum) not by the reason
but by the will.” What he means by ad unum has been made cleat
a few lines earlier, when he speaks of acts of intellect which reach
one of two alternative conclusions (ad unam partem), though with
the fear that the other may after all be true (the state of opinion—

18 Th,1I4,1. 28.Th,I,1,3,ad 2. 8 De Veritate, Q.14, 8.

4 Clergy Review, Dec. 1938. The article is an admirably clear account of the
function of the apologetic arguments.

53 Sent. d. 23,2,2,50l. 1, 2. 6 I, II, 2, 1ad 3.
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quod accidit opinanti).! It seems, then, that will causes a firm assent
to evidence which is not of itself capable of producing it. The
passage continues as follows, bearing this out: “The act of faith
contains a firm assent to a definite conclusion (ad unam partem) in
which respect the believer ranks with one who has “science” [i.e.
of propositions established by reason] or intelligence [i.e. of prin-
ciples]; and yet his knowledge is not perfected by clear vision, in
which respect he ranks with the doubter. . .

There are well-known parallel passages. It will be enough to
consider the locus classicus of the De Veritate to which we have
already referred.? St. Thomas is justifying St. Augustine’sdefinition
of belief as ‘enquiry accompanicd by assent’ (credere est cum
assensione cogitare). ‘Sometimes’, he says, ‘the intellect cannot be
determined to one of two opposed conclusions by the meanings
of the terms themselves (as in the case of principles) nor in virtue
of principles (as in the casc of demonstrative conclusions); but it is
determined by the will, which chooses to assent to a conclusion
precisely on account of something which is sufficient to move the
will, but not the intellect, that is, because it seems good and proper
to assent to it . . . so we are moved to belicve what we are told in
so far as the reward of eternal life is promised to us, if we believe;
and by this reward the will is moved to assent to what is said,
although the intellect is not moved by anything which is under-
stood.” St. Augustine is right, he concludes, because in faith
cnquiry and assent are found in conjunction, whereas ‘in “science”
enquiry leads to assent and assent gives rest (to the mind)’; but in
faith ‘assent is not caused by enquiry but by the will’. In spite of
firm assent the mind is restless, because it is not brought to ‘its
proper term, which is the vision of something intelligible’. We
may accept these last words as referring to the obscurity of faith.
We may say that St. Thomas is speaking of our assent to the truths
of faith on God’s authority. But is not the authority of God,
God the Revealer, ‘something intelligible’? St. Thomas’s answer
seems either negative or, at best, not affirmative.

Thomists become highly indignant when they are accused of
making faith into a ‘wishful thinking’. This ancient objection,
they tell us, only reveals the ignorance of the objector. It is true
that the objection has becn commonly urged by those who have
an insufficient knowledge of the subject, so that it has been easy to

1 Loc. cit., in corp. 2Q.14,a.1.
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turn the tables on them. They have often misunderstood, for
example, the place of the pracambula fidei in the Thomist system
or that of the moral dispositions required for faith, thus offering
convenient opportunitics for changing the subject. Then it 1s
urged by Thomists that the will applies the intellect in the act of
faith, so that it is an intellectual act; but that does not explain how
it can be supplied by will with an object such that a certain assent
to it is justified. Again it is urged that Thomism rejects a ‘faculty-
psychology’; it does not intend to set up intellect and will as
autonomous powers, for they are united in the human personality;
they interlock, and St. Thomas has presented us with an unsurpassed
account of their interdependence. His critics have not appreciated
his subtlety. And so on. But it is no use; if intellect and will in the
act of faith are to resume their normal functions, we must add
something to St. Thomas’s account.!

3. The evidence of faith: P. Garrigou-Lagrange

The modern Thomist theologian best known in this country is
perhaps P. Garrigou-Lagrange. His De Revelatione may be called
the official Thomist text-book on our subject, and it therefore re-
quires a special scrutiny. The writers to whom we have already
referred are using it.

We must first obscrve the following Thomist distinction: what
we have to believe is whatever God has revealed, and, since what
we believe relates to God, God himself in a sense is always the
object of faith; but the motive of faith, that is, the motive which
causes our assent, is the authority of God revealing.? It is this

1 References to publications difficult of access are tircsome, but sometimes it is
impossible to provide in any other way a means of checking general remarks.
So here, as samples of the tendencics alleged, articles in French periodicals must
be adduced. The Revue des Sciences Philosophiques et Théologiques for 1910 may
illustrate the method of irrclevance (P. Poulpiquet’s article, ‘Volonté et Fot’, esp.
Pp- 455-459, where the objection that one cannot be certain of an ‘inevident’
object is simply by-passed). Recherches de Science Religieuse for Feb. 1939 may
illustrate the more recent preoccupation with the unity of intellect and will in
the soul’s ‘centre’ (“Structure “Personelle” de la Foi’, by J. Mouroux). This is a
move in the required direction. Canon Mouroux writes of the ‘interior summons’
to faith in intellectualist language, and shows how much there is in St. Thomas
to justify an interpretation of his doctrine which avoids an obscurantist ‘volun-
tarism’; but the result, as we shall have occasion to see later, is inconclusive.

2 De Revelatione per Ecclesiam Catholicam proposita, by P. Garrigou-Lagrange,
O.P,, Vol. I, pp. 437-443. References are to the second edition (Rome, Ferrari,
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‘motive’ which is the ‘object’ for our purposes, for it is this that
legitimatizes our assent to the doctrines of faith. The whole question
will be: How can we know the divine authority, or (in other words)
how can we have knowledge of God as our authority?

P. Garrigou-Lagrange constantly insists that the truths of faith
are ‘inevident’. We must add: ‘except in the sense that God guaran-
tees their truth—there must be certainty of the guarantee.” So when
he refers to the ‘inevidence’ of the object to explain faith’s freedom,
we are not satisfied. For ‘inevidence’ does not mean just ‘obscurity’.
We must add that the object of faith, although it can be over-
looked, can be certainly known. “The assent of faith’, P. Garrigou-
Lagrange concludes, ‘is absolutely speaking (simpliciter) more
certain than a necessary natural assent, but in a sense (secundum
quid) it is less certain.” Does this help?

P. Garrigou-Lagrange explains that the assent is more certain
in that it relies on Divine Truth, and less certain because it is less
proportioned to our intellects. To the obvious objection that it is
precisely our intellects which are in question, he replies that it is
more certain in us but not as regards us (in nobis, non vero quoad
nos), meaning by this that it causes a more firm assent, but does
not cause proportionate ‘satisfaction’ to the intellect (requiritur
quod . . . magis illum satiet et quietet). All this scems to confuse the
meaning of certainty. An object may be hard to see; but we are
cither satisfied that we have seen it (are certain) or we are not.
The issue is further complicated by a comparison between the
certainty of ‘intelligibles’ and the certainty of material objects.
The former is said to be of itself ‘more certain’. But it is we who
are certain or uncertain. The passage cannot refer merely to the
dissatisfaction which we feel with the slenderness of our super-
natural information.

We come now to a section in the De Revelatione which might
scem likely to shed some further light. Under the heading: ‘How

and Paris, Gabalda, 1921). This vast work of Thomist erudition provides a
magnificent defence of faith’s essentially supernatural character, and is from
many points of view of the highest value. But it seems to presuppose that no
improvements on St. Thomas’s position are conceivable. The distinction men-~
tioned above is, in technical terms, that between the formal object quod and the
formal object quo. The doctrines of faith, which are all related to God and are
belicved as so related (sub ratione Deitatis), are the formal object quod; the autho-
rity of God on which we rely in believing them is the formal object guo.
1 Op. cit., pp. 445-457 on St. Thomas, S.T. II, 1I, 4, 8.
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must Revelation be known as the formal motive of faith?’ the
author proposes to show that we must have a ‘supernatural know-
ledge’ of it (supernaturalis cognitio). Some fifty pages follow in
which it is shown in great dctail that the act of faith must be
essentially supernatural, but its function as an act of knowledge
remains as obscure as ever. The motive of faith, we are told, is the
First Truth, and it is id quod et quo creditur (the regular Thomist
formula). We should expect this to mean that it is itself super-
naturally known as well as being the means by which we assent
(with the most perfect justification) to revealed doctrines (for it
would then be known as revealing them to us). Belief would thus
be intelligible as involving a genuine knowledge of the supreme
Authority.! But no; the constant tcaching of St. Thomas is that the
supreme Authority itself is believed, and in no sensc seen (non
visum sed creditum). That ‘belief” here does not mean ‘obscurc
knowledge’ becomes quite clear when we note the author’s answers
to objections. ‘Although’, he writes, ‘divine revelation thus be-
lieved is obscure, there is no lack of rational credibility . . .’2 This
is to fall back on the apologetic evidence for the justification of
faith’s certainty. P. Garrigou-Lagrange seems to realize it, for he
goes on at once to answer a similar objection by speaking of the
mysteriousness of the light of faith, which we should ‘need to have
the beatific vision to understand as it is’; and this is to choosc the
other horn of the dilemma, the appeal to mystery at the precise
p