3

-4

.
-

l * National Library of Canada
. Collections Development Branch

i
~  Canadian Theses oft

Microfichg Service - sur microfiche

-

- NOTICE

)

J
iThe quality of this microfiche is heavily dependent
upon the gdality of the original thesis submitted for
microfilming. Every effort has been made to ensure
the highest quality of reproduction possible.

If pages are missing, contact the university which

*. granted the degree.

Some pages may have indistinct print especially
if the original pages Were typed with a poor typewriter
ribbon or if the university sent us a poor photocopy.

Previously copyrighted materials {journal articles,
published tests, etc.) are not filmed..

Reproduction in full or in part of this film is gov-
erned by the Canadian Copyright Act, R.5.C. 1970,
c. C-30. Please read the authorization forms which
accompany this thesis.

_THIS DISSERTATION
HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
EXACTLY AS RECEIVED -

QOttawa, Canada
- K1A ON4

Bibliothéque naticnale du Canada
Direction du péveloppement des collections

Service des théses ca.nadiennes

AVIS

La qualité de cette microfiche dépend grandement de
la qualité de la thése soumise au microfilmage. Nous
avons tout fait pour assurer™uqe qualité supérieure
de reproduction. \ »

S'il manque des pages, veuillez communiguer
avec |'université qui a conféré le grade. .

La qualité d'impression de certaines pages peut
laisser 3 désirer, surtout si les pages originales ont été
dactylographiées a I'aide d'un ruban usé ou si l'univer-
sité nous a fait parvenir une photocopie de mauvaise
qualité. Lo

Les documents qui font déja l'objet. d'un droit
d'auteur (articles de revue, examens publiés, etc.).ne
sont pas microfilmés.

La reproduction, méme partielle, de ce microfilm
est soumise 3 la Loi canadienne sur le droit d‘auteur,
SRC 1970, c. C-30. Veuillez rendre connaissance des
formules d’autor_isation quia/cc?)mpagnen't cette thése,

-
-

LA THESE A ETE
MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE
NOUS L'AVONS RECUE

NL-339 (Rev. B/B0)




NECESSARY ASSENT IN THE DEMONSTRATIONS
OF THE EXISTENCE OF GOQD
"CONTRA
THE VOLUNTARINESS OF FAITH
IN ST. THOMAS AQUINAS

- by Albert T. Pollock

Thesis submitted to the School
of Graduate Studies of.the
‘University of Ottawa in partial
fulfilment of the requirements
for the degree of Master of
Arts (Philosophy} ’

Cttawa, Ontario, 1979 .

(Ei) A.T. Pollock, Ottawa, Canada, 1979
\\

I



ABSTRACT

St.. Thomas Aquinas taught that the exlstence\éf God
could not bé both known and belleved by one and the\\&l;per-

son at any one time, that 1s.'he taught that faith an rowl-

v

edge were exclusive of one another. The reason St. Thomas ;;
L o

H]

held this position was due to his understanding of th§ dis- '
similar natures of-the intellectual assent involved in faith
and gemonstrativg_proof; ‘

Faith, St. Thomas explains, is a voluntary intellectual
assent due to the invisibiiity of its object, while science or
aegggstrative knowledge effects a ne;essary intellectual assent
becaﬁse of the visibiliity of its object. The reasonihg ﬁrocess
of science,.by its very nature, rendefs evident to the intel-

. lect fhe necessary truth of a proposition. -Faced with such a
propbsifidn, the intellect is compelled to assent to its truth.
The reasoning process affiliated with faith, however, does no?
" render evident to the intelle¢t the necessary truth of a propo-
sition; thus, for the ihtellect to assent to the truth of such
a proposition, it must be moved by the will.

Consequenti&, 5t. Thomas argued, if someone knows and w
understands the demonstrations of the existence of God, such a
pefson could not'simultaneously believe in God's existence for
‘the necessary intellectual assent effected by the proof would

exclude the voluntary assent of faith.
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INT%%DUCTION )

The problem of the relationship between faith and

—~ reason has long been a concefn to both the.philosopher and the
theologian. Th fact, the Jkigin of the problem is in seminal
form simuitaﬁeous with the genesis of philpsop@y itgelf. One
is able to witness throughout the writings of the ancient
Greek philosophers, from Thales through Plato and Aristotle,
"the 5irth‘and development of a critique of both the content
and tomplexion of the Greek religious mind. In the hands of
Plato and Aristotle, this critique, coupled with the furthaf
development of philosophy itself, became "first philosophy" or
theology and it was on the wﬁole a positive clarification af
themogt essential intuitions of the mytho-poetic thought of
Gr:;ZX:%ligion.

A similar process happeﬁed once again commencing with
the introduction of the Judaeo-Christian religious mind into.
the Graeco-Roman world. It was but a short time before Chris-
tianity develobed a gpeculative tﬁeology and not surprising it-
initially found its philosophical roots in Plato or Neo-
Platonism through St. Augustine, and later in Aristotle through
St. Thomas Aquinas. In light of their acceptance of Divine
Revelation, both St. Augustine and St. Thomas conceiveé the
difference between the religious anq philosophical mind in

terms of the broad categories-of faith and reason, and both

devoted considerable effort and attention to the clarification
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of their distinct natures and affdliation. St. Thomas’
analysis in particular, as it was in large part established
in an Aristotelian psychology{ made careful and clear distinc-
tions betwéén faith, doubt, suspicjon, opinion, science or

. . ) ]
demonstrative knowledge and intuition. The fruit of which was

a profound explication of the difference between: the reli

3

ious
and the philosophical mipd, on Fhe one hand, and-the Possibi-
lity of a harm;ny of -the .two minds, on the other.:

However, with the advent of the Refor;atioﬂ.*followed
by sthe Enlighfenment, the possibility of a harmony betwaeﬁ the
religious and philosophical mind was aééin put in questién.
-In recent yeard this questioning has set in motion once more
various examinations of the relationship Between faith_and
reason in what has come to be known %&s the philosophy of
religion. ‘ |

One such investigation is found in the work of

Terfenée Penelhﬁm called, Problems of Religious anwledge.
In the first part of this study, Prqfessor Penelhum offers ap
interpretation and critique of St. Thomas' doctrine of faith.
He argues that St. Thomas-is in_efror in his understandinglthat
faith and demonstrative knowledge (science) are exclusive of
one another. This distinction, however, is easily seen to be
central to St. Thomas' understanding of the fundamental

difference between the religious mind properky speaking and the

PV i e e —————— L
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philoséphical ﬁind in'its most perfect éxpression. Angd the
obfuscation of this distinction was‘undoubtedly seen- by
St. Thomas tc, run the pisk of injuring a proper appreciation
of both the religious and the‘philospphical'mind and the human
intelle;t in general; | )

It is in light of Penglhum's work, therefore, that we

have chosen to study this distinction in St. Thomas' thought

in greater detail than was.aohe in Problems of Religious H\\
Knowledge.

In Chapter I of our stud¥, we have exposed Penelhum’s .
interpretation and critique of St. Thomas' doctrihe of faith
ag an elucidation of the precise problem of our thesis. Which,
succinctly stated, is the analysis of St. Thomas' doctriﬁe of—
the separatlveﬂess of the voluntary intellectual assent of the
act of faith and the necessary 1ntellectual assent effected by
demonstratlve proof and in particular of the proofs of the -
existence of God.

In Chapter II..therefore;.we first investig;te
Sf. Thomas' conception of demoﬁstrativg proof and the related
intellectual assent involved. This chapter is to a consider-

able extent an analysis of Book One of St. Thomas' Commentary
on the Posterzor Analyticg of Aristotle.

Chapter III is devoted to an analysis of St Thomas

doctriné:pf faith and its related intellectual assent. The



. INTRODUCTION

Primary textsg studied in thisg chapter are St Thomas‘ two
major treatises on falth found separately in the' Summa

Theologlae and De veritate, The Dlsputed Questlons on Truth.

In Chapter IV, we Iook more speC1f1cally at
sSt, Thom{ %Sltlon oy/the exclu51veness of faith and Xnowl-

.‘edge; and we consider the relationship of the Praeambula Fidei

to the articles of faith and the believer's assent to such
articles, as thig questlon is related to St. Thomas' general
position of the exclusiveness of faith and knowledge.

' Finslly, In Chapter v, we investigate St. Thomas*
proofs of the existence of God, "given in Book One of the Summa
Theologiae, in llght of his understandlng of demonstratlve
broof in general, with a view to seeing more dlrectly his

L)

understandlng of the necessary intellectual assent involved.
As we are prlmaflly concerned with dellberatlng,upon
St. Thomasg' thought itself, our study basically confinesg
_1tself to a textual analysis of the more 51gn1flcant sections
of Aquinas' writings which %mmedlately address the central
Problem of our thesis. We have, therefore, consulted only'
those secondary Sources which we foungd to be essential and

necessary alds to an understandlng of the most dlfflcult

j-questlons that developed within our analysls

-



CHAPTER 1

PENELHUM: INTERPRETATION AND CRITIQUE OF ST. THOMAS
- CLARIFICATION OF THE - PROBLEM

 The work, Problems of Religious Knowledge, ﬁy
Terrence Penelhum attempts to describe and clarify‘the nature
of the disparity between men ofvfaith and sceptic; and to des-
cribe in partial degree the nature of faith itself. From a,
position of philosophical neutrality, the work considers
claims made by men of faith .to knowledge of truths about Goad,
‘and the reasons for the rejection of these claims by upbeliey—
ers. A portion of the first chapter-&f the ﬁook’presents an
- interpretation of two accounts of the natﬁre of religioﬁs
faith and its relation to knowlédge. The first account is
representative of tﬁe Catholic traditioﬁ andlis that of
8t. Thomas Aquinas. "On this view faith is a reasonabie and
free acceptance.of certain propositions abbut God and man,
belief in which is a prerequisite for sal?atioqj"l The second
account is expressive of the Protes;;higjraditibn stemming
ffom the sixteenth-century Reformers and t;entieth-century

neJ;orthodoxy. This is the account of faith given by«John

Hick. "On this view faith is a complex cognitive-conative

] 1 Terrence Penelhum, Problems of-Religious Knowledge,
Herder & Merder, New York, 1971, p. 9. _




PENELHUM: INTERPRETATION AND CRITIQUE OF ST. THOMAS

response to God's alleged revelation of Himself in human

histo;y.“2 In the succeeding chapters of the book, a critique
of these two accounts is developéd within which it is argued
that one of the .principles of the Thomistic doctrine is in
errori- Which principle, simply stated, is that faith and
knowledge are exclusive. This-iﬁférpretation and cfitique of
St. Thomas' doctrine of faith is the source which gives rise
to and orientateg our present research, Gonsequent%y. in thié
chapter we intend to reconstruct Penelhum's interpretation and
gritique'of St. Thomas' account of faith and to define our
point of résearch. While we areAfundamentall& éoncerned,with
the discussion of St. Thomas' doctrine of faifh, we are

forced to Coﬁsidef both accoﬁnts of faith because they are

set forth in‘contrast to Yone another and because.the critique

hY

is aimed simultaneously at both accounts on a critical point

-understood to support the’Thomistic principle in gquestion i.e.,

thét faith and knowledge are exclusive.
St. Thomas' position is considered first. Penelhum
explains that'the postulate that grace perfects nature is at

the heart of St. Thomas doctrine on the nature of faith.
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Faith ig one of the fruits of divine grace, -but
is at the same time.a natural extension of activities
#  of the human intellect that do 0t in themselves
‘require it. For faith is esséé?ially a matter of
assenting to certain propositi®ns which, though
they cannot be arrived at by reason alone, it ig
a nevertheless reasonable to asgent to because certain
others cag}be known to be true by reason alone.3

Those p‘opositions which can be attained by reason

alon@ comprise the division of philosophy entitled natural
theology and those .beyond the grasp,0f natural reason form
the science of revealed theology. Therefore, the assent to

revealed truths ", . . is not irrational, since someo who

has learned the truths of natural theoclogy . . . hen

reasonably give volﬁhtary assent to the Fru

—

It is not to be thought, however, that edch and every believ-~

of revelation.”

ing individual can or must learn the truths of natural theo-

. logy in order that their voluntary assent to revealed *ruths
be reasonable; rather, that: some men are philosophers and have
grasped the truths of natural theology is sufficient for all
and provides every believer with a rational justification for
theif“?ﬁiﬁntary assent to revelation.

+ + « the assent‘which the faifhful;freely give .
to .the truths revealed to them is shown to be 3
rational assent because grounds for expecting God
to have revealed them can be found in natural

‘theology by those qualified to search.5 -

3 Ibid., pp.'9-1o0.
Ibid., p. 10, , -

5 Ibigd.

~r

4
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PENELHUM:® INTERPRETATION AND CRITIQUE OF ST. THOMAS

In light of this.general reflection ebout St. Thomas'
teaching where fhe';elation betﬁeen faith aﬁd knoﬁledge gnd
the retionality of faith's_voluntary agsent is outlined,
Penelhum presents a more formal analysie of St. Thomas' doc~
triﬁe of faith in the form of six theses which we will now
consider. |

The firs% thesis: "Paith is a form of assent to
propositions."6 fhis thesis refers to- the oRQject of assent.
Insofar as faith is an 1ntellectual assent, the prect is

~truth. However. referrlng to the Summa Theoloéﬁae, Penelhum

explalns that for St. Thomas the human irntellect grasps truth
through the combining and separating of ideas, that is throggh

the complexity of propositions. Though the object of)faith

.may be 51mple in itself, i.e. God; to the human 1ntellect he

is only presented in complex1ty by way of prop031t10ns for
this is the-prqper mode of knowing for the human intellect.

The assent of faith then .is the assent to prop5eition§e;bout

God.

The second thesis: "Revelation 1is of propositions.”

Penelhum states that faith and revelation are correlative-

A

6 Ibid., p. 10.
7 Ibid., p. 1l.



- PENELHUM: INTERPRETATION AND CRITIQUE OF ST. THOMAS

notions in the ‘thought of St. Thomas; for the truth ﬁhich is'
the oYject of faith is only that which is reveaied by God.
This tfuth is subject to the proper mode of human knowing

which, as stated in thesis one, is by way of propositions.

‘Thus the tyuth revealed by God is by way of propositions.

-

These being contained in the Scriptures and the doctrinal
proclamatlons of the Church. It follows from this, Penelhfim-
p01nts dut, that falth cannot assent to false prop s1t10ns -

for God reveals nothing false.

ich characterizes
."8

The third thesis: "The assent

faith is not tentatlve, but wholehear

~

indicates the-psychologlcal or mental/ s

This thesis

te.which character-

izes the” assent of faith® Though the propositions which one

assents to in faith are revealed propositions and{ not propqsi—

tions demonstrated as true by the unaided reason alone, a%/

has been stated they are nevertheless held andi§§sented “to e~

-

by the iritellect with equal certalnty. “The Summa Theoldflae'

(IIa ITae, q. .1, a. &) 1s quoted. Here Aquinas explains that
the intellect g;ves assent in two ways. (1) It may be moved

by' the object itself; the object being either indubitable -

. Tirst principles obviously known or conclusions scientifically

known through demonstration. The assent involved here is
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PENELHUM: INTERPRETATfON AND CRITIQUE OF ST. THOMAS

necessary. (2) It may be moved by- the will through choice,
i.e. voluntary assent.  0f the latfer assent, if it is accom-
'panied Ey dougf'or misgivings, it is opinion. If it is choiée
without hesitation and-with certainty, it is faith. Thus,
faith is midway between knowledge and opinion’'in that it has
the certainfy propér to knowledge while.beihg moved under the
influence of the will as is opinion; -

The fourth thesis: "Though the assent is wvoluntary,
At has a rational basis."9 Thesis four defines the nature of
the assent. Faith'ié a voluntary. assent of the iﬂtellect and
therefore meritorious inéofar as it involves an act of the
will as indicated within 'the rationalization Af thg previous
thesis. Penelhum étates thgt the rational grounds for this
assent are twofold according to St. Thomas and that this two-
fold ground constitutes the preambles to faith. This twofold
ground consists in those prépositions'abdut God: which can be
demonstrated by unaided reason, such as God's existence and
unity, and ". . . the historical evidences of the authority of
the Chupph.“lo For example, Penelhum guotes the Summa
Theologiae.‘“. . . the authority ofi divine teaching confirmed

by miracles and what is more, by the inward prompting of
\

divine invitation.” (IIé\IIae, q. 2, a. 9, ad. 3). Tt)

-

9 Ibid., p. 12. .

10, Ibid. .

[T T
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-~

The fact that Penelhum has identified this twofold .

ground with the Thomistic notion of the praeambula ff&%ﬂtﬁp

evidently due to his reading John Hick's werk, Faith and

11

Knowledge. When discussing this thesis, Penelhum makes

specific reference to pages sixteen to twenty of the first

-

chapter of Hick's work, a chapter entitled, "The Thomistic-

Catholic View of Faith."'? John Hick does, in fact, identify

this‘twofold ground with the praeambula fidei, however, he
does so on the authority of M. C. Darcy and George D. Smith
and not on the authority of St. Thomas himself. In a later
chapter of this research, we will consider whether thigwtwo-
fdld ground can be Justifiably attributed to the praeambula
fidei within the thought of 5t. Thomas. We do not believe

it can. Further, we intend to show that St. Thomas‘did not

consider the praeambula fidei as the ragional ground which

renders the yoluntary assent of faith reasonable.

The fifith thesis: "The rational- basis lies partly in
the fact that some truths about God can be demonstrated."ld
This thesis appears merely to emphasize what Penélhum believes

to be the primary rational basis of the assent of faith for

-

11 Cornell University Press, New York, 1966.

12 Penelhum, Religious Khowledge, p. 12 & p. 162,

No. 7.

S
I

13 Ibid., p. 12.
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St. Thoﬁas discussed in thesisg four. We note that the only

reference (quoted above) made to the works of Aqﬁinas in wﬁibh
/ : . )

3t. Ahomas explicitly considers ". . . sufficient reason for _

- believing" (s.T., ITa Ilae, q. 2, a, 9, ad. 3) does not

mention demonstrated truths as g rational basis for faith.lu
The sixth thesis:i "Faith ang knowledgé are
exclu,sive."15 This thesis gives attention to the relationshiE

obtaining between the assent of faith and the assent of knowl-

edge. Penelhum explains that, according to St. Thomas, the
object of the assent of faith is indemonstrable tfuths\

revealed by God i.e., mysteries., He then simply states.

However, a sedimentary distinction concerning the
E;lationship between faith and knowledge in St. Thomag' thought
is exposed by Penelhum under this thesis, It embraces the
fact that there exists propositions which ‘can be known i.e,,
demonstrated, which nevertheless, can be objects of faith,

There are situations in which an individual may be unable to

>

14 1Ibid.

15 Ibid. . o

E

16 Ibidc, p- 13-
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assent to a proposition Ey means of demonstpation not because
the proposition in itself is indemonstraé}e but because of
some deficiency on the part of the 1nd1¢i\9al e. g.,/lack of
{,/"ﬁ?ﬂéilectualﬁﬂnllty or lack of time. In such a case. how-
ever, that 1nd1y1dual may give assent by means of faith. It
remains impossible, howevgr, for an individual to hold one
and the same proposition,both'ﬁn ﬂai%h-and by demonstration
at tHe s;me time. For, once g proposition is held by means
of demonstration, it is no longer held on faith. A distinc-
tion'may therefore be made between faitﬁ's proper object
i.e., any truth whether demonstrable in itéélf or not which
is nevertheless undemonstrated for a particular individual.
Up to thls point we have sought to do no more than to
present the content of Penelhum S interpretation of Aquinas'
account of faith. We have shown that Penelhum understands
Aguinas to argue that faith is a wholehearted, voluntary, ‘
meritorious assent of the intellect, having a rational basis,
to revealed propositions about God. He has arguedf?hat this
rational basis, for St. Thomas, comprises the preambles of
faith which contain: (1) historical evidences confirming the
Church's teaching authority; and more importantly, (2) certain
propositions about God which can be demonstrated. = He has
* further argued that St. Thomas holds faith and knowledge to

be exclusive because of the necessary connection believed to

s
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exist between fhe voluntariness of the assent of faith and
' the lack of conclusive demonstrations for its propositions.
’ Wg now set forth the substance of Penelhum's analysis
of Joﬁﬁ Hick's account of the nature of faith. As pe pre-
sented‘Aquinas"doctrine of faith in the form of six theses,
he has done the same with Professor Hick's account.

The first thesis: "Faith is not a form of assent to
propositions, but a 'total interprefation' of experience."l7
Hick desifes, Penelhum argues, to emphasize the interpretive
element within Q}l human experience. Like many post-Kantian
epistemologies, fhe attention here is being directed to the
subjective conditions of knowledge. While recognizing that
faith involvesvthe formation and affirmation of certain pro-
positions,'the stress here is being placed upon the more com-
prehensive conative-cognitive response to one's total
experience within which such propositions derive their signi-
ficance. This thesis iﬁ\further clarified and developed by
thésis three.

The second thesis: "Revelation is in the form of

18

events and actions,not propositions.” In contrast to

* py .
Aquinas, Penelhum tells us, Hick argwes that the revelation

LN

17 Ibid., p. 18. : ,

18 Ibid.

10
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of God does not téke the form of pronouncements of
propositions. Rather, revelation is in the form of historical
acts and events subject to interpretation, and it is the con-
tent of this interpretation .which is expressed within the
propositions of faith. The events themselves are thus able to
.be interpreted in non-%heisfic ways and in a greater variety
of theistic ways than allowed for in the Thomistic doctrine.

The third thesis: "The interpretation of which faith
consists can be understood in terms of 'séeing—as'."l9 Just
as Jastrow's famous duck-rabbit picture is susceptible to two
alternative interpretations, likewise our experience is open
to an alternate theistic-atheistic in%erpretation. Further,
though the interpretation of experience are options; in the
case of faith,ait is wholehearted. |

The fourth thesis: "Although faith is voluntary, it

is rational."20

Penelhum explicates that Hick's epistemologi~
cal ana%Pgies (2s in the third thesis), his characterization
of faith as coéﬁitive. and his assertion of its ultimate veri-
fiability are offered to negate the criticism that it ig an

irrational opinion.

19 Ibid., p. 19.

’

20 Ibid.
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PENELHUM: INTERPRETATION AND CRITIQUE OF ST. THOMAS

The Ffifth thesis: . "It;'rationality is not, however,
due to the possibility of prior demonstration of thé existence
of God."21 On the grounds that faith is a voluntafy and meri-
torious act, Hick rejects the very attempt of natural theology
to establish God's existence thrqugh demonstratioﬁ from non-
theistic premises. That is, insofar as proof is conceivedlas
coercive of assent, it negates the essential voluntary charac-
ter of faith and therefore its meritorious character. As a
consequence, however, unbelief cannot be considered irrational
as it seems it would be wereé proofs of some thelstlc
prop051t10ns from non-theistic premisses possible,

The sixth thesis: "Faith and knowledge are not
exclusive."22 The oppo$ition between faith and knowledge is
erronecus for the man of faith cén properly claim that he
knows that God exists. The fact that this claim can only be
made within the context of faith affirms that this claim, .
that faith is a form of knowledge, is a claim of faith and
not a merely philosophicél claim. Since through philosophy it
is impossible to know God, the only possible knowledge of God
ig through faith. -

It is'evident that Penelhum's recount of both

doctrines of faith presents thesis six of Hick's account in

21 Ibid.

22 1Ibid.
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apparent contradiction with thesis six.of St. Thomas' account.
' We are told that SF. Thomas conceives faith and knowledge to
_ be' exclusive, whereas Hick does not; and-that faith is a form
of'kndwledge for Hick and that it is not for St. Thomas. Yet,
it is clear that "knowledge" used ;n tﬁe Thomi;tic thesis is
understood as scientific demonstration i.e., pfoof; while the
use of "knowledge“ in the thesis attributed te Hick's doctrine
of fai%h is not. An equivocation is therefore contained in ‘
the use of fhe word "knowledge." Knowledge (understood as
demonstration) and faith are as exclusive for Hick as théy are
for Aquinés. This, in fact, is the import of the fifth thesis
of Penelhum's interpretation of Hick's position.' Faith is no
more a form of scientific demonstrﬁtion for Hick than it is
for St. Thomas. However, the real significance of this thesis
seems to consist in attributing an intrinsic rationality to
faith in Hick's doctrine while denying its'bresence in the
Thomistic doctrine. In fact, the fruit of theses four and
five of the Thomistic account is to identify ratioﬁality pri-
marily with demoﬁstration while the effect of the same theses
of Hick's account is to deny fhis identification. lWe, however,
have already raised the doubt és whether -St. Thomas
ideptifies the rationality of the asdent of faith with the
demonstrations of propositions about (God. '

In concluding his interpretatibn. Penelhum offers a

summary of both accounts of faith indicating their similarities
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s
and dissimilarities. Concerning the first thesis, he points
out that i}t would. be qhwise ta exaggerate the distance between
the two positions for though Hick stresses the total interpre<
tive response }to experienpé, which he undersgtands to charac-
terize faith,/ he makes thé.logically necessary acknowledgement
of ité propogitienal character as well. Further thié same
coﬁsideration, he infers, can be extended to the two related
theses concerning re#elaéion{ He states again that both
regérd faith as Qolungary as weil as rational and that both -
recognize a tension between demonstration and the voiuntary,
meritorious character of faith. Lastly, in reference to this
* final point'he'comments: -
This.is the main reason why_Hick rejects the !
enterprise of proving God's existence, and why St.
Thomas only allows natural theoclegy a very limited
sphere, and refuses to admit that one and' the same
person can have faith in a proposition and learn it
' from philosophical demonstration.? .
It is possible for us now to commence the exposition of
" Penelhum's critical examination of these two gpctrines of
faith. ‘ ) : |
In chapter two Penelhum inquires into the nature of

proof from premisses. He identifies this form of proof as

"indirect proof" to distinguish it from the more direct way \\\\\\

of proving something through immediate appeal to empirfcal

23 1bid., p. 20.
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evidence. ’ Hg indicﬁtes that the traditional'ontolégical,
cosmologicél and teleological arguments are proofs from
prémisses. .

The method of investigation employed by Penelhum is
in the manner of a commentary upon G. E. Moore's examination
of proof found in his well—kpowp lecture, "Proof of an
External World."24 In this lecture, Moore proposes three con-
ditions of a successful proof. One of the conditions,
Penelhum explains, is éctually a double condition, therefore,
he will outline four conditibns of a satisfactory proof. We
shall follow Penelﬁum's treatment of these four conditions as
the foundation of his critique of the two accounts of faith
is constructed within it.

The first condition states: ". . . the premiss must
be different from the conclusion."25 Explicating fhe'first
condition, Penelhum argues that thé suggestions that this'c;n—
dition is not met if the premiss entails the conclusion cannot
be accepted for thi; would, in éffect.ﬁbar all deductive
proofé absolutely, However, he suggests an alternative
determination: ". . . in a successful proof one must not

have to state the conclusion in order to state the premiss."26

-~

24 Philosophical Papers, Allen & Unwin, 1959, pp. 127-

__’\-—-—\/
25 Penelhum, Religious Knowledge, p. 25.

150.

26 Ibid., p. 26.
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This having been conceded, Moore's first condition can be

accepted.

The second condition states: ™. . . the .premiss must

n2?

be true. Two points_are made concerning this condition.

(1) Proof ‘and valid argumentation.are distinct; an argument
may be valid though it proceedsfrbm-false'premisses. Proof,

-

~ on the other hand, requires truth. '(2)_ Reductio ad absurdum

arguments can bé considefed as propfs‘even though it may be
said that they lack Ppremisses Properly speaking.

The third condition staﬁes:- ". . . the premiss must

28

}
be known to be true." It is within the deliberation upon

this condition that Penelhum .sketches the foundation of his
critique and stipulates fhé groundwork which challenges a
suspected erroneous coWriction found Within both accounts oﬂ
‘faith concerning the nature of proof., He begins:

There are temptations both to accept and to reject
the condjtions. To decide between them is in effect
to decige how far proof is ‘person~relative'. It is
to decide whether to think of proofs as sets of prop-
ositions with logical relationships' between them, -
which satisfy the standards of proof whether anyone ~
knows them or not, or to think of proof as an act '
which someone performs and which reguires‘for its
performance a speaker and a hearer.<9

27 Ibid., p. 27. .
28 Ibid., p. 28. , ,
29 Ibid. "



-
*°  PENELHUM; INTERPRETATIOngND CRITIQUE QF ST. THOMAS

L Thé fi;st ﬁo@e of proof has its paradigm in-mafhematics, and
| in &emoﬁstrations in formal logic; here the components are .
formulae., In thé latter type of proof, the elements are ™~
+°  gtatements. Penelhum- explains that insofar as the theisfic
(,hjgpbfs and:fhe type of which we are concerned are of the 0'
C ‘létter kipd. it.seems preferable to consider proof in this
very ﬁay. He wishes, however, to offer grounds, other t?ig )
the preference based on this association, for such a decision.
Not ‘only pecause.of this association, therefore, should proof
be coﬁsidered in this way but also because the most common

4 " use of the notion of proof involves the undérstanding that

. .. »
someone does know the premis¥es to be-true.

o

In this we are adopting the use of 'proof' in
which proof is an act performed by making statements
which’serve as premisses and which have to be krown
to be true for the proof to succeed. Proof in this
sense has -to be done by someone to someone, although
of course in some instances the speaker and the
hearer may be the same person. I would hold that
this use of 'Proof' is not invented, but actual and

. .common,3 '

“Penelhum next proposes three .critical qu%Ptionsiraised by the

. aqceptancé of ‘the third'condition.

"« 30 Ibid., pp. 29-30.
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' : ’ . :

(a) If the premisses have to be known to’
be true, is it necessary that the conclusion._ ;
not be. known? Can one, that is, prove ‘some-
thing, or have something proved to one, if one
knows itﬁalready? (b) Granted that proof
fequines knowledge, must proof yield knowledge?

T something is proved to someone, does it fol-
low that he knows it? (c¢) Who has to know the

truth of the premisses or cquclusion - the '
speaker, the hearer, or both?3l

-

The first question is treated under two aspects:

~—

(1) proving something to oneself while already knowing it,
and (2) proving something to someone else who already knows

it. We are told firs}, \that many thinkers have attempted
y

. . [
to prove conclusions'(e.g., that God exists) which they

already thought they knew and therefore that their success
. ) . =
in proving them could not be conditioned by their not having

known them first. For,-on the one hand, it would be near

_impossible fg determine this, and. further, because the

knowledge of a truth isxq\:rime condition or reason for

'attémpting to préve it to bvthers. In reference to the first

\

- ’

aspect therefore, he states: -

jl Ibi .y po 300

18
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LY

It is nqt difficult to see that the same ;easoning can be

extended to the second aspect as well,

that confus1on about this questlon can readily come about if
a relationship between faith and"knowledge, such as’ concelved
by St. Thomas, is accepted.
argﬁee that a person cannot hold a preposition both on faith
and krow it at the same time.

is held on faith and then that proposition becomes known

_are 1den't1cal.32

. « if someone already knows, or thinks he

'knows that p, then in trying to prove that p he

is not trying to learn that p is true; he already
has learned this. But, leaving aside the needs
of his hearers, he might still have reason to
want to prove it for his own benefit - to prove
it to himself or at 2east for himself. He mlgh
quite reasonably want to reinforce his previo
knowledge. He might want to see the inter a-
tionships between different things that hed knows.
He might want to deepen his understanding ¢f what
he already knows. There seems no reason, here-
fore, to suggest that proving that p is either
impossible or pointless if the speaker already
knows that p, even if the speaker and the hearer

-

» 7
S0 although proof is person-telative, it can be
done even though the person proving, or the person

proved toé or both know the truth of the conclusion .

already.J

Having set forth this reasoning, Penelhum reflecte

s

32 Ibid., pp~bg0-31.
33 1Ibid., p. 31. ,

As previously explained, Aqulnas

Consequently, if a proposition

19

He therefore concludes,
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through-proof, faith is replaced by knowledge. Penelhum

arguest

Suppose, however, someone were to deny that
faith and knowledge are eX¢lusive in this way,
or even hold, as Hick would seem to, that faith
is a form.of knowledge? In such a case, the
fact that p was one of the things he held on
faith would nat be incempatible., If such a
person then had p proved to or for.him, his
faith cRuld be reinforced by this, not replaked
by it.3 .

’ P
It appears to us that Penelhum has again in this passage

employed an equivocal use of* "knowledge." We have evidenced

»

- earlier that faith and proof are as ‘exclusive for Hick as for

5t%. Thomas; proof, consequentl&, would replace faith as much
for Hick as for Aguings.

Faith congié%sfi% an intelleciual assent with
certainty. ’ Likew}se knowlédge. which' is the result of proof,
is an intellectual as§ent with certainty.‘ Knowledge of this
\kind, however, isg not faith for the‘priné;ple or, if‘you;@ill,
the produbfive cause of assent énd certainty differs iﬁ éaph
act. In the case of-knowledge resulting from proof, assen¥

" and certainqy involve necessity. In the case ofbfaith, assent

and certainty involve freedom. In the act of faith, volition

is the principle of assent and certainty. In the act of

- knowledge produced by proof, evidence alone is the principle

3% .Ibid., pp. 31-32.

20-

L%



21

-

PENELHUM: INTERPRETATION AND CRITIQUE OF ST. THOMAS

of assent and certainty. It is, therefore, involuntary.

In faith the intgllect is moved to assént with
certainty to the truth of a proposition not through the knowl-
edge of why a proposition is true and certain but through the
force of the will. In faith the will functions in place
of evidence. It seems impossible, therefore, for proof to
reinforce faith for proof rgiiéces precisely that which makes
faith faith, namely, the function of the will; knowledge
replaces the will as the principle of assent and certainty.

It does not appear that Hick denﬁes .any of this; he simply
denies that the ratlonallty of the assent of falth must be_
ultlmately dependent upon proof Thus an acceptance of the
Dposition of the exclusiveness of faith and proof does seem in
contradiction to an afflrmatlve answer to the questlon of
whether somethlng can be proven which is already known, and
Penelhum's appeal to his interpretation of Hick's position
would dppear tn be an appeal to an equivocation. However,

both St. Thomiﬁ and Hick would not dény that sometning'already
known through one proof could not also be known through another,
nor would St. Thoma;lfény that something known through falth
might also come to be known through proof. Hick of course
denies this because he denies in principle that any matter of
faith could ever be proven. ‘

T The second question raised in connection with the.

third condition of a succeééful proof asks: "Must proof
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result in knowledge."35 It is particularly under this

question that Penelhum lays the groundwork for his critique.

While recognizing that it seems quite natural to aréué that
proof results in knowledge, the purpose of Penelhum's argu-
ment is td§estaﬁﬁish that it doesn‘t necessarily. He argues
that e%en/ﬂf the‘premisses of an argument are true and are
known tﬁ/be true and even if they proceed to a conclusion by

valid steps, known to be valid, and where the person is not

iging:

. There might be cases where. these conditions were
satisfied and yet it was 8till uncertain whether or
not B knew that p. He might not accept it4 He
might, ‘for example, have an ingrained.tend;%cy of
long standing to believe P to be false. It\'being
proved to him will set up a conflict between this
tende%cy and his new tendency to behave as though

P is true. He will oscillate, so .that we shall be
unclear whether he knows D or not. Such a person

is acting irr tionally; but people do do this.
Alternatively, B might know the trut of the
premisses and see that they lead to p, but find

P so unpalatable that he cannot admit it either

%o us or to himself. He may, in other words,

deceive himself with regard to p. In cases like

this it is clear that the proof ought to result in
knowledge on the part of the hearer, but it is not
clear that it has done so . . « « T submit that

in these cases, where a hearer behaves irrationally
with regard to the conclesion.of a proof, or deceives
himself with regard to its‘truth&’and yet knows the
truth of .the premisses and can see the validity of
the inferences, the conclusion has been proved to

him even though it is not clear that he knows that

it is true. Conversely, I would submit that where .

&

35 1Ibid., p. 32.

22
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a conclusion has thus been bProved to some
he still does not clearly know it, he must\be
guilty of irrationality or self-deception w h
regard to it,3 ‘ ‘

1

The substance of this long passage is the denial of
the notion that proof compels assent of the intellect. This,
in brief, is the foundation of Penelhum's ¢ritique of St.
Thomas' position that faith and knowledge are exclusive.‘

Once we conclude his examination of proof, we will treat this
in greater detail.

, Pénelhum rejects the argument that not knowing in the
face of proof can only be due to ignorance or pretense. He is
arguing that self-deception is also a condition of not knowing
in the face of proof. Self-deception, he states, is a:

- +« « conflict state: one in which men have a

strong motivé to believe the opposite of that which

the evidence directs them. 1In so far as they are

successful in doing it, they will seem not %o know

that géich the evidénce points to; in so far as

they ve some need to do it, they will give some

signs that suggest they know it neverthelesgs, 37
He admits of course the difficulties attached to the concept
of self-deception, acknowledging its inherent paradoxical
qualities. Nevertheless, he considers it a familiar fact

F} . .
frequent in human life whic?fcontradicts the opinion that .

proof compels assent.

36  Ibid.  prTI—

- 37 1Ibid., p. 34.
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Finally, the third question of ". . . whé has to know
the truth of the premisses or conclusion for there to be
proof." is answered quite readily; the hearer must know. If
the hearer does not-know the truth of the conclusions; however,
it will be due either to irrationality or self-deception.

We turn now to the fourth condition of a successful
proof ", . . the conclusions must follow from the premissés."39
Concern is raised under this condition regarding the place of
probability arguments within the category of proof. Penelhum
suggests that the qualification which will allow such argu-
-ments to be classified as. proofs alongside deductive proof 'is

the condition that ". . . the premisses render the conclusion
' overwhelmingly probable."uo' The rejectiop'of the overwhelm-
ingly probable would once again be either irrational or
sglf~deceptive.

In summary, therefore, a successful indirect proof %s

urderstood to consist of true premisses which when stated do

not state the conclusion and which are known by the -hearer to

[
L]

be true, furthef, the conclusion mu%érfollow deductively or
- N

with overwhelming probaﬁility and the hearer must know this. °

A successful indirect proof may also be a reductio ad absurdum

38 Ibid., pp. 35-36.
39 Ibid., p. 37.

Lo Ibid., p. 39.
( »

o>
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argument, tﬁat is Eﬁ-argument which proves a propositioﬁ by
manifesting that an affirmation of its contradictory is itself
a contfadiction. and this is known by the hearer. Tor a suc;‘
cessful indirect proof, however, it is not necessary that the
truth of'tge conclusion be unknown beforehand or that it should
be clearly known afterwards. "Yet, if it is not clearly known
afterwards, this‘must be on account of irraticnality or self-
deception on the part of the hearer.

The analysis of the conditiong of a successful proof
havihg been completed, Penelhum next addresses himself to the
traditional Protestant conviction, expressedLPy Hick, that the
falla;é~to prove God's existence or any prop031t10n about the
nature or tctions of God from non-theistic premisses is the
fundamental startiné point of the meritorious, voluntary assent
of faith. Penelhum assumes that God's existence has not been
provedg‘iﬁe does not as;ume, however, as does Hick, that it'is
\h;@pﬁssiblé\tg_prove His existence. Hé concerns himself with
ﬁick's conviction ?écause many philoscophers and theologians
have argued, oﬁ the basis of this convietion, that the thesis
tﬁat God's existence is impossible to prove can serve to negate
the opposing argument that the de facto failure in evidence

\

for proviné the existence of God is a real ground for claiming
His actual non:existence. :The lack ;f proof of God's exis-
ténce, it can be argued is not sufficient evidence for the
metaphysical thesis that God does exist; but it is, however,

the binding evidence for the epistemological thesis
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( supporting the implicit metaphysical thesis that God does
exist) that his existence can only be known through the form
of knowledge proper to the assent of faith.ul Penelhum con-
tends, however, that this argument presupposes the same erro-
neous conviction about the nature of proof which underlies
the Thomistic thesis that faith and knowledge are exclusive.

The unique thesis which Penelhum has developedlwithin
 the description of the nature of proof is the thesis that proof
is not coercive of aSsent. This he concludes from the obser-
vation that men can and do act irrationally or self-deceptively.
Based on this prihciple, therefore, and having understood that
Hick's conviction (i.e., that the existence 0of God cannot be
demongtrated because such a demonstration would deny the volun—
tary, meritorious characte; of falth) and that Aquinas' con-
viction (i.e.; that faith and knowledge are exclﬁsive) rest -
upon the doctrine that there is a necessary connection between '
the voluntary assent of faith and the non- demonstrablllty of
its object, Penelhum belleves himself Justlfled in arguing:

7

» » . one doctrine on which both of our two
accounts of the nature of religious faith are agreed
is mistaken. This is the doctrine that there is some
necessary connection between the voluntary character
of faith and the non-demonstrability of that which

the man of faith believes . . . . For proof does
not compel assent; so the voluntariness of the

41 Ibid., p. 48,

n
e
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assent involved in faith does not itself show that

.a man cannot hold on faith something that has been
proved to him. Once thlis is seen, it becomes harder

to try to turn the absence of good proofs to God's
existence to theological advantage . . . . the volun-
tarinesy of faith, and any spiritual merit it may show,
would ngk be put in jeopardy if there were such proofs.

In denying that proof compels assent and in denying
the necessary connection between the voluntary character of
faith and the non-demonstrability of its object, Penelhum is
arguing that whether one has faith or not% is independent of
whether its object can be demonstrated or not. Faith extends
even toc the conclusions of proof.

. » I would argue that the compatibility of
falth and knowledge could extend equzlly to propo-
gitions that had been proved from non-theistic
premisses, since men could still, even if such
proofs existed, refuse %o accept them and the
knowledge that they had if they did accept them 43
would still need to be maintained through faith.

This essentially completes Penelhum's critique of
St. Thomas' doctrine of faith ‘as presented in, Problems of

Religious Knowledge. His conviction (ho%ever incompletely

established in its lack of an adeguate account of the concept’
of irrationality ‘and self-deception) that proof does not, as
part of its nature, necessitate intellectual assent is  the

principle upoh which he denies that St. Thomas' position ~

-
™
i~
=2
}.‘
o

43 Ibid., p. 14%.
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goncerning the relationship between faith and knowledge is
Ly
accurate.
It is the present writers conviction that Professor
Penelhum has raised a significant question for the philosophy !
of religion in discussing the intellectual assent involved in

proof and in faith., More to our interest, however, is the

context within which he has raised it, that is, within an

44 In an article entitled, "The Analysis of Faith in
St. Thomas Aquinas,” published after Problems of Religious
Knowledge, Penelhum again argues- that faith and knowledge are
not necessarlly exclusive. "It is probably true that when
someone recognizes that the grounds for a proposition are
enough to establish it conclusively he cannot not accept it;
but he can fend it off through fear or pride or sophlstry.
Perhaps what makes faith voluntary ig not that its grounds are
inconclusive, but that even if they are conclusive, men are
free to deceive themselves and refuse to admit that they are.
Faith would be the outcome of a willingness to admit this, and
faith and knowledge need not then be exclusive at all."
(Religious Studies, ‘1977, Vol.XIII p. 153) 1In this article,
Penelhum argues that there is ". . . an unresolved tension
between Aquinas' insistence that the propositions of faith are
a0t established conclusively and his insistence that the assent
to "those propositions is a rational assent."™ . {(Ibid., p. 148)
This supposed tension within St. Thomas' doctrine of faith
results, Penelhum argues,on the one hand from the apparent fact
that St. Thomas considers the rationality of the assent of the
believer to the authority of the Scriptures and the-Church,
which proclaim the articles of faith to reside in the conclu-
siveness of the evidence which establishes the authority, and
on the other hand, from the likewise apparent fact that St.
Thomas holds that the meritoriousness of the assent of the
believer stems from the inconclusiveness of the evidence.
Consequently, if one understands that proof does not compel
assent, this tension would be overcome.

3
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interpretation and critique of St. Thomas Aquinas' doctrine of
'f’?ﬁfﬁh. We believe that the raising of the question in this
context encourages a more thorough investigation of St. Thomas
‘\) dootrlne than is offered by Professor Penelhum in the Problems

of Religious Knowledge, As we pointed out. there is evidence

of inaccuracy in Professor Penelhum's interpretation of
5t. Thomas' position due'to his reliance upon other sources,
Further, ,the limited textual analysis of St. Thomas thought
does not afford as satisfactory an exposition of hlS doctrine
of faith and its relationship to knowledge as one would like.

Consequently, what in effect we have hoped to do in
this chapter is to allow Terrence Penelhum, as a'contemporary
Canadian philosopher of religion, to set the stage for a
detailed investigation of St. Thomas' doctrine of faith as it
relates to proof and particularly his understanding of the
intellectual assent involved in prJ;k and faith. | .

To state clearly then the point of our ‘research, this
the31s is an exposition of St. Thomas Aquinas' doctrine of faith
as it relates to his ‘understanding of demonstrative proof.

‘More specifically, it 1s an 1nvest1gat10n of St. Thomas' under-
standing of the exclusiveness g& the voluntary intellectual
assent of faith and the 1nvoluntary assent of demonstratlve
proof and in particular the proo‘ the existence of God.

Therefore. we will study{ (1) St. Thotas’ understandingrof
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demonstrative proof and the intellectual assgent involv!a; (2)
the act of faith and the-intellectual assent involved; (3)
the exclusiveness of these two assents; (4) the "five ways"
and their relation to the theory of demqnstéétion and the doc-
trine of faith in terms of the inherent intellectual.assent
involved. In this last part of our thesis, when we examine
\\fhe proofs of the existence of God §emselves, we will only be
concerned with seeing more dlrectly how they were understood
by St. Thomas to effect necessary assent to God's existence
and therefgre, in turn, to have a more immediate grasp of how

the pfggtfdy re percelved by St. Thomas to be exclusive of the

‘voluntary assent of faith.
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CHAPTER II o

DEMONSTRATIVE PROOF AND THE ASSENT OF THE INTELLECT

In the first chapter, we explored ProfesBor Penelhum's
critique of St. Thomas' dectrine of faith and we found that
essential to his critique is the conviction that proof does
ndf compel intellectual assent. Concerning this boint. we

should remember that jis critique does not address the proofs

. of the existence of God as such buf rather it questions proof*

"
in general. He apgues against /the more universal position

which helds that proof necegsitates intel;eciual assent. ‘
Con;erning the proofs themselves, he holds on the authority of
others that they are not proofs; that is, that the existence
of God has not been prgyen. Similgr to Professor Penelhum,
our aim in this‘chapter is to in%estigaté St. Thomas' doctriné
of demonstrative proof in general and the intellectual éssehf
involwed. Wiﬁh the foreknewledge that St. Thomas held the
bosition that demonstrative proof necessitates inﬁellectual

!
assent, we seek to expose the essentizl elements of demonstra-
}

tive‘reasoning'which in fact are”responsible for this assenf\\\'

andiat the same time to)defihe the  act qf.assent itgelfr

£s St. Thomas developed his understanding of
demonstrative proof in large part from Aristotle's Posterior .
Analytics, a work dedicated to its analysis gnd the subject of

a commentary by St. Thomas, the.lapger part of this chapter‘
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’ N e .
will be concerned with St. Thomas:/Commentarv on the Posterior

1

.Analytics.

In the Posterior Analytics, "science" has a very

restricted and strict meaning and the requirements and con-
. . . [ ]

ditions for demonstrative proof are discussed in-light of this

deflnltlon.. ngertheless, the Posterior Analytics recognizes

a proportlonalltﬁ’ln types of demenstratlon though it princi-

8
pally focuses upon the’ most rigorous type which is called

propter guid demons&ggtion. A second type of demonstration is
algo considered in the text, namely quia demonstration, and

this in its proportional relatedness to pfopter guid demonstra-

tion. Consequently, we have the intention to expose the
general condltlons and characterlstlcs of both kinds of demon—
strative progf and at the sam

‘—/ '
tual assent involved in ea

tlme to cons1der the 1ntellec—

. The proportlonallty acknowledged

betwedhn these two types of demonstration has presented a dif-

ficulty in answering the.guestion of the related intellectual

assént involved. Further, insofar as no independent study of
the act of agsent'is discoverable in the text of St. Thomas,

' as it was not a problem attracting great a%tﬁhtlon in the

thlrteenth century, an understanding of 1ntel;agtual assent

both as it relates to demonstrative proof and the act of faith

1 Trans. by F.R. Larsken, pref. by James A. WElShElpl,
_ Magi—Books, Albany, N.Y., 1970.

. - -
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depends upon the consideration 6f various texts more oriless
dispersed thoughout Aquinas’ works, 2 In the course of_this
?hapter and the next, therefore, we will make reference to
the more important of these texts in an effort to expose
St. Thomas' underétanding of the intellectual assent involvgd
in demonstrative proof and the act of faith.

Aé we‘ihdicated, demonstrative proof in the Posgterior -

Analytics is divided into two kinds. Aquinas identifies them

as proof propter quid and proof guia. Both proofs have scien-

tific knowledge as their end though the more ". . . pfoper and
%
perfect manner of knowing scientifically . . ."3 is propter

gquid.’ The Posterior Analytics first considers proof propter

guid and secondly proof gquia.

2 We say "more or less dispersed” for Benoit Garceau,
0.M.I. indicates that-of the 115 texts containing the term,
"assensus,” at least 70 of these texts are found in St. Thomas!
treatises on Faith, (cf., Judicium: vocabulaire, sources,
doctrine de Saint Thomas d'Aquin, ‘Institut d' études médiévales,
Montreal Univ., Montreal, 1968, p. 266), Besides Fr. Garceau's
text, we are acquainted with two other works which incorporate
a discussion of 8t. Thomas' understanding of intellectual assent
and which identify the various texts throughcut St. Thomas' work
within which the of assent and its related concepts are con-
sidered. We refer to: (L.M. Regis, 0.P., Epigstemology, .
Macmillan Co., New York, 1959); {F.M. Tyrell, The Role of Assent
inug?dgment: A Thomistic Study, Catholic -U. Press, Washington,
19 . -

3 Aquinas, Commentary on the Posterior Analytics,

p. 16.
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Injbeginning our study, we find this passage in the
foreword of Aguinas' Commentary.

Now there are three acts of the reason, the.first
two of which -belong to reason regarded as intellect,
One-action of the intellect is‘the'understanding of .
indivisible and uncomplex things, and according to
this action it conceives what a thing is . . ., .

-1 " The second operation of the intellect is its act of -
combining or dividing, in which the true or the false
are for the first time present . . . the third act of
reason is concerned with that which is peculiar to
reason, namely, to advance from one thing to another
in such a way that through that whicﬁ is known a man
comes to a knowledge of the unknown. ' .

The third act of the reason, i.e. movihg from the known
to the knowledge of the unknown,_is a discufsive movement and
the work of fational inferenceS of which the demonstrative
proof is its most perfect form. 1Its more imperfect forms
achieve opinion an&-suspicion. The three forms of inference '

are respectively distipguished by St. Thomas as follows:

L,' Ibidc pp- 1-2-

5 Following P.F. Strawson, by "inference" we mean the:
drawing of conclusions from truths already known, "Inferring,
drawing conclusions, is different again. Here you know some
facts or truths already, and are concerned to see what further
information can be derived from them; to find Sut their logical
consequences.” (Introduction to Logical Theory, Methuen & Co,
Ltd., London, 1952, P. 13.) Whenever the words "proof" or
"demonstration” are used by themselves, they mean "demonstrative
proof" the meaning of which it is the purpose of-the text to
clarify.
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Fer there is one process of reason which induces
.hecessity, where it is not possible to fall short of
the truth; and by such a process of reasoning the
certainty.of science is acquired. Again there is a
process of reason in which something true in most
cases is concluded but without producing necessity.
But -the third brocess . . . fails to reach a truth
because sgome prlnc1p1e which should have been *
observed in reasoning was defective.6

The Posterigr Analytics, of cqursé, devotes itself to
the analysis of that process of reason which produces necessity
and the’certainty of scienCe. " In other words, it concerns
itself w1th the study of that‘movement of reason Wthh reaches
necessary truth and effects 1nte11ectual assent.

Follow1ng Aristotle, therefore, St. Thomas holds that
we achieve further knowledge or science only through some -

knowledge which we already possess. This knowledge already

. Rpssessed within us is that starting point from which demon-

stration proceeds to a knowledge of what is unknown. This pre-
knowlgdge'makes up the principles of demonstration which must
possess certain characteristics if necessary truth is to be
reached. The unknown which wevare seeking to know through
demonstration takes the form of -some conclusion inferred from
the priqpiples..

. Considering the conclusion, however, Aquinas &xplains

that even it, in a certain sense, can be considered foreknown.

6 Aquinas, Commentary, p. 2.
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For just as effects pre-exist virtually in their efficient

causes and not actually, so also conclusions pre-exist virtu-

ally though not absolutely in self-evident principles.

+ . . there is nothing to prevent a person from
somehow knowing and somehow not khowing a fact before
he_learns it. PFor it is not a paradox if one "somehow
already knows what he learns, but it would be if he
already knew it in the same way that he knows it when
he has learned it. For learning is, properly speaking,
the generation of science in someone. But that which
is generated was not, prior to its generation, a being
absolutely, but somehow a being and somehow non-being;.
for 1t was a being in potency although actually non-
being. And this is what being generated consists in,
namely, in being converted from potency to act . . .
it was known in potency, i.e., virtually, in the pre-
known universal principle; however, it was not actually
known in the sense of specific knowledge. And this is
what learning consists in, namely, in being brought
from potential or virtual or universal knowledge to
specific actual knowledge.?”

-

Evep the conélus;on, therefore, may be considered fore-
known insofar as it 1s virtually known in the principle from
which it proceeds though to speak of it as actﬁally foreknown
is paradoxical, »

Having explained that all knowledge proceeds from some
pre-existing knowledge, which is fundamentally the passage'of

reason from principles known to unknown conclugions inherent

7 Ibid., p. 13. We include this passage in light of
Penelhum's discussion of proving something to oneself which
one already knows and suggest that it is the only way in which
the word "know" is not used equivocally or paradoxically, as
1t appears to be in his usage.
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in the principles, Aquinas proceeds to formulate a definition
of demonstrative proof, the most perfect form of this move-
ment. He begins by stating:
.+ « + in all things which exist for an end, the -
definition which employs a final cause is both the )
explanation of the definition which expresses the

material cause, and is the middle which proves the
latter.8 :

.St. Thomas, therefore, offers two definitions of demonstrative
proof, one which uses the final cause and another which pre-
sents the material cause, and he infers the latter from the
first. The one which employs the final cause, simply states:
., . a demonstration is a sciential syllogism, i.e., pro-
duc;ng.séientific knowledge."9 In terms of its end, there-
fore, demonstrative proof is a syllogism, producing scientific
knowledge as its effect. The nature cof scientific knowledge
therefore demands articulation. Aquiﬁas therefore tells us
what scientific knowing ist _ W

. . . to know something scientifically is to know
it completely, which means to apprehend its truth per-
fectly. For the principles of a thing's being are the
same as those of its truth, . . . to know perfectly,

Lonel must know the cause of the thing known; . . .
"one who knows scientifically in the full sense must .-~

*
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know the application of the cause to the effect;. . . .
[and] because science is also sure and certain knowl-
edge of a thing, whereas a thing that could be other-
wise cannot be known with certainty, it is further
required that what isg scientifically known could not
be otherwise.10 - . :

Something is known in a scientific-mgnner in the compleE?
"sense when it is known fully and entirely, i.e. when its truth
is grasped perfectly, when the cause of the thing is known as
applied to the thing as to an effect and when it is known that
it gannot be other than it is, when it is necessary. This
last condition of scientific‘knowing, i.e. the knowledge that
it cannot.be otherwisge, stamps the character of certain truth
and therefore necessary intellectual'qssént upon scientific
knowing which is the effect of demonstrative proof. With
reference to the know%;kge of the causeg, Aquinas explains
that this is the "proper and perfect.manner" of scientific

knowing, nevértheless. he also tells us that " ., . » it is
possible to know scientifically through an effect , ."ll
This will be discusskd when we @bnsider proof guia.

The definitio emongtrative proof having been

a definition of demonstration ig

T

stated in terms of its end,

then set down in terms‘of‘i S matter:

\

10 Ibid., p. 15.
11 Ibid., p. 16.
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« « + it is necessary that demonstrative science,
i.e., science acquired through demonstration, proceed
from propositions which are true, first and immediate,
i.e., not demonstrated by some other middle, but
clear in virtue of themselves (they are called
'immediate’' inasmuch as they do not, have a middle
demonstrating them but 'first', in relation to other
propositions which are proved through .them); and
which further are better known than, prior to, and
causes of, the conclusion.l2

The propositions from which demons%ration proceeds

ﬁust be true, that is, thew state what ist For Aquinas, truth
and being are convertible, that which does not exist is not
true and that which is not true does not.exist. Thus the
principles of a demonstration must state being if they are
true. The probositions from which demonstration ultimately
proceeds must be first and immediéte; they are principles
which are not themselves demonstrable. If the premisses of
any demonstration are demonstrable, then their demonstration -

must be known if the conclusion is be known scientifically.

If their demonstration is net kn then they cannot be known

as science. Insofar as a D o infinity is impossible in
demonstration.13 principlesg/igmediate and indemonstrable must
ultimately be reached. {a;erefore. the ﬁrinciples of demonstra-

tion mﬁst be immediate and first in themselves or reducible

-

12 Ibid.

13 The impossiblity of proceeding to infinity in
demonstration is proved in Lectures 31 through 35 of Book One
of the Commentary on the Posterior Analytics.

!

-t
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to the immediate and'first. Further, the propositions of a
demonstration are pridr_to,the causes of, and better known thang
the conclusion., The pPropositions are the causes of the con-
clusion because scientific knowledge is a knowledge of the
Causes. The propositions are prior because causgs are prior.

The propositions are better known because causes by nature are

better known. «

» « + the propositiohs of a demonstration are the
causes of the conclusion, because we know in a sci-
entific manner when we know the causes . , ., they
are prior and better known, because every causge  ig
by nature prior and better known than its effect.lé

He?e an fmportant distinction is made by St. Thomas fegarding
that which is better known. That which is by nature more
intel%igible and better known is not necessarily better known
%o us, though it may be. He says, therefore:

+ « 4+ in every demonstration one must proceed from
things better‘known to us, provided they are .not sin-
gulars but universals. For something is made known
to us only by that which is more known to us. But
sometimes that which isg more known in reference to
us is also more known absolutely and according to
nature, as happens in mathematics where on account
of abstraction from matter the demenstration Proceeds
from formal brinciples alone., -In this case, the demon-
strations proceed from things which are more known
absolutely. But sometimes that which is more known in
reference to ug is not more kfiown absolutely, as hap-
Pens in natural sciences where the eéssernces and powers

"

14 1Ibid., p. 18.
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of1£“thing are hidden, because tﬁey are in matter,
but are disclosed to us through the things which
appear outwardly. Hence, in these sciences the
demonstrations are for the most part made through
effects which are better known in reference to us
but not absolutely. But he is not now speakin% of
this form of demonstration, but of the first.l
Here St. Thomas explaing that all procf must proceed
from that which is better known to us and if it is to proceed
from that which is better known absclutely, i.e. the causes,
then they also must be better known to us at the same time.
He indicates that, in fact, this is the type of demonstration
had in mind in the material definition put forth and being

discussed at présent. which has previously been identified as

demonstration propter quid and again he indicates that there

is also demonstration from effects which are more knowable to
us rather than causes which, tﬁough more knowable in themselves,
are less knowable to us.

Clarifying further the material definition of demon-
stration, S%. Thomas discusses and identifies "immedia%e
propositions.” An immediate proposition is one which is not
established by another propoSition; that is, it'is a proposi-
tion which has no middle whereby its predicate is demonstrable
of its subject.- Aquinas tells us there are three types of

immediate principles of adsyllogism: (1) The "dignity" or

15 Ibid., p. 19.
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"maxim" is a proposition which everyone must assent to,

. . . for no one can believe the contgiiz/ef’this
in his mind, even though he should state orally.
To such principles we give the aforesaid name of
:digni?y' or 'maxim’ on_accpggt of their certainty
in manifesting other things.
These are immediate propositions ". . . known in virtue of
themselves not only as they stand but also in reference‘to
us."l7 These principles are self-evident to all men and are
therefore also called "common" principles. (2) Thé "position”
is a proposition which is known.in virtue of itself as it
stafids though not necessarily in reference to us. Thét is,
\_though the predicate is contained in the notion of the subjgg%.
the definition of the subjeéct is not evident ér known by all -
and thus not necessarily assented to by everyone. These prin-
ciples are evident to some, i.e. the learned, and are thus
célled "proper" principles insofar as they are the immediate
principles of a particular science and not all sciences and
thought as are the "common" principles. (3) The "supposition”
is a proposié?Zk immediate in one science though demonstrated
in another. Immediate principles, therefore, aré better known
than their conclusions and the falsity of their contraries is
most evident precisely due to the certainty of\in\fssent to .

them.

16 Ibid.,p. 21.
17 Ibid.
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+ « . we know conclusions and give our assent to
them because of the principles. Therefore, we know
the principles with more conviction and give them
stronger assent than the conclusion.l

St. Thomas next discuéses.pér ge predication and
explains that things predicated per s% are in a thing ﬁeces—,
sarily. He explains furthér that the principles of a demon-
stration must be necessary because things known scientifically
: according to definition cannot be otherwise; that is, they are
"necessary. It therefore follows that if the conclusion of tﬂe

demonstrative syllogism (scientific) is to be known scientifi-

cally, the premisses from which it proceeds must be necessary,
i.e.'per se premisses;l9 He therefore states:

Herein lies the difference between a demonstration
and other syllogisms. For in the latter it is enough
if one syllogizes from true principles. Nor is there
any other type of syllogism in which it is regquired
to proceed from the necessary: in a demonstration
alone must this be observed. An this is proper to
demonstration, i.e.,.to proceed from the necessary.20

18 Ib;éq, DP. 23.

19 The immediate propositions discussed above are of
this kind. However, it should be noted that these are not the
only type of immediate propositions. Any proposition not
proved through a middle is immediate though it may not be nec-
essary. There are such things as immediate contingent propo-
sitions, e.g., "The man is not in motion." (cf, Ibid., p. 158)
For an excellent discussion of immediate propositions, (cf.,

E. Simmons, "Demonstration and Self-evidence,"” The Thomisgt,
2k, 1961, pp. 139-162. '

20 Aquinas, Commentary, p. L4,
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Further, to say that the principles of a demonstration
are necessary is to understand that the middle through_whiéh
the conclusion is reached is necesgsary and therefore that the

conc%psion itself is necessary.
. + » since a thing must be necessary it is made
known by way of demonstration, it is clear from the
foregoing that a demonstration must rest on a neces-
sary middle. For otherwise it would not be scienti-
fically known that the conclusion is necessary, neither
propter guid nor guia, since the necessary cannot be
known through the non-necessary . . . . And this is
to be universally understood both of scientific knowl-
edge guia, in which something is known through mediate
principles, and of science propter guid, in which some-
thing is known through immediate principles:21l

The unique characteristic of demonstrative proof then
1s that it proceeds from necessary things fOp science is a

knowledge that cannot. be otherwise and this is to be under-

stood as applyingboth to proof propter gquid and proof guia

haY

through mediate principles. 'This passage would seem to imply

that only in proof propter quid and in proof guia through

mediate principles is there a necessary middle and therefore
necessity in the conclusion. We will discuss the significance
of this when we consider guia proof as a whole.

Everyt@ing thus far discussed has had proof progter
quid or pfoof Qgig through mediate pfinciples in mind~uand as
of &et proof guia, through effects though mentioned, has not’/

21' Iﬁid- ,‘pp- %'-47- i R . \‘ -
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yet been considered. It will be shortly. First, howeﬁer,

St. Thomas makes an important distinction which bears upon the

necessity involved in demonstration and is relevant to the

discussion of DEODtég guid proof in general. BHe states:

+ + « questions solved by contingent premises
are not of such a nature that the conclusion is
necessary absolutely; on the basis of the things
investigated, i.e., in virtue of the contingent
premises, but because it is necessary for one who
admits the premises to admit the conclusion and to
admit truth in the conclusion, if the things pre-
mised are true . . . although a conclusion which
is necessary with absolute necessity does not fol-
low from contingent premises, yet it follows with
the necessity of consequence according to ghich
the conclusion follows from the premises._2

In this pasSage St. Thomas makes the distinction
between conclusions which are necessary absolutely and con-
clusions which are neceséary according to the necessity of
consequences. Conclusions absolutely necessary presuppose
necessary principles or prémisses and make it necessary to
admit the ftruth of them absolutely. Conclusions which are
,necessa:y ﬁhrough the ngcessit& of consequence, also make it
necessary ta admit the truth of them though cqnditioned by -
the admittance of the premisses which are contifigent. In both

cases admittance is necessary, though in the first case the

principles of mecessity aré twofold.
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jﬁﬁaving thus established the Mhterial characteristics
“ .
of demonstrative proof in the more perfect sense, namely

propter gquid, according to the strict definition of scientific

knowledge, St. Thomas then considers proof guis. St. Thomasg
states: '

+ + .« demonstration is a syllogism causing
scientific knowledge and proceeds from the causes
both first and immediate of a thing. Now this is
to be understood as r erring to demonstration
bropter guid. But thg¢re is a difference between
knowing that a thing Y5 so™and why it is so.
Therefore, . . ., it is necegsary that a demon-
stration guia which makes one know that a thing
is so should differ from the demonstration propter
quid which makes ong know why.23

The scien?ii&? knowledge resulting from the demonstra-

tion propter quid is the sure and certain knowledge of the

reason why a thing is so; it is a knowledge' through causes. “J/’//
TQe scientific knowledge resulting.from the demonstration guia

is the sure and certaig knowiédge that a thing is so; it is a
knowledge, of the fﬁgt. Aquinés therefore explains in‘detailx

. + each of the above is said to differ in regard
to” the two things required for demonstration in the
strict sense - which causes knowledge of the why -
namely, that it be from causes and from immedizte
.causes. Hence one way that scientific knowledge guia
differs from propter quid is that it is the former if
the syllogism is not through immediate pPrinciples but
through mediate ones. For in that case the first cause
will not be employed, whereas science bPropter quid is
according to the first cause; consequently the former

will not be science propter guid. ']

23_Ibid., p. 7.
. “:\'_'— ‘
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It differs in another way, because it is g;ience
guia when the syllogism, although not through middles,
i.e., mediate, but through immediate things is not
through the cause but through 'convertence,' i.e.,
through effects convertible and immediate. Hence a

. demonstration of this kind is through the better known,
namely to us; otherwise it would not effgct scientific
knowledge. For we do not reach a knowlédge of the
unknown except through something better known . . . .
For sometimes the effect is belter known than the
cause both In respect to us and according to.sense-
perception, although absolutely and according to
nature the cause is better known. Consequently,
through an effect better known than the cause there
can be demonstration which doeﬁ not engender propter
quid knowledge but only guia.? ‘

Two kinds of guia demonstration are discussed in the
above passages. One is demonstration from convertible effects
which are better known to us than the causes. The other kind
of demonstration is through mediate causes, that is, not first

25 o . . .
and proper causes. Another kind of guia through effects is
also possible, as Aquinas explains later, this is through

26

non-convertible effects.

-

24  1bid., pp. 74-75.

‘25 Examples given in the text of these two types of
quia demonstration are as follows: (1) guia through convert-
ible effects. "Whatever does not twinkle is near; but the
planets do not twinkle: . therefore, they are near." (Ibid.,
p. 75); (2) gquia through mediate causes - Whatever is not an
animal does not breathe; a wall is not aw animal: therefore, ¥
a wall does not breathe. (Ibid. p. 77)

26 An example given in the text of a guia demonstra-
tion through non-convertibie effects is as follows: Whatever
does not twinkle is 'near; Venus does not twinkle: therefore,
it is near. Here Venus and the not itwinkling are not
convertible. (Ibid., p. 76)
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A demonstration through a non-convertible effect
is guia . . . in those syllogisms’in which the mid- .
dles are not converted with the' extremes, and in
which an effect rather than a cause is taken as the
middle better known in reference to us, even in
those cases the demonstration is guia and not,
propter quid.Z27.

Thus, in-all, three kinds of guia demonstrations are possible:
(1) through effectsconvertible; (2} through effects non-
convertible; (;) -thraugh mediate causes.

Now the question that arises in light of this compari-
son of the two types of demonstfation is the question of the
exact scientific status of the gquia demonstration. From what
we have already séid'about the nature of scaéntific demcnstra-
tion and scientific knowledge, two characteristics above all
were seen to be essential to it; first, that it is a knowledge
of and through_immediate causes, and second, that it invelves
the necessary and results in necessary knowledge. It is quite
clear that neither the guia demonstrition through mediate
causes nor the guia demonstration through effects satisfies
the. first condition of scientific demonstration; and it is
certain that for this reason it is not considered demonstration
in the "proper and perfect manner." The guestion that remainsg
is whether guia deﬁonstration, particularly guia demonstrafion

through effects, meets the second condition; that fs, whéther

\*7
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it is a demonstration resulting in necessary knowledge. We

héve'a certain hesitancy here in light of the passage previ-

“: ously fécorded which would seem to imply that the necessity

eséential to scientific demonstration exkends only to guia
through mediate causes and not to quia proofs through éffeéts.
Nevertheless, in the Material YLogic of John of
St. Thomas, the most'éignificant work we have discovergd
directly‘discussing this question, we'find an affirmation of
the sciehtif;c status of guia demonstration insofar as it
satisfies the second condition, i.e. necessary knowledge.
In addressing the question’of necessity in séiénce,
John of St. Thomas writes:

Science must - deal with a necessary object because
the scientific assent to the inferred conclusions
must be certain and firm; if it were not, there would
not be science but opinion, and rather.than an intel-
lectual virtue there would be only an imperfect and
weak cognition . . . . -Now, there cannot be certain
and firm assent ‘if the connection is net necessary
‘but contingent, for assent must be firmly established
in truth . . . . . : o

A certain and evident act relative to a contingent
matter is an impossibility both in a priori and in
a posteriori science.? .

28 John of St. Thomas, The Material Logic, trans. by
Y.R. Simon, J.J. Glanville, G.D. Hollenhorst, pref. by Jacques
Maritain, Univ. of Chicago Press, Chicago, Illinois, 1955,
p. 483. It should be noted that the term a priori science
extends to both propter guid demonstration and gquia demonstra-
tion through mediate causes, and that a posteriori science
extends to guia through effects. (cf., Ibig., p. 495)

4
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Then, in commenting upon the comparétive scientifié o
.character of guia demonstration having first acknowledéed that
it does not meet the condition bf immediat? causeg:\John of
St. Thomas writes:

From another standpoint, it seems that both are
demonstrations in a univocal sense, for the demon-
stration of fact grasps its object with certainty ' P
and evidence, and thereby contrasts with opinion - - !
which is uncertain and inevident - in the same way ’ ;
as explanatory science. The demonstration of fact :
contains the substance and essence of science, since
it contains the supstance and essence of evidence
and certainty, by which it contrasts with opinion
and excludes it: Consequently, it is scientific.
. The demonstration or science of fact possesses
intrinsically and substantially the character of
demonstration, for it enjoys certainty and evidence.
It is demonstration in an absolutely univocal sense
inasmuch as it proceeds according to a formal method
of certainty and evidence.Z29 ’

Further, John of St. Thomas argues that there is

necessity in the guia demonstration from effects as well as

in the'demonstration from the remote cause and éignifican%ly
his example is taken from St. Thomas' probfs of the existence
of God.

'~ A text of St. Thomas (i.2.2) shows that the

demonstration of fact is truly and properly a .
demonstration so far as cgrtainty and evidence "
are concerned. In this text, St. Thomas proves

that there is demonstration of the existence of ' .
God, even though we proceed through effects, which -
are better known to us. The reason for this is clear.

The demonstration of fact is based upon a necessary

_29 Ibid. p. 497.

[ e e e e et v o o Bt
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connection between effect and cause, or between
remote cause and effect; for instance it is proved
by a necessary connection that everything which is
in process of becoming is caused by something else
and that there is not regression to infinity.30

We can see from thls that according to John of St.

Thomas the necessity involved in the quia demonstration from

effects is based upbn the necessity present in the reiationship
betwé;n effects and causes. It is because every effect neces-
sa;"éy‘has g cause that the quia demonstration from effects is
aQYZ to demonstrate necessarily the existence of the cause.

ét. Thoﬁas confirms this when before actually
demonstfating.the existence of God he answers the quesfion of
‘whether the existeﬁce of God can be ‘demonstrated in the

" following way:

Demonstration can be made in two wayst One is
through the cause, and is called a priori, and this
is to argue from what is prior absolutely. The other
is through the effect, and is called a demonstration
a posteriori; this is to argue from what is prior
relatively only to us. When an effect is better known
to us than its cause, from the effect we proceed to
the knowledge of the cause. And from every effect
the existence of its Proper cause c¢an be demonstrated,
S0 long as its effects are better known to us; because
since every effect depends upon its cause, if the
effect exists, the cause must pre-exist. Hence the

.existence of God{ ih so far-as it is not self-evident
to us, can be degonstrated from those of His effects
which are known to us.31

30 Ibid., p. 498.

- . 31 Summa Theologiae, I, q. 2, a. 2.
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In the deﬁonstrgtion quia from effects the intellect
proceeds from effects better known to us than the cause andg,
in fact, it establishes the necessary existence of the cause
dﬁe to the necessary relationship between any actually ekis—
ting effect and its proper cause. 1In this sense, then, we can
conclude that demonstration quia from effects meets the condi-
tions of necessity which are essential to science precisely |
insofar as it manifestg‘the necessary existence of a cauée
from thg existence of an.eff;;t.

_fr. Joseph Owens defends the necessary and therefore
scientific character of .quia demonstration through effects in
his article, "The 'Analytics' and Thomistic Metaphysical
Procedures.” He has in mind the proofs of the existence of
God. He discusses the necessary relationship of effect and
cause in terms of the necessap& connection between qualified

" and absolute being and links it to the demonstrative process

operative in a posteriori proof.

The reasoning follows the necessary phase of
being, and the necessary rhases only. The same
necessary phases continue in rigorous sequence to
the conclusion that the finite thing's being depends
upon another existent, and ultimately upon an exis-
tent whose very nature is to be. There is no possi-
bility at any stage in the reasoning that some finite
being may or may not be dependent on another. Depen-
dence on another appears in every link of the reasoning
as a thoroughly necessary characteristic of finite being.

From the standpoint of necessary sequence, then,
this metaphysical procedure of St. Thomas is strictly
demonstrative. It isg indeed dealing with an act that
is always accidental to finite things as well as

Y



> 53

~ DEMONSTRATIVE PROOF AND THE ASSENT OF THE INTELLECT.

essential to them. But the reasoning does not at

any time'use the accildental side as a link. It is
grounded throughout its whele process on the neces-
sary features only. 1In its final conclusion the
accidental phase of being has disappeared completely,
and the necessary characteristics alone remain in the
subsistent act of existing, In a word, the procedure
recognizes fully the accidental side of finite being
but at no +time lets the accidental phase condition
any of its links. It arrives at knowledge of a cause,
as cause of the effect in question, and shows that the
effect could not -be otherwise than dependent upon that
cause.  From this standpoint it satisfies the norms of
the Aristotelign Analyticg.32 : .

To sum up Fr. Owens' remarkﬁ. we may say that ahy
actuélly existing finite being has its being necessarily con-
nected to infinite subsistent being as to its cause; (it
should be noited that this necessarily implies that the being
of the cause is extrinsic to the being of the effect) and it
is this‘necessary connection in being which is the foundation

of the necessity present in a posteriori proof. When in our

final chapter we consider the proofs of the existence of God
themselves, we hope to make evident this necessity involved in

a posteriori proof.

Another contemporary philosopher, James Anderson, also
" discusses the scientific status of quia ﬁroof. however, from a

different perspective. He writes;

32 Mediaeval Studies, Vol. 26, 1964, p. 96.

r
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But I would point out that guia proof is properly
scientific in that it, too, is.a causally decisive
knowledge. Note zlso that guia proof is 'through
the cause' even when it moves from effect %o cause,
since an effect, in knowledge, is the cause of the
conclusion reached; the medigting factor'in all
proof (whether guia or bropter guid) is the epis-
temological cause of the demonstrative effect.

Now, as to the question of the relative scientific
value of guia and of Rropter quid proof, let this be
said: uia proof is not less scientific than propter
quid proof either in procedure or in certitude. On
the contrary, guia proof ig, as g demonstrative means,
fully scientific; it is fully scientific as-a.method
issuing in certain—knowledge—through-causes.

Anderson has'been influenced by his reading of .
John.of St. Thomas, who, when discussing how one is to hn'er-
stand that in the demonstrative syllogism the principies are
as the'"causéé of the conclusion" writes:

The foregoing is Principally a definition of the

explanatory demonstration. Yet as already mentioned,
it can be adapted to the demonstration of fact, if we
understand, by 'causes-of the conclusion,' not causes

in being, but causes in knowing and, relatively to us;
such causes can also be effects.35

We must admit that Anderson has shown us an equivocal,
or let us rather say an analogical, way in which guia demonstra-
tion is scientific demonstration, at least in terms of the

condition)- "through the causes;" yet he does not satisfactorily

33 "On Proof in Metaphysics,” Essays on Knowledge and
Methodology, ed. E. Simmons, Milwaukee, 1965, p. 99.

34 Ibid., p. 100. |
35 John of St. Thomas," The Material Logic, p. 476.

’

P
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address the question of .the univocal scientific status of
quia degpnstration through effects in terms of the second con-
dition, i.e. "necessary knowledge." It.is quite clear, how-
ever, that Anderson is convinced that quia proof through

effects is as certain a knowledge as propter quid proof.

We would like to turn our attention now to St. Thomas'
notion of intellectual assent and its relation to demonstrative
proof. It would seem\;;EEEr for us first to attempt. to define
intellectual assent in general and then to examine its place
within demonstrative proof.

We find St. Thomas describing assent in the following

passages from The Disputed Questions on Truth.

« + » We are not ‘said to assent to anything unless
we hold it as true. Likewise, one who doubts does
not have assent, because he does not hold to one side
rather than the other. Thus, also, one who has opinion
does not give assent, because his ag¢ceptance of the one
side is not firm. The Latin word sententia ( judgement)
as Isaac and Avicenna say, is a clear or very certain
comprehension of-one member of a contradictory propo-
sition. And assentire (assent) is derived from
sententia. Now, one who understands gives assent
because he holds with great certainty to one member
of a contradictory proposition.3

36 Vol. II, Questions X-XX., trans. by J.V. McGlynn,
5.J., Henry Regnery Company, Chicago, ¥ilinois, q. 14, a. 1.
In commenting on this text, .Benoit Garcesu, 0.M.I. explains
that this description of assent ". . . alclear and very cer-
tain comprehension . . ." of a proposition was not, in fact,
attributed to sententia by Avicanna, but rather,.it was attri-
buted by him to scientia, an attribution which has its origin

4
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. o oa asseht properly belongs to the in#éllect,
because it means an absolute adherence to that to

which assent is given.37 r

We can undetstard from these.passages that assent is'a
clear, certain and definitive determination Oﬁ-adhesioh of the
intellect to a Proposition as tfue and because of this it is
incompatible with doubt and even with opinioﬁ}both of whHich it
Iranscends i; clarity and certainty.38

This "absolute adherence" of assent is most a
emphatically ;nd'significantly experieﬁced and giemplified in
the intellect's grasp of the first princip}es of thought and

discovers in them the clearest and most certain of truths

in the Stoics. It would appear that St. Thomas misread
Avicenna's scientia for sententia and attributed to the latter
the meaning that the former had for Both Avicenna and the
Stoics. St. Thomas' misreading, Fr. Garceau indicates, is due
in part to the medieval habit of abbreviation of terms and in
part to St. Thomas' concern that scientia be clearly distin-
guished from intellectus, the habit of grasping first
principles. (Judicium, pp. 157-159)

37 Aquinas, Truth, gq. 14, a. ls ad. 3.

38 Concluding a comparison of "consent" with "assent"
in St. Thomas, Fr. Garceau defines assent in the following way:
" . assentir,\g'est appliguer le mouvement de l'intellect a
un énoncé reconnu comme vral, mals c'est au551. pour 1'intellect
speculatlf. proférer sa sentence propre quil ne consiste en rien
d'autre qu'a tenir ‘pour vrai un énoncé dont i}l a reconnu la
valeur de vérité."” (Judicium, p. 167)

Fr. Garceau goes on to compare assent to the other
operations of the mind and shows that it is the final and
definitive adherence of the mind to the truth of a proposition
and as such presupposes both apprehensic and judicium.

(cf., Judlclum, pp. 184-188)
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natura%ly‘attainable by the human.ihtellect. Thus the
baradigm of infallibly evident propbsitions are the fiyst
principles.whose clarity of truth necessitates assent. In
-fact, the evidence of the truths of the first principles is so
cogent and effects assent in such a way that the intellect
cannot conceive their opposite.

* ¢+ ¢ & common conception in the mind does not
bear on a reason from without (because it cannct be
broved by any argument » but bears on that reason
which is in the soul, because it is made known at
once by the natural light of reason. That it does
not bear on any reason from without is shown by the
fact that a syllogism is not formed to prove such
common copgeptions of the mind. Furthermore, that

‘to contest an outward reason, either truly or appar-
ently, but it is not always possible to do so with

the inward reason. This is so because nothing is so
true that it cannot be denied orally. (For even this
most evident principle that the same thing cannot be’
-and not be has been orally denied by somg). On the
other hand, some things are so true tha their opposite
cannot be conceived by the intellect. Therefore, they
cannot be challenged by the inward reason but only by
and outward reason which is by the voice. Such are the
common conceptions of the mind. 39 '

39 Aquinas, Commentary, pp. 61-62. For an excellent
discussion of assent to first principles, (cf., L.M. Regis,
Epistemology, Chapter XI). )

Professor Penelhum has argued that proof does not
compel assent and  the ultimate criteria of his argument hag N
congigted in arguing that Self—deception is an experience of
fact and that self-deception is a; "conflict state: one in
which men have » strong motive to believe the opposite of that
which the evidence directs them. Insofar as they ag they are
successful in doing it, they will seem not to know that which
the evidence points to. Insofar as they have some need to do
it, they will give .some signs that suggest they know it
nevertheless." (Problems of Religious Knowledge, p. 34)
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.

Assent in this boqtext'is in the strictest sense a
determination of the intellebt to oneg member of a contradic-

tory proposition. When we find St, Thomas considering the

-

assent involved in scientific or demonstrative reasoning.és
compared, on the one hand, to this assent . bo first principles
and on the other to the assent of faith, we discover that the

assent in deﬁbnstration is directly related to and participates

3 -\ i
in the assent to principles.

, Sometimes, again, the possible intellect is so
detefnined that it adheres to one member without
reservation. This happens sometimes because of the
intelligible object and sometimes because of the will.
Furthermore, the intelligible object sometimes acts
mediately, sometimes immediately. I% acts immediately
when the truth of the,proposition is unmistakably clear
immediately to the intellect from the imtelligible ob-
jects themselves. This is the state of one who under-
stands principles, which are known as soon as the terms
are known-.'. . . Here, the very nature of the thing
itgself immediately determines the. intellect to propo-
sitions of this sort. The intelligible object acts
mediately, however, when the understanding, once it
knows the definitions of the terms, is determined to
one member of the contradictory proposition in virtue .
of the first principles. This is the state of one who
has science.

Sometimes, however, the understanding can be
determined to one side of a contradictory proposition
neither immediately through the definitidns of the

.terms, as in the case with principles, nor yet in
virtue or principles, as is the case with conclusions
from a demonstration. And in this situation our

understanding is determined by the will, which chooses

We suggest that St. Thomas' distinction between the
"inward” and "outward"” reason can profitably serve as a
partial clarification on this phenomenon.
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%o assent to one side definitely and precisely | "
- because” of something which is enough to move the
- will, though not enough to move the understanding,
namely, since it seems good or fitting to assent to
this side. And this is the state of one who believes.
 This may happen when someone believes what anothe
" . says because it seems fitting or useful to do so.
Here, St. Thomas clearly explains to us that not only in the
cage of the first principles, but also in the case of mediate
truths, i.e. discursive thought, the intellect can be deter-

‘:
mined to one member of a contradiction ZMM adhere to it with
complete assurance, of its truth. This can happen from two
causes: (1) +the intelligible object itself, i.e. pfoposi—
tions known as true in virtue of first pr;nciples, and (2)
the force of the will choosing to assent to a propositioﬁ as
true. The #rst situation.occurs in relatfgn to conclusionsfﬂ/h
from demonstrative proof* and the sesond o in faith. In ’
demonstrative proof Phe intellect assents to the conclusions
in virtue‘ofxthe intellect's unconditional assent to the first

[ . .
principles. It is by an act of reduction of the conclusion to

the evideA;E of thé first.principles.that.the assent to K

, b

! a

One who has scientific knowledge: however,. does '
use discursive thought and gives assent, but the -
thought causes the assent, and the assent puts an
end to the discursive thought. For by the ve act
* of relating the principles to the conclusions*he _ b

e

conclusions is effected.

S

-
-

F

4o gquinas, Truth, q. 14, a. 1.

> -
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y assents to the conclusions by reducing them to e
.. ‘ J principles. There, the movement of the one who is

-thinking is halted and brought to rest. For in

: scientific‘knowledge the movement of reason begins
from the understanding of principles and ends there
after it has gone through the process of reduction.
Thus, its assent and discursive thought are not paral-
lel, but the discursive thought leads to6 -assent, and
the assent brings thought to rest.4l

) ' Whatevs higgs we know with scientific knowledge
‘ properly’so ¢ d we know by reducing them to first
principles which are naturally present to the under-
standing. In this way, all scientific knowledge
terminates in thd sight of a thing which is present.42
It is evidepit from these passages that the assent to
the conclusions in emonstrative proof is a necessary assent
~ due to the fact that the conclusions arg,seen by the.intellect
‘to participate in the evidence of the pf' ciples. This means .
that in demonstrative proof, the intellegt assents to the con-
élusions insofar as it sees in the conclusions the same
evidence as it sees in the principles. Thus, the intellect

-

s determined to the conclusions of a demonstrative proof just
~ “as it is determined to ‘one member of a contradictory proposi-
tion by the first principles. We will look at this more

closely when we &onsider the proofs of the existerce of God

. . themselves'
-
- 41 Ibid. | _
42 Ibid.,. q.1%,4a. 9. . {m\

b )
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We saw above in our analysis of St. Thomas'
understanding of demonstrative proof that it is precisely the
work of demonstréfion to render evident to the iptellect nec-
essarily true conclusions. When we were discussing demonstra-
tive proof, we discovered that it was diviged into twe types,

propter quid and quia, both of which we concluded resulted in

necessary true conclusion, though about different things.

Propter guid demonstration, we saw, results in necessarily

true conclusions answering the question why a thing was so,
that is it ﬁroved through the cause. Quia demonstration
fhrough effects, we saw, results in necessarily itrue conclu-
sions answering the gquestion if a thing was so, that”is, it
proved the existencé of a thing through the necessary connec-
tion obtaining between the actual existence of some effect and
its extrinsic cause. It proves the existence of the cause.
Both forms of demonstration, then, we may conclude, involve '
and effect necessary assent though about different things.

1
Propter gquid“proof effects necessary assent to the reason why

a thing exists and quia proof effe¢ts necessary assent to the
fact that a thing exists. Wheﬁ,in our last chapter, we inves-

tigate the proofs of- the existence of God, we will explicitiy

\_consider the assent involved in them in light 6f the under-

standing of demonstrative proof and intellectual assent éiven

in this chapter.
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%ﬁ/;;;;ing this chapter to a qlose, thé;, we remind
and impress upon our reader St. Thomas' position that demon-
strative proof necessitates intql;ectual assent toe the econclu-
sion. In this chabter we have attempted to explain St. Thomas'
notion of proof'and to clarify how—Sy. Thomas understood proof
to compel assent. We discovered and discussed the two types

of proof, i.e. 'proof propter quid and pqpbf guia and attempted

to explain the role of assent in each. We found it more dif-
ficult at first to clarify the scientific status of guia proof
through effects due to the ambiguity.in St. Thomas' text con-
cerning tﬂe necessity involved in such proof. NeVertheless,
we found.-significant evidence and argument to sé;port the
position that a_posteriori proof 1nvolves nece351ty and

therefore effects involuntary assent to the conclu31on.
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CHAPTER III
FAITH AND INTELLECTUAL ASSENT

. .Having discyssed St. Tﬁomas' understanding of
demonstrative proof and assent in £{he previous chapter, we now
turn our attention to his doctring of faith and ass;;t. As
St. Thomas presents his doctrine of faith at length in both-

the Summa Theologiae and De veritate, the Disputed Quegtiong

on Truth, these two works will provide the primary source of
our analysis of his doctrine of faith. We have, however, -
chosen to follow the order of anglysis found in the Summa
which first disfusses the object of faith, secondly the act of
faith, and thirdly the virtue of faith.l “Just as our centrgl
'intérest in the anélysis of demonstrative proof was to under-

stand and explain the natire’of the intellectual assent

is of faith our paramount

‘checern is the quektion of assenty

™

To begin, St. Thomas explYains that the object of faith

is God, the first Truth. God, wever, though simple in

~3umma Theologiae, II-II, q. 1, a. 1. For a
comparative ,study of the two approaches to the question of
faith found in De veritate and the Summa, (cf., T.W. Guzie,
S.J., "The Act of Faith According to St. Thomas: A Study in
Theological Methodology," The Thomist, Vol. 29, pp. 239-280).
Relative to our study, Fr. Guzie remarks that ". . . the psy-
chological description of 'thinking' as an act of deliberating,
and the psychological definition of 'assent' are new elements
found in the Summa and absent from the earlier work De Veritate

.+ ." (cf., Ibid., p. 268). :
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Himself is known to us in a complex manner by way of
propositions. What is known is known according to the condi-
tions of the knower and the proper conditién of human knowing
is through propositiong.

Accordingly the First Truth which is in itself
simple, is the object of faith. But our understand-
ing receives it in its own manner by means of the

- composition (of judgment). Thus, our understanding,
by giving assent as true to the composition which is
made in judgment, tends towards first truth as toward
its object. Thus, nothing prevents the first truth . : :
from being the object of faith, although faith treats i
of propositjons.2 ' ‘

Aquinas es not say that propositions are known but

that God is known through them. The simple is known by us
J’ '.‘\ )
through the compléxity of a proposition. That in which the

act is faith is completed, therefore, is not a proposition but i
- N ;‘

that which is known through i%, i.e. God, the First Truth. . 3
N

3

Now the act of the believer does not terminate
in a proposition, but in a thing., For as in science
we do net form propositions, except in order to have
knowledge about things through their means, 8O is it
in faith.3

Faith, therefore, is like science in that it finds its end and §
completion in a knowledge of things themselves. Though it is
through propositions that the First Pruth is known, what is

known is the First Truth itself.

2 Truth, q. 1%, a. 8, ad. 5.

3 Summa Theologiae, II-II, q. 1, a. 2, ad. 2.
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) Furthef, there is another sense as well in which faith
may be understood to go beyond propositions and this because‘
of the intrinsic role of the will in faith. Faith may be
spoken of as going beyond propositions insofar,as.it involves.
love and trust in the person of God. When St. Thomas asks, is
"ithe act of faith suitably distinguished as believing God,

believing in a God, and believing in God?" his answer reveals

4

this sense of faith.
Now the object of faith can- be considered in
three ways ¢ . . the object of faith can be con-
sidered either on the part of the intellect, or
d on the part of the will that moves the intellect.
If it be considered on the part of the intellect,
then two things can be observed in the object of

faith . . . . One of these is the material object
of faith and in this way an act of faith is 1o
believe in a Ggd . . . . The other is the formal

aspect of the objgct, for it is the medium on
account of which we hssent to such and such a
point of faith; and thus an act of faith is 1o
beli e e s - .
Thirdly, if the object of faith be considered

. in so far as the intellect is moved by the will,

an act of faith is to believe in God. For the -

First Truth is referred to the will, through

having the aspect of an ‘end.

"Do believe in God" means for St. Thomas, primarily
2 ’ .
because of the activity of the will, to long for, trust and
love God as the infinitely good personal being with whom we .

have a friendship. This involves the entire person, both

4, Ibid., q. 2, a. 2.
‘—.ﬂ_:.l
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intellect and will, and completes one's entire life and
purpose for being. . It is in light of the will tﬁat the First
Truth becomes an end for man and the object of love. It is in
this love of God that oﬁe may properly speak of faith as going
beyond merehassent}fo statements about God.~ Later in this
chapter, we will hav;‘occasion té look more thoroughl& at the
function of the will in faith and we are confident that. this
sense of faith spoken of here will be more readily appreciated.
Just as it is a proper condition of hupan knowing to
know through propositions, so algo is it proper to human knowl-

9
edge to reason and think. In the Summa Theologiae, St. Thomas
1

begins his discussion of the role of thought and reason in

faith by commenting upon St. Augustine's well-known definition

v

5 In another passage of the Summa found later in the
questions on faith, St. Thomas describes for us a manner in
which the act of faith should be understood not to terminate
in a proposition but rather in a person. ". . . whoever
believes, assents to someone's words; so that, in every form of
belief, the person to whose words assent is given seems to hold
the chief place and to be the end as it were; while the things
by holding which one assents to ‘that persgon hold a secondary .
Place. Consequently, he that holds the Christian faith aright,
gssents, by his will, to Christ, in those things which truly
belong to His doctrine.” (Summa Theologiae, II-II, a. 11, a. 1)

Josef Pieper refers to this as the "personal element”
in faith and offers a significant and valuable discussion of
it in chapter two of his work entitled, {Belief and Faith,
trans. by Richard Winston and Clara Winston, Henry Regnery
Company, Chicago, Illinois, 1963). We recommend also:

(James A. Mohler, S.J., The Begihning of Eternal Life, Philo-
sophical Library Inc., New York, 1968,. pp. 80-81), on the
subject of the personal dimension of faith in St. Thomas. -

-
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of faith given in his work, De Praedestinatione Sanctorum.6
Here St. Augustine tells us that to believe is ". . . %o think
with assent . . ,," ". . . cum assensione cogitare.“7 In this

definition, St. Thomas first addresses himself to %he'meaning'
of cogitare. | ~

| "To think" can be understood in three ways explains
Aquinas: (1) in the most general sense, as any actual con-
sideration of the mind; (2) more ép cifically, as the consid-
eration of the intellect with inquiry and deliberation about
universals pagceding the arrival at the certitude of sight;
(3) as thé consideration of particulars performed sy the ,
cogitative power or the sensitive_i‘aculty;8 .

Given this tripartite division, ". . . to think with
assent. . ." properly expresses the meaning of "to believe”
if "to think" is understood in the second'sense, that is, as
the chnsideration of the intellect with imquiry and

deliberqtion abodt universals preceding the certitude of sight.

6 Summa Theologiae, II-II, q. 2, a. 1; Trufh—q- >
a. 1. - ' -

- .7 De Praedestinatione Sanctorum, II, Patrologiae

e éursus completus, Series Fatina, EE|933. ed. J.P. Migne, Paris,
© ~ 18B%-55, . .

8 Summa Theologiae, II-II, g. 2, a. 1.
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If, on the other hand, to think be understoocd in
the second way, then this expresses completely the
nature of the act of believing. For among the acts
belonging to the intellect, some have a firm assent
without any such kind of thinking, as when a man con-
siders the things that he knows by science, or under-
stands, for this consideration is already formed. But
.some acts of the intellect have unformed thought devoid
of a firm assent, whether they incline to neither side,
as in one who doubts: or incline to one side rather
thdn the other,.- but on account of_ some slight motive,
as in one who suspects; or incline to one side yet
with fear of the other, as in one who gpines. But
this act to believe, cleaves firmly to one side, in
which respect belief has something in common with
science and understanding; yet its knowledge does not
attain the perfection of clear sight, wherein it
agreeg with doubt, suspicion and opinion. Hence it
is proper to the believer to think with assent: so
that the act of believing is distinguished from all
other acts of the intellect, which are about the true
or the false.9

SE; Thomas, in this passage, has identifieq six
différent acts of the intellect in clarifying the uniqueness
of the act of faith. These are: to understand, to have
science, to doubt, to suspect, to opine and to believe.
Science and understanding have firm assent without involving
the kind of thinking understood as "unformed thought.” Doubt,
sugpicion, and opinion consist of "ﬁnformed thought" yet do
not enjoy firm assent. Faith alone consists of the union of

"unformed .thought' and "firm assent. "’

9 Ibid.

*

10 Josef Pieper offers an explanation of cogitare which
we find applicable here as an aid in clarifying the significance
of "unformed thought." "It is therefore vital to see just what
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In duestion fourteen on faith in De véritate,¢
St. Thomas enlightens us further about the relation of think-
ing and assent to be found in faith. He does this by‘way of
comparison to the thinking and‘assent characterizing the

sciences.

One who has scientific knowledge, however, does
use discursive thought and gives assent but the
thought causes the assent, and the assent puts an
end to the discursive thought. For by the very
act of relating the principles to the conclusions
he assents to the conclusions by reducing them to
the pr1nc1ples. There, the movement of the one who
is thinking is halted and brought to rest. For in
scientific knowledge the movement of reason begins
from the understanding pr1n01ples and ends there
after it has gone through the process of reduction.
Thus, its assent and discursive thought are not
parallel, but the discursive thought leads to
assent, and assent brings thought to rest.ll

. One who has faith, on the other hand, employs
discursive thought and assents to one member of a contradic-
tory proposition, yet the cause of the assent is not the

thought nor dées the assent put the thought to rest.

is meant here by cogitare and cogita . What is meant is
searching investigation, probing con deratlon, conferring

with oneself before deciding, being on the track of, 2 mental
reaching out for something not yet finally found. All of these
processes, taken together, may be subsumed w1th1n tHe term
'mental unrest.’

It is therefore the linking of final assent with a
residual cogitatio, that is, the association of rest and unrest,
which dlstlnctlvely characterizes the beligver." (Belief and
Faith, pp. 45-46

11 Truth, q. 14, a. 1.
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But, in faith, the assent and,the discursive thought
are more or less parallel. For the assent is not
caused by the thought, but by the will, as has just

. been sdid. However, since the understanding does not
in this way have its action terminated.at one thing so
that it is conducted to its proper term; which is the
sight of some intelligible object, it follows that its
movement is not yet brought to rest. Rather, it still
thinks discursively and inquires about the things which
it believes, even though its assent to*them is unwaver-
ing. For, insofar as it depends on itself alone, the
understanding is not satisfied and ig not limited to
one thing; instead} its action is terminated only from
without . . . . Due to this, also, a movement directly
opposite to what the believer holds most firmly can
arise in him, although this cannot happen to one who
understands or has scientific knowledge.l2

We might, by contrast tb fhis parallel relationship between

discur;ive thought and assent found in faith, describe the
//”’"—Telationship between thought and assent in'science as a pér—

pendicuiar relationship where the iine of thought itself 'ends

in assent.

In faith, discursive thought or thinking does not come
to rest in the certitude of sight or evidence as in science,
therefore, it is characterized as "unformed thought,” i.e.

‘unterminated thinking. It does, however, “reach the certitude

of assent through\f?e efficacy of the will.13 St. Thomas

* 12 Ibid.

13 It is important to notehat the assent of faith
as such does not terminate thinking concerning matters of and
related to faith. Such a termination of the discursive process
about any matter of faith-is an act of the will in the order of
the simple employment of the intellect, independent of the
assent of faith. .
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further explains that in terms of the certitude of the act of
assent itself in faith, it may even be described as more cer-
tain than the assent of science, yet in terms of the evidence
less certain. -

Certitﬁde can mean two things. The first is
firmness of adherence, and with reference to thig,
faith is more certain than any understanding (of
principles) and scientific knowledge. . . . The
second is the evidence of that to which assent is
given. Here, faith does not have certainty, but
scientific knowledge and understanding do. 14

- . _

We turn our attention now more directly to the
consideration of the assent involved in faith. First, we
reiterate the definition of assent given in the previous chap-
ter. We are not said to have assented to anything unless it
- is held as true. ". . . assent properly belongs to the intel-
lect, because it means an absolute adherence to that to which
assent is given."lé Firm assent is intrinsic to the act of
faith and separates it from doubt, suspicion, and opinion
which do net incorporate assent, for in these acts there is
not absolute adherence to one member of a contradictory pPropo-
sition as in faith. However, it is like understanding and
knowledge because of its firm assent but different from them

also in terms of the cause of assent.

14 Truth, q. 1%, a. 1, ad. 7.
15 1Ibid., ad. 3.

—~



A

FAITH AND INTELLECTUAL ASSENT

2%

In common with understanding and knowledge it
{raith] possesses certain and fixed assent; and in
this it.differs from opinion, which accepts one of
two opposites, though with fear that the other may
be true and. on account of this doubt it fluctuates
between contraries.l

We said that faith differs from understanding and

¥
science in terms of the cause of the firm assent. This dis-

tinction in the cause is a distinction between the seen and
the unseen or batween the intelligible object and the will.
The intellect assents to propositions in two distinct manners,

namely as 'seen and as unseen. The intellect can bg moved to

‘agsent by an objééf such as the first principles of the under-

gtanding or the conclusions of demonstrative knowledge; or the
intellect can be moved to assent through choice, that is, by

the will. The first way, ‘through the object, is vision. The’

L
latter, through the influence of the will, is as unseen. The

seen is that which by itself moves the senses or the intellect
to knowledge, i.e. assent independent of the will,

Faith implies assent of the intellect to that
which is believed. ' Now the intellect assents to
a thing in two ways. First, through being moved
to asgent by its very object, which is known either
by itSelf (as in the case of first principles, which
are held by the habit of understanding), or through

16 St. Thomas Aquinas, The Trinity and The Unicity of
The Intellect, (Commengary on De Trinitate), trans. by Sr. Rose

Bremnan, S.H.N., B, Herder Book Co., St. Louis, MO, 1946, q. 3,
a. 1.

-

i

‘
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sométhi#g else already known (&s\in

& case of ‘l\-'
conclusions which are held by the habit)of science)]\} e

B Se dly, the intellect assents to something not
-_‘Tﬁﬁgﬁgh being sufficiently moved to the assent by
" its proper object, but through an act of choice,-
whereby it turns voluntarily to one side rather
than' to the otherr and if this be accompanied by,
doubt and fear of the opposite side, there will be
opinion, while, if there be certainty and no fear
of the other side, there wili be faith, o
Now those things are said to be seen whichy- of
- themselves, move the intellect or the ge 8. to
knowledge of them. Wherefore it is eviden® that )
neither faith nor opinion can be of things seen . .
either by the senses or by the intellect.l?

« In-faith, consequently, the'in%ellect'ii moved to

assent by the will; and it is the will which causes the %sgent

and not vision or evidence, i.e. the sensible object, the

intellectual object, or discursive thoﬁght as in unde}standing

Y -

and Science.

We find the same Point made in a more comprehensive

manner in De veritate. We restate here an important passage

quoted earlier.’

Sometimes, again, the possible inteliect is so
determined that it adherés -to one member without
reservation. .This happens sometimes because jof the” ,

G_intélligiblg-obéect and sometimes because off the will.
" Furthermore’, the intelligible objedt someti eg acts
mediately, sometimes‘immediately. It acts immediately
when the. truth of theeproposition ig unmi gtakably clear )
immediately to the intellect from the intelligible '
objects themselves. This. is the state of one who under-

-+ gtands Prineiples, which ard:known as soon as the terms
are known, as the Philosopher says. Here, the very AR
nature of the thing itself imme tately. determines the

e Ry

‘ . n,...k o la.
17 Summa Theologiae,.II-1I, q. 1, &, 4. : -

- . rd Y
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" intellect to propositions of this sort. The intel-
ligible object acts médiately, however, when the- i
understanding, once it knows the definitions of:the
terms, is determined to one member of the contradic-
tory proposition in virtue of first principles., - .

-This is thé state of one who has science. -

Sometimes, however, the understanding can be
determined to one side of a contradictory proposi-
tion neither immediately through the definitionsg of
the terms, as is the case with principles, nor vet
in virtue of prineciples, as is, the case with conclu-
sions from a demonstration. And in this situation
our understanding is determined by the will wWhich
chooses to assent to one sgide definitely and Pre-

‘cisely because of something which is enough to move
the wilil, though not enough to move the understand-,
ing, namely, since it seems good or fitting to assent 18°
to this side. And this ig ‘the state of one who believes.

" In light o% these reflections, St. Thomas is able to
formulate a quipféssential description of the act'of-faith.
The act of faith, he concludes, is ". . . an act of the intel-
lect determinafe to one object by fhé will's commapd."19

| Having ¢stablished that the will is the cause of the
firm adherence or assent of the %ptellect to one side of a
cohtraﬁictory Proposition, whﬂEh is the aét of fai y We must -

.eéa@ine’in dpféil'the way.in'which the will causes this. asgsent
of thé;intéllect. To dd éhis, we must first understand ade-
quately howAiéith;is said td:feside in_fhe intellect, though

the cause of its asse

nt is the will.
' . -

- \
h : 2 8 ¥ - : -
18 Truth, .. 14, a. 1. - . . i
19 Summa Theologiae. II:II, Qe b 2. 1. . LB
. Yo . . . -
' - Cop N . . ) \
A4 . . - - oy
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First, fai?E\ii/said t0 reside in the intellect
. X X
cause the object of faith is the First Truth and truth is
the “proper object of the intellect. .
Now, to believe is immediately an-act of the
intellect, because the object of that act is the
true, which pertains properly to the intellect.

Consequently, faith which is the proper principle
of that act, must needs reside in the intellect.20

Further, it is evident that faith resides in the
speculative intellect and not the practical intellect, even
though the will is involyed, for the object of faith is
uncreated truth and~nof a truth which can be made. |

But, to be practical, the understanding must be
the proximate rule of action, as that by which one
studies the thing to be done, .the methods of oper-
ation, and the causes of work. It is evident,. how- _
ever, that the object of+faith is not a truth which
can be produced, but the uncreated truth, which can
be an object ohly of speculative understanding.
Consequently, faith is in the speculative under-
standing, although it is the remote occasion of
doing something.z2l 5

But because the act of 'fdith as such proceeds from
both the will and the intellect, ". . . it [faitn] is not in

- the speculative understanding absolutely,'but/only insofar as
‘ ' 22

it is 'subject to- the will." The one act of ,faith belongs
~ principally to the intellect which is its proximate subject as
: <
—— ' N
° 20 Ibid., a. 2. N
: N

21 Truth, q. 14, a. 4.
22 Ibid.
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its object is the First Truth, but it does not belong
abselutely to the intellect as the assent is dependent on the'
‘influence of the will which is the productive principle of
the éssent of faith. |

Faith, therefore, has a twofold principle: (1) ‘the

intellect and its object, i.e. truth, and (2) the will and

its object, i.e. the good.

For the state of the believer, as has been
said above,.is such that the intellect is deter-
mined %o something through the will, and the will
does nothing except in gsc far as it is moved by
its object, .which is the good to Pe sought for and
its end. In view of*this, faith needs a ‘twofold
principle, a first which is the good that moved -
the will, and a second which is that to which the
understandlng gives assent under the influence of

v the will.?

Aquinas explalns that man has a twofold final good,

-

the flrst natural, i.e. proportlpnate to his nature and the
:second. transcending nature, i.e. not in proportion to man's
~ nature but beyond it. It is on, account of this latter ‘good
that the will moves the intellect.to‘believe. The natural

good consists in contemplative wisdom and moral virtue, i.e. -

-

- prudence. The transcendent good consists in eternal life.

Man, however, has a twofold final“good, which first
“moves the will as a final end. The first of these is
oportionate to human nature since natural powers

ﬁ:e scapable of attalnlng it. This is-the happiness

e .
- 4

© 23 Ibid., a. 2. ' -
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.

about which the philosopher speaks, either as
contemplative, which consists in the act of wisdom,
or active, which consists first of all in the act of
prudence, and in the act of the other moral virtues
as they depend on prudence. S

The other is the good which is out of all
proportion with man's nature because his natural
bpowers are not enough to attain to it either in
thought or desire. It is promised to many only
through the divine liberality: 'The eye hath not
seen . . .' (lCor. 2:9). This is life everlasting.
It is because of this good that the will is inclined

to give assent to those” things which it holds by
faith.24 . ‘ ' .

. The will, therefore, presents to the intellect as
worthy of assent that which is not. evident to the understanding
naturélly. i.e. that whiéh does hot effectassent ipvoluntarily
and necessarily, and therefore determines the iﬁtellect's
assent to it. It determines the intellect to assent insofar
as it apprehends in thig truth a sﬁp;dﬁe-good for man, and it
is fhe will's-appeti%e for this sﬁpreme good which~ié the ini-
tial productive principle of the intellect's assent. Further,
truth as truth is itself a good for the *intellect and the will
apprehends truth as such aé a good for fhe‘intellect and
thereforebwortﬁy of'aséent. » ’

But ghe will, under the movement of this good,

Droposes as worthy of.assent something which is not
evident to the nhatural understanding. JIn this way

it gives the understanding a determination to that
which is not evident, the determinatior, namely, to *

assent to it. .Therefore, just as the intelligible

LA

24 Ibid. B
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thing which is seen by the understanding determines
the understanding, and for this reasocn is =aid to b
conclusive evidence (ar ere} to the mind; so also,
Something which is no% evident to the understanding
determines it and convinces (ar ere) the mind because

the will has accepted it as some hing to which assent
should be given.25 A

The will, in light of the promised gdbd of eternal

life, moves the intellect to ‘agsent. However, because Epgf//

promised good of eternal. 1ife is an end beyond the attainment

“of the will naturally, even though it has an inclination:

toward it, it must be aided by God with grace.

+ since man, by agsenting to matters of faith, , :
 1s raised above his nature, this must needs accrue %o A\ (R
{ him from some supernaturbl principle moving -him in-
-wardly; and this is God. TherefoF aith, as regards
the ‘assent which is the chief act of faith, is from

God moving man ‘inwardly by grace.Z26
To ﬁelievgﬁhbes indeed depend on the will of the
, believer: but man's will needs to be prepared by . "
God with grace, in orfler that he may be raised to
things which.are above his nature . 2

I3

We have now looked at both the objedt of faith and the

LT s A e T e e B R A g L 4,

act of faith. THe definition at the heart of St. Thomas' des-

AL

cription of the act of faith as we saw was St. Augustine's,
~"cum assensioné cogitdre." ' To éqmplete his undérstanding of,

faith, St. Thomas discusses the habit or virtue of faith; tand

‘ A
- ) *

25" Ibid.

26 'Summa Theologiae,.II-II, q. 6, a. 1.

27 Ibid., ad: 3. ' 5 -
’ .‘ H ‘ \»-‘. ' - . r“‘- T
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just as St. Augustine's definition of faith offered a starting
. o .

point for the analysis of the act of faith, so Qeré St. Paul's
famous defihition of faith given in the letter to the Hebrews
becomes the starting point of his analysis of the virtue of
‘faith and thé.f?undation of his own qgmplgte and final'
‘definition of faith.

The definition of faith given in the letter_to the

Hebrews réadsr "Faith is the substance of things hoped for.

. the evidence of things that appear not w28

St. Thomas argues
that this is a complete definition of faith éven_though it is
: . ot L.Q:_-- . ‘
not presented in the finished form of a définition. He, then
states: | y
In order to make this clear, we must observe L f
~that since habits are known by their acts, and acts
by their objects, faith, belng a habit, should be
defined by its proper act in' relation to its proper
g object.29

Thus, it is in the light of all that we have already

seen that|[St. Thomas shows St Paul's deflnltlon of faith to
be % fitting and complete definition. We saw that the proper
dct of faith involves both the will and the intellect. It
involves:the'intellect because its profer 6bject'f§’;;;\hgrst
Truth; it involves the will, fiﬁsi because the First Truth is

o L Y

28 Ibld., q. 4, a. 1. Here St. Thomas quotes from
the Vulgate, Heb., 11:1, "Fides est substantla sperandarum rerum,
.argumentum non apparentum.” ; :

-

; 29 Supma Theologgae. II- II, q- 4 a. 1.

-

. . .
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itself‘thg Supreme &m%?of eternal,life30 and secondly because

the First Truth is unseen. 4

In terms of the will and its object, then, the Supreme

Good as unseen and unpossessed, faith is properly spoken of as

+ + the substance of things to be hoped for." -~

For we are wont to call by the name of substance,
the first beginning of a thing, especially when the
« Wwhole subsequent thing is virtually contained in the ;
first beginning; ... . . In this way then .faith is )
said to be the substance of things to be hoped for, '
for the reason that in us the first beginning -of /r///

things to be hoped for is brought about by the assent
of faith, which contains virtually all things.to be )
hoped for. Because we hope %0 be made happy through
seeing the unveiled truth to which our faith

cleaves, . . . .

In terms of the intellect and its object, faith is

properly spoken of as ". . . the evidence of things that

appear not."

The relationship of the act of faith to the
object of the intellect, considered as the object
of faith, is indicated by the words, evidence of
things that appear not, where evidence is taken for
the result of evidence. For evidence induces the - ’

8.

*

30 ". . . for man to beyordained to the good which is
eternal life, there must be somd initial participation of it -
in him %o whom it is promised. However, eternal 1jife consists
in the full knowledge of God, as is clear from John .(17:3) 1
‘Now this is éternal/liﬁe =+ « +' Conseqguently, we must have.
within us some initial participation-of ‘this supernatural knowl-
edge. We have it through faith, which by reason of an infused . .
light holds those_things_yhich,are beyond our natural knowlegge.“ :
(Truth, q. 14. a. 2). . '

31 Summa Theologiae.lII:IIé Q. 4, a. l?

.
. +
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intellect to adhere to a truth, wherefore the firm -
adhegion of the intellect to the non-apparent truth
of faith is called evidenc?/gereaBZ

4

We have here in St. Paul's description of faith,
theréfore, a complete definitien of faith which when put in

the proper form of a definition by St. Thomas reads as follows:

begun in us, making the intellect assent to what is non-

apparent.l"?3 + Then in demonstrating the complete satsifactori-

ness of this definition, $t. ThomasAéxplains-how this defini—-

tion distinguishes faith fr6m'all ofher acts énd habits | ) s
‘pe;taining to the intéllect.

Foyr when we describe it as evidence we distinguish )
it from opinion, suspicion and 'doubt, which do not i
make the intellect adhefe to anything firmly; when '
we go on to say, of things that appear not, we dis- :
tinguish it from sciencg and deerstanding. the f
objects of which is some%hing”apparent; and when we .
say that it is the substance of things to be hoped
for, we distinguish the virtue of faith from faith
‘commonly so called, which has no reference.te the
beatitude we hope for.3 ) :

A\

~

- 32 Ibid. For a'more extensive qommentary by St.
Thomas on St. Paul's ‘text, (cf., Super Epistolas S. Pauli
Lectura, Ad Hebraeos, Vol. II, Caput XI, Lectio I., Cura'P.
Raphaelis cai, O.P., Marietti, Tourini Romae, 1953). This

. commentary, ix _fact, is something of a summary Qf the whole of

St. Thomas' docyrine on faith.

.t » * j
. - /
. 33 Summa Theologiae, II-II, q. 4; &, 1. -
34 Ibid. - |

-
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Having reached .4 complete definition of faith in light
of St. Paul's definition, St.'Thomas~develops’;u€ analysis of
falth specifically insofar as it is a virtue. Ihsofar as
faith is said td be a virtue, i.e. a perfection, St. Thomas
describes what is bresupposed if this habit is to be perfect
and in what its perfection specifically consists. He tells us
therefore &

o

« + . to believe is an act of the intellect,
inasmuch as the will moves it to assent¥. And this
act proceeds from the will and the intellect, both
of which have a natural aptitude to be perfected in
this way. Consequently, if the act of faith is to
~ be perfect, there needs to be a habit in the will as
well as in the intellects . . , .35
__ Not only does the will need to be ready to obey,
put also the intellect heeds to be well disposed to
follow the' command of the will, . . .; hence there
needs to be a habit of virtue net only in the com-
manding will but also in the assenting intellect.36
If the act is to be perfect, therefore, both the will
. A
and intellect must possess the disposition to act well and the
actual perfection of the act of faith corisists in the intel-
lect and the will acting infallibly towards their respective
object and end, namely the First Truth and the Supreme Good.
This habit is what Aquinas calls "living faith," tHKat ig fajth
formed by charity. And' it is precisely living faith which isg

the virtue of faith.
1

X

35, Ibid., a. 2. -
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+ "« . hence, any habit that is always the
principle of a good act, may be called a human virtue.
Such a habit is living faith. For since to believe is
an act of the intellect assenting to the truth at the
command of the will, two things are required that this
act may be perfect: one of which is that the intel-
lect should infallibly tend to its object, which is
the true; while the ‘other is that the will shéuld be.
infallibly directed to the last end, on account of
which it assents to the true: and both of these are
found in the act of living faith. For it belongs to
the very essence of faith that the intellect should
ever tend to the true, since nothing false can be the
object of faith, as proved above (Q. 1, A. 3): while
the effect of charity, which is the form of faith, is
that the soul ever has its will directed to a good
end. Therefore living fgith is a virtue.

, On the other hand, lifeless faith is not a virtue,
because, though the act of lifeless faith is duly »
perfect on the part of the intellect, it has not its
due perfection as regards the will: . . ., .37

Charity, then, is the form of faith, living faith, and
the principle of its perfection, that is, it is the principle
of its being a virtue in the broper sense. Dead faith on the

r 4 ,
other hand is not a virtue, for the will is not perfgcted in

the disinterested love which is'charity.J0 /o '
- ' \ \ n
'- ) .
‘ Lo
3? . Ibldc y G 5 - . \
38 "Therefore chérity is friendship . . . not every

‘ love has the character of friendship, but that love which is
together with benevolence,. when to wit, we love someone so as
to wish good ‘to him. If, however, we do not wish good to what
we :love, but wish it's good for ourselves . . . it is love not
of fgiendship, but of a kind of concupiscence.” (Ibid., q. 23,
a. 1) ‘ :

'
v — b -
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. . Voluntary acts take their species from
their end'which is the will's object., MNow that
wQ%ch gives a thing its species, 'is after the man-
ner of a form in natural things. /Wherefore the

form of any voluntary act is, if a manner, the end
to which that act is directed,’both because it takes
its species therefrom, and géhause the mode of an
action should correspond proportionately to the end.
Now it is evident from what has been said, that the
act of faith is directed to the object of the will,
i.e., the good, as its end: and this good which is
the end of faith, viz., the Divine Good, is the
proper object of charity. Therefore charity is
called the form of faith in so far'as the act of
faith is perfected and formed by charity.39

Further._charity is not only the cause of the
perfection of faith, but it is also the real cause of its
meritoriousness. The fact that faith is voluntary is the

first condition of its meritoriousness for nothing can be

_ meritorious but the vbluntary, but the specific and actual

cauge of its meritoriousness is that it has been formed by
charity. The beginningvof faith or non-living unfofmgd faith,
then, which is an initial assent by the will's omdination to

the prdmised good of eternal life is an exclusively self-

‘ e . . , .
interested act on the part of the will and even though aided
by God, is not in itself méritorious. Only habits proceeqing

from charity are\meritorious.

- But, with reference to its end, faith is perfected.
in the affections, because 1t is by reason of char-

“ity that it can merit its end. The beginning of .
faith, too is ip;jhefaffectibns, insofar as the will

- ‘ . . {\t—

. 39 Ibid., q. %, a. 3. : o
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or again,

The fact that
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determines the intellect to assent to matter of
faith. But that act of the will is an act neither
of charity or hope, but of the appetite seeking a

promised good. N
A virtug is said to be formed in so far as it
is able to' elicit a meritorious act. But no act

can be meritdriqus and acceptable to God unless
i% proceeds from love. Therefore. charity is the
form of all the virtues.4l -

d.tary act allows St. Thomas to argue that even the intellectual

L)

act of-the scientist can in one respect be meriforiousr»that

is, 'in the order of the employment of the intellect in the

v
Two thinfs may be considered in science; namely,
the scientist's assent %o a scientific fact, and
his consideration of that fact. Now the assent of
science is not -subject to free’ will, because the
scientist is obliged’to assent by the force of the
demongtration, wherefore scientific assent is not
meritorious. But the actual consideration of what
a man knows scientifically is gybdect to his free-
will, fol it is in his power to consider or not to
con51d§§§) Hence scientific consideration may be

- meritofious if it be referred to the end of charity,
i.e. to the honor of God or the good of our neighbor.

On the other hand, in the case of faith, both these
things are subject te the free-will so that in both
respects the act of faith can be meritorious: . L2

L0 TPruth, q. 1%, a. 2, ad. 10.
41 Ibid., a. 5, Sed gontra 3'.

47 Summa Theologiae, II-II, q. 2, a. 9, ad. 2.

charity is the principle of merit of any volun-
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]

What is more, for those who have char}ty, there ig a
way in whlch the merit of faith 15 riot dlmlnlshed even in
those cases of scientific assent where truths about God are
known through demonstrations. For St. Thomas argues that
charity so dlsposes the will that such truths would have been
readily accepted on' faith had they not been known through

demonstrations and thls 13 sufflclent for the merlt to be.

malntalned though the act of faith itself is

‘1nlshede

+ » « though demonstrative reasong in 'support of
.the preambles of faith, but not of the articles of -
falth, diminigh the measure of faith, since they
make the thlng believed to*be seen, yet they do not-
diminish the meas charity, which makes the will
ready to believe t em, evex if they were unseen, and
go the measure " of Meni: is Yot diminighed. 3

St. Thomas doctrlne to understand that in hlS

alone is the pr1nc1p1e of merit w1th1n falth and not 31mply

the fact that it is voluntary. ' ' - ‘ _“

Now, .before we end our analy81s, there are a few final

though 31gn1flcant remarks we must make in regard-to the '
s e . .
- 3 . ’ ’

-
43 Ib1d ) 2, 10. ad. 2, It ig our critique that

throughout Professo@}Penelhum 8 analysis of St. Thomas* doc-.

trine of ‘faith, in his articles ag well as in hig book,

St. Thomas' gtriet ‘attribution of erit “to charity is never

. really appreciated, nor .doeg.it.-geem to higve- been apprec1ated
by Professor Hick.
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. digtinction mentioned above by St. Thomas in reference to

science. In this passage, St._Thomas'stafes quite clearly

that even though scientific assent is-necessary, scientific

hiy

consideration as such is not. ' We believe that it is only

within an abknowledgement of this liberty bf Bcienéific consy
. sideration can the difficulties raised by Professo; Penelhum
.concerﬁing dissent in the faée of proof be resolvéd without
paradéx and contradiction.
When John of St. Thomas comments on this liberty of
& scientific conéideratﬂ%n infrelation to.the ﬁecessity of
scientific assent, he writes:

When the intellect is confronted by evident -
. Premises, it is directly necessitated, in exercise,
to assent to the conclusion. Yet, such assent can
- be indirectly prevented by the will'inasmuch as the
' intellect is not necessitated to give attention to
the premises and to think of them.Z45
{p.’the will can indirectly prevent assent to
~a conclusion ihasmuch as it can turn attention of
' the intellect away from the premises,'likewise, in
s -y the pregence of a clearly visible object, it is -
(’/ﬁ‘ possible to turn the eyes away or to shut them.
If assent to the premises ig delayed or withheld
- -or if no thought is given to the inferential power
of their disposition, illumination of the conclusion ~
does not follow. ’

"

44 ‘As a further elaboration of this distinection,
(Cf., I"II' q. _l?’ 2. 6)- ’ ' ’

f,n 45 John of St. Thomas, Material Logic, p. 455.
. % W6 Ibid., p. 457, -
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If the notion of sélf—deceptibn is .to make any sense,
it must be explained in terms.of the iibgrty of séientifié con-
sid;ration.that is,wiypin an understanding of the fact that the
intellect is at all times under the command of the will as to
its simple employment or not. We can always suspend the simple
consideratioh of £\¥¥;ng. However, when once the inteliect is
employed, it falls unler the cpmmand of the intelligfble"objecff'
and if this“be evidently true, the intellect muStﬁassent. |

We are now ready to conclude our analysis of St.”,
Thomas' doctrine of the nature of faith. -Recalling that the |
‘pr;mary intention of this c%apter was to identify the specific
character of the intellectual as§enf involved in faith, we
found thét this aésent is most properl&‘identified as a volun-
tary yet fixed asseht; i.e. a voluntary determination of the
intellegt to ggg;member of a contradictory proposition. For
as 5t. T@omag'explains, the iptellect as%ents_to.é proposition
as true in thé a;t of faith only under the comﬁand of the will,.
The reason being that the -object of faith, i.e. the First
Truth, is unseen. The assent of faith is like the as?ent of
gcience and understanding in.termq of its'firm adherence to
the truth of one membeér of 'a contradiétory proposition, ﬁuf it
_ is unlike scignce and understanding in terms of tp? productive
cause of the assent. In understanding and science, the produc-

- - / .
tive cause is the seen intelligible gbject itself and the .

discursive thought which pehders a mediated intelligible

* -
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object visible to the intellect.. 1In faith, the productlve

cause of the assent ig the will's appetite for the proposed

We have left for ourselves the more complete and

explicit task of comparlng the necessary 1nvofuntary assent

. good presented in the truths of faith and not the seen intel-

or mediately through discursive thought as in screnoe.

89

‘llglble object 1tself as known 1mmed1ately as in undersgtanding

' 1nvolved 1n.demonstrat1ve proof to the voluntary assent of the

act of faith for our next chapter That is, 1n;Chapter iv, we

will expllc1tly consider St. ﬁhomas' position concernlng the

exclusiveness of demonstrative proof and faith.

ther examination inevitably involves cons1derat10n of the

As thls fur-

_praeambula fidei, part of Chapter IV will be devoted to an

appreciation of them insofar as they are related to the prob-"

lem dlsoussed in Chapter I concerning their relationship to

the reasonableness of falth & voluntary assent.

-
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THE EXCLUSIVENESS OF FAITH AND KNOWLEDGE
3

"ﬁ X"~ In way of a conclusion of Chapters II and III,
ol ) -

Mt

ere this section we will more explicitly'discuss the exclu-.
Leness of faith and knowledge within St. Thomas' doctrine of

fai‘th.l

Tl T i e

We do this, of course, in light of-what we have
. already discovered from our study of St. Thomas' understanding
« . of the nature of the intellectual assent involved  in demonstra-
tive proéf and the intellectual assent involved in faith. We

will also discuss the relationship of the praeambula fidei to

the articles of faith and to the rationality of the believer's
assent to such-articles as'these'are subsidiary. questions with-
in the overall context of the exclusiveness of faith and

. Knowledge.

First, it will be necessary to review what we hawe
learned about St. Thomasg' understanding of the nature of demon- . 3
-strative proof and the act of faith and the intellectual asgent

involved in each. - -

. We said that St. Thomas understood demonstration to be, f

ag he called it%, a_"sciential syllogism;" that.is, a syllogism

S

1 .For an historical reconstruction of the origins of '
this question as it finds its resolution in St. Thomas' doctrine
which shows that St. Thomas' position is directly related to and

- & logical consequence of his acceptance of Aristotle's notion of
science, cf., Martinus Grabmann, "De quaestione ‘utrum aliquid
possit esse simul creditum et scitum' inter scholas Augustinismi
et Aristotelico - Thomismi medii aevi agitata,' in Acta
Hebdomadae Augustianae - Thomisticae, Marietti, Taurini Romae,
1931, pp. 110=1~;-\\9. : : .

'\ '
o/

)
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which produces 301ent1f10 knowledge. We explained that

.sc1ent1flc knowledge was a full and perfect knowledge of a

thing and that a thing was known fully and completely when its

- truth was grasped perfectly in a sure and certaln manner. A

perfect grasp of a thing, we Sald. meant a knowledge of the
causes of a thing. We said further that a sure and certain’
grasp of a thing consisted in the knowledge that a thing could
not be other than it is, i.e. that it was necessary. We saw
St. ‘Thomas state that it was precisely in this necessity that
the principal difference between the sciential sylloglsm and
all other syllogisms consisted. Only in the demonstrative syl-
logism does the 1ntellect sew that the truth of the conclu31on
canriot be otherw1se and, therefore. that it ig necessarlly true
nece331tat1ng assent resultlng in a sure and certain knowledge.
When we considered St Thomas deflnltlon of assent, we saw
that it meant a determlnatlon of the intellect to one side of
a contradlctory proposition and that the Paradigm of such a

determlnatlon of the intellect was found in the intellect's

"assent to first pr1n01p1es. For we saw St. Thomas argue that

in the case of fipet principles. their opposite could not even
be %hought by the intellect. St. Thomas argued further that
conclu31ons seen by “the 1ntellect to. ultlmately partlclpate in
the necessary truth of such pr1n01ples (as they do in demonstra-

tion) were themselves fecognized by the intellect to neceésitafe

assent. This entire work of demonstration we characterized ag

-
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the perpendicular relationship between dlscurqizf_fhyught and
assent. We dlscovered. owever, that demonstrative proof was

d1v131ble into two dlstlnct types, propter quid and quia, and

that the latter was further d1v131ble into proof through medi-

dte causes and proof from effects. Propter quid and quia
through mediate causes we identified as a priori reasoning.

We saw that a priori proof was directly spoken of by St. Thomas

as fnvolving necessity though agposteriori proof was not spoken
of directly in this way. Nevertheless, on the basis of

St. Th;ﬁas' remarksféoncerning the ﬁossibility of demonstrating
- the existence of God, and. from the exege51s of a posteriori

proof found in John of St. Thomas' Material Logic as well as

Fr, Owens' evaluation of the scientific status of a pesteriori

proof, we concluded that quia proof through effects involved
nece831ty and therefore resulted in necessary assent.

On the part of faith, we found that the intellect;al
assent, albeit firm and fixed, was voluntary; that falth was a
determination of the intellect +to one member of a contradlctory
Proposition by the: 1nffhence of the will. We saw. that the
assent of faith was not taused by discursive thought as in
science ‘but rather that its aesent was caused by the w1ll. it |
being the pr1nc1pal mover in the act of falth. The cogltatlo
of faith, we saw, dld nét causge ‘or termlnate 1n assent but -
rather, as™St. Thomas remarked, 1t operates parallel tq\the .

-

assent.
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When we, therefore, place science and faith face to
face, we see that what characterizes one contradicts the other.
Demonstrative proof consists in a necessary assent of .the intel-

~

lect due to the visibility of the object, and faith consists

oppositely in the voluntary assent of the intelléct due to the

“object's invisibility.

—

. e the reason why science and faith cannot
be about the same object and in the same respect
' is becausg the object of science is something seen,
whereas the object of faith is the unseen.2

Faith implies.assent of the intellect to that

which is believed. Now the intellect assents to
a thing in two ways. First, through being moved
to assent by its very object, which is known

- elther by itself (as in the case of first prin- ,
ciples which are held by the habit of understanding),
or through something else already known (as in the
case of conclusions which are held by the habit of
science). Secondly the intellect assents to some-
thing, not through being sufficiently moved to this
assent by its proper object, but through an act of
choice, whereby it turns voluntatily to one side
rather than to the other . . .3 .

So it is on the basis of this difference between the
visibility and invisibility of -the objects and between the

involuntary and voluntary character of the assents that

. 3t. Thomas holds that faith and knowledge (science) are exclu-

sive of one another. This is the entire essence of and the

fundamental necegsity for their'éeparative nature, And

L

"3 Ibid., a. b.
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everything that St. Thomas has to say about the possibility or
impossibilit& of the co-existence of faith and science in
individual knowers is guided by this ﬁnderstanding.

The first and mosf obvious statement he makes,
following from. this understanding, is that it is-not possible
for there to be science and faith about the same object in any
one person at any one time. | |

It is impogsible thaf one and the same thing
should be believed and seen by the same person.
Hence it is equally impossible for one and. the
same thing to be an object of science and of
belief for the same person.%

-However, in the case of two different people, it ig
possiblé that what is an object of sc}ence for one can and may
be an object of faith for the other. "It may happen, however,
that a thing which is an object of vision or science for one is

-

believed by another,"”’

~

These two facts seem undeniable. Yet, since about any

one thing, there can be more tham one possible truth,?St. Thomasg

finds it necessary to qualify his first statement regarding the

possibility of there being science and faith simultaneously in

one person about one thing..

“y




i ST vy .

. " THE EXCLUSIVENESS OF FAIfH AND KNOWLEDGE

+ + + it is possible for one and the. .same man to "

-

- "' have science and faith about the same thing rela-

' tively, i.e., in relation to the object, bBut not
in the same respect. For it is possible for the
Same person, about one and the same object to know
one thing and to think another and in like manner,
one may know by demonstration the ugity of the

/ Godhead, and, by faith the Trinity. .

~

In any one‘person, thérefore..about any oﬁe truth of
an object, there cannot be'both science and faith yet. about two
‘different fruths of an object there can.7

| To summarize: (1) science and faith are absolutely
and only exclusive'of.one,another in one and, the same person at
any oﬁe time about any one truth of an object; (2) séience and
faith are not necessarily exclusive of one another in two

different people about any one truth of an object. One persop\‘b

I - © .
1

. 6 Ibidq, ad. 4.

7 This fact allows Etienne Gilson to argue that in a
certain sense the.existence of God can be both known ahd
believed at the same time. "In the case of the existence of
God, it certainly is impossible to know by demonstration that
there is a Prime Immobile Mover and at, the same time to hold
on faith that this Prime Movey is, or exists. This would be a
contradiction in terms. . But God is much more than the Prime
Mover of “Aristotle . . . . To believe in the existence of God
is-not to believe the existence of the Prime Mover,.of the - -
Prime Cause, of the Perfect Being, or of the Ultimate End.

It is not even to believe in the exigtence of a single being
that is all thege perfections together; it is to believe in the
existence of Him Who has spoken to us, a thing that the Prime -
Mover as such never did. The God Whose existence we demon-
strate is but a part of the God we hold to be true on the
strength of our faith in His words. In this sense, the God

: of pational knowledge is, so to speak, included in the God of

\ faith.” (Elements of Christian Philosophy, Doubleday &:Co. Inc.,

Garden City, New York, 1983, pp. 53-5%)

-
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may know the truth and the other belie#é'it; (3f gcience and
- . . ' 0
faith are not necessarily separative of one another in one and

. the samé person given the possibility of two different trutgs'

~

concerning one object. One truth may be known through science
and the other believed through faith. '

Now dlrectly related to the fact of there belng more'

. N
.than one possible truth 3335; an object, and, therefore, the

possibility of there being bofh cience and faith about an
object, is St. Thomas' cpnceptign of the ways in which a truth
65& bé‘uhdérsfood as an objecf of‘faitﬁ. St. Thomas argues
that a thlng may be considered an object of falth absolutely,
.belng in. 1tself essentlally beyond the capaclty of the natural

reason, or it may be an object of faith conditionally, being )

only accidentally beyond the capacity of the majority of hqpaﬁs
though not beyond human reason absolutely.

A thing cgn be the object of belief in two ways.
h one it ig such absolutely, that is, it exceeds the
intellectual-capacity of all men who exist in this
life, for instance, that there is trinity and unity
in God, and so on. Now, it is impossible for any .
man to have scientific knowledge of these. Rather,

.  every believer assents to such doctrines ‘because
of the testimony of God to whom these things are
present arid by whom they are known.

A thing'is, however, an object of belief not
absolutely, bul in some respect, when it does not
exceed the capacity of all 'men, but only of some
men: In .this class are those things which we can
know about God by means of a demonstration;. as
that God exists, or is.one, or has no body, and .
so forth. There is nothing to prevent those who
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have scientific proofs of these thiﬁgsvfrom knowing
them scientifically, and others who dé6 not under-
stand the proofs from believing them. But it is

impqegible for the same person to know and beliéve
themo v .

s There are some truths about God, theréfore. which by

. their very nature are exclusive of the grasp of science. There
are others, however, which are able to be known both fy science
and by faith though, of course, not simultaneocusly in any one
perspn.- Yet, in the case of two different people, it ig pos-
8ible. Now it is precisely. within this diéfinction that the

difference between what St. Thomas calls the praeambula fidei
; ) ’
and the articles of faith consists. .
. 3 .
The existence of God and other like truths about -
God, which can be known by natural reason, are not
. articles of faith, but are preambles to the articles,
! for faith presupposes natural kpowledge; even as
/™' grace presupposes nature, and perfection supposes
-~ something that can be perfected.9

~

In this passdge we find Aquinas discussing two types
of proPositions about_God. The firét type is a proposition -
which can 5e establiéhéd by demonstration and is understood to
be presupposed by the articles of faith. The second type of
propositioh is understood as the érticle of*faith itself.and «'

the distinguishing characteristic of this type of proposition

1

8 Truth, q. 1%, a. 9. v

9 Summa Theologite, I, q. 2, a. 2, ad. 1.

~ -
L
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is that it cannot be established_by demonstration. The first

. . . ‘
type of proposition is a preamble to the sécond type of propo--

."sition which is an article. Analogically, .the preamble is

_akin to nature, the imperfect, and the article akin to grace,

Y

the perfect. /

»

This seems.simple enough; however, there remain large

questions concerning'the reiationship of the praeambula fidei

to the articles of faith both in themselves and -in relation to

the believer's assent; and this tl) in terms of théir'separa—

——

presuppose the other For example, are the preamblif presup-

posed simply insofar as they are demonstrable° Must the
believer have 301ent1f1c assent to some truths about God before
he can believe those which are by nature 1ndemonstrable? Does
the rationality of the believerfs assent to the. articles of

faith depend upon the fact that some truths about God can be
1

. ¥pownﬁqi;z—scientific assent? ' ‘ B
_ saw in Chaptgr I that Professor Penelhum has

understood St. Thomas to answer this last question in the

affirmative. WWé_pazﬁfbd out ~then, however, that the/passage
‘taken from the Summa/Theologiae by Penelhum whlch spoke of the

‘rational justification of the believer's assent did not include

reference to the praeambula fidei. In fact, in none of the

- texts which we have found infwhich'St.aThomas‘discusses the

rational foundation of:assent.to the articles of faith have the
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© praeambula been mentioned.

In Question II of the Commentary on De Trinitate,

St. Thomas discusses the use of philosophy in-sécréd doctrine.

In his

summary of ite use, he remarks that philosophy has the

.
respgpsibility:

First, to demonstrate those truths that are

'~  preambles of faith and that have a necessary place .

- in the science of faith. Such are the truths about -
God that can be proved by natural reason - that God
exists, that God is one; ‘such truths about God or.
about His creatures, subject to philosophical proof,

-~  faith presupposgs.l0

We are indebted to Dermnis Brand's study entitled, )

. L] - . a
Philosophy and the "Praeambula Fidei" in Saint Thomas Aquinas,

for pointing out that this is the only text throughout .the

works of St. Thomas in.which the ‘phrase praeambula fidei, as;-_

such, 1s used.

11

onym is used in reference to the;p;aéambula.lz Brand's philo-
' { . Pl

logical study of the phrase within the works of St. Thomas hasg

established that it is not a technical term in the works of

St. Thomas and therefore that its meaning and nature must be

S~

phrase,

o

10 Commenfary on De Trinitate, q. I1, a. 3.

11 University of Ottawa, Ottawa, 1976, P. 52.

12 Ibid., p. 52. It should be noted that the English

"preambles of faith,” which is the literal. translation

of praeambula fidei is sometimes used as the translation for

the variations of the phrage as well.

L 3

SUNRE—

—— 3

In all other passages, a variation or a syn- °
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exposed solely through a study of the cqﬁ;;iﬁ in which the
variations and synonyms for the phrase are used.13

In light of the text which we have already seen, we
seem justified in saying that insofar as a proposition about

God is able to be egtablished and known through demonstration;

it cannot be éonsidered an article of faith properly speaking

but rather a praeambula, for -an article of faith in the strict
nsi ience; and a praeambula

éparative of faith, e

senge is absolutely separative of s

insofar as it is demonstrable, ig
S5t. Thomas makes this clearer yet in anoiper passage.

We do.not say that the proposition, God is one,
insqfar as it is proved by demonstration, is an
article of faith but something Presupposed before
the articles. For the knowledge of faith presup-

¢ poses nature. But the unity of the divine essence
such as is conceived by the faithful, that is to say,
together with omnipotence, providence over all things, .
and other attributes of this sort which cannot.be
proved, makes up the articles of faith.ld

The praeambula fidei, however, are not exclusive of
faith absolutely, for such propositions which can be established
by demonstration are considered among the articles of faith for

those who do not, in fact, know the demonstrations, because

3

\ | |

T |
13 Ibid, s Do 63- /
14 Truth, q. 14, a. 9, ad. 8.




..‘Jj

\’—__\

ship to bothf&ik articles of faith, as.such, and to the

.strated. The preambles of faith, however. can be spoken of a

THE EXCLUSIVENESS OF FAITH AND KNOWLEDGE

such propositions are nevertheless first and necessary in
< )

-

- matters of faith.-

_ Things which can be proved by demonstration are
r y reckoned among the articles of faith, not because
they are believed simply by all but because they
are necessary presuppositions to matters of faith,
so that those who do ngt know them by demonstration
must know them first of all by faith.l

N

This text is.cardinal for an accurate understan@}ng of

the fﬁll:meihing of the pracambula fidei and their relation-

belleVer s assent to the articles.
An artlcle of £a1th. properly speaking, is that )which
is belleved simply by all. “In this light, the preamb es are

not artlcles of falth,pr901sely becauyse they can be d

among the articles of faith for,thdse who do not know them’
through demonsﬁratiogE;_ They are considered amohg the articles

of faith because their truth is necessarily presuppo#8d by all.

matters of faith. A person must grasp the truth, either

tﬁ}ough demonstration or thfough faith fhat God exists before
any-otﬂer truth about God'caﬂ properly be said to be known.
In the above passage, therefore, it seems that "necéssary-‘
presﬁppositionf does not refer to the preambles as preambles

properly speaking, i.e..as demonstrable truths, but rather- to

——

B L)

15 Summa &heologiae, I1-11, 9. 1, a. 5, ad. 3.
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the truth of the_prapoé;tions considered in themselves
inﬁependent of whether they can be demopstrated or not. That .
is why St. Thomas says if they’are not known through demonstra-
tion, they must be known by faith.

Therefore, speakifig broadly, the praeambula fidei can

be said to have two distinct possible meanings for St. Thomas,
which, when understood, clariﬁy-their relationship to the
arti;;gs of faith and the believer's assent to the articlé%.

The flrst and strict meaning being propositions about God and -

-

His creatures thch can be demonstrated scientifically.

Secondly{ praeambula fidei camr Be understood to mean essential

and primary truths, necessarily firgt in the order of knowledge

about God, that is, within divite ‘science and faith. As such,
they'are articles of faith rglatively'and they must be known

first in the order of trutﬂs about God by all believers in' -

< order for the revealed truths about God, i.e. the articles of

faith absolutely, to be believed. Praeémbﬁla, therefore, can

mean truths able'to be scientifically known before the act of
faith, though not necesgsarily; that is, one does not have to
know them scientifically before assent to the articles. And

. N '
praeambula can mean truths necessarily\first in the order of

matters of faith and in this sense they can and must be either

known or believed before assent to the articles of fai‘t:h,l6

16 This understanding is attested to by G. de Broglie
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. - Therefore, when we consider fhe.praeambula fidei and

their relation to the act of-faith, that is, the personal volun-

tary assent of the believer, wé’fecognizeAthat the praeambuia
- fidei are able:téAbe kn;;n prior to-the assent of thé believer
through.demonstration. That is.:thé first and necessary propo-
sitions which must be known by the believer are able tg be
known by him independent of his act of faith. However; though
they are able'to'bé known by the believer independent.of his
act of faith, it is ndt‘nedgssary that they are known indepén-
déﬁf pf the act of faith. It is simply necessaéy that they are
"known, be it either through demonstration or fhrough the act of
faith itself. 3
‘. . . there is néthing to prevent a man, who
cannot grasp a proof accepting, as a matter of faith

something which in itself is capable of being scien-
tifically known and demonstrated.l?

]

in his article, "La vraie notion Thomiste des_'praeambula
fidei,'" Gregorian, 3%, 1953, pp. 341-389. Des qu'on a bien
saisi ce caractere complexe et synthétique de 1l'objet de la foi,
les textes de saint Thomas sur les 'praeambula fidei' deviennent
tout & fait clairs. Ce qu'ils visent a souliner par ce mot de
'préambules,’ ce n'est mucunement que le sujet ait besoin, pour
croire, de camnaitre d'abord par sa raison naturelle une
certaine partie de ce que la foi lui dira: c'est tout simple-
ment que les objets essentiels et caractéristiques de la foi,
¢'egt-a-dire les 'articles' du Credo, contiemment intelligible-
ment en eux, comme éléments de base, des vérdtés relevant, en
droit, de la simple connaissance naturelle, lesquelles peuvent
donc également bien nous étre connues avant la fol, ou ne nous
arriver, au contraire, que par elle." {cf., pp. 386-387)

17 Summa Theologiae, I, q. 2, a. 2, ad. 1.

L4
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' THE EXCLUSIVENESS OF FATTH AND_KNOWLEDGE .

. We have one last question to considbr in this CFQ ter
related to St. Thomaé derstandlng of ‘the exclu51venes§)eaf

faith and knowledge and e praeambula fidei. Does the

rationality of the believer's assent to the arti@les‘of faith, -
which are exclusive of scientific knowledge, depend upondthe‘.‘
fact that some truths about God can be sc1ent1f1cally known°

Penelhum has argued that since, for Aqulnas, the praealbula

fidei are able to be demonstrated prior to the personal volun-

tary assent of faith that this fact is for Aquinas the furda- .
mental-rational justification’of thé'personal voluptary-assent.;
to the ar%iclestbf fai%h which are exclusive of science.

We have found no textual evidence which explicitly
supports this ihtérpfetation, for whenever Aquinas does con-

. ™

éider_rational Justification of the.voluntary assent to the .

. articles ofjfaith, he fails to include the praeambula fidei

RS

as the grounds for the rationality of the act of faith.

St. Thomas does admit fhat'there must exisf a certain-
evidence for the natural reason which precqégs the assent to
the articles of'faith and which as evidence_invesfg'the volun-
tary assent of the act of faith with rationality« Such evi-
dence, however. does not’ﬁake the object of faith seen in the

strict sense, that would destroy faith. Rathe;; it 31mply

‘?ndows it with a credibility sufficient to move the will.

f/

/ ) B
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Those.things which come under faith éan be e
considerdd in two 'ways. First, in particular; and
-, thus they cannot be seen*and believed at the same
. timg as ‘shown above. Secondly, in general, that is -
under the common aspect of7credibility; and-~in this
: way they are seen by the believer. For he would
3_5fGnot believe unlesseon the evidence of signs, or of
gsomething similar, he saw that they ought to be
believed.18 ‘

The believer has sufficient motive for believing,

for he is moved by the authority of Divine teaching
confirmed by miracles, and what is more, by the
inward instinct of the Divine invitation; hence he
does not believe lightly. "He has not, however,
sufficient reason for scientific knowledge, hence
he does not lose merit.l9 ’

The believer's assent to the articles of faith must
participate in visidn to some extent for it to be a rational
assent, however, it ig not the vision of science. Within these
texts, we find three categories of evidence which lend credi-
'bility to faith: (1) the authority of Divine teaching;

(2} the eviderice of signs; (3) the interiority of the Divine
presence and call. These three categories of evidenqe supply
the rational foundation of the assent of faith. That is, these
three céfegorieé are linked with the personal voluntary assent
of ever& believer and renders it reasonable.

Chapter VI, Book I of the Summa Contra Gentiles is

entitled, "That to give assent to the truths of faith is not

18 Ibid-p II-.II’ q- l; a. 4, ad- 2. . ( ;o‘-.
19 Ibid., qQ. 2, a. 9, ad. 3.%

1
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foeolishness even though they are above reason,"” and states
.this position clearly. v .

Those who place their faith in this truth,.
however, 'for which thé human reasgon offers no
experimental evidence, ' do not believe foolishly,
as_though 'following artificial fables' (II Peter
1:16). For these 'secrets of divine Wisdom' (Job"
17:6) the divine Wisdom itself, which knows all
things to the full, has deigmed to reveal to men.

It reveals its own presence, as well as-the truth of
its teaching and inspira‘tion, by fitting arguments;
and in order to confirm those truths that exceed
natural knowledge it gives visible manifestation to
works that surpass thé ability of all nature . . .
and what is more wonderful, there is the ingpira-
tion given to human minds, so simple and untutored
persons, filled with the gift of the Holy Spirit,
come to possess instantaneously the highest wisdom
and- the readiest eloquence,20

-
*

For a personal voluntary dssent to the articlés of
faith to have a rational justificatioﬁ; the individual believer
must himself have some efidence which suppo;ts the assent of
faith and which itself to an e#tent is prior to the act of
faith. Yet, it is not the demonstrations in support of the
preambles of faith which are this rational justification. That
is, it is not the fact that some truths about God are able to
be demonstrated which makes the assent of the believer to the

articles of faith ratibnal.

r

20 St. Thomas Aquinas, On the Truth of the Catholic
Faith: Summa Contra Gentiles, trans, by Anton C. Pegis, Image
Books, Doubleday & Co. Inc,, Garden City, New York, 1955,
Bk. I, Ch. VI, #.
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In Chapteéilli. we saw St. Thomas argue that the
discursive thought, the cogitatio, of faith was not itgelf the
produc#ivg cause of faith but.rathér it operated paralleil to
the,assent of faith. The arguments which lend rationality to
the assent of the believer ' find their place yithin this dimen-
sion of reason. Such arguments anvest the believer's assent -
to the arﬁiclé; of fa}th With credibility and rationality by
mani festing to the intellect the poésibility and probability
of the truths of faith.

L )

The reasons which are brought‘forward in support
of the authority of faith, are not-demongtrations
which can bring intellectual vision to the human
intellect, wherefore they do not cease to be .unseen.
But they remove obstacles to faith, by showing that
what faith proposes is not impossible; wherefore
such reasons do not diminish the merit or the
measure of faith.21 :

We may conclude that forlgp. Thomas, it is not the
fact that somé truths about God, i.e. the praeambula fidei,
are able to be emonstrated which makes the assent of the
believer to_thédgspicles of faith a rational assent, as if,
were th?re not'such demonstrable truths, faith would not be
rational. We believe St. Thomas would.certainly consider the
assent of the believer to the articles of faith to be a

»

rational assent even were there no such demonstrated truths.

() " 21 Summa Theoloéiae. II-I1, q. 2, a. 10, ad. 2.

[ 4
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."We realize that the breV1ty of this chapter has not
permitted a final answer to the questions concernlng the rela-

tionship of the praeambula fidei to the articles of faith and

to the believer's assgent to, such articles. Nevertheless, 'we
pgiieve we have proéuced significant iﬁiﬁénce in supporﬁ of
the conclusions that we did reach, |

Concerning the exclusiveness of faith and knowledge, .
as such, however, there can be no doubt that St. Thomas under-
stood this separativeness between the two to be undeniable
when once thé nature of their respective objects and acts aré
undérstood. For both object giz act are in contradiction with
one another, juét as the invisible contradicts the visible and

the voluntary contradicts the compulsory.
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CHAPTER V
NECESSARY ASSENT IN THE "FIVE WAYS# .
; e

We have now come to the final pbnsideration of our
tﬁesis. In this chapter, we will examine St. Thomas' proofs
of the existence of God with the purpose not of giéfénding them
but simply of seeing directly how they were ﬁgsérstood by
St. Thomas to invoke an involuntary assent to God's existence.
In doing so, we hope to indicate how the proofs exemplify the
established criteria of demonstrative proof outlined in Chap-
ter II of this thesis. Wherein we saw how demonstrativemproof,
and particularly guia proof through effects, was understood to
involve the necessary and effect necessary assent. N

We saw clearly from.Chapter III and IV that St. Thomés
unquestionably understood faith to involve a voluntary assent
exclusive of the necessary assent effected by demonstration,
and we saw that the praeambula fidel were understood by

~ F

St. Thomas to be those truths about’ God Ehich could be deﬁon-

strated and which, as such, were distinet from the articles of

faith properly speaking, the truth of which could onl& be

gssen%ed to in the voluntary act of faith. It was furtherﬁ’

evident that paramount among the praeambula fidel stood th

truth that God exists.

When we discussed the characteristicsg of Qemonstrative

proof propter quid as proper and perfect science, we recognized
. b

that fundamentally there were two identifying characteristics

-



. ' . : 110

NECESSARY ASSENT IN THE "FIVE WAYS®

of such a syllogism: (1) that it was. through immediate causes,
and (2) that it proceeded from the necessary and therefore

resulted in necessarlly true conclusions necessitating intel-

-
-

lectual assent, When we discussed a posterlorl proof or quig
proof through effects, we saw clear;y-that it did not meet the
standard of proper and perfect science precisely because it
was fhrough effects and not through the causes of a thipg as

was propter quid proof. Thg next question, thérefore, concern-

ing the scientific:status of = posteriori proof revolved aroind

the second condition, that\is, whether it involved necessary
things. 'On the basis of John of St..Thomas and Fr. ﬁéseph

Owens' remarks about guia proof through effects. and more
importantly, those of St Thomas himgelf," found in hlS article -

*of the Summa Theologiae concerning the possibility of demon-

strating the existence of God, we concluded that the neceseity

requisite for scientific proof was present in a pbsteriori proof

insofar as it presupposed as its foundation the-E;cessary con-

~,

nection in being obtaining between actually existing effects
and their e;trinsic causes. We were able to conclude, therefore,

 that a posteriori proof resulted in necessarily true conclusions

"and thus effected necessary assent just'as did propter quid

proof. We pointed out, however, that they rendered certain and

evident two different objects. 'Propter quid proof renders cer-
tain and evident the reason why a thing exists whilé guia proof

renders certéin and evident the simple fact that a thing exists.
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"To repeat, what we in%gnd to dot in this chapter,

through our analysis of the proofs of the existence of God them-
. P .

selves, is to manifest their cngractéristiés as a posteriori
.
proof and to show clearly and directly how they were perceived

by St. Thomas to reach necessarily true conclusions and effect
necessary assent. In this light, we hope to see more immedi-
ately how the proofs were understood by St. Thomas to be
exclusive of the voluntary asséﬁt of faith.

~ | ‘ As is well known, St. Thomas proposed five ways of

demonstrating¥the exisfence of God in the Summa Theologiae,

Yet there is a certain sameness in the. ways which allow‘them'l
to 5e spoken of collectively as one demonstration. Thehsémeé
ness is due on the ‘one hand to a common structure but even
more profoundly to the existential character of St. Thomasg'
ﬁetaphysics._ Gilson; in commenting upon the article in the
Summa which conitains the proofs, -writes:

It discloses five different ways to God and
reduces them all to the unity of the same structure:
-an empirical starting point discovered in the obser-
vation of a certain mode of being found in nature,’

a proof of the fact that -the cause of the said mode
of being cannot be fourid within natural things them-
selves, the necessity of affirming the existence of
a prine cause whose actual existence is the only con-
" ceivable cause of the existence, within nature, of
the mode of being under discussion.l

Joseph Owens writes, having interpreted the Prima Via

1 E. Gilson, Elements, pp. 79-80.
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i specifically in light of the existential charactér of

' 0
k\\\St. Thomas' metaphysicsz2

\

‘If the nature of God is existence, one may wella i

expect that the only perfection in creatures to o~
open the way pPhilosophically to God is existence._,,J/
Basically, then, only the one demonsgtration will

be contained under all five ways, or under what-

ever number ‘of ways that are selected for'its
development.3

Given this sameness iﬁ the ways, which we hope to make
ﬁore explicit, we shall devote our Primary, though not exclu-
sive,'attention to the first way insofar asg St. Thomas calls
this proof the "more manifest way" of demonstraﬁing the

existénce of God.

-

Gils6n_offers'a general description of the reasoning
process involved in éstablishing the existence of God which we

qQuote as an introduction to our investigation.

In the last analysis, this kind of demonstration
assumes the form of & syllogism, but itsmain part
consists in building up its own major; that is to
say, in establishing the existence of a prime cause
in a certein order of effects. In order to do so

2 The existential character of St. Thomas' metaphysics
is expressed sucecinctly in the following. statement made by
J. Owens in his article, "Actuality in the 'Prima Via' &f St.,
Thomas," Mediaeval Studies, 29, 1967, PP. 26-46, ". ., . the
fundamental metaphysical doctrine of St. Thomas is that exigt-
ence is the actuality of every form or nature." (p. 37) The

S, existential character of St. Thomas' metaphysics, therefore,

consists in having identified the actuality of any form or
nature ultimately with its existence.

3 Ibid., p. 44.
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*

the philoa&pher muét bring into play all sojpts of
. notions, oreven principles, whose use can b veri- .

fied by means of 8yllogistic reasoning but whi
cannot always be syllogistically demonstrated,

I

the case of principles, they cannot be demonstrated

at all.  Moreover, the whole demonstration presup-
"Poses the presence to the ind of a certain notion

of God; namely, that which Thomas himself calls
' the meaning of the name.' In other words, one
camnot inquire into the existence a thing
without havinE some notion of whatf if it exists,
- the thing ig. ) -

*

The main part of the first wa ™as in all of-them,

Ne—r

'consisfs in establishing the major premisg of the syllogism'

which actually proves the existence of God Once this premiss

has been proven, St. Thomas does not even find it necessary

to put forth the entire syllogism establishing the existencr

-

of God. This syllogism would reag as follows were it full§

stated. " A prime mover exigts. God is a prime mover.

‘There-

fore, God exists. This isg tﬁe final guia demonstration of the

i . -
first way which proves the existence of God. It is a demongtra-

“tion which employs a common notion or nominal definition of God

. as the middle term of the syllogism.
f-

In our reading of the five ways, we have agreed with

Gilsorr that the proofs are begt understood in light of a two-

part division; (1), the’ establishing of the major premiss of

. - ( {'-:
the gquia syllogism which actually proves thé’existenii

of God.

and (2) the guia syllogfsﬁ proper. Therefore, we/ﬂf 1 follow

4-E.ﬁlmn.mmmnm.pp W{Q;J;// '
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thig plan in our analysis.of the proofs by first examining the
reasoning which proves the\é?jor premiss di second by examin-
ing the gquia demonstration proper of God's existence which

employs the proven major. , d '

Before we begin, howé:;r, a few more remarks must be
made concerning the fifé% part of the proofs. As Gilson indi-
cates, the first part of the ﬁroofs. de facto, is nét in the
form of a sx}logism. That is, it is not an immediately evi-

dent demonstration conforming exactly to the description of a

ﬁemonstrative syllogism outlined in the Commentary on the

Pogkerior Analytics. . Tﬁ}éffact in iﬁself has caused consider-
able discussion and even disagreement ambng interpreterg of

the proofs as to how-theyshbufh be understood as demonstra-
tions. Some of the commentatorsfoﬁ ﬁhe proofs, however, that
‘we have read,-attempt to show how this first part can be
reduced to the syllbgistic‘formn5 We ourselveé édmit that this
seems both pos§}b1e and legitimate. However, we do mot think
that it ¥s absolutely necessary to do so in order to show how

r - . -

- -

Ly .
5 ecf., 0. Bennett, The Nature of Demongtrative Proof

" According to the Principles of Aristotle and St. Thomas A uinas,
Catholic University, Washington, 1943, p. 30; "What passes )

from potentiality to actuality must depend eventually upon
what is in pure actuality; Things in the world which change
pass from potentiality to actuality; Therefore: Things in the
world whichchange must depend eventually upon being in pure
aetuality.”; (ef., also Klubertanz and Halloway's description
of the proofs in Being and God, Meridith Publishing Co., New
York, 1963, pp. 227-228). 4+

I DT S VP Y
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?

the_given,reasoning prdcess conducts the intellect to the
necessary truth of the major premiss of part two of the prodf.

In fact, we believe that an analysis of the proof..as it stands,
4 : ) -

without transformation of it into the syllogistic form as such:

-

is sufficient if not more adéquate in enlightening us as to why
S5t. Thomas undersfood them to effecf necessary‘assent and

therefore to merit the appellation of scientific deﬁonstraﬁion.

St. Thomas remarks, in his Commentary on the "De Trinitate” of

v

Boethius, in regards to the different modes of thinking a}tri—
buted to the different spéhulative sciences, that the divine
sciénce is the science whose reas?ning is closest to
intellectual vision as such.

To proceed by way of intellect is not attributed
to divine science as if this science did not make
use of ratiocination in proceeding from principles
to conclusions, but because.its method of reasoning

"*is nearest to intellectual speculation, and its
conclusions nearest to its principles.16

We see (particularly in the first part of the proofs of the

existence of God) in the reasoning process as it stands, a

method of reasoning highly'intuitive in character. That is,

it is a process'wherein the intellect moves from one proposi-

ﬁ%ién to another thr?ugh a kind of immediate inference whereby

the 1ntellect comes| to see 1n succeed] stages the ultimate

~ -

\{‘\/
. 6 Commentary on De Trlnltate. q. 6, a. 1, an
to 3rd part, # 1, 7

. to obj.

T .
+ \.
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-

meaning of finite being.7 Consquéntiy. in our analysis of
the first part of the proofs, wé have_ﬁot attempted to reduce
T them to syllogistic form. but rather, we have simply analyzed
them in terms of ‘the essential pfopositions of the probfs.asq
they stand.
The first proof reaﬁs as follows:

The first and more manifest way is the argument -~
from motion. It is certain, and evident to our
senses, that in the world some things are in motion.
Now whatever is in'motion is put in motion by another,
for nothing can be in motion except it is ih poten-
tiality to that towards which it i$-in motion; where-
as a thing moves in as much as it is in act. TFor

v motion is nothing else than the reduction of some-

* thing from potentiality to actuality.-" But nothing
can be reduced from potentiality to actuality except
by something in a state of actuality. Thus that
which is actually hot, as fire, makes wood, which
is potentially hot, to be actually hot, and thereby
moves and changes it. Now'it is not possible that
the same thing should be at once in actuality and
potentiality in the same respect, but only in dif-
ferent respects. For what is actually hot cannot

c simultaneously be potentially hot; but it is simul-,
taneously potentially ¢old. It is therefore impos-
sible that in the samefrespect and in the same way-

, @ thing should be both mover and moved, i.e., that
it should move itself. ' Therefore, whatever is in

r

7?7 Mieczyslaw A.Krapiec in his article, "The Analysis
of Reasoning: the Problem of Proof in Philosophy,” argues
against the notion that there is strict; syllogistic inference

+ in'St. Thomas' metaphysics, yet he holds that there is real
proof within it. .As an evidence supporting his-position, he
examples the first proof of the existence of God and remarks:
"The, argument shows no trace of syllogistic inference; it
reveals only successive stages of thinking, in which, neces-
sary ontic relations are apprehended."” (Saint Thomas Aquinas

~ 700th Anniversary of His Death, Wydawnictwo Towarzystwa
Naukowego, Katolickiego Uniwersytetu Lubelskiego, 1976, p. 101)
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motion must be put in motion by another. If that
by which it is put in motidg be itself put in motion,
then this,also must needs bk put in motion by another, .
and that by another again. JPBut this cannot go on to
infinity because then there would be no first mover,
and, consequently, no other mover, seeing that sub-
sequent movers move only inasmuch as they are put
in motion by the first mover; as the staff moves only
because it is put in motion by the hand. Therefore
it ie necessary to arrive at a first mover, put in
motion By no other; and thig everyone understands to
be God. 4
) .
St. Thomas tells us that the "first and more manifest”

way is from motion. The meéning of this remark is implied by
- - y .

St. Thomas himself when he says that the sensgsfperceive the

" motion in. things be "certazin and evident." This way is thelk

more manifest way because nothing is more obvious to our senses
than the' motion in things, particul:?ly accidental change and -
cate.” Further, it is

-

N

change:of place, as the examples in

e

MY
.

. 8 ‘Summa_Theologiae, ﬁ q. 2, a. 3.

9 "St. Thomas givee no explanation of why the prim
via is more evident. The reason,_ however, seems to be falrly
clear. The starfing point of the secunda via is the acquisi-
tion of esse.by things which did not have the esge before and
so could not be efficient causes of themselves when they did
not eventexigt. The 'starting point accordlngly. is substan-
tial change - that is, generation - which is.a particular type
of motion. - But  substantial change is not so immediately evi-
dent through seTiatlon as the change from cold to heat or the
local motion of the stick that is being moved by ~the hand.
Substantial change had been denied by more men - for example,
2ll the early Greek natural philosophers - than had motion in
general, as for instance by Parmenides. The starting point, -
motiom in general, with the particular instances of alteration
and-local motion, is much more evident than is substantial -

. change. The argument Built upon it, accordingly, is "more

f..
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certain to us_preciselx,hacause it is so obvious to our’
sense .lO Gilson, in definﬁng what St. Thomas means bf senge

experience in the proofs. comments, "Sense experience here

means the Apprehension of empirically given facts along with
the notions and judgements. through which we immediately con-
ceptualize ’chem.“ll The idea of_mofio; is the immediate con-’
ceptualigzation of tﬂe senses' ehcounter with changing beings.

However. not only is the concept of motion aﬁbropriated through

- sense experience, but so also is the fact of its existence.

} o .

1

manifest." There is, again, no ques%éon regarding the prima
and gecunda or any of the other viae as separate proofs. They
are merely different ways of proceeding in what is fundamen-
tally the same argument. All five viae proceed by finding in
various ways the existential act in sensible thifigs and the
reason to the source of that act, which is substantial esse.”

- (Joseph Owens, "The Conclusion of the Prima Via," The Modern
Schoolman, 30, 1952/53, p. 214)

10 A second remark can be made concerning this phrase
which is directly related to the significance of identifying
this proof as the "first" way. It is our very experience of
motion which gives rise to the intellect's grasp of the two
metaphysical notions which provide the imﬁlicit foundation
of all the proofs,mnamely, "actual” and "potential" being.
That our experience of motion is the origin of these notions
is evidenced by the fact that the definition of motion .is as
St. Thomas states, ". . . the reduction of something from
potentiality to actuality.” ‘ . : ‘

11 E. Gilson, Elements, pp. 72-73.°
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In noting at the commencement of the Prima Via,
then that some things are being moved in this world,
the text of the Summa Theologiae definitely con-
tains a judgement of the existence of this motion,
even though existence is not expressly mentioned.l2

The existence of motiaon, therefore, being given in

sense experience. the intellect assents to the first proposi-

tion of the proof: - "In the world some things are in motion."

_Even though this proposition, in one sense, is a cdntingent

proposition, the ié&eiiegt inveluntarily assents to ;ﬁs truth

so long as it remains grounded in the immediate evidence of

- sense experience. That is, so Jlong as it is considered:

AN

« » » in itself, insofar ag it is now in act:
and in this sense it is not considered as future,
but as present; neither is it considered as con-
tingent (as having reference) to one of two terms,
but as determined to one, and on account of this ~
it can be infallibly the object of certain
knowledge . . . 13 . ‘

Fherefore in regards to e prépositioh, "In the
world some things are in motion,” the intellect infallibly
assents to the determined attribftion of motion in things.

That is, insofar as it has immediate reference to sense per-

ception, as St. Thomas points out, the actual existence of

- motion is not considered contingent but'necessary-and

-

12 J. Owens, "Actuality in the 'Prima Via,'"
pp- .Ll'o-l“'lo '

13 Summa Theologize, I, q. 14, a. 13.
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therefore the intellect is determined to the truth of this

.

proposition. A

John of St. Thomas pProposes a possible objection to
thé pésition that a posteriori demonstration involves neces-
sity, in the-following way:

(M;As to effects, they are supposed to be known by
theéir cause or by experience. If by their cause,
there is explanatory demonstration; if by experi-
ence, the argumentation is grounded on fallible
knowledge, and consequently it is not a necessary
demonstration,l4

This is how he answers the critique:

To the further remark about effects, let it
be answered that they are evident when they are
known by certain and undoubted experience, or at
- least by an experience manifested inductively. y
Every science originates .in induction; when, for
instance, we use effects to show that there is a
first cause, the existence of some effect is
entirely beyond doubt.l5 '

On the basis of sense experience and the intellect's
necessary.assent to the -existence of motion, the intellect
recognizes as immediately and necessarily true the second
essential prbposition of the proof: "Whatever is‘in motion is
' 16 Ny .

put in motion by another.” This proposition is self-evident -

f

14 John of St. Thomas, Material logic, p. 501.
15 Ibid., p. 502. '

'\\ .
- 16 Klubertanz and Halloway comhent, "We can formulate .
our direct experience of change into a proposition that has
the force and validity of a ugiversal principle: nothing is

. '_ Y.
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to the:intellect and immediately known to be necessarily true
thus necessitating assent. Its self-evidence is contained in
the very meaning and definition of motion itself. Which is,

as St. Thomas states, (for those who do not know the defini-

tion of motion), ". . . the reduction of something from poten-
fiality to actuality.” Insofar as this is what motion is, to
say that a thing can put itself into actuality from potential-
ity is equivalent to saying that a thing can-g}ve something to
itself which it does not have. This, in fact, wouid challenge
the very principles of (ﬁaﬁ) contradiction for it would be.the
same as to argue that a thing can be and not be in the same

respect at the same time. Therefore, the denial of this prin-

Eiple is as unthinkable as the denial of the principle of

(non) contradiction.

\ Gilson expresses this quite clearly in tWo passages

while commenting on the first way.

To use once more the same technlcal language,
let us say that one and ‘the same thing cannot be
both in potency and in act in the sgame respect

é%hpd at the same time. .Nothing is more evident,
since to be both in act and in potency in the
same respect would amount to being and not being
in the same respect at the same time. Once the
identity of actuality and of belng hag been
grasped, this conclusion follows in virtue of
the pr1n01ple of contradiction.l1?

- .

a——

moved from potency to act except by a being already in act.”
(Being and God, p. 231) i

)

17 E. Gilson, Elements, p; 63.
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move itself is taken as delf-evident. It-simply
means that the contrary-froposition is self- ’
contradictory ahd literally unthinkable. The
actuality of a being is one with its being; the
degree of its actuality exactly measures that of
its being, consequently, to say that something
can add to its own being, or diminish it, is
tantamount to saying that it has, or is something
it has or is not.18 ' ]

s The oft-repeated stafgm{nt that nothing can

St. Thomag expresses the mefaphyéical corollary of
the principle, "Whatever is in motion is put in mo%ion by .

another" in the words "nothing can be reduced from potential-

ity to actuality except by something in a state of actuality.”

Seeing the.necessary truth of this proposition, the

“intellect begins to see the deeper implicatioﬁs of its truth

and formulates the third eésential proposition of the proof:
"This‘cannqt go on to infinity." We might say that this is
the intellect's first response to the question, Why is there
a reduction of things from potentiality to act?, i.e., Why is
there motion at all? The intellect necessarily sees that to
attribute infiniﬁy to métion is no anéﬁer whatsoever. In
fact, i% recognizés that the very notion of an infinite series

of moved movers results in a contradiction.

‘principles that are affirmed of all being

18 Ibid., p. 67. L.M. Regig lists ten first prin-
ciples; number nine being, "Everything that is moved is moved
by another." He remarks that it is not ag universal as the

qut that, neverthe-
less, it is a first principle in referenc%/to "being in process

of becoming." (Epistemology, p. 380) y

——
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[y

An infinite series would render the existing
motion unintelligible. All these finite moved |,
movers would have receivéd their motion, but
51nce there is no first mover, the whole series
is one of received motion. And this is a con-

‘ tradiction. For such a motion would at one and

5 the same time be received, since it has come
from some other, and not received, since there
is no first from which it originated.l9

1Fherefore in recognizing that the notion of an infinite
serios of.finite moved movers results in a contradiction the
intellect necessarily assonté to the truth of the proposition.
"This cannot go on to infinity." The intellect sees that 1f
there is no first actuallty,that is, something which itself has
not been reduced- from potentiality to act by something else,
if there is not soﬁething not itself in motion, motion as a
condition of things could not exist for it would not have a
y _ cause. This 13 what St. Thomas means when he explalns that
the reductlon of thlngs from potentlallty to act "cannot go on
to infinity." He does not mean that motion could not have
existed from eternity! Motion may or may not be eternal this
is irrelevant. The pomnt is, if it exlsts at all, and 1t is
obvious that'it'doos, it must have a cause outside itsgelf.
.No matter how far'the series 15 extended in time,
the nece851ty for a suffitient reason of change
remaing, since i1t is of the nature of change to be

¥y Tpassing from potentiality to actuality, and thus
' to depend on something in actuality. The eventual

19 Klubertanzrand Halloﬁay. Being and God, p. 232.
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dependence, i.e. the essentlal’dependence which
precinds from any conelderatlon of time, is the _ d
dependence -on the universal cause of motion as

such, the dependence on being in pure actuality.20

The deeper implication, then, of the truth of
prop081tlon two, which comes to be seen by the 1ntellect may
be formulated as follows: absolutelx act must be prior to
potency and belng prlor to non-being. Therefore, 'if one is
going to enplaln the evident reduction of things from poten-
tiality to .actuality, which is motion, one must pogit the
existence of a first act, itself outside of the reduction. as -
the cause of it. "Therefore," St. Thomas says, "1t is neces-
:sary to arrive at a flrst ‘mover- put in motion by no other,"
the fourth essential prop051tlon of the proof.

Now, to see more olearly the necessary intellectuai
agssent involved 1n the first part of the Prlma Via as it flndS
1ts foundatlon in the necessary connectlon between effect and
cause, ‘we will first reproduce in a slightly paraphrased form
only its four essential propositions and then analyze them ™™
"again in terms of the neceesary connection in being obtaining:
between effect and cause. - The four essential propositions

rgad as follows:

20 0. Bennett, The Nature of Demongtrative Proof,
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'« 1. . In the world some things are in motion, i.e.
motion exists. T '

2. Whatever is in motion is put in motion by
another.

3. This, i.e. things put in motion by another,
cannot go on to in?inity.

4. Therefore, a first mover put in motion-by no
other must exist. . :

Repeating'these.propositions substituting for the word
"motion" its actual definition, we have: ‘

1. In the world things are being reduced from
potency to act, i.e. this reduction exists.

2." Whatever is reduced from potency to act must
be reduced by something already in act. '

3. An infinity of things reduced from potencj
to act is impoqsible. :

.

L, Therefbre, a first act independent of all

——r—

potency must exist.

The first proposition articulates the fact that both
the nature and existence of motion are apprehended fhroﬁgh
sense exberience; and it is prepisely the existencg of motion
to which théf;htellect inyoluntarily assents on the basis of
sense expefiénbe.\ It is fhis assent to the existence of

motion which serves as the only efficacious starting point of.

proving: the existence of God.21

-

21 "To prove the existence of a cause is to see, not
merely that an effect is able not-to-be, and hence if it
exists must have a cause; it is to gee than an effect which
does exist, would not exist if there were mno cause of it, To

(
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The starting point of the prima via is the fact
of sensible movement as grasped integrally in regard
both to the nature and existence of the motion, with
the nature seen as actual ‘through its existence. "No

" matter how limited and precise this starting point
may be, it has to include these two factors if it is

to ground metaphysical conclusions in the characteristic
thought of St. Thomas.22

Once +the nature of ﬁotion has been grasped by the
intellect and the fact of its existence assented to, the intel-
lect recognizes in the self-evident truth of proposition two
(a proposition seen as self-evident in lighf of the definition
of motion), a self-evidént truth about the same and actual
being assented to in proposition one. - In proposiéion two,
therefore, the intellect necessarily assents to a self-evident'
truth about‘actual being seen by the intellect. Questioning
the ultimate implication and significance of proposition two,
that is, of the meaning of being therein assented'tb.‘the
intelléct comes to see -in virtue of the principles of contfa-
dictiog,ai.e.‘thi/;izst principle of all_beiﬁg. the necessary

’

prove the existence of a cause, therefore, is simple to see

two things: (1) there are participated beings which (2)

would not be if there were no cause to them. To see point (2)
alorie d not prove that there exists a cause. The issue of
point £2) Ns that participated beings would not be unless there

were”a cause, of them. That is a principle which is self-evident

to anyone wh& grasps its terms. Yet that principle does not
reveal either that there are participated beings or that they
are caused, because they are not caused before they exist.”

(Gerard Smith, Natural Theology, The Macmillan Co., New York,

1957, p. 82) - ' \
22 J. Owens, "Actﬁality in the Prima Via," p. 41.
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trutﬁ of proposition three. This is the p01nt at whlc he
intellect recognizes the fact that exlstlng motlon is an
effect. It is the point at which the intellect gsees beyond
doubt that the being of motion is a thoroughly dependent and
participatory mode of being which, if it is not to remain
: L
entirely unintelligible in itself and to the 1ntellect, neces—
sarily presupposes the existence o!'a cause transcendent'to
the mode of being evidenced by motion.

. For we do not begin with things in the world as

effects, but only as existing things. They become

known as effects through analysis of their nature

and operation and once seen as effects, the intel-

lect sees that they have a necessary relation to a
cause. 23

This would seem to be the very essence of tQ\\Tarst
part of the proof. It manifests to the intell ct beydnd doubt
that motion, ‘more precisely the very mode of existence propef'-
to motion, has the character of an effect, that is, it is
fihife being. And in seeing that the actually exlstlng motion
is an effect, the 1ntellect immediately and necessarlly sees -
that it (motion) 1s necessgplly related and connected to a more
complete act of existence as £ts causge, i.e. s&tséétent being.
The 1ntellect sees the necessary ontic relationg obtaining

between conditional, finite being and necessary being and

therefore necessarily assents to the truth of proposlgion'four.

23 Klubertanz and Halloway, Being and God, p. 226.

-
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.1t is in this that the a posteriori proofs of the existence of

~
-

God involve the necesgity requisite in scientific demonstration.

Though prapositions two and three represent the
intellegt's comprehension of,the-nature of motion, they-simul-
taneously represent the intellect's grasp 6f actual being and
its existence.which is pénetrated By the intellect through the
successive stages of' the proof. The intellectvconcludes to the
existence of motion contained in the first proposition even |
though existence as such is pot spoken of in the.proof.

For him [St. Thomas] a form or nature that is
not made actual by existence lacks all actuelity,
and could not function as the starting point for a
proof of God's existence. If in following the theos
logical order, then, you stop at any crucial point
in the reasoning and inquire into the metaphysical
cogency of the deduction, you will find that actua-

¢ Tion through existence is in each case the ground

. that. makes the argument valid. The requirements,
of a,movement other/than the thing moved, of pure
actuality in the primary movement, of dentity “of
essence with existence, of infinity and of unicity, -
are all based upon the understanding thag actuality
is brought about by existence, even though existence
is not mentioned till it cories to the Eore in a
question about ?pe divine simplicity.2

Let us now conciude our' examination of the reasoning
process and intellectual as;;;% involveéd in gstablishing the
major premiés'of the final guia syllogism which proves the o
existence of Gﬁd’and then we will look at this final syllogiém '

itself.

.

24 J. Owens, "Actuality in the Prima Via," Pp. 39-40.
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A As a ‘succinct summation of all that we have hoped to
ghow, we can say that the intellectual assent involved in this
reasoning process is'properly described as scientific and nec-

egsary assent because in each stage of the reasaning process

[
) the intellect has seén the necessary characteristics or truths

of an actual mode of being. Within proposition one, the intel-
lect necessarily assents to the existence bf motion. Within
propositions two and three, the inteilect necessarily asse&ts
to the meaniﬁg of motion's existence in light of the first
principle of all being, the principle of contradiction.25

That is, in propositions.iwo’ and three, the intellect sees and .
'neceésarily assents to the fact‘that motion's being is not
self-explanétory being: Finally, therefore, -the intellect
necessarily assent the truth of proposition four as this

is the necess:;;rgfijZate explanation of the mﬁde of being in
question. As Fr. Owens remarks: | R

V
The reasoning follows the necessary phases of

being and the necessary phases only. The same nec-
essary phases continue in vigorous sequence to the
conclusions that the finite thing's being depends
upon another existent, and ultimately upon an
existent, whose very nature ig to be.2 :

i

>

28 %}% is interesting to note that in the Summz Contra
Gentiles, propositions two“and three are validated by various
forms of indirect or negative proof showing the obvious
absurdity of the contrary propositions. (ef., Bk. 1, Ch. 13,

# L4-16) ~ . :

26 J. Owens, "The Analytics and Thomistic Metaphysical

Procedure," p. 96. : ‘
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We indicated above that all the five ways of
: b

demonstrating the existence of God have esgentially the same
structure, the essential elements of which hay be described

as follows: " .
r .
1. A proposition affirming the existence of. a thing
involuntarily assented to on the basis of experience.

. 2. A self-evident principle necessitating intellectual
assent immediately seen as true in light of an understanding of
the nature of a thing. ’

™,

3: A third proposition showing the full significance
of proposition two, immediately evident hecessitating assent,
establishing the effect as an effect, absolutely presupposing
an existent supreme cause through the denial of the possibility
of an infinite regress in existing caused causes, i.e. effects.

k. A fourth proposition immediately inferred from
proposition three, necessitating assent, affirming the exist-
ence of an uncaused cause.Z27 '

5. A final implied guia syllogism proving the
existence of GOS through the employment of a nominal definition
of God. - -

-

We will attempt to manifest this common structure of

-tﬂe proofs shortly in an actual look at the four remaining

- —

viae. First, however, we must examine in the Prima Via the

M
second part of the proof, the final implied syllogism which

' 27 When at the outset of this chapter, we remarked
that the reasoning process of the proofs was highly intuitive
in character, we had in mind this evident proximity of some of
the essential propositions of the proofs to the first prinei-
Ples of being, even explicitly employing within them some of
the first principles of mobile being.

By
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demonstrates the existence of God through the employment of .
the npminéi definition of God.

In both the Summa Theologiae and the Summa Contra

Gentiles, St. Thomas tells us the place and nature of the
nominal definition of éod-in the a pogteriori proofs of his
existence. : O . T

. o When the existence of a cause is demonstrated
from an effect, this effect takes the place of the
definition of the cause in proof of the cause's

- existence. This is especially ‘the case in regard
to God, because in order to prove the existence of
anything, it is necessary to accept as a middle
term the meaning of the word, and not its essence
for the question of its.essence follows on the
question of its existence. Now the names given to
God are derived from His effects, congequently, in
demonstrating the existence of God from His effects,
we may take for the middle term the meaning of the
word "God."28

"Now, in arguments proving the existence of God,
it is not necessary to assume the divine essence or
quiddity as the middle term of the demonstration . e
In place of the quiddity, an effect is ‘taken as the
middle term as in demonstration quia. It is from
such effects that the meaning of the name God is
taken. For all divine names are.imposed either by

- removing the effects of God from Him or by relating
God in some way to. His effects.29

In the guia syllogism from effects, St. Thomas tells
us, the middle term, whiéh ié the effecf.takes the place\of

|
'

28 Summa Theologiae, I, g. 2, a. 2, ad. 2.
-29 Summa Contra Gentiles, I, Bk. 1, Ch., 12,™¥ 8,
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. ~
the definition of the cause because it is precisely the

existeﬁce of the' cause which is being demonstrated and we can-
not, in fact, give a reai dgfinition of a thing before we know.
its existence. As he séys, this is the case par excellence
with God since we can never truly knéw the ésséncg of God in
Himself. Therefore, in the case of the quia syllogism which
) prbvestod's exiétence, the middle term is not the true essence
or real Qefinition of God but rather the effects of God or more
pfecfsely a name give to God taken from His effects. Therefore,
by nominal definition is meant a name given to God which qoeé
not signify’ﬁig essence, i.e., the ultimate reason why He
exists, but rather which signifies His effects, i.e. the reason
why we know, simply, that He exists. . |
Now, in the first proof, the existing motion in things
is seen by the intellect to be an effect dependent upon a
cause. The name given to this cause is derived from the
"effect itself and thus we have the "first mover.” This name,
then, serves as the.nominal definiﬁion of God which functions
as the middle term in the final guia syllogism which proves

1

the existence of ng.Bo

30 That such a name is predicable of God is understood
by St. Thomas to be acceptable by all. What this means is that
human beings have a certain natural notion of God inferred from
His effects and on hearing the name "first mover" immediately
understand this to be identical with their notion of God. We
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A first mover exists.

God is a first mover.

Therefore, God exists.

Again, it is absolutely imperative to understand, as_'

St. Thomas points out, that "first mover" does not signify the
very essence of Géd. That is, it does not signify the cause
of God. God does not exist becausg He is a "first mover;"
rather, He is a "first movef" because He exists. We'can say
this in a mpre comprehensive fashion: God's essence is His

existence (something we cannot fully understand) and His exis-

‘“tence is the cause of the existence of things‘which are the

effects from which His name is derived. And it is precisely
because of this necessary reiationship in being between God’

and His effects that"He can be proven to exist from His

effects. Further, it is in light of the intellect's understand-

ing that the very being of finite‘things has the nature of an

naturally and necessarily think of God in terms of our knowl-
edge of the things of this world. As Gilgon remarks ". . .
every demonstration of the existence of God presupposegs the
presence of a certain notion of God which is itgelf not the
conclusion of a demonstration. This precigely is the notion
of God of which Saint Paul says that, through the mere sight
of His creatures, God has manifested it unto them. There ig a
sort of spontaneous inference, wholly untechnical but entirely
conscious of its own meaning, in virtue of which every man
finds himself raised to the notion of a transcendent Being by
the mere sight of nature in its awesome majesty . . . , One
cannot overlook this background of spontaneous inference with-
out missing the true meaning of the proofs, or ways, followed
by Thgmas Aquinas in his discussion of the problem." (Elements,
po 51 " ’

-
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effect that the mosgt accurate name of God derived from Hig

effects is given to Him by St. Thomas. St, Thomas refers to

God_as Ipsum Esse.31

+ + . the principal effect by which we know and
name God is the act of-being (esse) which ig found
in His creatures. The God to which reason comes
by its demonstration guia is best named as Being,
the Qui Est of-Exedus, or in St. Thomas® scholastic
language, Ipsum Esse. But, once again, in thus
knowing and naming God, we do not grasp or even
touch upon His Reality in Itself. Instead, Ipsum
Esse is a kind of substitute or surrogate term

ments of sengible creatures. Such being indicates
its cauge as*incomplex and ag better thinkablealong
the line of existence than of essence. Thus, the

Now, having first clarified the meaning and role of
the nominal definition in the proofs, we can turn our atten-
tion to thg;inteliectual assent involved in the final quia syl- )
logism of the first way aﬂd it will be easily seen how St.

Thdmas'understood thp assent involved'in—the Prima Via to be
-

a necessary and scientific assent. Firsgt, the major premiss,
./ -

"31 Summa Theologiae, I, q. 3, a. 4.

32 John Doyle, "Ipgum Esse as God-Surrogater The
Point of Convergence of Faith and Reason for St. Thomas Aquinasg,”
The Modern Schoolman, 50, 1973, p. 293.

)
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"A first mover exists," is already known and assented to as a’
necessarily true prdpésitiqn'in virtue of the reasoning pro-
cess of the first part of the proof. Second, the minor -pre-
miss, "God is a first mover," ig underéfood by St. Thomas to
be necessarily assented to by.all as a self—evideﬁt proposgi-
. A ‘

tion in virtue of the meaning of the words albeit a nominal
definition. Finally, the conclusion, "God exists," is neces-
sarily assented to as a necessarily trﬁe-conclusion being the
- . [ ]
direct and necessary inference from certain, evident and
necessarily true premisses. ) .

In Chapter II, we saw that St. Thomas understood the
necessary assent to the conclusions of g dembnstrative syllo-
gism to be effected insofar as the conclusions are seen to
participate in the evidence of first principles.

1

Now, it is through the demonstration itself that the
intellect sees that the conclusion is, in fact, related to
first principles.

But there 'are some propositions which have a

necessary connection with first principles: such
as demonstrable conclusions, a denial of which ‘
invelves a denial of the first principles. And
to these the intellect assents of necessity, when
once it is aware of the necessary connection of
these conclusions with the principles; but it
does not agsent of necessity until through the

demonstration it recognizes- the hecessity of
such a connection.33

33 Summa Theologiae, I, q. 82, a. 2.
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It is the nature of the demonstrative syllogism to
show a proposition to be necessarily true, that is, to show
the necessary connection between the subject and predicate of
a proposition. In seeing that tbe subject and’predicate of a
propoéition are necessarily connected, the intellect sees that
such a pfoposition pérticipates in the evidenée of first prin-
ciples, they being the paradigm of such a connectibn. The sub
ject and predicéte of a conclusion of a demonstrative syllo~
gism are shown to the intellect to have necessary identity in
being the denial of which would be tantamount o the demial
of the first principles of being themselves, which is something,
. éf course, that is impossible.'abhus, the intellect sees that
the conclusion of the demonstrative syléggism participateé'in
the evidence of the first principles.

The oﬁject of asgent . . . is the very rélation

of the terms of the conclusion. It follows neces-
sarily from the apprehension of the necessary con-

nexion of consequent and antecedent and, therefore,
of the truth of the conclusion as related to that
of the premisses. However, its object is neither
the consequence nor the conclusionigub specie
connexionis necessariae cum antecedente. 1t is
precisely the relation of identity or non-identity
of the subject and predicate of the proposition
which, in this instance, is the cqpsequent of the
syllogism . . . . _

The assent is, of course, not unrelated to the
necessary connexion of the conclusion and antece-
dent, It follows from it as effect from cause.
The apprehension of the connexion between the
antecedent and consequent, and, therefore, of the
truth of the relation of the terms of the latter
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ag dependent-on that of the former, provide the
1rre51st1ble motion for the assent to the conclusion
itself.34 o

Through the demonstrations of the existence of God,

the intellect sees that in the conclusion, "God exists," the

subject and predicate have a necessary ideﬁtity iﬁ'being_so
that to think of God without existence, real existence, is
impossible, that is, contradictory. For now we know that real
existence is necessarily attributed to God. Therefore, to
deﬁy the proposition, "God exists,"” would be equivalent to
denying the principle of identity, a first principle of being.
In this wé}, the conclusion is seen by the intellect to be .
reduced to the evidé%ce oflfirst principles.

We stated earlier that all.of the proofs of the
existence of God have basically the same structuré as the
first proof and the necessary assenf found in them is gener-
ated in t?//same fashion as the first proof. Though we cannot
in this work examine all of the proofs in the same detail as

we have the first proof, we can indicate the common structure

' of'the pfoofs which manifests that the same reasoning process

is‘found in all and, therefore, the same necegsary assent.

34 F. Tyrell, The Role of Asgent in Judgment A
Thomisgtic. Studv. P 137.
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Therefore, we will briefly indicate the common
structure of the five proofs thfough a simple recounting of

the reﬂainiﬁg four ways and a-reduc%ion of them to the five

-

essential propositions proving the existence of God..

The 'second proof, the way of efficient causality

reads:

In the world of sense we find there is an order
of efficient causes. There is no case known (neither
is it, indeed, possible) in which a thing is found +to
be the efficient cause of itself; for so it would be
prior to itself, which is impossible. Now in effi- ¢
cient causes it is not possible to g0 on to infinity
because in all efficient cauges following in order,
the first is the cause of the intermediate cause, "J//\
and the intermediate is the cause of the ultimate ‘
cause,®whether the intermediate cause be several N
or one only. Now to take.away the cause is to take
away the effect. Therefore, if there be no first
cause among efficient causes, there will be no ulti-
mate, nor any irftermediate .cause. - But if in efficient
causes it is possible to go on to infinity, there will
be no first efficient cause, neither will there ‘be an
ultimate effect, nor any intermediate efficient causes;
all of which is plainly false. Therefore it is neces-
sary to admit a first efficient czuse, to which
everyone gives the npame of God.35

Reduction to the five essential propositions:
Effect given in "l. There is "an order of efficient

sense experience causes” in sensible things, i.e. an
' order of efficient causes exists.

inciple 2. "There is no case known (neither is
it possible) in which a thing is
found to be the efficient cauge of
itself.,”

(A
-

35 Summa Theologiae, I, gq. 2, a. 3.




13¢
. 'NECESSARY ASSENT IN THE "FIVE WAYS"
Denial of infinite 3. "in efficient causes it is not
regress possible to go on to infinity "
Conclusion, L, Therefore. a "first efficient cause"
exists. i -~
Nominal definition - God is a "f}ret'efficient'cause."

The third proof, the way of possibility and necessity,
reads: . '

We find in nature things that are possible to
be and not be since they are found to be generated, -
and to corrupt, and consequently, they are possible
- to be and not be. But it is impossible for these
always to exist, for that which is possible not to
be at some time is not. Therefore, if everything
is possible not to be, then at one time there could
have been nothing in-exXistence. Now if this were
true, even now there would be nothing in existence,
because that which does not exist only begins to
exist by something already existing. Therefore,
if at one time nothing was in existence, it would
have been impossible for anything to have begun to
exist; and thus even now nothing would be in exist-
ence - which is absurd. Therefore, not all beings
are merely possible, but there must exist something .
the existence of which is necessary. But every
necessary thing either has its necessity caused by
another, or not. Now it is impossible to go on to
infinity in necessary things which Have their neces-
sity caused by another, as has been already proved
in regard to efficient causes. Therefore w not
but postulate the existence of some belnglgéﬁxggn )
of itself its own necessity, and not receiving it
-from another, but rather causing in otherg their
necessity. This all men speak of as God.3

\\ﬁ\\\ ; . i .
<

Ibid.
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Reduction to the five essential propositions:

Effect given in 1, In nature there are "things that are
sense experience possible to be and not be since they
- are found to bhe generated and to '

corrupt,” i.e. possible beings exigt.

The principle 2. "every necessary thing either has its
necesgsity caused by another, or
not.”37

Denial of infiftite 3. "it is impossible to go on to

regress infinity in necessary things which

. have their existence caused by
another.”

Conclusion . Iy, Therefore, a necessary being "having

of itself its own necessity, and not =
* receiving it from another" exists.

Nominal definition - God is a "necessary being having of
itself its own necessity.”

The fourth proof, the way of the grades of perfection,

readst

Among beings there are some more and some less
good, true, noble, and thg like.. But ‘more' and
'less' are predicated of different things, accord-
ing’as they resemble in the different ways some-
thing#which is the maximum, as a thing is said to
be hotter according as it more nearly resembles
that which is hottest; so that there is something
noblest, and, consequently, something which is utter-
most being; for those things that are greatest in
truth are greatest in being, as it is written in

37 It is important to realize that in thls proof
St. Thomas is concerned with accountlng for the "nece531t#"
which possible belngspossess. i.e. "necessity from another.""
"Now since it is impossible for one and the same thing
to be and not be at one and the same time, everything is neces-
sary so long®ws it is. It is necessary so long as its cause
makes 1t to be. This is called 'to be necessary by another

¢« v e . The proof intends to show that one cannot go on to

-
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Metaphy. ii. Now the maximum of any genus is the
cause of all in that genus; as fiye, which is the
maximum of heat, is the cause of @ll hot things.
Therefore there must dlso be somgthing which is
to all beings the cause of their‘/being, goodness,
and every other perfection; and this we call God.38
Reduction to the five essential propositiong:
Effect given in l. "Among beings there are some more or
sense experience less good, true, noble, and the like,"
i.e. grades of perfection exist.
The principle - 2. "the maximum in any gunus is the cause
of all in that genus."”
Denial of infinite 3. "more and legg are predicated of
regress o different -things according as they

assemble in their different way some-
thing which is the maximum."
-Impliedt an infinite regress in the
more and the less is impossible.

Conclusion . . 4. Therefore, "something which is to all

“beings the cause of their being, good-
ness, and every other perfection,"
exists.

Nominal Definition - . God is "something which is to all

beings the- cause of their being,
'goodness, and every other perfection.”,

+ The fifth proof, the way of“th order in natural

things, reads:

We see that things which lack intelligence, such
as natural beodies, act for an end, and this is evi-
dent from. thelr acting always, or nearly always, in-
the same way, se~3s to obtain the best results. :

-~

.’"

4

_1nf1n1ty in necessary thingg 'which have "their neee551ty"
caused by another e (Gllsen, Elements, pp. 73-7H#)

.'. .
38 Ibid. . ’ | 0t

- k]



142

MECESSARY ASSENT IN THE “"FIVE WAYS"

Hence. it is plain that not fortuitously, but ,fg
designedly, do they achieve their end. Now what-
ever lacks intelligence cannot move towards an end,
unless it be directed by some being endowed with
knowledge and intelligence; as the arrow is shot

to its mark by the archer. Therefore some int&Il=
ligent being exists by-whom all natural th¥ngs

are directed to their end; and this being we

call God.39

Reduction to the five essential propositions: .

‘Effect given in 1. "things which lack knowledge, such

sense .experience as natural bodies, act for an end,”
. i.e. things which lack knowledge and
act for an end exist.

The principle 2.  "whatever lacks knowledge cannot move
towards an end, unless it be directed
by some being endéwed with: knowledgef

't : and intelligence."
Denial of infinite 3. Implieds an infinity of ordering,
regress ) directing intellects is impossiblex
Conclusion L. Therefore,"some intelligent being

exists by whom all natural things are
directed to their end.™

Nominal definition - God is an intelligent being by whom
all natural things are dlrected to
their end.

39 Ibld : -

4o Gilsdn, in commenting on why the fifth ay,whlch
does not explicitly deny the possibility of infinjyte regress,
writes, "Four of these ways establish -that it is-not possible
to go on to infinity in the series of intermediate cause
The fifth does not do so, perhaps gor the sake of brevity,
more probably because, since the starting point of the demon-

_stration is the presence of regularity, order, and purposive- '

ness of non-knowing belngs in general, the necessity of ‘
ultlmately positing a 51ngle providence for the whole world .
is immediately evident." (Elements, p. 80).

. ~
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a

-

These,.then, are the,fiée ways presented by St. Thoﬁéé
as demonstrations of the existence of God. Each begins with a
proposition derived from'sensé expéfience affir;ing the exiét-
ence of a particular effect. Thisg proposition is considered
by the intellect as evident and certain go long as it is con-
firmed by immediate experience. frqposiéion one is followed
_() by a second proposition which is a self-evident principle (to

‘ﬁnyone who knows the meaning of the words) whicg/:s forﬁulated )
by the intellect in light of the intellect's graép‘of the
' ;' " nature of the effect known to exist. Proposition two is then
followed by a third proposition, seen as true in light of the
principle of contradiction, which reveals the deeper implica-
.tion of proposition two, estabzbghing the effect as an effect
necessarily in need of a cause. Proposition four follows
rlecessarily, affifming the -existence of the cause, and propo-
sition five_identifies_the exigting cause with God from which .
it is necessarily concluded that qu exists/ -

The reader must remember that it 'was not the purpose*”\'
of this chapter to defend the proofs, .but rather, more simply,
it was an attempt Fo see directly, through.an examinatiqg}of
the proofs themselves how, in the mind of St. ThomasT’%HL five
ways were understood‘to necessitate intellectual asseht to the

truth of God's e&ﬁsténce.'aﬁd thefefore. to be exclusive of

faith's voluntary assent to the same. Thisg, we trusi, we have
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done, though we have not examined all the pr&ofs in detail.

We believe we have, in fact, shown, how,-in the mindof

St. Thomas: (1) all of the demonstrations moved from effect
to cause and were therefore guia or a posteriori in type;

(’
(2) all of the proofs consisted\pf premigses to which the

intellect necessarily assented seeing them as infallibly true;
(3) \;ll of the proofs followed the necessary connection in
. : N
being obtaining between an actually existing effect and its
dagse and were therefore truly demonstrative apd scientific in
character resulting in knowledge that could not be otherwise.
In segihg these things directly in the proofs themselves, then,
we belieée we have\Eﬁﬁﬁn more immediately why St. Thomas under-
stood the proofs of the existence of God to nécessitate intel-
lecfual assent, and conéequent;y, to be exclusive of the

>
voluntary assent of faith.

e
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

- L
) T In our thesis, we have studied St}gghomas'Jdoctrine of
the exclusiveness of the voluntary intelléctual assent of\faith
and the necessary intelleétual agsent éffectéd—through demon-
strative procf and, in ﬁarticulaf, of the proofs of the
existence of God. -

When we examined St. Thomas' déf&n;ﬁion of

demonstrative proof, we saw that its unique distinction was

"that it rendered evident to the intellect the necessary truth

of a proposition. We concluded that both propter quid and

guia demonstrations achieved this though about different

things. Propter quid demonsgtration renders evident to the
)

intellect the reason why a thing is so, since it is through

the causes of a tping; and guia demonstration renders evident
to fhe intellect the simple fact that a thing is so; being
either through thé.remote cause or the effect. In the proofs
of the existence of God; we witnessed how St. Thomas under- \~—,
stood such guia demonsirations through effects to render eﬁif
dent to the intellect the necessaryfz}uth of God's existence.
That is, inscfar as they were seen to follow the necesgsary
connection in being obtaining between effect and cause.

. In relation t9~demonstrative proof, we also examined
St. Thomas' definition™of assent and undefétood it to be a

determination of the intellect to one member of a contradictory

proposition, i.e. a determination of the intellect to the truth
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of a proposition. In connection with demonstrative proof, we
saw that the intellect necessarily assented to the truth of a
" proposition,since the intellect perceived the propositﬁon to

-

be necessarily true, participating gn the irrefutable evidence
of the first principles. When we analyzed thel;roof Jf the
existence of God, we‘saw directiy how they accomplisEédthis
and therefore necessitateé asgent to the truth of Ged's
existence. | -7

In our analysis of St. Thomas' doctrine of faith, it
becanfe evident that the intellectual aséent of faith was a
,voluntary assent, the intellect needing to be moved by the will
. in order to assent to the truth of a proﬁos;tion. *The cogitatio
that accompanies faith runs parallel to the assent and does'ngt
come to rest in the assent as it does in science. Tﬁe'reason;l
ing process that accompanies the assent of faith does not ren-
der e;ident to tpe:intelleét the necessary truth of a proposi-
tion aﬁa. therefore, the intellett is not dompelled to assent
as it is in science where the necesgsary truth of a proposition
is rendered evident to the intellect.

Consequently, in comparing the intellectual assent of -
faith to the intellectual assent of science and, in particular,
to thekintellectual agsent involved in the proofs of the-exist-

ence of God, it was seen that their separativeness consisted in

the contradictory character of their respective objects, i.e.
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the invisible and the visible, and therefore in the dissimilar
mov1ng principles of their assents, i.e. the will in the case
of faith,and the 1ntellmg1ble obJect itself in the case of

science. In the face of such a reality, for St. Thomas to

_have denied the intrinsic exclusiveness of faith and science

would have been an obvious contradigtion. .
We saw, however, that St. Thomas did make an important

distinction between the necessity of scientific assent and the

liberty of scientific consideration, and we suggest again that
: N

more error is derived from Professor Penelhum's not having seen
this distinction in St. Thomas than there is misjudgement
found in St. Thomas' conception o{.the exclusiveness of faith
and knowledge. as Penelhum would suggeat, For it is Professqr
Penelhum, not St. Thomas, who ends by explaining the seeming
dissent in the,féce of proof with having to defend a papadox~
ical and contradictory position. |

Finally, then, let us conclude by remarking that it is
St. Thomas' understanding-of the excihg%yeness of faith and
science which allows fdr a clear and éoherent apprehengion of

the unique. characteristics dT'both the rellglous and the phllb-

‘sophical minds as well as a proper appre01at10n of bothfthe

llmltatlons and the dlgnlty of the human 1ntellect»and/1ts
knowledge of the Divine Reality.

-

J
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