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I. In WaicH PHiLosorHY 18 DECLARED INDEPENDENT
OF SCIENCE

‘ ‘ Y ITH the rise of modern science a new problem has
arisen for philosophy. How is philosophy to be clas-
sified among the other forms of knowledge? To many
of our contemporaries, of course, this is no problem at all;
science is the only form of knowledge; therefore, there is no need
to classify philosophy. Accordingly, what for the philosopher
was originally a somewhat academic question of classification
has now become a vital question involving the very existence
of philosophy itself. It is this vital question which we wish to
consider in this paper, our-purpose being to show not only that
philosophy is independent of science, but also in what sense it
is independent.

At the outset we might call attention to a distinction between
science and philosophy which has behind it something of the
authority of commonsense usage. The scientist, it is said, strives
for knowledge; the philosopher, for wisdom. Indeed, it is almost
a truism today that while we may know far more than the
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ancients, we are anything but far wiser than they. Our science
has made great strides in the last several centuries. Has our
philosophy progressed likewise?

For all of its plausibility this mere commonsense distinction
between wisdom and knowledge can hardly be regarded as
adequate evidence of the independence of philosophy from
science. After all, what is wisdom? It is surely knowledge of a
kind. Just how is that kind of knowledge which is wisdom to be
differentiated from that kind of knowledge which is science?

Perhaps we can differentiate them by saying that philo-
sophical knowledge is rational, while scientific knowledge is
empirical. With the one are to be associated methods that are
a priort and deductive; with the other, methods that are a
posteriori and inductive. But this will not do. Philosophy
simply is not to be identified with Rationalism. This may have
been done in the seventeenth century, but since that time too
much water has gone under the bridge for us ever to try to do it
again. Besides, so far as science is concerned, it is no more ex-
clusively empirical than philosophy is exclusively rational. To
be sure, science is empirical. Yet for all its empiricism, science
is not for that reason non-intellectual and non-rational. Quite
the contrary, the old superstition is now dispelled which says
that the task of the scientist is merely to observe with his senses.
In fact, if there should be found a scientist who still insists that
all he does is to observe, we might quickly silence him by
asking if that means that what he never does is to think. No,
mere sensory observation is inadequate and incomplete, for so
long as sense data are given but not understood, real knowl-
edge has not been attained. Accordingly, it is one of the most
striking features of the history of science that empirical observa-
tion is always supplemented by attempts at intellectual ex-
planation. Consider the classic example of Kepler. As a result
of his own and others’ empirical observations, he established
the law that the planets move in elliptical orbits. Here was a
fact; it was simply so, and empirical observations proved it.
Yet physicists and astronomers were not content with it as
such. They insisted upon having an explanation of it; they
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wanted to know why planets should behave in this way.
Aristotle’s physics could give no accounting of it. As for Kepler
himself he was hardly more successful, his suggestion being
that there was an angel attached to each planet which guided
the planet in its elliptical course. Indeed, it was not until New-
ton proposed his laws of motion that anything like a real
explanation was forthcoming.

In other words, it would seem that a scientist is not contenl
with the mere empirical knowledge that a thing is so; he
requires also a rational understanding of why it is so. Perhaps,
in the final analysis it is true that the scientist must be content
with the “how ” and cannot hope to attain the “ why ” of things.
Nevertheless, up to a point and relatively, the scientist does
seek to explain and to understand or, in other words, to know
the “why ” of things. Thus it is that hypotheses play the role
that they do in sciences. For it is through hypotheses that what
is empirically observed becomes rationally understood—at least
relatively. Einstein’s hypothesis was designed to account for
the newly discovered data in the physical world, the evolu-
tionary hypothesis for data of biology and geology, and so on
with all the other hypotheses that are the stock in trade of
every kind and variety of scientist.

Moreover, as regards the notion that the method of science
is purely inductive, that is easily disposed of. For one thing
such a relation as that existing between hypothesis and data is
by no means a merely inductive one. On the contrary, the
significance of the hypothesis lies in the fact that the data can
be regarded as following from it, or as being deducible from it.
Indeed, it is only to the extent that there is deduction from a
hypothesis that there is explanation by a hypothesis. And more
generally, a careful analysis of the factors involved in the
respective processes of induction and deduction certainly indi-
cates that although there may be a real distinction between the
two, there certainly is no separation between them. In fact, it
may be taken as a reliable maxim that there is no deduction
without induction, and no induction without deduction.

With this the conclusion is inescapable: the empiricism of
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science cannot be considered as being a radical empiricism which
excludes all rational reflection and intellectual insight. Nor
must we forget our previous conclusion to the effect that the
rationalism of philosophy is not to be identified with that sort
of seventeenth century Rationalism which vigorously denies
any authority to empirical, @ posterior; evidence. Unfortu-
nately, if such be our conclusions, we would seem to be more
than ever baffled in our attempt to distinguish between the
kind of knowledge that is philosophical and the kind of knowl-
edge that is scientific. After all, if neither science is exclusively
empirical nor philosophy exclusively rational, there would seem
to be no hope of enforcing upon the two disciplines a require-
ment of suum cuique. Instead, the methods of both would seem
to be pretty much the same.

Still we must not be overhasty. It may turn out that even
though both science and philosophy are empirical, it is to a
fundamentally different kind of experience that each appeals.
Not only that, but in the light of this possible difference in
method, we may further discover a fundamental difference in
object. At any rate, let us see if anything can be done towards
drawing a distinction between the kind of experience the
scientist appeals to and the kind the philosopher appeals to.
A quotation from Santayana will clarify the issue:

There is one point, indeed, in which I am truly sorry not to be
able to profit by the guidance of my contemporaries. There is now
a great ferment in natural and mathematical philosophy, and the
times seem ripe for a new system of nature, at once ingenious and
comprehensive, such as has not appeared since the earlier days of
Greece. But what exists today is so tentative, obscure and confused
by bad philosophy, that there is no knowing what parts may be
sound and what parts merely personal and scatter-brained. If I
were a mathematician I should no doubt regale myself, if not the
reader with an electric or logistic system of the universe expressed
in algebraic symbols. For good or ill, T am an ignorant man, almost
a poet, and I can only spread a feast of what everybody knows.
Fortunately exact science and the books of the learned are not
necessary to establish my essential doctrine, nor can any of them
claim a higher warrant than it has in itself; for it rests on public
experience. It needs, to prove it, only the stars, the seasons, the
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swarm of animals, the spectacle of birth and death, of cities and
wars. My philosophy is justified, and has been justified in all ages
and countries, by the facts before every man’s eyes; and no great
wit is required to discover 1t, only (what is rarer than wit) candour
and courage. Learning does not liberate men from superstition
when their souls are cowed or perplexed; and, without learning,
clear eyes and honest reflection can discern the hang of the world
and distinguish the edge of truth from the might of imagination.
In the past or in the future, my language and my borrowed knowl-
edge would have been different, but under whatever sky I had been
born, since it is the same sky, I should have the same philosophy.?

This passage from Santayana might well serve as philosophy’s
declaration of independence from science. Moreover, of interest
in the quotation are not merely the reasons Santayana does
give for philosophy’s right to independence, but also the reasons
he does not give. He does not maintain that philosophy is
distinguishable from science because it finds its evidence in
pure reason rather than in experience. Quite the contrary, he
maintains that it is precisely in experience that the philosopher
does find his evidence. And yet the experience that the philoso-
pher relies upon is not the same kind of experience that the
scientist relies upon. Instead, it is what Santayana calls a
public experience; it is an experience that has been common to
all men in all times and in all climes; it is the kind of experience
that makes possible the “ spreading of a feast of what everybody
knows.”

With such an experience contrast the sort of empirical evi-
dence that the scientist bases his conclusions upon. It is not
evidence that all men are familiar with. Nor is it material for
a feast of what everybody knows. Rather it is the private
property of those who can use microscopes and telescopes, who
can handle charts and graphs, and who can find their way
around In laboratories and on field trips. Thus it is that on the
basis of Santayana’s remarks we may state that the real
difference between philosophy and science lies in the fact that

* George Santyana, Skepticism and Animal Faith (New York: 1923), pp. ix-x.
(With the permission of Charles Scribner’s Sons.)
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the one uses a so-called common experience, while the other
uses a special experience.?

No sooner have we laid down this distinction between science
and philosophy, than we have laid ourselves open to an obvious
criticism. We shall be reminded that however much the
distinction between common and special experience may serve
to differentiate philosophy from science, it serves equally to
degrade philosophy by comparison with science. For common
experience is by definition an experience which is crude and
unrefined. Accordingly, it is argued that because common
experience is crude and unrefined, it is inadequate. Because it
is inadequate, science has long since discarded it in favour of a
source of material which is more inaccessible, to be sure, but
which is richer and more fruitful, none the less. Thus Dr. Franz
Alexander criticizes Professor Adler:

Mr. Adler reduces philosophy to reasoning about inadequate
(common sense) observations, science representing at the same time
reasoning about more adequate observations obtained by refined
and improved methods of investigation . . . . . It Adler’s defini-
tion of philosophy is correct, philosophy should be discarded in the
proportion to which scientific knowledge progresses by the use of
steadily improving techniques of investigations.?

Accordingly, if these criticisms of common experience are
sound, then the philosopher, whose distinction is that he relies
upon common experience, must face a most embarrassing
dilemma. Either he is hopelessly behind the times for the reason
that he is working on material that the scientist has long ago
exhausted and discarded; or he is hopelessly ahead of the times
for the reason that he is trying to solve problems which only the
scientist can solve, but which the present state of our data and
material does not yet permit us to solve.

There is however an answer to this criticism of common
experience. The answer is that the criticism contains a non-

2 This distinction between common and special experience is, of course, the one that
Mr. Adler has so vigorously and persuasively argued for.

3 Mortimer J. Adler, What Man Has Made of Man (New York: 1937), preface
by Dr. Franz Alexander, p. xil. (With the permission of Longman’s Green & Co.)
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sequitur. For how does the argument run? It says that the
trouble with common experience is that, as experience, there
is not enough of it. It is unrefined, inadequate, and incomplete.
What is needed are more test tubes, microscopes, and precision
instruments. With these it will be possible to gather more
information. With this added information, light will be thrown
upon the various unsolved problems of existence which as yet
have been only toyed with in philosophical speculation, but
which must eventually be solved through scientificinvestigation.

Such an argument, however, is fallacious; the evidence as
stated is sound, but it is not evidence of the conclusion drawn.
Common experience is, from a certain point of view, experience
that is crude and insufficient; that is true enough. It is also
true that with the acquisition of more delicate instruments of
observation men will be able to gather more information. But
more information about what? Here is just where Dr. Alex-
ander’s criticism begs the question. He says that it will be more
information about these fundamental and yet unsolved prob-
lems of existence which have so long occupied the attention of
the philosophers. But we say that it will be more information
about no such thing at all. Such added information as the scien-
tist acquires will be added information about the field of science,
but not at all about the field of philosophy. Likewise, the same
answer may be made to the charge that the philosopher bases
his speculations upon an experience that is crude and insuffi-
cient. Any philosopher must admit that his common experience
would certainly be crude and insufficient for puposes of science,
but this does not necessarily prove that it is crude and insuffi-
cient for purposes of philosophy. Accordingly, any criticisms
of philosophy on this score do little more than beg the question.

Moreover, there is something very interesting about this
defense of common experience as an adequate basis for philoso-
phy. It is interesting because it incidentally brings to light
another ground of distinction between science and philosophy.
Not only do these two differ in method, but now we can perhaps
begin to see how they differ in object also. Thus we spoke of
the field of philosophy and the field of science, and we said that



184 HENRY B. VEATCH

what may be very informative about the one, will not neces-
sarily be informative about the other. This is like saying that
what is very important to know when you are building a house,
may well be of very little importance when you are making a
dress. In other words, the world of philosophy is as different
from the world of science as the world of housebuilding from the
world of dressmaking.

More particularly, when we say that the scientist is concerned
about one sort of thing and the philosopher about another sort
of thing, what sort of thing do we mean? Well, there is in the
history of philosophy the familiar distinction between the world
of phenomena and appearances on the one hand, and the world
of noumena and real existences on the other. Why may we not
appropriate this ancient distinction in order to make clear the
difference in object between science and philosophy? If we
want to know, then, why science requires such a quantity and
variety of data, it is because the field of science is the field of
sensory appearances. Similarly, if we want to know why
philosophy requires nothing like so extensive or so refined an
experience as science, it is because philosophy is not concerned
with the world of phenomena and empirically observable events.

Before we pursue any further this suggestion of a difference
in object between science and philosophy, let us return once
more to a consideration of the difference in method, and let
us trace some of its consequences. The most important con-
sequence is that if common experience really does suffice for
purposes of philosophy, then philosophy is in no wise dependent
upon special experience. If it is not dependent upon special
experience, it is not dependent upon science. That is to say,
the philosopher simply does not have to fuss and fret about
keeping up with the Joneses of science. The reason for this
is that all the advances in science result from new discoveries;
and these new discoveries, by the very fact that they are new,
do not represent an experience that is common to all men in all
ages, but rather an experience that is peculiar to only a few
research workers and special investigators in our own age.
Moreover, there is a corollary to this. If philosophic truth, in
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order to be acquired, need not wait for progress in science, so
also it must be acknowledged that philosophic truth, once it is
acquired, need not fear that it will ever be upset by future
developments in secience.

Apparently, then, philosophy must no longer be looked upon
as a mere poor relation hanging on the coattails of science.
It is a distinct and independent personality with an object and
method of its own.

II. In Waica Puirosopry 1s LiIKENED TO MATHEMATICS IN
OrpER TO BE CONTRASTED WITH SCIENCE

Such is philosophy’s declaration of independence from science.
Unfortunately, in making the declaration, it may be thought
that we have asserted things that are both extreme and contra-
dictory. As an example of our extreme statements may be cited
those assertions to the effect that the philosopher need pay no
heed to the results of science, and that once a philosophic
judgment is established, no possible scientific discovery can ever
upset it. This surely is so extreme as to reduce our position
almost to an absurdity. As an example of our contradictory
assertions may be cited our statement to the effect that philoso-
phy is concerned with the noumenal and intelligible world. Now
this is clearly incompatible with our earlier insistence that
philosophy is not to be identified with Rationalism, and that
the method of philosophy is undeniably empirical.

However, it will not be difficult both to lessen these extremi-
ties and to resolve the contradictions. The former we shall
attempt by showing that philosophic judgments are a priort
and, for this reason, immune to either confirmation or refutation
by future experience. The latter we shall attempt by showing
that although the propositions of philosophy are a priori, they
are not for that reason innate; consequently, there is a very
definite sense in which they may be said to be derived from
experience.

In order to accomplish these ends, we shall make a comparison
between philosophy and mathematics. The ground for the
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comparison lies in the fact that in both philosophy and mathe-
matics the judgments are a priori. That is to say, they are
universal and necessary; they represent what must be so and
cannot be otherwise; they are such that their opposites are
inconceivable. For instance, let us consider a few illustrations
of such a priori propositions borrowed from mathematics and
logic. Thus we are told that it is inconceivable that a Euclidean
triangle should not have its angles equal to two right angles, or
that a and b should not be greater than a. Similarly, we know
that it is inconceivable that a conclusion should be drawn from
two negative premises, or that an attribute should both be
predicable of a subject and not predicable of that subject at one
and the same time and in the same respect. Here we have prop-
ositions that are truly a priori, truly universal and necessary.

Now with such propositions, contrast these: * There are
ninety-two elements in the atomic table.” “In all living
organisms ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny.” Here we have
propositions which perhaps are true, but which differ from those
which preceded in that they do not have the same kind, or at
least not the same degree, of universality and necessity. Of the
one sort of proposition the opposite is inconceivable; of the
other sort the opposite is perfectly conceivable, even though
that opposite may in fact be false. Thus there is nothing
inconceivable about there being either more or less than ninety-
two elements. So far as we know, there are in fact just ninety-
two of them, but the number, for all we can see, might have
been two or a hundred and two. Similarly, with the biological
principle, there is nothing about the nature of a living organism
as such that would seem to necessitate its having this peculiar
property of retracing in its own development the development
of the race. In this regard, the relation of a living organism to
its property of ontogeny recapitulating phylogeny, and the
relation of a Euclidean triangle to its property of having its
angles equal to two right angles are as different as day and
night.

Furthermore, we say that future experience is relevant to
such laws of chemistry and biology as we have just considered,
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but it is in no wise relevant to the mathematical and logical
principles just considered. Thus as regards the ninety-two
elements, there may well come a day when some additional
elements may be discovered, or when some of the ninety-two
already discovered may be reduced to others, thus lessening the
total number. Never will there come a day when some future
experience will reveal that in the realm of quantity ¢ and b is
not greater than ¢. In other words, so far as the propositions
of mathematics and logic are concerned, they need neither hope
for confirmation nor dread of refutation by future experience.
It is in this sense that they are a priori.

Nevertheless, to be a priori does not mean to be innate,
whatever the Platonic, Augustinian, Cartesian tradition may
insist to the contrary. We are not born with any knowledge of
logic, mathematics, or metaphysics. Rather we learn of these
things, as we learn of all things, through experience. The child
comes to know that a straight line is the shortest distance
between two points as a result of many pleasant discoveries,
such as, how much shorter it is to cut across a lawn than to go
around it. As for ¢ and b being greater than a, it does not take
him long to realize this, considering how early he begins to
persuade his parents that to have both his toys and a piece
of candy is really much better than having just his toys. In
other words, no matter what the purity of our a priori knowledge
may be, it is still from experience that we derive it.

Nevertheless, the derivation is peculiar; it is psychological,
not logical. That is to say, the experience from which an a priori
principle is derived is in no sense evidence of the truth of the
principle; rather it is only a stimulus which provokes an insight
into the truth of the principle. In fact, it is like Newton and
the apple; the apple fell on Newton’s head, and lo, the theory
of gravitation resulted. Now, had the apple not fallen, the
theory of gravitation might never have occurred to Newton.
That is hardly to be taken to mean that the falling of an apple
on the great man’s head is a necessary step in the demonstration
of the theory of gravitation. Imagine opening the Principa
and reading: “ First go out into an orchard and wait until
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an apple falls on your head.” Such an axiom would doubtless
make the Newtonian theory much more understandable to
those of us who are mathematically ignorant; but, beyond this,
its advantages would, it seems, be negligible.

Now, what the falling apple was to the theory of graviation,
that experience is to @ prior: propositions; it is what makes us
think of them; it is not what convinces us of their truth and
validity. Accordingly, it is in this sense that we say that in
mathematics, logie, and philosophy, empirical observation is
psychologically rather than logically relevant. Also it 1s in this
sense that mathematical, logical, and philosophical knowledge
may be said to be a priori but not innate.

Contrast knowledge in the natural sciences. Like mathe-
matical, logical, and philosophical knowledge, it is not innate;
but unlike them, it is not and can never be a priort. Moreover,
because it can never become a prior: knowledge, experierice is
essential to it, not accidental; that is to say, empirical observa-
tions are logically relevant, not just psychologically relevant,
to the attainment of scientific knowledge. As evidence of this,
consider the examples which we have already given of scientific
judgments. ‘ There are ninety-two elements.” “In all living
organisms ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny.” Of such prop-
ositions the opposites are in no wise inconceivable. There is
nothing in the nature of their subjects which would necessitate
their having such properties. This much has already been
shown. But if the properties and characteristics of things in the
natural world cannot be inferred from a consideration of the
nature of those things themselves, then what can they be
inferred from ? The answer is, “ From experience.”

Why there should be only ninety-two elements, we do not
know. That there are only ninety-two elements, we learn from
experience. Why in living organisms ontogeny should re-
capitulate phylogeny, we don’t know. That it does so, however,
we are assured by experience. In other words, not being able to
understand the “ why ” of things in the natural order, experience
would seem to be the next best thing in that it teaches us the
“how ” of things. Since anything like a real understanding or
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insight into the processes of nature is denied us, it is experience
that is brought forward and used as a sort of stop-gap against
the floods of total ignorance. Thus, in natural science, ex-
perience, instead of being a mere stimulus to an a priori insight
into universal and necessary truths, is rather a substitute for
a knowledge of such truths. Moreover, it is as genuine evidence
and as an essential part of demonstration that experience
functions in the natural sciences; it is logically and not just
psychologically relevant to the attainment of truth.

Are we, then, to infer from this that in the natural sciences
sensation displaces reason ? After all, we have said that
empirical observation serves as a substitute for intellectual
insight. Is there not but one conclusion to be drawn from this ?
Scientific evidence is empirical; hence any such thing as rational
evidence can be simply dispensed with in the investigations of
nature.

Such a conclusion, however, would be extreme. Indeed, it
would be in actual conflict with what we have already most
vigorously insisted upon. It was pointed out that just as
philosophy requires experience, so also science requires reason,
and yet this position demanded some qualification. In fact, we
have already qualified it so far as philosophy is concerned;
we have indicated in just what sense philosophy stands in need
of experience. Apparently, then, we must now indicate in just
what sense science stands in need for reason. That it does stand
in need of it is obvious. Consider even the simplest empirical
judgments: “This white thing before me is a sheet of paper ” ;
“ This green thing in my hand is a fountain pen.” Already in
these apparently simple statements of fact the mere sense data
have been transcended. To use the old-fashioned expression,
they have been subsumed under a universal. To use a more
modern expression, they have been put into a certain context,
a context which makes possible their being linked and associated
with other possible data.

For example, if this really is a fountain pen in my hand,
then it will have a point that is sharp to the touch; its holder
will be round and smooth, except where it is threaded for the
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cap; it will have a certain hardness and yet will be hollow
inside. These and any number of other sensible properties will
attach to this object, if it is a fountain pen. In other words,
the purpose of subsuming a datum under a umiversal or of
putting it into a context is simply to fit it into the natural order
of things. It is just this fitting of a datum into its proper place
in the order of things that cannot be achieved by sensation
alone; it is a task which only the reason can accomplish. In
fact, were it not for the intellect and its power to generalize,
the mere sense data themselves would be meaningless and
insignificant.

This interdependence of reason and experience in science
can be illustrated in another way—in a way we have already
used. It may be remembered that once before when we sought
to show that the empiricism of science was not exclusive of the
use of reason and intellect, we pointed out how scientists are
constantly resorting to hypotheses. Thus it may often appear
to be established empirically that things happen in a certain
way (e. g., that the planets move in elliptical orbits). But this
does not satisfy the man of science. He seeks a hypothesis
that will explain their happening that way (e. g., Newton’s
hypotheses in the form of laws of motion). In other words,
there would seem to be in the natural sciences a sort of upward
and downward path, upward from the data to the hypotheses
and downward from the hypotheses to the data again. These
two paths, however, are traced by reason, not by sensation.
Thus once more we find reason supplementing sense in such a
way as to make the mere brute data meaningful and significant.

Indeed, this business of subsuming a particular datum under
a universal concept and this business of explaining an empirical
correlation by means of a hypothesis are not radically distinct.
Instead, they both represent the construction of hypotheses in
order to account for something. Thus even the fitting of a
datum into its context represents the employment of a hypo-
thesis for purposes of explanation, for the context itself is a sort
of hypothesis. Consider the data of greenness and smoothness
and rectangular shape; these do not necessarily and universally
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imply a fountain pen. Nevertheless, to say that they are a
fountain pen does explain them and make them intelligible.
Of course, there is always the possibility of error. It may be
that the greenness and smoothness and rectangular shape are
those of a pencil rather than of a fountain pen. We were
deceived as a result of too hasty a glance, and it is through
further examination that the mistake becomes apparent. Yet,
right here we see the peculiar virtue of hypothesis. Even though
it may be a false one, still it enables us to get hold of our data
and manipulate them so as to set then in relation to other data.
In this way future observations become relevant either as
confirmations or as ““infirmations ” * of what we had supposed
the original data to be. Hypotheses are thus indispensable to a
knowledge of the empirical world; yet hypotheses are the crea-
tures of reason, not of sense.

Now we are ready to summarize our arguments and draw
our conclusions as to the precise nature of the contrast between
science and philosophy. Neither is exclusively rational; neither
is exclusively empirical; and yet for all that, the two do not
follow identical methods of investigation. Thus philosophy
depends upon experience, and yet in a different way from the
way in which science does. So also science stands in need of the
activity of the intellect, and yet in a different way from the way
in which philosophy does. In fact, we might almost say that in
philosophy experience is but a means to the end of intellectual
insight, whereas in science the activity of the intellect serves
merely to set the stage for further empirical observations.
Thus, as we have seen, for the philosopher, as for the mathe-
matician, experience serves only as a stimulus; it is but psy-
chologically, not logically, relevant to an intellectual insight
into a priort truths. On the other hand, for the scientist the
intellect serves but to fashion hypotheses; and of these hypo-
theses the sole function is to point back to the world of
experience, and thus make possible new experiences. Con-
sequently, whatever may be said of the importance of experience

¢ For this usage, see Eaton, General Logic, page 545.
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to philosophy and of reason to science, it still remains true that
the ultimate arbiter and authority for philosophy is the intel-
lect and for science the senses.

These latest conclusions we can now use to reinforce some of
our earlier ones. Consider, for instance, our earlier conclusion
that common experience is adequate for philosophy, whereas
only special experience suffices for science. “We insisted that
this was so, and we answered objections stating that it was not
so. Yet we never stopped to explain why it was so. Why should
philosophy be able to get along on common experience, while
science requires special experience? The answer to this question
“why” 1s now clear from what we know of the nature of
scientific knowledge and the nature of philosophical knowledge.
For if observation is but a means to the end of intellectual
insight, then only so much observation is needed as will stimu-
late such insight. Once this is accomplished, the senses, having
rendered their services, may be paid off and discharged. On the
other hand, where empirical evidence is the end rather than
the means, sensory observation is never finished; it soon goes
beyond the confines of common, everyday experience and
plunges ever deeper and deeper into those perpetually new and
uncharted reaches of experience that are opened up through
refined and special techniques of experiment and investigation.

Moreover, there is another one of our earlier conclusions
which we are now in position to reinforce. It was the conclusion
that not only is the method of philosophy different from that of
science, but also it is towards entirely different kinds of objects
that the two activities are directed. Indeed, without this
difference in object, the difference in method could hardly be
sustained, for suppose we ask why common experience is
sufficient for the philosopher? We have already answered that
question: it is because for the philosopher experience is but a
means to the end of intellectual insight. Suppose we then go on
to ask why for philosophy intellectual insight is the end, whereas
for science the end is empirical observation? The only answer
is that philosophy, like mathematics, is concerned with the
intelligible world, while science deals with the- phenomenal
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world. Were this not so, all of our previous contentions would
become dubious. It would no longer be possible for the philoso-
pher to rely on common experience which is so very crude
compared to the data and materials of the scientist. It would
be actually absurd for the philosopher to pretend to be in no
fear of future empirical discoveries upsetting his conclusions.
However, this latter ceases to be absurd and the former ceases
to be impossible, as soon as it is clearly recognized that the
philosopher is not seeking to know the structure of the sensible
world at all, but only of the intelligible world. That it is the
intelligible world, rather than the sensible world, with which
the philosopher is concerned becomes clear, as soon as the
likeness of philosophy to mathematics and the interest of
philosophy in the a priori are definitely established.

III. Ixn Waica Some Ewmrpiricar OBIEcTIONS ARE MET
AND ANSWERED

Philosophy has been classified with mathematics and differ-
entiated from science. As a result, it has been possible to make
clear the different ways in which philosophy and science rely
upon experience, as well as the different worlds with which
these two disciplines are concerned. Yet no sooner have we
established these two points of difference, than we shall be told
that our second point of difference, namely, the differentiation
in object, is peculiarly suspect. For how can we blithely assert
that philosophy is one thing, since it deals with the noumenal
world, while science is another thing, since it deals with the
phenomenal world? After all, suppose we ask ourselves why it
is that so many of our contemporaries flatly refuse to grant
philosophy any sort of respectable status independent of science.
Is it not simply because the ancient myth of an intelligible world
is thought to have been thoroughly deflated and debunked?
What do we mean, then, trying to revive it in this post-Kantian
era of enlightenment?

In short, the issue, as presented to us by our empirically
minded contemporaries, would be simply this: how can we

2
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appeal to the existence of a noumenal world as the source of
philosophy’s independence of science, when it was no less than
the denial of the existence of any such world that has been
responsible for the humiliation of philosophy and its reduction
to a state of subjection to science? What we have said about
the a priori character of mathematics, logic, and philosophy is
all very well for mathematics and logic, but it will not do for
philosophy. After all, mathematics and logic are not concerned
with existence or with the real world of nature. They represent
wholly arbitrary constructions of the mind. They are, as the
moderns would say, purely “ postulational ” or, as Kant would
say, purely analytic. Little wonder, then, that for them ex-
perience is only psychologically, and not logically, relevant.
Little wonder that they need not submit themselves either to
confirmation or refutation by experience. With philosophy it is
a different matter. Philosophy does make assertions about
existence, but assertions about existence can only be empirical.
They can neither arise antecedently to experience nor maintain
themselves independently of experience, once they have arisen.
Every item of real knowledge, in fact, is traceable to experience
and subject to revision by experience. Experience, in other
words, is the be-all and end-all of knowledge—at least, such is
the contention.

Once more we are up against an entrenched empiricism which
simply denies any such thing as an intelligible world and bluntly
challenges reason’s right to pronounce upon the nature of things.
Nor will it avail us to remind these empiricists that we are not
defending any such thing as the old-fashioned pure reason,
having explicitly rejected the Rationalist tenet of innate ideas.
No, even that qualified rationalism which we have advocated,
that rationalism which, though it insists that, ultimately,
principles can be reached whose validity is in no wise dependent
on sensation, nevertheless insists with equal vigor that all
knowledge must have its origin and root in the evidence of the
senses—even such rationalism would be rejected by our con-
temporary crop of empiricists. How, then, are they to be
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answered? How can it be shown that there is such a thing as
an intelligible world?

Unfortunately, we must begin our answering and our demon-
strating by admitting that there is one group of empiricists
whom we cannot answer, and for whom we cannot demon-
strate—at least not in this paper. That is the group which right
now would seem to be strutting and fretting its hour upon the
philosophical stage. Their favorite lines are replete with words
about meaningful and meaningless concepts, and when they
pronounce them, they strike an air of complete assurance.
They tell us that to talk about any thing that cannot be felt
or touched or in any way sensed is simply to talk nonsense.
Thus if you speak to them of an intelligible world, they blandly
reply that they have no idea what you mean. If you try to
explain, they will cut you short and say that you cannot pos-
sibly explain what you mean since you mean nothing. If you
insist that you do mean something and that you can prove that
you do, they will calmly assure you that you are talking
nonsense. If you then appeal to the authority of the great
philosophers and wise men of all ages and urge that these men
use substantially the same concepts and notions as yourself,
they will simply say that that is so much the worse for the
sages and the philosophers; they were talking nonsense too.
“ Tt is no use to argue,” they will say, “ we have set up certain
criteria of meaningfulness; now if anything fails to satisfy these
criteria, even if it makes good sense to us, we will still know
perfectly well that it is nonsense and will refuse to listen.”
Obviously, it is no use to argue with these empiricists. They
will not be moved by either rhyme or reason, or, to use their
own jargon, by either emotive meaning or sense meaning.

It is not, then, to this brand of empiricist that we will address
our arguments; rather, it is to that more robust and old-fashioned
breed who might be quite willing to admit that the notion of
an intelligible world is understandable enough, but who would
be equally insistent that, however understandable it is, it
simply does not exist. As for there being such a thing as a real
order of nature, an order that is independent of our knowledge



196 HENRY B. VEATCH

of it but that we nevertheless can know, at least partially, this
is all just part and parcel of what our good old-fashioned
empiricist takes for granted. In taking it for granted, he insists
that this same order is an empirical order and can be known
only through sensory experience. He will have none of this
a priort, intelligible world stuff; that is a fiction; when you start
talking about that sort of thing, you have ceased trying to
know and have started to manufacture, and to manufacture
mere cobwebs at that. No, if it is the real you want, the order
of independent, stubborn facts, then stick to your sensory
evidence and don’t go wandering off into your a prior: land
of nod.

Such is the counsel of our hardheaded, red-blooded man of
experience. Yet, let us look a little more closely at some of
these things that are part and parcel of what he takes for
granted. He says that there is a real order of nature, an order
which we do not create but which we know. What about this
judgment that there is a reality, that something is real ? Is
this an empirical judgment in the ordinary sense ?

Well, why not call it empirical, if we suppose that it is our
senses that bring us up against real, existing beings? We will
grant that it is they who jolt us out of a mere idle contemplation
of essences and Into an honest confrontation of existences.
Very well, then, the content of this judgment which we are
considering certainly belongs to the order of facts and not to
the mere order of logic. For what is this judgment other than
the declaration that there is just such an order of facts; there
is an order of nature; there is reality, being, and existence?
We have here, most assuredly, a judgment about existence,
an empirical judgment, if you like. Consider it for a moment.
Compare it with other characteristically empirical judgments:
“There are ninety-two elements.” “ There is evolution in
nature.” “ Qurs is an Einsteinian universe.” At once, we see
the difference. These latter judgments are in no sense inviolate.
They are subject to revision and rejection, according to what
future experience reveals, but not so the judgment that there
exists something, that there is a real existence. Now can one
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deny or challenge the existence of being ? How can one say
that nothing is? Is not one’s very denial of reality based upon
a certain conception of reality? After all, one must ground
one’s denial somehow; and what other possible ground can one
give than the very nature of things, the very order of reality
itself 7 Any such appeal to the nature of things or to the order
of reality presupposes that there are things and that there is a
reality. Put abstractly the point is this: the denial that being
is must be based on a certain notion of what being is, but with
any notion of what being is there is the notion that being is.
In other words, even though it may be possible to doubt
whether reality is this or that, it is altogether impossible to
doubt whether reality is or is not.

What, then, are we to conclude from all this in regard to the
existence of an a priori and of an intelligible world? Well, even
if we admit that the judgment that there is being is not a prior:
but empirical, still it must also be admitted by our empiricist
opponent that this same judgment does not have many of the
characteristics which are usually attributed to empirical judg-
ments. There is nothing tentative or hypothetical about it.
On the contrary, it is certain, and its truth is known to be
absolutely immune to any sort of correction from future ex-
perience. This, however, would seem to answer precisely to the
description which we previously gave of such modified a priori,
intelligible principles as were to serve as a foundation for
philosophy. At least, then, we would seem to have found a truly
philosophical judgment, founded on common experience and
yet transcendent of experience, in the sense that once it is
established it has no need of submitting itself to further veri-
fication in experience.

Before we can gloat too much over having turned the tables
on the good old-fashioned empiricist, we must listen to the
defense prepared in his behalf. For it might be urged that
he of all people would not imagine that experience could ever
disclose the fact that there was no being and no existence.
On the contrary, his honest empiricist’s doubts would not
extend to questioning the being of being, but only to questioning
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the essence of being. That being is, is a proposition he would
not challenge, but that being is this rather than that—or to put
it into language more familiar and pleasing to him, that the
order of nature is of this sort rather than that—is a proposition
that cannot be known a priort and antecedently to all ex-
perience. Not only that, but even after experience has inter-
vened, there can be no hope that the matter will be settled once
and for all. Rather, the process of appealing to experience must
continue. Thus, once experience has suggested a theory as to
what the order of nature is, that theory must be verified and
possibly modified by further experience. Then these modifica-
tions in turn must be verified and still further modified, and
so on ad infinttum.

Such a defense, however, 1s not sound. For its foundation
it claims the distinction between the fact of existence and the
nature of existence. However, to draw such a distinction by no
means establishes the contention that it is for the philosopher
to discover only the fact of existence, while it is for the scientist
to pronounce upon the nature of existence. On the contrary,
we have already seen for ourselves how the philosophic judg-
ment that there is being leads directly and immediately to other
philosophic judgments about the nature of being. For did we
not show that this very empirical judgment which asserts that
there is existence is different from other empirical judgments,
and that its difference lies primarily in the fact that it can never
be upset by future experience? What is it that makes it thus
inviolate? Must it not be the peculiar nature of its subject
matter? And what is it subject matter? Being. In other
words, no sooner did we discover that there is being and reality,
than we realized that being is of such a nature as to make this
proposition immune to any sort of refutation. A knowledge
of the “that” leads over at once into a knowledge of the
“ what,” and a knowledge of existence into a knowledge of
essence.

Nor would the empiricist be able to rejoin that for the
philosopher to ascertain only a single item in the essence of
being is not much of an achievement, particularly since all the
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remaining work of determining the nature of things lies within
the competence of the empirical scientist. Quite the contrary,
with the ascertainment of this one item in the nature of being,
any number of other items immediately come into view. What
about this very distinction between existence and essence?
Originally the empiricist himself appealed to it, and subse-
quently we ourselves considered and discussed it. Is this
distinction a scientific one? Is it merely empirical? Hardly,
since, far from being a distinction which is simply a datum of
sense, it is rather a distinction which is presupposed in any
understanding of the data of sense. For how could one possibly
consider or talk about the materials gathered from empirical
observation without considering them under these two aspects
or moments: they are, and they are something? Nor is this
distinction between essence and existence comparable to
scientific judgments insofar as these latter are tentative and
subject to discard. Rather, it is absolutely necessary for us to
conceive of being under these two aspects of existence and
essence. If one supposes that it is not necessary, let him try
to conceive the opposite. By his very act of conception, he
refutes himself.

This sort of polarity of essence and existence is not the only
thing which is implied by the very notion of being itself. There
are also other assertions about the nature of being which the
philosopher can make with perfect legitimacy. Admitting that
something exists, can we help admitting at the same time that
whatever exists does exist, and that imsofar as it exists and is
something, it does not not exist and is not nothing? Surely
these judgments cannot be denied, for, as Aristotle showed long
ago, in denying them one must presuppose them: each thing
is what it is, and insofar as it is what it is, it is not something
else. Once more we find ourselves in the presence of judgments
which have nothing to anticipate or dread in future experience.
Call them a priori if you like. The fact is that they are not
like scientific judgments; they are not merely tentative; they
do not depend upon the authority of empirical observation;
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in short, the only thing to be said about them is that they are
philosophical judgments.

All this would arouse in our old-fashioned empiricist nothing
but contempt. He would reply: * Once more you drag out the
old battered principles of identity and non-contradiction and
hold them up as exhibits A and B of philosophical knowledge.
Well, let us end the argument once and for all and admit that
these principles do represent philosophical knowledge. Admit-
ting that, what does it prove? It proves that philosophy is
capable of what everyone has always admitted it to be capable
of—a lot of cobweb spinning. For in virtue of the principles of
identity and non-contradiction, one can construct a whole
system of magnificently interwoven essences, and one can con-
struct it all a priort too. Then when it is done, what does one
have? Nothing but what one started out with—a lot of essences
and no existence. No, if it is the real order of nature that you
want to find, then you won’t find it by building a lot of air
castles on top of the principles of identity and non-contradiction.
Instead, you will find it only by the slow and tedious process of
gathering data, propounding hypotheses, and then going back
to the data again for verification. Nor will anything ever be
absolutely certain on the basis of such a method of procedure.
Rather, everything will be merely tentative, and subject to
revision by future experience.”

Unfortunately, this reply evades the issue. Originally the
defense proposed for the empiricist was that however much it
might be within the philosopher’s province to establish the
being of being, he still could not show a priori what the essence
of being must be. In reply to this, we suggested that it could be
known a prior: that the distinction between being and essence
was relevant to the nature of being, and that the principles of
identity and non-contradiction were certainly of the very es-
sence of being. Now we did not say that any more could be
known of the nature and character of being, but we did say
that this much could be. Nor has anything that the empiricist
said served to upset this contention.

Yet, if this is all that the philosopher can know of the essence
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of being, and if everything else about reality falls within the
province of the scientist to discover, then the philosopher’s
task is neither a very significant nor a very important one.
However, this is not all that the philosopher can know. Nor
is his further knowledge confined to mere essences, i. e., to a
mere consideration of what might be as over against what
actually 1s. On the contrary, the philosopher is able to know
that certain essences are, that they exist. He knows, in other
words, not just about natures, but about the nature of things;
or, to put it still differently, he has knowledge not merely of
essence but also of the essence of being, 1. e., of the existence
of essences.

To make this assertion carry conviction, let us return once
more to the consideration of those points which we suggested
were simply taken for granted by the ordinary empiricist. It
will be remembered that the admission which we attributed to
him was that there is a real, natural order of things, an order
which men do not create but rather know. Involved in this
admission is the judgment that there is being, that something
really exists. Already we have shown how this judgment as to
the fact of being is not a scientific judgment at all; and we have
also shown how, close upon the heels of this judgment about
the fact of existence, there follows a whole crowd of judgments
regarding the nature and essence of being, which judgments
are likewise in no way scientific. But the judgment that there
is being is not the only judgment which is involved in the
initial admission of the empiricist. There is also the judgment
that there is knowledge. Besides, if one is going so far as to
admit that there is a natural order of things, then one must
certainly accede to the judgments that there are things, that
these things are many, and that these many things are subject
to change and becoming.

Once more we have certain judgments of fact comparable
to the judgment that there is being. Suppose we ask what their
basis and origin are. Are they scientific judgments? Are they
a priori? Or just what is their nature? Certainly they cannot
be a priori, since there is nothing about the nature of reality



202 HENRY B. VEATCH

considered abstractly, and as such, that would necessitate the
existence of multiplicity, change, and knowledge. Yet there is
no doubt of their certainty. For how can one deny that there is
knowledge? To do so would be but to recommit the age-old
fallacy of the sceptic who professes to have knowledge that
there 1s no knowledge.

Similarly, would one be any more likely to chaillenge the
existence of multiplicity and change? Hardly; for, to borrow
Plato’s phrase, we may confidently assert that our father,
Parmenides, has long since had violent hands laid upon him,
and to come to his defense now would be to involve oneself in
self-contradiction. For if there is no multiplicity, what of the
opinion that there is? Does this not imply a difference between
truth and illusion? Similarly, if there is no change, what may
be said of the change from an ignorance of this truth to a
knowledge of it ?

Thus once again, we find ourselves in the presence of truths
which, if not purely a priori, at least are not scientific judg-
ments. For there is no tentativeness about them. There is no
chance of their being discredited. Consequently, they are not
like judgments to the effect that there are ninety-two elements
in the atomic table, or that there is a gravitation of bodies.
Not only that, but once these judgments of fact are laid down,
there follow upon them any number of necessary judgments
concerning the nature and essence of the things thus estab-
lished. Thus no sooner is it established that there is knowl-
edge, than further reflection proceeds to reveal something of
what knowledge is. Knowledge, we learn, necessarily involves
both the distinction and the identification of the knower and
the thing known. How can this be and in just what sense is it
so? These are questions that we learn the answers to only
through still further rational reflection concerning what it is
that knowledge is. Likewise, no soomer is it established that
there is change, than further reflection discloses something of
the nature of change. For example, we come to see how there
must be a something that undergoes the change as well as a
something that instigates and effects the change. In other
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words, any fact of change involves a “ from,” a ““ to,” an “ of,”
and a “by.” Does anyone doubt this? How can one? There
is no way of characterizing change without being caught up by
the prepositions “from,” “to,” “of,” and “by”; they are a
part of the very logic of the situation.

You will retort: ““ All these prepositions are but indicative
of the way we human beings use language and are in no sense
indicative of the way things are.” To which the reply is:
“ Human beings use language in that way because they think
in that way, and they think in that way because that is the way
things are. If one denies that thinking is thus in conformity
with the order and nature of things, then one is denying that
the order and nature of things can be known. But to profess
to know that there can be no knowledge is self-contradictory,
as we have already seen.”

Once more we find ourselves in possession of judgments con-
cerning the nature of things which are certainly not like scien-
tific judgments. They are universal and necessary; they are
certaln, not tentative; and they require nothing irom future
experience, neither confirmation nor “ infirmation.”® In short,
they are philosophic judgments.

How does it happen that there can be such philosophic
judgments about the nature of knowledge, of essence, of exist-
ence, of change, etc.? That there are such judgments we have
just seen. As to how there can be such judgments we perhaps
do not yet see. However, is not the explanation to be found in
the fact that there exists not only a phenomenal world know-
able by the scientist, but also an intelligible world knowable by
the philosopher? This is, indeed, an interesting conclusion, for
it was no less than this very question as to whether there is an
intelligible world or not that started us on the course of our
arduous argument. Let us review briefly the issue as it then
presented itself to us. What we had been trying to do for some
time was to differentiate science from philosophy in terms of
method. We had found that in general the methods of the two

S For this usage, see Eaton, General Logic, page 545.
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were alike; both made use of empirical observation and intel-
lectual investigation. Specifically, however, the methods were
different: in the one case, that of science, rational reflection
was used as a mere means to secure further empirical data; in
the other case, that of philosophy, empirical observation was
but a means to the end of intellectual insight.

Nevertheless, this difference in method between science and
philosophy was not enough; it did not seem to be self-sufficient;
it needed to be grounded upon a difference in object. What
was this difference in object? It was the difference between
the sensible world and the intelligible world, but no sooner
had we reached this point in our discussion than the whole of
our effort seemed to be rendered useless by the simple con-
sideration that there was no such thing as an intelligible world.
In fact, Kant denied the existence of any such thing, and most
of our present-day empirically minded scientists would certainly
agree with him. Not only that, but they would go further and
would argue that since there could be no difference between the
object of philosophy and the object of science, there could
be no difference in method. If there could be no difference in
method, what possible difference could there be of any kind?
Presumably there could be none. But as soon as it becomes
impossible to differentiate philosophy from science, the fate of
philosophy is sealed, for in our day science is fixed and estab-
lished. Accordingly, if philosophy cannot prove its independ-
ence, it might as well become reconciled to its own non-
existence.

Fortunately, however, philosophy need not become reconciled
to its own non-existence. It does exist and does have a valid
status independent of science. We have just proved it. For did
we not cite examples of philosophic judgments, the validity of
which could not be challenged, and the distinction of which
from scientific judgments was apparent? Very well, then, just
as the denial of an intelligible world leads to a denial of philoso-
phy, so also an affirmation of philosophy leads to an affirmation
of an intelligible world. For if there are real philosophic judg-
ments that are in no wise scientific judgments, then the method
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of the philosopher must certainly be different from the method
of the scientist. If the method of the philosopher is really
different from that of the scientist, that can only mean that the
philosopher is investigating a different kind of thing from the
scientist, viz., an intelligible world as over against a sensible,
phenomenal world.

IV. In WHIicH PHILOsoPHY Is LIKENED TO ScIENCE IN ORDER
TO BE DISTINGUISHED FROM MATHEMATICS

No sooner have we apparently attained our goal of dis-
tinguishing philosophy from science, both as regards method and
as regards object, than we must needs pause a moment to make
sure that we have not overshot our goal. There is something
suspect about this notion of an “intelligible world.” Tts
associations are all with innate ideas and pure a prior: reason-
ing. This, however, is bad company for us, considering that we
have been at such pains to show how philosophic knowledge
must begin with the data of common experience. In fact, even
such judgments as those involving the law of identity and the
distinction between essence and existence would have no truth
or relevance, unless there were a reality and an existence to
which this law and this distinction could pertain. So also with
the other judgments about the nature of knowledge, of change,
and of multiplicity; unless there were such things as knowledge,
change, and multiplicity, these judgments would have no bearing
or import. How do we know that there are such things? We
know it through common experience. In other words, however
much it may be within the competence of the intellect to
determine what and why things are, it is solely within the
competence of sensory experience to establish the fact that
they are.

Consider this last conclusion. If it is common experience
that assures us of the existence of those very objects which it
is the task of philosophy to reflect upon, what about our earlier
likening of philosophy to mathematics? Is mathematics the
kind of knowledge that must rely upon experience to supply it
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with the actual objects of its investigation? To answer these
questions, let us review our earlier conclusions. It may be
remembered that it was through the supposed similarity of
philosophy to mathematics that we sought to distinguish
philosophy from science. Science, we suggested, is dependent
upon experience to a greater extent than, and in a different way
from, mathematics and philosophy. In the latter, experience is
only psychologically relevant to the knowledge that is finally
acquired; that is to say, it stimulates such knowledge and
provokes it, but is in no sense a part of it. In natural science,
on the other hand, experience provides the very materials of
scientific investigation; what the scientist knows about, in other
words, are those very objects which are presented to him in
sense experience. Let us take an example. In geometry we may
draw a circle on paper to illustrate some of the theorems which
we are trying to prove. Nevertheless, the geometer will insist
that what we have drawn is not what we are talking or thinking
about. The visible circle, that is to say, merely suggests the
ideal circle and must in no wise be identified with it. Contrast
the procedure in science. There the sense data which are
gathered through experiment are, to be sure, unintelligible
simply in themselves; for an understanding of them much
more is needed than the mere experiencing of them; still, the
understanding which the scientist is seeking is always an under-
standing of these same data and not of some ideal object merely
suggested by the data.

What of philosophy? Certainly it would seem to be much
more like science than mathematics. Those objects which the
philosopher meets with in common experience are the very same
objects which he considers and tries to determine the nature
of in later reflection. For example, it is through empirical
observation that we come into contact with being and change.
Yet that being which is characterized by the laws of identity
and non-contradiction, and that change which we say neces-
sarily involves the presence of four causes, are not a different
being and a different change from that which we first came to
be aware of in ordinary common experience. On the contrary,
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they are identical. Hence we must accept the conclusion that in
philosophy there is no such separation between the object
experienced and the object known, as there is in mathematics.

Not only that, but we can go further and can assert that,
far from there being in philosophy a separation of the object
known from the object experienced, it is rather through ex-
perience, and experience alone, that the philosopher assures
himself of the existence of those very objects whose nature he
is seeking to determine. That there is knowledge, that there is
being, that there is multiplicity, that there is change—these are
all judgments of experience. Of course, when it comes to
knowing what being is and what knowledge is and what mul-
tiplicity is and what change is, the philosopher must learn
about these through intellectual reflection. Nevertheless, it
may be said that philosophy resembles science and differs from
mathematics precisely in its being concerned about existences
and not merely about essences. Thus the philosopher wants
to know, not simply what it is he is considering, but also that
it is. Accordingly, he turns to experience as being the one way
to existence. On the other hand, the mathematician seems
indifferent to existence and so turns away from experience.
For him it is sufficient to know the “ what” without the
“that ”; it is sufficient to know merely how his terms are used,
and not whether things corresponding to them really exist or
not. Thus it is that so many modern mathematicians describe
their technique and procedure as being “ postulational.”

If perchance there should be a mathematician who does not
admit that his method is merely postulational, but who insists
that a mathematical, non-empirical method can and does lead
to existence, then mevitably he will fall into a sort of Cartesian
idealism. It is this sort of idealism of which Professor Gilson
has so brilliantly sketched the history and so tellingly exposed
the fallacy. It consists in trying to make reality conform to
our ideas rather than our ideas to reality. Thus Professor
Gilson says:

The primary consequence of Cartesian mathematicism, and that
from which all the others flow, was the obligation which he imposed
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upon the philosopher of always going from thought to being and
even of always defining being in terms of thoughts. For the mathe-
matician, the problem of essence always takes precedence over
that of existence; the true circle and the true triangle are the
definition of the circle and of the triangle, the figures empirically
given in sensible experience being only approximations of their
definitions. It is not by chance that geometry is the science of
sciences for Descartes as for Plato. In every respect a systematic
application of the mathematical method to the real could have as
its immediate resuit nothing but the substitution for the concrete
complexity of things a certain number of clear and distinct ideas,
themselves conceived of as being the veritable reality.®

Again, he says:

What is a circle, to the mind of a mathematician ? Is it this and
that circle, such as I can imperfectly draw on a piece of paper or on
a blackboard ? Obviously not—the real circle is the definition of
a circle, and nothing else. It may be that no material figure ever
answered that definition in reality; what the mathematician is
interested in is something different: the essence or true nature of
the circle, as is to be found in its definition and only there.’

Compare also this exposé of the fallacies involved in confusing
the method of philosophy with that of mathematics:

Up to the time of Descartes, and particularly during the Middle
Ages, it had always been admitted that philosophy consists in a
conceptual transposition of reality. In this sense it is just to
characterize it as an abstract conceptualism; but it is not just to
accuse it of having rezfied its concepts; on the contrary, the constant
method of the scholastic is to go from things to concepts, so that he
needs several concepts to express the essence of a single thing,
according to the multiplicity of the points of view that he adopts
towards it, and also so that no one less than he is in danger of
taking what he abstracts from the real for reality. To convince
oneself of this, it suffices to consider the case of any substance
whatever. For the scholastic, it is always matter and form, that is
to say, two concepts; neither is the matter anything apart from
the form, nor the form apart from the matter. The person who
retfied concepts is not St. Thomas but Descartes, and he could not
avoid doing it as soon as he elevated concepts to the rank of ideas.

® Gilson, Le Réalisme Méthodique, p. 54.
? Gilson, The Unity of Philosophical Experience, p. 153.
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Abstracts of the real, he made of them models of which it is not
enough to say that the real must conform itself to them but rather
that they are the real itself. The distance which separates the two
philosophers on this point strikes one forcibly when one considers
that for Descartes every substance is known because it is reducible
to the content of his idea, while for a scholastic every substance is
unknown because it is a different thing from the sum of the concepts
which we derive from it.t

Apparently, then, rather than allow ourselves to be lured
into the pitfalls of Cartesianism we had better shun all mathe-
matical shortcuts to existence, and stick instead to the one and
only way to get from essence to being, namely by experience.

What now of our distinction between philosophy and science?
Is it any longer valid? From what we have just said, it would
appear that so far as its use of experience is concerned, philoso-
phy resembles science and differs from mathematics. Yet from
what we formerly said, it is clear that the real way to demon-
strate philosophy’s independence of science is to liken it to
mathematics. In fact, all of the cardinal points of contrast
between philosophy and science derive their force and plausi-
bility from the apparent analogy existing between the methods
and objects of investigation in philosophy, and the methods
and objects of investigation in mathematics. For example,
consider the contrast between philosophy and science which is
based on the fact that for the philosopher experience is but a
means to intellectual insight, whereas for the scientist the
intellect is but an instrument in the acquisition of new empirical
data. Obviously, this contrast cannot be even so much as under-
stood, unless one appreciates the close resemblance between
philosophy and mathematics. It is to the mathematician that
one turns, if one wants a stock example of an investigator who
uses experience as but a means, and for whom sense data act
as mere stimuli to knowledge and mnot at all as materials for
knowledge. Accordingly, if the philosopher is going to insist
that in his case also experience is only psychologically, and not
logically, relevant. he can do so only by admitting the analogy

8 Gilson, Le Réalisme Méthodique, p. 54-55.
3
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between his method of knowledge and the mathematician’s.

Moreover, the same thing is true of that other contrast which
we made between philosophy and science. It was the contrast
based upon the difference between relying upon common ex-
perience and relying upon special experience. Yet, surely it
would be to the example of mathematics that a philosopher
would appeal, if he wanted to illustrate how a systematic body
of knowledge could be erected on the foundations of mere
common experience. After all, even a child has enough ex-
perience to know the first principles about figure and quantity.

Similarly, in regard to the difference between the phenomenal
and the intelligible worlds, this mode of contrasting philosophy
with science is certainly to be understood after the pattern of
mathematics. That is precisely what the mathematician does;
he passes from the circle that is drawn on paper, the phenomenal,
empirical circle, to the idea of the circle, the intelligible circle.

In short, philosophy can be independent of science only by
identifying its cause with the cause of mathematics. Yet from
what we have said about philosophy’s concern with existences,
as over against mere essences, it simply is not possible to make
an identification of philosophy’s cause with that of mathe-
matics. Does this mean, then, that philosophy cannot claim in-
dependence of science, after all? Hardly, for there is one point
of contrast between science and philosophy which has been
clearly brought to light in our previous discussions, and which,
if we now analyze it more carefully, will definitely settle this
question of independence. What we said was that conclusions
in science are ever subject to revision and refutation, while
conclusions in philosophy are immune to any correction by
future experience. In short, scientific knowledge is only hypo-
thetical, while philosophical knowledge is certain.

Such is the contrast; but how it is to be explained? The
explanation is this: In any sort of experience we first become
aware that certain things are, and immediately thereafter we
want to know what they are—that is, what their nature and
essence are. Now philosophy actually succeeds in penetrating
to the nature and essence of certain things. Thus the philosopher
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not only discovers that being is; but he also discovers something
of the nature of being, for example, that it is subject to the laws
of identity and non-contradiction. Science is not so fortunate.
Thus the physicist discovers that there is physical, atomic being,
but not with absolute certainty. Nor can he know with absolute
certainty what the nature and structure of atomic being is.
To take another example, the philosopher knows that change
is, and he also knows what is essential to all change. The
biologist cannot know with absolute certainty that there is
evolutionary change in all living beings, or even what such
evolutionary change is, supposing that it is.

Here, then, we do have a real distinction between science
and philosophy. Moreover, it is a distinction through which all
of our proposed distinctions between science and philosophy can
be justified and explained. They can be justified and explained
in such a way as to make it no longer necessary to bring in the
analogy of mathematics. Take, for example, the contrast
between science, as being that which uses reason as a means of
attaining further empirical data, and philosophy, as being that
which uses the empirical data as a means to intellectual insight.
The ground for this lies simply in the fact that science never
sees the essence of the given which it Investigates; it never
knows what it really is. Consequently, it must resort to hypo-
theses. What is hypothesis? A hypothesis is simply a kind of
guess as to what the given is, and it is a guess which is made for
want of a knowledge of what the given is. Of course, on the
basis of the evidence at hand and of what we do see of the
given, it may be highly probable that such a hypothesis does
reveal the nature and essence of the given. Yet we cannot be
certain that it does. As long as we cannot be certain about the
essence, we can be almost certain that what we have considered
to be the essence, i. e., our hypothesis, will some day have to be
either altered or destroyed. Thus it is that the scientist must
in all honesty seek out every scrap of evidence that would
either invalidate or substantiate his guess. For that reason,
the scientist’s hypotheses are so constructed as to point to
future experience, and it is in this sense that the scientist may
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be said to use reason simply as a means to the attainment of
further empirical data.

On the other hand, the philosopher does succeed in seeing
the very essence of what is given in experience. He sees, in
other words, not merely that something is but also what it is.
This being so, there is no need of further experience. Certain
knowledge has been attained, and certain knowledge, unlike
hypothetical knowledge, is under no obligation to be referent
to future experience. To be sure, in future experience you may
find illustrations and examples of what you know with certainty,
but you will never find proof or disproof thereof. Such is the
sense, then, in which for the philosopher experience 1s but a
means to intellectual insight.

Similarly, as regards the distinction between a reliance upon
common experience and a reliance upon special experience, it
is clear how its basis is to be found in the distinction between
certain knowledge and hypothetical knowledge. Why is com-
mon experience adequate in philosophy ? Because in that which
is given universally and to all men, the philosopher actually
finds those natures and essences which he is looking for. They
are there; he sees them; and in seeing them, he acquires knowl-
edge—knowledge that is certain and beyond refutation. Ac-
cordingly, having garnered from common experience enough
material for the attainment of truth, it is unnecessary for the
philosopher to gawuer in more materials which could add nothing
but clutter and confusion. With the scientist, on the other hand,
it is quite different. In common experience he can never find
such a thing as an essence; instead, he finds only accidents. Ac-
cordingly, he gathers more data and his experience becomes
more specialized. For all his specialization, he never finds
anything but accidental features. For instance, he can succeed
very well in determining the quantitative aspect of a thing.
Moreover, as his experiments become ever more refined, his
knowledge of the size and shape and speed of the thing in
question becomes ever more accurate. Still, there is always
something lacking. There is lacking that intimate knowledge
of the thing’s very nature which alone could make possible an
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understanding of just why there should be these particular
quantitative manifestations rather than certain others. Without
this understanding of why things must be the way they are, the
task of the scientist is not yet complete: he does not yet have
knowledge that is certain and beyond refutation. He must
therefore continue his search ever further and further, for,
after all, accidents are infinite in number, and to know all of
them requires a process ad infinttum. Nevertheless, it is just
this process which the scientist must carry on, because, so long
as a certain knowledge of essences is unattainable, an ever more
accurate and extensive knowledge of the accidents is in a sense
an approximation to, in a sense a substitute for, this desired
knowledge of essences.

Apparently, then, it is the certainty of philosophical knowl-
edge in contrast to the tentativeness of scientific knowledge
that provides us with an infallible criterion of the distinction
between philosophy and science. Moreover we have seen how
this distinction maintains itself despite the many similarities
between science and philosophy, and despite the impossibility
of likening philosophy to mathematics in order to distinguish
it from science. Yet, no sooner do we seem to have established
our thesis of the independence of philosophy, than we find that
independence threatened again, this time by the mathematicians
rather than by the scientists. If certainty be the criterion of
philosophy’s independence of science, it would appear to be
equally the criterion of philosophy’s dependence upon mathe-
matics. What is more characteristic of mathematical knowledge
than certainty? Where could there be found a better example
of certain knowledge than mathematics?

Once more our effort to differentiate philosophy from both
science and mathematics appears to be little more than an effort
to steer between Scylla and Charybdis. If we try to distinguish
philosophy from mathematics, we seem to be forced to liken it
to science; if we try to distinguish it from science, we seem to
be forced to liken it to mathematics. This seeming dilemma,
however, is one that must simply be taken boldly by the horns.
Suppose we admit that the criterion of distinction between
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science and philosophy is the certainty of the philosopher’s
conclusions. Suppose we also admit that the distinguishing
feature of mathematics is the certainty of its conclusions. Still,
this does not force us into any embarrasing admission of an
essential similarity between philosophy and mathematics. The
reason is that the certainty achieved in mathematics is not the
same kind of certainty as that achieved in philosophy, for
although the mathematician does achieve certainty, it still is
not a certainty of existence. Rather, it is by means of a retreat -
from existence and reality that mathematics is able to bestow so
high a degree of certitude upon its conclusions. As Professor
Gilson has suggested, it is the ideal which is the standard in
mathematics, not the real. Consequently, the mathematician
pays heed only to the demands of his own definitions and
postulates, and blithely ignores the stubborn exigencies of the
data of sense. The philosopher, on the other hand, heeds only
the exigencies of the given and tries to ignore as completely as
possible whatever pertains merely to his own arbitrary defini-
tions. In other words, the method of philosophy is a method of
description rather than of construction. The true philosopher,
shunning idealism, must never allow himself to confuse the task
of knowing with the task of making. His goal must be one of
submission to an independently real, not one of mastery over
a purely human artifact. To put it in other terms, we may say
that the true end for the philosopher is a knowledge of what
it is that is, and not of what it is that is thought. Similarly,
such certainty as he acquires may be said to be a certainty
about things and not about mere ideas.

Our thesis may now be considered as established: the philo-
sophic quest is distinctive and unique; it is to be confused neither
with scientific nor with mathematical investigations. Neverthe-
less, since the argument of this section has been devious and
tangled, it might be well for us to summarize it. We began by
pointing out how misleading it was to differentiate philosophy
from science on the ground that philosophy examines an intel-
ligible world while science examines a merely phenomenal
world. Far from being a point of distinction, it was shown how
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this is really a point of similarity between philosophy and
science; it is in this precise respect that these two resemble
each other and differ from mathematics. Both are concerned
to know the nature of the very world that is given in experience,
and neither is concerned about the nature of a world, which,
instead of being given in experience, is merely suggested by
experience. After this disclosure of the resemblance of philoso-
phy to science, the question immediately presented itself as to
the independence of philosophy from science. Could this any
longer be maintained? That it could be, we tried to show by
pointing to the certainty of philosophical conclusions in con-
trast to the merely hypothetical character of results in science.
At the same time we were careful to distinguish the kind of
certainty found in philosophy from the kind of certainty there
is in mathematics: the latter is not a certainty about existence;
the former is.

V. SuvmmMary aAND CONCLUSION

Having thus summarized our final section, it might be well
for us to summarize our whole paper. In the first section,
we stated the case for philosophy’s independence of science.
In philosophical inquiries a different method is used from that
in science; reliance is placed on common rather than on special
experience. Also in philosophical inquiries a different object
is investigated, namely the intelligible world, in contrast to
the phenomenal world. In the second section, we undertook to
explain and justify what we had been content simply to present
and affirm in the first section, namely philosophy’s independence
of science. This was done by comparing philosophy to mathe-
matics. By this means it was possible to show that philosophical
judgments were a priori, and hence independent of any con-
clusions that either had been or might be established as a result
of the special experience of the scientist. At the same time,
it was explained how, even though philosophic judgments were
a priori, they were not innate. As a result, the method of
philosophy was said to be an empirical method, having its
origin in common experience—and this, despite the fact that
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the object of philosophy was the intelligible world. Having
reached this point, we were forced in the third section to con-
sider certain empiricist objections which challenged the possi-
bility of any a prior: knowledge of reality, as well as the existence
of any such thing as an intelligible world. In answer to these
attacks we simply presented various philosophical judgments,
which were clearly judgments about reality, and which at the
same time were clearly a priort in the sense of being neither
based on past scientific discoveries nor subject to correction by
future ones. In other words, it is simply a fact that there are
philosophical judgments, and that these judgments are not of
the character of scientific judgments. However, with this as
the conclusion of the third section, the questions still remained
open as to whether the object of philosophy was not after all
the intelligible world, and as to whether the method of philoso-
phy was not essentially mathematical. In the fourth section
both these questions were answered in the negative. Philosophy
investigates the world of the empirically given,” just as does
science. Nor is the method of philosophy mathematical, the
aim of philosophy being not so much to construct as to describe.

Throughout the whole discussion our thesis has been that
philosophy represents a different kind of knowledge from that
of science. In the course of the paper we hope we have shown
in what sense the one kind of knowledge is different from the
other. There is still another question as to why there should
be these different knowledges.’® That they are different, and
how they are different, we have seen. Why they are different is
a question that must wait for another time.

Henry B. Vearcu
Department of Philosophy,
Indiana University,
Bloomington, Indiana

® This conclusion would doubtless have to be qualified in order to take account
of the rather special case of natural theology.

°Tn a private conversation Professor Gilson once remarked on how this now
archaic usage was once in respectable currency, notably in Bacon.



THE DISTINCTIVE NATURE OF THE GIFT
OF UNDERSTANDING

A Commentary on the “ Summa Theologica,” I1I-11, Q). 8

[ L)
I. Tae Girrs IN GENERAL

HERE is nothing in the purely physical order of things

that affords a parallel to the action of the Holy Ghost

on the supernatural life of man. Although at first sight
symbiosis seems to be an apt concept to illustrate the relations
of this sweet and mysterious Guest to His living temple, closer
examination reveals so many awkward and misleading details
that the example becomes nearly worthless. The algae in a
lichen, or the intestinal protozoa in termites, contribute to their
partner’s nourishment in a state which makes it easier to
assimilate, receiving in return food elements which unaided they
could not obtain, and the craven crab in return for the sea-
anemone’s protection carries it to pastures ever new. But in all
this the most noticable point is the mutual aspect of the
partnership; the quid pro quo is strongly emphasized. The
indwelling of the Holy Ghost on the other hand is unilateral.
It would be closer to say, with certain reservations, that man
dwells in the Holy Ghost, for while he contributes nothing to
the self-sufficient Divinity, he receives much, and receives it
all as a pure gift. Whence the Church on Pentecost sings of
the Holy Spirit as “ Gift of the most high God.”

The dependence of man on the Holy Ghost is manifold. His
every act as well as his very being depend on Him, “ For in
Him we live and move and are.”* He moves us to the par-
ticular good that we do, both in the physical and moral order,
and that too, sometimes, in an extraordinary manner, as when
the spirit of God “ rushed ” upon Balaam.? A fortior:, then,

1 Acts, xvii, 28. 2 Numbers, xxiv, 2.
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He moves us in the supernatural order: “Likewise the Spirit
helpeth also our infirmity.”*® But in this order there are two
modes of action, human and divine. Under the influence of the
Holy Ghost the infused virtues elicit their proper operations.
These actions are from an intrinsic principle, are regulated
by reason, whence comes the human mode, and in a sense are
in our possession, for if, on the one hand, supernatural aid is
required, on the other, man himself must determine for himself
just what and how much he will do, so that in the words of
St. Paul, “ Every man shall receive his own reward, according
to his own labor.” * But, over, and above this, there is another
sort of motion in which man is more acted upon than acting
and is moved, in a manner entirely beyond his powers, to his
supernatural end: “But when they shall deliver you up, take
no thought as to what or how to speak . . . for it is not you who
speak, but the spirit of your Father who speaketh in you.”*®
Jesus was led into the desert;® the minds of the disciples
were opened.” These motions do not proceed from man ac-
cording to the intrinsic principle of reason, after the human
mode, but from an extrinsic principle, the Holy Ghost, after
a manner that is superhuman and divine. They do not
proceed from any deliberation on our part, although they are
free, resulting from a particular impuise of the Holy Ghost
activating special supernatural habits to which, nowadays,
the word “ gifts” is reserved.®

St. Thomas points out in the first article of question sixty-
eight, where he is distinguishing the gifts from the virtues,
that we ought to follow the manner of speaking of Holy
Scripture which calls the gifts “ spiritus,” or breaths, “ be-
cause they are in us by divine inspiration.”® Father Gardeil

3 Romans, vili, 26.

*1 Cor., ii, 8.

¥ Matthew, x, 19-20.

® Matthew, iv, 1; Mark, i, 12; Luke, iv, 1.

T Luke, xxiv, 25.

8G. M. Paris, O.P., Dissertatio de Donis Spiritus Sancti in Genere (Turin:
Marietti, 1930), p. 10.

® Summa Theol., II-11, q. 68, a. 1.
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remarks the richly-laden signification of St. Thomas’ words.
That “ because "—secundum quod—in the mouth of a scho-
lastic is the affirmation of an essence or the essential and
immediate property of an essence, and not mere conse-
quence.” Inspiration signifies some sort of motion from with-
out. Hence the essential note of the gifts of the Holy Ghost
is that He is the mover, and not reason as in the virtues.

Holy Scripture also speaks of the Spirit resting within us,
for as St. John Chrysostom says: “ After He comes, He re-
mains, nor does He depart.” Just as the moral virtues perfect
the appetitive faculties by rendering them obedient to the
commands of reason, so there are dispositions in the faculties
of the soul rendering them obedient to the motions of the Holy
Ghost. For to the degree that the moving principle is exalted,
by that much more is it fitting that the subject be disposed
to receive this motion so that there be a proportion between
the mover and the one moved. And so, where the mover is
most powerful, by His very motion almost He induces a
habit in the subject if He moves him as one dwelling within
him.** Of course, actual grace in sinners causes no habit to
be formed, but this is where a sinner and a person in the
state of grace differ. The just man has in himself habitual
principles needing the motion of grace, which principles also
habilitate him in the order of a well-disposed subject to every
impulse of the First Mover and the Leader of minds to eternal
life.** So, as St. Thomas notes, because man is endowed with
free will, he himself acts even under the action of the Holy
Spirit, and requires a habit, a permanent disposition rendering
him prompt to follow the motion of the Holy Spirit.** This is
the narrowest and proper sense of “ gift.”

In the thought of St. Thomas, the seven gifts enumerated
by Isaias are distinguished among themselves according to
the powers of man which they perfect. Four gifts are seated in

® Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique, Vol. 4, part 2, col. 1775.
** Paris, op. cit., p. 51.

2 1. Billot, De Virtutibus Infusis (Rome: 1905), I, 183.

* Summa Theol., I-1l, q. 68, 2. 3, ad Zum.
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reason: wisdom, understanding, knowledge, and counsel; and
the remaining three in the will: fortitude, piety, and fear of the
Lord. To further distinguish the intellectual gifts, St. Thomas
encountered some difficulty. In his first attempt, he uses as his
norms the distinction of the speculative and practical reason,
and the difference between the two acts of the intellect, ap-
prehension and judgment. Within this frame, he places under-
standing in the speculative apprehension, wisdom in the specula-
tive judgment, knowledge in the practical judgment and counsel
in the practical apprehension of truth.** Further thought led
him to modify, not the distinction of the gifts, but the basis
for it, so that when he comes to the distinction of the gifts in
particular, we find he has enlarged the office of the gifts without
confusing the particular operation of each. *“ He wishes under-
standing to be penetrative of all, wisdom the judge of all
through the very highest cause, knowledge Likewise the judge
through created or proper causes, and counsel likewise applica-
tive of all to work; and follow this,” says Cajetan, “ because it is
of a more divine ingenuity.” **

Ingenious though it may be to Cajetan, it does not at first
glance offer a clear statement of the distinct office of each of the
various gifts. Only by a careful scrutiny of St. Thomas will
some light be shed on the difficulties. This paper proposes to
establish the distinctive nature of the gift of understanding
according to the mind of St. Thomas.

II. Tae Girr oF UNDERSTANDING

In treating of the gift of understanding, there are some
difficulties to be borne in mind and, if possible, answered as we
go along. The first and foremost is that the operation of this
gift is found most perfectly in the mystical states and cannot be
well expressed in human language. As St. John of the Cross
says, “ Keep in mind that these matters are beyond all words.
The intelligence of pure truths requires for its proper explana-
tion that God should hold the hand and wield the pen of the

14 Ibid., q. 64, a. 4. 1% Comm. in I-II, q. 68, a. 4.
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writer.” ** The same excess of light that caused St. Thomas to
leave the Summa unfinished leaves the operation of this gift
indescribable, except in halting and inept terms.

Further, it is necessary to distinguish understanding from
faith, a difficult task because it seems that an act of faith can
fill the office of the gift. To distinguish understanding from
other intellectual gifts, moreover, is difficult because it cannot
readily be shown just what act understanding exercises that the
others cannot exercise. And, finally, because it is not bound to
the state of the wayfarer, or of faith, we must explain what act
it exercises in heaven when it is found without faith, to the
ald of which, however, it was ordained in this life.*”

The precise and detailed treatment of the gift of understand-
ing is found in the eight articles of the eighth question of the
Secunda Secundae of the Summa Theologica. Im the first
article, St. Thomas gives a purely nominal definition of what he
means by the gift of understanding, sketches the similarities
and differences between the natural and supernatural gift,
and indicates broadly the objects to which the gift will extend.
In developing these general notions, St. Thomas proceeds in the
orderly fashion so characteristic of him. “ Since the gifts are
ordained to operation, it is fitting that they be distinguished
according to their object, in which acts are diversified according
to their species.”*® So in his following articles the principles
-enunciated in Part One of the Summa Theologica ** are applied.
There are three ways to distinguish habits: by the active
principles which give rise to them, by the natures to which
they are ordained and in which they inhere, and by the opera-
tion to which they are ordained, that is, their formal object.
In the first and third ways, the gifts in general have been
distinguished from the virtues, and in the second way the
intellectual gifts from those in the appetitive faculties. Now

18 Ascent of Mt. Carmel, Bk. II, c. 26.

17 Cf. John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theologicus, I-I1, disp. XVIII, a. 3 (Lyons:
1663) .

18 JIT Sent., d. XXX1IV, q. 1, a. 6.

1% Summa Theol, I, q. 18, a. 2; a. 54, a. 2.
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it remains to employ the second and third ways to distinguish
understanding from the three others: wisdom, knowledge, and
counsel.

Because of the external order of the questions, the first thing
to notice 1s that understanding is linked in some way with the
theological virtue of faith. This relation is the subject of the
second article. Here is determined the relations of under-
standing and faith by delimiting their objects and therefore
their sphere of action. Here also are described the proper and
extended objects of the gift; so, in the third article the object
by extension is discussed and also the faculty in which under-
standing is found..

Speaking of the faculty in which it is found, St. Thomas,
in articles four and five, lays the psychological basis in the
supernatural order which demands the gift. In the fourth, we
find that charity is the raison d’étre of this gift, and in the
fifth the utter dependence of the gift on grace is emphasized
by a special discussion of unformed faith. Despite the fact that
the virtue of faith, which is the rule and reason of the gift,
remains in a truncated fashion without charity, yet under-
standing cannot remain to aid it.

Now that the nature of the gift is fairly well established
from its subject and object, it should be an easy matter, in
article six, to distinguish it from the other gifts. And, finally,
according to his general plan in his special treatment of each
gift, St. Thomas, in the seventh article, tops off his consideration
of this gift with its corresponding beatitude and, in the eighth,
considers the corresponding fruits of the Holy Ghost. The
logical order of the whole discussion is evident and commends
itself to us as the guide to follow as we progress.

The gifts are all connected in charity and the Holy Ghost,”
just as all the virtues are connected in prudence and reason.
This is perhaps the reason why St. Thomas finds it so hard to
keep the notions proper to wisdom and knowledge out of his
discussion of understanding. Terms like * regulate ” and “ right

20 Symma Theol., I-II, q. 68, a. 5.
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estimation ” seem to savor of the gift of wisdom rather than
understanding, and we shall try to explain them when we come
to them.

For the existence of the gift of understanding, St. Thomas
is content to accept the authority of Holy Scripture. Although
the text which he cites in the Sed Contra of the first article
could cause some difficulty were it the sole foundation of the
doctrine of the gifts, there are many other places in Sacred
Scripture where the working of the Holy Ghost is indicated.
Joseph is described as a “man full of the Spirit of God,”
because he interpreted the dream of Pharaoh.” Those who
made the priestly vestments of Aaron were filled with the
“ spirit of wisdom,” ** and Beseleel was filled “ with the spirit
of God, with wisdom and understanding, and knowledge in all
manner of work.”* The “ spirit” that inspired Moses was
taken from him and given to seventy men,** and “ when the
spirit had rested upon them they prophesied, nor did they
cease afterwards.”?* Many of the great figures of the Old
Testament are noted as being blessed with a special spirit:
“. . . and Josue was filled with the spirit of wisdom . . .”;?®
“. . . and the spirit of the Lord was in him, (Othoniel) and he
judged Israel.”;** . .. the spirit of the Lord came upon
Gedeon . . .”;*® “ the spirit of the Lord came upon Jepthe . . .”’;**
“. . . the spirit of the Lord began to be with him (Sam-
son) . . .7 % “ . . the spirit of the Lord came upon David
from that day forward . . . but the spirit of the Lord departed
from Saul.” ®* The sapiential works and the Psalms are filled
with references to the gifts of wisdom and understanding: “1
will bless the Lord who hath given me understanding.”; *?

“Give me understanding and I will search thy law. . . .”;®
Yy 5
2 Genesis, xli, 38. 28 Ibid., vi, 34.
22 Bxodus, xxvill, 3. 2 Ibid., xi, 29.
23 Ibid., xxxi, 8. 30 Ibid., xiii, 25.
24 Numbers, xi, 17. 31 I Kings, xvi, 8.
25 Ibid., 25. 32 Ps., xv, 1.
28 Deuteronomy, XXxiv, 9. 33 Ibid., cxviii, 84.

27 Judges, iii, 10.
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“By thy commandments I have had understanding. . . .”**
The classic text is from Isaias:

And the spirit of the Lord shall rest upon him; the spirit of
wisdom and of understanding, the spirit of counsel and of fortitude,
the spirit of knowledge and of godliness. And he shall be filled with
the spirit of the fear of the Lord. He shall not judge according to
the sight of the eyes, nor reprove according to the hearing of the
ears.’®

Isaias pictures a perfect judge who, thanks to the special
dignity and power that the spirit of the Lord will confer upon
him, will give special attention to those so often neglected in the
Orient. The effects that the permanent dwelling of the spirit
produces are the qualities of an ideal judge: wisdom to know
the true point of view; understanding, the gift of discernment,
of judgment, to comprehend the circumstances and the other
facts that can influence or determine the sentence; counsel,
the art of choosing the means most proper in a given case;
fortitude, making him superior to obstacles and respect of
persons; knowledge of the law; and in all his actions respect
for God, piety and fear of the Lord.*

In most of these citations it is not clear either from the
text or the context that the gifts of the Holy Ghost in their
narrowest and strictest meaning are meant, but the whole
series shows the operation of the spirit of God, the Holy Spirit,
in a particular way. Isaias crystalizes the vague expressions of
his precursors into a powerful and moving picture of the mes-
sianic Judge, and this picture under the skillful interpretation
of the Fathers and Doctors, from Justin to Gregory, becomes
the basis for the doctrine of the gifts in St. Thomas and the
Church. As Pére Touzard remarks at the close of his article,
“From the last Father of the Church to the Angel of the
Schools is not far.” *” With this wealth of tradition as well as

3% Ibid., 104.

3% Is., x1, 2-3.

8¢ J. Touzard, *“Isaie, XI, 2-3a et Les Sept Dons du Saint Esprit,” Revue
Biblique, VIIT (1899), 250.

S bid., p. 266.
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Scripture behind him, St. Thomas assumes the existence of
the gift. His first concern is not to establish its existence, but
to clarify the confusion involved in the term “ wntellectus”
The term is taken from intus and legere, to read within, the
intimate penetration of truth.*®

The word intellectus has many meanings in Scholastic
language. It sometimes means the essence of the soul itself,
because the soul may be denominated by its principal power.
In the III de Anima and in many places of the Summa, those
wonderful creatures we call angels are called Intellectus or
Intelligentiae. Again the word sometimes means that potency
of the soul which enables it to know, as distinet from the will.
This intellective potency is further divided into the intellectus
agens and the intellectus possibilis. Very often it means a
natural habit, one of the intellectual virtues, the habit of first
principles. It may also designate one of the integral parts of
prudence, a knowledge of present matters and a just estimate
of some particular end in the light of ultimate principles which
are accepted as per se known. And, finally, it signifies, as a gift
of the Holy Ghost, a certain acute penetration of divine things.
Here,” it means neither an intellective potency, nor a habit
of first principles, but a habit divinely infused by which one so
penetrates the mysteries of the Christian religion that he sees
that the arguments which are opposed to them do not lessen
their truth, whether he can solve the arguments or not.** St.
Thomas gives various descriptions of what he means by the
gift of understanding: it is ““ a supernatural light,” #* a “ certain
excellence of knowledge penetrating to the very core ”;*? it
“implies a certain penetration of truth ”’; ** its function is “to
penetrate what is said.” **

A nominal definition joined to what he has taught on the
gifts in general would be enough to answer the question St.
Thomas poses in the first article, i. e, “ Is understanding a gift

38 Summa Theol., II-1I1, q. 8, a. 1; q. 49, a. 5, ad Sum.

% Ibid., YI-11, q. 8, a. 1. 42 Ibid., ad 3um.
0 Sylvius, Comm. in II-11, q. 8. “3Ibid., a. 5, ad Sum.
41 Summa Theol., II-11, q. 8, a. 1. ¢ Ibid., a. 6, ad 2um.
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of the Holy Ghost ? ” ** He goes further, however, and shows
something of the nature of the gift, its subject, and the objects
to which it extends; in the answer to the first objection he
expressly declares what he only implied in the body of the
article, that the gift is necessary for salvation.

By calling this gift a light, and comparing it with the natural
light which is better known to us, he not only gives us a glimpse
of its nature, but harmoniously blends the working of the
supernatural in us with the natural. The background against
which all this discussion must move is the fundamental principle
that man is ordered to a supernatural end.*® Since man’s
knowledge begins from the sense and from something external,
it is evident that his knowledge will penetrate to essences only
to the degree of power that the light of his intellect enjoys.
But the strength of this light is limited, and the depth of his
penetration is determined by nature. To ferret out those things
which though necessary because of his end, exceed his natural
powers, man needs assistance from the same order as his end.
This is the gift of understanding which is a supernatural light.

For St. Thomas, man may enjoy three different lights, not
always simultaneously, but varying with different individuals
in different states. The highest of these is called the Light of
glory. This is found only in the just who are enjoying the
beatific vision. It is a supernatural habitual quality, an aug-
mentation of the intellective power “ after the manner in
which a potency is made more powerful to act through a habit
inhering in it.”*" To see God face to face is far above the
powers of any created faculty left to its own resources, and so
God strengthens it by infusing this new light into the soul,
not as a medium in which God is seen, but as an added perfec-
tion strenghtening the intellect to see God immediately.

This light of glory is the culmination of another light which
man can enjoy while on earth. Thomas callsit the light of grace.*®
It too is supernatural in origin, and a quality perfecting the soul

*5 Ibid., a. 1. " Ibid., 1, q. 12, a. 5, ad 1um.
4 Ibid., I-11, q. 8, a. 8. 8 Ibid., I-11, q. 109, a. 1.
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to know, in this life, things that are beyond the limits of its
natural powers. There are at least two common forms that it
takes—the light of faith and the light of prophecy. The latter
is not a habitual perfection, but rather a vivid and fleeting
glimpse of things to be revealed which comes and goes as God
wills, in order that the things seen in its transient light may be
passed on to mankind by the prophet. Nor does it presuppose
charity in the soul. The light of faith is the result of a habit,
the virtue of faith joining us to God, and lasts as long as faith
remains. Not only does it extend the field of our knowledge by
putting us in contact with truths which we could not otherwise
know or assent to, but it contributes a new insight into the
things with which the natural power of the intellect is engaged.

This natural power of the intellect is also called a light,
the natural light of man, or the natural light of the active
intellect. We speak of intellectual light after the manner of
corporeal light. Now corporeal light is the medium by which
we see, and it serves vision in a twofold manner. On one hand,
through it a thing only potentially visible becomes actually so,
as while driving on a dark night, only that portion of the
potentially visible countryside which the headlights illumine
is actually seen. On the other, the power of sight itself is
strengthened to see. By analogy then, intellectual light can be
either the power of the intellect to understand, or also that by
which something becomes known to us.*

The light of the gift of understanding should have a place
in this outline. It is not the light of glory despite the great
similarities between the two. The light of glory once attained
is inamissable, but since the gifts are founded in charity which
is lost by mortal sin, they too can be lost. We know from faith
that while on earth, Christ enjoyed the beatific vision, and at
the same time all the gifts. A posteriori then, they are distinct.
And, finally, we have the famous dictum of St. Gregory, “ No
one, as long as he lives in mortal flesh, so advances in the
strength of his contemplation, that the eye of his mind fixes

Q. D. de Ver, q.9,a. 1.
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upon a ray of the uncircumscribed light; whatever is seen in
this manner is not God Himself, but under Him.” ** We shall
return to this question later.

Since the light of understanding is a supernatural light, it
cannot be the light of reason, which leaves only the light of
grace. As a matter of fact, a sober and objective examination
of the first article will reveal that this is as far as St. Thomas
cares to proceed. His argument concludes no further than the
necessity for a supernatural light and is practically the same
as the argument advanced for the existence of a light of grace:

. and those things to which we cannot conclude from first prin-
ciples exceed the natural light of the intellect. Of this sort are
matters of faith, future contingents, and the like, and therefore
a knowledge of these truths cannot be had without a light of grace
freely given, such as the light of faith or of prophecy or something
of the sort.”*

And in the Summa, in answer to the question of whether a
knowledge of truth is possible without grace, he says:

. . . the human understanding has a form, namely, intelligible
light, which of itself is sufficient for knowing certain intelligible
things, those, namely, which we can come to know through the
senses. Higher intelligible things the human intellect cannot know
unless it be perfected by a stronger light, the light of faith or
prophecy, which is called the light of grace inasmuch as it is added
to nature.’?

Here in answer to the question whether understanding is a gift
of the Holy Ghost, he replies:

. . . the natural light of our understanding is of finite power;
wherefore it can reach to a certain fixed point. Consequently man
needs a supernatural light in order to penetrate further still so as
to know what he cannot know by natural light; and this super-
natural light given to man is called the gift of intellect . . .32

This is his general concept which St. Thomas, as he proceeds in

50 Homiline XL in Eszechielem, Lib. 11, Hom. II, P. L. Vol. 76, col. 956.
51 J1 Sent., d. XXVIII, q. 1, a. 5.

52 Summa Theol., I-11, q. 109, a. 1, c.

58 Ibid., II-I1, q. 8, a. 1.
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his tract, trims, bends and polishes until the precise nature of
the gift is apparent.

There are three orders of being with unequal powers who
can illumine the human mind. Man can enlighten another man
in two ways. He can propose some object for consideration
and so lead another to a knowledge of it, as when a guide points
out some monument or inscription. But, as St. Thomas and
Cajetan observe, this is not, properly speaking, illumnination,
but only locution.* For real illumination it is not sufficient
to merely offer a truth; it must be offered as illumined by the
mind of the one who presents it, as when a teacher illumines
the mind of a student. This familiar process is thus described
by Bafiez,

There are two things required for the knowledge of truth,—
apprehension and judgment. Some truth can be hidden from the
intellect either because the intellect is not strong enough to ap-
prehend it since it is not proposed proportionately, or because it
cannot make a certain judgment about it on account of the
deficiency of light which is the proper principle of judgment.
Whence it follows that the manifestation of truth can be twofold,
either on the part of the apprehension, as when the master teaches
the student to form a proper concept of some conclusion, using
similar examples, distinctions, etc.; or on the part of the judgment,
as when the master proposes to the pupil principles and means
guided by which he can judge of the conclusion.’

Referring to several pertinent passages from St. Thomas,*®
Bafiez continues:

The intelligible principle to which the conclusion is resolved has the
notion of intellectual light under which the intellect judges of the
truth of the conclusion®®

Mention here of a passage from Cajetan will throw further
light on the matter:

There is in the teacher an active ordination of his proper concept

5¢ 11 Sent., d. IX, q. 1, a. 2, and 4um; cf. Cajetan, Comm. in I, q. 106, a. 1.
55 Bafiez, Comm. in I, q. 106, a. 1.

58 Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 15, a. 1; Q. D. de Ver,, q. 9, a. 1, ad 2um.

%62 Bafiez, loc. cit.
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tllustrating and measuring to the student the thing conceived.
The student applies his intellect to the formation of a concept
corresponding to the concept of the same thing he has been shown,
and so he participates in the superior light of the professor.
Thus there comes to be, in some fashion, in the student a new light
because of this participation by which he is actually illuminated.
Thus the light of the student is intensified, because it becomes
more efficacious for understanding.®’

Bafiez, discussing the same magistral illumination, comes to
the same conclusion although he phrases it differently:

The principles on which a demonstration is based are the instru-
ments of the natural light, inasmuch as the natural light of the
active intellect leads the possible intellect to assent to the con-
clusions under those principles by resolving the conclusion to those
first principles. Whence it follows that the master, by proposing
principles and means, properly strengthens the natural light of his
disciple, not, indeed, increasing it intensively but extensively, since
the natural light can now judge from the conjoined principles.
And so from the natural light, the priociple and the mean, one
integral virtue is formed to judge of the conclusion.®®

This mode of illumination is of course impossible in the gift
of understanding, because we are not given any species by the
Holy Ghost to aid our understanding. But the whole process
of magistral illumination is important in order to understand
the next order.

The second order of beings, the angels, can illumine those
under them, whether angels or men, after the fashion of human
masters and also by directly strenghtening the intellectual
light of inferiors by uniting themselves with it. ““ Some say that
an angel in no way teaches like a person offering light, which
seems expressly against the words of Dionysius,” *® remarks
St. Thomas.*® Cajetan seems to be among the “ some,” for he
describes and explains the angelic illumination after the manner
of teacher and pupil, in which “ the light of the inferior is
intensified because more efficacious, although not properly
intensified.” This magistral illumination, as we have seen, is

5T Comm. in I, q. 106, a. 1. % De Coelesti Hierarchia, c. X,
58 Ioc. cit. ¢ II Sent., d. IX, q. 1, a. 2, ad 4um.
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only indirect illumination, inasmuch as there is no direct
tranfer of power or light but only a principle or a medium
which will excite the inferior to act. This is not sufficient for
Baifiez; according to him:

In the illumination of an inferior angel, his light is strengthened
not only by instruction but through an intellectual conjuction and
union by which the light of the inferior and superior are joined
together for one principle of knowledge of truth.®

He is led to this by the teaching of St. Thomas—that the
teacher strengthens the intellect of the learner “not by an active
power as was said of the illumination of the angels . . **
The mind of St. Thomas is, therefore, that the strengthening
of the light of the inferior angel is not only with respect to an
intelligible principle under which truth is manifested, but also
with respect to some action proceeding from the active virtue
of the superior into the inferior. St. Thomas teaches, moreover,
that illumination of an inferior angel depends on the superior
not only for reception but also for its conservation, just as the
knowledge of a conclusion depends on an actual knowledge of
the principles.®® Therefore, there is required a natural influx
of the light of the superior into the illuminated; otherwise
knowledge of the inferior would be only in inception and not
in conservation, as the teaching of a master in the mind of his
student depends only in its inception on the master. The light
of the superior must stay with the inferior because the intel-
ligible object by its very nature exceeds the light of the inferior.
Baiiez gives some examples of the union of diverse things
forming one principle of operation without losing their own
identity. The first is from color and light. Visible light does
not inhere in color, but the light in the air makes the color
in the wall actually visible, not only as the terminative object
of sight, but also the motive object. It is colored light that is
the unique integral principle moving sight through visible
species, yet the light is not the color, for in vision there is a
natural subordination of color to light. There is another

%2 Joc. cit. % Summa Theol, I, q. 117, a. 1.  *®*Ibid., q. 108, a. 7, ad 2um.
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example from goodness in the intellect and will. Apprehended
goodness, precisely as apprehended, is the formal motivating
force of the object of the will, and is the form and the act of the
will constituting with it one integral principle of volition, and
although it concurs to produce the volition, it does not really
inhere in the will, because of the natural subordination of the
will to the intellect. Finally, in any act of knowledge, the intel-
ligible species is the result of the partnership of phantasm and
light of the active intellect, and yet the light does not inhere in
the phantasm nor cause anything in it. So, when a potency,
the intellect of an angel, is joined to a superior form, becoming
with it one principle, the potency can still vitally elicit its
proper operation with an increased power, intrinsically and
intensively.

The third order of beings who illumine man is God. God is
alone and unique in His power. He can swiftly and perfectly
enlighten man either permanently or for a time, not only by
the indirect methods of men and angels, but by directly in-
creasing the intellective power of man. The light of man’s
intellect in the first place is only a created participation, a
circumscribed ray of the uncircumscribed light of the supreme
intellect of God.** By the infusion of grace into the soul, man
is united to God, and as a result of this divine habit in the soul,
all its faculties are divinized and strengthened. As with all
things that only participate their perfection, the closer they
approach their source the stronger they become, and so the
intellect in approaching God becomes stronger. When the Holy
Ghost moves it, it seems to leave behind all the defects of
being joined to a body, and seems to become angelic in the
clarity of its intuitive judgments. Just as the inferior angel
under the illumination of the superior becomes able to under-
stand objects that exceed its ordinary powers, so the intellect,
furnished with the light of the Holy Ghost in the gift of under-
standing, penetrates, grasps, and assents to supernatural truths
which would present an impenetrable front to its natural

*4Ibid., q. 12, a. 2.
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powers. Again, like an angel, this power remains in the intellect
only as long as the intellect is united to God by grace; once the
mover withdraws, man relapses into the obscurity of faith.
This in general is what is indicated to us by broadly comparing
the gift of understanding to light.

In the answers to the difficulties® St. Thomas starts to
distinguish this generic notion of supernatural light. From the
first, we gather only that it is superior to that by which we
know common principles, and from the second we gather its
intuitive super-rational and esssential character.

The natural light of the human intellect is of a quality or
a permanent form which makes it sufficient of itself to know
some proportionate object, but this is not man’s only means
of natural knowledge. Joined to the light as instruments to a
craftsman are the first principles of knowledge.®® They are the
first conceptions of the mind, known through and in their very
terms without any discursus or reasoning. With their help the
intellect is ready to apprehend and to penetrate its proper
object—essences. St. Thomas says:

There are different ways of apprehending essences. Sometimes the
essence 1s apprehended immediately and not through those things
which are wrapped around the essence; this is the mode of ap-
prehension in separated substances, and so they are called intel-
ligences. Sometimes again, the intimate core of a thing is not
penetrated except by the things around it as through some kind
of gateway; this is the mode of apprehension in men, who from
properties and effects proceed to the knowledge of an essence.
Because this process is discursive, the apprehension of man is
called reason, although it terminates at the understanding of a
thing, because its inquiry leads to the essence. Whence if there
are some things which are apprehended at once without the opera-
tion of reason, we say that these things are understood, and not
reasoned to; such, for example, are first principles which everyone
approves as soon as he hears. In the first way, the intellect is a
potency, but taken in the second way, it is called a habit of first
principles. Just as the human mind, moreover, does not penetrate
to the essence of anything except through accidents, so also it does

¢ Ibid., I-I1, q. 8, a. 1. ¢ Q. D. de Ver., q. 11, a. 3.
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not penetrate spiritual things except through corporeal things and
the likenesses of sensible things.

Whence it is that faith, which holds spiritual things seen as in
a dark glass, perfects the mind in a human mode and, therefore, it
is a virtue. If, however, the mind is so elevated by a supernatural
light that it is led to gaze upon spiritual things as they are in
themselves, this is beyond human power. This is what the gift
of understanding does; it so illustrates the mind concerning the
things of faith that like first principles, they are proved the minute
they are heard. This understanding is, of course, a gift.**

Hence, when in answer to the second objection,®® St. Thomas
says that the super-added light has the same relation to things
known supernaturally as natural light has to first principles,
he definitely indicates that the distinctive note of the light
of the gift of understanding will be the swift intuitive grasp
it offers of spiritual things, by the illumination of the Holy
Ghost without the burden of step-by-step reasoning.

By comparing the gift of understanding to the habit of first
principles in the natural order, St. Thomas does not mean to
institute a comparison of the instrumental relation so much
as to point out the nature of the act of the gift. The knowledge
of first principles is gained without inquisition and argumenta-
tion, in which point human knowledge touches that of the
angels although it does not equal it because we are still depen-
dent on the senses.*

Indemonstrable principles are known at once, as soon as we hear the
terms, for as soon we know what a whole is and what a part is,
at once we know that every whole is greater than a part . . . and
so, the knowledge of principles which become clear as soon as the
words are known is conveniently called understanding.™

It is easy to make a mistake here that will distort the whole
notion of the gift. Taking the words as they stand, it seems
that a simple apprehension of the terms of the first principles
is sufficient to generate the habit. Yet such is not the case.

o1 171 Sent., d. XXXV, q. 2, a. 2.

8 Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 8, a. 1, ad 2um.
® Q. D. de Ver., q. 16, a. 1.

" V1 Ethic., lect. 5.
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First principles do not consist in the mere apprehension of
terms, but in a composition of subject and predicate, an assent
and a judgment. The knowledge of ““ whole” and the knowl-
edge of “part” is indeed a simple apprehension, but to say
that the whole is greater than its part is a judgment. This is
but an application of the general doctrine that truth is in the
judgment formally, and not elsewhere.™ Like any other habit
in an active potency, there must be an act of assent before we
can acquire the habit of inclining us to do so.

Now, with the gift of understanding, all this is lifted into the
supernatural order. The light of this gift i1s not merely to
apprehend the terms in which supernatural truths are proposed,
but to apprehend correctly and then to compose and divide
and so arrive at the truth without, of course, any long process
of reasoning, which preceeds step by step until a conclusion is
reached. By the gift, the mind is perfected in the apprehension
of truth, not any apprehension, but that apprehension which
pertains to the way of invention.” Invention is not what we
understand by the term today, a novel application of the
principles of mechanics to some problem, but it is the name
applied to a process of finding truth. In this discovery of truth

we proceed in a human way from sense to memory, from memory
to experiment, from experiment to first principles which are known
immediately the terms are known; this process perfects the intel-
lectual habit which is the habit of first principles. We proceed
further in the same mode by advancing from these principles to
conclusions. For this we are perfected in those things which are
under reason by another intellectual virtue which is called science;
in those, however, which are above reason, we have faith which is
the inspection of divine things seen, as in a dark glass. To grasp
what might be called the naked truth of spiritual things, is above
merely human powers, and requires the gift of understanding which
illumines the mind concerning those things heard through faith.”

As John of St. Thomas says:

Invention does not concern the simple apprehension of terms, but

™ Summa Theol., I, q. 16, a. 2.
72 Ibid., I-J1, q. 68, a. 4.
3 ITI Sent., d. XXXIV, q. 1, a. 2.
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inquires about some truth and the propositions that invention
attains; for some things we learn; some things we find and so attain
them, not learning them from others. What we learn are not simple
terms and the apprehension of them, but propositions and truths,
whether known from their terms or from argument; similarly,
therefore, what we attain by invention are not only simple terms,
but truths, and the propositions by which such truths are
enunciated.™

From the answer to the second objection,” where the process

of reason is contrasted with pure intellection, 1t is evident that
propositions—truths—are meant, and not mere simple terms,
because in the process of reason we start from some proposition
that we understand and proceed by many steps to a conclusion,
another proposition, which is now known to us in the light of
the propositions we knew at first. By the light of first principles,
we understand not terms but propositions, truths known
through themselves, in which something is affirmed or denied
of something else, e. g., “ Whatever is, is; a thing cannot be
and not be at the same time”; and the more subtle but still
self-evident truths like, “ there cannot be many gods.” Equally,
then, by the light which is called the gift of understanding,
we can grasp with intuitive ease the supernatural meaning of
the objects of our knowledge. We shall now consider these
objects.

St. Thomas shows the objects to which the gift of under-
standing refers by analogy with the intuitions of the natural
faculty. There are six categories of hidden things which the gift
aids us to bring to light: the substance under its accidents;
the sense beneath the words; the truth behind the symbol;
the spiritual under its sensible appearances; the cause in its
effect; and the effect in its cause.

The first intuition is exemplified in the familiar story of
Blessed John Dominici and Antonino Pierozzi, known to the
world as St. Antoninus, Archbishop of Florence. What pos-
sessed the great Dominici, with his apostolic thirst for austerity

™ Cursus Theologicus, I-IL, disp. XVIIIL, a. 3.
78 Summa Theol., I-11, q. 8, a. 1, ad 2um.
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and reform, to even compromise with the pale, sickly, mother-
less lad whom the doctors promised would soon die of con-
sumption, and promise him admission to the Order of Preachers
should he commit to memory the Decretal of Gratian in a
year? He must have seen beneath that unprepossessing exterior
the stuff which properly handled would bring the glory of saint-
hood to the Order of the Church. Under the accidents he saw
the substance.

As for penetrating the sense of words and the spirit of the
letter, St. Thomas gives the example of the disciples at Emmaus
of whom St. Luke™ says, “ Then He opened their under-
standing, that they might understand the Seripture.” Long
before he had said to His followers, “ Are you yet also without
understanding ? ” ”* This example of the disciples at Emmaus,
though traditionally cited by nearly all spiritual writers as an
operation of the gift of understanding, may lose something
of its force when we recall that St. Thomas also uses it in his
discussion of the gift of prophecy,” where he calls it an example
of a charism pertaining to St. Paul’s “understanding of in-
structions.” If given as a transient vision by which certain
texts concerning Christ were momentarily illumined for the
good of the young Church, it is a charism, but if it is a habitual
quality remaining in the mind, then it is the gift. In the Acts,
mention is made of Lydia, the prototype of all those pious
souls “ whose heart the Lord opened to attend to those things
which were said by Paul.” ™ Many of the saints found in the
highly symbolic language of the Old Testament the expression
of their hidden mystical joys and delights. St. Thomas con-
fessed, ““ Never have I read a book that the Holy Spirit has not
aided me to comprehend it, and to plumb the profundity of a
mystery.” ** St. Antoninus places his whole discussion of the
interpretation of Scripture under the title of this gift.

It is the gift of understanding that makes us see the spiritual

7 Luke, xxiv, 25. "® Acts, xvi, 14.
" Matthew, xv, 16. 8 Tocco, vii, 40.
8 Summa Theol., II-11, q. 173, a. 2.
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reality behind its sensible appearances. The villagers of
Nazareth saw only a poor young carpenter laboring in a shop,
but Mary, his Mother, saw not only the most perfect human
soul that ever lived; she saw her God. This “ seeing ” is not
through any medium, like a sign or a mirror or a footprint or
an image, which usually links the apprehensive power and the
thing signified; it is accomplished by the superabundant light
of the gift of understanding, just as the light of the sun joins
the power of sight and the thing seen.®

The world saw a common criminal dying between two of his
kind on Calvary, but His mother with the eyes of her soul
saw the redemption of the world depending on that sorrowful
passion, and so she held herself upright at the foot of the Cross,
and instead of sinkingin the human grief of the holy women, she
stood and shared the redemption of the world. Indeed, in the
Blessed Virgin we find this gift in a more perfect degree than in
any other creature. As soon as the Angel announced to her
the part she is to play in the redemption, she responded “ How
shall this be ?” This was not disbelief, but the gift seeking to
penetrate and to see the plan of God. Some writers attribute
the Magnificat to this gift, since her clear perception of her
prerogatives and her supernatural vocation so elevated her
heart that it could not contain its joy. St. Albert, however,
attributes the Magnificat to the gift of wisdom, because of his
notion of the gift of understanding.®* This is how he describes
the gift in Mary:
The gift of understanding is to know God in His image. Between
knowing God in His image, without light, in the obscurity of faith,
and knowing the uncreated light by uncreated light, without an
image, there is a middle way to know in created light, without
an image. Just as one of the extremes is of pure wayfarers, and the
other of those in Heaven, so the middle pertains to the state in

which Our Blessed Mother was. She, therefore, had this gift more
perfectly than other creatures.®®

81 St. Antoninus, Summa moralis, IV, tit. 15, c. 18.
82 Comm. in Evang. Lucae, i, 46. Opera Omnia (Paris: 1890-1899), XXII, 122.
8% Mariale, q. 64. Opera Omnia, XXXVH, 120.
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The saints too, knew how to see in every human creature the
soul made to the image and likeness of God, and very often the
Holy Spirit dwelling there. “ Henceforth,” says St. Paul, “ we
know no man according to the flesh.” ** There is a remarkable
example of intuition in the life of St. Catherine of Sienna,
when she prepared Nicholas di Toldo for his execution and
accompanied him to the scaffold.

The knife fell and I receive his head into my hands. I fixed my
eyes on the Divine Goodness, and Lo ! I beheld as clearly as one
beholds the sun, Him who is God and man. He was there and He
received the blood . . . He received it and placed it in the open
wound of His side, in the treasury of His mercy ... Oh how
lovingly He looked on that soul bathed in the blood made precious
by being united to His own! Then Father, Son and Holy Ghost
received him, and He was inundated with a joy that would have
ravished a thousand hearts . .. Then I felt a delicious peace,
and the perfume of that blood was so sweet to me, that I would not
suffer them to wash away what had fallen over me.®®

In this blood united to Christ through grace, Catherine saw the
blood of the Lamb, and sought to plunge herself into the
Sacred Side. So many other examples of the operation of this
gift in an eminent degree are to be found in the life of this holy
daughter of St. Dominic that Fr. Antoine Gardeil attributes
this gift to her as her predominant characteristic.®

By natural reason most men come to a knowledge of the
existence of God, but by the light of revelation we know that
God is one in three divine Persons. By the light of the gift of
understanding we go on to contemplate in the Holy Trinity
as far as we can in this life, what are the relations of Father,
Son and Holy Ghost, how they are three Persons, how they
are co-equal, co-eternal, how they differ only in their relations
to each other, and so en. As Cardinal Manning says, “ The one
phrase, ‘ the Word was made flesh,’ contains the whole theology

84 I1 Cor., v, 16.

8% Letters, n. 97.

¢ The Gifis of the Holy Ghost in Dominican Saints, Trans. by A. Townsend,
O.P. (Milwaukee: Bruce, 1937), p. 88.



240 JOSEPH IGNATIUS MCGUINESS

-of the Incarnation in all its treatises.” * We see it expanded
in the course of time—in the phrases of the Nicene creed:
“God of God; . .. consubstantial with the Father ”; in the
Athanasian creed, with its more precise terms—the two natures,
two substances, one Person, perfect humanity; and in the third
part of the Summa and all the later theologians. Yet many a
humble soul knows just as much as the theologians without all
this study and science, like the monk Anthony of whom St.
Augustine speaks.

It is in the light of this gift that the poor and untutored
solve the apparent difficulties of belief. To those who judge
by the letter, or by outward facts, the sorrows and the miseries
of the world seem to obscure its witness to the goodness if not
the existence of God; the sorrow and miseries of the Church
likewise seem to deny it is the kingdom of an all-powerful God;
the evergrowing conquests of natural science are bent by some
against the truth of revelation. How find the unifying thread
of truth in all the advancements of our age unless by the super-
human light of the Holy Ghost? To penetrate all these chaotic
and disturbing elements and find at their core the calm and
majestic plan of God requires more than mere reason, handi-
capped as it is with distractions and imperfections. It requires
the additional light of the gift of understanding to pierce the
rind and find the sweetness of the fruit, to crack the shell and
find the kernel of truth.®*®* Whence it is evident why spiritual
writers call this the gift par excellence of preachers and doctors
in the Church.

III. Tur Girr anp Farra

God has presented man with a sheaf of supernatural truths
which he must know and act upon in order to reach his final
end, and yet which exceed his natural powers of understanding.
By faith, man accepts these truths and holds them firmly, yet
it is an exterior adhesion in which the will bears all the expense,

87 H. E. Manning, The Internal Mission of the Holy Ghost (New York: Kenedy,
1904), p. 272.
88 Cf. M.-J. Friaque, O.P., Le Saint-Esprit, Part III, c. 7 (Paris: 1886).
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the intellect remaining dissatisfied. Then, under the impulse
of the Holy Spirit, the man with the gift of understanding finds
himself able to face these notions of revelation as easily as first
principles in the natural order. He has found a new light
enabling his mind to penetrate and to seize them quite clearly.
How reconcile the shadows of the faith with the luminous
evidence of the gift of understanding ? With the operation of
the gift, is the faith going to disappear ?

The reply is, of course, in the negative. By distinguishing the
formal aspects of the objects of the virtue and the gift, we see
how they can work side by side in the same subject without
interfering with each other in this life. Faith has three formal
objects. Its primary one is the revealed mysteries to which it
clings and about which no positive intuition is possible in this
life.** The secondary object of faith is all the species of truths
concerning creatures as ordained to God, and here the more light
the better for the faith. Faith is said to have a third object
only by extension, that is, inasmuch as it operates through
charity in all moral acts.®

As Father Garrigou-Lagrange writes,

Faith makes us know God in a way which is still too abstract, too
exterior, in speculo et in aenigmate, by excessively narrow formulas
that must be multiplied. Hope and charity directed by faith share
in the imperfection of faith. These two virtues of the will lack
vitality and keep too much of the human manner as long as they
are directed only by reason illumined by faith.

With only the virtues, even though supernatural, man is like an
apprentice who knows fairly well what he must do, but who has
not the skill to do it in a suitable manner. Consequently the master
who is teaching him must come from time to time, take his hand
and direct it so that the work may be presentable.

As we always remain apprentices the Holy Ghost must intervene
habitually in our works that they may be perfect. That is why,
unlike purely gratuitous graces, the gifts which make us amenable
to divine inspirations as the virtues do to the directions of reason,
should be permanent in us. (Summa Theol., I-11, q. 68, a. 3.)

8 Symma Theol., II-11, q. 1, a. 1.
20 O, Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique, Vol. 4, part 2, col. 1743,
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