
• The New Scholasticism

Editor: VINCISN’r EDWARD Sz\{ITH

Business Manager: JQSEPH B. McALUs’rEl

ASSOCIA1t EDITORS
Par Iwo Jean: lop One year:

JOHN M. KELLY, C. & B. LEO A. FoLEY, S. M~
SR. FRANCIS AUGUSTINE RICHEY, S. C. DONALD A. GALLAGHER

CONTENTS—APRIL, 1953

Philosophers and Books An EDI+oauAL 127

How to Read an Article in the Summ~, Orro Banu 129

The Persistence of the Aristotelian Physical Method... LEo A. FOLEY, S. M. 160

The Production oCthe Intelligible Species PETER DUNNE, 0. P. 176

REVIEW ARTIcLE: Professor Gilsoo’s Study of the Doctrine of Duns Scotus

LINUS J. TnRo~ S. J. 198
DISCUSSION: A Thomistic Textbook for Thomists CHARLES J.ONEII. 205

MANUSCRIPTS AN0 TRANSLATIONS 209

FROM THE SECRETARY’S DESK 210

NOTES ON THE AUTHORS 216

BOOK REVIEWS 217

BOOKS RECEIVED 244

All manuscripts and books for review should be sent to THE EDITOR, THE Naw
SCHoLASTICISM, Box 38, NomE DAME, INDIANA. -

Manuscripts should be typed double-spaced, with footnotes preferably on a
Separate sheet and prepared according to our manual of style. In articles e*ceed
ing 25 printed pages, the editors reserve the right to divide the manuscript into
installments which need not appear in consecutive issues.

New subscriptions and changes of address should be sent to 20 Hopkins Place,
Baltimore 1, Md., or the Reverend Joseph B. McAllister, Catholic University of
America, Washington, D. C. -

- Published quarterly by
AMERICAN CATHOLIC PHILOS0PHIc,41. ASSOCIATION,

20 Hopkins Place, Baltimore 1, Maryland.

Catholic University of America,
Washington 17, D. C.

En I end a, • ,ern,id —cli’s, In’ tier I ni-i-i, liar 1 1, 1 126, at the P,,,. ‘Rip at

UaIfii,’ore ~ld.. linda- • ‘lie Act of MinI, C. 1879.



The New Scholasticism
VOLUME XXVII APRIL, 1953 NuMn~ 2

Philosophers and Books
An Editorial

000RDING- TO THE annual summary of P~ubUshe?s

Weekly (January 24, 1953), 365 of the 11,255 books
published in the United States during 1952 belong to the
category termed “Philosophy, Ethics.” There were 264 new
books and 74 new editions of old books. The total production
figure of 338 represents an increase of 27 over the previous year.
The allied field of religion claimed 794 books published in
1952.

If American book production in philosophy were added to

the publications in other countries, the resulting figure would
be even more astonishing, and if philosophers are supposed to
be integrating other knowledges, they must likewise keep up to
date in other fields. From a ~5urely mechanical point of view,
the odds are powerfully set against becoming a master of con
temporary thought, and specialization even in philosophy has

today become an accepted fact. Abstracts may work well in
other fields, where facts count for more than principle, but a
philosophy that depended heavily, on the use of abstracts would

be nothing more than a dead, historical catalogue. The philos
opher’s work is more the making of abstracts for himself than
using those of others, and to develop a philosophical idea takes
time and space. Articles in a typical journal of philosophy are
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128 An Editorial

much longer for instance than their counter-parts in a standard
scientific review. Research on a philosophical problem takes
much more time, on the average, than a similar project in
physics or chemistry or even the social sciences.

The publication of so many works in philosophy, at the rate
of truly a book a day last year in America alone, enlarges the
function of the book reviewer from that of being a critic
engaged in a doctrinal debate with the author to that of a filter
between the book industry and the reader. For as everyone,
knows, the 365 books on philosophy last year7 in the United

States were of very uneven merit, and possibly not more than
three or four have anything like permanent value. Many no
doubt are only vaguely connected with philosophy. The book

department of a journal like this has a serious obligation in
channeling books to the critical attention of our readers;

Because of space limitations, this journal can handle only
about 50 books per year in the review section. This figure
includes books published both here and abroad. A certain
selection must be exercized in ordering books for review and in
deciding on the space to be devoted to each work. All such
considerations are open to mistakes in judgment. Finally, there
are reviewers who agree to write a criticism of a book and then
fail to come through with any report at all.

The editorial staff hopes that the Books Received department
will not only inform our readers of the new books that come to
our office but will inspire some of them to volunteer to review a
work that comes within their competence or else suggest an
authoritative critic wito might be invited to do this or that
review. Seldom in the past have such suggestions come to our
attention.

This recommendation is one way of assuring a more effective
flow of critical information about books in these days when book
reviewing assumes added importance for the selective coverage
by philosophers who wish to stay abreast of at least the major
currents in their field.



How to Read an Article of the Summa
by Otto Bird

THE READER, first opening the iS’umma Theologica ofSt. Thomas, finds much that is strange and difficult. Yet
it is clear at once that what is called the “article” is the
elementary unit of the work as a whole. There are more than
3000 of these articles, grouped together in “questions,” which
are gathered into the “parts” that form the main structural
outline of the work. The single article finds its place within
this structure and does not yield its Lull meaning until it is
seen in relation èo all the rest. Nonetheless, it remains true
that the first task is to understand the individual article in
itself. For the beginner this is also the harder task.

There is no difficulty in seeing the structure of the article.
St. Thomas has so articulated its parts that they stand out as
four distinct things:

1. The article begins with the statement of a question that
is presented in the form of an alternative by means of the
particle, utrurm (whether).

2. Arguments are then presented for both sides of the alter
native. Several arguments are given for the side opposed to
that which St. Thomas is going to maintain and, hence, are
often called the “objectiGns.” Usually only one argument is
given for the other side, introduced by the words, sed contra
(on the contrary).

3. St. Thomas then gives his own answer to the question.
proposed. This part begins with the words, respondeo dicenduin,
which are usually translated by “I answer that.” This part is
frequently called the “body” of the article.

4. Finally, the first arguments given are refuted as contrary
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130 Otto Bird

to the position St. Thomas has taken. These are his answers to
the “objections.” Usually they apply only to the first series
of arguments, since in the Summa the sed contra argument
almost always coincides with the position St. Thomas adopts.
However, there are a few instances in which he also answers
the sed contra as well as the arguments on the other side of
the alternative.1

No reader will fail to see that these are the parts of am
article as it appears in the Suntma. He may well be puzzled,
however, by such a literary form and doubt its value. Nor are
beginners the only ones to have such a doubt. I have heard
long and devoted readers of St. Thomas declare that the only•
way to read the Summa is to read first the question and then
the answer in the body of the article and, finally, the “ob
ections” and the answers to them. Sometimes it even appears.

that the “objections” are viewed as a kind of after.thought
which might well be omitted entirely. Such a manner of reading
implies at the very least some doubt as to the value and efficacy
of the form in which St. Thomas wrote. Yet, it seems to me,
that if St. Thomas had wanted us to read in that way, he
would have written accordingly. The fact that he did not
would seem to indicate that he must have placed some value
on the form of the article as an instrument of intellectual
discourse.

To avoid this conclusion it might be claimed that the form
is only an historical accident; that St. Thomas wrote the Bumma
as he did because the form of the article was popular in the
13th century and answered the needs and desires of intellectual
life in the university of that time. From the research of
Mandonnet on the quaestio disputata we now how that this
was the case. The article as we find it in the Surr&ma is a
literary expression, in simplified and perfected form, of the

Such exceptions as found in &tnmna Theot. I. q. 14, a. 16; q. 17, a. 1;
I-TI, q. 85, a. 6.
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disputations that the masters held with their students and
other masters in the lath century university. The Qtuzestiortes
Disputatac of St. Thomas take us still closer to these disputa
tions, but even they are not a literal report of the disputation

as it occured. They are a literary version, written by the master
or one of his aides, of the final resolution of the disputation.
The arguments pro and con the question in dispute are here
reduced and systematized by the master. Although much more
extensive than the corresponding arguments in an article of the
Bummo~, they are a reduction and, in some sense, a summary

of the arguments that went on for the day previous to that on
which the master gave his resolution. Behind the disputed
question as -well as the article is the lived experience of teachers

and students, churchmen and men of the world, engaged in
discussion and dispute and intellectual inquiry. In both form
and content that discussion has passed through the mind and
art of St. Thomas into the articles of the Summa.2

But to say that the article as a literary form arises out of

a certain historical context does not answer the question of its
value as an intellectual instrument. It only generalizes the
problem, by raising it, of the whole quaestio disputata and
through it of the ‘scholastic method’ itself, of which the
quaestio and - the lectio, or commentary, are the characteristic

forms. Nor does that history finally tell us how to read an
article of the Summa. It may help us greatly to answer that
question by taking us back to the living reality behind the
article. But still that help is only auxiliary. We have to
pene&ate first into the nature of the method that is employed
in the article and to see how and why it functions as it does.

To do that there are at least three questions that need to be
answered. With apologies to St. Thomas, they might be put in
the following form:

‘Of P. Mandennet, H. Thomac Aquinatis Quacationes ctisputatae (Paris,
1025) I, “Introduction.”
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1. Whether an argument should begin with a dialectical
question

2. Whether an argument should be both disputative and

determinative?

3. Whether the article is a suitable form for intellectual
discourse?

There is good reason for apologizing to St. Thomas. The
questions are addressed to a problem of method. But, as we
know from St. Thomas, there is no one method for all the
sciences. Properly, my questions should specify the sciences
with which we are here concerned. By the use of such words
as “argument” and “intellectual discourse” I want to avoid
these more profound questions. in other words, I don’t want
to raise the question now whether we are talking about philo
sophical or theological arguments, or both, or of still other
kinds. All I would ask is that by “argument” we should

understand the kind of thing that occurs in an article in the
Summa and by “intellectual discussion” the kind of discussion
that goes on there.

My excuse for such a request is that I am only addressing
the problem of how to read an article of the Summa and that
this is a question of liberal art and not of philosophy. By this
I mean no more than that any reader, no matter what his
philosophy, must first endeavor to read the articles of the
iS’umma according to their intent and spirit. That intent and
spirit is manifest to some extent in the literary form that is
common to all the articles, even though each article differs from
every other in posing its own problem. It is this common
form that is here the object of my concern. In an effort to

get at the nature and function of this literary form it will be
necessary to appeal to philosophy. Any of the liberal arts in
reflecting upon its own work necessarily becomes philosophical.
Then too there is a whole philosophy behind the article as a
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literary form. Here history can help us not only by providing
som& indication of the living reality behind the article, but also
by providing the philosophical context in and through which the
article was developed.8

THE DraEcTxcn. QuEsTIoN

The first thing about an article, as already noted, is that it
begins with a question, and that question is so framed as to
admit of an alternative, either pro or con.’ This is accomplished

by putting the question in a form that can be introduced by
utrurr&. Aristotle analyses the force of this word in a passage
which St. Thomas comments upon. “We always use this word
whether (irJrepov-utrurm),” St. Thomas says, “in connection
with opposites. Thus we question whether something is white
or black, which are opposites of contrariety, or whether it is
white or not white, which are opposites of contradiction. But
we don’t ask whether a thing is man or white except on the
supposition that it can’t be both man and white. Thus we

would question whether a thing is white or man as we would
whether it was Socrates or Oleon that was coming, supposing
that both could not come at once. But this mode of questioning
about things that are not opposites has no necessity in any
genus but is only according to supposition. Therefore, we use
this word, whether, only about things that are opposite from
necessity, and about other things only according to supposition,

because it is only opposites by nature that cannot exist simul
taneously.”

For the methodological analysis of the article I would like to express
my indebtedness at the start to two works: the article of F. A. Blanche,
“Le vocabulaire de l’argumentation et la~ structure de l’artiele dans les
ouvrages de saint Thomas,” in Revue des sciences phitosopliiques et théo
Zogiqucs, XIV (1925), 167-187; and the book of M.D. Chenu, Introduction
a Z’ótude tie saint Thomas d’Aquin (Montreal & Paris, 1950).

‘There are a few exceptions. For articles that do not begin with .drum
ci .Summa Theol. I. q. 10, a. 5; q. 20, a. 4.

61n Jicta., X. 5 (1055b32.1056a3), lect. VII, Cathala edit. No. 2060.
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For the problem of reading it is important to realize that an
article begins with a question. This indicates at once that an
article is not what some of the manuals imply a scholastic dispu
tation is, namely a formal defense of a thesis; ° for a question
is not a thesis. But the form of the question is still more

significant in that it indicates what kind of question it is. For
framed so as to admit of, and even call for, opposite answers,
it reveals itself as a dialectical question.

- Aristotle in the De interpretatione, in a passage which comes
after the point where the commentary of St. Thomas breaks
off, differentiates the dialectical question from others by the
fact that “it leaves one free to take either side of a contradic
tion.” Thus to ask, what a thing is, such as, for example,

“what is man,” is not a dialectical question, for it admits of
only one possible answer, granting that the nature of man is
one. But once a definition is given, it is then possible to put a

question about the nature of a thing into dialectical form. You
need only ask, Aristotle says, “whether or not such is the

definition of man.”’ It is this character of a dialectical question
that makes whether the proper word for introducing a dia
lectical problem.8

So far we have been treating only the form of the question.
But Aristotle makes it clear that more is involved. In the
Topics he declares expressly that certain questions are not
dialectical, and not just because of their form, but because of
their matter. Thus in analysing the nature of the dialectical

problem, he declares that “not every problem should be ques
tioned, but only that upon which there is some difficulty or
doubt Cairop~5crctcv) for those who seek reason and not where it
is punishment or perception that is needed.” There are four

6 Cf. Joe. Gredt, Elementa Philosophiae, 7th edit. (Fribourg, 1937), I,
73.74

‘Aristotle, Dc inter., xx, 20b23-so.
Aristotle, Topics, 1.4, 101b25-34.
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different types of questions that would not be dialectical: 1)
Those where punishment, not reason, is required, ~as in such
questions as “whether or not one should honor the gods and
love one’s parents.” 2) Those where perception, not reason,
is required, such as “whether or not snow is white.” 3) Those
which are too close to demonstration, for such “admit of no
doubt or difficulty (&iropIav) .“- 4) Those too far removed from
demonstration, for such are “too much for dialectical exercise.”

It may well be doubted whether the articles of the Summa
always observe the criterion here set up by Aristotle for a
dialectical question. In fact, with respect to loving one’s parents,
St. Thomas expressly asks “whether pieta8 extends to definite
persons” (P. lI-Il, q. 101, a. 1), in which, under what is form
ally a dialectical question, he argues why honor is owed to
parents. Then too he frequently introduces under the form of

a dialectical question a matter on which he will offer a demon
stration, such as his proofs for the existence of God (P. I. q. 2,
a. 3). These two exampks seem sufficient to show that in his
articles, which are presented under the form of a dialectical
question, St. Thomas is not always adhering to the matter of a
dialectical question as laid down by Aristotle.

Indeed, over a century before St. Thomas it had been
admitted that the dialectical question had been extended beyond
concern with probable opinions to include even the most certain.
affirmations. Clarembault of Arras, in his commentary on the
De Trinitate of Boethius, argues that such an extension is
legitimate, although, he notes that in such cases there is nothing
dialectical about them “aside from their form.” ~°

The relevance of such considerations to the problem of reading
an article of the Rumma can be put in the form of a question.

°IbAd., I. 11, 105a1-9.
10 at~ 0. Pare, A. Brunet, P. Tremlilay, La renaissance du XII siècle, Lee

ecoles et l’enseignememt (Ottawa, Paris, 1933) p. 127-127, where the text of
Clarexnbault is quoted.
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Why did St. Thomas present the content of his Summa ~n the
form of dialectical questions? What is its advantage, parti
cularly if it is often, only a matter of form inasmuch as the
problem is finally resolved by what is offered as a demonstra
tion? For the moment I will postpone any effort to answer these

questions. Consideration of them will arise when we come to
the final question of the value of the method as an instrument
of intellectual discourse. Here it is sufficient to have indicated
that the question with which the article begins is a dialectical
question, if only in the sense that it presents an alternative
calling for both pro’s and con’s.

TEE DIsruTATxvn PaT

Having begun with a question that calls for alternatives, the
article proceeds to give the arguments both pro and con. lust
as the question begins with the same form, the conjunction
utrun&, so the series of arguments begins invariably with the
same form, sic proceditur. This is usually translated, “we
proceed thus.” In a detailed analysis of the vocabu]ary of
argumentation in St. Thomas, F. A. Blanche has shown that this
is an erroneous and misleading translation. By the tine of St.
Thomas the verb proccdere had come to be a technical term in
argument and was equivalent to “infer” or “conclude” and,

in a slightly more extended sense, to “reason, argue or dispute.”
The form with which the arguments begin is thus equivalent to
sic disputatur. It should accordingly be translated, “thus it is
argued or disputed.” 11

The meaning of disputcitur here is clear from what follows
in the article itself. With respect to the question stated,

arguments are brought forward on both sides. The first series
of arguments; those which in almost every case are opposed to
the position St. Thomas is going to take, are never mistaken.

11 Cf. Blanche, art. cit., pp. 172-175.
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They are what are commonly called the “objections.” The
contrary argument, however, is often mistaken for something

other than it is. It is always introduced by the same fonu:
sect contra. The question then is: what is it contrary to? It is
not contrary to the arguments just stated on one side of the
question, except indirectly. But it goes. back to the question,
which calls for opposite answers. Answers on one side of the
question having been given (the “objections”), the sect contra
offers arguments on the other side. In the Sumina usually only
one such argument is given, since this is almost always the side
that St. Thomas is going to develop in his answer.’2

With the statement of the argument sect contra, the posing of

the problem in the disputative mode (modo disputatito) is
complete. The dialectical• question has been proposed, and argu
ments have been brought forward on both sides. In the Sumina
this much of the article is aecomplished in quick order. Usually
only three or four short arguments are given on one side of
the question (the “objections”) and but one on the other side.
This is in keeping with the summary character of the work. But
for understanding their purpose and, hence, the way of reading
them, it is helpful to look to the history of the actual oral
disputation,’ especially as that can be recovered through the

Quaestiones Disputatae of St. Thomas.
In the first place, many more arguments are given on both

sides of the question. In the lie potentia (q. 4, a. 2), to take a
random example, 34 arguments are presented on one side of the
question and 10 on the opposite side. However, what is more
significant than the mere number of arguments, is the fact that
some effort was made to answer these arguments even before the
master began his answer. Evidence for this occasionally appears

in the master’s report of the disputation, such as we have it in
the lie potentia, for example. There after an argument is

‘~ Ed. note 1 above.
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presented on one side, we sometimes find ‘it written that “the
answerer said” (sect dicit responden,s), and an argument is
given against the preceding one, which is then followed by a
counter objection.13 If to each of the arguments presented on
both sides (which amounted to 44 in the above instance) answer
ing arguments were also given, it is understandable why the
complete disputation was a two-day affair, the first being given
over to the arguments ro and con and the second to the master’s
summary and resolution.

If this history is true and if this is the method of which the
first part of the article is a simplified and literary expression,
it indicates to some extent how we should begin to read an
article of the Summo~. We should endeavor, even before going
on to read the master’s answer, to develop the contrasting argu
ments until they have all the force of a disputation. The
arguments as stated in the article might be taken as only a
schematic and summary statement of the discussion that we are
meant to develop. Following the manner of the oral disputation,
we might even take upon ourselves the role of the respondens
and try to meet all the arguments that are offered. Making some
such effort, we would then begin to make real the disputative

• part of the article. We would be reading it according to the
disputative mode in which it is presented.

So far the only reason given for attempting to make such• a
reading of the preliminary arguments is that this is to give
full force to the way in whi~h they are written. This in itself,
it seems to me, is sufficient reason. But for the necessary reason
we need to see why St. Thomas should have written in such a
way. To attempt to do that is to inquire into the value of the
method, and that, as in the case of the value of the dialectical
question, can be more adequately considered after we have looked
at the total structure of the article.

Dc potentia, q. I, a. 5, 2nd argument of the 1st series. Cf. Blanche,
art. cit., p. 171, n. 6.
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THE DETERMINATION

With the words respondeo dicendum, we come to the answer

of the master to the question proposed. Here again, as with the
opening question and the first arguments, the beginning is a
standard form that appears in very article. But the words,
however monotoflous, perform a distinct function. As the utrum
announces a dialectical question and the proceditur the dis
putative arguments on both side of the question, so the respondeo
dicendurr& announces the resolution of the problem by the master,
or what was known as the determinatio.

It is customary to translate respondea dicendum by “ I answer
that,” which implies that one of the words is redundant. Yet
each word has its reason and refers to different aspects. The
respondeo takes us back to the beginning and indicates that we
have a question to answer. The dicendum takes us forward into
the answer of the master, which must be such as to settle the
alternative of. the question . definitely in one way and, must be
given by one with the power to achieve such a settlement. It

is important to note that there is this double implication in
dicendum..

The doubt raised by the question and intensified by the
arguments r° and con can be answered either by reason or by
authority or by both. For a theoretical problem this will be
completely accomplished by reason when it is possible to achieve

a demonstration in the full Aristotelian sense of that term:
When demonstration is offered in the answer to the question,
the article follows in summary fashion what, according to St.
Thomas, is the usual method of Aristotle in his philosophical
works. Thus in commenting on the Metaphysics, St. Thomas
points out that Aristotle first “ argues disputatively modo dis
putativo) by making clear the questions or problems (dubi
tabilia) that are involved,” and, having completed that, “he

argues demonstratively by determining (demonstrative deter-
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m’inando) the truth concerning the questions that had been
brought forward and disputed.”

In the article, when there is full demonstration, the question
and the preliminary arguments correspond to the disputative
argument and the answer to the demonstrative mode. However,
we should not expect to meet a demonstration in every article.
1~{any articles deal with matters in which there is no necessity
so thac it is impossible to obtain a demonstration with respect
to them. The many questions in the Summa dealing ‘with the
fittinguess (convenientia) of certain actions are obviously of
this sort, such as “Whether it was fitting for woman to be
made out of the rib of man” (P. I. q. 92, a. 3) and “Whether
it was fitting for God to become incarnate” (P. III. q. 1, a. 1).
To such questions no more than a certain degree of probability
can ever be obtained. As dealing with probabilities and giving
at most a probable conclusion, the answer would be, stricily
speaking, dialectical, not demonstrative. Hence, if it is claimed
that an article of the ,S’um,ma is divided into two parts, one

disputative and the other demonstrative, it is clear that “demon
strative” must be taken in a loose sense.”

Yet, whether or not “demonstrative” is the proper name, it
is clear that the answer is different from the preliminary argu

ments. To mark that difference this part in the quaestio
disputata was called the “determination.” This name is fitting
on at least two counts. In the first place the arguments and

counter-arguments of the first part on both sides of the question
leave the mind in a state of indetermination. It is the purpose
of the master’s answer to get rid of that indetermination, to
“determine” the mind to one definite answer to the question.
Now the mind may be delivered from its indetermination by
an act of authority or by one of reason or by both. St. Thomas

“In Meta. nr. lect. I, Cathala No. 338, and IV. lect. I, Cathala No. 529.
“ Blanche, art. cit., p. 183 makes this distinction without qualifying the

meaning of “demonstrative.”
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himself asks “whether the determinations of theological ques
tions should be made from authority or from reason” (Quodlibet
IV. q. 9, a. 18). In other words, a determination is not always
necessarily demonstrative. In the ease of strict matters of faith,
authority is the proper mode. B-ut even in matters where reason
has a proper function, there may still be a place for authority.
This is especially true of the teaching of theology, which belongs

to the magisterial power of the Church and for which a distinct
power is needed. Thus in the quaestio disputata only a licensed
master could “determine” in the strict sense. Others might
answer, but only the master possessed the authority to give an
answer which was also a determituttio.’°

It is also well to remember that authority is involved to some
extefit in all teaching. The proper virtue of the learner is that
docilitas or teachableness which puts him in the proper dis
position towards his teachers, both living and dead.’7 To his

teachers as his superiors in learning and knowing, the student
must look as to a kind of natural authority.

The answer, as the determination of the question, is mani
festly the most important part of the article. Accordingly, it
deserves the closest and fullest attention. In general terms of
method, a good reading of it should note how the determination
is obtained, whether by demonstrative or dialectical reasoning.
Reason has so many ways of investigating that we should not

expect always the same way. In the Topics Aristotle points out
no less than 338 topics or rules according to which an investiga
tion may be made, although it is true that these are governed
by four principal procedures.’7~ In any case the main thing in
reading the answer is to see how it does answer the question.

10 Cf. Ohenu, op. cit., p. 18-19, 114, and Blanche, art. cit., p. 184, n. I.

“Summa fleet., U-fl, q. 49, a. 3.
17s These four procedures or “instruments,” as Aristotle calls them, are;

the securing of propositions, distinguishing the meanings of words, dis
covery of differences, and the investigation of likenesses. Topics, I. 13,
105a21-25.
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In this work the last part of the article enters with an
essential contribution. The mind, having been determined with
respect to the question, can now meet the initial causes of its
indetermination. It can meet the arguments on the opposite
side. The answers to the preliminary arguments (to the “ob

jections “) test and manifest the mind’s grasp of the answer to
the question. As already noted, these answers in the Summa
are usually only to the first series of arguments. But where the
sect contra argument does not precisely adopt the position that
St. Thomas expounds, he does not hesitate to answer it as well
as the other arguments.

ThE VALUE OF THE MErnon

Now that the structure of the article has been considered, we
are in a better position to judge the value of the method that
it exemplifies. But to judge its value we need to consider more
fully than we have the purpose of the article. St. Thomas, in
stating the purpose of the Sum,ma, also states that of the article.
He intends, he tells us in the prologue, “to teach what pertains

to the Christian religion in a way that befits the instruction
of beginners.” His aim, in short, is “to instruct beginners
(ir&cip’ientes ervdire). One doesn’t need to read many articles
before realizing that for St. Thomas a beginner must be~pro
ficient to a considerable extent in the liberal arts and in philo
sophy. We must also realize that the beginners for whom he

is writing are• not beginners in the Catholic faith. The first
duty of St. Thomas as mczgister in theologia was teaching the
Bible, and throughout the Bum4na Theologica it is taken for
granted that the “beginner” is thoroughly grounded in the
Catholic faith. Full realization of this fact is essential to
appreciate the method of the article. In fact, as St. Thomas
expressly states, it determines how the disputation itself is
conducted.

In the quodlibetal question referred to above (IV. q. 9, a. 18)j
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he asks “whether theological determinations should be made
from authority or from reason.” St. Thomas, as usual, makes

a distinction, and the distinction turns on whether or not the
authority of faith is accepted. Thus he points out that a
disputation is sometimes concerned with removing a doubt

whether a thing is so (ad removendum dubitationetm am ita sit).
If this concerns a theological matter, i. e., where faith itself is
an issue, greatest reliance must be placed on authority (mazime
utendum est auctoritatibus). Thus, he tells us, if we are argu

ing with Jews, we should use the authority of the Old Testa
ment; if with Manichaeans, we should argue from the authority
of the New Testament on]y, since they reject the Old; if with
the Greek schismatics, we can use both the Old and New
Testament and also the authority of their Fathers, but not that
of the Latin Fathers, which they don’t accept, but if we are
arguing with those who accept no authority, then we will have

to rely on natural reason alone in the effort to convince them.
There is another kind of disputation, however, which is con

cerned not with removing error, but with instructing students
so that they may come to understanding of the truth (ad
instruenduim audito~es ut inducantur ad intellectuim veritatis
guam intendit). This is the kind of disputation that the theo
logical thasters hold in the schools (magi~stratis in scholis) , i. e.,

the kind St. Thomas held and the kind that we have in the
thnnma in a literary form. The question does not concern
whether a thing is so. That is admitted by both master and
student insofar as it is a matter of faith. The question now is
of investigating the source of its truth insofar as that can be
discovered and grasped and of making known how what is
said about it is true (investigantibus veritatis radicem et faci
entibus scire quomodo sit veruim quad dicitur). In this kind of
disputation, St. Thomas declares, we must build on reasons
(rationibus inniti) and not on authority. For if the master

should determine the question by using nothing but authority



144 Otto Bird

(nudis auctoritatibus), his student would indeed know that a
thing is so (certificabitur quod ita est), but he would acquire
nothing of science or understanding and would go away empty
(nihil scientiae vet inteUectus acquiret et vacuu.s abscedet).

These are strong words, and they contain an immediate warn
ing for us in our reading of the, article. No matter how much
we may revere St. Thomas and hold him for an “authority,”
and following the example of the Church we can hardly revere
him too greatly, still we must not read him just to know what
his position is. We must not rest satisfied merely to know that
St.. Thomas has said thus and so. To do that is to know by
means of authority a matter which, on the testimony of St.
Thomas himself, we should endeavor to know by means of
reason. If we persist in knowing the Angelic Doctor merely
as an authority, without seeking to how the reasons for his

conclusions, then, as he himself says, we shall go away empty.
This two-fold concern of the disputation—to investigate the

source of the truth and to make known what is true—leads us
more directly into the question of the form in which it is cast.
Indeed, it is under these two distinct aspects that we can most
readily understand how the form of the disputation as it
appears in the article is adapted to its task.

First, with respect to investigation (investigantibus veritatis
radicem), the initial task is to locate the problem and to find out
what needs investigating about it. On this point Aristotle is
helpful. where he discusses his own method in the third book
of the Metaphysics (995a 24-b4). Since we are here concerned
with St. Thomas, it will be more to the point to follow his•
rendering, even though the Latin cannot catch all the subtleties
of the Greek. “Those’ who want to investigate the truth,” he
tells us, “should at the.start question well (&airop,5o-cu ,cak&g—
bene dubitare), i. e., consider well the problems or questions in
connection with the thing. The reason for this is that the
investigation of the truth afterwards is nothing else but the
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solution of the things that were problems before. But it is
obvious that in the untying (Xiciv-solutione) of bodily bonds

the one who is ignorant of the knot cannot untie it. But a
problem or question (airopIa-dubitatio) about a thing is related

to the mind just as a knot is to the body and has the same effect.
For one who is in a state of questioning about a thing undergoes
something similar to one who is bound. For just as he who has
his feet bound cannot proceed along his way, so he who is in

a state of questioning is as one who has his mind bound and
cannot proceed along the way of speculation. Therefore, jast

as he who unties (solvere) a bodily knot must first inspect the
knot and the way it ~s tied, so he who would solve a problem
must first look into (speculetur) all the difficulties and their
causes. . . . Secondly, those who would inquire into the truth
without first considering the problem are like those who are
ignorant of where they are going. And as the termination of a

journey is that which is aimed at by the traveller, so the
solution of the problem (exclusio dubitationem’) is the end
aimed at by the one inquiring into the truth. It is obvious that

he who does not know where he is going cannot go directly there,
except by chance. Therefore, neither can one inquire directly
into the truth unless ho first sees the problem. . . . Thirdly,
from the fact that one does not know where he is golug it
follows that when he arrives at the place aimed at he still will
not know whether to remain there or go further; so also one
who does not first know (irpo’iproppcdrt—praecog2toscit) the
problems cannot know when he has found the truth sought for

and when he has not, since he does not know the end of the
inquiry which is manifest to the one who has first known the
problem. . . . The fourth reason (for first questioning well)

is taken from the side of the hearer, for a hearer must judge of
things heard. But in matters of judgment (in judiciis) no one
can judge unless he hears the arguments of both parties. The
same holds for the one who would learn philosophy, and he will
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do better in judging if he hears all the arguments as though they
were adversaries in a dispute (quasi adversariorum dubi
tanttum).” 1$

After thus rendering the thought of Aristotle, St. Thomas
notes that this description fits the method of Aristotle in “ almost
all his books,” and he names it as that of “dialectical disputa
tion.” “ Aristotle expressly declares that one reason for the
utility of dialectic is that it “ enables one to raise questions on
both sides of a problem (&cziropi~o-cu), which makes it easy to
see where the truth or falsity lies.” 20 The method is of such
importance in Aristotle that it is sometimes even given a jroper
name and called “aporematic.” 21

The first half of the article, from the statement of the question
through the presentation of the arguments pro and con, is
manifestly an example of the same method. It is, if you will, a
stylized and short-hand version of it, but every argument just
adduced from, the text of Aristotle will apply to it. The
question and contrary arguments with which the article begins
pose a problem or raise a difficulty for the mind. The opposing
arguments, if only they are expanded by the reader to attain
their full force, present him with something that needs untying
or solution. They show him what he has to deal with and
where he has to go in the sense that once the problem has been
thoroughly debated and understood, he will know what has to
be solved. Finally, through the statement of opposing argu

ments, the mind is at once put into the position of a judge
between two contending parties. The case is prepared so that
it is evident that a judgment is needed, at the same time that
the inquiry is under way so that the mind can continue its

investigation. -

10In Metaphys., In, 1, lect. I, Cathala no. 339-342.
10 Ibid. Cathala no. 343 and 345.

Topics, 1. 2, 101a34.
31W. D. Ross in his edition of the Posterior Analytics (Oxford, 1949, p.

284) thus classifies as “aporematic” the dialectical arguments cf Bk. II,
caps. 34.
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The source of these preliminary arguments is often to some
extent indicative of the method. For the most part they are
taken from books that were accepted as “authorities” in philo
sophy or theology by the universities of the 13th century. In
this they at once enjoy a certain probability as being held by
men who enjoy the highest repute.22 In other words, they are
the proper beginning for a dialectical discussion. In part, of
course, they reflect controversies of the time. But even more
important than their historical relevance is the function they
have of opening up the problem that is proposed for discussion.
For this reason the order in which St. Thomas presents them
may well have considerable significance. They take us to what
others have said about the problem, and, as one mediaeval author
was fond of saying, if we can now see further than our fathers,
it is because we stand on their shoulders.

The purpose of disputation, however, is not only to investi

gate, but also to make known what is true—facienti&us .scire
quomodo sit verum quod dicitur. To inquire into how well the
article is adapted to its task is thus to ask how well the article
succeeds in making known what is true. Such an inquiry
would involve everything from the grasp of a probability to the
rigorous demonstration, from the inchoate apprehension of a
principle to the most perfect vision of it. Nothing could be

more profitable than to undertake investigation of the multi
plicity of ways in which St. Thomas endeavors to lead the mind

to truth. But such a consideration would involve an inspection
of the content of the articles. Our task here is the humbler
one of asking how well the article as a literary form is adapted
to making the truth known. To answer this question we must
know, at least in general, what is involved in this process. In

22 The criterion of probabl~ opinions, according to Aristotle, is that they

“are held by all or by most or by the wise, and among these last, by all,
by most, or by those best known and in highest repute.”—2’opics I. 1,
100b21-23.
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other words, we must know what teaching is before we can judge
how well the article as a form accomplishes its purpose as a.n
instrument of teaching.

There are two facts about teaching and its correlative, learn
ing, that any explanation of them must preserve and account
for. One might be expressed as a variation of the adage, “you

can lead a horse to water, but you can’t make him drink.” So
too you can lead ~ student to learning, but you can’t make him
learn. This is literally true and must be seen clearly and held
tightly if we want to understand teaching. The principal cause
of learning is the student himself—what St. Thomas calls the
natural light of the intellect. But whatever explanation is given
of it, the fact itself should be plain. No one can do your learn
ing for you. Learning and knowing, in other words, is a personal
appropriation. No teacher, short of God and, to a much lesser
extent, the angels, can get inside your mind and pull the
“learning-strings “ for you. This truth has as a consequence the
further fact that there is always a rhetorical element in teaching.

It consists of the means that the teacher must use in the effort
to get the student engaged in the activity that is necessary for
learning, the act of personal appropriation.

The other fact about learning is that we do somehow acquire

a knowledge of something that we did not know before. The
“somehow” here is the rub, and the effort to account for this
is the reason for differing and opposed theories of learning.
Yet we should not lose sight of the fact: We do learn, either by
ourself in what St. Thomas calls the way of discovery (inventia)
or through the activity of another by instruction (disciplina).
Since we are now concerned with how we can learn from an
article of the Bumma, it is learning through instruction that is
of primary interest to us.

If we hold to our first fact, that learning is ultimately
personal appropriation, we can see at once two properties of
instruction. First, it can never be anything but secondary and
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administering. Since it is the learner that must do the learning,
all that the teacher does only administers to that process. Teach
ing is not a transfusion of knowledge from the mind of the
teacher to the mind of the student?~ It is doubtful whether
this could be said even of purely verbal memory. Take the
proposition just enunciated, that teaching is not a transfusion of
knowledge. To cQrnmit that to memory, or even to repeat it,
as only a sequence of verbal sounds already supposes some
actiiity on the part of the student. To understand it in the
sense of grasping the meaning supposes, accordingly, much
greater activity. But even this is not what St. Thomas means

by learning, a~ we have seen from his discussion of authority
and reason in the disputation. The proposition is not known
until we also know its reasons. Learning, in other words,
supposes a certain motion or process on the part of the student,
and teaching can at most help to bring that motion about; it
cannot actually constitute the motion.

Further, if the mind of the learner does become engaged in
this process through the act of teaching, this teaching, even as
instrumental and administering, must somehow follow a way

that is sithilar to that in which the mind would naturally come
to the discovery of a truth. In this, St. Thomas says, teaching
as an art imitates natures inasmuch as the way of instruction,
which is teaching, imitates the way of discovery. Here, we seem
first to be committed to a definite theory of teaching: verbally,
at least, one that seems to identify teaching with the heuristic
method, but, as we shall see in a moment, it is a theory that

St. Thomas expounds in terms of the Aristotelian view of
reasoning. But before getting into that, we should note to what

extent this description holds true of any teaching. Certainly,
the effort of any good teacher seems directed to enabling the
student to obtain a foot-hold on his subject-matter from which

“ lie verit(Lte, q. xi, a. 1, ad. 6.
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he will be able to run on his own—the teacher accompanying
him to point out the way and to keep to it. This may be done
in many ways, depending on the student and the subject-matter
and the talent of the teacher. It is seen perhaps most clearly
in that kind of teaching in which the students merely stand by
and attend while the teacher runs through his work according
to his customary way. Such a method is perhaps the primai~y
one for teaching the manual arts. But it also applies in the

intellectual order. There is much to be learned about learning
itself from merely watching and trying to imftate the way St.
Thomas goes about his analysis in an article of the Summa.
Learning is in this case observing and imitating the master
who has acquired the natural way of proceeding to his object.

But for St. Thomas the object of imitation in teaching is
not the teacher but the knowing mind, i. e., the rational power
of man. This process, as he analyses it, following Aristotle, is
one in which the mind moves from something that it knows to
reach what was before unknown. Insofar as the mind begins
with common self-evident principles and observes a necessary

connection between the steps that it takes about a matter capable
of necessary knowledge, it is able to achieve demonstration,
which is the perfect achievement of rational knowledge—
syllogismus faciens scire. There is no need to go further into
the difficult problem of the nature of demonstration. The

essential thing to note now is that the whole process is a
discursive one—discursum rationAs. The whole task of teaching,
according to St. Thomas, is to get a “discourse” taking place
within the mind of the student, a discourse that begins with
something that is known and proceeds finally to something that
was somehow unknown before. This is the process that is
natural to the human mind in making any analysis or synthesis,
regardless of whether or not demonstration is finally achieved.

As natural to the mind, this process is the nature that the art
of teaching imitates, and its task is completed when the student
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within his own mind is holding a discourse similar to that
which the teacher holds in knowing a truth.2’

There are many difficult problems here, most pertinently
whether all our knowledge is discursive, whether syllogistic
knowledge even deserves the name. From even this brief account

it should be clear that for St. Thomas discursive knowledge is
not the whole of knowledge, since it begins with an apprehension
of principles and has as its term a resting in the truth known,
neither of which is discursive in character. Yet without ventur
ing on to such problems there is still much we can learn about
teaching. For if we admit that teaching and learning do take
place by mean~ of words, there is at least one sense in which all
such teaching is discursive. The verbal discourse of any teacher
consists of words and reasons with some sort of connection
between them. By means of these connectives, the mind of the
teacher moving among them tries to get the mind of the student
to go through the same motions. Let us grant for the moment
a theory of teaching that is the very opposite of St. Thomas—
one that holds that teaching aims, not at a discourse of reason,

but at a vision of incommunicable truth.25 It still remains
true that the words and reasons that are utilized by the teacher
are discursive, however, they may function or, rather, however
that function may be explained. Our minds fnnction succes
sively, and they cannot grasp the words and reasons of the
teacher all at once. Furthermore, the mind can move among
them and through them only because there is some kind of
connective there, or because it can supply such a connective.”

24 For this analysis of teaching and learning, of. Dc Dentate, q. XI, a. 1-4,

~speeia1ly art. 1, C.
25 St. Thomas says expressly that teaching consists in ‘getting across’

the discursive movement of mind about the thing rather than in the vision
of it—” ipsê. doctrina magis consistit in transfusione scientiae reTurn
visarum quam in earum visione “—Dc veritate, q~ XL a. 4, ad. 3. Zojentia
is contrasted here with vi&io, it might be said, as motion to rest.

“Cf. St. Thomas on the double discursus of reason, Huntma Theologica,
P.1, q.l4, a.7.
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-The task of the learner, as of the teacher, is still to move through
words and reasons and by means of them, even when it is
maintained that the object of the teaching is the vision of truth.

In this sense, however minimum it may be, all teaching through
words is bound to be discursive. The success of such teaching
will accordingly be measured by its ability to engage the mind

of the student in such a discourse.
With this as a criterion we can now ask how well the article

in the Bumma is adapted to such a discourse of the mind. Put
in these terms, the question in effect answers itself. In form,
the article is •a summary model of a perfect discourse. There
can be no discourse if there is not something to talk and think
about. That is provided immediately by the question. But there
can equally be no discourse if the question can be immediat&y
answered by a simple “yes” or “no.” The question must be a
problem on which there are contrary positions. This is accom
plished by posing the question as dialectical. To make the

discourse a good one, we should have the best talkers and
thinkers who are able to take us most directly to the heart of

the question. By their answer we will be able to see better
what the problem is and where the difficulties lie. This is
assured by stating the arguments from the works of “authori
ties.” The fact that the authorities take contrary positions
heightens the mind’s awareness of the difficulties, and, if the
initial question posed a problem, the contrary arguments render

it acute by leading the mind into opposed positions with respect
to its solution. Up to this point in the article, i. e., through the
question and the opposing arguments, the article is dialectical

in• both form and matter. The question and the r° and con
arguments show that it is formally dialectical, while the source
of the arguments makes them a matter of probability.

The difficu1~ies raised, the discourse moves on with the
respondeo to attempt a solution to the problem. In form, we

are no longer moving in the sphere of dialectical opposition.
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Now we are to hear the master’s determination. Yet we must
not forget that his determination is still a discourse. As the
mind had to move among the preliminary arguments to discover
the difficulties calling for solution, so here the mind has to move
through words and reasons to grasp the conclusion which the
master declares must be held. Here our main task as readers
is to ‘make the connections’ that lead from premises to con
clusion. If we miss those and know only the conclusion, we will
still remain on the dialectical level, and the conclusion will
remain for us only another opinion to put along side the other
opposing arguments from authority. Yet we should not always
expect a demonstrative answer to the question. As noted above,
the question may not be of such a matter as to admit that kind
of answer. St. Thomas, as a master of discourse, will employ
many ways of leading the mind to one side rather than another.
He asks no more than that we endeavor through the work of
our own mind to measure his words and. reasons by the truth.

Finally, in a perfect discourse we should be able to look back

from the new vantage-point we have reached and see how the
obstacles encountered in the beginning were cause of difficulty.
More than that, we should if possible see what is necessary to
change them from obstacles into sign-posts. Thus the article
ends by turning back to answer the preliminary arguments and
to show how they differ from the position to which the mind
has now been brought.

As readers, we are offered by the article an opportunity to
talk with St. Thomas on a problem worth thinking about. The
difficulty of written discourse, however, is that there is always

a tendency for one side to do all the talking. The reader may
jemaiu only a passive receiver. The article by its form is
constructed so as to all but compel us to engage in discussion,
if only to the extent of seeing that there are opposing positions
with regard to the problem. Once we have been involved in that
discourse we may possibly be made more ready to use the
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discourse of the master as a means of engaging our own minds
in that internal discourse which is the way of the mind to
proceed to truth.

It must be admitted that in many of the articles the question
is obviously artificial. Subjectively, there may be in fact no
trace of doubt even though the question is phrased as a doubt;
This may be artifical, but it is so in the laudatory sense which
the word had in the Middle Ages as being the result of art.
It is a work of liberal art and serves the purpose of reason.
Even in the heyday of the disputation the question was once
addressed to St. Thomas whether it is allowable to dispute of
matters of faith. “I don’t see why not,” St. Thomas replied,
“since we dispute every day in the schools of the masters
about the Trinity and other articles of faith.” The reason
he then gives takes us to the very heart of the purpose and
value of the disputation and the article. We dispute, he says,
“not because of doubt, but for the sake of understanding, maui
festing, and confirming the truth—non propter dubitcztionem,
sed propter veritati.s intelleetum et manifestcitiometm, et confir
mcitionem~.” 27

These three characteristics might even be taken as the three
fold value of the article as an instrument of intellectual dis
course. Intellectus verito~tis: the first purpose is understanding.
But,. as we have seen, the discovery of truth is for the human
mind the solution of a problem, the answer to a question. The
first task is thus the formulation and understanding of the
question, which is accomplished in the article primarily by the
question and opposing arguments.28

21 Dcolaratio Quadraginta Duo Questionum. ad Afagistrum Ordinis, no.

32, Opusculum XXII in Opuscula Ornnia, edit. Mandonnct, Paris, Lethiel
leux, 1927, t. III. p. 207, where I have retained the et manifestationem of
the Parma edition, although it is omitted by Mandonnet.

28 Øf• In I de Casio, lect. 22, no. 2: “Expedit autem ei qui vult

coguoseere aliquam veritatem, ut sciat dubitationes quae sunt contra 111am
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Manifestatio veritati.s: the second task is to make manifest

the truth, to enable others to find and grasp it. This is the task
of teaching. What method could be closer to the natural
process of the mind than that of the article: locating the
question, seeing how the problem is entangled in contrary
answers, and finally finding the principles that are proper for
bringing out the truth about it. The article, with its orderly
presentation of questions, opposing arguments, and determining
answer, is an imitation of the natural process of knowing.

Confirmatio veritatis: the third task is to confirm the truth,

to establish our grasp of it so strongly that any attack can be
met and repulsed. In the article the answers to the opposing
arguments, the answers to the “objections,” provide such a
test.2°

Although the different parts of the article can be equated sepa
rately with these three purposes of the disputation, all are inte
grated into a unity that fulfills all these purposes. But within
the article it is accomplised with utmost brevity—breviter
prosequi, as St. Thomas declares in his prologue. The concise
ness, even the compression, of the article may prove deceptive
to the unwary reader and keep him from entering into its
living unity. The article in form is an inquiry and a discovery,
and, as readers, we are not doing justice to it unless we too
enter into it in the same spirit.

But perhaps the greatest initial obstacle to such a reading is
not the brevity so much as the seeming aridity of its language.
If the test of eloquence is a certain copia verborum, then, at
least at first sight, nothing could be less eloquent. Even within

the limits of the utmost brevity, it is possible by the use of

veritatem, quia solutio dubitatorum eat inventio veritatis, at dicitur III
Metaphys., e. 1. Et ita ad sciendum veritateni multum valet videre- rationes
eontrariorum opinionum.”

20 ~ Dc perfectione vitae spiritualis, cap. 20, in Mandonnet, Opuscula

Orania, t. IV, p. 264: “Nullo enim modo melius, quam contradiceutibus
resistendo, aperitur veritas, et falsitas confutatur.”
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images and metaphors to achieve an imaginative expansion
within the mind. In a Plato or a St. Augustine such an
expansion seems to be an integral part of the method. But
anything like this is sedulously avoided by St. Thomas. Even

the arguments of others, which Plato, for example, delights in
managing with all kinds of dramatic ironies, St. Thomas strips
bare of any personal character and reduces to their logical
skeleton. Indeed, St. Thomas condemns as bad teaching the
use of figures and symbols.8° For him such language belongs
rather to rhetoric and poetry, which are concerned with produc

ing other effects than that of discovering and stating the truth.51
The language of philosophy and of theology as expounded in
the Bummcb is the language of logic, the language of the true
and false which appeals only to reason and understanding.

Yet we should not for this reason suppose that St. Thomas
has no sense of the mystery of existence and of the difficulty of
knowing the truth. The Summa begins and• ends with the
mystery of God, and its whole reason for being issues from the
desire to know and love God better. The Summa is a work of

love as much as it is a work of reason—a fact which we should
never forget in our study of it.52 But it is a labor of love for
the God Who is truth, and it is under this divine name before
all others that the Summa seeks to know and love God.

‘°In I de A.nima, cap. 3, lect. 5, Pirotta edit, no. 107~ “Plato habuit
malum modum docendi. Omnia enim figurate dicet et per symbola docet,
intendens aliud pdr verba quam soneat ipsa verba, sicut quod dixit animam
esse cireulum.”

“The language of the philosopher insofar as he aims at demonstration,
St. Thomas says, consists in “propositions signifying things according to
the truth that they have in the mind” (non utitur nisi enunciativis
orationibus signiftcantibws ret secundum quod eorum veritas est in anima).
The poet and the rhetorician, on the other hand, use not only these but also
tho kind of language that “appeals to the dispositions of the hearers”
(non solum per ea quae sunt propria rei, ted etiam per dispositiones
audientis ) —In de Interpretation, I, cap. 4, leet. VII.

Ut. Etienue Gilson, Wisdom and Love. in Saint Thomas Aquil.as, Mu’
waukee, Marquette Univetsity Press, 1951.
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In this labor, particularly as expressed in the form of the
article, St. Thomas, like Aristotle, shows a greater, confldenc~
than a Plato or a St. Augustine and, in another respect, less.

St. Augustine, and analogously Plato, employ all the powers of
language to start their readers upon an itinerarium mentis in
Denim. The aim of their works is in one sense nothing less than
the union of man with God. Thus the whole of the Confession$
may be read as an attempt to persuade man to experience the
anguish and restle~sness of being without God so that he may
undertake what is necessary to find the peace and joy of God.

In comparison St. Thomas is much more modest. He addresses
the intellect and reason of man to see what can be known about
God, so that, knowing God, we may love Him better.

Yet within this realm St. Thomas has much greater con
fidence. For a Plato, as we know from his seventh letter, the
truth is incommunicable by words. The most words can do is

to provide an occasion for the soul to turn to itself and undertake
its own journey to truth. St. Thomas, as we have seen, would
agree with this if it means no more than that no one else can
know the truth for you. But it means much more than this for
Plato, and also for St. Augustine. To put it crudely but briefly,

it means that there can be no truth short of the vision of Truth
itself. But for St. Thomas, as for Aristotle, it is possible for
the human. reason to discover and communicate a truth. They

do not claim that it is easy or that it is ever complete, short of
God. But they do maintain that it is possible, and their work
is an effort to prove it.

This conviction underlies the whole of the method that we
find in the article of the Buimnia. The structure of the article,
the seeming aridity of its language, the constant effort for
distinction and definition, the search for principles that are
proper to the matter at hand, all are to be accounted for as the
requisites of reason in the discovery and communication of a
truth. Wbat after a Plato and a St. Augustine may appear
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formally and verbally as poverty now appears as the wealth and

accomplishment of a reason, conscious indeed of its limits, but
supremely confident of its power within its ~wn realm. No one
would think of describing the language of Euclid as poor, since
it is manifestly adapted and ordered to its own purpose. The
same is true of the language of St. Thomas. But his confidence
is correspondingly greater than Euclid’s, for whereas Euclid
is concerned only with what the mind can know of mathematical
reality, St. Thomas would know with reason all that reason

can know about God under His Revelation.
For deepening our understanding of method, there is much

to be gained from comparing St. Thomas with St Augustine
and with Aristotle and Plato. It is important to mark their
differences and the effect these have upon the methods of
exposition and argument that they use. The similarities with
Aristotle are always the most evident. The structure of the
article, even down to the principal technical terms of argu
mentation, often closely parallels the technical vocabulary of
Aristotle.33 It is accordingly to be expected that the, differences
from Plato should be most marked.’ St. Thomas himself fre
quently expresses his disagreement with what he knows of
Plato. Yet the Platonic tradition is also found throughout the
,S’umma. Father Chenu has shown how the structure of the
Summa as a whole receives its intelligibility from the neo
platonic exitus et reditus of created reality.84 Indeed, for
complete understanding of the article we need to go outside of

it ‘to consideration of its place in the next higher grouping, the
“Question,” and above that to the “Treatise,” the “Part,”
and the total structure of the Bumma,.

‘° Ut. Blanche, art. cit., where the Aristotelian equivalents for all the key

terms in the argumentation of St. Thomas are given.
~‘ Chenu, op. cit., cap. XI. This chapter has been translated under the

title of “The Plan of St. Thomas’ Summa Theologiae” in Crosscunents,
II (1952), pp. 67-79.
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Yet, however great the differences, there is, in light of the

most general principles of method, a common agreement among
St. Thomas and St. Augustine, Plato and Aristotle, on the
dignity and value of the work of the mind. More than that,
underneath the differences about the end of knowing and the
principles of its explication, there is common devotion to the
philosophical art of discourse. So much so that it is possible to

apply Plato’s description of thinking almost verbatim to the
article.

Thinking, Socrates declares in the Theaetetvs (189e-190a),

is “the discourse which the soul has with itself about the things
it is investigating. . . . Thinking is thus no other than dis

coursing, the soul questioning and answering itself, affirming
and denying. And when she reaches definition, either gradually
or by sudden impulse, she remains constant in her affirmation.
and doesn’t doubt. This is called her judgment. Thus to make a
judgment is to discourse, and a judgment is a discourse, nOt to
another and orally, but silently and to oneself.”

In the article St. Thomas is holding such a discourse, and, if

the reader of it is not •“to go away empty,” he too must begin
to hold such a discourse in his soul. If with St. Augustine we
call the art of holding such a discourse by the general name of
dialectic, than we are engaged in practising and cultivating the
art that “teaches us how to teach, that teaches us how to
learn.” ~‘ We shall be using, in a language that holds for both

St. Augustine and St. Thomas, the “science of good disputa
tion” to investigate the high truths of God.

University ot Notre Dame,
Notre Dame, Indiants

St. Augustine, De ordine, IX. xiii, 38: “Haec (Dialeetiea) docet docere,
haee docet di~cere.”

38 St. Augustine, De ordine, EL xvii, 47: “seientia bonae disputationis.”
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