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Voluntarlsm

It will reinforce the foregoing analysis to consider the
genesis and impllic.tions of wolumsavigm a voluntarism that is
somewhat more subtle than that of the Loquentes in lege Sara-
cenorum.

In the main, then, Scotus recoznized three trpes of
sclentiflc affirmation. Either the nexus hetween the terms of
a proposition is perceived Immedlately, as in a principle;
or/mediately, as 1n a conclusion; or finally it is a pure
matter of f act to be known solely by observing the conjuiet lon
of the terms an reality (In Met 1. 6, q¢ &, n 10 Viv 7 341 Ming I 3.561‘)

This account of human knowledge provided the analogy for '
the analysis of div.ine knowledge., Naturally and necessarily
God aprrehends in his essence all possible natures or terms.
With egqual naturalness and necessity he knnws which terms avre
con Joined necessarily and which are neceszarily separated.,
But it 18 not possihble for God to know ths contingent 1in this
fashion, for then the contansent would not be contingent it
necessary (In I d 39 & 2 Garc 1209 n 1111 Minmes II 102).
As we ohserve contlngent conjunctions, so God produces them
freely. Hence, prior to any act of divine free will, dlvine
knowledse of the contingent must be neutral; it 1s 1like Scotus!
own stand on the question whether the numher of the stars 1ls
odd or even
"Et ldeo intellesctus divinus conclniens terminos tales
faturorum contingentium ante actum voluntatis solum habet
cognitionem neutram de complexlone, qualem habeo de 1sta
complexlone, an astra sint parls Report 1 4 38 q 2 Viv 22 468
Minges II 108.
To effect the transltlon from intellectual neutrelity to deterw
mlnate knowledge, an act of divine fres choilce 1s needsd. Once
the cholce is made, divine intellect knows wh.t happens to be
or cccur contingently with no less naturalness and necessity
than 1t knows what must be or cannot be. In 1 d 39 & 3 §4 Garc
12238 n 1129 Minges II 104 ff.

As the anslysis of human knowledse underlles the account
of dlvine knowledge, so the account of div.ne knowledge underiles
the distingtlon between the absolute and the ordered power of
God. The absolute power of God extends to everything short of
contradiction; and what involves a contradiction 1s settléd
by the divine Inspection and comparison of terms. On the other
hand, the ordered power of God 1s concerned withx the contingent
order of things; and as the truth of the contingent is bhasically
a matter of will, so also contingent law and order is ripght
and just because of a divine free choice.

"#Secundum quodi Inusllectus offert voluntati divinae talem
legem, prutae quod omnis glorificandus prius est apratificandus,
sl placet voluntatl suame, quae libera est, recta est lex, et
ita de aliis legibus. Deus izitur acere potens secundum listas g

bectas leges, ubt praefixae sunt ab eo, dicitur agere secundum
potentiam ordinatam. In I Send d 44 Garcia 1286 n 1181 Ming II 141.
However, the present ordered power of God is not the sole possible
ordered power of God. The present order is constituted by the
contingent 1 ws fixed by divine-£fw the free decree of divine
wlll. Other orders wruld be consatltuted by other free decreses;
~Af-frse _to-choose other desrees i-.
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not a reason for 1ts helnpg so; theve-is-only-a-akedse 1ts

and 1s the present svts of laws 1s right and just because God
chose them, 30 other laws would be right and Judl because God
clhose them. ".., sicut potest aliter agere, lta potest allam
legem statuere rectam." Ibld Garcla p 1287,

There 1s a further and more interesting #mplication which
brings us back to human knowledge. The dis initial disjunction
between analytlc proposlitions and ruess-work, say, about
the number of thexz stars,reduced contingent truth to the
humble status of being ultimutely due to divine free choice,.

It follows that continrent tntuh cannot be an object of
scilentific knowledge. One can acknowledgze contlingent thuth;
one can be as certain of it as anyone could ask; but there 1s
no use whatever asking why it is so. It 1s so, but there 1is

ultimute ground is not a reason but a free cholce. Moreover,
the realm of continzent truth is rather larse. It Includes

everything that could be otharwise
And the sole limit to the absolute
of contradictlon, It follows that
by the principle of contradiction,
ls contingent, ultimately prounded

de potentia Del absoluta.
power of God 1s the prineciple
unless a truth 1s establlshed
1t aannet-be-ansiytie

in a divine free choice,

and .80 Reb-p-matter-for Jjust a pure matfer of fact for which
it is 1dle to assign reasons.

The consequences for theolopgy are worth noting.

Some supernatwal truths are necessary, for examrle, the
doctrine of the Blessed Trinity, But they also are mysterles,
and so we cannot advance analytle propositions in their regard,
for then we should understand the mysteries just as well as
we understand natiral truths.

Some supsrnatural trauths are contingent, for example,
the supernatural elematlion of man. Because they are contingent,
they are & purely and simply a matter of will. Hence for
William of Ockham 1t 1s out of liberality and mercy that God
senfers conbuingently and freely confers grace on natu e;
agpgain, 1t is no lessout of lihersllty and mercy that God
continrently and feeely gives alory to those that persevers
in grace; and, as QOckham added with some complacance, "sic
eblam propria opinio maxime recedlt ab errore Pelagli."

P Vignaux, art Nominallsme, DIC XI 774,

There is, £ of course, scientific knowledme. But precisely
because it ls sclentific, 1t has to be valld for 2ll possible
worlds. d4&-canreb-be-s80 Science cannot deal with anything less,
for anything less is not a matter of intellect but ultimately
due to a free choice of dlvine will, Of course, thee xtent of
such sclence 1s somewhut meapre, for 1ts criterion ist he
principle of contradiction. Scotus had affirmed a cognitlo
intuitiva as knowledme of the present and exlstemt. Ockham
put two questlons., Would there he a contradiction if God
conserved in being such an intuitlon while graduwally he moved
the object off as far as you please? Would thers be a contra-
dlction 1if God conserved In being such an intulition while he
causedthe ohject to cease to exist? Ockham saw no contradictlon.
However Ockham did affirm that contradiction would arise 1if
there were evldent presence and real absence 1bld 767-69,

But the substitutlion of the word "evident" for the word
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intuitive did not rrove an impassible barrler for Nicholas of
Autrecourt. In his debate wlth Bernard of Arezzw, Nlcholas
agreed that it would be contradictépy to affirm evidence and
deny appearance, but he saw no contradiction if affirming
appearance and denying reality. Ibld 564 ff,

Finally, there are arguments fwem of convenience. But
what can they be? Either the Inltlal dis junctlon between
analytic propositions and zuess-work is valid or it 1s not,

If it 1s not, let us go baeck to the berinning and revise the
whole position. If it is mei, then arpuments of convenlence
are bad arguments that hap-en to have right conclusilons,

Such 1s the vacuum to which one 1s brought if one accepbs
the inltlal dls jectlon and if one follows 1t out to its logilcal
conclusions, It is a sterile theology cut off from the sources
of revelation {AAS 42 1950 568 f) and condemned to wander
through the r ange of possible worlds, where nothing 1s necessary,
for God 1s free, and nothddg is impossible, for God 1is omnipotent.

Its basic error hes two aspects., On the objective side
1t overlooks the fact that any umiver created universe 1s the
product of both wisdom and freedom. On the subjective side
it overlooks the intelligibility of continsent fact. St. Thomas
doos not hold that the order of the existing universe 1s necessary,
and yet he attributes 1t to the infinite wisdom of God.

Necessity 1s one thing, and Intelliczibillty another.
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Ths Root of Voluntariam.

Scotus was disposed to woluntarlsm by the affective theology
of the Augustinian schosl (Uapnebst). Bubt thia dlsposition
1g 1little more than an apparent cause. The re:l root of
voluntarlsm is intellectual theory, and it 1is to this that
attention must be directed if kxha anything is to he done about
the recurrence of yoluntarism amons thoase who can claim that
they never read Scotus, :

There are two disimé different manners in which the distinction
betwesn subject and object can be drawn. There ls the psycholo-ical
distinction; it rests upon the pateont difference hetwsen seelng
and seen, hearinz and heard, imagdning and imasined, und-rstanding
and understood, defining and defined, Jjudming and judged.

There 1s the mwfarhyqical distirction, 1t suproses three propositlons
for example, "I am," "it is," and "I am not ibx"; it deflnes

the real distinction botween real subject and real object by

the truth of three such provositlons.4FThe difference between

the two positions is ohvious, On the payecholosical distinetion

the known 18 oprosite to the krower: 1f is oubslde the lmowlng;

and because it 1s outside and oprosite, tere arlsex the guestion

of the bridge from the suhject to the object andithe Kantian
distinction batween the phenomenal object and the thinr-in-iézelf.
On the metaphysical distinction there 13 a-mexe-fundamenkal
ebisetivity presuprosoed another ohjectivity prior to the distinction
itself; only from three propositions can one have 2 real distinction
between real sublect and real oblect; yet each of the prorosltlons
by itself 1ls objlactive iIn the sense hhat 1t is true. Whet 1is

thils more fundamental ohbjectivity? It 1s the fact that the

object of intellect is gns., It has the interestins implication
that, since outside end there is nothing, outside the known

tiere Is nothlng. Further, since outside the krown there ls
nothing, this fundamental objectlivity cannot be relatlonal and

must be absolute; 1t cannot be relational, for there is nothing
outslide ens to which 1t can he related; it must he absolute,

for it is the absolubte that excludes reWations. Finally,

since the objectivity by which ens is lmown 1s absolute, 1%

s 9illy to attempt to justify it br aprealins to the confrontation

the confroptatlon is obtained not by =g
it," but hy g

ese threg~fre true, the
pNd resl Ject is hoth and lmow
I5—a—mat-ber o fs ?
of the prycholonical, esrmaept; for the %3 psycholosical cemeepin

knows noth ng sbout qbsolufe obﬂect1V1ﬁ ; and "nemo dat quod noh
habet." On the other hand, the psyeholorical confrontation 1s
deduclble on the assuﬂttiOn of mataphzsieni ahsolute objectivity;

all thet is required is the truth of three more prorositions,

namely, "I know I am," "I know 1t 1s," and "I know that I am not it."
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The intuitionist will object, How do you krow any of the
slx propositiona? The hasic answer holds for krnowledase of any
proposition., It is because one hasg an Intellect, hecanse
intellect is "potens omnia facere et fleri," because "ornia"
is coextensive with ens, Ahsnlu'e objectivity rests upon an
abgolute sround, namely, that eue-inkelles human intellect
as Yomnla pofens particlpates the omnipotence of God that
croated all things.

But my present purrose 1s not emlstemologlcal. It 1s to
reveal £ he falsification of the nsturs of human lmowledge that
results from the Intultionist norion that thinrs are known
by taking a look. I af£fev/two examples: the Scotist nepation
of iDQtht Into phantasm; and the Scotlst "qiatinet lo formalds
ex netura rei."

According to St., Thomas sensitlve pohencées rresent to
Intellect 1tsxz proper object Zm., Do An a 15 ¢. Bub how
cen the sensible and particular rrosent the inbellisible and
the universal? The-affivustisn-is Sc-bus was fu“lv aware
that for an intuitionist such an affirmation was Impossible.
tdeserding Int.llect must have »resanted to it a universal
and intellicsible obiect; and such nresentation muet e prior
to any coxrnitional act of intellect. Thoe pont was developed
in six arsuments In T Sent d 3 y 6 Garcia pp 401-8 nn 447-52.

To thls the Thomist answer is well known., It 1s to deny
the suppesition that the ohject of knowledre muat be irn-ast
object in act prlor wo the k..wing. Prior Lo the act of
undersbanding, one can say that the phantasm has been made
Intelligible In act by apgent intellect, as the sun makea colors
visible In act though no one 1s around to see; but that actuality
constitutes no more than the potency to move vislon or intellect
G II 59 §14. Actually beinsg sden and actually beins understood
are ildentlal with sli-nt in act ard understanding in act.

The distlnetlon bebwesn subjlect and object repgards them both

not as ir act but as in potency I 14 2 e¢. Hence In the essential
sell-knowledre of God, there is no duality and so no delinition
of truth by @imi1qr1ty hetween knowing and Ynown; there 1s
identity and truth is just aksence of dissimilarity T 16 8 5 2m,

The seme principle 1s 1llustrated by the formal dlstinction,
For Aquinas undmrstanding -recedes conceptlon, and so the
distinction between/hasic concepts can rosnlt not from the
object but from the mode of underztaniing. Bub for Scotus
concerts are rroduced hy the ohject, so that ultimate distinetlons
cannct be attrihuted to the mode of understanding and rnust be
derlved from differences in the object itself. Thu=, God the
Father has intultive knowled~e of his essence and his paternity;
the knowing corresvonds exactly to what 1s; but God the Father
knows thet he communic=tes hls essence hut not his patern.ty
to God the Son, sn? 30 there must be a formal non-identity in
the ohject itself. In I Sent d 2 qq 4-7 a 5 §2; Garcia p 279 ff
nn 325-27; B Jansen, Beitraﬂe zur geschichklichen Entwicklung
der bistinctio fowmelis, ZktTh 53 1939 517-44 517-44.
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The Intultlonilst thesls has an even sraver consenuence.
It eliminates judoment. For Ajquinas there are always two questlons
guid slt dnd an sit., Concerts are products of acts of undebstanding,
and 1t 1s only per se that unlerstandins is Infallihle. Hence
the mere occurrence of a nececsary nexus hetween concepts doss
not dlspense with the nmecessity nead of wlse ludmment evaluating
the terms of the nexus I ITI 66 5 4m. But for Scotus the apprehension
of the necessary nexus is mlkeady a judzment, and when thereils
no necessary nexus then certaln knowledre rests upon the flatlon
of 2 cornitio intnitiva., To the vast over-simplicifieatlon of
the cosnitio intultlva trere corves-onds divine lm'w ledre hased
upon divine will, To fthe lzhorious iniqulries of scinntific
Inductlion, to the cumulablve probhbllities involwed In concrate
assents, thore corresponds the act of understanding wlth respect
to data and the delicate operations of wise judrment 1n dlsceining
crobahilityfrom cerkitude, To such a theory of lknowled:: there
corrgsponds the Thomist universe produced both hy dlvine wisdom
and dlvine freadom,
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