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I

Introduction-

The science of epistemology is the general field in which this thesis
.is~being written, As a result it is most fitting to introduce this work
with a general introduction to the science of epistemology.

Metaphysics, which is the apex of the science of philosophy, deals with
being considered in itself, simply as being. Such a consideration of being
in itself involves, it is clear to be seen, the greatest degree of abstrac-
tion and the widest universalation of which the mind is capable, since to
attempt to abstract further, from being itself, would lead us to a contem=
plation of nothing. Since, therefore, it is the ultimate in human reasoning,
it nust uvnlike other sciences defend its owmn possibilities and principles,
because there is no other upon which it can depend to do this work., "Such
a: defense is known as epistemology, or the science of knowledge; for if is
an essential requirement for the consideration of the science of being that
it should be established that the human mind is able to kmow being," 1

Ve can, therefore, conclude that the science of epistemology "must be
considered to be a part == the first and introductory part =- of metaphysies;
for it does not consider being either as it is subject to motion or to quan-
tity, but purely in the abstract, and — here is the distinetion from the
rest of methaphysics - as it is related to the human mind," 1

Epistemology, then, is that part of metaphysics which examines the value
of knowledge, and the capacity of the mind to know being. As will be shown
in the process of this work, "the first fact, the first principle, and the

first condition" are understood to be present before one can have a scien-




tific act of cognition; these three, therefore, are of preeminent importance
in a study of epistemology.

Since, as will be seen in the conclustion of this work, episﬁgﬁology
and psychology are so closely related, it was imperative that the authof
explain and define terms in the light of psychology, for this is the only
positive approach to the pringiples and propositions presented in the course

of writing this thesis.
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II

The First Fact

The consideration of the truth of the proposition that I, as an indi-
vidual thinking subject exist, is the first of the three primary truths
of epistemology which are to be*explainéd in this work. This proposition,
as stated above, is commonly called by modern epistemologist "The First
Fact." This proposition is, if its terms are understood correctly, obvious-
ly the first fact, because by the very fact that we make our first simple
apprehension, which is first in the order of cognition, it is evident, after
a certain process of introspection, that there is a subject of cognition.
This subject of cognitisn is ordinarily referred to as 'self" or 'Ego,?

Some have thought that a discussion of the first fact has no foundation|
for we should not be investigating it unless we existed. 2 However, to
gay this is to acknowledge that one has alreédy considered the reasons for
its truth, and has satisfied himself that the objective evidence for such a
proposition is in conformity with his ovm observations.

These reasons for this proposition are the object of the present wri-
ter, Since they are not obvious to all, it is legitimate for us to try to
understand them,

The first approach to the reasons suprorting the existence of a sube
ject of cognition is that of consciousness of self-consciousness, From our
ovm observations it can clearly be seen that seli-~consciousness is a char-
acteristic of all men, In our cogsiderations here stated self-conscious=-
ness means: "the consciousness of one's gelf or Ego as the subject and bearej

of 211 conditions and states affecting his being, particularly of conscious~




(2)

ness itself," 3

The means or medium by which we acquire this stéte of self-conscious-
ness is introspection., Introspection is a look at one'é{self' through onets
acts of cognition., Introspection revezls the indisputable fact that all
conscious phenomena are referred, in the lart analysis, to the 'self! or
'Egot, To deny this is to deny the validity of the very foundations of
knowledge, 3

The,process by which we reach introspection is explained at some length

by St. Thomas Aquinas in his Summa Theologicar

" ee A thing is intelligible according as it is in act., Now the
wltimate perfection of the intellect consists in its own operation
of the work accomplished, as building is the perfection of the

thing built: but it remains in the agent as its perfection and act,
as is said Vetaph, ix., (Did, viii, 8). Therefore the first thing
understood of the intellect is its owm act of understanding....

And there is yet another, namely, the human intellect, which neither
is its own act of understanding, nor is its own essence the first
object of its act of understanding, for the object is the nature

of a :Eaterial thing, And therefore that which is first known

by the human intellect is an object of this kind, and that which

is known secondarily is the act by which that objeet is knownj and
throuch the act the intellect itself is known, the perfection of
which is this act of understanding, For this reason the Philosopher
asserts that objects are known before acts, and acts before povers
(De Anima ii.4)." 4

Thus in this quotation'St; Thomzs points out théf the human intellect does
not know itts tself! o%{EgoF immediately but through a process as wWwas clear-
1y stated in the quotation itself, The first objeets of the human mind are
external objects, then, in the second place, man knows-the acts by which
he knows the object, and by way of this act he comes to the knowledge of the
intellect itself whose perfection consists in knowledge. 5

This process by which we reach the consciousness of the subject, as

is presented by the above guotation from St, Thomas 6, seemg to be the
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direct contradictory of what St., Augustine vrites. concerning the conscious-
ness of the subject or bearer of knowledge, For St, Augustine\wfites:
"Just as the mind gathers knowledge of corporeal things by means of the sen~-
ses, so does it acquire knowledge of incorporeal things by itself, There-
fore it also knows itself, since itself is incorporeal," 7

From this we may conclude that St, Augustine thought that the 'selft
or 'Ego! of a human béing, though incorporeal is an immediate object of un=
derstanding, If this were true, however, we would not, as St. Thomas con=
tends, be: forced through the proceés of introspection in order to know the
subject of cognition, the tself,! It can immediately be seen therefore: that
there is present an apparent controdiciion between these two illustrious
philosophical doctors,

Let us now turn to the answer which St, Thomas proposes to this ques-
tion, He writes in referrence to St, Augustine!s statement 7; "If the soul,
by itself, understands what itself is: and since every man has a soul; every
man will know what his soul isy which is evidently false,” 8 The truth of
this refutation can immediately be: seen because it can be pointed out that
men have even gone so far as to say that there is no soul in mang. It is
obvious that such men do not understand the soul, Thus, it would seem that
St. Augustine was wrong about this matter,

However, St, Augustine further writes concerning self-consciousness:
"hen the soul seeks self-knowledge, it does not seek to see itself as though
it were absent, bﬁt to diseern itself as present: not to know itself, as
though it knew nots but in order to distinguish itself from what it knows

to be distinet,™? If understood correctly, as St. Thomas understood it,
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this statement manifests that St, Augustine taught the same theory in this
regard that St. Thomas himself taught,

The meaning of the above quotation from St, Augustine 9 can be discern-
ed by St. Thomzs! statement in referrence to its

"It (the possible intellect) understands itself by means of intel-

ligible species, by vwhich it is brought to actual intelligibility.

Tor, considered in itself, it is only potentially an intelligible

beings now nothing is lmown according as it is in potentiality,

but only according as it is in act, Wherefore seperate subsitances,

the substance whereof is as something actuwal in the genus of things

intelligible, wnderstand by their very substance what they are:

vhereas our possible intellect undersiands what it is, through the

intelligible species by which it is made actually understanding....

Wiccordingly Augustine means to say that our mind knows it-

self by itself, imasmuch as it knows that it is: because by the

very fact that it perceives itself to act, it perceives that it

exists; and since it acts by itself, it kmows by itself that it

exists," 10

Aristotle's opinion can also be explained by the above quotation from
St. Thomas 10; for Aristotle writes: "The possible intellect understands
itself even as it understands other things,'" 11 1t would seem at first
sight that Aristotle meant that the possible intellect understood itself
as it understands other objects in reality, i,e., without process of intros-
pection, DBub as St. Thomas points out 12 pristotle understood that the
process of introspection was necessary to make the self intelligible.
Because a thing is only intelligible according as it is in act, therefore
it is impossible for the possible intellect to know itself directly but
only through act; and it is only possible to resch this act through a process
of introspection,

It would seem from the facts presented above that since we must go

through a process in order to reach the conclusidén that there is a subject

or bearer of knowledge, this knowledge wouwld not be held with any great
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degree of certitude, St. Thomas, however,. says that this knowledge, the
immediate data of consciousness, about the soul is the most certain of human
knowledge inasmuch as each one experiences in himself that he has a soul
and places certain spiritual acts, 13
’ Since we have thus discovered the opiﬁﬁs of St., Thomas, let us now
proceed to the opinions and views of some modern Thomists of the guestion
of the first fact,

Je have already seen the position of Bittle on this subject-14, hut
I believe it would be very beneficial to us to follow up with some of his
arguments for his position in this matter, First of all, we can give a
clear and concise definition of self-consciousness given by him: "Self=-
consciousness means that the mind (self, Ego) recognizes all mental states
and activities as its owm," 15 And.again further on he states: "Conscious-
ness reveals to us the existence 6f our self or Ego as the single, perman=
ent, self=-identical subject and bearer of ali our states and experiences.”16
It can immediately and obviously be seen that these statements and what has
been said before in this section are entirely in conformity.

It is perhaps of some profit to us here to give two of Bittle!s proofs
for the existence of a subject of cognition, The first of these proofs,
is a proof taken from the common speech of human beings, Professor Bittle
writes: "We seldom say: 'sight, hearing, pleasure, thought, volition, ete.,
are present,! UWe invariably say: '1 see, I hear, I experience pleasure,
I think, T will, etc.f ‘The subject and bearer is alwrnys mentioned together
with the conscious state,™ 17 This proof is built Lpon the impossibility

of all of mankind being wrong in their manner of expressing theirselves




(6)

in a language, As such it is a fairly powerful argument inasmuch as it
gives us moral certitude that a subject of cognition exists, because moral
certitude states that it could not be otherwise according to man's way of
acting, 18

The second of the two proofs, is a proof which is based on an indivi-
dual's past experiences, Professor Bittle writes: "How could I remember
them (past experiences) as 'mine,! as having happened in 'me,! if my Ego
were not égermanen% abiding reality in whom they accured? My Ego is clear=
1y perceived to be the abiding subjects of these transitory states," 19
If there were no permanently abiding subjects all memory or comprehension
of our actions would die along with the action itself, but this is immediate-
1y seen to be false, for everyone has the ability of remembering actions aé
his owm.

Aﬁother modern philosopher which we might consider is Hans Meyer,
His opinion I believe can be summed up in one brief quobtations "Even though
skepticism may threaten the existence or the nature of the external world,
for most thinkers the consciousness of self and the certainty of one's owm
thinking is the inpregnable rock against which the waves of skepticism
break in vain," 20

Mr, Meyer gives/an example of the process of introspection that I he-
lieve would he very profitable to state before we close our discussion on
the firet fact, In his wbrk, Mr, Meyer writes: "As prime matter can be
known only through the forms that are received in it so the human soul and

the human mind can be known only through the knowledge of external objects

and through the cognitive forms that act on the soul." 21 Since a thing is
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intelligible according as it is in act, 22 and since prime matter is pure
potentiality, it (prime matter) can only be known by the forms which actue
alize its potency, So, likewise, the intellect can only know itself through
the getualization of its potencies or powers,

To synthesize the vhole of the proofs for the existence of 'self! or
TEgo' as the subject or bearer of all conscious pheromena, I would Yike
to guot here what the Angelic Doctor writes,

"The power of any potency of the soul is determined to its objecty
hence its action primarily and principally tends to that object,
But it cannot do this with regard to those means by which it
tends to the object except by a kind of reversion.... Hence

at first the activity of the intellect turns to that which is
comprehended from the phantasms, then it returns to a knowledge
of its acts, then to the intelligible species, the habit and
povers of the soul, and finally to the essence of the intellect
and the soul itself," 2

The: final thing to be said in regard to the first fact in this section is
to answer the guestion vhether this proposition is self-evidént. In order
to answer this gquestion one must have:a correct notion of what a self-evi=
dent proposition is, In this matter we turn again to the Angelic Doctor,
He difines a selfw=evident proposition in the following manners

"A thing can be self~evident in either of two wayss on the one
hand, self-evident in itself, though not to usj on the other,
self-evident in itself, and to us., A proposition is self-evident
because the predicate is included in the essence of the subject,
as 'Man is an animal,® for animal is contained in the essence

of man,. If, therefore, the essence of the predicate and subject
be kmown to all, the proposition will be self=evident to allj

as is clear with regard to the first princivles of demonstration,
the terms of which are common things that no one is ignorant

of, such as being and non-being, whole and part, and such Iike,
If, however, there are some to whom the essence of the predicate
and subject is unknown, the proposition will be self=-evident
in itself, but not to those who do not know the meaning of the
predicate and subject of the proposition,® 24

It is impossible to contend that the first fact is not. selfwevident:
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according to the second classification, i.e., self-evident in itself, and
to us, It would seem that the first fact is a proposition self-evident in
itself, because this proposition fits the: definition of a self=evident pro=
position as is stated by St., Thomas, The predicate is included in the
essence of the subject because once we say that there*is an action by which
we know the subject of cognition, we include that that subject exists.ben
cause the efficient cause of an action must be prior in time to the action
of cognition, But this is the only way in which we know the subject of
cognition; i,e., through its acts, as has been proven above, It is self=-
evident to all since it is impossible to doubt it,; as was shown above,
Therefore, the predicéte of this proposition is included in the essence of
the subject, and is self-evident in itself, énd to us.

Having thus explored the first of the three primary truths of epistemo-

logy, we now turn our attention to the second, the first prineciple,

11T

The First Principle

The first thing which is to be discussed is, naturally, the statement
of the principle of contradiction, This principle can be stated in many
different ways; for example, Aristotle stated it thus: "The same attribute
cannot at the same time belong and not belong to the same subject in the
same respect," 25 This is a much different statement than the one we
are ordinarily accustomed to hearing, For this section of this work, I
will use St, Thomas'! statement of this principle, vhich I consider the most

comprehensive emuncistion of this principle. It is merely: Being is not
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non-beiné; in otheriwords it is not possible for a thing to both be and
not be at the same time, and in;the same respect. 6

Now, it is our object to prove that this proposition is the first
principle upon which all others ultimately rest for the proof of their-
selves, All otﬁer propositions ultimately are proven by "reduction to
abserdity" or to the denial of the principle of contradiction,

e must, therefore, endeavor to comprehend just what it entails to
be a principle., For this definition we may again turn to the great store~
house of wisdom, the Angelic Doctor, St. Thomas writes: "the word principle
signifies only that whence another proceeds: since'anything vhence some~-
thing proceeds in any way we call a prineiple; and conversely, As the
Father thon is the oné vwhence another proceeds, it follows that the Father
is a principle," 27 .

Aristotle says a principle isy "that first from which anything either
is, or comes to be, or is kmown," 2% Distinction: an ontological principle
would be one from which something "either is or comes to be," and a logical
principle would be one by which something “is known,"

From this we may readily gather that the word 'principle! is a very
broad term, Another definition which may clearify the above slightly is:
") principle is that from which anything proceeds in any way," 29 To
give a positive idea 1o the reader of zll that the term 'principle?! stands
for, I believe it is propitious to give the divisions of principle, 30
First of all, principle is divided: 1, according to the intellect or a

rational principle (e.g., as a conclusion follows from premises, thus the

premises are the principles of the conclusion); 2., according to the thing
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or a real principle, And a real principle is devided into: a) a merely
negative principle, such as privation; b) a positive principle, A positive
principle is, likewise, double according as to whether it gives existence
or not., An example of a positive principle not giving existence would be
a point as the principle of a line, for the line can exist without that
particvlar point but that point is still that from which the line proceeds.,
If the positive principle does give existence to its principiated this may
be with or without dependence in reality, If there is no dependence, the
only possible case is procession in the Blessed Trinity; for the Son proceed:
from the Father and the Holy Ghost proceeds from both the Father and the
Son, however all are equal and there is no dependence one upon the other,
If there is a dependence, any common cause would be an example, for the
definition of a cause is: a positive principle from which something PrOCE=
eds really with dependence in existence, This is a complete division of a
principle,

Now that we have discovered what a principle is, we must endeavor to
define a 'firsi'! principle. The term, principle absolutely first, can be
taken in two ways, The first meaning is a principle "which ac%ually in
itself contains all other veriiies, in the first place of the metaphysical
or the abstract order of essences, in the second of the expefimental or the
concrete order of contingent existences so that these truths can be seen
in that principle or deduced from it through{demonstration."‘al This
principle would be the most perfect and couvld not be anything else than
the di?ine essence, , It is not the intention_éf'the present author 1o de=

velop any further the divine attributes, which is a field in itself; we .
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will, therefore, proceed to the second connotation of an absolute first
principle.

This second connotation is an absclute first principle as that which
is "the most imperfect, and the most potential or the most universal jud-
guent which does not actually contain all other verities in itself, but
vhich is presupposed for all and from which all can be demonstrated indi-
rectly,” 31 This second connotation is the ome to which this section of
this thesis is devoted,

Affer investigating what it means to be an absolutely first principle,
it remains no¥ to discover what the reguisites are to gqualify for being an
absolutely first principle. There are three requirements necessary in order
to have such a prineiple, as can be seen from St, Thomas Aquinas,

The first requirement is that this principle be self=evident but not
only in itself and to the wise men, but it must be evident to all, For
no one could doubt or err in regard to such a principle, Secondly, this
principle cannot be conditional, that is it must be held with absolute
certainty, For, as the difinition of such a principle above points out,
this principle must be held with certitude as a basis of all further know-
ledge, And thirdly, tﬁis prineiple must be non~demonstrable, For, since
all knowledge is bhased on such a principle, it must be seen immediately
after simple apprehension; for otherwise, it would be a conclusion drawn
from a prior premise, and there would, therefore, be a proposition prior to
it and it would no longer be absolutely first, 32 ,

The fulfillment of the first requirement, that the absolutely first
principle must be self=evident to all by the principle of contradiction,

is shown in the followine way bv St, Thomas, He comments, 33 that no one
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can possible think that both terms of a contradiction are true, By the
very apprehension of contradictory terms, the mutual exclusion is seen,

He says further that even though a person may say that he believes both

terms of a contradiction to be true, in his mind he will hold the opposite
view, We may further see the application of this to the principle of cone
Tradietion in the following quotation:

"The things themselves that are contrary have no contrariety in

the mind, because one is the reason for knowing the other:

nevertheless there is in the intellect contrariety of affirmation

and negation, which are contraries.,... For though to be and

not to be are not in contrary, but in contradictory opposition

to one another, so long as we consider their signification in

things themselves, for on the one hand we have being and on the

other we have simple non-being; yebl if we refer them to the act

of the mind, there is something positive in both cases, Hence

40 be and not to be are conmtradictory...." 34
A1l demonstration reduce their propositions to a basis common to all men,
The principle which immediately follows the concept of being is the most
evident principle possible to all meng the principle of contradiction is
such a principle since it combines the first two concepts of man, "being'
and "non-being,"

Another proof that can be presented to prove that the principle of
contradiction is self=evident to all men is by taking the negative approach
to it; that is by seeing the result if we doubt this principle, 35 If
we doubt the principle of contradiction we should say: perhaps it is not
true that being and non-being are contradictorily opposed, In this case
perhaps one is the other; i.e., perhaps being is not-being, Now either we
attribute some meaning to this suggestion or none; if none, it is not a

suggestion or a thought, but nothing at all, If we do attribute some meaning

to it, we must also allow that the meaning is: 'perhaps being is not none
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beings ! while at the same time it is: 'perhaps being is non-being,! since
our thought may be its contradictory. These two, however, cancel out; and
we are left, as before, without any thought or suggestion at 2ll., Our minds
have bocome, in the strictest sense, a tabula rasa, The suggestion, in
other words, that the principle of contradiction is false cannot be enter-
tained; it is meaningless., We micht in our attempt to doubt this principle,
go so far as to deny it; and so affirm that being is non=being, in which
case the non=being in this (or any other) proposition we can substitute the
word being, and the proposition becomesy 'being is being'; which is the
principle of identity; or, alternatively, 'non-being is not being'; which
is the principle of contradiction, The principle might be called a 'hoom=
erang prineiple,! for even though we cast it away from us, it returns to
us again, Hence it remains, since no one can deny it, nor can any one even
doubt it, that this principle is self=evident to all mankind,

The second requirement, that the first principle be non-conditional,
can also easily be seen to apply to the principle of contradiction, Tor
it is impossible that the principle of contradiction be acguired from a
prior, since it is ihe first in the order of judgment, The first opera=-
tion of the mind is simple apprehension and its first operation is to know
tbeing', Hence the first judgment in the second operation of the mind,
composition and division, will follow directly upon the apprehension of
beings this first judgment is the principle of contradiction, 36 The
third requisite, that the first principle be non~demonstrable, follows
immediately upon the latter proof, For if the principle of contradiction

is first in the order of judgment it is obvious that there will be no prior
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premise from which it could be concluded, -But demonstration proceeds from
prior premises, Therefore, the principle is non-demonstrgble,

. Since, therefore, as has been showm, the principle of contradiction
£ills all the. requirements for an absolutely first principle, the only
thing that remains is to be certain of the veracity of this principle,

Ste. Thomas in his Eetanhzsicé presents several proofs, or really refus-
tation against those who deny the principle of contradiction, The follow=-
ing is a presentation of two of these proofs,

The first proof that will be considered is the refutation against those
who say that both contradictories are true, The refutation is taken from
the signification of a name, 37 If one admitts that a name has a signifi-
cation, by that very fact he is admitting to the principle of contradiection,
for a name signifies what a thing is as opposed to what that thing is not,
which is the principle of contradiction, For example, let us take the name
mang for this name, man, to have any meaning it must signify some one thing,
or some one class of things, but it must exclude some other things, But
if one sa&s that two contradictories are both true, for example, man and
non-man, he is saying that both these names can be applied to one and the
same subject and both would signify the same quiddity, From his reasoning,
also, can be drawn a further absurd conclusion, namely that the same notion
or !'ratio! will be applied to all things, If this were true, speach or any
form of words or names would be senseless, But each name of necessity
must have one propef notion or fratio! for which it stands and two names
can only be applied to the same !'ratio! in an eqguivoeal signification,

8t. Thomas further states in refulation of those who contend that contra-
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dictories are true at the. same time: -

He (Aristotle) proves the third, namely, that man and non-man,

do not signify the same, by the following reasoning, Man sig=
nifies that which is to be man and the quiddity of man: now
non-man signifies to be: non=man, and the quiddity of non-man, ;

If therefore man and non-man do not signify something diverse,
then that existence: for man will not be diverse from non-existen=
ce for man or not to be man, And so one of those will be pre=
dicated of the other, Also, they will be one according to notion,
For when we say certain things signify one thing, we understand
that they signify one notion, as garment and clothing, If to.

be man and to be non-man are one in this wmy, that is, according
to notion, that will be one and the same which will signify that
vhich is man and that which is non-man, But it is given or
demonstrated that a: diverse name is used for each, For it is:
shown that this name man signifies the quiddity of man and does
not signify not to be man: hence it is evident that to be man-

and not to be man are not one according to notion, And so the
proposed is shown, that man and non-men signify diverse things. 38

Another common fauwlt is pointed out by St. Thomas in his refutation
of those who hold that an affirmation and negation said .of thé same thing
are both true, In this argument the Angelic Doctor shows how this‘would
éliminate all substance: and substantial bredication. 39 As was stéted in
the above argument the difinition of a name is: a name signifies one things
that is, it signifies the quiddity of the substance: of that one thing.
Howvever if it were possible to predicate both man and noneman of oﬁe thing,
we. would be predicating two substantial predicates and thus the unity
of that thing wéuld be lost, Moreoﬁer, if both contradictories aré true,
there is only accidental predication, However, accidental predication can
be had in two ways. ‘The first way is when one accident is predicated of
another accident because they both inhere in the same subject, for;example,
white is said of musiéai because they are hoth predicated accidentally of
man, Secondly, an accident is predicated of its subject, as the mén is

vhite, But in either mode of accidental predication one~accident cannot
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be predicated of another on to infinity, but the accidents must inhere in
a subject, This subject of accidents is the substance, but substance is
destroyed by those vho hold that the same thing is affirmed and denied of
the same fhing at the same time, Therefore, ultimately all predication
is degtroyed by them.
Thus with these arguments for the veracity of the prineiple of con~

tradiction we have finished our analysis of the first principle,

Iv

The First Condifion

The First condition is rezlly an old question with & comparitively
new name, We might state the first condition as: that the mind is capable
1of attaining truth, This is obviously one of the oldest philosophical
” questions which has been handed down to us from antiquity., Before the time
of Christ the old Greek philosophers considered it and after the time of
Christ it has been considered down to the present date, The name 'first
condition! ig the epistemological term given to this age old question,

The first condition has sometimes been misunderstood; and has been
taken to mean that the mind is capable of knowing thing as they are in
themselves, This statement, however, has an ambiguous meaning; and seems
to say that knovledge is always mediate, It suggests that we know our own
ideas first, and then things by their means, The correspondence between
our ideas and things is assured by the principle ‘our representations are
true, i,e., in agreement with things;' this principle is admitted by them

without proof, Those who take the meaning of the first condition in this
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sense, therefore, speak of 'the veracity of our faculties!.as though we do
not know the things themselves but only what our faculties tells us of things
But, in fact, such an exposition, which they present as self»evidenf, needs
strict proof and can really be doubted, "Hence the first condition is
not to be taken to imply the capacity of the mind for attainigg Imowledge of
external things, but simply the capacity for knowledge of the object: that
vihich lies before, or is presented to the mind." 40

The question implied in the above statements is whether the first cone
dition is self=evident, To consider the self-evidency of this proposition
let us present again briefly'st, Thomas! definition of a self~evident PrOo=
position, given above, St, Thomas defines a selfw~evident proposition as
one in which the predicate is included in the essence of the subject, And
a proposition of this sort is either self=egvident to all or only to the
wise according as the two terms are understood by all or only by a few,
respectively, 41 Now the first condition, that the mind has a eapacity
for the knowledge of the object, is a propésition in vhich the predicate
is included in the essence of the subject, This can be shown in the follow=
ing way, The term 'mind?! is a name given to the soul insofar as the soul
|has the power of knowing things; it is the very connotation of the word
mind that the soul has the capacity or the power to know objects, But
the first power of the soul is the intellect for St., Thomas says: "It is
necessary to say the intellect is a power of the soul, and not the very
essence of the soul" 42 But the power, intellect, is often given the
name mind, Therefore, the capacity for knowing objects is included in the

notion of the word mind, Thus the proposition is self-evident,
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As a proof of the selfw-evidency of the first condition the following
quotation is presenteds

"It is not difficult to see that the proposition taken in
this sense 43 is really indubitable, since it is an assertion
that we have faculties whose business it is to know their objects,
and which, consequently, cannot essentially fail in knowledge '
of their obgect. Now, if we try to doubt this, it is clear that
the value of such doubt will depend on the essential rectltude{
of the very faculties vhich we are doubting; since if they be |
essentially untrustworthy, so will also be our doubt about their
trustworthiness, If we are doubtfull of the existence of the !
cognitive faculties which can give us knmowledge of truth, we
must, eo ipso, be doubtful of the reasoning which has led us 10
doubt their existence, We shall, therefore, be unable to re- |
tain our doubt, as even nrobably true, since we shall be unab’e
to think at all bl :

If one is to explain how the objects of our intellect are presént and
the process by which we know, I dqn't believe that a person could do better

than to merely quot St. Thomas verbatim, for it is impossible to stgte it

clearer or more concisely than he himself states it.

"Let us consider the fact that an external thing understobd
by us does not exist in our intellect according to its own na=
ture; rather, it ig necessary that its species be in our intel-
lect, and through this species the intellect comes to be in act.
Once: in act through this species as through its owm form, the
intellect knows the thing itself, This is not to be understood
in the sense that the act itself of understanding is an action
proceeding to the thing understood, as heating proceeds to the
heated thing. Understanding remains in the one understanding,
but it is related to the thing understood because the abovemen=
tioned specles, which is & principle of intellectusl operation
as a form, is the likeness of the thing understood. ,

"Je must further consider that the intellect, having been
informed by the species of the thing, by an act of understanding
forms within itself a certain intention of the thing wnderstood,
that is to say, its notion, which the definition signifies,
This is a necessary point, because the intellect understands
a present and an absent thing indifferently, In this the Imagln-
ation agrees with the intellect. But the intellect has this
characteristic in addition, namely, that it understands a thing
as separated from material conditions, without which a thing §
does not exist in reality, But this could not take place une . .

'
1
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less the intellect formed the abovementioned intention for ite
selfl,s

"How, since this understood intention is, as it were, a
terminus of intelligible operation, it is distinet from the
intelligible species that actualizes the intellect, and that
we must consider the principle of intellectual operation, though
both are a likeness of the thing understood. For, by the fact
that the intelligible species, which is the form of the intellect
and the principle of understanding, is the likeness of the ex=
ternal thing, it follows that the intellect forms an intention
like that thing, since such as a thing is, such are its works.
And because the understood intention is like some thing, it fol-
ows that the iptellect, by forming such an intention, knows
that thing.," 49

The knowing powers in us are per se infallible, that is, they are or-

dered to truth, If this is true, every error must be per accidens; ito be

f2llible per accidens is to be mistaken because of some cause vhich is ex=

trinsic to nature: as a color-blind person makes a mistake in color dise
tinction, it is because of the abmormal or unnatural functioning of his
sense organs, This must be true because the very difinition of knowing
powvers means thalt these powers are ordered to know things as they are, for
knowledge is the adquation of the intellect with the thing, But if the
knowing powers were per se order to falsity, we could not rely on our know-
ledge and universal skepticism would result; no knowing power would be trusis
worthy. 46

The conclusion follows readily thaﬁ the mind has the capacity for

knowledge of the object, which is the first condition,
Y

The basic conclusion vwhich can be drawn form the consideration of
these three epistemological propositions is that they are mubually dependent

one upon the other, This is immediately seen if we consider each in regard



http:k.TJ.Oid.ng

(0)
to and in the light of the others, The first fact, the existencerf a
subject of cognition is dependent upon the other two in orderAtoabe knovm,
but not in the order of existence., Tor the first fact, as was shown above,
is only known through the process of introspection, but before we can have
any process by which we can knov something we must Bave the capacity to be
able to know it, the first condition,

Secondly, let us take the first prineciple in regard to its dependence
upon the other two., Now the first principle is the first judgment of the
second operation of the mind, composition and division, But it is obvious
that there would be no first judgment if there were no power to make that
judgment, the first condition, and there would be no judgment if there were
no subject in wirich that power can be found, the first fact, Thirdly, the
first condition relies upon the other two, If there were no subject, the
first fact, in which the first condition could inhere, there would be no
first condition. In regard to the first principle, in our capacity to
- |receive knowledge we have three procesces, simple agprehension, composition
and division, and discursive knowvledge, Therefore, since discursive know-
ledge is part of the first condition, and since the first principle is the
basic proposition form which all conclusion are ultimately drawn, there
is a dependence of the first conditiodon upon the first principle,

Another conclusion that can be drawm form this thesis, which I believe
is evident to the reader, is the very close relationship between the science
of epistemology and that of psychology. In every part of this thesis
psychology was needed to explain these epistemological propositions.

For example, in order to show that there was a subject of cognition it
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was necessary to bring in such psychological considerations as self;con-

sciousness and introspection, For a clarification of the first prineiple

|
1

the psychological first, second, and third operations of the mind kére
necessary, And in the first condition it is ﬁlain to be seen that it is

a study of the cognitive powers of man, which is’also'a.psychological study.
In fact, one ﬁight séy tﬁat a person cannot think of epistemology wgthout
including some part of psychology, for psychology is the study of the human

soul and its powers but epistemology is concerned with the highest power

of the soul, the cognitive power,

= Ad ¥ajorem Dei Gloriam -
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