
rj BLACKFRIARS 

T H O M I S M  A N D  
‘ A F F E C T  I V E K N 0 >V L E D G E ’ 

IT is probable that the most serious obstacie in the way of a 
rapprochemznf between Thomism and much ‘ modern thought ’ is 
the widespreaa misgiving that ‘Thnmisni ignores or rejects ‘ value- 
perception ’ and ‘ value-experience. ’ T h i s  misgiving is impressive 
both to the layman and to the professional philosopher. l o  the lay- 
man, because it  is supposed that the ernixtcing of the principles of 
a system so frigidly ratiotul antl so rigidly scientific involves a repu- 
diation of the ‘ apprcwiative,’ ‘ humanistic ’ attitude to lite, and with 
it  the denial of the validity of one’s most ~:hcrished and intimate per- 
sonal experiencc. ‘To the philosophcr, because, in the words of Pro- 
fesscr Pringle-Pattison, ‘At the present time philosophy is carried 
on more explicitly in terms of value than a t  any previous time.’ 

Tha t  experience,’ ‘ value-perception,’ ’ intuition,’ ‘ instinct,’ 
‘ real ’ or ‘ :trfective ’ knowledge-call them what you will-have in 
great measure come to claim tile piace which of old was ascribed 
to logical rensoning is a colnmonplace which calls for no proof. Even 
among those whom the Romanticist revolt from reason has not led 
to an  adinitted abandonnicnt of logical, hard-headed thinking, there 
has come about a divorcc: of ‘ experiencc ’ from ‘ thought ’ whose 
effects can be scarcely less disastrous. ‘ Description ’ antl ‘ appre- 
ciation ’ come to be regarded, not merely as distinct and independent 
ways of approach to the same reality, but as terminating in diverse 
realities. Such epistemological dualism leads ultiniately to the set- 
ting up of two distinct and disparate deities : the God of thought, 
First Mover, Metaphysical Absolute, can no longer be identified with 
the God of ‘ religiqus expcricnce.’ My objection to a l l  the meta- 
physical approaches to Deity,’ writes Professor J u h n  Huxley, ‘ is 
that the God which they claim to reveal (SIC) . . . . has no relation, 
so far as  can be observed, with the various Gods or  aspects of God 
which humanity in its thousacds of millions has actually worshipped.’ 

’That we have in recent years seen the beginnings of an intellec- 
tu;ilist reaction may he true enough. ,But a mere reaction is neces- 
sarily ephemeral ; it. rends to over-emphasis, ant1 so reacts too far. 
Tlle swing of the pendulum of unprificipled thought does not makc 
for :he stability of a philosophia peretzrzis. Incieed Von Hugel has 
see11 the history of human thought to ,be one relcntlcss series of 
action and reaction between ‘ intuitive-emotionalisrll ’ and the rcign 
of ‘ clear transparent thought ’ which flourishes in the ‘ cultivated, 
well-drained plains of human scicnce and strict demonstration.’ The 
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nineteenth century flight from Reason to Romnnce was a not wholly 
unhealthy reaction to the disembodied rationalism of the Atr/kZarzcng, 
the false intellectualism of Idealist ‘ objectification ’ ; a sound if ex- 
aggerated protest of maimed, human nature against the tyranny of 
a deified function which had become blinded and indifferent to the 
needs it was intended to serve. I t  was perhaps unfortuncte that the 
reaction took for the most part the path of an  anti-intellectualist 
and subjectivist romanticism rather than the sounder-if still in- 
~drquate-Existentialism of Kierkegaard, ,%hose influence indeed 
seems still almost negligible in professional philosophical circles in 
this cauntry. 

But an intellectualist philosophy which is content to ignore or 
make light of affective experience is not only doonied to imperrnan- 
ence, it must forfeit the claim to be either truly intellectualist or 
truly philosophical. I f  intelligence is to be arbiter it is self-con- 
demned if it must confess itself unable to account for the most vital 
and intimate forms of personal experience. If philosophy is by defi- 
nition a system of universal applicaBi!ity? if it is to explain to us the 
ultimate reasons of all things to the extent that these are discover- 
able by human powers, it follows that a system which must exclude 
affective knowledge from its purview can make no valid claim to be 
‘strictly philosophical. W e  are in no position evcr t o  dispute the 
usurpations of ‘ value-experience ’ unless we are in possession of a 
critique of it which will enable u s  to judge of the validity or in- 
validity of the claims made on its behalf. 

It may be regretted that Newman has occasioned the designation 
of the two modes of knowledge as ‘ notional ’ and ‘ real,’ implying 
thereby that ‘ notional’ knowledge is in some way wanting in 
reality.’ But it remains true that affective experience is the more 
‘real ’ to us. ‘ The Universal and the Abiding does not move the 
will. W h a t  does move it is the Individual and the Evanescent.’ 
The problem of value-perccption is too urgent to be ignored, too real 
to be clisrnissed by ridicule and the all too easy method of a reductio 
ad absurdum (in which, as likely as not, it will revel) or the stigma 
of ‘ sensualism ’ or ‘ voluntarism.’ 

A philosophy which is to claim the permanent allegiance of the 
human mind, and of the modern mind in particular, must take ac- 
count of the phenomenon of value-experience. But the sole recogni- 
tion of the classical antithesis of ‘ conceptual ’ and ‘ affective ’ know- 
ledge is sterile except it be an initial step to subsequent synthesis. 
A system of thought which would be accounted complete and final 

1 Cf. Maritaio: ‘ Reflexions sur l’lntelligence,’ pp. 92, 104, 1Z4. 
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must be able to explain value-perception, to define its nature, its 
possibilities and its limitations, and to make precise its function in 
the life of the human spirit. 

Has St.  Thomas him- 
$elf made ariv attempt to do so? At least, is there room in his syn- 
thesis for this method of approach to reality? Must we conclude that 
the  problem of value-perception cannot bc solved on 'Thomist ,prin- 
ciples? For  if it Is true, a s  Dr. Schiller maintained, that the ' dis- 
covery ' of valiie was an ' achievement of the ninetecnth century ' ; if 
traditional philosophy ' has never even expressly considered it ' ; if, 
furthermore, the problem is insoluble by traditional principles, then it 
seems vain tu present St.  Thomas a s  of any service to minds living 
under the influence of contemporary culture and beset b y  ,present- 
day problems. 

The  purpose of this modest essay is, in the first place, to show 
by a number of quotations from his writings that S t .  Thomas was 
quite alive to the existence of an ' affective,' ' connatural '  o r  ' ex- 
perimental ' knowledge distinct from the purely rational process. In 
a further article we shall then attempt an outline of the Thomist 
critique of this cognitio afjectiva, and so seek to make more clear 
the main points of agreement or  divergence between the Thomist 
and recent treatments of the subject. I t  is hoped to be able to show 
good reason to helicve that Thomism not only can fully account 
for much that has been a chief preoccupaiion of recent contributions 
to the subject, b u t  is in a position to supply their acknowledged 
deficiencies. 

Our first task, then, must be to establish the fact that the exis- 
tence of an  ' affective knowledge ' distinct from ' rational ' know- 
ledge finds full recognition in the 'Thomist system, and indeed re- 
ceives frequent mention in the writings of St. Thomas himself. F r .  
Marin-Sola, O.P.,  in his illuminating discussion of the function of 
the Christian experience in the evolution of dogma,2 has conve- 
niently catalogued the various names by which these two modes of 
knowledge were known to S t .  Thomas. I t  may be useful to re- 
produce them here before quoting some actual texts. 

There is first of all a kind of ' knowledge ' which St.  Thomas 
designates as : ( I ) ,  per usum rati0iLi.s (by the employment of rea- 
son) ; ( z ) ,  per rationis inqzrisilionem (by rational inquiry) ; (3), per 
nrodum cognitioiiis (by the method of cognition) ; (4), cogniiio speczc- 
l a t h  (speculative cognition) ; (5), per studiunz et doctrinam (by study 

Is Thomisin able to undertake this task? 

2 ' L'Evolution homogene du Dogme catholique ' (2nd ed.) , p. 363. Fribourg, 
1924. 
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and teaching) ; (6), scientia argumenfafiva (knowledge attained by 
way ot argunentation-i.e., by logical processes) ; ( 7 ) ,  scientia dis- 
cursrva (discursive knowledge) ; (d), ex iudicio raticnis (by rational 
judgment). 

Clearly distinguished and usually contrasted with these is a 
‘ knowledge ’ which is (9), aflectiva ; ( J O ) ,  per coiinaturalitatenr (by 
connaturality) ; (11), per nrodzirn inclinctfionis (by the way of inclina- 
tion); (12)~ per viam volzridafis (by way of the will); (~j), notitia ex- 
perirnentalis (experiential awareness) ; (14) per niodztm rralrcrae (by 
the way of nature); (IS), per anzorem (through love); (16), sine dis- 
c w s u  (without discursus) ; (17),  quusi ex habitu (as it were arising 
from a habitits) ; (IS), cognitio absoluta et simplex (absolute and 
simple cognition). 

The catalogue is convenient ; but it may already be remarked that 
it would be rash to assume that the terms included in the two sets 
are altogether synonymous in St.  Thomas’s mind. As will later be 
indicated, there are a t  least two fcrms of ‘ affective knowledge ’ re- 
cognised by St. ’ r h o m : ~ ~ ,  according as the ’ affect ’ which conditions 
the knowledge is a habitzts or an act-quite apart from the further 
‘difierentiation which arises from the differentiation of the classes 
of objects. I t  may further be added that some of the terms in the 
second set, while they include, are by no means confined to ‘ affec- 
tive ’ knowledge. Notitia experimentalis (to which we might add 
perceptio; cf. I .  Ixxxvii, I and 2, De Ver. x, 8 and g) ,  knowledge 
sint discursu. absoliita et simples, and even e x  hnbitu may be applied 
to certain acts of the intellect which are in no sense ‘ affective.’ 

To the second set of terms Fr .  Marin Sola adds those which, in 
St. Thomas’s writings, are applied solely to the soul’s affeotive know- 
ledge of God : (19) per deiformem contemplafiorrem (by Godlike con- 
templation-i.e. by an apperception of the soul renderdm Godlike by 
grace); ( z o ) ,  per affirritatem ad diuina (through [the soul’s] affinity 
to Divine Things); (zI), per contactttm (by contact or touch); (22)’ 
sicut gzcstzcrri (after the manner of tasting); (231, per unionem ad 
Deunr (through union with God); (24), ex inbtiizctu dizino (from 
divine instinct) ; (25), ex intimo stti (from the innermost self) ; (26)’ ad 
niodum primovum pritzcipiorurn (in the manner of our understanding 
of the axioms of reason-i.e. ‘ intuitively ’s) ; (27), per cornpassionem 
(by compassion, or sympathy with Divine things). 

I 1  

3 On the place of ‘ intuition ’-rightly understood-in the thought of St. 
Thomas, see esprcially ‘ L’intuition intellectuelle ’ hy RPgis Jolivet, ‘ Revue 
Thomiste,’ 1932, pp. 52 8. Also H.-D. Simonin, O.P., ibid. pp. 448ff., M. de 
Munnynck, O.P., ‘ The Thomist,’ 1939, pp. 143 ff. It i s  not of course to be sup- 
posed that the primary ‘ intuition ’ of being and of the first principles of reason 
i s  ‘ affective,’ but that affective knowledge is  also, in its own Ear, ?intuitive,’ 
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I t  will already be seen that there is some similarity even of the 
terminology employed by St. Thomas with that of modern writers. 
The significance of his terms will be apparent when we study the 
nature of this cogr?itio affectizu. 

t t * * t * 
At the very outset of his masterpiece, the S!~nttr ta  l‘heologica, St.  

Thomas observes that knowledge concerning God may be attained by 
man in this life in two ways. H e  is making reply to the objection 
that Theology cannot rightly be termed ‘ Wisdom,’ since Christian 
Wisdom is understood of a ‘ Gift of the Holy Ghost,’ a God-given 
‘ instinct ’ of the soul, whereas the knowledge of Theology is to 
be acquired by patient study : 

Since judgment [whereby Truth is alone a t ta ined-cf .  I .  xvi, 21 
belongs to Wisdom, Wisdom ’ can be understood in two ways, 
corresponding to the two ways of making a judgnient. One can 
judye, in the first place by the method of iriclinution ( p e r  niodzcm 
rrrcZir,ationls) ; thus he who has the habit of a virtue judges aright 
concerning those things which arc to be done in accord with that 
virtue, because he Eas a certain inclination thereto. Hence it is 
s2id in Lhe ’Tenth Book of the Ethics !:of Aristotle] that the vir- 
tuous man is a measure and standard of human conduct. Another 
manner [of making judgments] is by the method o j  cognition 
[alone; (per  nzcdzwz cognitionis) ; thus he who is versed, in ethics 
is able to make judgments concerning virtuous acts, although he 
himself may not possess virtue. 

I t  is therefore the first sort of judgment which belongs to that 
‘ Wisdom’ which ii said ti-, be a gift 01’ the Holy Ghost : as  it is 
written ( I  Cor. ii, 13) : The spiritual man judgeth all things,’ and 
-0ncerning which Denys shys : ‘ Hierotheus was taught, not only 
by learning, but by underg0in.g (pat iem)  Divine things.’ But the 
second sort of judgment belongs to this doctrine insofar a s  it is to 
be possessed by study’ (I .  i ,  6 at1 3J. 

From this we see that at the beginning of his Sicinma St. Thomas 
is careful to make precise what method is to be followed in his work 
Ex p o l e s s o  the Sutttm,z is to be conducted on purely scientific, logi- 
cal lines (cf. I .  i, 8, The 
use of the affective process is as  definitely to be excluded from ‘ ar- 
gumentative ’ Theology as it must be from mathematics-though it 
must be coilsidered hy  it. 

Rut unlike the object of mathematics, the Object of Divinity is 
lomble. God should be approached affectively. The disclosing of 
the Godhead made to man in Christ is not to be accepted by a dead 
faith,’ nor to, be contemplated merely by a loveless syllogising. The 

Utrum haec srientia sit argumentativa ’). 
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Son of God is indeed the Divine Logos. He is nevertheless no sterile 
Loncept of the  Divine Mind, but the Logo:, who breathes iorih Love 
in the Person of the Holy Ghost. 

? h e  Son is the Wordi, noL any sort of word, bu't the Word Who  
breathes forth Love. Hence Augustine says :  ' T h e  Word we 
speak of is Knowledge with Love.' I t  is not therefore with any 
and cvery [sort of] perfection of the ir.tcllect that the Son is ' sent ' 
to us, but by an illumination of the mind which breaks iorth with 
the affection of love . . . I t  is significant that Augustine says, 
that ' the Son is sent when he is known and percei,ued.' For ' per- 
ception ' denotes a certain experimenlal knowledge. I t  is this 
which is properly called Wisdom (Supimt ia) ,  as  it were a ' relish- 
ing knowledge ' (sr~pida scientiu) ( I .  xliii, 5 ad 2 ;  cf. C'oinmentary 
o n  the Senlences, I. XV, ix, 4 ad 3). 

i t  is just on account of this ' relishing ' or ' tasting' character of 
Christian T/Visdom that St. Thomas sees that it differs so funda- 
mentally from the purely speculative wisdom of the Pagans. ' Other 
sciences only enlighten the understandnig, tile Sacred Doctrine en- 
lightens the [whole] s o d  ' (Commentary o n  Eg.  to Hebrews ,  cha,p. v, 
lect. 2). This contrast between philosophical and Christian theologi- 
cal contemplation is elaborated in the D e  Adhccrendo Deo and in a 
Coinmentary o n  Canticles long attributed, though probably falsely, 
to St. Thomas : 

Phi!osophers make the aim of conteinplation to consist in mere 
kilowledge. But contemplation as  understood by theologians con- 
sists rather in taste (sapore) than in knowing (sapere);  i t  con- 
sists rather in love and in sweetness than in thinking (considera- 
tione). And if it is sometimes found that book-learning (the study 
of letters) is included in this contemplative life, even among theo- 
logians, this is just because we are led by such study to the love 
of God. If therefore anybody study solely in order that he may 
acquire knowledge, let him know that his contemplation is that 
of the philosophers, and not that 01 the Divines (Commentary on 
Caiiticles, chap. i ;  cf. I11 Sent .  xxxv, I ,  2 ,  I). 

Scholastic Theology, as distinguished from ' affective ' or mystical 
Theology (in the old sense of the word) is not to be equated with 
tlie whole of Christian Wisdom. I t  is the scientific or ' argumenta- 
tive ' study of revealed truths. I t  professedly confines itself to the 
reasoning process. To criticise St. Thomas on the ground that he 
'does AlOt approach his subjectmatter from the standpoint of value, 
that his approach to Deity as expressed in his theological writings 
is non-mystical and non-experimental, is to criticise him for fidelity 
to his set purpose, and indeed to display an initial misunderstanding 

Verlitim spirans Antorem : 
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of the very nature of the scholastic method. The theological writ- 
ings of St. Thomas are precisely an example of those ' letters ' where- 
by we are to be led to the love of God. They do not claim to record 
that mystical, experimental penetration into Divine things which is 
brought about #by that love. 

But although it would be unreasonable to criticise St.  Thomas 
and his followers on the ground that thek method in their scientific 
treatment was non-afl'ective, there would be just ground for com- 
plaint had they neglected to treat of this afective knowledge from 
their own scientific standpoint. W e  have aiready quoted the passage 
in the First Question of the Summa which goes to show that such 
is not the fact. Elsewhere in the First Parx of the Surninu he says : 

Knowledge which is possessed thanks to grace is twol'old : one 
SOT is purely speculative . . . the other affective (1. ixvi, I ) .  

?'here are many references to this affective knowledge in the 

Correctness of judgmept can come about in two ways: in one 
way by the right use of reason, in another way by a certain con- 
nutzcrality with those things concerning which judgment is made. 
Thus, he who has learned Moral Philosophy can, by the research 
of reason, form a right judgment concerning those things which 
beiong to  the virtue of chastity. ]But he who has the virtue of 
chastity can judge rightly of those things by reason of a certain 
cuiinaturality with them (IIa IIae. xlv, 2). 

One 
is speculative . . .. The other is afiective or experimental, as, for 
example, when one experiences within oneself the taste of the 
Divine sweetness and the delight of the Divine will. Thus Denys 
says of Hierotheus that he learned Divine things on account of 
his sympathy with them (IIaIIae. xcvii, 2 ad 2). 

One purely speculative . . . 
The other affective . . . {IIa IIae. clxii, 3 ad I ) .  

St. Thomas ofteri contrasts the naturally-acquired, purely intellec- 
tual ' habits ' of wisdom, understanding and knowledge, with the 
Divinely-giwetz, affective ' habits ' of the same names, which are de- 
pendeiit on Charity : 

The Wisdom which is a Gift is more excellent than the Wisdom 
which is a n  intellectual power (uirfzrs), insofar as it attains to 
God more closely by a certain union of the soul with Him (11s IIae. 
xlv, 3 ad 1). 

That  which wisdom, the intellectual power (zlirtus) is to the 
understanding of first principles-because it comprehends them in 

k 
Seciinda Secundue. 

Knowledge of the Divine .Will and Goodness is twofold. 

Knowledge of the truth is twofold. 

. -1 



tfloknrs~ AND ‘AFFECTIVE KNOWLEDGE ’ J 5 

a certain manner-that is 1Visdom the Gift [of the Holy Ghost] to 
Faith, which is the simple awareness of the articles (of the Creed) 
which are the principles of all Christian JVisdom. For the Gift 
of JYisdorn proceeds to a certain Godlike (deiformem) contempla- 
tion (111. bent .  xxxiv, i, 2 ) .  

God’s knowledge is not discursive or argumentative, but abso- 
lute and simple : similar to it is the knowledge which is a gift 
of the Holy Ghost ( I 1 3  II8. ix, I ad I) .  

’I he Uncreated >Visdom first of all unites himself to u s  by the 
gilt of Charity, and so doing reveals those mysteries to us  the 
knowledge of which is called infused Wisdom. So infused Wis- 
dcm is not the cause of Charity, but rather its eff’ect (118 1180. 
xlv, 6 ad 2) .  

Wisdom is said to be :in intellectual virtus when it proceeds from 
a judgment of the reason. But it is called a Gift when it proceeds 
from a Divine instinct (I8 1Iae. lxviii, I ad 4). 

St. Thomas’s references to the instinctive, aft‘ective knowledge oi 
God, which is to be attained by supernatural Charity and the instinc- 
tive qperations of the gifts of the Holy Ghost, might be multiplied 
indefinitely. They will, however, be of little interest to the philo- 
sopher, except insofar as they show that St. Thomas did al- 
low for such experimental and affective knowledge, at least of i l  

supernatural and mystical character. *While i t  is true that St. 
Thomas is mainly preoccupied with this inocie of knowledge as ap- 
plied to the order of grace rather than that of nature, where, owing 
to :the obscurity of bare Faith and the inaccessibility of the Divine 
Object to our earthly intellectual potentialities, it has a quite peculiar 
value (a matter we will consider more closely in a further article), 
it would ‘be ri grave mistake to suppose that he considered it to exist 
only to the realm of Grace and supernatural Charity. Indeed, we 
have already seen him quote the Eflrics of Aristotle as supporting 
his claims for the existence of such affective knowledge, and he  not 
seldoin speaks of it as existing in the purely natural order. Indeed 
there can be no doubt that  he would be prepared to concede with 
Maritain that de ~ Q C ~ O ,  though not de jure, by far the greater num- 
ber of human judgments a re  of an adective character (Maritain, o p .  
cit. ,  p. 119). 

A5 the sense of taste judges of flavours according to its disposi- 
tion, so the mind of man judges of things to be done according 
to its habitiral dispositiotz (I18 IIae. xxiv, 11). 

Some people have certain virtues by reason of a natural disposi- 
tion . . . and consequently have naturally a right judgment (11s. 
IIae. xlvii, IS). 
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As Man, by the natural light of his mind gives assent to axioms, 
w the virtuous man by means of the hnbit o/  virtue has a right 
jltdgmeslt concerning the things which belong to  that virtue (11s. 
IIm, ii, 2 ad 2) .  

Natural inclinations can be known without the deliberation of 
the reason (Conha Gediles 111, 38). 

Sometimes the mind of man tends to the truth by a certain 
natural inclination, although he does not see the reason of the 
truth (Cornmentury on the Plrysics, I ,  lect. 10). 

Ektensive quotation is always wearisome, and if the quotations 
are isolated and disconnected ones from St. Thornas they are  often 
fruitless. They are only really intelligible in their context: when 
they are co-related with all the relevant elements in his synthesis. I t  
is this co-relation that we shall attenipt to suggest in a further ar- 
ticle, when we snall, after a briel survey of the Thomist theory of 
knowledge in general, examine the nature and dilferentiations of this 
aQ'ectlve knowledge as he understood them. In this article we have 
thuught It sufficient tr, establish that' the existence of such know- 
kdgt Is fully tecognised by him, and occupies an important place in 
his thought. 

VICTOR .WHITE, O.P. 

(To be continued.) 




