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'ABSTRACT g

‘ .
The Proof of God's Existence 1n theé Work

of Joseph Maréchal
_ by' ,
. Joseph Micheel Cashereg M;A; D

e

In the‘work 6f Joseph Maréchei, S J (1878-1944)
there are several approaches to a proof of the existence
of God. These approaches occur in YE? course of ﬁarechal'
carrylng out of a larger phllosophlcal task, to v1nd1cate

the p0351b111ty of a realist’ metaphy51cs on the grounds of

speculatlve reason, and- to show a “crltlcar'austlflcatlon -

of this metaphy51cs, agalnst those who deny its p0551b111ty

or 1abel 1t "dogmatle". Here and there in the executlon of

thie larger,taek,‘in.gg point de départ 22‘12 métaphysique .
o o ] o .
‘aﬁd in several'shorter writings, Maréchal's approaches to

‘God-proof appear in bits and pieces, with an occasional

fuller development. The flrst purpose of th:s dlssertatLOn

is to cpﬁneeizjhese bits and pieces, which, requlres an 1n—
n Of

terprefatio

terpretation is based on an investigation of tﬁ? approaches

to God—proof whlch are lergely orlglnel to Maréchal, namely

S pe

ciple of identity or non—contra
' iii

Merechal's thought on the ‘subject. The_lnf_

L



Maréchal's interpretation of the "five ways" of;St- Thomas
_ %ﬁuinas, which accordlng to MarechaL represent’ the type of

all wvalid demonstratlon of God's exlstence. From this in-

. vestlgatlon it is found that a Qommonrcore of argumentatlon,'

) links all of the "ways" of St. Thomgs and is found in
Maréchal's approaches froépinteilectual finality and thé

| first pfinciple as well, This coomon core comprises two

: element5° the d1scernment, in a’ flnlto reallty, of an im-

perfect 1ntr1n51e 1nte111gib111ty, and the appllcatlon to

this reallyy of a regulrement ogaporfegt 1ntelllg1bll}tx,

which Mé;échal‘considers the. most basic fequiremeot of ob-

jective thoughf'as such. Havechal equates*imperfect 1n— '

tr1n31c lntelllglblllty with whaf is usually called “con- |

"tlngency"° thus the common coré of argumentatlon is called -

‘4

a.gproof from contlngency". We agree with Naréchal that :
h'this "proof from contlngency" is the logical core of &1l
. .":of-S'l;.b Thomas* "ways“, and we find it to be alsc the core
' of the or1g1na1 ways presenteslzn Maréchal. In addition,
we find those ways — 1nte11ectual finallty and ‘the first
' principle - to be tacltly Operatlve in theJ"ways“ of St.
Thomas. . C |
. second purpose of this study is to demonstrate |
the cap301ty of Maréchal's analy31s of God—proof, an analy-

sis we qggard as.partlcularly penetrating, to 111um;nate

' the meaning of other attempted God-proofs; to assist in the °

Yask of interpreting and'évaluating'them, For'this phr?ose



proof of 1763 and St. Aneelm‘s proof in the Proslogion,

B

¥

we apply Meréchal's ena1y31s, such as we have 1nterpreted

it, to some other proofs. Two proofs,.Kant's Bewels~run

selected. We argue that Kant's proof shared some ¢

Maréchal's, it rested.on a "static" rather than a

and-"finalistic“ coneeption'of specuiative knowledge. ‘We ot

o

argué{jhzt Ste. Anselm's proof 1s not the "ontologzcal ar-

: gumen " ccordlng to the prlnc1pal meanlng of that phrase in

modern phllosophy. We find that it shares W1th Marechal's
argument the most’lmportant features- a dynamlc and final- .

_ ie;ic quallty and a purely d1scur51ve (non-iqtultlve) start—

ing poznt ‘and procedure, cent ing upon the mind's need to

affirm an 1nf1n1te1y 1nte111g1ble being in order to satisfy
its 1nternal flnallty. Although in Marechal the cruc1a1

:-points of the argument are more expllclt, there 1s between .

g

: 3_Anse1m and Marechal a radlcal unity of intention.

fi We judge Maréchal's approaches to God—proof, his

'pivotal in51ghts and the use he makes of them, ito be ade=- .

quate to ‘the demands of phllQSOpth&l Teason and harmonious

‘With the further demands of a prOperly “religlous" conceptlon-
,'ofGod. I S |

.fv
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CHAPTER I . .

~  INTRODUCTION

. o ; 8-

-

This dlssertatlon is about. some approaches to the

prcof of the ex1stence of God, contalned in the writings

of Joseph Jarechal S. J (1878-1944), pr1n01pallf but

. ot exc1u51ve1y in the last volume {Cahier V) of’ hlS meaor

work, Le de dépa de la méta 31uu . The urpose -, - - -
2____. départ de le purg _

- Lo - . . S
. N .
i,

1The reader will find detalls of Harechal's per-
sonal and intellectual history in the following sources:
(1) E. -Dirven, De la forme & 1! acte. Essai sur le -
thomisme de_IbsepE larschal, =. J. (Paris, and
Bruges: DescIée De Brouwer, 19657, passim but
© - especially pp. 13~60. _
.(2) A. Hayen, "Le Pbtre .Joseph Maréchal (1878-1944)" Lo
- in Mélangps Joseph Maréchal {Bruxelles: L° dltlon
Universelle and Paris: Desclée De Brouwer, 1950),
I, 3-21. (The title Mélanges Josepoh HMaréchal will
: henceforth be abbreviated as MM. ) -
(3) A. Hayen, "Un 1ntergréte thomiste du kantlsme- e
- Pere J. Maréchal (1878-1944)", Revue internationale -

. de Philosophie, VITI.(1954),-443-463."
(4) &, filet, LEes'Cahlers du P, Maréchal. Sources
' doctrlnales et influences subies", Revue néo- o
scolastigue:de.Philosovhie," XLIIT (I%25), 225-251. : -

~ + (5) &, Wilet, "Les premiers- ecrits ph11q50ph1ques ‘du .
. Marechal (1901-1913)", “in-Moly- T, 23-46. -

-

2The fullvtltle -of this flve—volume work is Le
point de dévart de la metanhy31q_e. ‘Lecons sur-le dé-—
yeloppement historique et theoricue du probleme E_ = .
. copnaissance. dencefor?ﬁ we shall aSEfev;ate this ¥*£1e
- as PD. , ' : :
L = The‘:nd1v1dual volumes of BD are called by thelr .
. suthor *"Cahiers", and.‘they are 1deﬁ¥'f1ed respectively by
‘ the Roman numerals I through V.  For references to the

veie o

c .
ot 1 o g o e e e =
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of this-introductory chapter'is to lay‘the.grouﬁdwo}kléor
‘ the treatment of Maréchal's SpBlelC approaches to the -
-proof. A d1ver31ty of tOplcs 3211 be treated in thls
chapter, as is 1ndlcated by the dlver51ty of the pr1no1pa1
rsubheadlngs.3 The reader should not lo%§ for a strlct , ﬁfufﬁ
unlty ‘of ‘theme in the tOplcs,treated under these’ subheaéL;«
ings, although he w111 note many 1nteroonnect10ns. The
unlty of the matters treated in this 1ntroductory chapter ;
-does not con31st 1n thelr development of a common theme,,f
bhut. rather 1n the1r common relatedness to the 1ater dls—ni;:
-cu351on,,wh1eh 1t 1s the purpose of this chapter to pre-

- pare and fa0111tate.‘1

-Principal and Subordinate Purposes of Maréchal in D
.. 'Lh‘the‘five yoiumes.of PD Maréchal's principal
and ' integral pﬁrpose was not diréctly_to~proveothelexistence

4 .

. fCahlere of PD we shall use the folloW1ng shorthand I, 10

will mean Cahier I, page 10; V, 5@0 will meaﬁfCahler'V,
page 500; and so forth. »

. Our references wiljl be fo the most recent edition .
of,each Cahler. These moqt recernt edltlon@ are. as follows-

_Cahier I — fourth edition (1964), . ~ -,

- Cahier II-— fourth edition (1965) - o
, Cahier III —— fourth edition (1964). -
©  Cahier'IV - first (and unique) ed1t10n (1947) —d
Cahiér V — second edition (1949). '
: _ For full titles of the individual Cahlers and
bibllographlcal 1nformat10n on. PD see our Blbllography.

-

(A}

| 3See Table of Contents. "f:‘ o ;ff”-'f.; b

. ‘._n o
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of God, but rather to'prove that a realist'metaphysics,

defen31ble against the Kantlan and’ other modern crlthues

_of reallst$§etaphy51cs, was p0551ble along the lines which

were traced historically by\"Thomlst_lc_-Arlstotellanlsm".4
That is to sgy that his chief purere waelto defend the

poseibility of a realistJmefaphysiCS end to show in.what
' concrete form it is defenelble.u' \

' In order to show the p0551b111ty of thls reallst

‘?"metapﬁ351cs Marechal.proposed~to.§§ow the logical nece331ty
. . : ™ , )

“and defensibility agéinst criticism-of its . point de'dé%art

or "flrst step“, that first step belng the one at Wthh .

the‘p0331b111ty,nf the whole ven re (all the »further -

steps)”is decided.f The first stépof realist metaphy51cs
. is that which Maréchal calls the ontological.effirmation;s.‘
This affirmation,is-%he.piiﬁordial_intellectﬁal'act, the

g . | ) : : J

- 4"L'ar15totellsme -thomiste": phrase used: repeatedly
by Marechal in Cahier V. See pp. 41, 463, 511, 515 (lHead~
ing), 597. The precise meaning of the phrase is stated by
Maréchal in I, 257 and'V, 39. We quote the latter: "L'aris-

- totélisme, précisé et complété — corrigé, si l'on veut ——

- par les Scolauthues et plus partlcullerement par S.

Thomas « « «"& .

3 5M'a.réc'hal calls’ thls aff;rmatlon by four pr1nc1pa1
names: "affirmation ontologique"; "affirmation métaphysique”;
"affirmation absolue de l1l'étre"; "affirmation obaectlve ab- '
solue". All four expressions appear freguently in PD.

The first expression ("affirmation ontologlque") is, how-

.~ .. every the most used, and Maréchal chooses it for the tltle
=~ " of an important section of Cahier V (pp. 317-502, "Dé-

* duction de l'affirmation ontologlque"g For' these reasons
' we use. it in our text by preference over the equlvalent

L expressions.‘ T . o . , o , >

Qo



' positive judgmént of reality, by which the hind implicitly
relates all_contents of consciousness to the ontological |
order, by assigning. them a place,in relationftoiggggg.-
Thus it is the implicit affirmation of the'ontoiogicai; N
order in general. Tt iS'Maréchal'S'priﬁcibél contention,
cand 1t 13 hlS pr1nc1pa1 purpose in PD to prove, that this

basic afflrmatlon, which th ' eously makes,

t"

possesses a theoretical and obJectlve nec 531ty whlch can
“’stand up to any crlthue of knowledge.
In Marechal's wqu the vindication of the pPoOssi-
:bllity of a proof of God's existence is a consequence of
,,the V1ndlcatlon’of the poss1b111ty of reallst metaphy51cs
in its flrst step.f In ‘order to see thls relatlonshlp one
ahas only to recall that all further steps 1n metaphy51cs
follow w1th~rat10na1 necessity from “the. flrst step; and
‘the proof‘of the existence of God is ong such further step.
_So, -in the course of V1nd1catxng metaphy51cal reallsm by
‘prOV1ng the necessity of afflrmlng the ontologlcal order _
- 4n general, Marechal comes 1nev1tably to the questlon of
the base of the ontologlcal order, that real1ty in which
“3it is necessarlly grounded or anchored. And so he de-
_velops several approaches (Wthh we shall see) to the
: necess1ty of afflrmxng that groundlng reallty (God)
- Accordlngly the proof of the exlstence of God follows as'

: a consequence of the proof of the nece331ty of afflrmlng



L]

the ontologlcal order in general.

It is 1mportant to keep this order of relatlonshlps
in mind in dealing w1th our t0p1c (proof of ‘God's ex=
.gistence) in Aaréchal his pr1nc1pal obgectlve, to demon-~ .
‘str&te the absolute ra%ional nece351ty of the ontological

_ afflrmatlon, and consequently the sound foundatioy of -

reallst metaphysics; and.the proof of God's exi tence as
a consequence‘of carrying out that principal bjeotive —_—

God being the ultimate reality to be concluded with ne-

cessitﬁr'. a realist metaphysics, or, as Maréohal writes,
"L*Btrg infini — clef de vofite de la NMgtaphysique" (V,
462). \In Maréchal's eyes.a metaphysical realism must

-cllde'God_at/leaét implicitly, ‘since its first

step is an affinmat%on of an ontological_dr&er;‘and an

 always
ontological order requiros a base or grounding. By "God“?

. we here mean ﬁerely "that realityrhhich bases'the onfologif
cal order". <wWe shall Justlfy this meanlng of "God“ in
relation to Maréchal's work, in a later section of thls

. chapter.6 ' | | ,

' 7 (f/ a In the last three paragraphs we have used the -

| expéesszon "the-ontologlcal order". By the ontolog;cal

order we mean the order of noumenal reality ao distinguished

 Ssee below, pp. 31-37. .

- - ’ T ' . ‘e



7 . .o
. from the’'order of phenomenal appearance. In this disser-

tation, following Maréchal, we shall often distinguisﬁ,-

without separating, hese orders; The same distinction

will_some%imeé be made in terms of the metaphysical as dis-
tinguished from the emgirioal, or of the absolute order“of |
being as dlstlngulshed from the relative order of a Egear-
ance in. empirical experlence. .

We further consider the ontologlcal, metaphy51ca1,
nouménal order, in Wthh obaects are regarded in their
fundamental relation to being, as the order of ultlmate,
ahsolute intelllglblllty.7 In other words, .in our view
. an object 1s fully known when and only when its status
in tle ontologlcal order is grasped. On the other hand,.

" we coﬁéider the pheﬁomenal, empirical order, in which -
objects are regarded prec1se1y as appearanoes in emp1r1ca1
_experience, w1thout d1rect con51deratzon of their ultlmate
relation to __;_g, as an order of rélative 1ntellig1b111ty.
Objects con81dered precisely as phenomena are 1nte111g1b1e‘
‘within the 11m1ted terms of this order, but they are not
fully and absolutely 1nte111g1ble unless they are further
relexed to the ontologlcel order. -

-~

-

e TSee below, pp. 40-41 and.n. 37; p. 72; pp. 144-

-



@

. : o -1

ThlB d1stinct10n of the ontologlcal noumenal,‘

absolutely 1nte111g1ble order of being from the gmplrlcal,

phenomenal,'relatlvely 1nte111g1ble order of appearance is

PP

fundamental to Maréchal's 1nterpretat10n of human know—

i

jpdge. We repeat that it is.a distinction, not a separa-
i

ion., To be precise, it is a distinction between levels —-

if we may so speak —- of intellectual appropriation of the

“real: a level in which the uitimate_relation_of the appear-

L

ance to being is not yet directly and conscidusly éonsidefed,
and a level in which that ultimate relation is difectly
considered. The real to which the intellect relates at

thése diétingulshable‘levels is one and the same; be; only

. at_the level of the ontological order does the intellect

relate to the real integrally, ultimately and exhaustively.

One of Maréchal's constant themes is that the intellec- .

tually necessary pursuit of integral intelligibility of
anyﬁhing emgirical leads inevitably to the discdﬁery of

the metaphy31cal order underlylng and sustaining the

emplrlcal. In thls v1ew the empirical is always, from

7 *the start, not just emplrlcal but also 1mp11c1t1y meta~'

ph351ca1.

TR o



Characteristics of = Defensible Realist Metaphysics

‘according to Maréchal | - A

| Since the expression "realist metaphysies" and
related terms like "philosophical realism" (epistemological
gmetaphysical at once) are used sometimes with several
T

erent meanings in discussions like this, we should

~

~make it clear what Maréchal means by these terms.. -Maréchal
states as follows the esgsence of what he means by realism:

Le reallsme métaphysique presenté dans. cet
ouvrage . » « Suppose, par deflnltlon o o o
que la connaissance humaine atteint le réel
gelon les déterminations de ce reelgméme'

en ce sens l'homme connalt ce gui est et comme
cela est. (V, 177, n. 1)

From this statement we may éonciuﬁe'that, for

. Maréchal, philosophiéal realism f-‘both episteﬁological

and metaph&sical, as‘thé statehent-suggests —— is any

~position which seys that we kmow the feal as'it'is, or .

that in our knowledge we attain the real in 1ts actuallty,

' accordlng to its ovn determinations. ©o B .
Not all phzlosophlcal posltlons whlch can be.

called reallsm are identlcal, however. On the contra:y

there are profound dlfferences between types of reallsm.

'Maréchal d1stingulshes between different kinds of ph1lo—

sophical realism of two bases.‘

“The first basls-for.dist cfion ié the ‘answer



‘ given, by different types of realism, to the question of
£
how our mind attains the real. The answers to this question

cgn_be‘uitimately reduced to two basic alternatives; the

mtui\t::ja\tm discursive modes, respectively. Thus
there intuitive and discursive realisms, the former

. ‘saying that the mind attains the real in the intuitive

‘mode, the létfér saying that the mind ét;ains the real in
the discursiﬁé mode.s‘ | | |
| 'The second basis for di;tinction‘is the answer
gifen, by different types qf_realiSm,.to\the.question of
where, or in what, the real — which our mind can attain,
according $o all realism —- is ul'l':i_ma;:ely grounded;  To . .
thil question the following answers ar§ possib1e:

i (1) The real islultimafely groﬁedgq outside the
Jkmowing subject; '
~ (2) The real is'ultimatély gfounded ih‘the mowing

subject;

. BMaréEhal's realism is a discursive metaphysical
realism. See below, pp.l6-17. The intuitive metaphysical
' realisms are varieties of rationalism or ontologism, a.
"philosephical type in which Maréchal finds two principal
flaws: %1) a misinterpretation of the actual conditions
- of human knowledge, consisting in a tendency to assimilate.
_the human mode of knowledze to the angelic or divine; - :
(2) a tendency to give ontological priority to form (essence)
over act (existence). The Aristotelian-Thomistic philo-
- sophical realism, according to Haréchal, was outstandingly
free of these flaws., See, e..g., V, 472-474; , -

r_3
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(3) The real is ultlmately grounded partly 1n and-
partly out31de the know1ng subJect. '

We should not omit to mention that, if "fﬁe knowing‘
subject"\islunderetdod to meqn'fhehuman ' ef, which.is |
Our hjﬁothesis, the altegnative° "vrbun ed (wholly or
partly) outside the knaw1ng %ubaect" 1ncludes w1th1n 1ts
i scope the p0351b111ty of the real's being grounded (wholly

or partly) in other subject,'for example a divine one.
| This explains yihy We have not ﬁfeseﬁted‘this eeparately
as a fourth alte¢érnative in oﬁr_listihg of poesible'answers
to the question of where the real is ultimaiely;grounded.
l ©  We shall not proceed fd categorize the'types-ef‘
philosophical realism which can be distinguished by fheir'
different answers 1o the questioh of the ultimate ground-

-

ing of the real._ To enter into such a poteéntially ela-
borate deveiepmeht would'take,us.too far afield from our

immediate purpose, which is to chdracterize the type'of

- philosophical reelism wﬁich‘maréehal exemplifies'and_

defends. We‘wiéhlto lihit.odrseIVes'to-the feiiowing

| observatlon, whlch has been prepared by our brlef dis-

cussioneof the two bases for dlst;nctlon among p031t10nsq'

which, eceordipg to Maréchal's definition, can be called

' feeliem. in spite of oppositions over*where,of in what
. »

‘the real is ultimately grounded, any phllOSOphlcal p031tion '
can be called a reallsm, by thls deflnitlon, if it holds



that the real as it is, wherever it may.be grounded and

‘ whatever the mode offour access to it, is attained by our
minds. Our principal pu;pose.in mentioning the different )
possible anawers'to,the quesfion of the#ultimate-grounding
6f‘the real was to show the range of pcssibilities which
1ie within the scope of what Harechal would call "reallsm"
Our brlef 1is ting of alternatlve answers, even w1thout a 5
‘further development which would clasalfy actual positions
exemplified in the history of philoscphy, suffices to
make this pcint. The 1mportance of this point (namely,
that "reallst" p081t10ns can di%fer over where the real
is grounded) for the precise characterizatlon of- the
philcécphlcal reallsm which Marechal advocates ‘will be
made evident in the remalnlng paragraphs of this section,
which character}ze Maréchal's type of-rea11sm as also an
idealism — a combination ofaterms which might be astonish- -
) ‘iné;if_gne had not first established that a position is
- definable aa.reaiism because it affirms the knowability ‘:;7
.0f the real, in 1tse1f, to ‘our-minds, and not because it -
' afflrms one, rather than another, of the p0581b1e answers
to the questlcn of phere the real is grounded. Thus, -as
we shall see, a ﬁoeition which asserts that the real is
ultimately grounded in thought (that is, in the act of ~
thinking, in a divine .or human subject) can be a realism
by Waréchal's definition. A clear-e'bncepﬁqn of the

1



terlon for a reallsm will help to avert ‘2 serious mis- .

‘ understandlng of & arechal's p051t10n..

An 1mportant 11ght is cast upoh.marechal's kind

‘-

of realism when one adds to the dlscu351on of its meanlng

a brief mentlon of 1dea115n, whlch for Marechal is not

necessarlly a name for a .position opposite to rea11 M -

An 1dea11am, in Maréchal's thpught (and my ownL 1s,most'
basically, a philosophicel positidn‘which says that the

‘real is-ultimeteiy grounded in thought (either divine
. thought or human thought, in different ideaiiems).‘ But

- one idealism cah‘say that our mind attains the real as

it is, while another says-that our mind does-not attain
it as it is. 'The formertideelism ﬁould.be a type of
realism, but the latter would not be a type of reallsmtg_'

| ‘ It follows that there 1s no essentlal contradlctlon
between 1dealzsm and realism, although, ot course, there
can be’ contradlctlon between an 1deallsm (e sPec1f1c form.

or system) and a reallsm, just as, for that matter, there

»

‘.
i

gAn example of the former is Spinoza, ’ an 1ﬁ§é2 o
ietic realist, but whose realism, according to Maréghal, a

was faultily founded. . See II, 89-128 and 245-246.- An
. example of the latter is; in large part, Kant, whose -

"transcendental idealism" excluded a metaphysical realism

'in the sense we have defined. See Maréchal's succinct

statement on V, 569. A longer discussion of Kant's re-

'l lation to metaphy51cal realism is in III, 212-269.. On

V, 475 Maréchal acknowledges that there is*a "survivance
réaliste” in K&nt's theory of the "Thlng-ln-ltself" '

L
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ﬁoan be contradiction between two ideglisms. That. there is .

"no such essentlal contradlctlon is erucial for understand-—

ing Maréchal, who says expressly that the Thomistie phil-
osophical realism, which he defends as a critically
jnsfifieblé position,_is~idea1ist. Maréchalis words are:
On conclura sans doute . . . gue le réalisme
. thomiste, tel que nous le comprenons, est
essentiellement idéaliste « « oo Maig_cette )
alliance du Réalisme et de 1'Idéalisme constitue
justement un des traits les plus larges et les
plus. profonds de celles des doctiines scolagtlcues
qui demeursrent 1ndemnes du virus nomlnallste.
(v, 359) 1 |
Clearly, in Maréchal’s view an ideelism,oan be
. L4
also a. reellsm, e\reallsm can be also an ldeallsm.
' The essentlal, dividing 1ssue for Maréchal is
whether the mind attalns the real, in its reellty. If
it does, you have a reallsm, and you can proceed —_— as
does Marechal 1n-mogt of PD.-.to dlstlngulsh between a -’

critically defen51ble and a non-defensible realism,. If

it does not, you have an exclus1ve phenomenallsmland an

“agnostlcism" about the noumenal or ontoloolcal order.

-Meréchal contends, throughout PD, that any thoroughg01ng ,
:philosoph1ca1 position of non-reallsm breaks up under
reflectlve scrut1ny,prov1ng the 1ne1uctable nece381ty

 of realism.

- 0ce, wm, 1, 245.

*
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| We cen_now’characteriﬁe in a éummary way the kind -
of'philosophical realism which Maréchal exemplifies and .
defends asla:critically justifiahle position. The reeliSm“l
which he advocate31ds an idealiet realrsm in the:discurSive
mode. ' This is. to say -that he holds the following three |

4 5

positions:

. | \\\\ (1) All the real is, ultlmately, grounded in a thought

(namely, in the 1ast ana1y51s, the divine thought)
- (2) Our mlnds ‘attain the real,. as 1t is.

(3) Our minds attain the real not by an act of perfect |
intellectual spontanelty, such as would be an in-
tuition of 1ts (the reaz\sl essence — a dlrect
"vision“,‘so to speak, of its 1nt1mate constltu—
tion — but 1n an 1mperfect, 1nd1rect, provre331ve,;

- way, through the art of discourse.lz‘_‘ R -

+

110f 1nterest in this regard is Narechal'

acknowledgement, in much of Cahiers IV and V, of the
,partlal truth which there was in the post—Kantlan idealist

systems. See, e. g., V, 557 558

: 12The lack of- erfect intellectual spontanelty
does not mean that the human mind has no intellectual
spontaneity. - Indeed, Maréchal's. theory of the a. priori.

B in human knowledge is a theory of intellectual sponta-
- neity, but a soontanelty ‘which is only partial, limited

by dependency upon detérminations extrinsic to itself™
(sense data). Cf. Maréchal's discussion of the “agent -

intellect" in V, 185 ff, Also see V, 596, where Maréchal.
directly meritions "les deukx  aspecis,’ 1ncontestables et

opposes, de notre connaissance 1nte11ectuelle° la spon-
tanéite et la p3531v1te." : }. ‘
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of these three.positions, the first rndicates the_}'

‘sense in which marechel's thought is 1dealist1c, 1n "the -

ba81c meaning of that word which ‘we hsve stated.  The R

‘ second expresses the essential realism of Harechal'
thought, according to the ba51c definition of realism. .
The third. defines the mode of- realism which darechal
advocates- namely, a type of realism in which the mind -

o attalns the real discur51vely, not 1ntu1t1vely.

‘Three Principal Theses gi.Maréchal'g

Realist Metaphysics |

We are now in a position to'articulg%e three

principal doctrinal theses - if we may SO name. them —

of Msréchal.' These theses are: the-dizfudsive chardeter

. of our 1nte111gence, the . teleolog' al character of jour

intelligence, or 1ntellectua1 finality, and the impliecit,

signification of our knowledge. Each of thes theses is

- a key doctrinal position which Maréchal holds,‘and upon
them depends much of the rest of Maréchal's philosophy.
In particular, these theses have direct relevance to

| Maréchal's spproaches to the proof of God's existence.
We shall now state the three theses in r'1.1mm.ar3r fashion
end briefly develop their relevance to the proof of God's
existence. The reletion of these theses to Maréchal's
'_oo‘d'—'proof, which is indicated here in a_preiimingr& _s'v'éy,_ .

]

PETA
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© will become clearer in the. llght 6f the exp051t10n of

.'x\speclflc approaches to the proof, whlch w111 be the toplc

"of later chapters. o o L :;k' 2

¥
<

. First ThESIS. Dlscur31ve Intelllgence i;' s
- . . This thesis, which has already been 1ntroduced in
the two paragraphs concludlng our last sectlon, can be i: ‘

' stated as follows‘ human 1nte111gence is dascur31ve, not

intuitlve. The human mlnd afflrmsﬂreallty on “the ev1dence o

_»-r—”

.éu ' of a necessary conc1u51on of”~ a. dlscur51ve Judgment but :
o -fhas no dlrect access to an "1nspectzon" of the real 1n 1ts R "r.\\
| intlmate constltutlon, no 1nte11ectua1 1ntu1t10n of essences,

',f'* ‘no innate 1deas ‘of real obsects — 1n short, no manner of
= 1f direct 1nte11ectual "penetratlon" into the heart of the

13

L. - real.

. ThlS the51s, sta ed and restated sosmany tlmes
Maréchal, is by no means tr1v1a1. It has not been at all

common, 1n the hlstory of phllosophy, for the relat:on

.'etween human 1nte111gence ‘and the real to be concelved

“on the 1ntu1t1ve rather than the discursive:mcdel. In

“ Coe

Maréchal's view the conception of human 1ntellect10n as

2N Yo o fundamentally 1ntu1t1ve 1s a veny'bas1c mzstake, whlch

';entalls a false concept1on of - the nature and the possl—

4

&
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~ bilities of ‘human knowledge.

17 .
S e~
14 §rom fhie false oonception,‘
Maréchal argues at one p01nt in PD, result, 1ronlca11y,
‘both the woxst metaphy51cal "dogmatlsm“ and its (seemln"
ly) extreme opposzte, a “hypercriticism" which leads to a
more or less complete agnostlc:em about the metaphy31ca1
realm 15 In Maréchal's v1ew a crltlcally Juutlflable - %-

reallst metaphy51cs is possible only 1f human 1nte111genoe

‘is v;ewedqas discursive; a metaphy51os_based upon a,pre- '

o -

sumption of an intuitive apprehension of the real in .
1tself can only be a "dogmatic" metaphy51cs,‘1n the peaor-
atxve sense of that word ‘which 1mp11es that the position

‘so labelled cannot be crmtlcally Justlfled.

Second The51s. Intellectual Finality .

A second principal thesis of Marechal is that

_ hnman 1nte111gence operates accordlng to an 1nterna1

' flnallty.' This means that the- relatlon between. the in-

telleet and the real is that between an actlve tendency -
and its goal, a dynamlc relation, 1nstead of a statlo
3 =

relatlon, such as that between a m1rror and that wh1ch

it reflects.

Maréchal. devotes many pages of Cahier V to~an

14See above, Pe 9 N 85; .

15v 559-560 1
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analysis of imtellectual finality and to the justification
of the thesis that speculative knowledge takes place

-

'taooording to .a radical fineiity'of the-knowing subject.ls-

He sums up his thesis most concisely in these words near

the very end: of'Cahier Ve !

la vie de l'esprmt, chez l'homme, n'est Pas une
vie de possession naturelle et de plénitude
débordante, mais avant tout une vie chercheuse

et preneuse d'objets, une vie d'acquisition et
d'assimilation activeés: . . . pour expliquer. .

la connaissance- kunaine sans l’apnauvrlr, il

faut comprendre que le vrai, c test-a-dire la
possession intentionnelle de 1l'8tre, est pour
nous une fln. (v,.596) -

-:In the dynamlc structire of a flnallty, accordlng

to Marechal's analyS1s, there is"a 1ast and saturating- ‘end

. of the active tendbncy and there are proxlmate and partial
Mends, which are grasped in the motion toward the last end.

f';In Maréchal's view our cognltlve actzv;ty exhlblts such &

dynamic structure and can be properly deserlbed as the

iactlng out- of an 1nterna1 flnallty.

In our knowledge, aocordlng to this 1nterpretatlon,

.all-obaects are ends. All finite obaects are part1a1 ends,
‘Vnot saturatlng our cognitlve capacity. buk: grasped as stages

on the way to that whzch would saturate that capacity and
thus still our 1ntellectual motion. ‘This finalistlc in-
terpretation of knowledge introduces an absolute obaeotlve :

- . . ' . - .

- 18y, 357-468. 5 L
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aspect into the Sccount of our ;ntellectual activity: an-

; aspect'according'to'wnich our mind is ever drawn to tran-

- scend its‘present object in a tendency toward a superior

object.

.\

Between these‘first two theses of Meréchel (dis-

" .gursive intelligence, intellectnai finality)rtnere is a |

relation of mutual relevance and correspondence. So close

" is th1s correspondence that it approaches, although in our

view it does not completely attaln, the level of a relation

of mutual implication. To be precise about our meaning, '

we regard.the second thesis (intellectual finality) es

necessarily 1mp11ed by the flrst (dlscur31ve 1nte111gence),

~but we- %g not regard the first as strlctly 1mplled by the
'-'second although, with® ’\ﬂeréchal,-we think it to be in-

disputably true as a de31gnat1on of the mode of human
intelligence. There ig no 1ntr1n51c contredlctlon in the

thoughp of an intuitive intelligence having ‘an 1nterna1
finelity. Bup unlike the'human intelliéence, such an

intellzgence would be always in,%he condltlon of hav1ng

its internal flnallty satlsfled, 1t would be in constant
poesession of’ 1ts ultimate obgect. ‘That thls is not the
case with the human intelligence is abundantly evident. .

If-is, in our view, pecnliarly'apprOpriaté to.combine. as

_‘Maréchal has doney the characterlstics of a discursive = =

. mode and an- internal flnallty 1n the 1nterpretetion of

human cognitive ectivity. _The progress;ve,-gradual

[



"‘ana1y51s of—human oognltlve activity as comnosed of formel
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L
character of the discursive process suggests the unfolding
' . » . -
of a finality. Conversely, the thesis of an internal
. finality pfovides,tne key to the ultimate motivation of &

the progression of discourse. '

Third The91s' ‘the Imp11c1t Slgnlflcatlon
‘of Qur Xnowledge | _
. A third principal thesis of Maréchal is that our p /

" Mmowledge has an implicit content, or implioif objective

signification,-ﬁhich goes.beyond'its explicit Eonte&nt.
‘Accordiné to. this thesis,‘the_explicit content f our
| knowleage is that in the'knoﬁled ze nnlch is formally
.‘represented, and whlch is. thus pr0per1y kmown through an
intentlonal form adequate to it. As dlstlngulshed from
this exPliclt content, the 1mp11c1t content of our know-
ledge is. that in the knowledge which is dynamlcally
signlfled without being formally represented‘ and 1t is
thus not known properly and dlrectly, through an inten- :

tional form adequate to it, but — 1nd1rect1y and analo— o

v,
—

glcally - 1t is known nevertheless..,

This the51s is fdunded upon Maréchel's besic

and dynamic elements, that is to say, as belng a synthe51s‘
of "form" and “act", According to this analysis, all our- |

- kmowledge arises from the adoption of limiting forms

N
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’ ( tention forms, representatlve of objects)} by our
ic actit 1nte11ectual tendency, whlch 1s an unllmlted
capacity for objective forms and is thus nothsat1sf1ed |
, byﬁeny finite form. It follows that what onrzects of
knowledge formally represent (through the objective forns)
~ is less than the whole of what tney imply (through not
only thé objective forms, but also the unlimited tendency).
. This bivalence attaching to the whole of human knowledge —
thet.is;‘this combination of two lereis of objectivity:
ﬁ(i) the level of the object formally represented; (2} the
.ievel of the whcle of what is'objectively signified,'in-
cluding but also transcending the object formally reprei”
sented —— results from the coming together of an unllmlted
ass;mllatlve tendency with a 11m1ted obJect. . | S
Just as there is a close re}atlon:between Maréchal's
tneses of tne,discursive.character and the‘internalAfinalify-
of humen intelligence, so also there is a‘link between the
latter thesis (1ntellectual finality) and his' third thesis
(impllcrt signification of our knowledge) As we have '
- just sazd, the p0551b111ty of an implicit- signification“‘
.-of our knowledge,trenscendlng in its functlon of objective
reference the' 11m1ts of the chect properly represented,
‘depends upon the presence in our ccgnltlve act1v1ty of

‘an unlimited, e531m11at1ve, objective tendency. Such a

tendencx can be nothing other than the active express1on



22

" of a radical internal finalitz‘at the heart of oﬁr in-
'téllecfual nature. ~ﬁ1timate1y it is the presence of this
'fiﬁality in our acts of knowledge which makes poSsibleja
dynamic objective reference (signification) surpéssing
the limited object which is formally represented. We shallj
return in a later paragraph to the 1mportance of Harnchal'
‘third thesis (implicit 51gn1ficatiqn‘ofixnowledge) for the
proof of the existence of God. Without fully stéting that
importance, one can éﬁticipate it on the basis of what has
élréady'been said. In short, if —- as‘ié MaréGhal's po-

sition and the positicn of many other“philosophiéal-

TL theists —— God's existence is to be proved upon the ba51s

of our knowledge of finite things, 1t must be the case
that those finite things, as known by us, prov1de some
fbasisrfSr # transcendent objective signification. Maré-
chal's third thesis, interpreted in its intimate relétion
with the_sééoﬁd,.@iscloses the basis in our cognitive . |

activity for‘such a transcendent Signifiéatioﬁ.

' Relevance of the Three Theses to the

v . " Proof of God's Existence

Each of these theses has, as we hafé said; direct:
relevance to Maréchal's approaches to the proof of God'

‘existence., To this relevance we shall now turn

iy,
L W
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. ' Relevance of the Flrst EPESlS
The flrst thesis -« the discursive character of
human 1nte111gence _— deflnes what kind of. knowledee must
constltute the proof of God's ex1stence;-1f indeed there
can be such a° proof, for a human mind. Thﬁs it iﬁdicates
what kind of dlsclosure of God a human belng may rlghtly _

look for (namely, an indireect disclosure, as of a reality

impliéd in something else more proximate) and distinguishes

it from a-kind of disciosufe which it would be quixotic
for a human knower to look for and unreasonable for a
crltlc to dem namely, a d£§ect, 1ntu1t1ve, face-to—face
dlsclosure)..

| - The substance of Maréchal's p031t19n on this
indirect God-disclosure is as follows: for us, human
'knowers - dlscur31ve and progre551ve1y assimilative of
obaegts, lacklng the 1nstantaneous and perfect objectivity
of intellectual natures of a higher ordert! — God's |
exiétence-can‘be proved‘bniy as a necessai&-cpﬁclusion
of a.discursivé reasoning procéss; startingffrom the

finite things of which we have the experlence and which

_are more readily known bylus. " The process, far from 1n- "

17We have in mind the angels of Chrlstlan theo--
loglcal theory. Ilaréchal frequently compares human and
- angelic intelligence in Cghier V. See passages listed un-
der the entry, "Anges. Leur mode de connajssance", in



¥

familiar things imply.

24

volving a proper vision of God, consists of & progreésive

~ expansion or extension of our awareness of what finite and

18 Knowing first and properly

these finite objects, we affirm as well their ultimate

T

implications, and thus we know the reality of the 1atfer,

'not properly and directly, but indirectly as implied in

something else more proximate. For us human nowers —-—

aside from the hypothesis of special revelation -- only |

'such an indirect kmowledge of God is possible; God's
‘existence_éan only be prbved as demonstraeiy'implied'by

: something else. fn a'passage of Cahier V Maréchal suc-

cinctly states the essence of the implication~we‘have just
discussed, in terms whicK apply not only to our knowledge

of God but to our knpﬁlpdge of the whole of the météphyé

_sical order. We gquote:

Dans le domaine empirique (sensible) . . o

notre connaissance atteint, par immédiation, e
lv'actualité concrite des objets matériels; .,
‘dens le domaine métempirique, la réalité |
_ontologique n'est plus, pour nous, un fait . ‘19
&vident, mais une nécessité conclue. (V, 497-498)"7

[

\ : * .

_ 1§Cf. this statement, excerpted.from V, 450, n. 1:
ven approfondissant quelque objet de pensée que ce soit —
essence, -relation, ou m2me privation —— on rencontre Dieu,
inévitablement"., - N . ' - ‘

o 19This passage could serve as a touchstone for .

-diétinguishing‘Maréchal's-type of metaphysical realism

from the metaphysical realism of some Thomists (we have

'in mind particularly Z. Gilson and, to a lesser extent,

I
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Thelnecessary*indirectness'of our knbwledge.o% the-
transcendent, which is indicated_in the passage just
quoted, is a direct conseguence of the discuisive char-

acter of our inteliigence.

Relevance of the Second Thesis .

The second principal thesis —- intellectual
3 . _

finality -i directly provides Maréchal with one of his
entrées into the proof of God's existence and, mpre.iﬁ—
_portantly, is present as an implicit factor in all the

ways of God—ﬁroof‘which,Maééchal develops. The relation

J. Maritain) for whom metaphysical esse itself is not
something discursively concluded, but rather something .
directly perceived or "Seen" — as an evident fact -- in
the concrete actuality of material objects, We do not
wish to risk an oversimplification of the immensely
sophisticated position of a . Maritain or to exaggerate .
the difference between the positions of these Thomists and
of Maréchal. Indeed many crucial positions of Maréchal,
Maritain and Gilson. are identical. See Georges Van Riet,
Thomistic Epistemology, I, 315-339; II, 153~174. See
- Bibliography for iranslation and publication information
on this work.) Nevertheless one could argue that Gilson
‘and some other Thomigts, in their desire to preserve meta-
physical realism any taint of idealism (which they
‘take to be the irreconcilable opposite of Tealism), run .
the risk of an ovkrly "empiricistic" metaphysical realism
e which insufficiently recognizes the
distinction between ouyr knowledge of reality at the em-
pirical level and our/lmowledge of reality at the meta-
physical level. Somg light is shed on this delicate
issue in J. Donceelq "A Thomistic Misapprehension?",
Thoug%t, XXIT (1957); 189-198. We take from Donceel the
erm "empiricistic" to characterize the position in
-question, but Donceel does not name the Thomists whose
. position he criticizes. ' I .
¢
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between this thesis end the proof of God's existence will
be treated in later chapters.20 Not’wishing‘in this
-introductory chapter to antlclpate the speciflc develop-
- ments whose approprlate place is those later chapters, we
vshall restrlct ourselves here to the folloW1ng flve sum-
mary . comments, which 1ndlcate in rough outllne the nature
~of the connect1on between 1nte11ectual flnallty and God-
- proof in Maréchal. | : 7
(1) The startlng poxnt for a proof of God on the
‘basis of this the31s (1n1e1153%ual flnallty) is a question
about the nature of the ultlmate end or the ultlmate ggg_
toward which the 1ntellectua1 nature necessarlly tends.'
(2) The pursult of this ultlmate end of our in-
tellectual nature leads us through all actual and p0331b1e :
finlte obaects with the same result they do not satlate
our mlnd's capaclty, our 1nte11ectual potentlal exceeds
_these obJects and its active tendency surges beyond them,
The conclu51on toward wh1ch thls 1nqu1ry moves is that
only absolute belng could £ill our 1nte11ectual capac1ty,

'therefore absolute being alone could be our ultlmate end.21c

(3) In Maréchal's view, all men have some minimal,

'*2°See below, PD. 45-63 and 1544167,

eloe, v, 376-380.
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- atur ab homlne, naturallter cognoscitur ab eodem."

27 | M °

indzstlnct and 1nchoat1ve knowledbe of that which is thelr
last end. And since that 1ast end, absolute belng, is a
synonym for God, it .follows that a1l men have a mlnlmal,

indlstlnot and inchoative knowledbq.of God. ‘Maréchal's..

doctrine of manklnd's universal poasess1on of this con-

fused, undeveloped, 1mp11cxt knowled ge of God reoalls and .

._rea%firms the doctrine of St. Thoma$' Aqulnas on the same

subject. In St. Thomas' words: S . ;

Cognoscere Deum esse, in aliquo.communi, sub - -
quadam confusione, est nobis naturaliter insertum,
in gquantum scilicet Deus est hominis beatitudo;
. homo . enim naturaliter desiderat beatatudlnem, et
quod naturaliter desideratur ab homine, naturallter
-eognoscitur ab eodem. (S Th., I, 2, 1. ad 1)22

The key poznt of the reason for this doctrlne,

Tin Maréchal as also in Thomas, is the relatlonShlp between

ra natural desire (the manlfestatlon of the internal final-

ity of 2 nature) and a certaln at least mlnlmal, 1nchoat1ve

' knowledge-of that whlch 1s the ultimate end of the desire.
.‘Thls relatlonshlp is exnressed in the last clause of St.

_lThomas' statement, Just auoted° "quod naturallter deﬂlder-

23

.We must empha81ze that’ thls “natural" and pr1mord1a1 '

vknowledﬂe of God as our last end is mlnlmal, 1nart1culate

2201ted inv, 314. IR

23We underscore the pertinent words for emphasis.

‘,.
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and nndeveloped. It falls far short ofja'distinct know-—

*ledge of God« Nevertheless it is foundational to all our

further and more distinctrknowledge of God, a relationship
Wthh our next summary comment will elaborate.

- (4) This flrst, 1nd1st1nct knowledge of God as

the absolute being Wthh alone could be the ultimate end

dof our 1nte11ectual flnallty, can be clarlfled through a

reflectlon on that f1na11ty, a reflectlon hich “antlcl-_‘

_pates", so to speak, the nature of the ‘ultimate term from a N

scrutlny of the "Mived™ tendency 1tse1f.

- of reflection the necessity of the exlstence of the 1n—'

I!‘

tensively infinite belng,,a necess1ty which was 1n1t1a11y

only obscurely grasped, becomes “Jmbwn more dlstlnctly.

(5) Because, in Msrechél's ena1y51s, God 1s, in.
relatlon to our 1ntellectua1 natﬁre, not cnly a speculatzve
object which could be contemplated.W1th detachment,.but ‘an
ultimate,objective and_ggg,_the,goal of our intellectnal
finality, it follows that, for ns,>the proof.of his ex-

~istence is a matter of v1tal 1nterest. ‘For us the proof

of God's existence is the. satasfactlon of our deepest

intellectual tendency,_our natural des1re.for the plenary e

v

24A dlscu331on of the relatlon between . the ine

~ tellectual desire. for God and the inchoative knowledge of ~

God, albeit from a perspective somewhat different from
Maréchal's, is in J. Maritain, ‘A roaches 1o God (New York:
Macmillan, 1954, 1965), pp. 95-

24 -

By this process o
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-thelr,dlscur51ve conclu51ons, does not abollsh the fact

- sion of our end.

29

possession of an object worthy of our intellect's full

'-capacity.J Thus, according to NMaréchel's interpretatinn,

the conclusion of the proof of God's éxistence is for our

minds & moment of posse551on of thelr ultimate end..' That.

the moment may be' precarlous and evanescent, because our-

| mlnds ‘cannot long maintain the vividness and clarlty of

‘thaf, for a moment,:there‘hss been‘the'intellectusl posses—

25

These flve summary comments have presented the

_relevance of the the51s of 1nte11ectual flnallty to the

proof of God's .existence’ only in rough outllne.‘ We pe-

: serve the full development of the 1mpllcat10ns of 1nte11ec—.‘

tual finallty for 1ater chapters, where, the relatlon of

this thesis to spe01flc ways of proof utlllzed by Harechal

w1ll be treated. - . . .

o

‘ 25Strictly speaking, Marechal regards the dlscur- |
sive knowledge of God as a still imperfect possession of

the ultimate end of our intellect. r 1ntellect ulti-
mately aspires to an immediate and ;ntuitive.mode of

~ contemplation of God.. But such a mode of knowledge is
" at most an "absolute possibility" ‘or a "possibility in -

capacity -- an "absolute OSSlblllty" which we aspire to

itself" from the v1ewp01n§imf our natural intellectual
but ‘which we lack the proximate means to obtain, The

. realization of this "absolute possibility” therefore de-
~ pends upon’ a supernatnral gift. See V, 412-424,"

« -
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Relevance of the Thlrd Thesls

-

The third the51s of Harechal whlch we have noted -

9.
the impllclt 51gn1f1catlon of our knowledge -— is indls—

pensable to a proof of God's exlstence, because the veny\

-

possibillty of a transcendent reference in .our knowledge '

depends upon‘such a slgnlflcatlon.‘ In 1ts EXPIICIt con—

tenq, our knowledge is limited to what we: can properly =

. represent, and that depends upon sense 1nformat10n (as _
- synthe31zed through the categorles of the understandlng)
| What we can expllcltly represent in our concepts does not
"exceed the actual or poss1ble emplrlcal, 1t does ndt ifie
id clude the transcendent. Therefore we can know the tran—; |

‘ scendent 1f and only 1f there is in’ our concepts an im- °
pllclt 31gn1f1cat10n whlch exceeds thelr exp11c1t1y re-
26 ' L '

One should add thht an- 1mp11c1t 51gn1f1cat10n
can be made expllclt. ’It would make no sense to Speak

]

';oof an "impllclt" meanlnu Wthh could not-be made expl1-

ot

) cit, Such an . alleged “impllclt" meaning would be no dlf—.f

'ferent from no mean1ng at ali. What Haréchal means-when'
. he Speaks of an 1mp11c1t s1gn1f1cr210n is a meanlng whlch
' 1s present but'not consclously adverted %o 1n d1rect know-—

| ledge,'but which can be adverted to and made exp11c1t by '

+ . )

Lo -

-.-zsc,g; v, '2’98;: ' 57‘4.' o
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reflection upon di:eqtlﬁnowlé&ge. .AccordingltoLMaréchal o
all knowledge‘of the transcendent, for us human knowers,

‘derives from this-prééesé of réflectifeekplici%ﬁ%ion of a
megpiﬁg which w%s‘implicitiy coﬁtained iﬁ'our knowledge.27

S ‘ . s
The Meaning of "God" in Maréchal

‘Before discussing the\ways'in‘whicﬁ;Maréchai
approécéhes,the -proof of @ie_‘exi.stéhce of God, it i.s'_ne‘-
‘cessary to have a clear definition of the meéaning which
‘theﬂwor&‘“Godﬁ‘has-in Maréchal's'usage.df it. The purpose

 6f thiq'sgctidnis to'provﬁde such a dé%inition. “
- tWﬁét d0es ﬂGo&" mean in Maréchal's'work?28 Does

A:"Go&“ nean the personal creatd?;‘benéficgnt prdvidence,

‘Jand p@wérfdl‘savior.df Jewish;and Christian piety, or does.

W

N Tpor succinet statements_oh the'“iﬁﬁlicitﬂ in
our knowledge and the role .0f analytical reflection in
disengaging it, see I, 250; V, 314-315. - .-

o 28By:“Marécha1's work", in keeping within the ]
limitations of our topic, we mean those writingsain which
his principal purpose:was to explore and expound the epis-

- temological foundations® of a critically~justifiable

' realist metaphysics. We mean, therefore, principally PD.

D S

anf the shorter writings, many of which are assembled iIn
. ¥4, I, which relate to the themes of that major work. W¥e
. 8re not considering, -therefore, !Maréchal's Etudes sur la
_psychologie des mystiques. (See Bibliography.) 1If "God", '

" ‘as.used in the essays. of that book, sometimes has an am-

pler, "religious" meaning which exceeds the meaning of

" " the word in PD, that does not affect our question. -

=R
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"God" mean, somethlng whlch is 1ess rellg;ou x speolfled

-

then that? Some answer to thls ouestlon 1s provided by

a revzew of the passages 1nd1cated~under the entry "Dieu®

4

in ‘the "Index Alphebethue et Anal 'oue" of Cahier V.2?

From these passages, -which are repres ntatlve owahat e

Maréchal means by “Gog“ throughout PD;"resélts, with:

R

greet‘oiarity; the fOIIOWing‘oonclusion Marechal means
fortn ]

by "God“ an entaty whlch fulfills a certaln metaphy81cal

and - ep1stemologlcal functlon, not a specaflcally rellglous

What this functlon is — metaphy31ca1 and epls-'_
temologlcal at the same tlme - can be seen by referrlng
'to J:?t a few pages of Cahler v (pages \19,257), in whlch

' may be foand. a good sampllng of the kGCutlﬁns whlch Mz% AR
'Mg@‘ BT < 07 .
chal uses w1th equlvalency to "God"aln PD. sxpre351ons fffjiﬂ

UU

(used synonymously w1th "God" 1n‘these pages are “the

. 95}; . SAREETUNN D : '_. S -
.?follow1ng'3l -igfg___" _1' : mx;”mftr - _ .

 29V;l61é.'°

: 3°It should . be,nO' ;- however, that Marechal does
not sge arate these funpt'ons alﬁhough he distinguishes -

~ them, CI. ¥V, 467:‘"Leg' Feu ‘des philosophes' n'est pas,

. en soi, un autre Diex: q ,%; "Dleuodes chretlens' "

' 31The c&gtext of - the expressmqns here listed

shows clearly that synonymzty with "God" is intended, even
when the word "God" ifself is not used. " I have excluded -
- from the list some expressions whose synonymlty with "God"™
~ is unclear from the context. For the reader's convenience

page.references are gzven immedlately after each entry.
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"1tunité objective supréme de 1'intelligence"
(v, 249). | | |

"cette supréme unité'objectivé, a 1aQuelle‘tout N

' ob;et pense se rapport ' (v, 250).

(3)
(4)

(5).

(6)

n

(8)

@
(10)
()
(12)
(23)
(14)
(15)
(16)

1 have arranged these expre551ons of natural -

"runité' de tout le maltiple, creé" (v, 250).
“cet !allquld unum',1ce terme pr}nC1pal,rauquei-.i‘
aboutiasentﬁtoutes 1esjrelationg%éparsaa'dans.
les autres.objats do notre pensée" (v, 252)..

nsommet . . .,dé ltunité intelligible . + » ab—

'solﬁment,tranaoendanf" (v, 255).

wun tau deld' sans limites (V, 256).
"gsse purum, ipsum'ésse“,(v, 249).

"ﬁ'ﬁtre‘absolu . . terme principalfde la'ﬁelation

'd'analogle“ (V, 250) .

“Ftre createur, qu1 est par essence" (v, 253)
" primum, - per Suam essentiam, . ens et bonum" (v, 255) ‘
"'étre' purement et 31mp1ement"i(v, 257). |
"ogusa unxversalls" (v, 253). o o
"causalzte absolument transcendanta" (V, 255)
“un1versale prlnclplum omnlum actuum" (v, 255).
"l'actuallte pure" (V, %50) L =
"prlmus actus: [Deus] wo(V, 255)

S

' theology,_s@ﬁp of whlch are Marechal's own and others of -

which are from St. Thomas, whom Marechal is commenting in

} 0‘. 7,
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these pages, toplcally rather than 1n the order of thelr.
appearance in Marechal's text. Thus, numbers one through
.8ix identify God as the maximum of 1nte111g1b1e unity,
thereby a351gn1ng to the God-concept its. eplstemologlcal
.role — that of an ideal of unity, Whlch, Aarechal w1ll
argue, must also be real.3? Numbers seven through eleven
‘identlfy God with pure being," thereby a581gn1ng to the |
God—concept its central metaphy51oal role, from which |
‘,follow its roles 1n analoglcal predlcatlon (expressed 1n |
J,inumber elght) and in c:&iallty (numbers twelve through

|‘

v fourteen). Numbers fifgeen and 51xteen stress God's meta—
lphy51cal prlmacy as. act.’ ‘They could as well have been in-
‘wcluded with. the express1ons of God as pure _glggl(numbers
seven through eleven),-s1nce being and actuality - are synon—‘"
jymous. I 1solated them in order to feature thelr express '
- usage of the ooncept of act. ~:‘ IR S o
’ o ' %ay compare these 1nﬁ:|.catlons of the meanmg

' -of'"God"-with the expressions Wht,h Marechal uses synony- -
: mously w1th "God" elsewhere in PD. For ‘example, the
:following expre531ons are used 1n another sect1on of.

Cahier V (pages 450-466)L in wh;ch, llke the pages Just

referred to, there is a concentratlon of references to

_Goo:‘

3%, v, s588.
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(l) "1'Etre necessalre par ‘soi (Acte pur)" (V, 450).
Compare numbers nine and fifteen 1n the prlor list.
'-(2) “I'Etre absolu comme Fin unlverselle" (V, 462).
Comparenumberseight'and-ten (?primum bonum" ) in
the prior llst. '  _ -

(3) "1'Btre infini — clef de volite de 1la Metaphys:Lque“

- (v, 462). Compare numbers five (“sommetﬁ) and. six
;.("sans limites”) .in the prlor list. -

(4) “Fin unlverselle « o e Cause unlverselle“ (v, 462-

"'463). Compare numbers ten and twelve in the prior

11st..‘." :

(5)."1'acte sans’ melange de potentlallté" (V, 463)
Compare numbers fzfteen and sixteen in the prior
llst. 7' | ;

_(6)_"ver1te d1v1ne, unité de 1'1nte111gence prem1ére

et du premier 1nte111g1ble . o o Vérité premlere"

(v, 464).' Compare numbers ‘one through five in the

‘prior list. o | |

(Tj "la Fin absolument dern1bre“ (v, 466). Compare
number ten in the prior 1ist ("primum bonum": a
correlatlve of "fin absolument dern1Ere“) A

These passages for the most part 91mp1y reé‘a:>

what we have seen from the flrst 11et about the metaphy51ca1-

-

and eplstemologlcal funet;on of the God-concept in Maréchal- ‘

' namely, the functlon of God. as pure belng, pure act,

W
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universal cause, maiimum of intell?ctual unity. These
passages go beyond‘the first group; however, by explicitiy
assigning to God his role in’the ofdgr of finality. This
is, in facf;.hrmere explicitation of thé.métaphjsical role
élready assigﬂed.to God'ip the first group of passages.J
‘_It'éimply elaborates the meanihg of God's ﬁniversal
causality: he is the first in the order 6f'fina1'éaﬁsali£y.

(as'primum bonum} as well as in the order of efficibnt,

productive causality_(,s universale‘princibium ormium
actuum). Thus, he.iSf"Fin gniversellé'. @xﬁ Cause uni-
verse@le".33 | N |

) In the expressions cited in bothnlists; which are
representative ofxthe waf God‘iéispokeﬁof thtoughoﬁt.gg,
God is most ffequently spoken of in his metaphysiéal-func—

tion as the base of the ontological order. Thus God, is

the maximum of actuality (pure act), and therefore the

,.sourée'gf.ali;causality 3§'(fifst'¢ause:'efficient, fprma1 ‘

‘ - 33In elaborating the notion of transcendent. s

causality Maréchal observes that, in speaking of God,

efficient and final causality are merely two faces of

" one single ontological: relation, since God, the First

. Cause, moves (efficient causality) by being loved (final
causality). See V, 462-463. o L e

o 34Causality, in the ontological order, flows from
actuality. Therefore that which is most in act has the
most- causal power. This does not imply that pure act
must necessarily cause -- that is, necessarily have

~
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and flnal) and the prlme analogatum in metaphy31ca1 anal-
0Ly « In hlS eplsjsmolog1cal functlon, as related to our
knowledge of the ontological ‘order, God is the ultlmate
of 1nte111g1ble unity, the "first truth" in Wthh maxlmum
intelllglbillty and maxlmum 1ntellleence are united; and
therefore, ‘as the supremely actual in both these respects,
_.he 1s the source of all potentlal 1nte111gence, in finite
subaects, ang,, | of all potentlal 1ntelllg1b111ty, in finite
objects. We may" conclude that "God" in Maréchal's work
means, the entity whlch fulfills these partlcular onto-
logical and eplstemologlcal functlons. a meanlng of "“"God"
which is qulte large, but not as fully oharaoterlzed as .

ght be desired for purposes of piety =and worshlp. It
should be stressed, however, that Maréchal sees no 1n-
compatlblllty between the god of nh1losophy and the God
of- rellglous devotlon.35 The concept of God proPer to

‘the latter is more ample but 1t 1nc1ﬁdes the- former.

effects — ex necess1tate naturae. To say thxs would

be to p051t a necessity of creation of effects in the
divine nature. What we have-said implies only that, if
causal power*ls indeed exercised -- that is, if there
are indeed effects = the source of the exercised causal
power is in an actuality, and its ultlmate*source is in
. pure act. This does not compromlse the prlnclple of tHe
.~ -divine freedom in creatlon which is held in tradltlonal

- Christian theology.

358ee above, N 30. .
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The Role of Contingency in Qur

Khbwledge of God: ' E

,_How.de we come to know this entity_(God), of

"hhieh, as we have seen, Maréchal speaks in terms re-

stricted to itedéptologicel and epistemological functions?

The key statement of Maréchal is the following:
sens

“Nous pouvons, en unAtres réel, comparer Dieu
34 la créature sans le connaftre immédiatement
en lui-m2me. Supposons, en effet, qu'une
relation définie rattache la créature & Dieu,
et que cette relation, comme telle, se manifeste
‘& nous dans son terme inférieur: alors, connaissant
le terme 1nfer1eur comme relatif, nous aurions, par
le fait méme et dans cette mesure méme, gquelque
notion du terme supérieur » « o« Vo0ilZ bien, en
effet, ce gui nous grrive: nous connaissons les -
créatures comme relatives & un Principe absolu,
comme contlngentes, et par 14 -- par 13 seule-
ment -— nous connalssons Dieu. (V, 258) '

Let us spell out what this statement says: aboutf
oﬁr‘knowledge of God. We lmow God only 1ndirectly,‘ _
Maréchal says, as the absolute prlnclple to g&}dﬁ our ° . L

minds are "deflected", so=to speak, from the contingency

which we discern in creatures.. In this passage Maréchal

def1nes contlngency -- if we may, w1thout distortlon,

state his meaning a ;lttle more‘expllc;tly — as a radl 'I o

_ 6ntblogical condition of relativity Eg-g higher principle, = N b

. a condition which our minds discern in the objects of |

their direct knowledge. Thefdiecernment;of this rela- .o

tivity forces our minds to rise toward an indirectly and

L

3
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obscurély grasped abd@lute principle which is rationally

”required as a cordition for the ultimate 1nte111g1b111ty

of_the relative obaects._ I say anrindirectly and obscurely
.ggasged absolute principle, in order to indicate that al-
thongh this'priaciple must be affirmed for the sake of the
ultimate intelligibility of our finite cognitive objects,
we cannot represent it in its proper essEnce_or.form 2
.pr0per concept of it. | _ ."

' From this passage it 1s clear that, Marechalts
view, all our knowledge of God (apart fromali: hypothe31s
of special revelation) starts from certain aspects of - |
creatures as known by us, namely, aspects indicative of
a radical ontological-contingency, which reveals itself
to our intelligence in the form of a rational insufficiency,;
requiring that the obaect b%%related to a higher principle
in order to be ultimately intelligible. The nature of
this starting p01ﬂt 1mmed1ate1y places all possible ways
of proving the existence of God xn the track of the ar-ﬁ
guments "from effects", or arguments whose starting p01nt L
is in something empirical,BGnrather than 1n the track of
the famous "ontological argument", which we may prelim—

_ inarily characterize‘as a proof from pure concepts,'

35The precise words are 1mportant. Ve wrote, ,
"in something empirical", not simply, "something empirical”.
To be exact, the starting peint for the proof of God's ex-
-istence, according to Maréchal, is not simply thé emvirical .
- as such, but a variously manifested, implicitly metaph 151- .
. cal aspect of the empirical. See below, pp. 135~136 and n. 22,

K
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independently of any evidence from empirical experience.
| It is evident from the passage on which we have

' just commented that Maréchal assigns a central role to -

VA

the‘concept of contingenoy in-the proof of'God's existence.'

Maréchal states the centrallty of that concept ‘with even

greater dlrectness in the’ f0110W1ng words:
1a oontlngenoe metaphy31que, la radlcale insuffisance
dans l'ordre de 1'8tre (qui est aussi l'ordre absolu .
' ) de 1'intelligibilité) constitue bien l*ame dialectique
de tou?e preuve de Dleu a partir des creatures. .(E@,‘
I, 222 . .

The reader w111 note that the meanlng which

' Maréchal in thls passage asslgns to the not'on of con—

tingence metaphy51que both- agrees wlth an ,expands his o

prior definition of contlngency as an ol ologlcal rela-
tivity. The second passage makes 1t clear that a contln-
| gent entlty is an entity whlch lacks w1thin itself the
sufflclent reason for its exlstence -and 1ts actual de-
terminations: that is, 1t does not possess, in and of |
| 1tse1f, the adequate reason for 1ts b ing, and for 1ts -
_;;_g as it is. ‘This radlcal condition of metaphyslcal
deficlency is the sa% as the rad:r.cal ontologlcal rela- _

tivity whlch was. mentloned in the flrst passage. Both.

come down to the fact that the exlstence of ‘the contlngent.l’

entity is, ultlmately, grounded outside 1tse1f' its suf—‘
ficient reason must be sought in a prlnclple extr1ns1c

~ to it. Thaﬁ same ontolog1ca1 deflclency, expressed 1n
TN :

b
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terms d1rectly pertlnent to . our knowledge, means that the-
tcontingent entity as such is’ 1mperfectly 1nte111g1b1e.

... Lacking its sufficient reason in 1t$elf, it 1s necessarily
deficient in intrinsic.inteliig;bilityithe conditddn‘for
ts ultimate intelligibility must be sought in a higher
lprinczple, extr1n31c to it. This is Maréchal's meaning

in the second. passage, where he writes that the order of
‘192355”5-_the metaphys;cal order —-'is 1dent1ca11y the

 absolute order of intelligibility, so that the radical

deflclency of the contlngent entity in the one' order is
'also a radical deficiency in the other.37 £ -tﬁ
‘\ From Maréohal's statements about the role of |
contingency it is clear that, in his 1nterpretat10n of
God-proof, the ' "proof from cont:.ngency“ ¢S not simply “one
5way of proof 5>and1ng alongs1de other ways of proof, but
rather it 1s e common way of proof. By this is meant that
'the “proof from ~Lconting ency“ has a spec1al role. and a
unique status among the ‘ways of proof of God's exlstence,

' _because it represents the nucleus of a reasoning’ process*

which the mlnd'necessarlly utlllzes in every 1nference

1

Lo ye. have already noted the 1dent1f1catlon which
' exiats, ‘4n Maréchal's thought, between the order of being
. and. the order of perfect intelligibility. (See above,pp. 6=
' 7.} Indeed it could be said that, for Maréchal, the most
. basic meaning of being is "that which, as. intrinsically
'_Berfectlx'intelligiSIe, is the end of 1ntellectual flnallty."

oy

L.



from‘the‘finite to the transcendent. The "proof from
contingency" is tacitiy contained-in the 1ogicalﬁprocessf
of all ways of proof of God's existenoe. It is, in
-o_,Marechal's words, the “dlalectlcal soul” of God-—proof.38
. In the chapters which follow we shall present
. - and discuss the pr1n01pa1 ways in. whlch Marechal approaches
Q‘the proof of the existence of God. - The order. of treatment
will be as . follows.f Flrst we shall present two ways in
which harechal does not utlllze an express proof from St.
'tThomas, but develoys in an original way some lines of
proof which Thomas suggested w1thout himself explo;tlng
tﬁ;m. These are the ways of proof from 1ntellectua1 |
. finality 'and from the 1mp11cat10ns of- the speculatlve

first prlnclple, quod est, est.39 After this we shall

'comment at length on’ Haréchal's 1nterpretat10n an&—ut/-
.1izat10n of the c1a551c Thomlstlc ways, the "five ways".

- of. St. Thomas.40

In the course. of our reV1ew of . arguments
utilized by Maréchal it will occas1onally be p0331b1e to
point out the 1nterconnect10ns among his approaches.l At

’///\‘the end of our dlscuss1on of speclflc ways, however, we’

o

',38Passage c1ted aggve, p. 40. _

_39Chapter II._

. 4OChapters IIT and IV. See Introduction ‘to

Chapter IIX for a more dgtalled breakdown of this t0p1c.
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_ c. A _
" shall devote'a chapter expressly to these interconnections,

in an attempt to' demonstrate the underlylng unity of" his
_approaches.41 In the f1nal chapter, in tentatlve and
exploratory fashion, we shall utilize Iarechal's analysis

- of God-proof in order to shed some new light on two other~ '
- famous proofs of God‘s exlstence, that of Kant in hlS

Bewe1sgrund essay of 1763 and that of St.,Anselm 1n the

Prosloglon. Between St. Anselm's proof and Aarechalts‘,

_approaches we shall argue for a ba31c compatlblllty and

42

an- essent1a1 51m11ar1ty. _ Flnally in an Appendlx we

‘_shall account for the provenance of the 1nterpretat10n
of St. Anselm's proof which we shall have utlllzed in ourl'

- last chapter.

42Chapter“VI

)



. CHAPTER II
' .
IWO ORIGINAL ‘MARECHALIAN" wAYs OF PROOF

H[:' Introduct1on

. - In thls chapter we shall present, in rapld sketch ’
Itwo ways of proof of God's ex1stence whach are substan- |

tially original wlth Maréchar* although he credlts St.

- Thomas W1th ant1c1pat1ng them' that 1s, Marechal con51ders

‘A:these ways of proof to ‘be a mere- developﬁ%nt by exp11c1-
tatlon of some avenues of Rroof Whlch were 1mp1101t in St.
-Thomas' thought but Whlch were left undeveloped by Thomas.l:_
:The ways of proof to Whlch we refer are, respectlvely,'
.'(1) a proof from the 1nternal flnallty of ‘our ratlonal

'nature -— or, mo;e brlefly, from 1ntellectua1‘f1na11ty,,

- and - (2) a proof from the 1mp11cat10ns of the speculaQ%ve _

'.first pr1n01p1e, gpod est, est. “In presentlng both of

Vthese ways of proof we' shall omlt mudh detall. We WlSh

- .';merely to’ sketch, 1n each case, the essentlal 11ne of

‘-reasonzng whlch 1eads to a proof of God's exlstence. if
A;"the essent;al llnes of reasonxng are presented accurately '
and without 1og1cal gaps, thlS chapter w111 have accom—

| 1ep1;shed_;te:purppse, In the 1nterest of brev1ty and

o terewm, 1, 213,
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‘.to pertlnent passages in PD. , 5 N gi-:

“of a topic. which is almost. omnlpresent in his wrltlngs.

- N

fluency of presentatlon, we have de01ded to present these

two approaches pr1n01pa11y in our own words, llmltlng\eur

use of c1tat10ns from Maréchal to what we. con31der the-

:unav01dab1e mlnlmum The footnotes Wlll refer the reader

The Proof from the Internal Finality’ of

Our Rat10na1 Nature, or £rom Intelledtual Flnallty2

In Cahler v of PD Marechal develops a proof of

]

ithe ex;stence of God from .an 1nqu1ry 1nto~the 1mpllcat10ns
©of the 1nterna1 flnallty of our ratlonal nature.“ "About.

:the role of the thesis of 1nte11ectua1 flnallty in Mare- ;{'
: chal's thought and about the relatlon of thls thesis to

t 3 -

a proof of God, Ichave already wrltten in general terms.

, My purpose in the flrst half of thls chapter is to present:

f the substance of the 11ne of reasonlng Whlch, accordlng to B
,Maréchal, leads from the fact of 1ntellectual flnallty to: N

fthe proof of God. The Jline of reasonlng goes as follows-‘

. LN

’\

2The locus of the 11ne of reasonlng presented here Eie

.-i8 malnly vV, -373-438, the. chapter entitled "Analyse de la
Finalité dans 1l'Intelligence”. It cannot neatly be con—

fined to .that chapter, however. The theme of intellectual

_;flnallty recurs often throughout Maréchal's writings, .
. ineluding all volumes of PD and several of the writings
‘collected in MM, I. The Special value of V, 373-438.1is

that in these pages-Maréchal "concentrates“ the treatment -~

~ 3see above, pp. 17-20 and. 25-29.___ R



Our nature has an'endf*whioh we'may call our good,
Y, and all the operations of our nature are 1nVOIVéd in thé

pursult of thlS end.4

: Thus ‘the hlgher, ratlonal operatlons
whloh deflne human nature, "those of the theoretloal reason.
and the praotlcal reason, are active in the pursult of our

 end.. - | - ' l | .
| ‘That the.oPerationsLof the‘praotical reason are )
'teleological is clear. AWe hay.say'in generalrthat, by the
practical employment of his intelligence;.man éeehe the -

; _good, or - whlch 1s to say the same thlng - he seeks hls

T
—

end 1n the form of good?
| It may be less clear, at flrst glance, that the

'operatlons of the theoretlcal reason (Speoulatlve 1ntellect)

ulative employment does show a finality at work. That

.thigazézéhe ‘case we can verlfy both by dlrect 1ntr03pectlon

&

"and by an analytlcal 1nqu1ry intot the nec9351t1es whlch
: follow from.our mode of knoW1ng. the dlscur31ve mode.‘ Our
Zh ;dlrect 1ntrospect10n reveals to us that all our 1ntellectual

V“ffaot1v1ty has a teleologlcal character. And our analyszs

¢

Z?“ffﬁ“;of dlscur31ve gudgment shows that thzs mode of knowledge ;
is ratlonally coherent_only on the presupposxt;on or‘ang

: 4For the exp11c1t connectlon between the notion
of & "nature" and the attrlbute of M"internal flnallty"
Bee V’ 310. "_ g . e % ;

3

W

T

~are teleologlcal. Nevertheless, our 1ntellect in 1tSrSP¢°‘,;
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. A
1nte11ectual flnallty.5 |
We may say in general that, by the speculatlve
'employment of hlsllntelllgence (theoret1ca1 reason),Jman
N :seeks'the truth, or-- wh;ch is to say the same thing -=
: he seeks hlS end in the form.of truth.. |
' Now, ggg__and truth are transcendental attrlbutea
.of belng, convertlble W1th be1ng° good is belng as de51rab1e
- or actually de51red by a -subject capable of de31re' truth

.

is being as tended to or possessed by a subJect canable of

"speculatlve 1nte111gence.6

The end of human nature is

therefore belng, .and the dafferent functlons of that nature
which we. dlstlngulsh accordlng to thelr type of operatlons -
for example, practlcal reason,-speculatlve reason =~ are
‘31mp1y an analysls of the ways in whlch human nature re=

:1ates and actlvely tends to that end. Those dlstlngulshable

S

functlons can therefore be called "appetltes“ relatlng to

W

" the end of human nature v%he practlcal reason is the appe-
t/ptite for being as good,rthe specnlatlve reason is the

‘o

5The approach by dlrect 1ntr05pect10n is presented '
in V, 377-380. The necessity of a finality for a discur-
"give mode of knowing is developed in several places in.
Cahier V.. See, €. ey pp. 307—315 351-355, 357-361, o
367-372; 532.. , . Y

~6on - V, 376 Marechal quotes St.. Thomas on’ the rela--
_ tion of the good' and the true to being: "Et ideo, Sicut
- bonum convertitur cum- ente, 1ta et verum. Sed tamen,
sicut bonum addit rationem appetibilis supra ens, ita et
 verum comparationem ad 1nte11ectum "?'(S. Th., I, 16, 3,
e ) Cf. also V, 455-¢56.

-
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' appetlte for being as true. The actual obJect (the end)
toward whlch our nature tends through both these functlons
. is ‘the same, but through the two functlons we pursue it
under dlfferent'formalltles (good, true) 7

o Accordlng to both formalltles, the end toward
whlch we tend is strlctly 1nf1n1te. Our speculatlve 1n—‘-
tellectual appetlte 1s not permanently saulsfled by the
acqulsltlon of this. truth or that truth. Ne nuﬁher,
however large,_of dlsparate truths (short of all truth)
.> can put it to rest,: 1eav1ng nc more to be desired. Its

: cur1051ty is 11tera11y 1nsat1able short of 1ts posse551ng
for 1ts contemplatlon the form of all belng. -
‘F - The same 1s the case w1th the appetlte of our
praetieal reason, As long &s it has .not possessed all
the geodkef being, there'remalns somethlng more-stlll de-

| sirabie and desired. No human ratzonal appetlte is fullyfﬁ‘

' satlsfled w1th an accumulatlon of flnlte goods or the '7;
poesession of whole categorles of such ‘goods. For example,
my daughter's love of strawberrles is so great that,one |

could . thlnk that an endless supply of them would make her
perfectly happy. Butrln fact, although‘we:haye not trled

v

7For Maréchal's use of "appétit (naturel)", for
his tredtment of the distinction and relation of our two
great rational functions and the unlty of thelr end, see
V. 310-314 383—410. '
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it, I am sure that the delight of the berries would not
prévgnt‘thg stirriﬁg of other unéatisfied désirésleveh in
her; and she is only fh;ee; In a few yéars the possession
(were it possible) of ‘whole categofies 6f“éoodslwill fall
even shorter of satisfying the Easiééily infinite desire.
In %his my daughter is fepresenté%ive of thé whole human
race. In short;‘the‘eﬁd,to which'manltends fhfoﬁgh the
radical orientation of both his higher'faculties:;— the
speculative intellect and the will — canndf be identified
. with anything less than infinite truth, ‘infinite good,
infinitelbeing.8:1£ shouid,be stressed that this infinite
end of‘éuf rational faculties is not conceived as intrin-

- 8ically indeterminateyor indefinite.9 True, we cannot -

_,determiné_ahd circumécx%E? it in the same'way‘thét we.do
when we conpeive.of the finite ends of our activity. But
our inability perfectly to define it does not imply that
it itself is.intrinsically.ihdefinite..'On- he contrary we

~-think;offthis end as‘ﬁintensively infinitg being",lo '

a,

by R

-

- Bpe infinity of the end toward which the specu-
lative intellect tends is demonstrated in V, 377-380.. The
parallel demonstration of the infinite end of the appetite
"of the practical reason (will) is presented . in V, 412-419.

o - \J . s : A )

- S¢f. "L'infini de'la ?g%son discursive n'est pas .
un indéfini" (excerpt from a lefter of Maréchal), in MM, .

I, 366. | - e oo T

Q

10up1Btre intensivement infini®: phrase used by -
. Maréchal in I, 1842194 (in discussion of Duns Scotus).
. See also I, 208-209; I, 242; v, 584; 1, I, 168.

-

~



'which phrase‘We mean, nith Maréchai,'the pcsitive and‘
simultaneous realization of the infinite virtuality in-
.trin51c to the act of be;ng. As perfectly actual reall-‘
zation?-this uléimafe end’ of our ratzonal facultles must
be, intrinsica’lly:, perfectly definite, although it is
beyond our capaclty of conceptual representatlon. ’

. The teleologlcal tendency, or internal finality,
of our rational nature in both its speculative and practi-
cal aspects, leads, when i% ie scrutinizgc,-to a proof of.

11 1f ana oniy if a God exists does this

,.God's'existence.
tendency, in either or both of its b351c aspects, have any
1ntelllg1ble coherence. If a God does not exist, then
;hoth the speculatlve and the practlcal aspects of - our

nature S one, radlcal telecloglcal dynamlsml2

are strlctly-'
absurd, unlntelllglble, and 1n fundamental self—ccntradlc-
tion, because'in that case they are asPects of an appetlte
for belng, tenﬁlng toward 1ts own flnal frustratlon.\ .

To. see that thls 1s the case one has only to.re-

flect on the necessary presupp051t10ns Whlch go w1th a

netural flnallty.‘ For it is by such a flnallty - an

1lge reming the reader that the word "God" here
and thrcughout this dissertation is used in the sense
deflned in the 1ntroductcry chapter. (See above, PDe 31-37 )
12 ° N
- See V, 429 and 531 for expre331ons of the unity -
of the radical "dynamlsm" which sustalns both speculatlve
and practical reason. - ,

}‘#

. . ' 4v R
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inner "law" of our constitution; so to speak -- that we

" tend, through our intellect and through our will, to the

actual infinity of being which we have in these péges been °

- e —

. _calling "God". It is not by any exterior constraint nor

- by something accidental to what we are,'buf'by the very

core of our nature, as rational beings, that we tend,

. necessarily, +to this end. Once one has recognized that
‘the‘deéire of the infinite being is nafu:al and necessary,
in the sense fhat,we are "moved" toward. that end by our

very makeup, even beforé we become formally conscious of .

it as a goal.to be pursthed, one faces a logiéal disjunction:

' either the natural desire necessarily entails the real

existence of its objeCt_(eﬁd),sdr it does not. If the end

of the natural desire has actual existence or the real

" possibility ofxactual'existence,13 then-thernéfufél*desire

~ is'not in’'vain, is not frustrated at its core.. But if the

(L)

end of the natural.dééire is neither.éctually existent nor

 a'rgé1 possibility, then the natural desire is in vain,’

Al .

radicaiiy‘frustrated‘from,its 6rigiﬁ and incoherent at

its core.

134 wreal possibility" (possibilité réelle) is
something whose possibility of actual existence is authen-

“ticated by the actual existence of its ontological suffi-

cient. causes. In V, 420=424 Maréchal distinguishes possi-
bilité réelle, which he also calls possibilité.absolue
(positive), from possibilité négative, which he deflnes as
mere absegge of internal contraélcElon in the concept of
something.  ~ .. - . Co : :
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n fhe case we gre considering, the alternatives
are narroﬁer than, those we-hafe jﬁst stated. Becaﬁse it
is perfectly actual being, belng 1nten51vely 1nf1n1te,r‘
which is the end of the natural desire in questlon, there
can be no con31derat10n of the case in which 1ts exlstence
would be -mgrely a real p0581b111ty. For it would be

absurdity to speak of more fundamental ontologlcal condl-'

tlons such as could serve as sufficient causes for the

:'?‘the desmre is totally;ln_valn;‘

<! . B .
S 4 '

exlstence‘of perfectly actual being. Ontologlcal sufflcient
causes of real existence are iﬁ-the.line of act, and there

fcan be nothlng in that 11ne more fundamental than perfect

l_

act. It, on the contrary, must be the ultlmate ontologlcal

cond1t10n of- the real p0331b111ty of everythlng else. Sc, j

‘- the alternatives 1n the case at hand, and thelr respectlve

'-consequences, are only these° either the end of the natural |

=~

desire 1s an absolute 1mp0351b111ty in the. real order, ‘anfl

14‘or the end of the nat al o

desire (God) is-something.actuall& existeht,:andlthe natu-

ral desire is not-in vain.’

Ty

14Thls barely beglns to state the loglcal conse—

V*quences of this alfernative. For the real existence of a-

perfectly actual being to be an absclute impossibility

- means-that there can be no ultimate intelligible ground
- for- the real existence of anything at all, because the .

" intelligible ground for any real existence must be in an
“ actuality, and rio being which is 1imited in agtuallty

(ontologically finite) can completely justify its own

- exigtence or that of any other. Pursued to its end, this

position entalls the ultimafe non—zntelllglbllzty of real
existence. ‘ L

o




.53

But is it possible that ihe‘naturai desire be in

vain? It is at this point that:Manéchal'invokes'(thus,'

" elearly, affirming its truth in his view)ethe Thomistic

- axiom, Naturale autem desiderium non potest esse inane, .

a.natural desire cannot be in vain,t?

& .
The truth of this axiom does not, I think, immedi-

1mpress 1tself upon modern reaaers and thinkers. Tt
would be rash to try to remove 21l 1ts dlfflculty, and I
"shal; not 50 trwu;.The‘concepts of a “natureﬁ and of a :
'.i"nafural desire"'are enbject to much‘conceptual‘obecurity;
and what the terms may 1eg1t1mately mean would prov1de an
-'1ssue for hot dlspute among phllosophers, and 1t is w1ser
for us, here, +to 'avoid entering that dlspute. | ‘
I shall 11m1t myself to a more modest observatlon. -
: .',that some (I do not say all) of the dlfflculty w1th the
i'Thomlstlc axiom is. that its exact meanlng in Thomas and in
Arlstotellanlsm 1s often not ‘seen, and therefore the un-
'thlnkable 1mp11cat10ns of rejecting it (whlch is to say:
the reason for the nece551ty of afflrmlng 1t) are not
Ciclearly focused and faced., The expre331on "natural desire" |
covers: all the ba51c orlentatlons, radlcal tendenc1es,_' |

3
pos{tlve pred13pos1t10ns of everyth;ng created. In man's

-

_case it covers, especlally, his predlsp051t10n toward truth, ‘

.through his 1nte11ect, and toward good, through hlS wzll -

| 1%, el G., III, 57.. Maréchal&utzllzes and com-
- ments on ﬁH1s axlom in V, 421—424. ' |

Ly



6r{’in other words, his vasic orientation tbﬁard being,
thus analyzable in its traﬁéeeﬁdgntal properties relative .
to different functions of mén's'ﬁéfure..'Thus,fmaﬁ's -
"nafural desire” is to-gg; as fully as yossiblé,_and-this
is to pogsessatftih'in.knowledge“and gqod‘in love and
~delight. This natural deSire'is one and integrai, its 'j
éspécts are intefdependent.r | ‘f o o~
Tﬁe consequence of’asserting that man's nétural
desire is or may be in vain is, thus, nothlng 1ess than
'the radlcal undermlnlng of man's basic orlentatlon and
pred13p091t10n,'one aspect of which is hls‘orleptatlon tb
truth through his mlnd. A natural desire can fe‘iﬁ:vain"

]
'1mp11es that man's asplratlon to: achlev1ng truth may be in

valn, the ba31c uu:pose of hlS m1nd may be V1t1ated.16 '

Pursue thls 11ne a llttle and one sees that thls

.

. .. is a- pseudo—p051t10n, 1mp0851ble to afflrm - whlch means

?hat its contrary: naturale de51der1um non-potest_esse inane,
Yindicates and provés i£S'trutﬁ._ For no suﬁieét'caﬁ“éay:;‘

"Thought may very wél;.eétébiish no qpntaét'wiﬁh reaiity;
. truth may be'completély;iﬁéccessible",jbecaﬁse the very

'afement.(any'statement;"gfen thisAsképtical-oqe)‘musf'bea .

' 16Th13 negatlve 1mp11cat1on for theoretlcal reason
is- not its .only implication. . It is merely the one I wish -
to stress, for reasons of an emphasis to be developed
later. (See below, pp. 58-63.) "A natural desire can be
-in vain" has negatlve 1mp11cat10ns for Eractlcal reason as
well. - _ o L

S
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made on the basis;of a certaiﬁ insight achiéved.w Insight
 into1wh§t? -— Inté'truth; into the‘way‘something stands in
reality. _Inlthegcasé in égéstion, the'insighf into reality
. which might lead — illégitimafelj — to the assertion of
¢o¢bietg.sképticism or its possibility; would'proﬁabiy;bé
theﬁknqﬁlgdge;that some; evén ﬁ great number, of particular
.jﬁdgments'ﬁadg were erroneous.‘.The.feaction of (sﬁﬁposédly)'
complete-sﬁepficism is ah exaggerated-reaétioﬁ?‘involving‘
a lbgicairlapsé, due:to-fruStraﬁion, perhaps repedted, in
.gchiefiﬁg the tfuth; But, agaiﬂ: in strict logic it refutes
_itself;- The‘mindrﬁannot'denj its_capa¢ity'for tfufh, and |
even*iniverbally_denying'it, the Eapacity'is-vindicated by
| the content of thé demial. Seen in the light of the wn-

tenable implication of its. negation, the Thomistic axiom,

when naturale desiderium is taken according to Thomas®
‘meaning, attains a certain evidentness, one might even say

‘gn oﬁﬁiousntruth.}7_”._‘ T o '

S ¥7Thi3'd0es not mean that the truth of the axiom - .
is immediately self-evident. from the inspection of its
terms, as in the case of a tautology. The necessary truth
of the axiom becomes evident only when it is related to

the "performative" necessities of an actual or hypothetical,
‘subject. Its necessity consists not in a self-evidentness

in terminis, but in the fact that every subject must affirm -

1%, Implicitly, in the act of committing Wimself to any
cognitive object. : o o f . ‘

. I am indebted to Prof. J. M. Vertin (St. Michael's
" College, University of Toronto) for.pointing out numerous

. examples of statements which, like the statement "A natural -
 desire can be in-vain", disprove themselves (and prove their
. opposites) as soon as they are put in'the context of "per-~
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‘The.arguhent which.Marééhalyuses in order to show
htheAnecessary faiseness.of'anr position which says or
implies that rational thought is absurd, and cdnversely‘
the necessary truth of the p051t10n Wthh says that thought
engages and discloses __;_g, resembles the argument by |

‘ whlch Arlstotle refuted the assertlon of the skeptlc, who

18

said that there was no obJectlve truth. Arlstotle's

argument was, ba31ca11y, that no subJect could con51stent-
ly assert thé@‘there was no obJectlve truth, the skeptlc s
very act of assertlon, as well ‘as any-other purposeful act

19

Wthh he undertook, would contradlct hlm, by 1mmediate1y

undermlnlng the content of h1s negatlon._ The pr09081t10n
.'that there is truth, together with anything which the. ex—

1stence of “truth necessarlly implies, is self—establlshlng.zq'

‘ formative" necessities of any subject's actual affirmation. -
_.-Examples of such statements are, "I always 11e" and "All .
i phllosophlcal p051t10ns are absurd." , ,

i ' 18Ar:.stotle, Metaphysics, Bk. IV (T?, chs. —8
sr(Bekker,Iﬁ.IOOSb 35-15I25§%; These chapters are in R = .

" ! McKeon, ed., The Basic Works of Aristotle (New York: Random -

g House, 19415, pp.'???—751., , . : V

i 19For example, the. act of rising early in the morn- -
C 1ng ‘and settlng out for Megara. See 1b1d., ch. 4 (Bekker,rj .
gl 1008'14 ff. ; McKeon, PP.- 742-743) _ S
ki ' 2OMarechal dlscusses Arlstotle s refutatlon of tne7 R
; skeptlc in I, 21+49 passim and in V,' 47; 499-500; 559, . ¢

=

Commentary on Maréchal's use of this argument may bé found
in Gi Isaye, "La finalité de. 1vintelligzence ‘et; 1'obJect10n,.
kantlenne", Revue - Ph1losoph10ue de Louvain, t. LI (1953),

- pps 43-46 and in E. Dlrven, op. Cit. (See_above, ch. 1,
 " no 1), p. 154, De lo . . . - o ’

[ . - e ) . . o
A - . . '
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L : --The'line of;?easoning'whioh we have jﬁst presented,
lwhich develops a proof of God's exlstence from the 1nternal

- LN

_flnallty of our ratlonal nature ‘in general, 1nclud1ng both
ats Speculatlve and practlcal aspects, can be.summarlzed

®

“in the follow1ng.four ‘steps: - _ L _‘ l~‘ "Ll“
(1) The end %o whlch the natural appetlte of our spec— ‘
ulative and praotlcal facultles (1ntellect and
w111) propels us is the 1nf1n1te being, God, as ‘
‘somethlng to be possessed 1n contemplatlon and
delighted in. N .
'r(é) Elther this end of ours (God) really exlsts or our
: : natural appetlte is in valn. |

K A 4

i(3),The prop051t10n "the natural .appetite is 1n valn" )
o leads to absurdlty._ No subaect can really afflrm e
it, because to do so- would undermine the whole of
rational act1v1ty, speculatlveMEhd praotlcal. "i ;f;a
"The hatural desire is not in vain" is thus neces- ; “-.f*ff
» sarily trie (that 13, it must ve. afflrmed by every . |

subaect). o : . ‘ -\
-l(4) It follows from this that our end (God) reelly e ,-‘ //)

_ exists.

b
-

The argument we have summarlzed cen and does . )
' utilize the whole of our rat1onal act1v1ty, thet 1s, both \J
1. the practlcal and the theoret1cal employment of our in- '

s

N
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telligence, because it is the 1mpllcat10n of the flnality

' AL,
’ of our: 1ntegra1 rat10na1 nature whlch is 1n questlon.

The ‘necessity’ of the real. exlstence'of our end could be - S
demonstrated as 1mplled either by one or the othar aspect
(praotlcal or theoré%ical) of thls flnallty taken by 1tself,
or by the whole flnallty taken w1th both its aspects. Thus

it would have been poss1b1e to make the argument on. the

. ‘basys;of the f;nallty-of-our 1ntelllgence-cons1dered in- .
'“:_hits;practical aspect:aione.f‘That-isfto\say, it is,nosSibleh

‘- to‘isolate», by aﬁstraction .from,“"a ldarger whole' (the Jinte-?

gral flnallty), a’proof of God's ex1stence from the f al-‘
1t§ of the pract1ca1 reason..('l | o
‘We have not done thls, however,‘but have for the
most part presented the argument in terms of the’ 1ntegral .
finallty of our rat10na1 nature. Toward the end of our o
presentatlon we-began to stress the 1mp11cat10n %{ the

flnality as seen especlally — and,-agaln, by an abstrac- :

tlon from 1ts tgtallty — on 1ts speculatlve 31de, that 1s,‘»-”

the flnallty of our theoretlcal reason. In str2351ng thls ,.'“u

aspect we. have followed the Sp801al emphas1s Whlch Marechal
placed upon it,'an emphaS1s whlch 1s explalned by Marechal'
interest in. v1nd1cat1ng eSpec1ally the rlghts of the theo—_"-

retical, spkculat1ve reasoﬁ?-— not Just of the reason 1n

general - agalnst the exce531ve strlctures placed upon 1t et

-

by Immanuel Kant. ""‘r"ﬁ'fjf:{afm“*‘;{ﬁd'“ﬁf'"ﬂ'f”hﬁ(ﬁffﬁﬂ}alet

R

'ﬁ s B . ) . we R . N A A
e
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That the existence of Gdd is.necessariiy.iﬁbliéd: o
‘.iby'the.figglity of the.pracﬁicai reason -- a thesié which

21

Maréchal accepts as true” —- would not carry-thé'cohclusion

K of the‘searéh for a bossibié:proof ofded's‘ékistgnbe beyonad -
i?hht‘s’end pointﬁ-forKant séid thaterd'é real éxistence
could béaprovéd és-something.neceSSarily‘impiiéd_ﬁy the
Fractiéal feason.‘ﬁBut‘Kahf téﬁ@ht that God's rgél existéhéé
'kthétfié,_ekiSténce'as$Ometﬁing reél ih,iﬁself,“ﬁot.just"
_as'a:ﬁyﬁostétization of}an;“idéal" neéd of reason) could
_:ggt:be Prqvéd_onlthe‘groundé of'spequiafive'féasdn.l,And S
, it waé‘Mafgchélﬁs'pﬁfﬁdsé.tq show that Kantlwas nistaked
-88 to fhis-uspedﬁiéti§e_aggostiéisﬁ". Maréchal wiéhedﬁfo‘
;éhow%hat'even on ' the groundq of speculative;reason alpné
 £h9éx@sténceé? Godﬂcould-be,prbved;'prbvidedjthe‘5pecu-_
-’lative:réﬁson'wgre'segnlfof what in fact'ittis,;hamgly é‘.
'ﬂynami§; fina1i$ticIfunctidnfof gsrational nature in _gquest
o of itg;iﬁfegrélweﬁd.zz'-l_' e s k,)

b N
) +

2lsee v, 528-531. . e | |
| 2‘~220n'v; 37 Maréchal syfis up Kant's metaphysical.
~ .position as "agnosticisme spfculatif, tempéré par la .
- eroyance morale". -Throughout Cahiers III, IV and V ,
L © ‘Maréchal repéatedly characterizes Kant's position as amn - = <«
wins oo gemo$ticism of the spéculative .reason in relation to nou- .
“* " menal (metaphysical) reality. The radical source of this - .~

s .# . Lo A \IRE ‘

agnos&1c1sm,‘aqcordingltb¢Maréchal,.was Kant's failure to =
recognize the éssential and ‘constitutive role of the in-.
‘tellect's internal finality- in spegulative knowledge. -

S€ey.Ce. Loy ;II|30‘ 309; V, 37-39; MM, . I, 273”287' .
LT IR T T T T |
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. cen‘ariSe'for us, without;the int

- this dynamlc functlon.

60

A cruclal point in Maréchal's 1nterpretat1on of
Jspeculatzve reason’ 1s +that the 1nternal flnallty of the T
intellect is 1nt1mately 1nvolved in the very constltutlon
in thought of a sPeculatlve obJect as obgect.23 .This .is

L 4

tlve thought to-be a goal -— an end — of 1ntellectual

5 flnallty. In other words, we are not to suppose that.- »an

obaect .of speculatlve thought 1s, somehpw, completely

c nstltute as a speoulatlve obaeot 1ndependently of in-

the tellec+ as an end. On the contrary, the functlon

<

: of 1nkelleotual flnallty "pre51des", so to speak, and 1n—

trinsically-part1c1pates ‘as a dynamic functlon in the. very‘.

genesis of the object as object.’ No speculatlve obaect

"310 partlclpatlon of

,llectual flnallty and 1s then, subsequently,‘adopted by

)

- Vi .

B b

:to say that 1t 1s of the essence of an b;ect of S ecula-‘

This does not mean that, accordlng o Marechal, the L

'mlnd, or the mind's flnallty, "makes" the obaect, 1n the _”"'

sense that the 1atter s 1stence as a reallty in 1ts own

thing S0 sweeplng when he p01nts out the 1ntr1n51c role

oG
!

C nam

‘sﬁi : 23Meréohal develops thls p01nt in several laces
. .in Cahier V. "See pp-.357-361- 439—447, 458—459, 547-558

o
)

“

s right derlves from the mlnd. Marechal does not mean ‘any-
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of intellectual finality in the tonstitution of-speculative

_ s. The objeEt's existence as-e reality in'itself is

"not c allenged. That existence has a grounding outside

the cognltive act1v1ty and the “finality of the subject.

' Ultimatelyygindeed,_the ground for both the existence in
. itself of the object and the natural finality of the Sub-.

‘ject is 1n=God, the creatlve source of‘hoth obaectlve

exlstence and natural tendency. It nevertheless remains'

-true that the mlnd's 1nternal finality, by its spontaneous

”"pursuit of 1ts‘end — being'-— in the speculative obaect,

is the dynamic function. whlch constitutes the latter pre-

"cisely as an obaect and a valid end 6f the 1nte111gence.
‘-This 1sqthe limited meanlng of Marechal's assertlon that

the mind's finality is 1ntr1nS1cally constitutive of the.

Speoulatlve obaect. The 1nterpretation does not deny —_—

indeed it presupposes —_— that the obaect, which becomesh

'an __gect for speculatlve thought through the role of our

1nte11ectual finality, has 1ts ultimate grounding as a’

“thing 1n 1tse1f outs1de that 1nte11ectua1 finality. Butr

‘infinite belng. ‘_'

when the obaect is con51dered precisely as: an obaect of

speculative thought, it appears as essentially an end of

;our 1nte11ectua1 tendency,, part;sl satisfaction of our f

‘1nte11ect's ba51c appetite for be1ng ‘== or the complete

satisfaction of that appetite, if the obsect 1tse1f is-

-
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: _ e _
In this finalistic interpretation-of speculative

knowledge all flnlte obJects, v1ewed precisely as ends,A‘

reveal, uéon reflective ana1y51s, their 1nsuff101ency

'completely to satlsfy the 1nte11ectua1 flnallty of the

subject. Thelr 1nsuff1c1ency as ends farces the mind to

_rlse beyond them to the fully sufflclent obJect of the

flnallty. In relatlon to that fully suff1c1ent obgect

. 1nf1n1te1y actual elng, the finite objects serve as means -

and stages. The mind passes from the knowledge of the
finite obJectia hrougg the reflectlve dlscovery that

-githough they are valld ends, they are not the ultlmate =

end, To the nece551ty of afflrmlng the reallty of the

ultlmate end ——in order that the mlnd's naxural flnallty

’not be ultlmately frustrated The llne of reasonlng,ﬁﬁé

whlch starts w1th a recognltlon of the necessary 1ntr1nS1c..

‘7e1ement of flnallty in speculatlve objects and ‘then de—
_veloPS the ultlmate impllcatlon of that flnallty, depends
" in the last ana1y51s on the necessary truth of the prln—

ciple that ‘a natural flnallty — in thls case the natural
' flnallty of our speculatlve 1ntellect —_ cannot‘be ultl-

, , ¢
mately in wain.” If the natural flnallty of our. speculatlve

1nte11ect is not to be ultimately in valn, the prlnc1pa1

‘precondltlon for. 1ts non—vanlty is that 1ts fully adequate o
‘obaect 1nf1n1te belng, actually exlst. From thls 11ne of

reasonlng results in the 1ast analys1s~the evmdent necesslty '

.
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of affirming that fully adequate object (God) as really

:existent,_as ﬁecesearily implied by‘the natural finality

of'the‘speculative,{ﬁfelleet;t

‘ Taking into donsideration the‘special stress

" which Marechal places upon the 1nterna1 flnallty of the

speculative 1nte11ect we could restate as follows the

'general outllne of the proof from 1nte11ectua1 flnallty'

(1) Reflectlve analysis of the ob;ect of Speculatlve_

knowledge reveals the flnallty of’ the speculatlve

obaect as obaect.

; (2)7Ref1ect1ve analysis of the flnalltx 1nvolved in

| the constltuilon of the speculatlve obaect reveals

”'the 1nf1n1te amplltude ‘of the. flnallty, ‘as a. |
natural desire for the 1ntellectual posse351on of

‘1nf1n1te belng.‘;

““_oi(3)TRef1ect10n ‘on: the inflnlte amplltude of the

L finallty leads, through the reallzatlon of the ‘

7 truth of the pr1n01ple that a natural des:re
cannot be. 1n valn, to the necessary afflrmatlon

' of the real exlstence of 1nf1n1te be1ng (God),

. . as the .sole adequate end of the 1nte11ectual
finallyy.

'1nte11ect as necessary to and constltutlve of the
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The Proof from the Impllcatlons of‘the
24

Speculative Flrst Principle®

_ Also in PD, Maréchal develops a proof of the

'exlstence of God from an 1nqu1ry into the ultimate source

.of the nece331ty of the speculatf%e “flrst pr1nc1ple"

The speculat;ve "flrst pr1n01p1e" is expressed by the.

proposition, quod est, est. That is, accordlng to Marechal,

1ts “authentlc" formulatlon.z5 I% has other formulatlons

‘as well, the chlef ones of whlch as used by Marechal, are

the fqllow;ng:
(1)ﬁg$ est ens.

(2) ce qu1 est, est ce qui est. -

(3) Ce qul est, ne peut pas, en méme temps et‘d'
1e méme rapport, ne pas atrk.,

Of these alternative formulatlons of the flrst

3 pr1n01ple, the first and the second are called by Maréchal

“the apparently tautologlcal expre551ons" of thagprlnc1—

ple..26 The thlrd fornmlatlop 1skthe_pr1nc1ple‘of non-

- -
24The locus of thlS proof is prlnclpally v, 561—565.'

| 2SSee Marechal's words on' V, 562°'"1a formule -
authentique du pr1n01pe d'ldentlte-'quod est, est'"

v

?%!.552‘-\ A



contradiction, the negative expression of the first prin—

) oiple.27‘

All these formulat1ons are loglcally equlva&ent.
 If Maréchal prefers, as he does, to use the formulatlon of
the pr1nc1ple which he calls "la formule authenthue“

:-rather than the other formulatlons, as the prlmary ba51s
of hxs remarks, the reason is that .the non—tautologlcal

- ‘character of the pr1nc1ple'1s most clearly seen from that
formulation. Indeed onewof Marechal's maln po1nts is. .
‘that the f1rst pr1nc1ple is not tautologlcal, its predl-

28

cate is not a'31mple duplzcatum of the subJect.- ‘But_

some of the expressmons of the pr1nc1ple, for example ens

: -
est ens, appear at flrst glance to be tautologlcal. They

are not really SO, however, as-: becomes clear when their

v

F-meanlng is ‘analyzed. Maréchal judges, however, that ofqg

all the expressions of the flrst principle tﬁg formula, S

!

guod est, est is the one Wthh is most llkely to avert

the (wrong) impression of tautology from the start.

In Maréchal\gzﬁiez all critique of knowledge
L ultlmately encounters. the absolute necess;ty of- obaectlve
thought Wthh the first pr1nc1ple expresses. A cr1t1que

of knowledge 1s, fundamentally, an 1nqu1ry into the

o ]

~ %see v, 561 and 563.

~
. -

o aaV,h562, ‘This pointfiS'developed‘below;7§p.f7l-72.4i

[
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By the "metaphy51cal" crlthue

—

/

-ultimate evzdence for our aff1rmatlons. It‘seeks to‘

discover and to 1dent1fy an ultlmate nece551ty of obaectlve

3

thought underlylng our aff1rmat1ons, if there is such a
nece851ty. 9 In Cahler Vv of PD Maréchal - dlstlngulshes
and relates two ways of the crlthue of knowledge whlct\“//

‘_have been exempllfled in the: hlstory of ph:.losophy.30
-Maréchal calls these “two Ways, respect1Vely, the “meta—'

By physicq{{ critigue and the "transcendental" crlthue.' )

31 darechal means prmnc1— g*"

.pahly the crlthue of our 5pontaneous objective afflrma-

tions whlch was carrled out in anc1ent and med1eva1 . .

" philosophy, W1th :/iyamework of an acceptance of the
of

'{general presupposzt1o

metaphy51ca1 reallsm._the onto-

: loglcal, noumenal value of our knowledge. ‘This "meta-
'.phy51cal" crlthue sought, by demonstratlng the absolute
thecess;ty of metaphy31cal'reallsm for thought and by _
\definzng anﬁ dlstlngulsh1ng the foﬁﬁgl ob;ect of afflrma—‘ﬁ_e
© tion at each stage of Ob,] ect:l.ve }mowledge, to prov1d?

.\-

"o
%

) Lo
R !\

, 29Maréohal took palns to. polnt out, to Scholastlcwi
philosophers sometimes rsuspicious of the ery project.of -

a critique of xnowledge, that a critique do® not imply a:
" negative verdict on the:claims oI me tap y51ca1 real;sm. )
© See, €. ey V, 17 27.‘h“- N C

3oSee v, 47—71. | B .?‘ ff"." ' f".‘.;

- 31Treated in v,’ 49 s1. -
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reflectlve Justlflcatlon for and. 1nst1tute a reflectlve
o control over the Spontaneous reallsm of pre-"crltlcal" o f‘%a
afflrmatlons. Marechal considers this "metaphy51ca1“ o S
_ crltique, as- praotzced, for. example, bf Arlstotle and |
St. Thomas, as hav1ng provided a truly eritical "preamble"
to a metaphy51ca1 theony of knowledge.32,r

By a "transcendental" cr1t1que,33 the pr1nc1pa1
klnd of crlthue of knowledge whlch has been pract1ced
in modern phllOSOphy since Kant, Marechal means a crlthue

r'whlch is carried out, nelther w1th1n the “reallst“ pre-

%'}fsumptlon of the ontologlcal, noumenal value of knowledge,

f-nor within the opp031te presumptlon (namely, that know=

71edge has no ontolog1cal value), but only w1thnnffh

. .presumptlon that there 1s a content of ‘consciousness

.hav;ng the appearance of obaectzvzty, ‘whatever may be the
N ultlmate value of that appearance. In other words, 1t 1s
"!f;a crlthue of knowledge whzch examines only the content of
‘consclousness regarded as. phenomenal. The "transoendental"-
critzque seeks espec1ally to- dlscover the condltions of
: possiblllty of this phenomenal obJect in prlorl func—~

34

. tional d18p031tions of the knowing subJe Maréchal .

v

-

33Trea1;ed in v, "51-66 and 507-514. .
Hes, v, 51-52-and 98, n. L0 -

a



argues in Cahier‘V‘of ‘D'that there is a'correspéndence

- and even a relatlon_ f transponlblllty between thesa “two
cr1t1ques.3? In partlcular, both crlthues start from

-the "1mmanent obaect", that is the_obgect preclsely as

N content.of cOnsciousness; having'therefore both an oh—

jective and-a'subjective pole.36 The two critiques

' approach this obaect from d1fferent perspectives- the
"metaphy51ca1" crlttque prlmarlly ‘from the perspectzve of -
the clalm whlch th1s content of . consc1ousness makes upon

- our afflrmatlon, “the "transcendental" crlthue prlmarlly
from the perspectlve of the a priori functlons of'the
subject contrlbutlng o the edlflcatlonpof this obaect;
*In other ,words, the former critiqne approaches the'im-‘i
manent obaect prlmarlly from the’ vlewp01nt of the obaec—-
t1ve pole and the latter approaches it prlmarily from the
viewp01nt of ‘the subaectlve pole.' The relatlon between :
these -two perspectlves on the 1mmanent obJect is. not one
of contrad;ctlon. Only the ‘ﬁ%taphys1cal" crlthue N |
directly addresses the quest;on of the ultlmatgﬁontologl-'f
cal value of the content of conscloysness._ But the '
"transcendental" crlthue dces not veto that value, it

merely stops short of it and conflnes 1tself to a de-,“

. liberately_more restrlcted—%%nslderat;on of the,ohaect.
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Msréchal calls the "transoendental“ manner of con51der1ng
- the obJect a “pre0151ve" con31deratlon by comparison ‘with
the more integral consideration’ whlch the "metaphy51ca1“ .
; orlthue embodles.37 However, 1n Varechal's view this
: “prec151ve" consideration 1tself leads to the dlscovery
of its owmn 1ncomp1eteness, 1n other words 1t 1éads to the ‘
d1soovery that the ob;ect requires, ultlmately, to be
consldered in the metaphy51ca1 perspectlve. So, the’ ‘
”"transcendental" crlthue ultlmately reveals the need for
.s "metaphyszcal" orlthue' and 1n the last analys1s all -
| crlthue 1eads to the same conc1u51on- that there is an
absolute obaeot1ve neoes51ty at the base of all our
afflrmations, guaranteelng an ontologlcal, noumenal value
of oyr knowledge.. That absolute obJectlve Qﬁpes 1ty to
whlch all crlthue leads is the neo9331ty expressed by .
the f1rst prlnclple. In Marechal s wordS°' '

+

Le premler prlnc1pe, le prlnclpe dtidentité —— et
- subsidiairement le principe de gontradiction, sa.
formule négative --.doivent ap aitre malntenant
comme l'axe stable autour duquel évolue toute.
Critique, tant métaphysique que transcendantale.
en &ffet, c'est par l'application méme du premier
. prineifie qu'un reflet d'absolu. se glisse dans nos
. contenus\bruts 'de conscience et les éldve 3 la
‘connaissances obaectives. (V, 561)3 38 .

Hseav, . .
Ber. v, 84-98.0. .~

VLV IRE S .



?of obaectlve thought.
-~operat10n and thesfunﬁ

first foondetion an&' t

170

. This statement notes eSpeclally the role of the
-first pr1nc1p1e in “obaectlvatlng" the content of con-

- sciousness and in g1v1ng it a metaphyslcal, noumenal
‘t(absolute)_value. In. other words, the role of the flrst
: principle‘is to rela{:sthe content of consclou ness to
'the order of be y W 1ch is also the order of absolute :

-;intelllglblllty. The prlnclple does this by applylng +0

the content the most. fundamental reaulrement for 1n-‘

' telliglbllity, the requlrement of 1nternal ‘coherence..

LT_ The f1rst prxnc;ple expresses the most absolute necessity

It is the 1nner}ﬁgsw“ of the mlnd'

ental man1festat10n of 1ts nature

as‘e_faculty‘of ing. . As such, Marechal seys, it is the

e type of all obJectlve Judgments,

both enalytlc and synt etlc. As Mareohel writes:

__Si le principe ar'i ‘entlté occupe 1la situetlon

- privilégiée que no-s lui avons reconnue, n'en

. cherchons: pas. d'autre raison gue celle-ci:
‘fondement premier des jugements: analythues, il

‘est en mdme temps la synthese a priori par ex-
cellence, la synthese qui commande toutes les .
autres parce qu'elle se confond avec la vie méme39‘-
de 1'1nte111gence, faculte de 1'étre. (V, 561)

o4

390f. V, 88 (text and n.l b). As is evident .
from ,these statements, Maréchal malntalns that there is-
at léast one necessarily true synthetic a priori pro- -

p081t10n. the- flrst principle. In fact, -he maintains that
~there are. other true synthetic a priori prop051tlons as
- well, expressing principles which derlve from the first

principle or are apolloatlons of, 1t. See V, 566; 584-
585. "Cf.MM, I, 155. - . ST T

PR
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In further analy51s Marechal shows that the flrst

prlnclple is not %autologlcal._ The p01nt he makes is as
g follows. The\prlnc1ple takes a subJectfqujyi est), w1th-.
:'out any connotatlon of the mode of nece531ty, but ‘simply

‘as something glven to consclousness, in any way whatsoever..
. The g__; est of the subgect, in the express;on of the first °
i fpr1nc1p1e, means no more than "somethlng which has entered _
upon the field.of consc;ousness" But in its’ predlcate

,:(est), the first prlnclple affirms a ratlonal neces51ty in- \.;,Jf

,thzs subJect. Upon analysls, quod est, est is/ ~shown to\

'imean- that whlch 1s, necessarllx is what 1t 1s.40 or, .
more exactly, the prlncaple means that as soon as some-‘
thing has entered in any way whatever upon the fleld of“
_consc;ousness, a necessary ‘relation to the- absolute order

R - of being, w;;E its requlrement of ult1mate perfect in-
; - telllgileity,.can be. attr:buted to that sqmething. The~
.'analysls of 1ts mean;nb shows that thihmrlnC1p1e has a
synthetlc, expan51ve character, because by afflrmlng in
the pre&rcate (est) the mode of necess1ty it has ‘expanded
: "the slgnlflcatlon of the subaect-content.é’.1 In fact, what

‘the prlnclple expresses ‘15 that whlch the mlnd naturally,

R WY R . . ) L . .,‘.".;‘r_"' '@. .
. - NG - '

-~ ————m . [

-

ii"r :. . 40See V, 562. e ,;,? "- lw'fy1i*“;

.rﬁe'l 5 : ast in the predicate of the prlnczple, ‘means
R necesse es See 1b1d.g, xS .




necesssrily and universally does° £0 afflrm a unlty; by _ ‘
o “,;_.} i effect}ng'a synthe31s betweenfkhe glven content and pggng.‘ o

: o f" ‘:? g fThe pr1nc1ple 1s thus expans1ve in that it- afflrms.‘

“ ﬁ fe:necessity startlng from a sﬂbaect Whlch lacks -- as.
::‘fifstfgiven - the mode of " nece581ty. And it is- Synthetlc

_ in the very Spec1f1c sense that it expresses; for every .
'& content of consclousness, every g_%; est, 1ts neeessamy
L'synthe31s w1th ____g.' Harechal states the nature of“whzsfhi
synthesls in several ways.. Fcr example, the flrst pr1n-'g“_
‘,, ciple expresses the necessary synthe31s cf any esse glven:if':
' > as brute fact w;mh an 1nte111g1b1e essence. Or, a aln, i'
. e;ijj.; the flrst prlnciple sff;rms that eveny _gingbls necess ‘ lyf_-f;,'
oo Inte11i51b1e. In the most general way p0531b1e, the pzﬁh

;\-‘ S clple expresses the necessary unlon, 1n an obJectﬁggﬂkn ' '?f,f¢f=

e
L]

1edge, of re 1tx and 1dea11tx or of exlstence and essence.
In Marechal's words-« | '

A-L°r3que 1'on ti};/"ens est ens" 'ou- “ce qux est, e
-, est. ce qui est®{ le sens exp11c1te de ces pro~.. .0 B
o . "+ positions ne peut Btre que le suivant:-“ens est’ ia ‘ -~-.$%
S _‘quod habet ré¢1onem (formam) ?ntle" ous - ;ce qui e . F
e . est, est ce 1 @ la gualité (ou la forme) exprimé =,
: ;".‘ . o : s q\ . .

.- " dans les mot ce.’qui-es tous. JugeMEnfs qui

- u,;é;w--traduzsentﬁ. « « 1'unité nécessaire d'un Suppositum -
o he o7 v “Bypothétique —e 1'8tre comme donnée brute —— et d‘une.
<t o formes == 1'8tre comme wraison intelligible® ... ..

S «” .. Ti@ principe d'identité. ‘exprime donc, -dans les termes - . ¢
Yoooom o ou"les plus. genéraux possibles, la. synthese nééessaire . ., -
co .S+ dyguod et du gub, dée 1l'existenre et de l'essence; . c .. R
T SR NS I & | s1gn1f1e, au . ond, que:-tout . etre, en: tant qu'etre A T

T o o est un. "1nte111g1b1e" (V, 56 ) LT x. ;;{-Ef,jﬂw




-
s

\*  Btre comme Idée.. (V, 563-564)

"-_fo focus. If the prlnclple expreSSes the most pr1mord1a1

o and universal synthe51s, necessar;ly exerclsed 1g>our

- -,

dlscgrs1ve thought, 1t st111 remalns the unlflcatxon of

Wcomme donheefbrute") ‘and 1nte111g1b1e form ("l'étre comme

ralson 1nte111g1b1e "), Aaréchal ertes-'

e

~ Ory eveo 1e pr1nc1pe d'1dent1te, nous. possédons.
T déja le’ type d'unité synthétique le plus général

- possible: position comme."esse" et détermination ‘,‘{'

- comme M"essence’, Ou. encores dtre comme Reallte et
X S —————

“\}fﬁ ) The poinx 1s further sharyened as M@rechal qgn- ,
"ti.nues- N | ‘ -

-

'Cefte un1 é reste duallte et ne se Justlfle donc
point par elle-méme. Quelle unité. superleure‘—— '

.a duallty: existence and essence, or g1ven reallty ("1'etreﬂ

1mposant implicitement sa néceéssité toute prlmltlve —

pourrait 1051quement fonder une synthése si univer-—

' ;“selleQ Il m'en demeure qu une .seule: l'unité par- o

faite; oll'Esse et Zssence se confondraient, ol Réel

;de l'Acte pur d'étig (v, 564)

The cruc1a1 p01nt 1n thls reasonlng is expressed

' -by the words- "Cette unlte reste duallte et ne se 3ust1f1e
;-‘donc pomt par elle-méme."' I.e'b us elaborate. The unity
' §15wh1ch the flrst prlncxple expresses 1s the purest ‘and

‘strictest unlty wh:ch our dlscursive thought can. formu—

nr

ugfécation upon the obaects of our knowledge. But the degree

.'",init)is synthetlc, as the very form of the prlnclple shows

B lf:iuPOn analysis. A synxhet1c un1t¥ is n°t & perfect unlty ;

'4

. . et Pensée s‘iﬁentlfxeralent totalement: bref, 1 unltm € 

‘eilate. Our thought can confer no hlgher degree of unzfl-*ﬂ ~'.1r

'.T;of unity represented by the flrst prlnclple is not perfect*

r

Kix
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but remains at the level of a—unlflcatlon (Synthe51s) of

' 1a-dlyers1ty, therefore 1t “reste duallté", as Hareohal

TN
it. The duallty that perszsts 1n -the case Qf the

f1r t pr1n01p1e is not an entltatlve dualltyg a dhallty

o,

. of res to res, of "quod to guod; nor 1s the synthe51s whlch )

o

the pr1nc1p1e effects a unlflcatlon of twg}"entltles""
No, the duallty 1s & subtler one and -the - synthe51s a
-';; .‘: strlcter, more perfect one than would be the case if the
| terms were separable entltlES.‘ The duallty whlch per51sts ‘

in- the expresszon of the flrst pr1nc1p1e is a duallty of

the real in- 1tself and the real as. 1n,tentlonal-42 'a‘._

o hl . )
dualzty of actual exlstence and 1nte111g1ble essence, or,<

more 51mp1y, of act and form. Thls 1rreduc1b1e duallty
. -5

which per51sts even 1nto tle- expresslon of the hlghest

\ . .

unlflcatlon of whlch our thOught is capable ralses, for .
SO our 1nqd1ry, a fundamental questlon.: What 1s the ultlmate -
gt ground for the neces31ty of the absolute unzflcatlon of
the content of thoubht, whlch the first pr1nc1p1e (1m— '

' perfectly) exoresses° The ultlmate reaéon for the unl—

e, f;catlon of a dlverslty is not from the dlver81ty 1tse1f.

SRR No unlty whlch is 1mperfect as unlty fully Justlfaes .
g T , .

T2 42Meréchal ‘several times’ dakes the p01nt that

the 1ntent10na1 is not- somethlng opposed” t0 the real or .

.. the 0ﬁt010”10&1, but is a mental mode of the re§I See,
I e. 8oy 'y Do 1, Vs 358 MM, I, 79., T
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. itself. The first‘principle contains duality and so -
cannot 1tself prov1de the ultimate- reason for the ab-
-solute nece851ty of unlflcatlon whloh -1t .expresses.

Marechal puts the problem as follows' e

-Hals lalssons ‘cette dualité concrétive cue le
. principe d'identité emprunte 4 l'imperfection
matérielle de nos concepts; méme selon sa '
51gn1flcat10n purement rationnelle, il presente ‘
"« » o« une structure loglque nettement’ synthethue,
puisqu'il affirme 1'unité nécessaire de: tout étre
. avec son eSsence intelligible.43 WNais comment alors
' revét-il une ngcessité absolue? Car aucune synthdse
o  n'est nécessaire par soi: la d1ver51te,ccomme Qi
: ,ver51te, ne pouvant &tre principe de sa propre
. unification, la nécessité d'une synthdise doit avoir .
_ sa source ‘dans -1a nécessité méme d'une unité ol.
8 egface 1a d1vers1te des termes synthethues. (v, -
563 . A

' In the flnal analy51s the cnly sufflclent reason .

" for the absolute nece531ty of unlflcatlon of any - dlver-

'51ty — a nece331ty which the first principle expresses _—

.is an ex1stent perfect unlty, a unlty in whlch actual exis- .

' tence and 1nte111g1ble essence are perfectly one, a unlty
above or before that of any synthe31s. .But sznce our -
‘human conceptuallzetlon, or the p0351b111ty thereof, is

o
-

-~

: 43Marecha1 regards the first pr1n01ple of our -
thought as weighed down,) in its aspiration to perfect.

© unity, by two species of "diversity or duality. The first

of these is a "material® diversity or duality, clinging
t0 our notion of, being bécause of the natural dependency
- of our 1nte111gence upon the input of a sensibility;’ the -

' second 'is-a "formal" duality which attaches to the 1og1cal e‘

structure of the prlnclple, even 1ndependent1y of any_
'»Iconcrete content. o U
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&

-.-;inseparably tled to the synthe81s of a d1ver51ty, above ’
”twhich level the flrst prlnclple of our thought cannot’

' rise, it :follows that thls’perfect unity will be supra— )
B 'conéeptual to us. Therefore, as Maréchal writes: .- '

.Or, cette unité souveraine n'est plus exprimable
en concepts ni par jugements, puisque concepts et
- jugements. présentent toujours, au moins, la dualité
synthétique 'du principe:d‘'identité lui-méme. Et :
~ainsi, l'unité qui fonde la nécessité 1dgique de ce
dernier se-trouve forcément. reaetee en dehors dew
-notre pensée, dans un Absolu sub51stant. (v, 564):

It 1s easy to see, rg thls whole 11ne of reason1ng,‘u

a. proof of the exastence of God' “l'unlte parfalte, oﬁ

b=

Esse et Essence se . confondralent, oﬁ Reel et Pensee
—— -

_s'1dent1f1era1ent totalement bref, l'unlté de l'Acte B

pur d'étre" 44

, resultlng from the ana1y51s of the flrst
prlnclple. God, in the metaphysmcal and ep1stemolog1cal
,(terms whlch Marechal uses equlvalently to "God“ in PD, is ;e o
fprbved to exlsﬁ as the sole reallty whlch‘could found the ‘e-' a
ahsolute-nece351ty of - ratlonal unzflcation, whlch the ! .
..first prlnclple expresses, but wh:ch requlres an ultlmateiﬂ?:
o justlflcatlon beyond the flrst pr1nc1p1e 1tse1f. The' R
| eexistence of God f- the»reallty }n whlch exlstence and 1. S
“,_”essence are perfectly one — is therefore requlred in: o

‘order for the Tirgt PmclPle o, have a gr«ound for: the ..

“aefahsolute nece331 1"\rs"h:l.clzt 1t expresses. If God d1d notef‘ff

N T




exist, theVnacessity of'the firstlﬁrinaipie would'lack“:
sufflclent groundln&, our speculatlve thought would have
no absolute guarantee of. obJect1v1ty, and conseouently

'f the functlon of the human 1nte11ect as a. faculty naturally
.orlentated -to and actually engavlng the real, in other

" ‘words a faculty of belng, would be plédced radlcally in’

. O
= . . i
'“questlon.45 , : ‘

- -

co V ., - = '

~ . . o
' &
& Dr '
; &
; l .1

1

-

"-7 45We have already discussed ‘the absurd;fy involved
in doubting' or’ denying the intellect's capacity to. engage‘
actual belng. See above, pps 54-55,,- v

e o
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CHAPTER III -
- MARECHAL ON THE THOMISTIC WAYS, PART ONE

-eIntroduction

One might expect from Marechal, a Thomist ex

%
rofesso, a presentatlon of the proof of the ex1stence of

God whlch would strongly resemble the "five ways" of St.

" Thomas Aqulnas,l or at least some ofithese_ways. Thus far,_"

however, we have seen him apbroech the proof of God's ex-

(83

1stence~through 1nte11ectual flnallty and through the im-
pllcatlons of the first pr;ncaple, nelther of whlch ways-f
has a partlcularly obv1ous résemblance to the ways of Ste.

Thomas.. It, 1s clear that Marechal does not 11m1t hlmse}f

- to ways of the proof of God's ex1stence Whlch were taught-

formally, expllcltly andcas such by St Thomas. What may

, ways he utlllzes (1nte11ectual flnallty,_lmpl1catlons of

:1'; ‘ the f:rst prlnclpie) are taught 1mp11c1t1y by St. Thomas-_'“ )
that these ways are enveloggees,sous-entendues in St. S

k\‘ o Thomasfhflve ways; and that an expl;cat%on of the.meaning
of‘St. Thomas* expressfproofsowiilfshow;them clearly..iIt

rl

I

s, m., 1,2, 30 -

> ;.4_ ,‘n | - . l- . . .. ‘._ ‘ N

be 1ess o%far, but what Maréchal would contend, is that the

5
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'; is therefore a matter of great Interest.to examine Mare-

chal's treatment of the ways of proof of God's exlstence

" which are expressly and tradltlonallf'Thomlstlc.

In the pages which follow we shallh%nrect our
attention prlmarmly to Marechal'S'treatment of the flrStA-
two of.the five Thomistdc_maxs, the.proof‘from.motion‘tf
-(EEiEE via) and the proof from efficient causality (se-
cunda viaj Furthermore, of these two ways we shall

treat only the flrst 1n detall, 11m1t1ng our dlscu531on

-~ of the second to a'comparatlvely few needful remarks.

After this, we shall devote only a- few pages to- Marechal'

treatment of-the other Thomlstlc ways. _The Justlflcatlon-'

o

- of thls restrlctlon is as follows:

‘-71 (1) It reflects Marechal's practlce when deallng

- w1th thls toplc. Maréchal wrote almost noth1ng dlrectly
“about the last three Thomlstlc ways"and what llttle he -

did write was always in. a- context whereln 1t applled glob~
n ally to all the flve ways, the appllcatlon to the - spem-;
h cific way (as d1st1ngulshed from the others) belng left .

undeveloPed and, as 1t were, noted only "1n pa531ng“.g'

(2) As Wlll become clear through our presentatlon,::
i: Maréchal con51ders ‘the Thomlstlc ways as fzve mater1ally~f'”‘

E different embodlments of one essent1a1 argument. There- -

fore they are dzstlngulsﬁed_frcm each other by somethlng

"accidental, not somethlng essentlal. It follows that an



-

- made. in Cahler V of PD, he: gaVe no express and developed

- cation between thls proof‘and the essence of all the 'ﬁp g'j' o

e

analysis of-the logical-procedure %F any one of the ways

discloses the‘essence of'all the five, so that it is.

g e

unnecessary to analyze each way;1nd1v1dually.‘ ThlS ex=- - .

plalns why Marechal presented and analyzed(gn detall only . .

' the flrst way, the argument from motlon,-occa31onally in

‘ thekcourse of the ana1y51s maklng a pa531ng appllcatlon to

-the other Ways. Aside from that, W1th the exceptlon of
some brief but important remarks about the second way,

‘o
treatment of any of the other Thomlstlc ways.-

- (3) The argument from contlngency, to whlch we

k shall give con51derable attentlon, is a spec1a1 case, not

sufflclently ccvered by the above remarks. Although there
is,, .our Judgment, no amblgulty in Marechal's use of

thls way of proof, there is- an.amblgulty about .the prec;se '

-connectlon between this way of proof and St. Thomas'

tertla v1a, which is sometlmes called the "proof from -

, contlngency“, but whlch we shall call, in order not to

‘ compcund the ambxgulty, the way-of.proof "from posslble

- ' . . ) , Lo

belngs“

The d1ff1cu1ty of 1nterpretat10n arnses from the ;

fact that Maréchal nowhere expressly made the 1dent1f1ca--d

tion between the proof om contlngency, whlch he so much

utillzed, arid the thlrd ,homlstlc way Ln dlstinctlon frcm‘r;iglii-

the others. On the othe' hand,,he made a clear 1dent1£1-“b ?'.7;~¢l

‘\

[
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~ Thomisgic ways together. . What. is unclear is whether

:Maréchai“intended-the proof from contingency to be pré-

tbisely'identified with the Tﬁomistic-proof “from‘posSible

" beings", in which case it would follow that he regarded .-

: *the “fhir& way". of 3t. Tnomas as a privilege& one, in the.

sense that 1t:alone exPressed the essence of all the
: others. -In thls case, it would be untrue-to’ say, as we
'have, that Marechal treated in detall only St. Thomas'r
flrst way and in lesser detall the second. We would have‘
o say that he gave much attentlon to the thlrd way as’
well. But 1t is not clear that Marechal 1ntended hlS _i
treatment of the argument from contlngency'preclsely as a
.treatment of Thomas' third way. B

*

15‘- ‘ Marechal does not solve thls problem for us.

'VBut let us stress that it is not a problem about the

| substance of his thought, not. even the substance of his

"-wrltlngs, and does not depenﬁ upon wh1ch answer 1s glve

5

o the questlon of whetherr r’to What extent, hlS way ‘
}u_of proof from contlngency should be 1dent1f1ed thh a
‘i'spec1f1c one -of the Thomistlc ways. So we shall,nelther‘

| ~try- to answer thls questzcn nor let 1ps_unanswered con=

;ditlon detaln us. ',f ._i.

_j;u; _ﬁ We have gone to some length in. 3ustif1cat10n .

‘*.thought about “the: essence of -the’ Thomlstlc ways. His view

. of the essence of those ways is made qulte clear ‘in his Qi
n

of the limltatlon we . 1ntend tc observe (namely, to treat,-pp““-f.f

b




Y
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8
almost exc1u51ve1y, the flrst two of the Thom1st1c ways,
and only the flrst of these in detall), because that -
11m1tat10n must appear arbltrary, “and therefore unJustlfled,
unless it is made clear that it is put upon us for reasons .

1ntr1n51c to Marechal's text, to 1nterpret whlch is pre-ﬁ'

folloﬁed in regard to St. Thomas' ways of proof 1s 1tself f
not arbltrary but is weIl founded ‘in an ana1y51s dlsc1051ng )
the loglcal un1ty at the heart of the ways. Whlleiantlcl-
patlng thls result one could observe of-: Marechal, in partlalii
justiflcatlon of hlS apparent—pa531ng over ‘of the "lettEr“ |
‘of most of the Thomlstlc ways, that hlS attentlon was al-,
ways, 1n thls and in other matters phllosophlcal, dlrected
primarlly to the aspects‘of arguments (be they those of" St._.q'
Thomas, of Kant, or-of whomever) Wthh were 1mp11c1t, ta— i

citly p\esupposed, seus-entendus, rather than to those

aspects Whlch appeared expressly 1n the "letter“ of the :;;

argument.2 To enter further 1nto d dlscu331on of - the -

-

L 2Some atte tion is. glven to thls aspect of Mare-'
chal's ‘thought in A. Hayen, "Un 1nterpréte thomiste du
kantisme: le P. J0seph Maréchal . . ." (See above, .p. 1, -
n.l) and-in A. ncelet, "La méthode hlstoflco-theorlque

. de J #:aréehal"‘ _1 jdra. en';xk.(l959), 242-266.eQA¢”
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> Teason for thls angle of approach, preferred by Marechal,
would requlre a fuller explanaﬂlon -of hlS constant phllo—
. soPhlcal purpose than should appear in these pages, given
_ the proper limits of our t0p1c, S0 we ‘shall pursue 1t noi“
;%i | further. We WlSh only to say that in our Judgment the
pursult of thls 1nqu1ry 1nto Maréchal's phllosophlcal
o 1ntent10n would produce amplexgustlflcatlon for his ap-
: proach to St. Thomas' ‘ways and would obV1ate the demand
(1f someone ‘had w1shed to voice 1t) that he st1ck to The %
“1etter“ of the Thomlstlc ways, or\even s;mply reproduce .
them. e
1t In the course of examlnlng Maréchal's 1nterpre-
"_*v' Just stated), ‘we. shall be able to deflne, in stages, the
. relatlon of the already-treated Maréchallan ways of proof
from 1ntellectual flnallty and from the 1mp11catlons of
G - the flrst prlnclple, to the expressly ?homlstlc ways, and '
"'.5:-Q; A.f thereby to verlfy Marechal's contentlon that the former
L are imp1191t in the latter., Deepenlng still further our
= examlnatlgh of the relataonshlps ‘among the ways of proof,
- we. shall attempt to substantlate and verzfy the most fﬁn—
. damental contentlon of Marech on thls subaect‘ namelyg%
'l ZT?iZ the content;on that, 1n the last ana1y31s, all the p0331b1e

waya of proof of God's exlstence come down to one, common,
) .
always 1dent1cal logzcal process' or, to say 1t 1n other




s,

S 3Marécha1's _review is entltled, "iLe Problime

‘rzs reprinted in IMM,. I, 207-259.
'Probleme de Dieu

in thlé“wrltlng, so that it is a "book review", -the des-. = -~ %
.ignation could be mlsleadlng.‘ T

- portant personal essay of over fifty pages, the. .oceasion . . .-
"..for which was Le Roy's book, ‘but the content of ‘which = =~

- made on our .topic, longer than any in PD, on whose-shorter 3 -
. statements it sheds a glarifying 11ght -.ue glve s0. mich | I
”attentlon Yo it in these pages. L SRRRFR §

a . w

' words, the igntentlon that there is but - one proof in mahy

materlal embodlments or "ways"

Meny‘Ways of One Préef

In a long book rev1ew which he pub ished ‘in 1931

Maréchal indicated, more clearly,than 'here else 1n hlS.

,3writ1ngs, some prlnC1pa1 features of his p031t10n on the o

question of proofs of the exlstence of God.37 Early in

.thls rev1ew Marechal wrote: o

: sBeaucoup ‘de "voies" condulsent 3 Dieus neanm01ns,
dans l'intention m8me deiﬁgrands scolastiques,
peut-@tre n'y a-t-il qu'urie preuve de Dieu. Ia .
diversité des voies . . . . marque la diversité des
points d'appui gque l'esprit se donne, dans le réel
prochainement accessible, pour s'élever de 1A, par
un procédé toujours foncitrement 1dent1que, Jusqu'e -
l'absolu transcendant. (MM, I, 212}y . - . . .

The maln p01nts of thls statement should be noted-

e - ) o . T . ) ' - A

" de Dieut d'aprés M. Edouard Le Roy", Nouvelle Revue’ Theo-";  e
‘logique;, LVIII (1931), 193-216 and 280-316. The revmew‘_ L

.The book. Maréchal _reviewed was Le Roy, E. Te' -,
(Paris: £ditions de 1'Artisan.du Livre,
Although Maréchal did indeed review Le Roy's book -

The review -became an im-.

transcended the - 1mmed1ate occasion.
that
over t

For this reason — =
it is an important. essay in its:own right, ‘and more-
lengthlest sustained statement which Maréchal

PR A
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L tlcs. That p031tlon we may state as follows' there is ;

R S~

'immediately. There 1s a dlver51ty of ways to,enter upon

'a proof of the exlstence of God, because the;mlnd can

'. start from any number of. polnts in the prOX1mate1y acces-

Tsable real and rise therefrom to the transcendEnt ahsolute.

l But the ways thus dlstlngulshed by dlfferent startlng

";p01nts ought perhaps to - benlnterpreted as but materlal

_varlatlons on one proof not as SO many separate proofs,

because the 1og1ca1 process — that isy the course whlch

":'the mind takes in rlslng, from,the proxlmagely accessible

real, to the transcendentlabsolute - 1s alw ays fundamenu

"tally the same. So Marechal 1nterprets the 1ntentlon of -

" wihe great scholastlcs", whom he’ does not name here.4 |

J‘And it is clear that Marechal hlmself holds the oplnlon

*

on’ this matter wh:.ch he attr:.butes Yo, the great, scholas-'; o

/

_Qonly one’ proof of;the exlstence ‘of Goa‘_onef';if"'al o

w’fprocess Oﬁ,argument ﬁhlch makes manlfest the nece531tyf -

- for God's actual exlstence to be aff;rmed, but there are:’

dszerent “ways" of thls one proof, dlst1nguzshable by
dlfferent mater1a1 startlng pOlnts.,“ f}:;g: f .; e

- In the same‘reV1ew, Maréchal went on to apply hlsj;,~'

4o,

*Thoaas and his principal commentators: Cajetan, Francis:

" :de Sylvestris (Ferrar1ens1s), gohn . of’.St. Thomas. See -

‘references to these in V; 123, i, 1 and in other- places
as noted m‘the Index of - Caluer V (pp. 610; 615, W)

It 1s clear that‘ﬁhrechal means, at 1east, St.-
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central theslsf that there is but one proof, expressly to

St. Thomas' “five ways" 5 Maréchal wrote. .
Ces dlverses voies semblent avant tout 4 ses yeux,
des entrées en‘mat1Ere communément access1bles,
.larges avenues qui tdt ou tard se re301gnent. Par
exemple, il est permis, sans remier le thomlsme,A
de ne voir, dans les arguments du mouvement, de la
causallteJ/Ee la contingence et mme des degres de -
perfectio que des manibres variées d'aborder un

- seul argument foncier. (M, I, 213)

Th1s statement shows that, in Maréchal's 1nter-

pretatlon, the nfive ways" of St. Thomas are not ba51cally

separate arguments, but dlfferent manners of enterlng upon

a single argument. They are "w1de avenues which SOOner or'

_later come together“ The flve ways start dlfferently -

;they have dlfferent startlng p01nts in the “prox1mate1y i

accesslble real“; hut they eventually become the same

| .ba51c argument.

Marechal observed that modern readers often have

'great dlfflculty 1n dlstlngulshlng the rational argumenta—

tion (wherein the um.ty 11es) fro% ‘the flocal colo n (where-;\ .

in the dlver51ty 11es) of scholastlc demonstratlo s, with

. t
o

'5Bes1des these five ways, Maréchal 1ndlcaz§s that
St. Thomas, elsewhere (place not stated), "opened some
other ways, which are not all officially ~catalogued).

(v, Ty 213) ‘This brief statement, which Maréchal doks not
.- elaborate, is in fact quite important, because Marécha 's
approaches to the proof of God's existence, as wek have
already seen in part, do not simply repeat the "catalogued"
". Thomistic ways, but develop iome ways which Thomas opened

up w1thout fully exp101t1ng. - }

!.
-

et Bt e e e
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Vthe result that they fail to percelve the solldarlty of
_the ba51c argument W1th1n the varlous ways.s_ In order -
'clearly to exh;blt thatlba51c argument, Marechal prooosed
_torexamine;carefully the'rationalrargumentatlon of what is
.perhaps the most famous way, St. Thomas' prima v1a; the
_proof of God's exlstence from motlon (S. Th., I, 2, 3c).

We shall comment on the main. p01nts 1n Maréchal's exam-

1nat1on of this proof. . ‘ . (
' T N S

§3._Thomas! Proof from Motion

The Metaphy51cal Ana1y31s of Motion *

- In order to understand "the argument from motlon,

= it is flrst necessany to see that St Thomas regarded

fnmotlon not only or prlmarlly at its emplrlcal level (for
example, as sen51b1y observable locomotlon), but in its .
tmetabhy81cal essence as-beoomzng.T_ Becomlng, metaphyslcally;
lianalyzed 1nto 1ts prlHCIPlBSF]ji"the 1nva51on of a potency
by an act" 8. That is to say that all becomlng 1nvolves two
'prin01p es, act and potency, the former moving, the latter

‘being moved‘ necessarlly two prlnclples, because one and |

-

- Gmm, 1, 213,

.@ ' ._“-""

7For the dlstlnctlon ‘between metaphy51cal and
empirloal see abogg, PP. 5=T.

8&&5;1',214- f - S

‘ﬂb
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the same pr1n01p1e cannot 51multaneously, in the same re-

spect, be both mover and moved.9 Becom1ng, or motlon, is

'thus the synthes;s of a mov1ng and a moved, an actual ano _

a potential principle,.»Maréchal points out the central -
importaaCe, for St. Thomas'argumentfrommotion, of this
analysis offbeeoming in terns of the'metaph&sicai prin;
ciples of act.and potency; and he e}aborates'on the role”fl

of those principles in St.'Thomas'ainterpretation of‘finite

‘beingd in general.

Act and potency, 1n Thomistic theory, are comple-

_mentary principles of all finite being. All finite belng

is, therefore, composed'and moblle, in the metaphysical

sense 1n whlch becomlng is the essence of moblllty., All

. finite being is not pure being but belng mlxed w1th be- -

‘comlng.- We ourselves, and all the obaects Qf our proper-'

and direct knowledge, are things which flt thls meta—i

,phy31ca1 descrlptlon. That is to say, we ‘and our proper

- obaects are composed moblle, 1nvolved in becoming - all .

of whlch translates a synthes%s of act and potency.

If we W1sh to contemplate these pr1n01p1es of
finlte belng in. thelrwpure state we find that both of. them,

1n opp051te ways, escape our dlrect apprehen51on — the

L]

one,by excess, the other by defect. }On one end of the

 I1pia.
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scale of act and'potency is simple and pure act, unoomposed
and infinite: in a word, God. Since pure act is not the
beiné of our proper ‘and direct“knowledge, it may be called

) Supra-being. Or it 'may be called 31mp1y being, prOV1ded :

it is understood that the word belng does not necessarlly

1mp1yﬂany_11mrtatlon_;n the 11ne of act, although the.belng

i hhich_is.properly and direotly accessible,to 3s7does have L

-

‘such limitation; and-inrthat case one proceeds to distin-
guish beings according‘to the an alogx of originai berng
and part1c1pated belng, the former concelved as 1nf1n1te
-'act, moving but not moved, and the 1atter ‘as a synthe51s
’of act and potency, both mOV1ng and belng moved, or, in
_other. words, becomlng. This. analogy extends the scale, at
_1ts upper end, beyond the obaects of whlch we have dlrect
acqualntance or of which we can. form a proper concept.

At the other end of the scale of act and potencj
Iis the pure potency. of prlme matter, which, as a pr1n01ple

‘radlcally 1ncomplete i 1tse1f, is beneath the level of

the plenary attrib ion of b elng and 1s unlntelllglble

j—

.-except indirectly,frs one necessary principle of ginite-'
material (extended) beifigs. Thus both ends of the scale .
of act and potency escape our dlreot knowledge and are
imowable by us only 1nd1rect1y.‘ Pure act 1s Kknown. 1n;3‘

_directly as the maxlmum of 1nte111g1b111ty, exceedlng the

Timits of our faculty of dlrect oono/ptual representatlon.- '

o.Pure potency (prlme matter) is-known 1nd1rectly as the

/(_




minimum of;ihfelligibility the purely passive, "moved"™
p;ihqip}e whose neceesit  1is concluded ffom the meta=-
pﬁysical analysis of he‘pfimary ebjectsrof our knoﬂ-
ledge — materlal eXtended belngs.

In between the two extremes represented by the

_metaphy31ca1 pr1nc1p1es of pure act and pure notency are

the obaects whlch are properly prOportloned to our in-
telllgence._ The rank. of these obsects on the metaphy31cal
scale is *that of things in whlch the actual and the poten-.

tlal-prlnclples are both present. These obJects are actual

-

“ .witﬁoﬁf being pure act and potential wiﬁhout being pure-

potency. They are actualltles, but 1mperfect actualltles. '

.They are bein ings, but in them belng is tinged with becom1ng. .
Slnce becomlng’ls the metaphy31ca1 essence of motion, they
are also mob11e belngs. These be1ngs are 1ntr1n31ca11y

"1nte111g;b1e accordlng to the dégre’“of thelr actuallty.lo

But.sxnce they are imperfectly actual they are 1mperfect1y

1nte111g1b1e.‘ In general, every'obaect ﬁhlch is a synthe—

:813 of the metaphys;cal prln ples of act and potency,

every belng in whlch there is becoming, every moblle belng,”

-or 1n other words every flnlte being, has a certain in- -

}tr1n51c def1c1ency of 1nte111g1b111ty, correspond1ng to
: . -

q.

10p,r the connection between actuality, the degree

. 1nte111 ibility (or affirmability) o obgects, and the
. | ol 1n¥eII1gence of cognitive subaects, see V, 326~

346.

J
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the degree of éotepcy in its metgﬁhysical syﬁthesis..

This does not mean that the finite, mobile being is

_unintelligible as bein

A But>¢ﬁat it is imperfectlz‘in-
. telligible in itself{ the possibility of its perfect
| 'intelligiﬁility depends upon a conditionfexfrinsic to it;;l
| This deficiency of intrinsic intelligibility in the mobile
beigg p}éyS‘an important'rplegin th¢ a?guméht from motion, |

as we shall next see.

o
The Intelligibility of Motion . o
as the ﬁeart of the Aréumeht B
| . Maréchal interprets the argument‘froﬁ motion‘aé-'
an aréumént'aboﬁt the requirements of the ulfimate‘mefa- '
: phfsical intelligibility of the motion which is observed,
the motion about which Sst. Tﬂoﬁas wrote: "cvertum est} et
sensu constat aliqua moveri in hoc mmndo," \(g;.gg.,'l,
2 3,c). 'By condﬁcfing'the discuésion'ih this fasﬁion;

- \.

Llgee m, I, 214-21%7"Marécha1!§ thought. on these
pages can be summarized as follows: . . ~ ,

There is a principle of potency in &1l finite
beings. No finite being possesses,of itself and as finite
being, the totality of the ontological conditions for its
actual existence. . While finite beings are actual --else
they would not. be beings at all - they are not intrinsi-
cally perfectly actual, because the ultimate ground of
their actual exisience is outside them, Hence although :
they are intelligible they are not intrinsically perfectly -

" intelligibTe, because the ultimate ground- of their in- .
“telligibility, their ultimate regson, lies outside them.
Intelligibility always corresponds. to .actuality.-

BN

bl




Maréchalfétays deéliberately away from an aiguhent which

. would be;soleiy about the phepaménal”gspectsrof motion,

that is,;he refuses'to'sfay'ai the'level of an interpre~

tation ﬁhicﬁ would turn the argument from.ﬁotion into'oﬁe

about the'prbximate reason.for the motion observed in a
billiard ball, or about the temporal priority of the |

chickén or the egg.12 By insisxing;from,the_start on the

. metaphysical essence of motion as becoming, the invasion

]

of & potentialkby an actual principie, and by interpreting
'the'is§#é as nothing other éhgp.the u%jimateintelligibifl
iity of any-mqpidn whatSOéver, he dgfinés Sf. Thomas
érggméﬁ% as-oqé about.the metaﬁhysicai Eﬁplicationslbf
bgcomiﬁg._‘The éuestionton whithMaréchal f0cusg; is;.

a - . . )
what is required if -any becoming whatsoever (of which
, X .

-there'is-pienty)is~to.be'fu11y_intelligible?13 The

of any such contingent beings

‘ '120f.'this;statement: "I1 ne s'agit pas du tout du
premier ceuf ou de la premidre poule: nous, explorons les
implications nécessaires, les invariants de notre pensée.”

- (MM, I, 215) — Let us elaborate. Maréchal explores the

necessity of affirming™a first mover, not as the first

of such- series, but at a deeper level and in a logical

moment prior to all such series: the first mover as an

jinvariant of our thought, as necessarily implicated and

implicitly affirmed in ak¥l our thought of mobile beings;

‘therefore as an affirmation logically prior to our thought
%because'it will necessarily

be agplied to our first and all subsequent thoughts of

. them). o : : . ' o

. member in a contingent series of motions or in any number

. ‘ ' - " _ . _/".
, : 13Maréchal does not ignore the possible objection
(one which the pure skeptic might make): becoming need not
be intelligible.. To. this radical objection, which would
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“
T
. answer which

this ques

rechal, 1nterpret1ng St. Thomas, gives to
.on is the folloW1ng- all becomlng requlres, 1n
orderito be‘coppletely 1ntell1g;ble,_a reallty which is .
‘-beyond becoming.r\ﬁor nothing that islbecoming has, be~
cause of the ~abiding element of potency in its metapnys—
. i : ical synthe51s, %ts fully suff1c1ent reason within itself.
/;> | . : Everythlng that 1s 1n any way in potency calls for afdj}
plement of 1nte111g1b111ty outside 1tse1f. ThlS cpmple—
ment of 1nte111g1b111ty must, by deflnltlon, come from |
_.somethlng 1n ‘act. Accordlngﬂto thls 1nterpretat10n, the -\
reason,/in St. Thomas' argument, for the nece;;:tybof
. - ‘p051t1ng a flrst mover, itself unmoved, is the deflclency
| - of complete 1nte111g1b111ty in the common metaphy51ca1
structure of all becomlng. Maréchal wrltes as follows: , v
Le complement extrinstque d'lntelllglblllte dontf
nous parlions, serait-il quelque chose qui n'est
plus sujet ¥ devenir? Alors nous sommes au but.
Ne serait-ce pas plutdt un autre devenir? . . .

- = Or, ce nouveau devenir, condition de. possibilité
- - du premier devenir, ne serait lui emé‘p0551ble

qu'en dépendance d'une conh%tjbn—extrlnseque; et

- il en serait ‘ainsi pour quelque devenir gue nous

voulions mettre en série, puisque l'insuff<isance

A

place in doubt the ultlmate 1nte111g1b111ty of all be-
coming, Maréchal makes only the following response ——
than which,. in our view, there can be and need be no other:
‘"Mais la question [de la raison intelligible du devenir ]

- se pose-t-elle? Doit-il vraiment exister . . . une raison
-intelligible du devenir? . . . Assurément, nous devons
1'affirmer; car comment concevoir gqu'il n'y en ait point,
et que l'inintelligible pur soit possible, sans déclarer

- notre 1nte111gence vicide & la racine?" (MM, I, 215)
Words in brackets supplied by us for clarity.

»
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d*intelligibilité propre, que nous 1nvoquons, se
?fonde, non. sur une partlcularlte de chaque devenir,
mais sur la structure metaphy51que commune de tout
devenir. (MM, I, 215-216) _

Thls'“common metaphy51cal structure of all be-'

,_,_;__licom:.ng" is such that all becoming, all motion wha‘csoever.

requlres for its complete 1nte111g1b111ty, 1n Marechal'

’ words,{"une condltlon réelle, actuelle de pOSSlblllte qu1

‘n a1t_p1us rlen,‘elle—méme,.d'un ‘devenir". (v, I, 216)

For this_reeson, MaréChei concludes, St..Thomas wrote:.

“necesse est devenire ad aliquod'primum-movens, Quod a nullo
' 14 ' - ) -

movetur”.

o " The Conclu51on of the Argument | o

\At thls p01nt in hlS argument St. Thomas 1mmed1-

- ately 1dent1f1es the prime mover as God, w1th a statement
whlch, Maremhal observes, strlkes many a mdgern reader as
surprlslngly abrupt: “Thls [ first mover, unmoved by any

'other] everyone unde tands to be God. nd3 Marechal, after

'not1ng that St. Thom closes each of his. fzve ways W1th a
si ilar statement,.l6 defends St. Thomas agalnst the pos31b1e

145, on., 1, 5. 3,c. Cited by Maréchal in loc.

L}

15Ibid. Words in brechets supplied by ust'

16The second through the fifth ways conclude as
' follows..‘
Second way: "it is necessary to admlt a flrst effic;ent

-
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" for certainly‘

;cause, to whlch everyone gives
- Third way: " . . . some being haying of i

95

allegatlon of an improper 1dent1f1cat10n, made 1n a too

" hasty conc1u31on. Maréchal writes:

11 [ St. Thomas ] c1ture par une aff:.rmatlon semblable _
-chacune des cing "voies" de sa démonstration claSSLque
- de Dieu. A tort? Non; car un "premier'moteur immu- ~
able" (premidre voie), "cause'premidre incausée"
(deuxidtme voie), "néce551te premidtre, sans mélange
de contingence" (troisidme voie), "maximum absolu de
toute perfection” (quatrléme v01e), "source et sommet

de toute intelligibilité" (cinguidme v01e),que serait-ce, f

dans la conscience commune de l'humanité, s1non Dleu
déjaz - (MM, I, 216-217)

| It 131nterest1ngto see Marechal's appeal, in the K
words just quoted, to_“t@e compon_consclousness of human—;
ity" in suppert of,theﬁcorrechess of Stl Qhomés"ideﬁti_
fication of the end point of each of his five.ways with

»

God. It may seem that Maréchal, in support of Thomas,

‘has done no more than‘tq restate the intent of the words,

"everyone®, "all men", and "we" in Thomas' own conclusions;-

e@-t St. Thomas meant was that the common -

consciousness of Tidy would attrlbute the perfectlons '

- indicated by the Nve we d gnd_to God alone.

God.";

self its own
necessity, and not receiving 1t friom another . 35, This.
2ll men speak of as God."
Fourth way: " . . . something
cause of thelr being, goodness, and every perfectlon, and
this we call God,." :
Fifth way: "some 1nte111gent berng exists. by whom all

" natural things are direéted to their end; and this being -

we call God." (S. Ths
C. Pegis in Basic Writi
York: Random House,

L]

I, 2, 3,¢) Translation,of Anton
S of Saint Thomas Aqulnas (New

ch is to ‘211 belngs the =

=




. chal's V1ew, a matter of maklng more expllclt Thomas' own -

R

To some extent this is what Maréchal has.done -

merely restate St. Thomas, addlng only some greater ex-'

_p11c1tness about the 1ntent of Thomas' words. But Maré-

chal has alao done more in support of Thomas. He has

f'comblned the flve ways in his summany statement in such a
manner that both the solldarlty of the ways w1th1n a 51ngle
' argument and thelr necessary convergence upon a 31ng1e ob-

'Ject becomes more evident. Thls,etoo,_ls only, in Mare-

».

Ty

'1ntentlon. ways,whlch might seem, on a.casual readlng, to
‘.be’separate ?nd independent.arguments are notlreally‘ o,
' butwaretonly‘material variations on one-argument;w Thi

"nlurality of ways serves mainly the purpose of'making‘ he_

cdmmon'argument_accessible and‘comprehensible to the

- greatest possihle number of human minds. A mipd which

might not understand the proof 'in one way would have

| several other chances-to "come aboard™ the train of the

"argument. In one varlatlon or another, it is 11ke1y that

most human belngs would flnd it comprehenszble. The.
advantage gained by exp11c1t1y comb:nlng the ways,as

Maréchal ‘has’ done 1n thls summary statement, 1s thef

‘_fOllDWlng. whlle it 1s possible tha one or another human

.mind may.fall to see’ the necee31ty of}- dentlfyang God.wzth |

the partioular-perfectiOn indicated by any dne of the five

'ways;‘consideredfseparately, it is almost inconceivable
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that anyone could fa11 to make the 1dent1f1cat10n when 1t
is made clear that the perfectlons 1ndlcated by.all the

" ways must converge in a 51ngle object. To 1ns1st expll-,;-‘“
cltly on the comblnatlon of the qualltles of first unmoved
mover, necessary belng, ‘maximm of dlrectlve 1nte111gence,i
and so forth in one,entlty is considerably to augment -the

| case for the-necessary 1dent1f1cat10n of this entity as_"

frr_____f;WGodi‘inwa_eonception_oquod which would he‘acceptabie_td;_u,

-something approaching a common consciousness_of human°ty.

ThlS 1s what Marechal has do in supp' St.

thelstlc conc1u31on of hlS ways". Marechal con—

ers-Thomas' conelusion of each of the ways -completely
eorrectland necessary, but perhaps:susceptihle-to an in-
terpretation which-would make mOre explicit the fundamen—'
tal unlty of the ways ‘and the nicessary commonness of their
. object. . To 1nterpret Ste. Thomas 'in this fashlon would ndt
| be to impose somethlng new upon his thought, but rather to'
draw express attentlon to an aSpect of his thought whlch

. *
Thomas, in hlS brlef statement of hlS flve Ways, left - -

' stated, as a tacit presupp051t10n. To prov1de thls exr
p&lcltatlon is of SpEClal didactic 1mportance for the
modern reader, who is often both unfamlllar W1th the pre-
supp031tlons operatmve in scholastlc arguments and (be-

' - cause of the 1ntense and extens1ve crltlclsm of proofs
of God's exlstence in ‘modern ph11o30phy) espeelally
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he31tant to accept a thelstlc concluszon whose necessdty‘
seems 1n any way quest:.onable.17 : o -'u : o .
To conclude hls'1nterpretetion'of'£he ergument
SLrom motlon, which has become, as we have seen, an 1nter-
pretatlon of all the five ways together, Maréchal observes
that St. Thonasad;d_not end his proof of'the true God w1th

‘this brief statement of the five ways. Instead St. Thgmasi

used_xheﬁQuestdons of the Summa‘Theologica dealing with the
. natnrefof Godlg’to'complete-the proof and to augment the |
1dent1f1cat10n of the true‘God.\ In partlcular,nﬂerechal
says, 1t was ‘in these Questlons that Thomas demonstrated &
- the "strlct transcendence" of the unmoyed-mover, flrst
cause, gnd so(forth, and thereby ralsed the’ conceptlon of
the d1v1ne absolute "above panthelstlc 1mmanence" 19"50,‘
1n<Marecha1's 1nterpretat10n Ste Thomas' flve ways, taken
Just in themselves, were only a demonstratlon of the neces- -

sity of thelsm (the afflrmatlon of a God) 1n general. In
3 :

17Our prlmary purpose in s is to pre-
sent and interpret Maréchal's thought, not to judge it .
favorably or unfavorably on this or that point. We wish
" nevertheless to say that on the topic we have just dis-.
. cus$éd ‘we regard Maréchal's Lnterpretatlon of St. Thomas'
thought (viz., the essential-unity of the argument in the .
-five ways) and his defense of the necessity of the the- -
- igtic conclusion of those ways (viz., that the "first
mover", efc. must be that which manklnd in general would
call "God") ‘as. simply correct., B

18

e

’Se Th., I, Questlons 3-26. _L
19mm, k2 217.




Ch

TR YO EPPeYS

,-

[
. . .
- -

order to have a demonstratlon of a strlctly transcendent

. God, a “proof of the true God", as Maréchal says, those
‘-. ways needed to-be developed somewhat further, whlch St.
tThomas did in subsequent Questlons of the Sﬁ%ma. The
sense in whlch Maréchal understands thls further develop-'
- f_ment is not that of.substantlve addltlons to what was QQJ;'

contained-in-the'?ive ways, but _rather that of puréuiﬂg fﬂ* | -

P

‘and elaboratlng some conclu31ons whlch were tac1t1y or. ‘ia - (i
Impllcltly contalned there. 'The 1dea is that the flve ‘?#%? ‘a«'-l
ways, Just in: themselves, do not state all that they , _ ~;‘<Q'
.. gmp_x ‘but by dlalectlcal deve10pment of thelrfmeanlng |
;through further questlons thelr full 1mp11catlons can be .

seen. .- _ S ;__)/
"'_\‘ . . - . : . : . .

-

Defense of the Proof agalnst a Crltlcal Challenge-'

Marechal's exp11c1tat10n of the argument from - ‘v__‘

motion ends wmth thls mentlon of Thomas' com_ et}
4the proof of God 1n 1ater Questlons of the Summa. How~-p
ever, in the next portlon of the rev1ew we have been fol-
l-_ 1owing, Marechal defends the argument he has aust 1nter- _
- preted agalnst varlous crltlcal challenges. To follow . )

:the detail of these challenges and of Marechal's re3ponse

to them.would go beyond our present purpose. We shall
::restrlct ourselves to maklng some comments on’ only one '_Z;p
L of the crztlcal challenges (the flrst, in fact, wh1ch

~’

'g‘mﬂMIéchal takes up) and on Maréchal's answer to it, because

- " - . . . -f ©

S e

) . ) . '_ - . - B N : LT
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argument 9f St. Thomas and.fp define his own approach to
the. froof of God. |

The charge is that the proof from motion is nothing

but a "Jeu déductif d'entifés. conceptuelles”. (i, I, 217)

Maréchal 1nterprets thls charge to® mean that St. Thomas'

proof is nothlng but “conceptual ana1y51s"“ a mere "proof - o

el 2

by concepts"' in the peaoratlve sense Whlch those terms
carry, especlally 31nce Kant' amous refutation of,the

"ontologidel argument", the’ "prod concepts” par ex- .
cellence; 20 N | I |

In answer to thlS charge, Marechal wrltes the

-

follow1ng°

l'analyse conceptuelle, prathuee -dans 1'Ecole,
n'est pas, et ne dgit pas &tre, 2 proprement _ o
. -parler, un ‘Procédé ‘dvinvention, une saisie de - ®
+. tranches nouvelles du réel: en contenu brut,
- elle:ne dépasse jamais la richesse de son point
- de depart, elle elucide, elle expllc1te un contenu
déja possédé; falsant cela conformément aux normes
,absolues de la pensée, elle "démontre" ‘aussi, ,
c'est~2-dire exerce un contrfle rationnel réflécéhi;
mais elle ne crée pas. Discursive et analytigue, -
lda démonstration de Dieu par le mouvement ne
pouvait donc -rien offrir dans sa. conclusion, qui
ne se trouvAt confusément .enveloppé dans son point
de départ, la réalité conceptuiellement définie: du

. . - . R . N

v S .- -

2pantts refutation of the “ontological argument®

is in the Crltlgue of Pure Reason, Transcendental Dlalectlc,

Smith's translatlon ,of the Crltlaue (see Blbllography)

this refutation is on pp. Maréchal treats this |

‘-t0p1c 1n III, 254-256.

- - . . - v o -
: .o : s A : =
. - S

- this anSWerﬂhelps_to.refine ﬁis ihterpretation of the

n
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‘“motus". Conclure Dieu 2 partir du. de en1r est
point se hausser, par le moyen du de ir, ue

connaissance directe de Dieu, c'est penetrer m1eux :

la structure intelligible du devenir méme; ou si.

1l'oh veut, c'est ne connaltre Dieu que dans la mesure.

ol il est signifié par‘ia relativité "transcendantale™
. essentielle au devenir metaphy51que. Aussi, -.au 901nt

de vue reel de la possi ité ou de l'existence, tzht

vaut, pour nous, le/pciﬁtiﬁe départ, le devenir, tant

vaut la concluslongnDieu. (MM, I, 218)

.o 4 o .®

The understand 1 of Marechal's 1nterpretat10n of _ oo

the proof of God's exlstence depends upon elucidating the
ﬂwords Just quoted. The maln elements in thls 1m£nrtant t'a‘
statement .are elabcrated in. the four points below. 7'
(1) Marechal admlts that the proof of God's ex--
istence is 1ndeed.a,matter of conceptual analysis; but S

at .the same tlme he denles the peJoratlve connotatlons

whlch sometimes attach to those terms (namely, the alle-

gatlon that "conceptual analy51s" cannot deal w1th‘;atters

of actual exlstence) It is ev1dent that Marechal means

. that the proof of God's existence is a- conceptual analy31s.

which does deal w1th actual exlstence. But for this to be.

" the case the analys1s ( the reasonlng, the argument) would . =

rhave to-start from a point whereln 1t 1s already engaged

with actual existence. ﬁawing s0 stafted, tnere is. no'

- reason why a conceptual analy31s should not continue to .
engage actual exlstence' 1n fact, the only reason\why 1t
might- cease to do so ‘would- be that it got off the- track

'an& became 1nconsequent1al at some p01nt.. In Maréchal's

: view the only kind of" conceptual analy51s which cannot ‘ _
| . aﬂfe’”’_ﬁ
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effectively deal with matters of actual existence is on
which starts in a condition of detachment from real exis=

tente, - that is, With a concept which is a meretmental

fabrication. Such was the startlng poznt of sSome proofs

of the existence of God, those of which the type is the

--"ontologlcal argument" ‘whlch started w1th-some kind of E;-

alleged “intuition of ' the divine essence and found, so to
speak, necessary exlsten.e contalned thereln. ‘Maréchal
denles that man has’ such an \i tultlve startlng p01nt
e1ther for theaknowledge of flnlte esserices or -— all the

more -— for that of a transcendent essence._ Therefore

the concept from whlch the ontologlcal argument starts is

an arbitrary one, bearlng no gualt tee of connectlon ith

actual exlstence. But the startin g of St. Thomas'

.proof 1s of a dlfferent character, as- we shall show in

A

(2) Maréchal deflnes in a very prec1se fashion

the startlng p01nt for the proof of God's exlstence.

‘Stated in one word, the startlng p01nt is becomlng (lé
' devenir). Stated more amply, ib is “the conceptually
deflned reallty of 'movement'" ("1a réallté conceptuelle— -

 ment déflnle du. 'motus'“) 21_ This, unllke the startlng

-?;See passage cited-abcve;‘pp. 100-101.

o~
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point ‘of ‘the ontelogiCal‘argument; Es‘a starting point

' clearly withip actual existence. It is the reality of
-motion. But it is’ 1mportant to note carefully Marechal'
words, whlch do not stop at thls point but go a syep far—

. ther. "The reallty of motion", as a startlng peiZt, coulﬁﬁ‘

be taken to mean that the startlng p01nt-@s a purely

bhenomenai;zne, and.thatfmaféchal is éoiﬁg.to start and A

,p\\ﬁup;oceed-as a pure empiricist. But the st??%ng point

Yo

'Maréchal assigns to the proof of the existence of God is
- not the mere phenomenon of motlon — Marechal does not

. -start the proof of God as a pure emplrlclst o but "the
:conceptually deflned reallty of 'movement'",bor the -

reality of motlon, grasped conceptually._ A reallty,

;grasped conceptually, has a hlgher 1og1ca1 s S than'

a mere experlenced phenomenon‘ 1ndeed it is a nascent

metaphySICal ob;ect, on the way to “full 1nte111g1b111ty ‘e' ;
as being. To start from such a reality, at such'a stage. |
of a391m11at10n by the 1nte111gence, makes p0351b1e, '

through the unfoldlng of 1ts 1mp11cat10ns, a range ‘and a .

i level of conclusmons whlch could never be achieved on the . ’
basis of a purely phenomenal startlng P°1nt’2? | : |
S In fact, ‘Maréchal regards the clalm of, or the
o .‘ 2201.-.- e.bOVE, PP ‘5---71 and p. 39, n. 36. '

b - o
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insistenoe upon,~a-pufely phenomenal:startingfpoint as
somewhat selffdefeating} Such a starting point is possibie
as an artifice of method — indeed it is not only possible,
but it has been and is-practiced: It van even be advan-
tageous for purposes of criticism of knowledge; where the .
primary objective is to put the certitude of our ordinary -
afftrmetions of reality to the test.' But in the last .
analysis the p031t1ve value of adoptlng such a startlng
point is only prov151ona1, for the startlng point itself
"is radically unstable, and glVES way, whentlt is subJected
o the sllghtest 1ntelleotual reflection, to a more ample
startlng point, no longer merely phenomenal, but 1mp11—
cltly metaphy31ca1. So, 1n the 1ast,analy51s, a startlng

p01nt»such as "the conceptually deflned reallty of motion"

is not only a natural, spontaneous one for our 1nte111—_

gence (and that it 1s, muich more natural and spontan
on),

than the "pure phenomenon", whlch is a kind of fic

but also an 1nev1table, loglcally neoessagx one..

(3) Maréchal asqerts that the conc1u51on (the _

real exlstenoe of @ is already_possessed in some fashion-

in the starting poin; . the oonoebtuel analysis, before

'the “demonstretion" is developed. The _starting point has \\\;

S -1 richness of content and implication which the conceptual L 0
: analyels penetrates, eluc1dates, raises to a state of ex-

pllcitness.' The "demonstration" of the existende of God

/7




"fere tautology, as Kant Judged the ontological argument
to be°24 is St. Thomas' Erl v1a, as 1nterpreted by

105 .

is not a sﬁrpassiﬁg of ‘the "brute content®™ of the starting

-point but a greater rational control exercised over it, bx}

a reflection which raises .to clearer consciousness all that -

which {s'"tacit",réo to speak, in it. It does not add a
new content but brings to light, deéper éspécts of the

startlng p01nt, a rlchness that is not adverted to before

' the momeqt of reflectlon. So 1mpor1ant 1s this p01nt that

weswish to repeat here‘those of Marechal's words wh1qh
express it:

ltanalyse conceptuelle . . » n'est pas . . . une
saisie de tranches'nouvelles du réel: en contenu
brut, elle ne dépasse jamais la richesse de son
"point de départ; elle élucide, elle explicite un
contenu déja possédé . . .. Discursive et analy-
tique, la démonsiration de Dieu par le mouvement
ne pouvait donc rien offrir, dans sa conc1u51on,
gqui ne se trouvat confusément enveloppé dans son
point de départ, la reallte conceptuellement Cat
définie du "motus"

Does thls mean that the proof of the exlstence of

God from ‘motion is the proof of somethlng “"per se notum

quoad nos", as the ‘scholastics would say, that "God exists"

is a purely analytlc prop051t10n, such*that the predicate

1mmedlately entalled by the-subJect" 1s‘1t perhaps a

2 | ‘ "iiﬂ :
-2

23Passage clted above,pp. 100-101.

24I.oc. eit. supra (p 100 n. 20).

. - >
R €.y




a4

) | .. 106

-

Marechal, really the ontologlcal argument in dlsgulse9

One mlght be tempted to draw thls conclu51on on the
igroun&s that Marechal states that the conclusion of the
argument is non—exten31ve or non-1ncrementa1 of the start-

1ng p01nt and the process is. analytlcal.

-

These grounds are, however, 1nsuff1c1ent for

-

c aracterlzlng an argument as the ontologlcal one. While

xt\ii/ﬁrue that the ontologlcal argum

bharacterlstlcs. namely, aknon-lncrement-.

2.5 these two

an analytlcal procedure, these characterlstlcs are not

what prlmarlly deflne that argument or dlstlngulsh it from

-y

‘others.: What prlmarlly deflnes and dlstlngulshes the

L

_ontologlcal argument is the (claimed) 1ntu1t1v _nature ef .

‘the starting point, and not the analytical progedure or
the logical relation ef the conclusio
point. Maréchal denies that human intelli
'intuitivezgraap of essences. In his vigh the starting
point.nf human knowledge is in realitiea like motion,
grasped thrnugh a collanoration of sensibility and con—
.ceptual 1nte111genee. In the nature of thls startlng
'point is the great dlfference between the ontolog1ca1

: argument and the argument from motion as Marechal 1nter-

-prets its The,dlfference can be stated succlnctly as
follows: | o
In the case of the proof which Maréchal inter-

-
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'prets'and‘makes his own the conceptual anéiyeis, which
produces the conclu51on, is not practlced on the concept
_of nGod" (whlch, if it were "thé case, would make it the

: ontologlcal ergument),.but on- the concept of "motlon".

‘The conclusion-"God existé“ does not follow from an analy-

' tical unfoldlng of the 1mp11cat10ﬂe of the subJect, "God"
(essence 1ntu1t1ve1y grasped), but from an analytlcal un:\
foldlng of the 1mpl;cat10ns of moulon (reallty graspeq by
2 human, sensitivo?rational iﬁteiligence). LFor ifs,pre—

-

" mise, the'dntologieal ergument claims 1ntu1ted meta-
physical content, of which Maréchal derfies the p0351b111ty
for human intelligeueee The‘argument from motion has as
premise a fact of concrefe'experience. eTherefore,'fhe.
‘analy51s in the case of the argument Marechal 1nterpret51

starts in a p01nt of real existence and will contlnue to

 deal w1th real existence as long as. 1t is consequentlal

(/?\‘ .w1th 1tse1f. The ana1y51s in the case of the ontologlcal

argument starts W1th what is, in. Maréchal's Judgment,
‘///pure mental construct, whlch is: arbltrary. ,There is no .

guarantee of 1ts relatlon-to actual ex1stence;wnor can .

there be any guarantee that the ana1y81s of it deals W1th ;

_ real ex1stence. . _
(4) Maréchal conceives of the,demonstretion'qf
God as a deepenlng, through refle ion' of the under-

-standlng of what ig ultlmately 1mp11ed by any becomlng.

-

-
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There are'two elements in this conc tion which need to -
be clarlfled the reflectlve chara ter of the demonstratlon
and the deeper penetratlon of thevlntelllglble strudture

of becomlng.

-

Reflectlve Charecter of the Demdnstration. The' proof of

. God's existence is not a parg of our dlrect, primary and

‘spentaneous knowledge. It belongs to a dlfferent 1nte11ec-

-

tual act, that of reflectlon, whlch occurs at a second .
moment of our 1ntellectual 11fe,rafter our posse531bn of
lour dlrect cognltive obaects. In thls moment we reflect
”upon our dlrect, prlmary objects and upon our act of

know1ng them. By this act ot re}lectlon we deepen and
,;elaborate our prlmary obJects, we  take posseSS1on of them
more completely and "see" more of what 1s tacltly con-
talned or 1mp11ed 1n them than we do at the first moment
: of knowledge., Tﬁe_demonstratlon of Godfs_exzstence‘be-_
;ongs.to-thls 1ess‘prim§tive moment of intellectual life. |
- 1It. occurs in‘the proceeslof deepening our ‘conscious nosses- ’
sion of our primary objects tnrough re}(ectlon upon them.‘ o

. The Intelllglble Structure of Becomlng ahd Contlngencv.

‘~"The demonstratlon of God's ex:sténgg,from motmon conszsts,
.‘:yarécha%.says, 'in -a discovery of what is signified by the
ESsentialintell;gible.cneracterietic of all becoming, - }-, | é
that characteristic which Maréchal- calls its “transcen- |

dentelorelativity". The pertinent passage from Maréchal
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Conclure Dieu 2 partir du devenir, ce n'est point
se hausser, par le moyen du devenir, 2 ‘quelque
connajssance directe,de Dieu, c'est pénétrer mieux .
1la structure intelligible du devenir méme; ou si
1'on veut, c'est ne connaitre Dieu que .dans la

. mesure ol i1 est signifié par la relativité
"transcendantale" essentielle au devenir méta-

physique. (MM, I, 218) 7 . L e o
Now, what_Maréchal'in this passage calls "reiEEI$§;§~

'trﬁﬁscénd ‘e'“.-; the esseﬁfial'metaphysical character-

~istic of all becoming —-- is the same as.that characteristic,

of finite beings which is more often called their "contin-

gency". Iﬁ_a'passageﬁqf Cahier V of 22; in the course of

an analysis of becoming, Maréchal draws this connection

and interprets thé "c&ﬁtingency“win qﬁéétidn'as "an incom-

pletion of the internal~ conditions of possibility.“25

Because of this incompletion, Maréchal continues, the -

" contingent object does not preéen{'tomthé inteliigencé the
. . : . . . - . 7 ‘ - v, o . -
sufficignt conditiong,for its-own_affirmaﬁgoq; it is not

in itself fully intelligible, and therefore in order pro-

. perly to be known it must receive a complement of intellir

gibility frpm_oufside‘itself. Once the inté;ligéﬁESAhas

. placed the contingent object. in relation to such a con-

T s

QESWe quofeﬁ‘"Tout]'devenir,transcendantal' — oﬁ,_

- pour employer la termirnologie proprement scolastique,

toute 'contingence' métaphysique — implique, de soi, ure
indétermination foncidtre vis-i-vis de 1'&tre, un in-
achdvement des conditions internes de possibilité." . -

(v, 337) |

Q.
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dition Jf intelligibility, it can affirm the contingent
objec':t._?_6 : o ; -

In the point we have just treated it is apparent

_that Maréchal*s*interpretation T the proof from motion,

has come back to’ a form of the proof from contlngency.

just as’ it is givené bﬁf'which imflieg, because of the
o - absolute reQuiremeﬁf fhat‘the given bevultimately intelli-
gible, .a. source Qf 1ntelllg1b111ty beyond itself, and
 ult1mately beyond all becomlng. 1{313 then the rad1ca1 ‘
' contlngency of the moblle belng, the sign of which to our
1nte111gence iz its 1ncomplete 1ntelllg1b111ty in its own
‘terms, whlch 51gn1f1es what contlngency‘always 51gn1fles,
& non-contlngent belng whlch can- prov1de the needed comw- -+

plement ‘of. lntellzglblllty. We remind. the reader of a

"remark we made earller, that in Marechal's understandlng

P

3 265ee‘m 337-338. To summarize the. gist of what
' Maréchal says there:. o
All becoming "postulates", by its internal

‘def1c1ency of intelligibility, an "ultimate synthesis",
relating it to an absolute condition of beings: therefore,'
becoming, when analyzed deeply, prov1des a sprangboard
for a proof of God's existence.

S Maréchal develops the same idea st111 further in

. 'V, 450, n. 1, and in his discussion of the proof from

effzclent causalzty in Vv,  584-586.

. s .
ca . . ; oo . . ) . . ¢

4y
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of the relatlon among the ways pf prcof of God's ex1stence,

-standlng alongside other arguments of the same type (a

|
| o
the argument from contlngency is not 31mp1y one argument o B !
]
‘ |
posterlorl, "from effects") but rather it is the- expre931on . ’ j
of the 1og1ca1 essence of all the ways of a. proof from i
effects. 27 in every one of these ways the fulcrum of the
-proof is in the last analys1s the contlngency (1n the sense .
explained above) of . the aspect cf ordlnary experience whlch
is selected as the -starting p01nt.‘ The proof from contin—

_ gency, as we suggested then,lls a common prdof; in'the :

3‘sense that it is 1mp1101t1y contalned -in all the ways and !

‘1t expresses their essentlal structure. It is the one . Qh
prcof, capable of belng presented 1n many ways, to Wthh e

.Marechal referred in the statement whlch we quoted near the

beglnnlng of thls chapter.28 I n‘[3_ . AT

To . summarlze the main p01nts whlch we have devel-

a Oped from the 1mportant statement of Marechal with Wthh '

29

we began this sectldn, we may say that, accordlng to

"

Maréchal, the proof cf the ex1stence cf God from mot10n°

-

(1) is analytlcal, 8 process of conceptual ana1y51s, -

LA

- but not_tautologlcal- o

,%7See_above,'pp; 41642.‘ ) )

o 28Passagexcited'abcye,'p. 84,‘ ' \h : ‘?';

‘p;;s?

29Above,'pp.]100-lol._
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(2) starts from-the reélity of“motéon, not as a non-
| ~ceptua11zed phenomenon but as a concentually
grasped reallty whose essence 1s becomlng,

(;) contalns 1tsuconclu51on, the existence of Gé@, in'ﬁ-
a ta¢it, uﬁdeveloped fashion in its étarting.pbint; ‘-
'?uf is ng? a form of theb"ontological_argyment"

7 bécauée ité startiﬁg‘point is'uttériy different;'
'f(4)-con31sts 1n a deepenlng, through reflectlon, of
the understandlng of what all becomlng 1mp11es, ;. ;j J:Q'
90@31sts, 1n othgr words, ;n a draW1ng out of the -::

implications of ﬁécpming;_ L
‘ | '“ N N “
A Clarification: The-Préof from Motion

o ‘and the Proof from the Flrst Pr1n01p1e . j
Let us avert a false dlfflculty Wthh ‘might arlse
‘from' a fallure to follow the detall of - Marechal's 1nter—

- pretatlon of the ways of proof of God's exlstence such as’

'; we have thus far presenﬁed 1t. We noted earlmer that

: Maréchal regardednthe speculatlve flrst pr1nc1ple (g
est, est) both as the’ type of analytlc Judgments and as E@
‘a dynamlc, expan31ve, synthetlc pr0p051t10n w;th rlch

- metaphy91ca1 1mport.3o R _— o .;f._t

We have Just now noted that Marechal con31dered

[ co - ,-"

'3°See'abové; pp.;;70-72.5 o




N b &

'f

 the prqpf of the exlstence of God .as an analytlcal demon- .’

;stratlon, not expandlng the content of 1ts startlng pOlnt

-y

=but .merely dlscoverlng and statlng a presupp051t10n al—

- ready 1mp1ic1tly contelned 1n the startlng p01nt. In

other words,‘the demonstratlon of Goﬂ's exlstence 1s not

itself a synthetlc, expan51ve process as 1s the afflrma—

‘J'tlon of the Speculatlve First pr1n01ple, but is 1nstead |
a purely analytlcal process, a process of dedu01ng\sn im-
.pllcatlon already present in the startlné polnt.

But, from Marecha s derlvatlon of a proof of

the eﬁiStence of Go from the syn hetlc, expan51ve first
‘prlnC1p1e, should ne not conclude that the proof of God'_,
exlstence is 1tse1f a synthetlc process° Does Marechal ‘
contradlct h1mself° The follow1ng remarks should serve -
to show the self—cons;stency and the 1nterconnectedness
of Marechal's thought oni this matterd

| (1) Maréchal con31ders the demonstratlon of God'
exzstence, 1n,a11 1ts var1ous ways, to be analytlcal. )
.But let us be clear about what an "analytlcal" demonstra-‘
htion 1nvolves. It must be kept 1n mxnd that "analytlcal“"
‘"analy51s“ are not, in Marechal's usage, synonquus to-
"“tautologlcal“ '"tautology“- We th1nk Marechal p1a1n1y
rlght in thls.‘ Much conceptual analy31s is a- process of 7;"

K dlscovery although not of 1nvent10n (1n the sense of

‘creatlon of somethlng new) Whlle it does not conquer
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‘new realms‘of-thejreal, it'diseoversjwhat was latent in.
our first lntellectual eneounter:mith-the.given real,
Thus. it "aéos" sometking to our knOWledge-_not new content,
but greater consc1ousness of some subtler aspects of the _' T
‘"old" content. ‘ AA' - :
| (2) For Marechal, moreover, conceptual analysis
is not the whole of our knowledge. Prlor to 1t, in the
provenance of our knowledge, there 1s a synthetlc, eXe

pansivé,\conquerlng moment.31

Thls 1s the moment of the
first 1ntellectual apprehen31on of the’ obJect as an obJect
(that 1s,.as "real"). It is. the moment of "obJectlvatlon"
by an afflrmatlve Judgment. It is also the moment when |
.sense apprehen51on is ralsed by the actlve 1ntervent10n

; of the-lntellect,«to 1ntellectual knowledge proper. Agaln,
it is the moment when the 1ntellect —-— spontaneously and
even: preconsclously —_— applze;,'as 1t must, the flrst
prlnc1ple, the law of 1ts own operation, to the content

of consclousness._ All these ways of 1dent1fy1ng thls

O

_ or1g1na1 moment are equlvalent.

=

(3) It follows _that behlnd and before all - an alxs1s
(therefore, prlor to and necessary to all proof of God'
exlstence) is a moment of 1ntellectual xnthe51s, ThlS

- is true_nhether.the analysls 1n‘quest10nabe;that of motion,

eg, o, 1,28, 0 L e
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eausality,.of'wﬁatever} ‘That such}is tﬁe'case'is_apparent
if one considers clesely the precision of Maréchal's de-
finition.of the starting point for the demonstration of
'-God's‘exiatence from motion: the cenceptﬁally defined
- Teality of "motus". A’feality éoaeeptually defined im—i,:
pltee an inteliectual synthesis aiready enacted ﬁﬁon‘some
content of eoﬁsciouéness. So, the moment of the 1ntellec—
tual synthe31s comes before the ent of coneeptual analy-
AR

313 in whlch the demonstratlon 0

.. (4) Now, what is ‘this prior moment of 1ntellectua1¢"‘

synthe51s? What -is, essentlally, the intellectual ggt
which occurs in it? Aecordihé to Maréchal it is, always,
“in its profouaﬁ base{‘the same act.: And that act 1s the
_subsumptlon ‘of the content of consciousness (whatever it
fmay be and in whatever sen51ble form it may - flrst come
upon the f1e1d of consc10usness) under the absolute re- .
_qulrements of the flrst‘prtn01p1e. The first 1ntellectua1j
act in every case is to apply the first principle to what
© is "in" the'mipd, to affirm objectiyeiy what is given, by
' ‘ayﬂtheeizing'it, beyoad its mere phenoménaltgi?enness,
‘with the rat{enal aecessities which the;first‘principlef
exPresses; . - ; o | _
_ | The afflrmatlon of the first prlnclple is, 1tse1f
- the synthetlc 1ntellectual act par excellence. In ‘most
of.ouq 1ntellectua1 acts -- acts of obJectlve knowledge _—

)

b

@

d's exlstence consists.

Ly
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‘we ﬁerform this éynthesis preconSciouslf, "vifally"

- without adverting to 1t. When, rarely, we state or apply :
the first pr1nc1ple with full consc1ousness of 1ts import —;
.as_ﬂelmlght do in the course of such a direct reflection |

" upon it_as wg.afe now engagéd in 5e'we then-perform the
fundamental syﬁthesis‘cohééiously. But the synthetib:
moment in our thought the tacit or express appllcatlon of
the first pr1nc1ple to our. contentrof consciousness,. 1s
not itself the moment of the demonstration of God's ex-
istence: What "happens" in that flrst moment is only the
afflrmatlon of the first pr1n01ple. That afflrmatlon —
the prlmltlve act of 1nte11ectual synth931s — is that
whlch makes the (subsequent) proof of the exlstence of
God possible. But it itself is not yet that: proof. The

_proof iskderived_from ityby an_énalyticaldemonstrétlop —_—
that is, thelCOnclusioﬂ is diuced"by‘a process of reflec- .
tion on tﬁe_implicétibn oflthe‘brigiﬁal synthetic moment.
Thus all prﬁof of God's existence' is analytic, whether the
-content analyzed be the:sjﬁthetic first principle, or.fhe
‘bohceptually definéé reélity ofrmdtibnw or'ﬁhatéver."- Cf_/\#

/ (5) Thus, behind motlon or anythlng else, as the
proxlmate startlng p01nt for the analytlcal demonstratlon .
" of the exlstence of God, is a common, ultlmate, radlcal
‘startlng poznt, the mlnd's afflrmatlon of the flrst prlnw‘

B clple.' And it follows that the proof from motlon or from

=
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any- other feature of the proxlmately accessibl

not really a dlfferent proof” from the one whicgh Maréchal
developed dlrectly from analysis of the fiyst principle.
The proof from motion or from other effe s merely takes |
for its (prox1mate) start1ng point a le s ultimate pos1—
tion in the antelllglble real. For th reali y whlch it -
starts from (motion or whatever)'is the produdt of a fur-
'ther act of intellectual synthe51s, loglcally posterlor to
and less fundamental .than the afflrmatlon of the flrst 7
~principle, whlch precedes all other syntheses. The proof .
from the flrst prlnclple is therefore implicitly opera—
tlvesln all the dlsparate ways of proof from effects,32-

and it is in the last analysis ‘the Justlflcatlon of the
.rational nece351ty possessed by all of them. |

( ) The  task st111 remalnlng-to us is to artlculate

+t relafion between the prcof from the first principle and
: the proof from chtlngency, which we have called a "common“‘
proof because it expresses the loglzal essence of all the ,‘
.ways wlthout exceptlon. The relatlon 1s as follows:

Just as the proof from partlcular effects, such’ as -

motlon, implicitly involves and utlllzes the proof from the .

ana1y31s of the,flrst principle, so the proof from,the 2

32Only kind of proof,con51dered possible by
_ Maréchal, who on this' is in accord w1th St. Thomas.

g)
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first principle, such aé we have presented it followingf

. Maréchal, implicitly in%olves”and utilizes the proof which

we have'called the proof from contingenéy. ‘Let us recall

~ that what we mean by "contingency", following Maréchal, is
- basically that ontological condition whoSe'éign is the un-

-intelligibility or imperfect intelligibility of something .

on its own terms alone. Contingency is not, therefore,

just'?zdtherproximate feature of the empirical real, like

sensible motion,33 but it is the most fundamental meta-

physical quality of the finife real. Thus, the motion of

that which is moved is a sign of contingency; the effected-

' ness of that whlch is caused is a 31gn of contlngency. The
contlngency Wthh is 81gn1fled in each case dlSClOSES 1t-

‘self to the 1nte11ect in the form of an 1mperfect lntelll-

glbzllty whlch the 1ntellect experlences in the flnlte

.ob;ect, or more preclsely in the nece531ty 1n whlch the .

‘1nte11ect flnds 1tself to move beyond the glven reallty 1n

order to have suff1c1ent reason for 1t.‘

5 ‘The proof from mofiqn or from.éausality 9r'fr0m

‘other finite'realitiés (veffects") thus comes down té a

proof from &arious species of contingency. Again, .let us‘
repeax;@the proof from contingeﬁcy is nothing«other'than~_

i

33Th13 1atter would be, of course, a 515§ of
contlngency. N
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the proof from insﬁfficieﬁt.iﬁtrihSic intelligibility.

Its procedure always inﬁol&es applying to the finite given'

the absolute, fundamental requlrement that the real be

-

.fully 1nte111g1b1e. It con51sts of dlscoverlng and p081t— .

1ng (affirming as necessarlly exlstent) the sufflclent

conditions of 1ntelllg1b111ty of the glveq real. When this

is kept=clear1y in mind,wit is obvious that the proof from,

Py
the flrst pr1n01p1e, which as we have sald is loglcally

‘more fundamental than, and foundational to, the proof from

speclfiE effects, is 1tself at base anoﬁher rendltlon of

the proof from contlngency. For what is the preclse char-

’

‘acterlstlc of the first pr1nc1ple, the ana1y51s of Wthh
bleads to the proof of the exlstence of God? It is nothing . .-
'1other than 1ts intrinsic 1nsuff1c1ency Yo Justlfy the ab-
- solute nece531ty whlch it expresses. In other words, the
“.spe01f1c characterlstlc of the flrst prlnclple which ul=-
"tlmately demands the afflrmatlon of the actudl ex1stence
d‘of the unity of real and 1deal (God) is the prlnC1ple s
'1nsuff1c1ent 1ntelllg1b111ty on its own terms. The proof
~from the first pr1n01ple consists of a deductlon of the

"ultlmate condltlon of 1nte111g1b111ty of'that pr1n01p1e._

‘We can now make the connectlon. The first prln-

'Aclple 1s the expression of the "11fe“ of human thought. ;
'nIt expresses the hlghest necessity which can be found in

‘human thought, that-without whlch_thought would be 11tere

\a T‘
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'algy impossible. ‘But even it does not fully justify its

) _ own necessity. It Lack\ '
reason for itself . its- own t

gency Wthh is the rad1c217

ability to give sufficient
s is & sign of the contin-
mltlng condltloqaof all human
.thought as. well as of everylother flnlte existing thlng.
The proof of the ex1stence of God from this principle is
thus the process of dlscoverlng through analytical re-
flection the condltlon which would make fully 1ntelligible
the absoluté necessity_whicﬁ — in spite of the conﬁingency
df our thought —- the law of that thought (the first prin-
-giple) expresses. The proof thus provldes the justifica-
tion for that nece581ty which the pr1nc1p1e expresses,
‘fw1thout belng‘able in itself to gustlfx.r,

-

4




° CHAPTER IV

MARECHAL ON THE THOMISTIC WAYS, PART TWO

The Thomistic Proof from Efficient Causality

The. second of the expressly Thomlstlc ways of
prov1ng the existence of God, namely the proof from
eff1c1ent causallty, also recelves some direct attentlon

‘ .
from Maréchal. Slnce the essentials of Marechal's 1nter-

pretatlon -0f this way are already clear from hlS 1nterpre-
,tatlon of the argument from motion — so much so that all
‘the general conclus1ons ‘we have drawn (follow1ng Marechal)'

‘ about the latter argument can be applled unghanged to the |

proof from . causallty — we shall not treat this way of

proof at great length, but shall restrlct ourSelves to the

follow1ng .0plcs. (1) a general comparlson, in which

wer shall show /the appllcatlon of the main p01nts of Mare—

chal's in erpretatlon of the Erl v1a to the secunda viaj -

1

and (2) ome )comments on a passage in Cahler v 1n which

‘Maréchal deals spe01flca11y w1th the f1ne polnts of the

proof from causallty, addlng a somewhat greater prec151on

'torthe 1nterpretatlon of that way of proof than one could _

v, see-ser. L

SR -5 S

\g.. N
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get from 31mply transferrlng to it the 1nterpretatlon of

1 .

the proof from motlon.2

- General Comparison of the Ways of Proof from

Motion and from Efficient'Causaiity

We shall develop this comparison in five points.

(1) Maréchal sees no éssential logical difference
between these two ngs>of proof; only a difference in the

. . ro.
points in proximately accessible reality where they be~

&in. 3 Even 1n thelr startlng p01nts, however, the ‘second .

_way (the proof from efflclent causallty) is not separable

from the flrst (the proof from motlon), but is 1oglcally
an aspect of 1t - the concept of motion belng the more

un;versal and comprehensive of aspects of the fln;te real,

thehconcépt of efficient causality‘being the more specifiq :

and limited.?

"\._ 2Thls order of topics nece351tates some overlap—-

o ping, which we shall hold to the unaveidable minimum,. We
. think the benefit of a clear order of presentation . w111
| outwelgh the 1nconven1ence of thlS overlap. :

v v

‘3599 3b°VE: P-'86 (quotation and comment)
. 4Thus, S g., under the general concept of motlon
(dynaml relations of a "moving" and a "moved") are in- |
cluded zot only the .relation between an efficient cause

‘and its. effect, but also ‘that between a final cause and

that .which it motivates ("moves") ‘Both efficient anad

- final causes are "movers", This point will become clearer

when motion and causality are related to the metaphyszcal

,_notzons of act and potency in p01nt (3) of our comparzson.,
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‘to base the proof.

o
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(2) Just as the proof from motion depended upon

the consideration of the metanhysical essence of motion

‘(the conceptually graSped reallty of.- becomlng), not aust-

the sen51ble appearance of motion, so the proof from |
efficient-causality depends upon a properly metaphys1ca1
conception of causality, that _is, the conceptoally grasped

reality of a prinoiple dynamically preoontaining its °

-effect.” An eiclusively‘phenomenal conception oﬂ causality,
“for example, one‘in which‘“causality“~Were nothing But a

"name glven to an experlmentally stable concomltance be-

tween a precedlng X and a subsequent y, would not sufflce

P

(3) Just as motion (becoming) was analyzed 1nto

-‘the terms of a potential ‘and an aotual pr1n01p1e in dy-u

| namic relation, so causality (dynamlc precontalnment).and

)

effectedne s'(dynamic'precontainedness)ﬂarejanalyzed in.
terms of potency and act. Actualify corresponds fo-an&

is the ohtological Basis of CauSal power. Potentlallty

“corresponds to the ontologlcal quallty of " belng ‘acted upon,

belng subJect to a2 causal power, or 31mp1y being caused.

-Flnlte belngs include both actuallty and unactuallzed

‘potentiallty. They are.a synthesis of potency~and act.

5Marechal would say, however, that the exc1u31ve1y
phenomenal conception of causality could be deepened by a
reflection upon the conditions of ‘its intelligibility, and
this reflection would ultimately disclose thé nece551ty of
the metaphysical conception 6f causellty, -which 1s a suf-"
ficient basis for the proof..




124

'As such, they are "caused causes“- they pogséss causal

'power to ‘the extent of. thelr actuallty, hej are'passively
‘subject to causal power to the extent of their potentielity..
In all cases the correlatlon between actua11 and the.power‘
of causallty is rlgorous.' Therefore to say that an entlty

_is prlmus actus is also to say that that entlty is by rlght

‘both prlma causa, “causa 1ncausata and prlmua movens, movens

guod a nullo movetur.6

And since the supreme-actuallty--

.
[

(prlmus actus) is necessarlly 1nf1n1te in actuality, it is

also necessarlly 1nf1n1te in causal and motive power, be-~
cause actuallty‘ls the ontologlcal‘ground and source”of.
thls power. - :Q _ : |
(4) Just as, in the argument om'motion, it was
zthe presence of unactuallzed potency in the "moved" (ren— :
dering the moved 1ncomplete1y 1ntelllg1b1e on its own in-
ﬁﬁﬁtrlnégr terms) which prov1ded the sprlngboard for the .

\\\\\

proof of an‘"unmoved mover" (God), so. in the'argument from
causallty it is the presence of unactuallzed potency in - ’
the “effect“ -which makes the effect 1mperfect1y 1nte111g1—
;ble on 1ts own intrinsic terms and thus prov;des the sprirg-
| ’boérdrfor'the‘proof of an "uncaused canse" (God)a"Abont _

this Maréchal writes the following:

: 6The correlation between actuality and the power .
of causality .does not imply that the primus actus, perfect

. detuality must necessarily create, but only that it has the '
. unlimited power to do so. See Chapter I, n. 34. :
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Pour démontrer une cause, transcendante, a part1r~
.d'un effet fini, il faut que notre esprit éprouve,
dans cet effet méme, une limitation ‘objectives -et
non pas une limitation quelconque, mais une limi-
tation d'acte ou d'esse. Alors seulement il lui
apparalt que l'objet fini n'est intelligible que

ar 1'a§pel d'un complément infini d'intelligibilité. .

v, 585

These words'cf Msréchal lead naturslly'to the

:fifth point of our comparlson.

(5) Just as the argument from motion leads to 1ts
4

transcendent conc1u51on by focusing preclsely on the -

questlon of “the. ultlmate 1nte111g1b111ty of any motlon

'Awhatsoever, 1nstead of dealing only with the proxlmate
reason - for thls.or that emplrlcal motlon, so the argument-

from causallty has 1ts full metaphysical potentlal when

N -

- the question raised is preclsely that of the ultlmate

-1nt9111g1b111ty.of any effect, 1nstead of Just the proxl—'

mate reasons of this or that.effect;r In both csses the

proof comes frcm pursuing the necessary presuppositions’

for the intelligibility of that aspect of the proximately

accessible real (mction; the hroduction of effects)rfrom'.

Wthh the reasonlng started.

In both cases the structure of the argument is-

»-as~follcws; the mind apprehends an aspect of tne prcx1-

mﬁteiy'accessible resl‘(a3finiterbbject)}‘reflect;Ve

consciousness'experiences in that object an imperfect

g intrinsic 1nte111g1b111ty, 31gn of a 11m1tatlon in the

degrée of actuallty (or, conversely, of the presence of

T

S L xR e L)
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'unrealised potentiaiity) in the‘object' following its-
absolute demand for complete 1nte111g1b111ty, the mlnd
,purspes the ultlmate condltlon of 1nte111g1b111ty of thls

| llmated obaect; by S0 dolng it enters upon the analogy-of

belng and flnally encounters the actual 1nf1n1te; the )

i reallty 1nf1n1te1y 1n act (God), as the ultlmate condltlon

for the object's 1nte111g1b111ty., In Marechal's words .

(contlnulng the passage last cited): . - ']--°b

Le pr1n01pe transcendant de causalité exprime ‘cette
révélation, complémentaire et 51multanee, ‘de la
contlngence objective et de X'absolu qui la fonde,
du degré d'etre et de la Perfection éminente qui -
" le mesure. .

Pour que cette revelatlon, ‘€N nous, 501t
p0531b1e, deux conditions opposées doivent .entrer
‘en jeu: une condition empirique, l'immanence en.
nous d'un object fini, —- et uné condition .
transcendantale, 1l'exigence "latente, -"naturelle",

, d'un absolu intelligible; d'un“"infini"., La ,
. rencontre ’'de ces deux éléments fait eclater, sous
le regard de 1la conscience réfléchie,~lt'inconsis-—
tance .intelligible de I'Obaet fini, c'est-g—dire
sa contingence selon l'@tre. (V, 585-586)

N
v

Commentary on a Passage of. Cahler v
Maréchal's most elaborate comments on the way of o

proof from efflclent causallty come in the course of a

: 7Note, in thls passage, the synonymlty of "con-
tlngence“ and "inconsistance intelligible". As in the
proof from motion, the rational process leadlng to the
~ transcendent conclusion starts from the recognition of
““the "contlngency" (in the sense defined) of that fact in
the experlenced real W1th whloh the observer began.

LIV
e
3
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- "8 ‘
Remark on the Fourth Antlnomy" whlch appears in the

_ 'General Conc1u51ons of Cahler V.l In order to deal pro-:'

; perly w1th ‘the "Remark“ let.us’ flrst look brlefly at

Maréchal's manner.,of deallngww;th-thelfourth antlnomy;

| . ",;{an'i:'s foar'f;h (and last) a‘m‘:ihomy‘is_ the . antinomy

of the absolutely necessary belng.' The“theSis of'the

. antinomy says that there exzsts an absolutely necessa:y

_'belng. Marechal renders it as follow5°

Il existe daﬁs le monde, 301t comme sa partie,’ soit
comme sa cause, un’ étre absolument nécessaire.

The ant1thes1s says.there is not an absolutely
‘ necessary belng. As Maréchal renders 1t.
- . Nulle part n'existe.un étre absolument nécessalre,

anl dans le monde, ni horsg du. monde comme la cause
extérleure de celu1-c1.

E - 8V 582-587.- ThlS "Remark" appears in a sectlon 7
;;entltled "Solution scolastique des antinomies kantiennes"

(V, 570~-588). In these.pages Maréchal -tried to. show: that

Aristotelian~Thomistic metaphysics had already resolved, :
" in principle, the "antinomies" later made famous' by Kant.

Maréchal defines “antinomies" as follows: "ces oppositions
- en apparence inconciliables, entre des p01nts de vue qui .

- -pouvaient, d'autre part, sembler également légitimes.'

V, 571) 1In Kant's formulation of the antinomies =— for- .
milation which Maréclal accepts forthe subject of" his . o

- "gcholastic. solution” — the two contrary and apparently
;irreconc11ab1e viewpoints are called, respectlvely, the
: che31s and the antlthe31s of the antlnomy.- : , e

_edition of the Critique of Pure Reason, ed. Rosenkranz.
'We present the eXact words of. Maréchal for the thesis and

" antithesis of the afitinomy, rather than the German of

‘Kant hlmself, for the reason that we are: commenting, on
Marechal's treatment of the antlnomy, notfbn Kant. :

e

1°1b1d. <L

'fl.

9v, 58,]. Maréchal adopts the word:.ng 'of the French

3
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'f | The antlnomy whlch is ev1denced by the apparent
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contradlctlon between the the51s and the antlthe51s cone

sists in the fact that our thought has neéd of the con-
4
ceptlon of such a belng (hence the thesis), but at the

K same time we cannot properly COHCEIYG of it (hence the

jlzatlon of the condltlons of exlstence.

antithesis). |
First, as to the thesis. Maréchal remarks'fhat it
is founded upon our ratlonal need for completlon, for total—

1;' It is strlctly

- unthlnkable to us that any ex1stent thing should lack the

) totallty of the condltlons for 1ts exlstence, in other

words_be 1n the last ana1y31s ontologlcally indeterminate.

Because of thls absolute nece551ty of our thought we must

. p051t the absolutely necessary being, as the perfectly

. determlnate actual 1nf1n1ty, whlch supplles the totallty

of" the condltlons for all other exlstents, thereby can-

-

celllng the hypothetxcal p0531b111ty (Wthh can never be

'tadmltted as a real p0531b111ty) of the ultlmate 1rrat10n-

allty of 'any exlstent thlng. ‘ . , _

. Thus far Marechal agrees W1th Kanﬁ'about the.
;ratlonal necesszty of the the31s. Both con31der it as a
pr0p051t10n which must necessarlly be afflrmed as true
-vhen one is thinking of reallex;stents, gg_gg& realltles,

- I
S

- lybie,
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. that is to .say when one is dealingfwith objects on the

“level of noumenal realities, not only on the level o}-
phenomenal appearances. Fon,deallng with obgects-on thls'
latter level alone < that is, exclu51vely in' so- far as
' they are appearances in emplrlcal experlence —— the same - R
.nece531ty would not apply. Conflnesto that level of our |
rapprehen51on, objects would be thorogghly relatlve to the
. sens1b111ty whlch apprehended them-’ln fact they would
more properly be sense obJects than 1ntellectual obJects.
Therefore they would not yet, at that level, be subaect to
the absolute nece551ty of complete 1nte111g1b111ty whleh l R
applles to objects at the properly petaphy51cal (noumenal) l

level. So, 1t is poss1ble that somethlng apprehended at

one cannot demonstrate a need for an absolutely necessary

‘ #_;q\/affhelh We shall return to thls llmrtatlon shortly, when

‘we deal W1th Marechal‘s viewpoint on the antlthe51s of the

.antlnomw. But Marech@l ¢ early afflrms, with Kant thag, i‘o.,.
'considerlng obaects at the, oumenalegevel, there can be no :v-mﬁ

W:indetermdnate, or the full condltlons of

”'reallty whichf;
. sense even 1f notxln'empirical experlence. ' In short, the
‘the31s states an absolute ratlonal nece351ty of the nou- p

' menal realm. o e T o ‘ : L

-
"




over the obJectlve val e (

.-never,be represented-for our conceptual understandlng, no- »

130 . . . : . ‘ - A e—

The disagreement between Marechal and Kant arlses
contrasted to a merely.sub—
Jectlve-value)aof this nal rational neceSSity;_or; in

other words,_over what, any, positive'knowledge'of'the.

. noumenal order'ofdreality can,be'obtained'on the basis_of -

thls nece551ty. o ©

* Kanf, although ‘he considéred the thesrs necessarily .

-~

,true in appllcatlon fo the noumenal realm, thought that our

1nab111ty directly and properly to conceive of that realm

‘entailed that its entitieﬁazere at best problematlcal (that
-is,tneither negatable as "unreal", nor afflrmable as in-

_ \,
-telllglbly “real") to us. Therefore in Kant s v1ew the

: necessary truth of the thesis. for the noumenal realm dld e

not avall us much. It added no p051t1ve content to our

: knowledge, because an absolutely necessary being. could

vy

matter how imperiously our mind, from its subjective need,

‘required it; and in Kant's view to be representable for

'.“ounfcoﬂceptual understanding, which, for Kent,;meant-to Q

be within theaconditions of actual or nossible empirical‘

',experxence, was a requlremfnt for an obaect to be Judged

as "real" So, wrltes Marechal, Kant declared the ab- . .

'solutely necessary belng to be

e e . un ob;et purement ?1dea ", sorte de : . N
personnification de cette exigence m@me [our
mind's subjective need for "totalization"],

B
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'menon, an objec

: p091t10n on the. p0551b111ty of reallst metaphy31cs,

I £ 3

supposée satlsfalte; savoir 1'idée “régulatrlce"

ou "heurlsthue" d'Etre necessalre, c'est-a-dire.

“un. "noumdne négatif", un nonuphenomene, désignant,
tout au plus, une réalité problématique dans la
sphere 1nccnnalssable des purs 1nte111g1b1es.(v, 581)

‘Maréchal dlsagrees with Kant's “agncstlclsm“ about

- the noumenal realm in general and about’ the absolutely

necessary belng in partlcular. In Marechal‘s view the

' absclutely necessary belng is not Just the hypostatlzatlcn ,

.. of a subjective need of our reason, but an cbaectlve 1m-

plication - of all Judgment. It is not just a non—phencmenon‘
of an obaectlvezf problematlc nature but a p051t1ve nou- .

ive "thlng—ln—ltsei?"

o

“he déflnes as'"an obaectlve knowledge of ncumena“ 1 i

cperatlve in thls disagreement with Xant. The most crucial -

f'

‘_ p01nt of that p031t10n, in this connectlon, 1s Marechal'

the51s that the 1ntegral obsectlae 51gn1f1cat10n of .our

'concepts exceeds th914;restr1cted representative content,

because of the constitutive role which_ the obaectlvely

infinite flnallty of our 1ntellect plays in the formatlon

14

of all our concepts. Because of the 1ntr1n31c role of

thet flnallty in our‘knOWIedge, it'heﬁpene'thaf an idea

A"12Cf. V, 582. o | _V - _ . -
13111, 306, n. 1. ct. m, I, 117. e
t ' '

14598, e. g.’ V, 259.573—574; 583. -
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(for example, that of the “absolutely necessary belng")
whlch is requlred by our reason but Whlch exceeds our
power of conceptual representatlon, can be, not merely a
product of our mlnd's subJectlve need, devozd of obJectlve‘
‘value, Ut an indicator of an obaectlve reallty transcen-
dent to‘e concepts. of Marechal's thesis of the tran-
;scendent 31gn1f1cat10n, surpa331ng the element of repre-
sentatlon in .our concepts, we have already wr1tten°15 S0
| we shall forego further treatment of it here.

/- As'to the antzthe81s of the antlnomy, Ee have
glready ant1c1pated the essence of Marechal's treatment of
it. The~ant1the51s 1S‘based, of course, on the actual
11m1tat10n ofhbur mlnd's capaclty of dlrect representatlon.

it must .be remembered that 1n Marechal's view that capa01ty,

'whlch is 1ndeed 11m1ted to the condltlons of the phenomenal -

(a category comprlslng actual and possmble obgects of em-
p1r1ca1 experlence), is but one constltutlng factor 1n
our obJectlve knowledge. Were it the only factor (a hypo- ‘

theeislwhich wonld tend-to reduce 1nte11ectlon to the level

-~ of a reflned sense apprehension),- the antithesis would have-w'

to be conszdered as statlng the whole truth about human

knowledge. But 1t 1s not, 1n ﬂaréchal's v1ew, the only.

.

LY

19see Chapter I, pp. 20-22 and 30-31.
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factor. Accordlng to h1m, the other constltutlng fac or |
1n our obaectlve knowledge is our 1ntellectua1 flnallt
This flnallty confers upon all. our concepts a denamlc

obje%tdve signification which surpasses the limits within

which the element of representation is confined. Of ceurse,-

| th1s 1nterpretat10n of knowledge dlstlngulshes Maréchal
‘/);rom-Kant. On this matter the position of the: latter was
that the limits of the representable {that 13, the pheno—
. .menal, the actually or potentlally experlenceable on the
empirical level) were theﬁlimits.of fhe ebjectively kmow—
. epte? S S
| | So, Marechal‘s p031tlon on,the antlthe51s is one
of partial agreement d partlal dlsagreement with Kant.“f
" While he disagrees with Kant aeout&the linits of objective
knowledge, he agrees with him that the antithesis is
;necessarilyﬁtrae.as idng'as-oneﬁeqnceives ijs?#s of
' kn6wledge only. af‘the'phendﬁenai le;el ofdapprehension.
For the phenomenon as such is radically lacklng in nece581ty.
Of every obJect, regarded preclsely and only as phenpmenon,

it 1s the case that it were p0331ble for it %o be ‘or not-

to e, or to be or to- be such as- it 13 (or ratherféiﬁ

' appe r§). In the real of_phenomenal objects there is no

16p; scussed above, Chapter II, pp. 60-61. .

175ee; € Zey V, 235; B 1.
o - o e S

’
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‘place for an absolutely necessary be:.ng.18 Nor doesi'

Marechal stop w1th thls general observatlon about the

truth of the antlthe51s for the level of. phenomenal know-
- ledge. Reflnlng the p01nt he has made, he adds that it

would also .be futlle to look for an absolutely necessary

being outside the phenomenal,realm, as the cause of

‘. - - P

‘phenomena,'if its absolute‘necessity were presumed to
.con51st in its nece551ty precisely for the phenomena, as

.their cause. Such a necessity (namely, necessity for the

phenomena;'as their cause:’ necess1ty in virtue of a rela-
tlon to phenomena) would ‘not be absolute, but relatlve.
If there be an absolutely necessary being, its absolute

nece351ty,must derive from itself, from intrinsic sources,
. . e

and not from its relations ad extra. It may, of course,
" nave such relations, for exampfg,‘it may be, in fact, the -
‘l1first cause of phenomena; byt its absolute necessity,can-

' not &rive from or depend upon that.relation —- else it

would not be abso_lute.l9
A fSo,.a‘being possessing absolute necessity cannot
be found ‘in the realm of phenomenal obaects as phenomenal

(an observatlon verging on the obv1ous), nor -- whzch is

less obv1ous before reflection upon it —— can an absolutely

‘necessary belng be inferred from a causal relatlon w1th

- 11pia.



- ¢izes, w1thout naming, some Scholastic philosophers who

. The cr1t1c1sm to which we refer is found_in
. 110 ff. o 7 - . Al

¢ N . -
phenomenal objects considered (precisively) as phenomena.
Wﬁat'Maréchal‘is'hereby saying, of course, is that the

- inference to the transcendent belng is possible only when,

by reflectlon on the object, one has deepened the appre~

hen51on of it in a way whlch dlSClOSES the necessary in-

' .clusion in 1t of metaphy31ca1 propertles (necessary rela-

tlons of the appgarances 1o elng), not only the propertles

_of phenomena. .In other. words, the transcenden& 1nference‘

depends upon the apprehen81on of the 1mp11c1t1y metaphy51é\

cal in the phenomenal obqect, There can never be an in-.

ference directly from the purely and solely phenomenal to

the transcendent, by the route of causallty or any other

route. ‘ .

‘This f?om Maréchal anounts‘to an indirect c?iticism
of overly "empiricisticﬁ interpretations'of,the traditionaI:
Thomistic "ways". 20"These oﬁerij empirdcistic in eta-
tlons cons1st in con51der1ng the proper startlng p01n of
the ways as pure phenomena - obaectlve appearances 1n the
external world —— from whlch are 1mmed1ately inferred '
transcendent conc1u51ons. ‘Maréchal - v1ews thls asian‘overly

. .
/ ' ' =]
3 . ' TN . ' .
N Bl . M

20,

See above, Chapter I, . 19, Maréchal criti- },#

have been "defenders of aJsem1—emp1r1c1st metaphysics™,
in Part I of his three-part article, "Au seuil de la .. (-

- métaphysique: abstraction ou intuition?", Revue néo-

-scolastlgue de Philosophie, XXXI (1929), 27-57; IﬁT;l47,

This article 1S reprinted in MM, I, 102-180 :
M, I, 107 and
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external usage of such principles QS*Causality,zl a usage
"- which faiiézto justify itself aghinst modern critique, or
indeed which simply igﬁores modern critidue_even when the
demands of the latter are reasonable and legitimate. This
usage of the Tﬁomistic,wayé excuses itself from the harder
-task (precisely that which Marééhal underéakes): that of

‘\ deménsfrating that thé phenoheﬂa}‘stafting point is itself,
intrinsically, by right and neceSsarily,lnot oﬁlyrphenoménal ‘
but implicitly métaphysicai.zgr‘Maréchal contends that St.
Thomas and‘the other great scholastlcs clearly percelved |
‘this 1mp1101t 1nc1u31on of the metaphy51cal in- the emplrl-
'_,cal and presuppos;d 1t in their arguments prov1ng God's

exlstence from causallty, from motion, from p0551b1e belngs,

and 80 forth.23 What these great scholastlcs did not do

22 P, v, 584. of. MM, I, 115.
J

22For Marechal the "metaphy51ca1" is never con-
sidered as a theoretical superstructure which we build over
the sensible (empirical, phenomenal). Rather the "meta-
phy51ca1" (the relation of the sensible appearance to be-
ing) is always tacitly "in" the empirical, and in our :
“Jmo wledge of the latter we always implicitly affirm the
former. Cf. the following statement: "La science humaine ~
n‘auralt pas & echafauder, sur la base plus ou moins
" organisée de. repregentatlons sensibles, une 1nterpretat10n
" ontologique de celles-c1, mais notre connaissance objective
débuterait par une experlence mélée de metaphy51que. toute
perception sensible amenée au foyer de la conscience,
serait déjd une aperception intellectuelle 'sub ratione
ent:.s'S une aperceptlon ontologlque." (Art. cit., MM,
I, L23 : . ‘

.23Cf." v, 584-585.
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was to "thematlze" exp11c1t1y this ‘true presupp031t10n. ,
_Maréchal thlnks it needs to be thematlzed in answer to
modern,crlthue-- hence the nece551ty for a work such as
pD. - | SR | f' . ’ - 5

| - Maréchal's position on ‘the fourth. antinomy can be
-summarlzed as. follow5° | - i .

The thesis states an absolute truth, wh1ch is a

_ law of metaphy51ca1 1nte111g1b111ty.' The metaphy51ca1
'reallty to which the thes1s refers is not somethlng.un—
knowable, although it is not’ properly representable. It -
can be obJect1ve1y affirmed and to =]o) extent characterf
1zed.on the ba51s of 1ts effects.. | _ | '

| The antlthe31s states‘a relative truth, a law of
phenomenal experlence.' While one stays at the phenomenal.r
._level,_lt_applles andlls valid.. But the phenoMenal level
is not self-sustaining. - It is J'_.nherentl'y relative to the
integral real, of‘whioh it is an‘aspeet artifieally'ab;”.
stracted. To.regard this law‘of pnenomenal_experienceas“”
a‘sufficient statement of the law of intellig’ible reality
‘would be a very bas1c mistake. ' e

Maréchal's general treatment of the fourth an-r"—f//.

t1nomy 1eads to his "Remark on the Fourth Antlnomy“, which

sheds some 11ght on all hlS approaches to the proof of
,‘God's exlstence, but espec1ally on the way of proof from hE _i;,f

. .

‘ effiC1ent causallty. ‘The "Remark" beglns.as follows.-4.
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Notre solution [namely, Maréchal's "scholastic
solution" to the fourth antlnomi], en écartant la.
difficulté dialectiquepde cette:antinomie . .. .

n*éclaire pes.encore.le fond du problime soulevé.
. La métaphysigue thomiste de la connaissance offre
- mieux que cette échappatoire sommaire. =lle
. répond, en effet, aux deux questiorts suivantes,
qui s'imposent & qui veut, en résolvant 1l'antinomie
cosmologique de l'existence, jeter les bases
positives d'une théodicée; et c'est bien la pré-
tention des Scolastiques,. qui, - prgsque unanlmement,
démontrent a posteriori, par la néf€essité d'une
cause premigre des realites finies, 1'existence
_.du Dieu transc¢endant. -
" Voiéi les deux questions:. . . :
. (1) Comment le transcendant. peut-11 gtre q\h“-
connaissablé par des concepts qui ne "représenteht”
- directement .que des objets sensibles, phenomenaux° ‘o
- (2) Comment 1l'exigence causale permet-elle de '

.. conclure 2 l'existence 4 'un ?tre ,transcendant? (V,
__582-583)

A

Note how the two quest1ons to whlch thls passage '

'leaqf apply, respectlvely, to ell the ways, 1n general,

of prov1ng the existence of God (first question),  and “to

’the proof from efflclent causellty, j partlcular (seconq -

questlonl Let us brlefly analyze both questlons. The *-

essence of the problem raised by each questlon could be

:-: stated as follcws-‘

(1) How can any x be knowable by somethlng wh1ch h

" does not directly represent 1t° (This is the general
-problem of the pQ§81b111ty, for us, of obaectlve know—

: ‘ledge of the transcendent )

(2) How can one conclude to a strictly transcen—‘

vdent entlty v1a a relatlon whlch one observes only in

. the empirlcal-order? Moreover, what degree of perfect:on o

- L]
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can one valldly attrlbute to a cause on the ba31s of
f1n1te effects? — How, in partlcular, can one . 1nfer a - . -
first cause nhlch is 1nf1n1te° '(Thls is the SEEClal
problem of the. p0551b111ty of knowledge of an 1nf1n1te,
transcendent belng on the ba51s of flnlte effects )

) In answer to the first of ‘these two questlons

. Maréchal focuses on the pecullar characterlstlc of our

'concepts, namely that.they obgectlvely 51gn1fy more than d;
they dlrectly represent. ThlS position depends completely )
upon the "dynamlc and flnallstlc notion of the concept"';
for which Marechal has’ argued throughout PD. Accordlng

-to' that notion, there is in all our concepts an exp11c1t
}content, the content of representatlon, whlch is conflned
withln the llmlts determlned by the dependency of our in-

| telllgence upon sense 1nformat10n' but our conceptsycon-
-'taln also an implicit. 81gn1flcatlon, whmch comes .to them

" from" the obaectlvely 1nf1n1te flnallty whlch sustalns all |
'.:our 1ntellectua1 act1v1ty at its base. The 1mp1101t 31gn1-‘
floatzon conferred by the role of thls flnallty prevents
our obaeotlve knowledge from be1ng conf1ned wlthln the°

" limits of 1ts formal, representatlve aspeot, and opens 1t
onto an obJect of iﬁﬁlnlte amplltude, such as the flnallty
demands. Accordlng to thls acoount of our knowledge, all
‘our oonceptual actlvlty is a part of our pursult of 1n—

¥
- 1
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)
. o : . - .
- finite being by means of finite beings. Carried on this

teleologicel movement which partly‘forﬁs and wholly'sus—:

Qtaing.them,-all our concepts implicitly.effirm more than ‘_

they expressly‘cdhtaiﬁm‘ Summing up‘his.answerrto this

' question, Maréchal writes: ' ’

nous avons répondu que l'affirmation de 1'Etre
absolu,.contenue implicitement dans toute con- -
naissance objective, empruntait la forme méme du
dynamisme naturel, de l'appétit foncier, qui

orignte notre activité intellectuelle, par delh _
toute Iimite concevable, vers l'assimilation d'une - .
fin ObJECthe illimitée.. Et nous avons expligué en -

. détail les caractdres de cette immanence dynamlque
,de l'Etre divin ﬁ notre entendement. (V, 583)

Before he answers. the second questlon (that of the
:.p0381blllty of a\h*snscendent inference, from the causal
-relatlon) Marechal sharpens the focus of the questlon
.1tse1f, notlng that it has been 31mllar1y sharpened‘by

‘some of the most acute crltlcs of the causal proof in the

history of phllosophy. Maréchal menﬁlons_OCkham and the ,'

"‘unknown author of the treatise Theoremata; among the

.medlevals, and Kant, among the moderns, as examples of
- such cr1t1cs.24.
'ﬁas nof.%hehgeneral one of whether emplrlcal-effects

| required; for theixr adeqﬁé%e exﬁlahetion,calfirst and‘
ontologlcally suEerlor cause (at some undef1ned degree of

superlorlty), but the more prec1se questlon of. whether any

-

}' 24\{, 583-584.  Cf. MM, T, 114-115. :

The questidn whlch these thlnkers focuseﬁ‘

e B e
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.number,'however-grest,'cr any- degree of excellence,‘how-'
ok

‘3ever hlgh, cf flnlte effects could loglcally Just1fy an ’
_1nference tc a strlctly 1nf1n1te cause.' As an example of =~ - ¢
", the substance of - the obJectlon, Marechal summarlzes the E

11ne-of reason;ng.presentedsby the author ofwthe,Theore-

mata-' s 0T T
’{ . Admettons, ‘@it 1'auteur du Traité des. Theoremata
-+ {longtemps attribué & Duns Scot),.qu’ iTy ait des
. causes, et que dans “fes causes éssentiellement -
subordonnées, -il -faille s'arrfter % une cause
premitre. Quelle sera la perfection nécessaire
de cette cause premlére en -tant que cause?  ‘Au
. moins ‘la’ somme intensive des perfections de ses ,
effets, pas. davantage. Mais la somme des per- . ‘ .
. fections d'effets finis est finie. L'infinité
. de perfection de la cause premidre ne.peut donc |
.. 8e démontrer. par la voie de la causallte. (V, 583)

. The core of thls obaectlon 1s 1n the wordS/‘“la
somme des perfectlons d'effets flnls est flnle."..In-"
dealzng w1th effects, no matter how many and no matter .‘ i ‘ =
how excellent, one is deallng w1th finite entlt;gs. If
‘the cause of flnlte entltles must be such.as to give o L

' suff1c1ent reason fcr the qualltles Whlch the f1n1te N
entltles Geffects) possess, the most one can. say w1th
certalnty about the‘fsuse is that 1t must ‘be adequate tof

' f:7‘ account for thevflnlte effects. “But a sum of - flnlte

| effects 1s not 1nf1n1te. Therefcre 1t is nct necessary o
. to. poszt an 1nf1n1te cause to glve sufflclent reasoh for:
xanyisuch-sum, A very great but still flnlte cause would;

‘do the job. ,It,wculd;seem that_cne.goes farther-than 1sfu

o L
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. logically necessary. when one i@fers‘an‘iﬁfiniﬁe cause from

‘a flnlte effect or’ even from the whole set of f1n1te effects.

Marechal observes that those medleval and modern
phllosophers who-made thls crlthue "ont 31gnale, h prOpos
~de. 1a démonstratlon de Dleu comme Cause premlere, ‘une |
dlfflculte qul n' est pa\’tout y falt vaine." D(V; 583)

*

At. fhe root of This cr1t1ca1 obJectlon Marechal sees,lf o

: however, an understandlng of the prln01ple of causallty e

‘..

whlch is somewhat 1mpoverlshed‘by comparlson with .the

»

Arlstotellan-Thomlstlo usage of . that pr1nc1ple, an under-

) standlng which is overly external, 1n,whlch the notlon of

causallty is reduced to the descrlptlve (emplrlcal) notlon

of prlor condltlonment in general.2?. What has been lost

’t

1n'th1s-notlon‘of.causaldty is the proPerly dynaplc and

o 3 e s s e L A
‘metaphysical dimension in which the. power to cause is an

simmediafe~translation‘of'one of fhe‘transcendental proi

pertles of being, . causallty belng a prerogatlve of actual-
26

What has been’ lost, 1n other words, is the necessary

rootedness of causallty in the 1nternal relat1ons of be1n5.

_Th;s’metaph351cal ooncept10n~has glven way, in these critics;

25, 584. U

: - - : - o -
a - -

L 26See’ above, Chapter I, n. 34 and Chapter IV,
n. 6 for‘clarlflcatlon of this p01nt. _

f L]

27 ;
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to a purely phenomenal one, from which —-— unless_the con-

ception is deepened ~ it is impossible to rise to a tran-

-

scendent conclusion.,
At this p01nt of his treatment of" the causal proof'

Maréchal has egaln arrlved at the same neoe351ty Wthh he

pointed out in regard to the proof from motlon. the neces-

's1ty of show1ng the ratlonal 1nsuff101ency of a purely

"

phenomenal startlng p01nt, and of reveallng the 1mp11c1t1y :

L

metaphy51cal aspect in,it; so that the reasonlng does not-
1nvolve a passage from the purely phenomenal to the meta-

phys1ca1, but a development, a brlnglng to expllcltness

'already there 1n,the startlng‘p01nt, even though ‘they were

not atVfirst adverted to; To the. qnestion:-how‘does the

‘causal requlrement enab us to conclude‘to the existence

L

of a transcendent be1ng° Marechal's f1nal answer igs the

causal requlrement has, ultlmately, thls transcendent 1m—

i pllcatlon if and only if the pr1nc1p1erof//ausa11ty is

understood in the degp sense in which it~ is an appllcatlon

:VHOf the fundamental flrst pr1n01p1FJ9f belng. elng is.
'ﬁf As Marechal deve10ps this answer it becomes clear what he
imeans by an understandzng of‘the prthlple of causallty in

‘?‘whlch the 1atter is seen to be an. appllcatlon of the flrst

pr1nc1ple. He writes: -~ _' D ﬂ: -

‘through refleo%lon, of metaphy31cal 1mp11cat10ns whlch ere

. Est-ce le principe de" causallte qul,permet a S Thomas'

ces 1dent1f1cat10ns° L namely, flrst, uncaused causes:

)

o
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'thlng is 31mp1y a translatlon 1nto causal terms of the

'Vthe(rational pfinciple:of Causality‘is;'as Maféchal‘puts

"fit, essentlally an appllcatlon of the flrst pr1n01p1e of

144"

5%& necesSary being: pure actuality: infinite and tran-

scendent being ] Sans doute; mais c'est le principe
de causzlité entendu au sens profond ol il est une
appllcatlon du principe premier de 1l'8tre: "l'@tre
est", c'est-a~dire 1'étre, en tant qu'etre, est de
;'pleln droit; il se justifie par sa positidn méme;
il est totalement intelligible. - Affirmer de quoi
- que ce soit: "cela est", sans en affirmer, auw
'1m01ns 1mp11c1tement la parfaite intelligibilité
- médiatelou, immédiate en tant qu'étre, ce serait
' ?onc gogmuler un Jugement faux et contradlct01re.
.V, 585

By this statement Maréchal has,interpreted the,
principle.offcausalityrin such a way tggt its essence is

€Ssary total intelligibiiity of being. The re@ﬁire- o

m t that there be a flrst and sufflclent cause of any-—

t ¢

: most absolute of all rat10na1 requirements: that the real,

'that which’ is, be ‘in the 1ast analy51s fully 1nte111g1b1e.‘_,_ dj,'

But thls is prec1se1y the absolute ratlonal requlrement

28

which the first prlnclple expresses,<°. It follows-that

belng, and therefore 1t has the same transcendent 1mp11- ]
catlon (capaclty for foundlng a transcendent 1nference)

as does the-flrst pr1nc1ple. When the pr1n01p1e of causal—

11ty is understood 1n thls way, namely as a form o{itne
‘t prlnclple of the. 1nte111g1b111ty of - belng (flrst prlnclple),

[

' 28_See.abeve, p. 72 (text and quotation).
' o % -
i - 5 . .
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 the reflective an Jsis, of causallty in the world leads
to a fully transcendent, “1nten51vely infinite" cause as'

. the ultlmate condltlon of the 1nte111g1b111ty of any
flnlte causallty.-

V

Maréchal on the Other Thomlstlc Ways

‘ Marechal mentions the way of proof from contln;n
1'g§533 (wh1ch he' con31stent1y deflnes as 1ntr1n51c deflclency -
-:as,to actuallty, incompletion . of the 1nterna1-con itions for

_> ‘ _ :ex1stence, s1gn of Whlch is an 1mperfect 1ntr1n31c 1nte111—

: 'glblllty) many times in PD and also in the LeRoy reV1ew.29
It is somewhat unclear how closely he means 1o 1dent1fy 1t
- _ with the Thomlstlc "thlrd way" in partlcular, but from the
| plan of the LeRoy revlew (whlch 1nvolves a 1engthy treat-j |
. ment of the fl:Zj:ziy, followed by % “touchlng upon" each

}of the other four sways in turn) it is clear that" he at

least means hlS remarks on the proof from contlngence to.

*iggxgg that way -’ gven 1f, as is the case, they aISO'lndlw'ﬂfai
.Q;.o__f rectly cover. the other WayS. Because we have, already wrlttenA.‘
| | 'much about the absolutely central role of contlngency 1n all

. 'of Maréchal's approaches to the proof of God's ex1stence,

;—>’/ff 1nc1ud1ng those 1n whlch he adopts and 1nterprets~the ways :

A .

293ee ; V, 258, 337-338, 585-586; M, I, 22—
227. 241-243, For By ormation on-the LeRoy review see
-above, Chapter III. Ne 30 .

o R ’ o L v :
: - N . . . . L
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oE?Sé. ThOmas,BO we shall refrein from further comment
"upm.\ it here.
‘ As %o the "fourth way" (from degrees of finite
31

perfectlon), Marecihal mainly- trles to d:.stlngulsh it

.from a nalve process of relflcatlon of the nece551t1es of

. our dlscourse (namely, our need to suppose an 1dea1 "best“‘

in order to speak of a "better"); ‘Maréchal locates the
~heart of‘phe_logic of this way in the search for phe coné
ditiohs of the'fullbintelligibility‘of any'fiﬁite perfeai'
tion. He interprets the finite perfections.of real en---
;tities as an in&icatioh of the iﬂco@pietenesé'ofkthose
‘ent1t1es in terms of actualltx. The intellect, naturally
‘J?orlentated to perfect actuallty, flnds in these f1n1te ;'.
entltles an 1ncomplete degree of thelr proper perfectlons,-f
which’ 1nd1cates a deflclency of actuallty, an 1ncomp1eteness
‘1n terms of belng. For: thls reason the mlnd has to afflrm,
lupon its encounter w1th f1n1te belngs,g?he infinite belng,
whlch 1s of course the 1nstant1at10n 0 perfectaons to the“'
_maxlmum degree, because 1t is-an entlty of perfect actual=

1ty.32 Thls way of proof is deve10ped /és are all the

others, in Maréchal's 1nterpretat10n, from our mlnd'

-

LY

3OSee above, pp. 38—42 108-111- 117-120.

L

. 31D18cuss8d in the LeRoy review (MM, I, 227- 28).

3261‘. Yy 584—585.

o
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| radical orlentatlon to and need for a perfect actuallty,
7 which, although 1t is never dlrectly encountered must be..
J afflrmed for the sake of the ultlmate_lntelllglblllty of
finite entities. | - {) | |
S o As‘to_thez“fifth way" (from order'in the'universe,
| St. Thonas'.vejtlon of what is sometlmes called the "Argu—‘

ment. from Design" or "Teleo 1cal argument“),33 Marechal

interprets it as gnothef'c usal argument, approachlng under
_the aspect of final ceUS 1Ny the same features of the
. o world Wthh were approache ‘der the aspect of efflolent
.3. . j causallty in the second way. The flfth way 1s thus-strlctly
| Te complementary to the second way, and Marechal 1ndeed tles

- the notlons of eff1c1ent and flnalhsgpéEEEZy so closely .
: 1§f§ether that, at “the transcendent 1evel, hey are simply
faces of one 51ng1e ontologlcal relatlon, on the ba31s

of which. 1t 1s pggg}ble to rlse from f1n1te thlngs to the.
-~ knowledge of God,f In Maréchal's words. '

- Causalité et f;nalmte sont, en effet, des termes .
‘analytiquement 1iés. ' Dans un mobile, la tendance
- - . & la fin dernidre,.c'est la motion méme de la cause
A S premidre: connalitre l'une, c'est connaitre l'autre.
: | Connaitre Dieu comme Fin universelle, c'est donc[le
connaitre comme Cause universelle. Quels que soient
- les rapports détaillés du principe de finalité aveec
. le principe de causalité dans 1l'ordre "prédicamental",
2 L en tout .cas, lorsqu'il s'agit de transcendance,
' 'est—e-dlre lorsqu 11 s aglt de monter vers D1eu

.0

N .
= LI
T

- - 33D13cussed in the LeRoy rev1ew (MM, I, 228-
230)‘5 Cfo V, 462-463. :

b o
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a partir des choses finies, 1l'application de 1'un
ou de 1l'autre de ces deux principes devieéent égui-

valente: ce sont les deux faces d'une meme relatlon.
(V, 462-463) |

.Maréchal is malnly concerned to distinguish -—‘

”~
.. even to liberate,. 1f necessary -- the 10g1ca1 force of this

argument from the "affectlve" force (persua51ve rather than

» - logically apodictic) whlch Kant and 's0 many other th1nkers'-

(includlng LeRoy) acknowledged in it,’ although some of them

‘went on‘to deny its valldlty. To thls end Maréchal 1n51stsl

; _ that St. Thomas' proof dces not depend on there being, 1n
| | fact, a greater portion of good than of evil, of beauty
_~E>57- than of deformlty in the world. It depends only on a

m1nima1 apprehen51on of order — somewhere, anywhere\\ln

0

. " a small portlon of the whole or in. the totallty, be it as
,it_may.' Given only thls minimal starting p01nt, the argu—
ment has enough to proceed to-its conclus1cn...Its 1oglca1

force.does mot depend upon‘an "0ptimiSti€“'vieﬂ of the .

'-\

€ - ) world but is qulte compatlble w1th a,world in which phys—
e ical defects and moral ev11s have to be acknowledged.Bg
o | The heart of thls argument accordlng to Maréchal
is the following-
| If there is scmethlng actlng teleologlcally (con-‘

3 sciously, unconsclously ——J1t does not matter to the

" 3see m, 1, 228-229,

PSS S P PP - T e e T
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'argument); if, in other words, something in:the.world
exh1b1ts a real movement toward an end (a fact whlch we
"observe in many 1nstances, and which. ?b deny would be %o -
‘cancel the 1nte111g1b111ty to us of many thlngs, 1nclud1ng
our own actions), that is enough b351s'for saying that
there is an- entlty (or many, as the case may be) whlch is
not perfectly actuallzed. The reason for th1s is that
movement toward an end, a condltlon of being in process or,
1n progress toward completlon, 1nd1cates a. present lack -
of full actuallty. This in: turn.ls ‘enough logical bas;s
to supportrthe‘eventual inference to a perfectly actual
Yeing, which in this casé is reqnired*tO‘make fully in-
tell%gible.the ontoiogical condition of the entdty in
progress toward its'end.- The entity lﬁrprogress is a.
synthesas of actuallty and potentlallty, a.condltlon re=- -
'fractory to full 1nte111gence % It remains 1mperfectly
1nte111g1ble in proportlon to 1ts unactuallzed potentlallty,
whlch corre5ponds to its teleologzcal tendency.h S0, they
. perfectly actual belng must. be afflrmed for the "tran-f |
nl51enc%ﬁ of the teleologlcal tendency to be fully.lntelllé
g gibie.' The flfth way conforms to the same pattern as the _

other ways, becomlng when analyzed a proof from the neces-

= alty of afflrmlng perfect actuallty 1n order that an aSpect

of flnlte reallty (1n th1s case, teleologlcal tendency) be

‘1nte11rg1ble. The perfect actuallty rp this case is seen .

N
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as flnal cause or last end, because the real condltlon
which furnlshed the starting point for the 1nference was
- T a teleologlcal tendency.:

Interpreted in thls way the argument is 1mmune to _

the llne of obJectlon which goes as followg € sum total'

i of the_order we-can_observe_(grantln T the sake of‘;¢57_~

gument that there is some such) is finite; from a finite

order you can, perhapsy. infer a.finite'orderer e;‘a,grEat‘
and, wise world;architect'——.but.you need not conclude to l
an 1nf1n1te orderer.“ This obaectlon focuses upon the
external relatlon betseen a glven order an% an orderer,
whose excellence cannot be proved to be hlgher than. what
would be requlred for the actual (flnlte) order observed 35
| But that is’' not the’ “strategy" of Thomas' flfth
way, accordlng to Marechal. That way does not look to the‘ _
external and perhaps even mechanlcal relatlon between .an
lorder (a glven state of affalrs) and an orderlng agent.
Instead it looks only 1nto the 1nterna1 requlrements for
the intelllga.blllty of any ent:.ty S teleologlcal tendency.
B To say thls another way, the flfth‘way seeks to d;scover,
'"regre551vely, the ultlmate presupp031t10n of a teleologlcal

-real;ty. By analy21ng the belng’of the entity in progress
e R o Y S

. 35Cf. MM, I, 229, ThlS obaectlon is in strlct -
" parallel to the « objection agaxnst the proof from efflclent
‘;‘7causallty, dlscussed above, pp.140-l43. .
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toward -its end, it arrives at the necessity'of‘an entity e,_
ot subject to this a5pect of contingEncy'(teieological
tendency;.incomnleteness as to the achievenent_of.one's o
end° striving; the condition of tension between a presentfl
' deflclent actuallty and a p0531b1e full actuatlcn) And‘l*

' that is enough for the argument. It need look cnly into

the 1nte111g1b1e structure of the being. whlch exhlblts a
‘teleologlcal tendency._ That structure d1scloses a de-
f1c1ency which has metaphy51cal 1mpllcat10ns.' The proof
'need not start out from an overv1ew of the un1versa1 pic-
ture, from which it would hope,to get~some 1nk11ng of the

_ scurce.of such a\unirerse. ‘ -'ig C : r'_ ‘r~_-

‘ While one might'well make a case.for ‘the latter
_type of argument as.one’ Wthh would possess a- certaln..
amount of persua51ve power, which mlght 1nc11ne a thlnker
“toward a thelstlc concluszon by appeallng to hlS affectlve,
r.aesthetlc, and moral dlsp051t1cns, Maréchal s1mp1y w:shes-

- %o -say that the case for the nece531ty of the thelstlc

o conc1u31on of the/ilfth-nay lies out31de of these con-‘
'.slderatlons, 11es —.to be exact e in nothlng else but
lfthe 1ntr1n51c 1nsuff1c1ency of. 1nte111g1b111ty ("contln— o

_gency") of an entlty which’ has a teleolog1ca1 tendency.

'Even one”such entlty would snfflce for the-proof, but_ln.;

fact.the world we experience is replete'with.Such‘en-:_

tities.




CHAPTER V

THE SYNTHESIS OF MARECHAL'S APPROACHES
IO THE PROOF OF GOD

' In the course of our presentation of the various
ways in which Maréchal aﬁproaqhes the proof of God's |
<Aexisten6e‘we.havé already had occasion to show, in part, .

¥

the interconnection of the ways. .Thus, for example, We
"hévé'pointédiOuf that £h§ewéy.6f proof'frdm the'first 'i
ﬁ:inciﬁle;is impiicitly inyoiveEJin;ali the ways of proof
 fro§'effe§fs,'suqh.gs the fif%,ﬁajs df‘Sti[Thomgs.l
_Pikéwi;e we‘have Shown}.in the case of each of thé ways
of proof (saveg.thﬁg far, the way of inteilgctual final-
- ity), hoﬁ fhefﬁprOOf irom cont?ngeﬁcy" -;:ﬁj'which, with -
ﬁarécﬁqi;-ﬁe mean a way Bf proof whose stérfing point\is
| f fhefimperféct»iﬁtrinsic“intalligibi;ity of some aspect of
ﬁhe g;&en'reaizT—-iis implicitly'involved;and¢0péfafive in .

_ 1363 above, pPpP. 116-117.
- 2If one wished to have, for this way of proof, a
name which is more directly. descriptive and freer of . . -
_. association with historical usages which can produce am-
biguity, I would propose to call it the way of proof “"from
deficient intelligibility".: I have not so labelled this
- way of proof in my many references to it in the text be-
. -cause . Maréchal consistently uses for it the single word,.
- contingente, —-.In interpreting a writer I think it better
- %0 retain-his key terms rather than substituting for them,

even if the former requires clarificatory comment. .

152
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ell of them. “We heve even gone 80 far as to call thlE

"proof from contlngency" the "common" way of proof, in

. that the basic. reasoning process whlch 1t embodies (namely,

Y

the necessary intellectual “move" from an 1mperfectly 1n-'

telliglble given to the condlt;ons'of its full 1ntelllg1-

.bil;ty) is precisely the essence'of'the reasoning process

ﬁhich-all the other'ways“involve.3 That,isrto-say thet

' ‘the basic logical "move" which is made 1n sll the other

¢’

ways, although these ways do not start dlrectly and ex—

' pressly from the deflclent 1nte111g1b111ty of the given

real, but from some less 1mmedlate1y metaphy51cal (more“

: "phenomenal") aspect of the real, such as 1oca1 movement, )

'empirical change, ‘teleological tendency, or whatever, is

shown, upon reflectlve analys1s, to be 1den csl to the
process of the way of proof "from contingency". This

occurs becsuse the speciflc starting p01nts of these weys,

when subaected to sna1y31s, reveal thelr metaphy51cal 1n-"
dlgence (deflclency of fnll intelllgihility) as the common

q

feature underlylng the;r phenomenal dlver51ty. |
~ The exp11cation whlch we have given of the rela-“'
tionships emong Maréchel's -Ways of proof_amounts to a

synthesis of these ways, a synthesis which tends to show

' 3See_above,_pp. 108-111; 117-120.

N
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| “thelr essential unity and thus substantlates Maréchal'
assertion thet xhere are many wsys but only one proof.4.
The synthe31s, however, is not yet complete._ An attentive
;oreader will have nop;ced that the_flrst of the garéchalian
._pways which we treated; the way of intellectual finality,
‘jhas not yet been 3591gn8d 1ts place in relatlon %o p;e
‘f other ways. Lacking this flnal integratlon of hlS ap—
';}proaches, Marechal's thought on- the subJect would be 1eft
| unclear at one of 1ts critlcal p01nts. In order to co;;_
=rp1ete ‘the synthe31s, we must still (1) relate the way of
fvproof from 1ntellectua1 flnelity to +the way of- proof from
- the’ first princ1ple (thereby indirectly qelatlng it as well
to all the ways of proof from effects), and ’ (2) show in
,'what way the (common) "proof from contingency" is the .
' essence of the way of proof from 1ntellectual finallty '
as well as of all the other ways.{ The rest of thls chapter

- will be devoted to the purpose of cerrylng out these two

tasks, and thus completlng the synthe51s of Meréchal' jlﬁﬁ_;7""'

r

By wsys of God-proof. :

The First clple as the Formal prress:on

of. Our Intellectual Flnalltx e -
The natural finailty of the ;ntellect 1s its
: ’radical, active orzentation to b ing. The intellect

A+ -

“;1_4Pessege'cited'ebove, pL84.-‘
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. naturally pursues being in everything, seeks to affirm 1t

in everything. The intellect is, by its _essence, a faculty :

-~ for thé contemplation of being, in the limitations of the -

- human condltion, i%//%a51c operat%gn con31sts in tending,

dynamically, ngard the intentional posse551on of being. :
But the 1ntellect seeks ‘being” in a well-defined

. way.- Its natural f1na11ty has a constant form. The con— _

- stant form of this finality is that of the first pr1n01p1e.

:That is to. say that the way in which the 1ntellect acts

out, "11ves“ 1ts baSic 0perat10n, the pursuit of being, 1s

by tne spontaneous and contlnuous appllcation of the first

K princ1ple to everything that enters w1th1n the purv1ew of -,-~'

7

: consciousness. S e ‘,J, S

v -

Let us take, for an example, an 1nstance of sen51b1y

yf”"perceived motlon% The 1ntellect,‘seek1ng to affirm belng

'.‘"fin everything, subaects this phenomenon to the abso te B
" neoe591ty of . full 1ntelligibility which 1s%expressed by"“‘_

: .the first principle. It thereby affirms g metaphy51cal

‘value in.thas contingent bit of empirical motion, and by

? doing S0 it partially satlsfies its own natural flnality.

':finality and radidﬁl orientation toward being;;“The spon—f”:if-”‘”

The first pr1nc1ple gives a. constantsform to the "-f

‘1ntellect's dynamic movement, which stems from,its natural B

; taneous application of the first principle to the; content }q,' ;

- of consciousness 1s the permanent form of our intellectual

\\o



156
S LY 4
finality in act -- the form of the dynamism. Thue the .
"dynamlc" fact of 1ntellectual flnallty underlles and

motiqgtes even the first formal 1ntellectual act, the

‘ ‘7appliostionrof‘the‘first_principle to}a dontent of con=

": tual flnallty is presupposed -~ as a "dynamlc" p@gsup—

.Tip031tion -= by the proof of God's exlstence which results

'from the ana1y51s of the first pr1nc1ple.

sciousneSs._ All the more it'underlies and motivates all

further obaectlve afflrmatlons, whlch 1mp11c1tly 1nvolve

'Vthat pr1n01ple-- 1t follows that the fhct of our 1ntellec-

;? We may summarlze these relatlonshlps ‘as., afllows'T,

(l) At the ba31s of all our cogn1t1ve aot1v1ty 1s

the*"dynamlc" fact of our pr1m1t1ve 1ntellectua1 flnallty,

"o_the obJect of Whlch 1s 'eing.

a. - (2) The, actual form wh:.ch this f:.nal:.ty takes i

"the 5pontaneous applloatlon of the flrst prlnclple to

: COrollagx The affzrmatlon of a content of conSC1ousness,

&

In other words, the flrst prlnciple is the form

"V-intellectual flnallty. o ,‘ A c .

-

everythlng wh1ch enters upon the field of conscﬁ§§sgess.

9]

rsynthe81zed W1th the rat‘onal necessity expressed by the

first princlple, 1s the 1ntegra1 expr9351on of our 1n- @

tellectual fmal:.ty. L R "

i ) 2 e
é“ (3) A proof (fqr example, a proof of God's ex- :--"

istence) "from the flrst prlnciple“'1s, therefore, a proof}fV

from the aotual form of a. dynemlc £hna11ty, or, to put 1t .

- “r
: b o -7 . . . . . - \-! )
" ' R j,. ».. D .
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more exp11c1tly, it is a proof from our intellectual

flnallty, v1ewed at the outset on 1ts formal slde (to
o

whlch the complementany, zg 1c 51de is necessarlly

presupposed) O : o

(4) It foliows that the proof from the flrst prln- .
E”'

olple and the proof from 1nte11ectual flnallty are the

same proof, only entered upon from pre01se1fginverse ang1e3°

- the formal and the dynamlc, reSpect1vely. The one ("from

-~ the first pr1nclple") starts with a formal aspect of our
affzrmatlon and uncovers a dzn ic presupposltzon wh1ch
has me aphy51oa1 1mp11cat1ons. The other (“from 1ntel- q-'

1ectual flnallty“) starts 1mmed1ate1y at the more funda-

‘mental, dynamlc level and moves directly to the metaphysl—; |

| “eal consequences of the flnallty. In both cases: 1t is thel_

dynamlc element (unoovered as a presupp051tion in: the one,.
immedlately sezzed upon‘as the core of the argument 1n thei
other), not the formml element, whlch possesses the meta-— “
hysical potentlal whzch the argument "taps“ in order o
develop 1ts transcendent conclus1on. o

A clarlflcat1on. ‘We sald above. 1n po:nt (3) of our

principle is a proof from our 1ntellectual flnallty, viewed °

:‘ at the outset on - 1ts formal side. And-we added, as a

- .
parenthetical remark,,that, in this proof, wh1ch starts :

out from theoformal sids of our cognltlve activ'ty, the :

0
o

: summary,gthat the o)oof of God's exlstence from the flrst, R

o
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 complementary, dynamic side is necessarily presnpposed.'

These points are‘éonsiderabli clarified\if'oneﬁremembers
t, for Maréchal, cognitive'aCtivity comprises two dis—

tinguishable but not separable aspects' the sspect of

' statie form and the aspect of dynamlc act.5 The complete

: reflective analy31s of any obaective content of knowledge

e

' reveals both of these aspects, and’ 1ndeed reveals the fact

that the aspect of act, Whlch‘ls rooted in our 1ntellect'

natural finality, is the more fundamental of the two as-—

' pects, 1f what one is talking about is the concrete, “per— '

fornmxive“' ctuality of our cognition — that is, our con—
crete gct of “knowing" Maréchal continuously stresses
‘that 1t is the dynamic logical nece831ties of this most f-

'ba.s:.gI "performative" order of our cognition, not the

static logical necessities of the less fundamental “formal"

aspect of our cognition, Wthh gives a properly metaghx31-

5
cal value to sll our knowledge. Therefore, in order to

disclose the ground for our knowledge s metaphysical value

(and the besis in our knowledge for a proof of God) it is-
indispensable to carry the analysis of our cognitive con—
tent beyond the level of static form, to the 1evel of

dynamic ect._ Thet 1s, 1t is necessary to consider not

'.'only the "static" 1ogical necessity of internal coherence

*

| 5Seefabovq; pp..zo;éi; ISR P IO

e
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. A
. in the formal content of thought, but also the more funda—_
mental, “dynamlc" logical _necessities whlch belong to0. the

' ord;r of cognltlve performance.6

The crucial 1n31ght, that the dynam ic is necessarily

presupposed for the formal in our thought, reflects a very
. basic tenet of Maréohal's Thomlstlc-Arlstotellan phllo—

soPhlcal realism. That tenet is that the reallss1mum, the

most fundamental fact about the real (and therefore, also,lr

the most absolutely affzrmable), is not to be located at

the leE§1 of form, of essence, of poss1b111ty (level cor=-
relative to the representatlonal aspect of our concepts);
o but at the level of act, of esse, of actual exlstence‘
(level correlative to the analoglcally smgnlficative as-
pect of our concepts). Maréchal's reallsm is & reallsm

centered upon. act, not form,ﬁésse, not essence, the

el .
: 6Thls méans. that, for Aaréchal, the expres31on
“logacally necessary", can have:at least two meanings,
" It can mean (1) "necessary for the internal coherence of
the formal aspect of thought (considered, by: abstraction, .
~in i¥sel), or (2) ™necessary for the coherence (ultimate
intelligibility, non-absurdity) of the integral act of .
.- thought, . incldd 1ng both its formal and dynamic agpects". @
" For Maréchal the ultimate "logical necessity". of - afflrmlng
realist metaphy31cs in general and the existence of God in .
-* particular is of this’ second. type. This point is analogous.
to a point we made earlier in commentlng on Aristotle's -
: refutation of pure skepticism: i. e., Aristotle appealed
. .%o the same kingd of- loglcal nece531ty asg does Maréchal.
- See above, P 55.:. :

> '
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.concrete actual, not the abstract pos ibie,7 ‘This does

not mean that Maréchal regards "forms") abstract éssencaes,

or pOssibilities {conceptual, existential, or both at ence)

ae unreal. It means only that the reallty (afflrmabllity) '

which they have (and indeed they have some, they are .

“afflrmable) is not grounded in thelr “formalness", so to

speak, but is grounded in the -act, the esse, which under-

- lies and sustains the form. ?he‘reelity of act is primary

~and original, that of form is secondary. and deriva’.tiir_e,8

- 7Th15 is the the51s of the 1nterpretat10n of
Maréchal's philosophy. presented by E. Dirven in De la forme

4 ltacte. . (See above, p. 1, n. 1.)

It is also basic to the’ separate defenses of Mare-

-chal's proof. -of God's existence which were offered by J.

Defever and G. Isaye. These defenses start from the pre-
mises that Maréchal (1) rightly defines and "locates" the

‘real (i. e., most fundamentally in the dynamic) and (2)

Eoes not "abandon" .the ‘real (i. e., does not pass over

“into the merely ideal) in his demonstration of Cod's ex-

istence, We concur with Defever-and Isaye on both of .=

'u;i these premises. Cf. Jd..Defever, La preuve réelle de Dieu.

e critique (Bruxelles" 'Zdition Universelle and Paris:
esc ee De %rouwer, 1953Y.::-Cf. also G. Isaye, "La finalité

- de 1l'intelligence. et l'objectlon kantienne', Revue.Philo-

sophique ‘de Louvain,LI (1953), 42-100; J. Defever, "la
preuve transcendante de Died”, ibid., 527-540; J. Defever, -
* wTdée de Dieu et existence de Dieu, Reponse 4 une

)

8Marécha1 g1ves Aristotle the credlt for be1ng the

" first thinker in the history of philosophy to have seen

. ¢learly the ontologlcal\relatlon between: the formal and the”

dynamlc. ‘See V, 394 and I, 79-82. )
~ This basic insight (u1t1mate ontologzcal prierlty

of dynamic act:over static- form) rendered authentic Aristo-

:: telianism and Thomism. reszsi ant to the tendency which™

. Maréchal calls, in FD, ‘"realism of essences" or "excessive
real:sm~q£)the understandlng", the constltutlonal flaw of -
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The_p/enary objéet.of_ intellectual afﬁmatiori is act, |

i
fgsse.‘ All this is to say that forms are not absolute and .
isolabdble entities, but are, prec1sely, the form of some-

thing 1n act; or,'to put it another way, the level of the
formal (level of specification, of intelligible definition)

l;is indeed necessary to and partly constltutive of being
' (the Teal), but‘it is not xnt the,;evel from which being

(the‘rsal) takes its ultimste 6ntologiéa1 gfounding and .
'éhsténande._ That ontologically ultimate level of belng is.
the level of the dynamxc, of act.g Thus the formal (ab- ‘
stract, essential) always presupposes the dynamic (con—s

crete, existential), and accordingly the "formal" first

' principle presupposes, and is the form of, the 1ntellectua1

dynamism.j

rationalist systems. 1In thesef{rationalis}
by contrast, ontological prior f'
.over act, essence over existence, the static over the
gdynamic; and it is only natural 1o find, in those systems, .
the existence of God derived from his pnior—established '
(conceptual) possibility. Such a way of prOV1ng existence,
Maréchal thinks, can never assuredly r9301n actuaIitx
(real existence) because it can never rise &bove the pure
conceptualism of its starting poznt. Cf. V, 344; 590-591.

9Cf. this "summany" statement on V, 590° "Notre
fil conducteur fut constamment cet axiome trds simple et
parfaitement évident de la Scolastique traditionneXle:
qu'avec une essence abstraite on ne feit pas de l'existence,
ni avec du formel de. l'actuel, ni avec du logique pur du
réel; dbref, qu avec de la pulasance on ne ‘fait pas de
1'acte L

L . .- B . 1.
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'The fact of 'intellectusl finality is by no means

" & matter of indifference to the croof_from the first ’
principle.‘nThe‘latter proof results}‘as welﬁhve‘seen,

from the intellect's‘quest for a sufficieﬁt reeson for the

]

absoluteness of the requirement ‘which the flrst prlnciple .
expresses. But thls’quest ‘for the suff1c1ent reason is |
purely and 81mp1y the expresszon of the 1ntellect's quest
for being, -or the manlfestatlon of its natural flnallty.

It is this natural flnality whlch sets the intellect in

motion, from the formal flrst pr1nc1p1e, to the pursu1t

of this prln01ple s ultlmate, dynamlc presupp051t10n.

: Were thlS not the.case (that 1s, deletlng from the plcture
the role of the 1nte11ect's flnallty),-the only functlon
whlch the - flrst pr1nc1p1e would serve would be that of a

‘negative gulde ‘to the formal self—con51stency of thought,

, that 1s, a means for detectlng and’ censOring contradlctlons
in terms. From a first prznc1p1e so reduced in functlon
one could never aerlve conclusions hav1ng obJectlve tran-
scendent value. . The obJectlve transcendent (metaphy51cal)
value of the flrst prlnclple stems preclsely from its
deeper functlon as the form of the intellectual dynamlsm

 fending toward Egigg.l So, the "dynamic" fact of intellec-

; tual finallty 1s presupposed when a proof of God's existence“.
, is deve10ped from the- flrst prlnclple. And‘s1nce,_es we

. have argued ebove, the proof - from the first principlekis

e
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impllcitly operét1ve 1n all the dg§parate ways of proof
from effects, for example the proof from mot1on and the i
proof‘from efflclent causality,lo it follows that in-.

_tellectual flnallty is also presupposed 1n those ways.

(]

 The Imp;icit Role of the Argiment from Contin(genc'y

in the Proof from Intellectusl Finality\

j‘gf7 ' .ﬁhe fask'sfill reﬁalhing‘to us ie‘to relefe'the |
'argument from oontlngency, which we have called the

" common" way of God-proof, to the proof from 1nte11ectua1‘-
'-flnallty, which we presented in our second cha.pter.11

Our the51s is" that the: argument from contlngency 1s the
1og1ca1 essence, or 1n Maréchal‘auﬁprds the "dlalectzcal
soul", 12 of the way of proof from intellectual finallty
as well as of. the other ways. We shall develop thls the31s

in six princ1pa1 steps, as’ follows. S

(1) Intellectual flnafm%y is a. SpEClES of flnality,uef‘-ﬂ~~~

that is to say 1t is a type of teleological tendency.. We :QQ;}Z“

know the fact of fhls partlcular teleologiqal.xendency not

a deduction from some prlorly establinhg__fact about our'..'

o

[

- 105
‘11
12,

See above, PP 116—117 and l43~144.‘
Above, pp- 45-63. . T
See M, I 222. | . '
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‘knowledge which implies intellectual finality, but pri-
lmarily from internal experience, by 2 lucid reflection bn '\?

our act of "knOW1ng".l3 . o

(2) Since intellectual finality is a" type of
. teleological tendency, the pr1n01ples of 1nterpretation Y
“which apply to all teleological tendency apply to lt.lé
"The most important of those pr1nc1ples for the under- ‘
standing of the proof of" God' \\gﬁtence from our in- - - ' 9
‘ tellectualrfinality are the following:

(a) All teleological tendency 1nd1cates a present de-
ficiency in the order of actualit ’ which is also
the order of absolute_metaphy51cal intelligibility.

3fq‘ | l(b)"A deficieﬁcy of iptrinéic p@rfeCt intelligibility

-

, 13Ighour view the teleological tendency of our
Aintellect c be deduced, as a necessary implication of * =~
- the discursive .character of our intelligence. (See above,
Pps.19~20). In this case the discursive —— as contrasted to-
. rm~1n%p1t1ve — character of our intelligence would be the '
L e oo MEaEEY priorly established through direct reflection on
- . our knowing. 'For an approach to this "fact" see Bernard - . |
D -Lonergan, "In51g%t Preface to a Discussion", in Collection: .
‘Papers by Bermar Loners an (New York: Herder and Heraer, T _g
. Ig%?}, pp. 161-163, But although our intellectual finality
can be deduced, it is not necessagx to deduce. it. because it
can also be known, in the sSame way as the discursive char-
acter is known, by direct reflection, a sensitive intro-’
spection into our act of knowing. - Maréchal comments on this
.direct knowledge of our intellectual: finality in his article,
"Le dynamisme intellectuelle dans.la connaissance objective",
Revue néoscolastiaque de Philosophie, XXVIII (1927), 137-165.
- [Reprinted in MM, T T5- IﬁIi See, MM, I, 88—99 Ea351m and .
L especially 95. S

o 14We d:l.scussed “these garin@.ples in commenting on
o St. Thomas' "fifth way"; above, pp. 147-151. ' _



“principle extr1n51c to 1t. o

~is what is meant'by metaphysical-contingency.

' Therefore all teleologlcal tendency indicates

Lo contlngency in the‘reallty which has the tendency.

(c) It follows that an argument (for example, a proof
. of God's ex1stence) from a teleologlcal tendency, |
such as our ‘intellect's 1nterna1 flnallty,,ds an

IR .argument from a species of contlngency.

(3) The. £ggument frcm contlngency, as we. have

_interpreted 1t, follow1ng ﬁaréchal, is essentially an’
_argument from the def1c1ent 1ntr1n51c¢nnte111g1b111ty of -
'some aspect of the glven real. In the case. at hand the

-aSpect of the g1ven real whlch 1s regarded as 1ntr1n31ca11y.

15-

1mperfectly 1nte111g1b1e 1s our intellect's natural

flnallty. - ‘. " . . ~ ’ A f" - ’ l . -o: V
 (4) In Maréchal's proof of God's existencé from
our intellect's natural finalitY:“the argument-~for tﬁe

necessxty of the conclusion (the actual exlstence of an

7‘intensive1y 1nf1n1te be;ng, God) centered _upon the epsoluted

rat1ona1 nece531ty that the f1na11ty, as an actlve tendency

toward 1nf1n1te belng, be ultimately 1nte11igib1e‘- that

is, not be ultlmately 1ncoherent or absurd.' We argued,

»
A

[

L

[

153y calling someﬁhlng “antrlnsically 1mperfect1y

i intelliglble" we mean that this something 1s perfectly

.intelligible, if at all, only by belng referred to a




o from contlngeney wherever there
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Buﬁporting Maréchal, that the non-eiistence of 'God (in-
: finite bezng, the sole adequate final end of the tendency)

,'would entall the radieal absurdlty of the natural flnallty,

and that this absurdlty, or absolute unlntelllglbllxty,
which would vltlate our 1ntéllect's obaectlve act1V1ty at
its root, was strlctly unthmkable.16 : 4"‘ .

(5) The crux of the reasonlng wh1ch led from the |

- fact of 1nte11ectua1 finallty to the necessary afflrmatlon. ;

of the real exlstence of God’ was, therefore, the ultlmate
,non-lntelllglbillty of the flnalxty apart from the reallty
of its adequate objective end. But thle ultimate non-
*inte111g1b111ty of ‘our 1nte11ectualufinality apant from .
'the actual ex;sth/ge of its end tﬂ‘? partlcuiir instance

a more general pattern' the ultimate non- t811181bllity

- of. any teleolog1ca1 tendency apart from the ontolog;cal

conditions sufflcient to ground the tendency. This O |
_general pattern prOV1des a startlng po1nt for the proof
4

1s a teleolog1ca1 tendency,

"rand_our intellectual finality is an actual-lnstance of such

I |

-

~ 18see avove, pp. 52, 57, 62-63.  ~ U
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| interprets ‘them} is yet another example of a way of proof
. whose 1mplic1t' gical core 13 the&argument from con-

_tlngency. ‘Por what makes posszble thls proof's transcen—

: dent conc1u51onrls preclsely the deficient 1nt9111g1b£11ty ,

("contingency“) — -indeed the: absurdlty — of the 1ntellec-
tual flnality, é:f-’}rcm thg afflrmatlon of.an ontologlcal
condition extrinsic to the tendency 1tse1f, namely the

actual ex;stence.of its adequatd objective end.

-

b

-
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'l'of God,
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. ON THE P OOF ‘oF GOD

-

r( S ‘ ' bt

_The results of 'the. study of Marechal whlch I shall

:;,here report are personal, exploratory and tentatlve. They
are dlrectly the consequence J} my attempts to apply Maré-

. chal's analysis of God-proofs, an analys1s whlch I Judge to

be of. very hlgh value, to the 1nterpretat10n of ‘some other

_theoretlcally and hlstorlcally imporsant attempts to prove
. the ex;stence of God. I shall llmit my express attentlon

to tww actual arguments, that of Kant in his 1763 essay,

. The One Possible Basis for a Demonstrat1on of the Ex1stence

1 and the proof presentad by St. Anselm in the

' 4
- i

o 1Der e1n21p mogllche Bewelsgrund zu elner Demon—‘_
stration des Daseins Goties (Gesammelts Schriften, 11,
63-163). Tferealter I shall refer to. this work as "the
' Beweisgrund essay" and to the -Gesammelte Schriften as GS.
or. the cnglish rendition of the title of %his essay. I
se the wording of Gordon Treash in Immanuel Kant; Der
‘einzig mogliche Beweisgrund: The One Possible Basis for

" @ Demonsiratien 0f the Existence o God, trans, . angd 1ntrod._

Byrﬁordon Treash_TNew York: Abaris Books, 1979),:

%)
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’ Proelogjonezb It has eeemed to. me that Maréchal's anhlys:s

- \—--"\_
of God-proof 111um1nates the nature of these 1mportant J

proofs. Indeed it ia.mw op1n10n that Maréchal's analys1s’

o illumlnates the nature of all p0331b1e speculatlve Godﬁ

 } proof, but it is imp0551b1e here to make, even 1n outllne,

the appllcation to every one. ‘I .regard these pages more .
in the 1ight of a prellmznar;\ﬂellneatlon of promlsing
avennes for further research than in the 11ght of finlshed .h'

. 1

‘.

conclusions.

L. . e . - . . X .

e L.
) .:\

xsieuof the Thomlstlc Ways and the Essence

H“~hﬂ~ .of all Speoulatlve God—Proof

™

No one would be surpr;sed, T thlnk, if%Qne were to S

v's

-,report that a 1ong and ﬁalnstakzng engagemenﬁ?W1ﬁh ihe

ATy
g thought of Maréohal had resulted in a better underetandlng

_ ”f‘Thomaa. After ali, Marechal was a Thomist and hzs express' B

St et . N on

o of the ways of proof of God's ex;stence acoordlng to St. uff

"5purpose was te’tiiumlnate and o deveIOp,rzn & way which i

would remaln faxthful to. its or;g;nal intent:on, the _u ‘ﬁ§$i7li“
essence Qf Té°m33' thought on the nece§31ty of realist '

metaphysié%-in general and the rational foundatlons of ourbx

. knowledge of the traﬁecendent in particular. It should not”;‘;j

- R - P i PEETE
o

PR

2PT081%510n5 in St. Anselm, Qgera omnaa, ed Dom '

F. S:,Schmltt urgh: Thomas Nelson, 1§I§251). I, 93—

122, (Lotus classicus of the proof.is prc:sl.S chs.’ II-Iv, -f

presented on pp. 101-104 of the clted volumes ). o
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'/*!théréfore be asfonishing-if Maréchal.should sucCeed; in

1afge-part;:in‘dding whét was~hié principal,intEntion éﬁd

o i}';' lifeldﬁg:téSk; With‘regard'to the proof of-God's:exigtencq,\°_ *
R fhowéver, I.think”that-mﬁréchgi succeeded in more than he —— . ;
f'éf.1east-expfesslyi;-.intenﬁed.  Hé turned his‘gtfenfi;niﬁo ;ﬁ
;.:a?d;aqnégntraféé'his %ﬁ%éilégfuéljiébors'uﬁon fh§se ways of. "{

g “_deA§QQ§f wﬁich:weré_é#p}ipifljjof'i;piicifllehomiStic.B' | ?
R ‘-mt_,,m'-'igi{é-fﬁ?o-geséf.he' :’s_.l__f!;ﬁmina._fed not only tﬁe.ggséncé-of; -

%he-Thqmistigfﬁéyéﬁbﬁt:thq;éssence‘df all ways df-fhe.proof_‘

.« -of God's exigﬁénce_whiqh?aizipogsiﬁie<pn the grounds of

'spécﬁlafi§e :eas6ﬁ (as- dis guishéd'f:om §rpofs which

‘might be possible on cther gfoppds; Sugh'asfthOSé'ofgprac;f
:/f- Py ,'ticél.réasdﬁfgoﬁsidérgd“aidhé,;or,aesthetic grounds, or

‘grounds ‘proper to religious consciousness as such, for '~ -ﬁ;;?

. _ examplée ‘mystical éxperience or revelation). _

¢ In my opinion Maréchal succeeded in making ah ‘
, o TR T T T ~
~ - . enalysis of God-proof which has universal applicability, -

S e T ;f3cf.'phe;follpwing;statement:'?Qh'og veuille aussi
‘.7 “’ne-point chercher dans notre texte un essai de présenta- :
7“7 .. tion noduvelle-de. la preuve de:-1l'existence de Dieu., Les -
- veing voies' de 'S. Thomas —=.gue: nous avons enseignées .
" nous-méme, en leur sens littéral -- fixent définitivement.
 le type métaphysique (parfaitement efficace) de cette - o
©...* " ’preuve. Mais il reste vrai-qu‘'en approfondissant quelque -
4., -, . objet de pensée que.ce s0it -— essence, relation, ou méme
”h__;_Df_,'privatibnvr-”on,réncohtréfnigu;iinévitablemént; c'est ce
"~ gui nous arrive ici, pour limité.que soit le point.de’vue ‘' - .
* " -ofl nous: nous .enfermons."  {V, 450, n.'l) The last seitence ==~ -
- indicates the sense in which Maréchal regarded himself as~ =
. "developing". the express ﬂoctrin? of St. Thomas in-the '

IO

5y o “nfive waysh. .

| P . -

AT LT I . [ - . . . e LT

e e A g T A S T e e e
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because in hls analy51s of the Thomistic proofs he pene-'

trated: to the core of ell speculatlve God-proof, to that

whzchfﬁ%lfpossible ways of provzng God's exlstence, on- the-

o grounds of speculatlve reason, hsv’fln common’ Thls common

core, the’ underlylng element of uni?y in all ways of the j

speculetlve proof of God whlch are-not the "ontolog1ca1

_argumen " and whlch therefore have the pos51b111ty of. valid- ”
”ity, is the fundamental lire of inference whlch I hsve_

fcalled the “common" vidy of proof, the "proof ‘from contin-

-o“gency",'or, o eleborate what- Maréchsl means by “tre latter \

"term, the “proof from the 1nsuff1cient 1ntellig1b111ty of

'd'finite beings“ 4 ., S -L.:"“""-'.‘ - f

-,
#

Comparlson of Maréchal's Analysls to Kant's Bewelsgrund

Essay. I believe‘%gst an. 1nstruct1ve compar;son can be
&ES88Y.

i made between Maréchal's analysls of the essence of- all

- speculatlve God-proof - an anelysls which I regard as

iyl

"haV1ng succeeded, in the twofold sense that 1t both correctly
.fidentifled the common rstlonal core of God-proof and showed
3 the cbaective necesslty wh1ch that che possesses ~- and
li the anelysis of speculatlve God—proof wﬁich Kant presented
4n’ the Beweisgrund essay, an enalys:s whlch I regard as d'.d

' ‘f‘ehev1ng almost, but not quite, succeeded in the seme twofold

A

”lﬁcf. above,iCheofer}V, n. 2. o R
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a . L S RS ”
sense. To‘make this oomparison at 1ength'wou1d be. to go‘:

o beyond the 11m1ts whlch I W1sh to observe in th1s disserta— .,
| o;tion. Indeed it could be a- dlssertatlon in itself.- I w1sh

merely to present, in tentatlve and exploratory fashlon, the.

=

. . - 'broad outlines of thls comparison by the follow1ng seven

S

' lremarks, which will be left undeveloped.
(1) There is an extreme 31m11ar1ty between the most
“ba81c pOSItlon on. the ground of God-proof maintalned by Kant

in the Bewelsgrund essay and "the most central posztlon of

A

“:Maréchal on the ground of the speculatlve nece331ty of
o affirmlng God's exlstence. The most baslo p031t10n maln-.
‘ g " :“talned by Kant in this essay is that God, the ground of the
L S possiblllty of all.thlngs, must necessarlly be afflrmed Bs -
'real in order that anythlng at all be th:.nka‘ole.5 ‘The .
steps of the argunent by ‘which Kant supports thls p031t10n
| R f can be summarized as fOllOWS.6 |

- " L a

_ 5Cf. this statement in- the concludlng paragraph of

"the Beweisgrund essay: "Nur lediglich darin, ‘dass die = = .
Verneinung der gottllchen Existenz vollig Nichts ist, 11egt e
“der Unterschied seines Daseins von anderer Dinge ihrem, :

Die innere Mdglichkeit, die Wesen der-<Dinge sind, nun dasjenige,

.. _.dessen Aufhebung alles Denkliche vertilgt. - Hierin wird. also
'~ .das eigene Merkmal von dem Dasein des Wesens aller Wesen .

" bestehen, Hierin sucht den Bewelsthum o o ae" (GS, II,

162-163) L L _ ' .

o 6I do. not propose to glve a general synOpsls of thls

;essay, but to concentrate’ only on the most:crucial position

- which,Kant took in it, This is, in: my-view, precisely.the -
- ;_position which makes- possible the comparistn with Maréchal, .

In the essay Kant interpreted and evaluated other purported
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(a)g;n order to afflrm.or in order to deny'enythingvat
 gl1, we must thlnk. To th1nk 10, for us, the most

absolute of ratlonal nece351t1es;

(AN

'=(b) In order to thlnk we. must affirm posszblllty. -Thereé'ﬁ'l

fore by aff1rm1ng or deny1nb anythlng we 1mp11c1tly

' .afflrm p0551b111ty, the prerequlslte for thoubht -,

1 that is, we 1mp11o1ﬁly afflrm that there is some= |
thlng th1nkab1e.7, | 1‘ . |

| ‘(oj But to affirm p0581b111ty (an absolutely necessary..
LS afflrmatlon) 1s to afflrm an exlstent ground of -

' 3
. _p0351b111ty,8 andk$hls actual ground of all p0551b11-

1 o
-

ways of speculative God—proof as well,'but"I shall not treat .
these., For an overview of the essay I recommend,. in- addition

to Maréchal's summary and jinterpretation (III, 49-60 and V,
504, n. 1), the concise summary by F. Copleston-in A Histo
Tmage

-of Philosophy, ‘Vol. 6§ (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday [

Books zdition], 1964), Part I, 217-219.
7Maréchal takes palns to pqlnt out (III, 51—58) that’

. the "p0551b111ty“ with which the Beweisgrund essay was. prz-o

marily concerned was "real possibility"” (see above,. ch. 2,

- Ne 13), not Just'bonceptual possibility". - The argument

moved from the necessity of there being real possibility o

E (the ultimate basis of everything thinkable) to the sole .. /-~
‘sufficient ground of real possibility, which must necessarily -

be something actually existent. -By virtue of its focus o
real poss1b11§ty the argument ought, by right, to have r sen

ic conceptuallatlc character of the "OﬂtOlOal—-
cal argument"., Yet, in Maréchal's judgment, Kant's con-

< ception of speculatlve cognition ‘was fundamentally too statlc\;

to permit his argument to distinguish itself completély from
1caI argument"‘ See below, PR« 177-180 (pOIHtS .

L)

ﬂ

.!’
1t

R “Alle NOgllchkelt setzt etwas erkllches voraus, S

1 worigrund wodurch- -alles Denkliche gegeben ist: Demnach - '
- 1st. eine gewisse’ Wirklichkeit, deren Aufhebung. selbst alle
L. ignere MOgllchkelt uberhaupt aufheben wurde."' (GS, II,,a 83)

4
-

-
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_'back finslly to the principle of the necesssny intelligl-f_c‘

e

174 o
ity is"preciselfnwnst‘coq (metaphysically con—- °
- sidered)gns. : . ,'e' o Ry : |
_(a)'The non—exlstence of this belng would entell the
'sbsence-of a ground for p0351bility, and thus would
result either in there'being notning-at ell (Which
is contrery to the case) or else 1n the non-think-
o ‘abillty, radical unlntelllglbllity or absurdlty of
' actual exlstence (a hypothe51s which is, itself, |
_unthlnkeble and absurd) '

‘.(ej It follows that the exlstence of God is necessary

- for . hougg to be p0951ble ,end when we th1nk, which'

n"Lis ebsolutely necessary, we 1mplic1tly afflrm the |
;f‘ “reelity of God. ,ﬁ
‘l'This line of reasoning comes extremely close to the- .

most crucial poznt in Maréchal's analysis of the loglcel ;

Kl

core of God—proofs. In,Meréchel's 1nterpretation all ways

of provnng God's existence, in speculetive reason, g0 beck:

-in the last enelysls to the prlnciple thst existence, the

. real, must be fully 1ntellig1b1e. This principle is- most

clearly operative 1n the argument from contingency 1tself-
but it is really operative in ell the weys of speculetzve
‘God—proof, which, from diverse %terting p01nts, all’ come

bility of the reel. Thus the argument from contingency is

'f7_-the 1ogicel "nucleus" of a11 the ways. The ebsolute neces-* ’
'fsity thet the real be 1nte111gible — the necessity in which

- RN ‘ - SRR _':'7 . . S o 'g_ ,

o t e eet o . o o . . ) . PO
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Maréchal ultlmately bases the p0931b111ty of all speculative
Godeproof —is 1n my view 1ndlst1nguishabiefg;bm the ul-

‘,timate neces51ty to which Kant appeals in the Beweisgrund '
,é o ! essay, namely the absolute necessity that ‘exi'stence be : :
-thinkable. Yet between Maréchal and Kant there is. a subtle

difference over the 1ntegral meanlng of the "thlnkable" or

~ the "1nte11131b1e", a dlfference whlch centers upon the

- issue of a."dynamic" versus a "static" view of Speculative
9 o - L —

L

.cognltion. .
‘ - (2) One will note that‘Kant, by‘the time of theslh

Critique of Pure Reason (ﬁafst edltion, 1781; second edltlon,

- ;1787), had apparently abandoned the. ground Wthh his. 1763
: essay had; deflned' and henceforth Kant Spcke as though there

_were no posslble ground in speeulatlve reason proper for an

‘apodictlc proof of the existence of God.%o, Thls is the '_Q-H
‘Kant, "agnostlc" as to the‘pOSSIblllty of speculatlve meta—
‘physics in general and of natural theology in- partlcular,,‘
'of whom almost the whole of subsequent 11teretur€%1n phi-

%R\\H;;)*\ ' ‘ _ -

1050phy, in h;story of ph;losophy, and 1n systematlc theology R

-

9See below, pp. 176-180 (points 3 through 7).\-@,,.

i

10"1 ma1ntain that all attempts to employ reason in
“theology in any merely- speculative manner are aXtogether
“fruitless and by their very nature null and void . .- ..

' Consequently, the only theology of reason which is possible’
is that which is based upon moral laws or seeks guidance -
from them." Critique of Pure Reason, trans, N. K. Smith

-(New York: St. Martin's Press and Toronto' Macmlllan, 19653,'\11Q"'

-m<p- 528 (A 636, 3 664)._.:

A
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Vportrait of the cr1t1ca1 Kant so monollthlcally "agnostic"- .

”-tical"' d "critlcal" perlods of his phllosophlcal career.}lg

"326. . See, BSpeciallyg his summary oi the conclusions of
e ~VVQ, P. about the reality of "Thlngs-ln-themselves“ and the
”;[x“existence .of God.- (IV, 291-301) R . ”rﬁk'

takes account. In my oplnlon it is one of Maréchal's chlef

merlts to have broken rather sharply with thls near—unanlmousf

(accordlng to the portrazt) in these matters, and to have_

shown 1n Cahiers III and IV of PD an. extraordlnary sitl—'

',v1ty to both the contlnulty and the ab1d1ng 1nterna1 en31ons”

of Kant's thought in both the (too easily labelled) “precrl- o

In particular Maréchal attends to the pa1nstak1ng and, as 1t '_ ‘El o

turned out, 1ncompleted search far-a«poss1b1e speculative‘

_ground for metaphy51cs which is ev1denced in the p s Post-- .

umum.12 “This search 1nto which Kant poured so much 1nte1-
lectual effort after the Crltiques test1f1es to the fact .
that the "crltlcal" Kant had not s1mply abandoned the p0331—'ff
blllty of which he wrote in 1763, although the problem had .

" become con51derably more tangled and its solutlon more

B e1u81ve to his thought than 1t had seemed to him in 1763.

(3) In ﬁaréchal's view it is %o Kant's ab1d1ng |

¢ > 5

110f partlcular interest is Maréchal's discernment

hof nwaverings” (flottements) in Kant's mature thought (IV,,

T1-112), "waverings" which Maréchal attributes to a "latent

-confllct between two orientations. of. thought" (1v, 78), one

motivated by “eritical" concernsy- the other by an ab;dzng
concern.for a comprehen31ve "system of reason" .

12Marécha1 analyzes the Opus Postumum in Iv, 227- :

v
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credit that he remalned to the end preoccupled w1th this

h search, even at the expense of his intellectual equenlmlty
-and the equlllbrlum of his matured "crltlcal" thought. But -

that Kant d1d not succeed in flndlng the p0531b1e ground for.

speculatlve metaphysics is. nOcsurprlse to Marechal. In

order to have found it, accordlng to.Marechal, Kant would ‘

. have’ had to dlscover ‘a perspect1ve wh1ch, in, fact, was

‘lacklng not only to the Kant of the Crltique of Pure Reason_Ji

but also to’ the Kant of 1763, who thought ‘that a proof of

God's ex1stence was poss1ble in speculatlve reason. In this

perSpectlve, lacking to Kant's thought 1n all stages except
~ for some 1nd1gt1nct and 1nconc1us1ve express1ons of what

‘;CMaréchal reads as a groplng for it 1n hlS last years, lies

'the dlfference between Marechal's baszs for a proof and o

_ that of the Kant of the Bewelsg (and therefore, a for-

.tiorl, of the Crlthues) L . '
(4) The perspective of which I speak is the dynam1c .

'~h and - flnalistlc nature of COgnztlon, the pervas1on of s ec-

'f,ulatlve act1vity, of the theoret1ca1 1nte11ectua1 act as

sﬁfh ~ and not Just of the acts of practical reason - with
a dynamic and flnallstlc quallty, whlch affects intrlnsi-‘ :

‘

_ L35ee above, pp. 59-61.

o cally the constitution of all ob3ects"£u t‘hought.l3 For the - - %
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-

“‘.ﬁant of both the Beweisggggd ESsay and’ the Critigue of Pure

'_Reason~the condition of the- "thinkable" was static and for-

mal, not dynamic and actual. But from such a static "think-

grounds of a nec9351ty of intelligibility, a proof of the .

" existence of God.  The Kant of 1781 and 1787 no' longer °

-thought this p0331b1e, as ie clear from the refutation of

a1l Speculative proofs of God's existence in the Critigue
14 - : v

(5) Maréchal, ‘given precisely this definition of the

fiPOSSible basis for a proof, would say that the Kant of the o

Critigue of’ Pure Reasan was more «right. than the Kant of

1763. That is, given a static account of speculative know- '
'ledge, the right conciuszon was drawn by the later Kant. -
: [‘Yet the earlier Kant was essentially right in seeking the
;ground-for the necessary affirmation of God where he sought‘
i ity namely in the absolute requirement of intelligibility o
txt(the ultimate necesaity of "thinkability") of any obaect.
‘aA11 that" was lacking to that early proof -~ but it was a . -
‘-disaetroua lack -- was an account of the - "thinkable" which ‘
would be essentially dynamic and which ‘would" include in- T
_ \tellectual finality among the factora of epeculative know-"'.
‘Af;ledge. From a purely static and formal thinkable one could Z

L R

2 Mses 111, 251264,

.able“ the Kant of 1763 thought 1t possible to derive, on the‘ ‘>'
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derive real exlstence, whzch 1s above all dynamlc and

- ‘actual, only by the 111egit1mate process ‘of the ontologlcal

argument.15 But from a-“thlnkable“ deflned dynamlcally,

' and therefore already deflned in terms 1mmersed in actuallty,"

in real belng, one can derlve -— one must derzve, as 1ong as ;
the 1og1ca1 process is consequent1a1 - real exlstence.
- (6) Accordlng to Maréchal the thought of: Kant, )

both at the tlme of the Bewe1sgrund essay and at the time _

- of the. Crlthues, was too’ committed to a’ one—51ded1y statlc

s
and»formal account of the nature of Speculatlve knowledge |

' to permlt the p0551b111ty of a speculatzve metaphy51cs, un-

less he were to . do so via the "1nte11ectua1 1ntuition" clazm

16

1mplic1t in the ontologlcal argumentu But ‘the Kant of the

Crltlgue of Pure Reason absolutely ruled out that procedure,"

even’ whlle v01c1ng the (telllng) 0p1n10n, 1n the course of
h%glanaly51s of the proofs, that if there were p0531b1e a

speculatzve proof of God's exlstence it would have to be -
17 - A

' that ‘one.” " S - r*'

(7) 1f Rent had had, as Maréchal {from his Thomistlc -
heritage) d1d, a dynamic and finallstlc conceptlon of fﬂ '

. -

\

v 15On thls p01nt and oh the po;nt of my next para-,

graph (6), the "Coniclusion’Générale" of - Cahzer IiI (III,
£ 305-309) ‘sheds light. =~ T :

155ee III, 306-307. R S PR
17

Criti ue of Pure Reason A 630, B 655 (N. K. Smlth
trans,' p. SZZI.. " _“”:' R T

SRR TR
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gpggulative intelleqtion, according to which the "thinkable"_
for'the "affirmablé“, corresponding to thé'eﬁpire analogicéi
_féhge of the acfﬁéi;.wﬁuld inéinitély surpass ‘the éoﬁceptu- '
ally repreéenﬁablgg his 1763'p&oof'would_have,étoddon firm
 ground wholly outsidé thegro#nd of the ontolégical?grgument.le
inrfhat‘éése; in my opinipn'ﬁié érgﬁmént would have been “in- .
. distinggisﬁable:from'the essénce qf,Marééhallg:argument,'aﬁd
‘likelthé lat%er's_wdu1d be, in myrdpinion;‘énfirély correct: -
“anﬁ true. .Uniorfunatelj, however, ﬁant_neiéf fﬁily'shed; in@éu“"‘
"ﬁis interﬁrétation of Spequlgti :knowledge, fhe'sfati§ gonev#
'ceptﬁéliém ﬁhich.wﬁs a prinéipal characteristic of the ration=
alisn which he criticized.!® 'And .so his proof of 1763, in'
‘  spite of its peréﬁicacity‘iﬁ.iookiﬁg for;fhe baéis af‘a proof;'
_of God in the ultimate conditions of the thinkable, fell.too
,'mnch7in£o %he‘gtatiq\condqptualisiicﬂtfack of the“én%o;ogicgl'ﬁ
afgupent. and périghedlinxant's mihdatio;_beforq,the time
- gbfl his femous refutation of tht argument. - % f‘

. ) F.
¢ i N . o o - -

| See V, 504, m, 1a -

18

o m;'uigcf.,this”jhdgment, expressed on III, 308: "Certes,

- il faut le reconnaltre: malgré les e ressions. dynamistes

- ‘(fonction, detivité synthétique, etc.) qu'emploie Kant - .
‘-‘;g.3;,1ses.dgmonstrationstreposentgexclusivemgnt-sur des .

. emboitements immobiles ¥e conditions 3 priori, sur une . -
hiérarchie logiquement,n

TS ¢cessaire de *formes' et de 'régles'. -
% | ee o Kant n'a pu éliminer complitement de son esprit’le
.+ .. .. levain ‘du. wolfianisme: il en demeure & l'analyse statique; -
. . chez 1lui, la’ considération 'transcendantale’, d'od pouvait™ " -
- jaillir —— croira Fichte —~ 1'affirmation conduérante.de .
-~ 1'acte, se renferme dans le minutieux et définitif repérage

VVLg”J ”-‘ f!,deﬂIa”forme;"'j(Cf;jthé interpretation of .Fichte in IV, - - .7
- 2 T L S




-Prosloglon.

- Thomlstlc weys. .

_'casts upon it. e R N R S
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Haréchal's Proof and St. Anselm's Proof:

-

A Rapprochement Perceived -

In the. remalnlng peges of thls chapter I shall

N suggest a substantlal degree of unlty between the essence. <

of Meréchal's God-proof, that is the underlylng unlty of

his "ways", and the. essence of St. Anselm's prbof in the
20

- !

I w1sh to remlnd the reader that I belzeve )

:the essence of ﬁarechal's proof to be also that of the “weys"

of St.. Thomas, but w1th some of ‘their v1rtua11t1es developed

~and their unity underllned by Maréchal more than St. Thomas
' himself developed and underl;ned them. Therefore the unity

-u—__,

I shall suggest is no% only ong betWeen Maréchal and Ariselm |

on the proof of God, but one between Anselm'e proof and the

i

2oThe reader should not antzcipate in’ these pages -

-1 detailed exegesis of the Proslogion. The 1nterpretatlon
- ‘'which I shall present, in broad strokes, depends upon = °
‘wWhole reading of the Proslogion. and the controversy w1th

‘Gaynilo. In addition i?¥ is influenced by a few sources’
which are mentioned in an Appendix. - (See below, pps 212~

"”219 ) But I.do not judge this. dissertation, whose topic is
. - the proof of God's.existence according fo Maréchal, to be a.

proper place for a fully developed exposition of,ﬁta Anselm's’

- proof, The latter, like Kant's Beweisgrund proof already

mentioned,' is touched upon not for its own sake, but only in
order\to show some virtualities of Maréchal®'s analysis for

- ®iding in the lnterpretatlon of other. proofs, T shall keep :7 co
- my treatment of Ansel 's proof to the minjimum necessary to

show the light whic in my* oplnlon, Meréchal's an31331s o
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In maklng the case for an. underlylng unlty between

Maréchal's ~ways of- God-proof and - St. Anselm's proof I mast

‘start by reJect1ng an 1nterpretat10n of St. Anselm S proof N

- which has been S0 nearly unanlmously agreed upon in the

‘subsequent history of phllosophy that it can be called the' P

"fj:“class1cal" interpretatlon. Accordlng to thls 1nterpretat10n |

(with whlch I dlsagree), St. Anselm's proof is regarded as.

one of the . earllest ver51ons, and ‘the c1assmc formulatlon,

--of ‘the “ontologlcal argument", an argument whlch‘Was subse— dj

.......

- thlnkers from'Duns Scotus to Charles Hartshorne and Norman .

. Malcolm, whzch was - glven 1ts,almost deflnltlve crltlclem by

‘_Kant but which has contlnued nevertheless Xo. reappear in
.nigfformulatzons, defended by thznkers who belleve elther )
- that their reformulatlons sat1sfy Kant's valld obJectlons to

;Lithe earlier formulations or that Kant's refutatlon of the

'; argument 1s 1tself faulty. ﬁccordxng to this 1nterpretat10n
‘there is a substantial 1dent1ty of argument connectlng St.“f,

'.Anselm's proof to the proofs of Descartes, Splnoza and .
"Ledbniz, whlch Kant called the "onﬂblogical argument" 21'

'l;I do not consider St. Anselm's proof as- being identical tog;

bl
o

e o 21A good summary of thzs intenpretation, thh
' read:ngsqexemplify1ﬁg the: principal contributions to 1t

 in the history of philosophy «gince St. Anselm, is‘'in: Alv1n

- ”';-Plantinga, ed., The Ontological Arg
= 77 Doubleday . [Anchor BOoKsJ, L
. ~‘,f‘Intrpduction by Rlchard Taylor, pp. Vil_

\.D

) ’ ilo

ent (Garden Clty, .Y.-T' ;f
T _eSpecially, the Ve

o
o



. _Wlth regard to ‘the latter argument (Harechal'

. my efforts to understand

if not ~identical, to the essence of Marechal's argument.

‘the "ontoiogioai argument" which is the subjeot 6f this

later aispute. On the contrary, I consider it to-be quite

different from the "entological arguneit", ‘and quite simil

>

in an earller chapter the_dlfference, as I see it, ‘between
it and the "ont010gical z;trgt.uner.xt"'22 The most crucial point
in this dlfference is’ the nature of the startlng p01nts of

the reSpectlve_arguments, I have argued that the "ontologl-

cal argument" starts. from'a mere concept and-lnvolVes, ta01tly

or eXpressly, a clalm of an 1ntellectua1 1ntu1t10n-of the di-

vine poss1b111ty, but Harechal's argument, on the contrary,

-starts from.a conceptuallzed fact of exﬁerlence (that is,

<

,from an 1ntellectually grasped aspect of real ex1stence) and .

,1nvolves ‘no clalm of an 1nte11ectua1 1ntu1t10n. In shbrt,
;what;irfnagi argue ‘is ‘that there 1s an underlylng unlty be-

tween Maréchal's and Anselm's approaches to. the proof of

God's ex1stence,'and that=ne1tner of them_lnyolves the "on- ;‘

LY

;tological argument"

‘The case T shall make for the essentlal unlty of

these two apparently d1 erse roofs depends upon three con— -

cluszons which I have awn: from my study of Marechal and
cof in St Anselm's Pros-
3

oA

.

22506 above, pp. 105-107+ "’
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~‘comes down to thls. esse afflrmandum est, bezng (1nten81ve-

184

logion.23 The three conclusions are llsted below under the
hesdlngs. Flrst Conclusion, Second Conclusipn, Thlrd‘Con- '

clus1on; ‘I shsll brlefly develop edach one 1mmed1ately after

statlng 1t. After;this I shall'develop in:bfoad‘strokes my

."'1nterpretatcon, which depends upon the synthe81s of the

‘three conc1u31ons rather than upon any one or two of them

taken alone. o ISR

Flrst Concluszon |

The .essence of Mareohal's ways of the proof of .
God's exlstence 1s the absolute nece951ty'bf the mind to
affirm, ultlmately, a perfect actualltylggnaintenszve 1nf1n—
ity of belng. ThlS neces51ty is constltutlonal -natural to
the.mind‘and 1s‘set‘1n motion every.tlme the mind r%}ates‘to
an object which is imperfect, or finite;as'to actuality..
On every such enconnter the_mind,is necesserily drawn;
-through and beyond the finite object, to the‘condition of

its perfect 1nte111g1b111ty._ To sum up the essence of

Maréchal's ways 1n a 51ng1e phrase, one could say that 1t

&

1y inf1n1te) must be afflrmed, at least 1mp11c1tly, 1n )

every intellectual ‘act. 2t I C

- 23The "history" of my efforts to understand St.
Anselm's proof is recounted in the Apgendlx, below, pp.212-219.

o Zor, thls.statement whlch expresses the necessary‘

'affirmatlon of being in any act of the speculative or prac- -

tical reasons: "tant par la pensée que par le voulolr, nous
posons donc P rpétuellement et categorlquement 1 tre."(V 87)

Voo
hn



of .div e essence (equivalent to an”intuitive nowledge of

' Descartes, Leibniz and some other philosophers,

- 126-145)

185 "v

SecpndIConciuSion

If fhe "ontblogical.argument" is, most“basically,

‘an argument that begins with a clear and distinct concept

the divine possibility) and deduces from that God's actual

exis_t'ence,25 then St. Anselm's argument is not at_all'the i

"qntoiogical argument", because his argument neither begins N

nor proceeds in this way. To clarify my-ﬁqsition on this I

wish to make the following two points:

(1) I think that,,historically and doctrinally, one

- ought to.mean,'by-the'exP:essibn "ontological argument",

" that kind of logical passagé - from aﬁstract'possibility ..'

to concrete actuality — which .I have idenﬁified as the.
essence_bf this argument.. ; th}nk‘thgt'such a definition

is,thé most‘éatisfactory way “to focuS-the‘essepce of an-

© important argument-ﬁhibh is exémplified-in the tpought'of‘

26 andfwhich .

5
W

A 25This:is thé way Héréphai interpretsrthe'éssence ‘

of “the "ontological argument". See his article, "Au seuil

de la métaphysique: abstraction ou intuition?",Part II:

"Quelques enseignements de 1'histoire", Revue néoscolastique \
de Philosophié,XXXI (1929), 121-147. ' (Reprinted in MH, I, '

o 26Maréchal discerns-the_esséntials of 'this argument,
namely, (1) the presumption of & direct, "intuitive" kmow-
ledge of the internal possibility of the divine essence and .
(2) the inference .from conceptual possibility (apparent lack
of internal contradiction in the concept) to real existence,
in Duns Scotus. (See I, 191-193. Cf, MM, I, 141-142:) -~

B
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was criticized by Kant who first applied.the term Tonto-.
1ogica1‘argument" to it.%T Purthermore, I think- that the,
startlng point of thls tType of argument for God's exzstence

always conta fs, 1mp11c1tly or expllcltly, a claim of a

1ndeed I do not think its loglcal process 1nc1udes any
. "stage" prlor to actuallty or any “passage" to actuallty. )
- - And.- I thlnk that there is in 1t no clalm, expllc1t or 1m—
B ;. ) pllClt, of an 1ntellectual intuition of the d1v1ne essence,
| elther in its 1nterna1 pos51b111ty or in - 1ts actuality.
‘The absence of these elements is my reason for dlstlngulsh—
}sf,nn\ ' ing Anselm's proof from the "ontologlcal argument" 3
; (2) I think the “ontologlcal argument" to be in-

' valid because its starting p01nt (essentlal 1ntu1tlon of

A . ‘  . the divine p0351b111ty) is fictive == man has nc such’ starr-
| ing p01nt for any of hlS knoﬁiedge of the real. In thls'
Judgment I concur with Maréoﬁ&l, who also focuses his

; . R . ‘r-> 7 ’ . ’ ‘. o N

D Critique 'of Pure Reason, A 602, 630 (N. K.

: . - Smith tran ans., p. 507). The Beweisgrund essay referred to -

g S this type off proof as the "Carte31an" proof. (s, II, °
156—157, 162) o

~ , , i
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the essence of the Maregzzllan approach., It 4
|1ence to Anselm's argum

e . ‘

‘ P ‘ 28 . @
objectiofi upon the starting point;2 and I think that the '~
same was the most essential peint of St. Thomas' rejectioh
of the oplnlon that God's exlstence 1s per se nota quoad

29

‘nos™- and of Kant's reaectlon of the & grlorl proof con—
structed by his-rationakist predecessors.30

Thlrd Conclu91on
Although’ St. Anselm does not use, indeed does not

-,the same (Arlstotellan—Thomlstlc, ana developed by

o Maréohal) termlnologlcal and conceptual means, -as has

Maréchal, to express 'thé essence of the m1nd'l<&it1nerary"

in itefascent from created things to God, the essence of

that "itinerary" in Anselm's proof is indeed vizy close to
s no vio--

, on the contrary it'helps to

eillumine some of its prlnclpal features, 1f one says that

o

T
280f. V. 3503 "N'gvons-nous aucune 'intuition in-
tellectuelle'° Auoune,frépond le thomisme, en barrant:

devant nous toutes les issues possibles vers un mode guel-

congue d'intuition essentielle.”. (In’ the-following para-
graphs, V, 350-351, Maréchal excludes spec1f1c klnds of
“1nte11ectual intuition®.)

285, Th., I, 2, 1, c and ad 3.

3°Cf Kant's remark about Lezbniz‘ argument: "Thus

| _the celebrated Leibniz is far from having succeeded in what

. he plumed himself on achieving — the ‘comprehension & priori

. of the possibility of this sublzme 1deal belngt" (Loc. cit.

sugra. N. 27) 'u B &g.L
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*its esseﬁée‘is,‘like Ha échai's,‘the mihd‘s coming to re-—
flective consciousness of its absolute need to affirm the
maximally affirmable,‘to-come to know -—'discursitely,'in¥
directly, imperfectly, not- in itself but through recognizing
the necessity of its affirmatioh ~= the ihfiniteiy actual.

*

This third conclusion states the substance of the

unity I perceixe between the ways of Maréchal and Ahselm;7

-

It is a uni con51st1ng in the common recognltlon of the

necesSity‘fo discursive thought to afflrm the supremely
actual. It is a common acknowledgement, albelt expressed
in different terms by the two thlnkers, of the ultlﬁ%te

,-;orlentatlon and necessary subm15s1cn of thought to perfect

L4 .

- actuality. : . | " ' '“; B ﬂt
| I;/////ﬁhiﬁ\zylrd conclusion requires the foh;Bw%hg clari-
- ficatory comment. Anselm 1n his argument uses the bne )

word, co gltare (to thlnk), to cover what for aréchal would.

require, withinuthe_central inéellectuaL act o;}g dgment y

a distinction of functions between proPerly conceivingfor

. represent1ng (renresenter) and affzrmlng (afflrmer) In';-

Maréchal's thought, chectlve knowledge 1nvolves both these‘
'functlons, but of the two the latter (efflrmatnon) is the
ultimatedy "obaectlvatlng“ funct10n3 and through iz the

mlnd can relate obJectlvely to chects whlch it cannot pro—f

perly concelve or formally represent. The limits of the

frayr=

3lsee_i.r,-. 299-304 and -524-.-'526- |
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properly conceivable (representablé) are harrower than the .
1limits .of the knowable or. the obaectlvely afflrmable.'
Strlctly speaklng, the’ latter has ng 11m1ts ‘but 1ncluoes
the 1nf1n1te analOglcal range of b _553532 fﬂ-

I See in Anselm s Prosloglon a clear awareness that.

"that than which nothlng greater can be thought" is not

properly concelvable (representable) but }s beyond our.mlndfe‘

capacity for proper representatlon. Yet it is somehow think-

ahle (1n‘inte11ectu est, in Anselm s usual phrase) " That 1s,--

" the, m1n&’can ob;ectlvely, cognltlvely relate to 1t in some.

ashlon, although it cannot properly concelve of 1t_33

conce1vab1e. Therefore, although Anﬁéi; does not hematlze,.

I

as does Maréchal, any such dlstlnctlon w1th1n the thlnkable

as that between représenter and affirmer, I ! ink that he

means, by that whlch is thlnkable although beyond our proper

32The thought expressed H@?e is developed and re-
peated many times in Cahier:V. See, €. g., DPP. 296-299,_

342-3 53 519-526 (second and th1rdcpr6p051tlons)._

331 take this to he St. Anselm's meaning when he
wrltes, in Prosl. XV: “Ergo,’ domine, non solum es quo maius
cogitari neqult, sed es quiddam maius quam cogitari possit.”
(Opera omnia, I, 1l2. 14-15)  From this and from other
statements in Prosl. it is clear that, in Anselm's thought,
‘God 1is thinkable and nowsble in one sense but not thinkable
and knowable in another sense: e. Z., Prosl. XIV: "An . . .
.nondum te vidit [anima meal, quia vidi¥ te al1quatenus, sed

non vidit te sicuti es?" (Ibid., 111 20-21)
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concepts, something very'llke what Maréchal means by some-
‘ thing which is obJectlvely affirmable although not able to
be represented .

My third conclusion'may acéordingly”be summarized
as follows- Anselm's argument, llke Maréchal's, has for its
dynamio essence the internal necess1ty, reflectlvely dls— '
covered by the mlnd; to, affmrm the perfectly actual, even
if, as is the case, the perfectly actual is beyond our .

capac1ty for proper conceptuallzation. In. this 1nterpreta—

tlon Anselm 8 proof differs from Marechal's only in that the

" former was motlvated by a somewhat 1ndlst1nct, 1mp1101t

- . o+

‘recognltion of the mlnd's nece551ty to rise to the affirma- o

tzon of pure act, whereas the 1atter was motlvated by a

dlst1nct, exp11c1t recognitlon of that same necess1ty. -
" Do the best of my knowledge these three conc1u31ons.‘
‘have nevers: before been Juxtaposed in any study of Maréchal
or, of Anselm, with the result that- the underlylng unlty for f_
- whlch I argue has never, to the best of my knowledge, been
‘clearly percelved and stated. Again, my three conclusions
.do not-imply that Marechal' .and Anselm's arguments are
:‘ alike in that they share the character of the "ontologlcal
| argument“ What T assert 1s that they share a "dynam:c“

character wh1ch is’ quzte other than that of the "ontologlcalA :

argument" and that that whlch they share is the most essen=

"tial element 1n each of them.



; fp01nt in the second of those c

' conclusxon I stated that St. Anse

I

191 e

. The. 1nterpretat10n of St. Anselm'g prebf, and-the.

cése for its underlying unity with Marec al's proof, whlch
have been summarized by the statement of m three conclu~ |

smons, ‘can best be develoned by gclng back to the ‘essential

clusions. In_that second

fe'argument is not the

"ontologlcal argument" because it ned
dlstlnct concept of divine ‘essence nor deduces God's ex-

er begins with a

1stence from such a. concept. In elaboragin; this I said .
that St. Anselm s proof is not based explicitly or 1mp11-A v
_cltly on an "1ntellectual 1ntu1t10n"~ arid it does not uti-
lize a passage_from conceptual poss1b11ity to_existentiai ’
actuallty. These points, which together distinguish St. ' °

Anselm s proof from the "ontologlcal argument" can be made

‘clearer by an analy51s ‘of the 1m‘brt of St. Anselm's key

'formula, “that than wh1ch nothlng greater can be thou t"., |
The analysis of this formgla,sheds light not only on thke
difference between Anselm's‘proof and the "ontologic@l ar-~
gument" but also on the principal p01nt Whlch I made 1n my
thlrd canclu51on,\%amely that the proof is motlvated by an
1mp11c1t recognltlon of the nece831ty to rise to the afflr-.

.

mation of pure act.
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.1$§9_Function of Anoglm's Key'Formula

' 'The éié ing p01nt and malnsprlng of St Anselm' .
proof is the formula, "somethzng than which nothing greater'
can be thought“ 34 - In my oplnlon an examlnatlon of the
functlon of thls formula in the proof iiiﬁé that the formula
does not reflect éﬁ% startlng p01nt of é:zntologioai'ar- _
gument, whlch is’ an, zntu1t1ve startlng\p01nt. It reflects,
1nstead, a dlSCHTSlVE, 1nd1rect reasonlng in which there is

absolutely no antellectual 1ntu1t10n of the object, elther

in its possibility or in its abtuallty. As' to actual con- -

.tent, the formula® 1s wholly regative, serving a-purpose

analogous perhaps to the netl, neti of the Upanlshads,35

but certalnly not serv1ng the purpose of- a p051t1ve, descrlp--

tive, clear ‘and: dlsflnct concept of the ‘divine. essence..-

'Nothlng could be farther from the sense of St. Anselm'

proof than to- regard it as a process of deduct;on from a

preformed concep% of God's essence. to Godis.roal existence

-y

34Th13 formula appears, with many mvpor varlatlons_
of wording, meny times in Prosl. II-IV'and several times -
thereafter (Prosl. Vv, XIV, XV, XVIII). "For example, there
are six variant wordings of the formula in .Prosl. II alone,

" the first of which is "aliquid quo nihil maius cog;tarl
possit", '(Qpera omnia, I, 101.5) ' . .

) l

- 35Brhadaranyaka'Upanlsad,'IV. V. 15, See S. Radha-
krishnan and C. A. Moore, A Source Book in Indian Philosophy
(Princeton, N. J.: Princeton University F"ess, 1957). PP.
77’ 88 Cfo PP 529’ 537-53-8 541.
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as one of the'notes of that‘concept. To mnterpret the proof_
in this way . would be to pos1t as jts startlng point, an es—
sential 1ntu1t10n, an g priorl 1ntu1t1ve knowledge at least
of the hnternal p0531bllity, if not dlrectly of the actuallty,
of the dlvine essense.‘ But this is oontrary to Anselm's

nactual-procedure, "because the farmulYa which states the
i3 . : o = . )
starting point of his proof lacks any trace of such an es—-

sent1a1 1ntu1t10n. ' .«7Wg"”mmf“?"f““~v"“

»

I would contend that Anselm's key formula is "pre—
scriptive"” rather than descrlptive, that it 1s so in the
sense that it states an 1nv1tat10n, even an urglng, for the' '
mind to move (upward; inward; outward* all these ways),
exhaustlng its natural resources, ut11121ng all, 1ts 1n-

| genulty 1n the pursuit of God's reallty. “"That than which

' a greater cannot be thought" functlons as a "sursum corda!"

L]

- an exhortatlon. not exaotly to the "heart“, but in thls

case espeolally to the f1n1te 1nte11ect, to surpass itself

in rising toward the summuu cog1tab11e., Anselm well :7
. 9
er

that the summum cogltablle was above the 1evel of pro

conceptual representation. The mlnd Wthh responded to-
the invitation and actuafﬁy strove to move, through oonoepts,'
to the thought of “that than wh1ch a greater cannot be
' thought" would come to- know thls, by experlenclng from _
--withln the process the insuff1c1ency of the concepts which 1
it ut;lzzed._ The finite mlnd‘would ﬂfeel", so to speak,

.from‘e‘oertain moment of its intellectuel asoension toward'_

2 e egea g =



‘reality is. dlstant, 1nd1rect, not perfectly clear, and,

f‘in.the ‘state of beat1tude.36_ |

194 o~

)

God, the fallure of all conce%ts which it was’ capable of -

‘form}ne- N . ;\ - ) %«AQT

" S%. Anselm's proof neither ns w1th a supposed
intuition of the divine essence (thehigg;éIa does. not @g@n

this), nor does it even end (once the demonstrationghas'been'

t

-‘achlevedi.with such an 1ntu1t10n. The cognlzance of God's

indeed, dlscur31ve,‘from the start to the-quc1u51on. In

- fact, even at- the ¢nd, when there is a kind of intellectual

accompllsh 1n, a new level of 1nszght

achieved -— even at that p01nt ‘the thlnker is acutely con—

scious of the gap between what he has JuSt achleved and a _
more perfect knowledge, which would be a direct, 1ntu1t1ve, -
non-dlscurszve knOW1edge gf God, not contingent upon a -

demonstratlon, even this most elegant one, but face to face,

- w1th God hlmself as hlS own ev1dence. ThlS kind of know-—

L)

' 1edge, the thlnker reallzes, is in the gift of another llfe,

]

To repe@i my prlnclpal p01nt In my view the formula,‘

'"that than which nothlng greater can be thought“ does not

functlon as a descrlptlve statement, tantamount to a positave

36Many passages in Proslog1on show the thlnker*s

| awareness of the imperfection of the knowledge of God -

achieved through this demonstration. For example, chs. XIV
and XVI-XVIII express an acute sense of the distance be- -
tween this discursive knowledgerand direct "vision". Ch,
XXVI expresses the anticipation of perfect knowledge and “
love -in the state of beatltude.



. ‘and adéq&efé formulation of the divine essence, but as an
' exhortatory statement, urglng the mind not to stop at any
6comi‘ortable level of conceptua11zat10n but to .exceed it elf,
exceed even its 11m1ts of dlstlnct conceptuallzatlon and
rise to the maxlmum thlnkable._ knselm knows from the start
of the proof to 1ts conc1u51on that the latter will be at a

1eve1 beyond our mlnd's capa01ty for: d1rect knowledse, that

- f. is. to say that it is beyond our- proper conceptual capaczty.

But it is nevertheless in some way thlnkable, Whlch means

\

“that we’ can relate oh;ectlvely to it by means of our xn—

tellect. '635%\\ L - 2

" The Dynamic“and Finalistic Character-of.the Proof

P -

. o On any readlng of the Prosloglon one is struck by

the dynamlc character of the mental process Wthh Anselm A
1s, fzrst, experlenclng and, then, sketchlng ‘as a way of

| leavlng an 1t1nerary whlch others may follow. By Speaklng
of-the proof'S'dynam: character I mean that it expresses |
a definlte movement J% ‘the 1nte11ect, marked by an Jnternal
tension as of a natural flnallty, as it strlves,to rise to
the upper 11m1t ts capaclty of cbaectlve afflrmation,

surpa331ng in 1t@ ascent the lesser levels for whlch its

—wéprOper conceptual powers are. adequate.37 It thus appears

37The “dynamlc" nature of this proof consists
especially in its charaecter as an active intellectual search
for an objective and transcendent. goal. Thls cheracter is
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‘that'the argument is directly on the t;\ek of that‘gradual

- which Meréchal used\to de:
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but 1neV1tab1e affirmation of the highest actuallty, whlch,'--

R

underlylng and motlvatlng all the ways of. proof of God, and‘

_whlch 19, S1mp1y, the most absolute ne0e551ty of thought.

o+t

It seems to me, then, that the follow1ng words,

,1be the traaectory of the.one

-proof, 1n its many ays" which he made ‘his own, can be

”‘applled, mtatis m{tandls, to- St Anselm's proof, as iden-

e
t1fylng, more clea ¥? than Anselm hlmself dld, the nature

. of the’ nec3551ty whlgh impelXs’” the mlnd, onceflt has set .

1out tOWard the'maxlmum thlnkable, to stop nowhere short of

“the 1nf1n1tely actua1°'“t o "L . s

l'afflrmatlon obgectlve e » obélt'.*.-;'eh tant .

' “agu'elle exprime le degré d'actualité-des objets,

% une loi de progression rlgoureuse.. En effety,

.. .. affirmer la matidre . . . c'est en méme temps -

» affirmer 1a-forme, acte de la matlere, affirmer -
. 1'essence, c'est indirectement affirmer 1l'esse,
.acte de l'essence;. affirmer lvesse fini, acte limité,
, 'est&afflrmer implicitement 178Ere pur, perfectlon =~'
. .népessalre de l'acte; affirmer l'Acte pur comme )
" condition rationnelle supraéme, comme Igéal par ex— -
cellence, c¢'est logiquement.affirmer 1'Acte pur -
comme Réalité absolue, car un-Acte pur: idéal, qui
ne serazt pas posé comme un Acte pur. réel, ce :

sérait une puissance "d'actuation: declaree sommet R

.

- de l'acte. (V, 345—345)

: : , ~
,‘¢establlshed 1n the Prooemlum with Anselm's account of hlS

: strenuous quest for & single argument which would require
“no other. It is heightened: in ch., I.("Excitatio mentis ad.
-contempléndum Deum" ), which sets a pattern of seeking and
- partially finding --.a pattern to Wthﬁ 1ater chapters (XIV,

XK;-XVIII) return. jff

KRN

Lo

Marechai says, is the ultlmate ratlonal nece551ty 1mp1101ty L
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whlch thought is- subaect, the ‘"law of progression" which 1t

must obey in its. afflrmatlons. That nece331ty is nothing -

other than the radical orlentatlon and submlss1on of thought

- to being, to actuéfitx. -1t is that orlentatlon and that

'subm1551on whlch requlre that the- afflrmatlon‘stop nowhere ﬁx\xﬁ)

short of pure act. | ,h SR 7 | . : |
The reader may note the nuance brought 1nto Maréchal's ;\ )

thought by the express1ons,‘"en méme temps“° "1nd1rectement"' |

"1mp11c1tement“ in the passage Just cited. These three ex—

e

pressions all say very mach the same thing: thet there 1s, in

the afflrmatlon, ‘T e‘pressed, overt, dlrect aspect and a _;z;

'ndlre t aspect.- Something is. dlrectly

_'taclt, 1mpllc%t,
-affirmed'and si_. taneou y somethlng else is 1mp11citly

| ,:effirmed. The’ pattern of" thls two—léveled afflrmatlon can

.be seen as fOllOWS‘;" f )

When that Whlch is legs actual (that is, more 1n

‘»the state of unreallzed potency) is afflrmed, that which 1sf

‘more actual 1s 1mp11c1t1y ‘affirmed along w1th it. This

'pattern, a necessary one for thought, continues upward

through all: gradatlons of 1mperfect actuallty, approachlng o

| 1indefmltely perfect actuality, short of whzch there is al- Yoo
ways the necess;ty to afflrm, 1mp1101t1y, a higher. ©So o
there is no stopplng thls process short of that perfect

' actuallty, whlch is uniquely, supremely affirmable without \‘_ o e
imP1Y1ng a’ "more" R - . “”- ) : f. f ;‘rﬁ!.

0
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Thus, to affirm matter directly is to affirmyform

A

implicitly, because form is-to its matter'as act to potency.-

And so on; To affirm anythlng 1ess than the perfectly actual

1s to afflrm 1mpllcltly, in the 1ast ana1y51s, the perfectly .

ractual that whlch has no def1c1ency in actuallty. Through

" thls whole progressxon the intellect is. affirmlng ac alltx

(that Wthh 1t is the nature of 1nte11ect to afflrm), not

stoyplng, and not loglcally able to ‘Stop,. untll the fullest

-%fxthinkable actuallty has@been affirmed. In Marechal's words:_:

™
Toute affirmation qui s 1mmob1113era1t 4 1'un des.
 échelons inférieurs d'actuallte, entrerait donc en
conflit avec le contenu affirmé,” et se ruinerait
,elle—meme. Sur-la, 1igne montan%e de l'acte, une loi .

d;alecthue transcendantale, loi .de nature, sanctionnée
par la menace toujours’ 1mm1nente de 1l'incohérence
logique,  marque d'avance, jusqu'3 la dernidre (qui

n'est plus représentable en concepts), les endes
étapes de 1 afflrmatlon objective. (V, 346 §r :

/,/ In my oplnlon there 1s an equ1valency of 1ntended

meaning between what St. Anselm—regards as the maxlmum

'thlnkable, "id quo ‘maius cogltarl nonepotest" and what

tellect.

SRV A 2
Marechal regards as the max:mum afflrmable' "1'?tre pur,

Te e e l'acte pur comme Reallte absolue, f-.". sommet de

_ ~1'acte" (V, 346) Aoreover, fqr both Marechal and . Anselm -

>ith13 summlt of.reallty 1s, o us, superconceptual, although

we “can stlll somehow relate obaectlvely to it-by our in~-

Now, I qpuld argue that,; ! 5p1te of the d1f erence

.‘of termlnologles (therefore mutat1s mutandls), the reason

-
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- why Aneeim, at a crdciel point-of his proof, decldres the
'impoesibilify of according only'eSSerin ntellectu
38

‘than whlch a greater cannot be thou is the same as
. the reason why Narechal, 1n the passage just quoted, de-
;g}d@ee the 1mp0831b111ty of stOpplng the 1ntellectua1 pro-
_gressio .with the afflrmatlon of "1JActe pur ‘comme condition
rati nnelle supréme, comme Ideal.par excellence" ¢ What both -
_have @1scorered at these points.in their resPect;ve arguments
is ﬁrecisely the iheufficiency of‘aﬁythiﬁg lese than the
1nf1n1tely, actually ex15tent to satisfy the ultlmate demand ”‘
“ of the 1nte11ect as & faculty of belng, whlch is- What the
;q;lntg}lect fundamentally is for both of these phllosophlcal

realists. That Harechal Speaks in terms of the neceusary

o s attractlon of the 1nteIlect to the supremely afflrmable ‘and

'Anselm speaks in terms of what is 1mposed upon thought by -
its effort to. rlse to the maxlmum thlnkable underlles the
"~ -d@ynamic, finalistic character of" both proofs. In both of
them the infinite end of ‘the Intellectual ascension exerts ,"‘
a decisive influence upon_the dlscurs;ye process. In Mare— T
'chal‘s'ergument.the end of thet‘intellectuallaecenigoqis

- 4 .
N

38“Et certe 1d quo ‘maius cogitari neguit non potest .
. esse in solo intellectu. Si enim vel in solo intellectu est, = -
+ potest .cogitari esse et in re, quod malus est. Si ergo id
quo maius cogltarl non potest, est in solo ‘intellectu: id -
ipsum quo maius cogitari non potest, ‘est quo maius cogitari
potest. Sed ‘certe hoc esse.non potest. Existit ergo procul
~ dubio aliquid quo. maius cogitari non valet, et in intellectu -
set in.re." _Prosl. IT (Opera 0mm1a, I, 101.15 ~ 102.3})
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s

"1'8tre pur,d. . . 1'Acte pur comme Réalité absolue". In

' Anseln's proof)the end is "id gquo maius cogitari?non ﬁotest",

existing with aseity -—- therefore from its own internal

39 in re, and not only ig_intelleotu,_'

that is not onlyFas an ideal in the mind of the human thinker;'

lIn both proofs that identical, real end is 31mply 1nev1tab1e,

once the mlnd, naturally and radlcally orlentated and sub—

mltteq to the real, ‘has set out.to reach the summlt of 1ts'

~act,

-

| The process cannot be terminated at the level of
"l'Aote pur, comme Idéal par excellence", beoause the radloal
‘orientatlon is to the 1nf1n1te1y actual; so, to termznate the' -
intellectual movement at the afflrmatlon of an . 1deal however
elevated, would be to posit an 1nte11ectua1 oontent (namely,

the ideal thus afflrmed) in conflict w1th the requlrement of

the tendency — a oontradlctlon‘between the convent and the

s

"ljfe", or between the-formal and the dynamic ‘aspects, . of

‘ the level of

t. The process cannof be termineted~

thoti
_Jan "1d quo maius cogltar1 non potest" hav' g only esse 1n

intellectu wlthout having also" ésse Eg_gg; se, again,

th 'intélleotuai effort is bent toward the maximum thihkable,

’ 39See Prosl. Vi'"Quid igitur es, domine deus, quo
nil majus valet cogitari? Sed quid- es nisi id quod summum °-
omnium’ solum exXistens per. seipsum, omnia alia feolt de =

nlhllo?" (Opera omnla, I, 104. 11—13)

-
[
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" that is, if it'should terminate in an object purely-ideai.
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and no obgect which 1acks actual_ex;\tence, esse 1nlre, no
merely 1deal cbaect (when "1dealﬂ/;;‘taken in a sénse ex-
c1u31ve of "real") can satlsfy the i ellectual quest-for
the manimum‘thinkable. The contradlctlon which would arise:

if .an obJect merely ideal were p051ted“a he satlsfactlon

. of thls 1nte11ectua1 quest would agaln be a contradlctlon

between the "11fe" and the content of thought, a contradlc-

.tion between the radlcal orientation and act;verﬁisp051tlcn\ B

of the intellect and its'actual content. The actlve dis-~

*

p031txon is toward an actual inflnlte, but the content,

whlch by hypothe51s is to be taken as the\satlsfactlon of

'the dlsp051tlon, 1s deflclent in prec1se1y that toward Whlch

the intellect is radlcally orlentated- actuality.
‘ﬁ
. From this ccmparlson of Mare al's and Anselm's

proofs one can now. see an 1mportant aspect of the essent1a1j

similarity for whlch I have argued. It is that, in both

proofs,'eaéentially.the-same c6ntradiction*resu;ts if the

dreasbning’prbcess stops short of the"actual, real infinite,

In both cases 1t is g contradlctlcn between a "11ved“<

aspect of thought,,namely its dynamlc tendency toward the

'obgectlve afflrmatlon of 1nf1n1te being and an’ actual con-~

tent ‘of thought which is §§adequate to satzsfy .the demand

-

of the tendency.4o ,Kiyhoth cases the gn ic aspect ‘of the

' '4OCf. the "lived" or "performatlve" self—contradlc-

_:tion which Aristotle discernéd in skept1clsm. (Above, Pe 56)

: - . % .o : : S ' .
' o ) ' T |-,
o oo . oy . . . - . . - ’
. ‘ . ] R . . - + -
. - . . .



~ of the proof must be the infinite real, even if — &s is

 both mean the' discursive demonstratlon of the. nece551ty of .
'_aff;rming God'@ rea
tuition of the

202

thought requires,‘for its coherence-with the content of:
thought, the- positlng of an object whlch is not deflcient

pe
in actuallty, and it is for that reason that the end .point

the case — that end-pogat* precisely in its realit , tran-
scends proper conceptual representatlon and fan be known
onl&andzrectly. |

I Judge the dynamlc essence and fundamental 1ntent
of St Anselm's argument to be very like that of Marechal.
Both approach the proof of God's exlstence (vy whlch they

o

Ny not the dlrect intellectual in-

i 1ne essence dynamlcally, via an 1nte11ec~_ ¢
tual finality, e natural intellectual necess1ty of rising |
to the affirmatign of the "herfect actual®. Anselm lacks

some of the termlnology -- legacy of Thomistic Arlstotellan—-
ism -- which lends greater expllcltness and perhaps greater.

~

preoiszon to Marechal's procedure, when one reflects upon
it and analyzes it. It is somehow clearer to say, “The 1m—
perfectlyggctual is imperfectly 1nte111g1ble, and therefore

it requlres a perfectly actual condltlon beyond 1tse1f“

["than 1t is to say, "That which exists nly in 1nte11ectu,

without exlstlng also- in re, 13 not 'eomethlng than whlch

no greater can be thought" Y what underlles both etate—

;-Jmente, whose essent1a1 1ntent is very 51m11ar, is the recog—

‘nition of the ratlonal necess1ty for aff;rmlng that which is‘

+
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S ¢ see in S5t, Anselm's jifzﬁégy.e reasoning which
straight on an unbroken colrse to its single target,
9 . .

® affracting goal gnd final end: infinite, perfect being. = -~ v

The ﬁmotdr"offthe argument is the absolute necessity which -

- the mind discovers ﬁhen, according to its nafmral finality, -

+ it seeks to ow its maxlmally adequﬁ%e, satlatlng ob;ect. -

This necess1ty, whlch the m1nd reco
[ | ] . )
1aw of its’ operatlon, is the nece351t of afflrmlng a pure

I

1zes as an absolute

-.and perfect artuallty, an existent 1nf£%jty of belng, be-
cause as the~obaecthf this natural ang ne essary quest no

4 . object whlch 1s-merely pqeszble will do, no. matter how great :

)

i,——:ki?y be its” “1deal"'propert1es. For thls quest nothing ‘less
han ple—lfy actuality can serve as final end. Otherwise

e . ‘ o

t

- the act he flnallstlc movement - of thought itself“
would Ye radlcally in valn, because its mere ly "1deal" .con— .

~ gent would even to the end be a fruexratmon of 1ts quest |
fo the maximum thinkable. . If that mekemum is not in the _

eal order, the thougbt 1s radlcally frustrated 1n its

;‘ttempt to do what 1s 1ts purpoee, ‘to engage being —— to be i
‘& faculty of the real.

When the argument of Anselm is understood in this
way, it is clear that the “penalty" for not acceptlng its

econc1u31on is the denlal of the mlnd's capeclty to measure

B ,‘t{‘.;
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and. affirm realitm If the mindy by ‘striving to possess‘

Ci:>for {;s obaect the hlghest reallty (“1d quo maius c0g1tar1
non potest"), loses its engagement with actual existence |
‘and -ends up engaglng.only an ideal existence beanlng a

deceptive appeareﬁce of real. existence, then the mind's

basic orlentatlon to the real 1s serlously shaken, because
in that case 1ts most concerted effort to knowcxhe most
real ends with a fa11ure and, even worse, a deceptlon. So
the ontologlcal-value of the 1ntellect as a faculty of

knowing the real is what is ultimately et&issue in St.

'Anselm'srargument. | S : I ~

This is also what is flnally at issue in, Maréchal'

actuallty, 1nten51ve 1nf1n1ty of belng)

e ~

- for one and the same reason' in order t‘ t a flnlte reallty,

1s necessary always

'for an aspect of flnlte reallty, 1n Whlch the mlnd experlences ‘

i a deflclency of actuallty, be fully 1nte111g1b1e. It follows
' that the “penalty" for: refu31ng thls afflrmatlon (affirmatzon
necessany to the full 1nte111g1b111ty of. finite exlstence)

~is that one thereby declares flnlte exlstence ultlmately
:unlntelllgible to our. mlnds. But f1n1te exlstence 19 the |
proper and proportloned object of our mlnds. .For it to be
“less: than fully 1ntelligible is a state .of affairs which

" puts in question the'very‘capacity of our minds to apprehend

oC
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reallty.' So, by reason of toe non-affirmation of .God's.

| exlstence ong would be left with a reality whlch would be

1n the last &naly31s 1rratlona1, reca101trant to 1nt9111-

;gence, and w1th an 1nte11ect which would not be in- the last

analysis a. faculty of the real. These:- are 31mply untenable'

pos:tlons by whlch I mean exactly that no subgect can hold
é:ut 1ncurr1ng contradlotlon between. the “11fe“ and‘

' the cdntent, the dynamlc and the formal aspects of h}S’ . o

“thought. ‘ |

o
b
r

-Conclusion
- . ‘ — H

Some pr0ponents of reallst metaphy51cs have stressed

most of all, about be1n ’ 1ts externalness to our mlnds, its

-prlorness to and 1ndependence of our know1ng it. *This stress
upon»thenexternaloess of being corresponds to what I have‘; :
'callod,:oorroWing Joseph Donceel's ternm, a one-sidedly
"Empiricistic"‘view of'the“proveﬁence'of metaphysicai ¥now-

41 Thls “emplriczstlc“ view 1nvolves a conceptlon of

-ledge.
our mlnds as principally, 23351ve in their receptlon of belng,‘
in a. manner analogous to the passzv1ty of the senses; and it
involves a baszoally "ocular” model of all our knowiedge, -hf):
'jncludlng our metaphysical knowledge, I would agree w1th B

Ca —

. Alsee above, p. 24-25. n. 19 and pg. 135-136, text
a-n»d no 220 . .
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Meréchal that this vzew of metaphysical realism depends in
the last analysis upon a clalm, express or taczt, of an
"intellectual intuition®, that is to say a drreet‘intellec—',
‘tual contemplation of the act .of being. With Maréchal I
deny that man, with his'diécursive:intelligence, has such a '

direct contemplat1on of being, and therefore I regard the

L

-foundation of the "empiricistic" real1st metaphy31cs as
flawed.- But a reallst metaphy31cs is possxble on another-
.‘foundatlon than that of an 1ntellectual intuition of being,
as Maréchal's work ehow;. - Such a real;st metaphy51cs is o
; founded upon the- 1nternal-f1na11ty of a dlscur31ve 1ntellect
‘which necessarlly_ggggg belng in ell 1ts obJeots, but which
never d1rectly seeg belng, face to face, 1n 1ts infinite
actuality. | R . o .

‘ Wlthout comprom151ng the aselty and ultlmate tran—'
'?scendence of be1ng, Marechal stresses ‘most of all, aboutc

‘belng, its aﬁbetlblllty to our m1nds. Thls v1ew 1nvolves‘~

a dynamic conceptlon of both the nature of belng\end the o

manner of our: knowledge of belng.; Accordlng to this dynamic

',conceptlon, the most basié¢ thing that can be said about belng

is that 1t is that toward whlch an 1ntelligence and a’ ratlonal
uwill”naturally tend' and the ‘most _basic thlng that can be
sald about our act of knowing is that it isour 1nte11ect'
-'intentlonal poese881on of belng as its end -—a posee351on
whlch in fact 1sanever complete An thle 11fe, because our

intellect 13 dlscur51ve, and a discur51ve knowledge of being

Pl

o.

v
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~is an imberfect possession of being. |
In Maréchal's ﬁfew the aSpect of our cognltlon which
' guarantees the transcendent 1mp11catlon — the 31gn1f1catlon,.
by f1n1te obaectss of an ex1stent 1nf1n1ty of being -- is-
. the dynamlc aspect rather than the.forma}, representatlve,
A"ocular“ aspect. The discursive proof'of éod's‘existence
- depends entlrely upon the reéeflective dlscovery that from
the beglnnlng to the end of all our: acts of knowledge, our
intellect is constantly and powerfully "attracted" by beln ' :
| and that the ob;ectlve source of this’ attractlon is 1nf1n1te.-
- On the flrst page of the first redaction of PD42 Marechal
expressed this point in the folloW1ng words'
La métaﬁhy51que est, A mes. yeux, la science humalne
de 1'absolu. Elle traduit immédiatement la.saisie
de notre intelligence par 1'absoly, saisie qui n'est
point un Joug subi, mals un principe interne de vie,43
In my v1ew the p1vota1 1n31ghts, which facllltate
-and glve structure to Marechal's presentatlon of God—proof, .

are the follow1ng. (1) our intellect's natural need and

"corre5pond1ng capa01ty for affirming being, without limit§,

{2) the "contlngency“ (1ncon51stance 1nte111g1ble) ‘of a11 -
finite being: its 1ack-of unquallfled afflrmablllty and |
therefore its 1nsuff1c1ency to exhaust our.mind's potent1a1

Ca

- for afflrmatlon, (3) our 1ntellect's nﬁ}a to move, obaec—

. 42Louvam, 1917. Extracts published in MM, I, 288-298.

43mm I, 289,

'

. .
. - ta ]
- . LY ‘.
. , - -
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'tively. beyond_the a{i}gmatios'of the finite being iﬁ order--
to satisfy its natural finality, or in. order:fullj to de- -
ploy its active capac1ty for afflrmatlon' and (4) the ba51c ..
~-concept10n of being as the attractlng goal and motlvator of
this dynamic intellectual process. These four "pivotal
insights“ﬁstsnduih complete solidarity; bﬁt of the four I'
.Judge the lastimentioned to be the most fundamental, and T

- think that in gtNregldes the ultlmate reason why, as Maréchal.
~ argues, the actual ex1stence of 1pten51ve1y 1nf1n1te belng
(God) is dynamlcally 1mp11ed in all the obaectlve acts of

! i
the Speoulatlve 1nte11ect. . I shall conclude wfth a comment

-

én this. most cruc1a1 1n51ght._ " C .
| As Maréchal stated in the- passage from thé flrst
redaction of PD Wthh has Just been quoted, rules and
masters the 1ntellect but 1t rules: and masters by attractlné.

It moves the 1nte11ect from w1th1n, W1th a motlon which is .
fully4natura1 to- the 1nte11ect. What _g;gg is, most funda-
mentally, is the flnal, adequate, total apd saturatlng end - f'
of intellect‘ 1nte11ect's perfect natural good. The human |

: 1nte11ect, whlch accord1ng o Sty Thomas 1s the lowest rung'

atures, has its share in end

its r1ghtfu1 CIaim L on t is good — the natural rlght to

possess helng to he max num AL its capacity,‘.,
o | In thls v1ew the xg ic aspect of our intellectual

act1v1ty, where the 1ntellect's f1n311ty is rooted, is a




N

iy

- m1c 1n our 1nte11ectual act1V1ty ‘can be. analyzed —_— wh;ch

] X ) ., '299
3 )
#

N surer guide to-being than the formal aspect which.consiSts

of our actual mental representatlons of obaects. ‘For al-

though ‘the representatlons we utlllze may sometlmes be de-
f:clent ‘and a poor gulde to being, our 1ntellectua1 flnallty,'
the dynamlc aspect of our 1ntellectual llfe, is always neces-'.

sarlly dlreoted toqard be 1hg._ It follows that if the dyna- .

it can, by a complete reflectlon on our act of cognltlon -

L Lit prov1des.us with a suréf key to the nature of belng |

| screen of infinite and perfeotly,lntelligible_ elng.--Ourl~"

(its necessary and infalllble end) than that which we have .
throagh the,represEntative,'formal aspect'-of'our\g§0wledgeﬁ
Maréohaladedicated'himself toTjust-such"a'refleéti#é;aﬁgl&sis
of thel dynam ic-ln ouf knowledge.”&He‘made his case fof'the'
speculatlve nece531ty of reallst metaphy31cs prlmarlly on J
the b351s of the insight that, in our knowledge, the dynamlc
is radlcally prlor to the formal and lS, together w1th the '
formal, 1nternally "constltutlve"'of all speculatlve obaects. ;
One of the results of Marechal's analy31s of the dynaﬁic i

our knowledge is the dzscovery that the.actual ex1stence of\~

A.God st be afflrmed as the ultlmate condltlon for the aff1rm~

1nte111g1b1'1ty - of any speculatlve obJect. What this
‘ the act of know1ng a speculat1ve obaect,

the 1ntellect nec ssarlly proaects the’ ob;ect against a U

" ) N —
i Soe

- - . . -
(]

3

s
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mind cannot Judge a flnlte obJ’ct as "real“ ylthout 1mp1y1ng

-in the Judgment the ex1stence of thls “more", thls 1nf1n1te

background whlch makes a Judgment of flnlte reallty pOSS1ble. -

' We :cannot afflrm the pro%@ggﬂ% reallty as obJectlvely real

B
Lo

AT

- ground of all obaectave reallty anﬁriﬁtelllslblllty., All

our dlrect acts of knowledge necessarlly include -an 1nd1rect
,reference to an ‘afflrmatlon -of 1nf1n1te being: (God)

I f1nd iarechal's presentatlon of the proof of God's

oy

- and 1nte111g1b1e w1thout 1mp11c1tl{\aff1rm1ng the ultlmate__'

=3

Ly )

e stence satls actony on. both phllosophlcal and rellglous.-f'

unds.. On phllosophlcal grounds, what.he has shown 1s,.'

&

I belleve, ‘the most that can be shown- that the obaectlve _f

afflrmatlon oftlnfinlte, actual elng is a ba51c nece531ty

' ~same nece851ty as - the truth of the propos1t10n' "obaectlve

=

thought, that 1s-the actual 3peculat1ve cognltlon of - reallty,

B ~.ds- posscble" In my V1ew thzs prop051t10n has absolute S

nece531ty, and 1t“follows that the ex1stence of 1nf1n1te,
actual _gg_g}has absolute nece351ty. On rellgious grounds;
I do not_f;nd the "God of the phllosophers“, ‘whose exlstence
13 demonstnable as- Naréchal has shown, repugnant to’ the

rellgioua sen51t1v1ty whlch 1ongs for a "God of. Abraham,

of Isaac, of Jacob, .and o6f Jesus Chrlst" 4— a 11v1ng, in- -

finltely prov1dent1al and sav1ng God.' In my -view there is.

W

_ of objective thought as such, 's0 that its exlstence has the L

complete mutual coherence and compatlblllty between the ,b.,l'___



philosophical conceptlon of the Pure Act -— dynamlc .source

and ground of all flnlte actuallty —='which masters and :
attradts the intellect by a thlon fu%}y "natural" to, the :

intellect, and the rellglous conceptlon of the lelne Lover,

- who saves by a "grace“ which, worklng in hldden ways.wr%hin

“natures, perfects those natures in thelr ovn line.
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?ACTORS;CONTRIBUeI INTERPRETATION

. OF ST. AWSECH'S PROOF
I'preaent’the:followihg-summary “history" of my

understandlng of St. Anselm s proof not in order to suggest,

- for the 1nterpretatlon of it Just preSented, a greater im-

I

- portance. than the reader may Judge 1t to have, ‘but 51mp1y
in order to indicate 1ts provenance and espe01ally 1ts in-~
debtedness to some thlnkers w1thout whose 1nterpretat10ns T
thls one would never have been formed. 1 do not thereby
imply that the 1nterpretat10n here presented is 1dentlca1
to any of thogeqwhlch I shall mentlon. IndeedAln my. 0p1n1on
i3 differs.ln-oﬁe way or:another,from_eaeh'of'those inter~
~pretafioné:which helped to shape it. None of'these,‘in o
'partioular, argued for the "bridge" which I have suggested
"hefween St,-Anselmfs proof and the Thomiafie ﬁavs.. There

: are_otherdifferénces as well, which I shall nov develop
" hére. But in spite.of differenoes.it-remains_frue'that_
‘the interprefation I have preSented dependslfﬁ important-
ways on the work ‘of those thinkers whom I shall narme.

My attempt to understand St. Anselm 8 proof has ex—

. tended over elghteen years, in- Lntermittent efforte, from

‘I

the tlme of my first readlng of the Proslogion. I was_at

9 S X

£
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i;ﬂ?gnt's-foroeful words,Aﬁa.miserable tautology",

L Crl%1%UE'Of Pure Reason,
- trans., p. It should be note
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that time strongly struck w1th something both attractive,

iintellectually appealinb ard elusive about this proof, a
first impression which subsequent study of- its develOpments,

-interpretations'andocriticismsfdid not dissipate. When I

read the developments or refinements of the proof by 1ater
thinkers, 1ntended to supply for what they saw as 1og1ca1

deficiencies in the earlier ver51on,_I thought them less’

.intellectually conv1nc1ng than St. An elm,_and in an in-

distinct way I thought his proof had_been deform@d by'its

- defenders endfﬁimprovers"., When I read the attacks upon .

the proof, in an inarticulate ray I thdught they had missed

somewhat of its eSSence. But I could not have defined that

© essence, nor: therefore coul I have said clearly what, if

janything, the critics had

1ssed.

In my first\readings of St. Anselm's argument I did -
. not escape, occe31ona11y,bthe_1mppess¢on of a verbal or

' logical "trick" being put over on. me: a thought which,

as at least a possibility, must at'some point Cross tﬁe

mind of anyone who grapples with this proof “But in my

. mind the proof surv1ved this occasional susp1c1on of being,

114

T

1 597, B 625 (N.K. Smith
that Kant had in mind
proof, as is indicated

particularly the - Carte51an-Leibniz
in A" 602, B 630 {Smith, p. 507)

LR

¥



.to it that quality whlch - as I thought - 1ts 1mprovers

- _them. o
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retained, for reasons then unclear to-me; both an appeal-

'ingness and a certain convincingness, which were enough

to keep my mind open to the possibility of its'yalidity,

if T could see my way clear to an interpretation of it
whlch would recapture its orlglnal 1ntentlon and restore
had deformed‘and its cr;tlcs (agreeing with the 1mprovers
about the essential characten-of the proof) had-missed.

Hy rev151tat10ns of Anselm =} proof throughout this -
tlme were motlvated by a sense of personal intellectual

urgency. .To say it 51mply, to understand +hat proof, whose

‘ 1nterpretat10ns and crltlclsms, as far as 1 knew them, did
. not seem adequate to what I found in it, seemed to me a

" matter of intellectual 1mportance¢

Three influences combined to break the impasse in -
my understandlng of Anselm's proof. I shall mention'these
very brlefly, as contrlbutlng to the. 1nterpretat10n Wthh
I have offered. ‘Such a brlef mentlon cannot do.xhem justice,

but I Judge 1t to be beyond the approprlate 11m1ts of my

=~ - -

s

t0p1c to enter into -the positive “substance" of their inter-

' pretations. I shall therefore mention only those aspects

of them which had formatlve 1nf1uence on - my understandlng .

of Anselm's proof, which I consider as dzstlnct from all of
»

. ¢ \
‘The first of these influences was XKarl Barth's



Jﬂm"sta'lm,2 which’ compled

for my thought & break from a- ‘
. - . ' B . , > B
".‘ ~standard interpreétation of whose rightness I.was already
less than convinced, but to. which I could state no clear

ive., That interpretation-consisted in the identi-

sglterna

wi%saxi n of Anselm's proof with the later "ontological ar-

_ ent"; an identificatioﬁ‘which Ba}th emphatically denied.3 v
I did not cdﬁsidér Barth's own positive‘interpretation of
therproof‘as aﬂ enfirely satisfééta}y one, for reasons which - ~
I must_here leave unstated in order to stay within the limits

of what is-necessary-tb my'topidu ‘But Barth's separatiqﬁ of L
S | : n -w \
the proof from the standard "ontological argumeni" line of

'interpretation:sérved as a stimulis to look fér a better

”interpretation. . s | . T

! . Thg second influence upon my understanding of St.
. \? ey :

Ansélm(s proof was the interpretation of that proof begun

" by Maurice Blondel énd_developed by'aﬂféw.thinkérs who were

influenced in tkis by him.%. This "Blondelian" interpretation

Karl Barth, Anselm: Fides guaerens intellectum,
trens. Ian W. Robertson (London: 5.C.l1. and Richmond: John
Knox, 1960). This is, a2 translation of Barth's Fides guaerens

° intellectum {1931, %9%8), for which see Bibliography.

o " : 2

3see ibid., pp. 135-140 and 171.

45ee M. Blondel, L'Action (Paris: Alcan, 1893 and
.1950), pp. 343-350; Jacques Paliard, "Pridre et dialectique”,
in Dieu vivant, VI (1946); 51-70; J.-C. Dhotel, "Action et
dieTectique: les preuves de Dieu dans L'Action de 1893", in
Archives de Philosophie, XXVI (1963), 5-26; A. Forest,
"LVArgument.-de 5. Anselme dans la philosophie réflexive", in
Spicilegium Beccense, I (Paris: Vrin, 1959), 273-294. This




‘stress as of a finality; its strongly affective and yet“
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_gaue prominence to some aspecta of Anselm's proof which

were usually ignored in interpretations of it: its quality

~of a dynamic movement; its inner tension, the internal

_very_infellectualistic character; above all, the dynamic,

striving and finalistic quality of the proof, which was most.

importantly, fof‘Anselm, an almost autobio aphical account
L ]
of the "1t1nerary" of a palnfully dlscur31ve, somewhat

~ -~

'recalcltrant thought called by its obJect to surpass 1tself.,

' This 1nterpretat10n seized my attentlon and appealed

to me very much, as doing justice, for the flrst time in my

. acquaintance with interpretations of St. Anselh*s prcbf, to

- exactly thbseuof_its characteristics Which-i thought_were

responéible for its peculiar appeal to me, in terms both |

affective and theoretical. I thought that this interpreta- ~

tion had finally expiained why it‘waa that I found the later
'refo fulations of the proof (by those who made of it the

"ontologlcal argument" and then sought to patch up its

. loglcal defects) S0 "pale“ and inferior to Anselm S proof.-

The reformulatlons ‘had omztted exactly the dynamlc, flnal-.

istic aspect which was central to the proof, had deformed

g it from what had been, for Anselm, most essentlally a mental

article is. translated by A.C. McGill and included as "St.

Anselm's Argument in Reflexive Philosophy", in J. chk and :
A.C, MecGill, eds., The Many-Faced Argument (Lond n:’ Nacmlllan,
1968), pp. 275-300.

)
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itinerary, motivated by a final andﬂattractdng'goal, to what
now was a mere.inspecticn’of the constitutive notes~of a
concept. . - S :<;ﬁ\" i o

| " In addition, it seemed to me that the. Blondelian

'-uinterpretation‘showed a superlor awa?eness of and attentlve-

d-

. . .
- ness -to the integrity of the whole Prosloglon as a smngle,

continuous statement. In short, this 1nterpretat10n was
based upon a whole readlng of Anselm' s statement, upon which '
» .

it became clear that the 1ntellectual movement whlch was its

ce-contlnued unbroken to the end of the Prosloglon in-

| ﬂrstead of stopplng at the end of Chapter Four,’ An-lnterpre- '
TE tation wh:ch took clearly 1nto account thls contlnnlty, this
1;sing1eness of ‘statement, had, I thought, a bejter-chance'of
' being attuned to the nuances and the authentic intention'of

Anselm's thought than one which, as almost all the others .
4
(save Barth's) did, treated the "proof“'chapters (Prosl. II~-

V) 1n-dlsconnect10n from the rest of the Prosloglon and,

‘from neglect of the proof's immediate context, treated it in
f an alien context such as that of the dlsputes between modern.
_rationallsm and its crltlos. In-short, I thought that one
-of the merits of the Blondellan 1nterpretat10n by contrast
with others I had read (Barth's excepted) was that it
. ﬁattended-bettar to the relatlon of the-"prOV1ng“ passages

to the rest of Proslogion, and preferred to’ 1nterpret those

passages 1n the light of what ‘Anselm sald in the other"
. .\twenty—three chapters of that work, rather than in. the 11ght

. +

v
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of what later ph110s0phers had said about ‘the classic

"proof" chapters. The Blondellan 1nterpretat10n seemed to
me a more consc1ent10us effort to 1nterpret Anselm s thought, -

.and no one else's, -

s

The third and the strongest 1nf1uence upon my thought

"about the nature of St. Anselm's proof wasﬁMareohal, who

wrote relatlvely 11tt1e about that proof, and most of that

5

little in a negatlve tone. . Yet Haréchal's analysls of God—

'proof* the central. ideas developed in his interpretation of

the Thomlstlc ways, corresponded very closely to the Blon-

delian 1nterpretat10n of Anselm s proof, and even indepen—
ddently»of-that correspondence struck me as -having appllca—
“'blllty to that proof. My acqualntance w1th the Blondelian
‘1nterpretat10n helped me to see the p0551b1e appllcablllty -
,of the Marechallan ana1y51s to St Anselm s proof, but in- d

deed in my oplnlon the Marechallan 1nterpretat10n of God-

proof 111um1nated Anselm's proof éren more than did the e

} ‘ ’
4 -
.

5Pr1nc1pa1 places where Meréchal treats St. Anselm's

' proof.are the following:

(1) in PD: I, 192; IT, 64; III, 250, 254 v, -339, 380,

473=¥14 and 473, n. 1. By far “the most significant
: of these references are those in Cahier V. ‘

(2) in the article, "Au seuil de la métaphysique: ab-
straction ou 1ntu1t10n?"(See above, p. 135, n. 20)
“Same artlcle)

(3) in. Précis &' histoire deé la phllosophle moderne, I.
De 1a Renaissance a Kant—TIouvaln. Museum Le551anum,

rg3.3-)-| B 690 -

i



' Blondelian interpretation, because it took a more distine- -

bination more characteristic of moden

Anselm's proof toward which I had been groplng.

O

tively, even austérely, "intellectualistic" apprpach, which

I thought actually nearer to the approach of Anselm than’

was the (as I :aw it) “mixed" approach df Blondel, whose

intellectuali is tinged with a certai vcluntarism; a com— -

hinkers than, I

: L | | {
think, of Anselm. At the same timeé Maréchal's approach ,

stressed the dynamic and finclis@ic;aspects of God-proof |
(and of all in'bellectuf 1 activity) as much as’ did Blondel's,

and therefore also &% ‘justice to that essentialfquality of

.the'proof which Blondel had’finely noted. Sc it:happened
Ithat ‘the ;study of Marechal, who 1nterpreted directly only

the Thomlstlc ways and who was mostly negative in the few

.‘-'thlngs he wrote about St. Anselm's proof, reawakened my

1nterest in that proof and jhggested to me, even more force—

: fully than the Blondellans had done, an 1nterpretat10n of

"6

L)

D : - 7 L

Maréchal had hzgh regard for Blondel's wrltln

. and admltted the impact of Blondel on- his own thought. For
comment on this see A. lMilet, "Les 'Cahiers' du P. Maréchal:

Sources doctrinales et influences. subies", Revue néoscolastia
1=247T; i'u:c--g

‘de Philgsophie, XLIIT {1940-45), 225-251, esp. 2

TheTr comment in 2. Dirven, De la forme 3 l'acte, pp. 23 -and

‘280, and. in Soeur Harie de Iz Croix, 0.C.D., "La pensée du

Pé JogephﬁMaréchal, Nouvelle Revue Theologlque, TCIII (1971),
965-9 7.n:‘- - .~
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