Abstract: Julia Fleming

“Distinctions Without Practical Effect: Caramuel’s Apologema and Dialexis de Non-Certitudine on the Standard Classifications for Probable Opinions.”  


In his analysis of probabilitas, Juan Caramuel refers to the standard distinctions employed in the classification such opinions, the first reflecting the opinion’s degree of probability and the second, the type of source upon which the agent relies (i.e., rational argument or external authority).  Caramuel consistently argues that the distinction between the probable and the more probable has no practical significance, since probable opinion suffices for security of conscience.  Yet his later treatments of probable opinion also raise questions about the distinction between rational and authoritative probability.  In response to critics such as Fagnani (and perhaps Pascal), Caramuel’s Apologema maintains that all probability is grounded in grave reason, and that authorities testify that an opinion is probable, instead of rendering it probable.  The Dialexis de Non-Certitudine goes even farther, arguing that rational and authoritative are accidental characteristics of theological probability.  Because theological probability is focused on the direction of conscience, Caramuel argues, distinctions such as more/less or rational/authoritative play no significant role in its definition or application.  Thus, his quest for the essence of theological probability ultimately leads Caramuel to dismiss the standard distinctions in favor of a new emphasis upon certitude and non-certitude.  

