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by phantasm; this similitude is similar to the thing, not in all respects,
but with regard only to its specific nature;"' it is to be identified with
the "species qua."'” Still this meaning is not exclusive; Aquinas
himself wrote that "hoc est abstrahere universale a particulari, vel
speciem intelligibilem a phantasmatibus, considerare scilicet naturam
speciei absque consideratione individualium principiorum, quae per
phantasmata repraesentantur” ;'” and here the abstracting is the second
act of considering, and what is abstracted from is said, indeed, to be
phantasm but means the individual principles that the phantasm repre-
sents. Now when the abstracting is considering, the abstracted species
would seem to be the considered species; the considered species might
be the "species in qua" as conceptualist interpretation might prefer;
but it is more plausible perhaps that the considered species is the
"species quae" which shines forth in phantasm; certainly, this would
seem to be so when Aquinas rewrote Aristotle's "species quidem igitur
intellect!vum in phantasmatibus intelligit" as "pars animae intellectiva
intelligit species a phantasmatibus abstractas."'™*

SENSE AND UNDERSTANDING

As the sensible is the object of sense, so the intelligible is the object
of intellect.”” The sensible is confined to material reality, but the
intelligible is co-extensive with the universe: whatever can be, can be
understood.”™ The supreme intelligible is the divine substance which
lies beyond the capacity of human intellect, not as sound lies outside
the range of sight, but as excessive light blinds it.'"”” Further, there
are two classes of intelligibles and two modes of understanding: what
is in itself intelligible, is the direct object of the intellects of separate,
spiritual substances; but what is not in itself actually intelligible but
only made intelligible by agent intellect, namely the material and sensi-
ble, is understood by intellect directly only inasmuch as it first is
apprehended by sense, and represented by imagination, and illuminated
by agent intellect.”™ But while the difference between the two classes
of intelligible is real and intrinsic, the difference between the two kinds
of understanding is only a difference in mode; hence, whether the soul

"' Sum. TheoL, 1,q. 85, a. 1 ad 3m. " Ibid., a.2 ¢; De Sp. Cr., 2.9 ad 6m.
S Sum. TheoL, 1,q. 85, a. 1 ad Im. ~ In IIT de An., lect 12, §777.
¥ C. Gent., 11, 55 §10. ** Ibid., 11, 98 §9.

™ Jbid., 11, 54 §9. ** Ipid., 11, 91 §8; 94 §5; 96 §3-5.
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is in or out of the body, it is the same human intellect, specified by the
same formal object, but operating under the modal difference that
actual intelligibility is presented or is not presented in phantasms.!s?
Again, just as understanding the actuated intelligibility of sensible
things abstracts from space and time,!® so the spiritual substances that
are in themselves actually intelligible exist outside space and time.!®

From this it does not follow that the spiritual substances are not
individual but only that they are not material.®® But it does follow
that our direct intellectual knowledge of material things is incomplete:
sense knows external accidents, and intellect knows the internal es-
sence or quiddity;* knowing the essence, intellect knows all that the
essence involves; but while such knowledge of God would be compre-
hensive,* it cannot include knowledge of contingent existence,!* nor
of contingent acts of will,® nor of material individuality. Thus, our
science is of the universal and necessary, and to account for a contin-
gent and particular judgment, such as that Socrateslived at Athens, one
must appeal to understanding as reflecting on sensitive knowledge.'”

This indirect and reflective intellectual knowledge of the singular
and contingent is presented by Aquinas in two manners. Earlier
writings assign a series of steps: first, intellect grasps the universal;
secondly, it reflects on the act by which it grasps the universal; thirdly,
it comes to know the species that is the principle of that act; fourthly,
it turns to the phantasm whence the species is derived; and, fifthly,
it comes to know the singular thing that is represented by the phan-
tasm.’®® At once one is struck with the parallel between this process
of reflection and the reflection by which one arrives at scientific knowl-
edge of the essence of the soul; as the reader will recall, that involved
reflection first on the act, then on the potency, and finally on the es-
sence of soul.!¢®

¢ De Ver., q. 19, a. 1 ob 4a et 4m; ob. 5a et Sm; De An., a. 15 ad 8m, 10m.

160 I'n, Boet. de Trin., q. 5, a. 2 ¢; De Ver., q. 2, a. 6 ad 1m; Sum. Theol., I, q. 57, 2. 2 c;
q.86,a.4c.

11 C, Gent., 11, 96 §9-10. 182 De Sp. Cr.,a.9ad 15m.,

188 De Ver., q. 8, a. 7 ad 4m (3ae ser.); q. 10, a. 4 ad 1m; In I Post. Anal., lect. 42 §5.
14 De Ver., q. 20,a. 5c. 5 Ibid., q. 15, a. 2 ad 3m.

18 C. Gent., ITI, 56 §5. 167 Syum. Theol., 1, q. 86,aa. 1 et 3.

18 In IV Sent., d. 50, q. 1, a. 3 sol; De Ver., q. 2,a. 6 c; q. 10, a. 5 ¢; De An., a. 20 ad
1m (2ae ser).

10 I'nn 111 Sent., d. 23, q. 1, a. 2 ad 3m; De Ver., q. 10, a. 8 c; Sum. Thedl., 1, q. 81, 2a.
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Accordingly, I cannot agree with the contention of R. P. Wébert
that Thomist reflection on phantasm for knowledge of the singular is
reflection in a unique sense and without a paraPel in other types of
reflection; indeed, though one may grant that the sidelong glance
(regard dévié) which he postulates would be unique, I think it also
must be said that such a glance not only fails to meet theoretical re-
quirements (intellect no more glances than sight smells) but also has
no basis in the texts.!” On the other hand, it is necessary to point
out the difference between reflection that arrives merely at a general
notion of singularity and reflection that arrives at this singular thing.
Just as one can infer a universal notion of matter from the universal
notion of form,'” so also one can infer an abstract notion of singularity
from the notion of quiddity or from any specific quiddity;'"? but the
abstract notion of matter does not suffice for knowledge of individual
matter,'™ and there is no apparent reason why an abstract notion of
singularity should suffice for knowledge of concrete singular things.
In any case the reflection that Aquinas describes is not from knowledge
of quiddity to knowledge of a proportionate singularity; it is a re-
flection that proceeds from knowledge of quiddity to knowledge of the
act by which the quiddity is known; that act is an immaterial singular;
it is known in empirical consciousness as singular; from that singular
act is known the singular species that is its principle, and then the
singular phantasm that is its source, and so finally the singular thing.
The process Aquinas described is truly of the singular, truly reflective,
and truly intellectual.

However, there is reason to believe that Aquinas later modified the
above view. The reflection, involved in at least three of the four pas-
sages cited above,!™ is metaphysical in character; it introduces the

170 Except, of course, in so far as “regard dévi€” is a devious manner of speaking of
reflection on insight. See R. P. Wébert’s article, “Reflexio,” Mélanges Mandonnet, I,
307-10, Bibl, Thomiste XIII.

1 See De Ver.,q.10,a. 4 c.

172 See Cajetan, In I, q. 86, a. 1 §VI-VIII; J. de Tonquédec, La critiqué de la connais-
sance, Paris 1929, pp. 146 ff.

17 De Ver., q. 10,a. 5ad 1m,

1% Note 168. All but De Ver., q. 2, a. 6 ¢, speak of the species which is principle of the
act; knowledge of this species supposes metaphysical analysis and reflection; but notes
145 and 150 above, together with the complicated peculiarity of the agent object as object

(see note 191 below), will supply the reader with materials for grasping why Aquinas
should not have adverted to the obvious difficulty mentioned in the text above.
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“species qua” that is the principle of the act of understanding; it
explains how a Thomist metaphysician might account for intellectual
knowledge of the singular; but it does not explain how the mass of man-
kind is capable of affirming that Socrates lived in Athens. Whether
Aquinas adverted to this difficulty or whether he was influenced by
the Paraphrases of Themistius which do not suppose metaphysical
knowledge,'”™ can hardly be determined. But what is plain is that
the Pars Prima presents a significant variation. It mentions not
merely the item of metaphysical knowledge, the “species qua,” but
also the item of anyone’s knowledge, the “species quae” that intellect
understands in phantasm.!”™ Evidently this change accounts for the
substitution of “ quasi quamdam reflexionem” for the elaborate process
of reflection of earlier passages.

Revert to the problem: man by his imagination knows a singular and
by his intellect understands a universal nature; the question raised
is how can he know that the universal nature he understands is the
nature of the singular that he is imagining ; the very terms of the question
involve reflection on one’s acts of understanding and imagining; and
the very nature of understanding, which initially is insight into phan-
tasm, supplies the answer.

Intellectual knowledge of the centingent raises no further problem.!?
But there does remain a prior issue, namely, how can the act existing
in a material organ, such as the phantasm, be the agent object of im-
material intellect. Now Aquinas himself was concerned with this
possibility. He pointed out that, since the objects of Platonist science
were immaterial ideas, Platonist doctrine had no use for an agent
intellect; on the other hand, since the objects of Aristotelian science
were material things and only potentially intelligible, there had to be a
power of the soul to illuminate phantasms, make them intelligible in
act, make them objects in act, !"® produce the immaterial in act,!”®
produce the universal, 18 by way of abstracting speciesfromindividual

1% Themistii Paraphrases, In III de Anima, 4, ed. L. Spengel, Teubner Lipsiae 1866,
pp. 176, 18—178, 30. The date of the medieval Latin translation has been discovered
recently in a Toledo MS. The translation was completed at Viterbo, Nov. 22, 1267.
See G. Verbeke, Rev. Phil. de Louvain, XLV (1947), 317.

178 Sum, Theol., 1, q. 86, a. 1 c. Cf. ibid., q. 85, a. 1 ad 5m; ITI, q. 11, a. 2 ad 1m; etc.

177 Ibid., 1, q.86,a.3 c. See THEOLOGICAL StUDIES, VIII (1947), 50 fi.

178 Ibid., q. 79,a. 4 ad 3m;a. 7 c.
179 Ibid., a. 4 ad 4m. 180 Ibid., a. 5 ad 2m; De Sp. Cr.,a. 10ad 13m,
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matter or from material conditions.!® Such statements raise three
questions: what precisely is illuminated, immaterialized, universalized;
in what does the illumination, immaterialization, universalization con-
sist; and how can that provide an object in act for the possible intel-
lect?

As to the first question, it is plain that phantasms are illuminated,
immaterialized, universalized, made intelligible in act. Aquinas said
so repeatedly. More precisely, it is phantasm, not in the sense of act
of the imagination, but in the sense of what is imagined, that is il-
luminated; for what is illuminated is what will be known; and, cer-
tainly, insights into phantasm are not insights into the nature of
acts of imagination but insights into the nature of whatimagination
presents; as Aquinas put it, insight into phantasm is like looking in,
not looking at, a mirror.!#

As to the second question, there is an interesting Thomist objec-
tion against a possible Averroist alternative that would account for
our knowing by a separate possible intellect on the ground that
species in the separate intellect irradiate our phantasms. The ob-
jection runs:

Secundo, quod talis irradiatio phantasmatum non poterit facere quod phantas-
mata sint intelligibilia actu: non enim fiunt phantasmata intelligibilia actu nisi per
abstractionem; hoc autem magis erit receptio quam abstractio. Et iterum cum
omnis receptio sit secundum naturam recepti, irradiatio specierum intelligibilium
quae sunt in intellectu possibili, non erit in phantasmatibus quae sunt in nobis,
intelligibiliter sed sensibiliter et materialiter. . . .13

From this passage it would seem that Aquinas did not consider his
own theory to involve the reception in phantasm of some virtue or
quality; what he affirmed was an abstraction that is opposed to
reception.

The foregoing is negative. On the positive side there is a list of
four requirements: the presence of agent intellect; the presence of
phantasms; proper dispositions of the sensitive faculties; and, inas-
much as understanding one thing depends on understanding another,

181 Thid., aa. 3 et 4; In III de An., lect. 10; De Sp. Cr., aa. 9 et 10; C. Gent., 11, 76-78.

182 De Ver.,q. 2,2a.6c¢. Cf. q. 10,a. 9 c.

18 De Unitate Int., c. IV, ed. Keeler §98. The “irradiatio phantasmatum’ is an ob-
jective genitive; the “irradiatio specierum” seems to be a genitive of origin.
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practice.!® The first two requirements recur in a description of il-
lumination of phantasm as a particular case of the general increase
of sensitive power resulting from the conjunction of sense with
intellect.!® The third requirement is connected with the work of
the cogitativa which operates under the influence of intellect'® and
prepares suitable phantasms;!%” the significance of this preparation
appears from the statement that different intelligible species result
from different arrangements of phantasms just as different meanings
result from different arrangements of letters.!*® The fourth require-
ment is a matter of common experience: the expert can understand
where the layman can be only puzzled; the expert sees problems where
the layman can barely suspect them.

The third question is whether the foregoing really suffices. It suf-
fices if it enables one to distinguish between intelligible in potency,
intelligible in act but understood in potency, and understood in act,
just as clearly and precisely as we distinguish between colors in the
dark, colors in daylight but not actually seen, and colors actually
seen. Moreover, since the work of the cogitativa and the influence of
past experience regard particular instances of understanding, the main
burden of accounting for the threefold distinction must rest upon the
prior requirements, namely, the presence of agent intellect and the
presence of phantasms.

Now I think that any reader who will recall what has been gathered
from Aquinas’ statements on intellectual light!®? will also see that
Aquinas in affirming an abstractive illumination of phantasm has
left us not a puzzle but a solution. The imagined object as merely
imagined and as present to a merely sensitive consciousness (subject)
is not, properly speaking, intelligible in potency;!$* but the same ob-
ject present to a subject that is intelligent as well as sensitive may
fairly be described as intelligible in potency. Thus, pure reverie, in
which image succeeds image in the inner human cinema with never a
care for the why or wherefore, illustrates the intelligible in potency.

184 Sum. Theol.,I,q.79,a.4ad 3m, 18 1bid., q. 85, a. 1 ad 4m,
188 Jbid., q. 78, a. 4, ob. 5a et ad 5m. 187 C, Gent., I1, 73 §14-16 and 26-28.
188 Sum. Theol., II-11,q. 173,a. 2 c. 188 Theol, Stud., VIII (1947), 65-70.

189 D¢ Pot., q. 7, a. 10 c: ipsa res quae est extra animam, omnino est extra genus intel-
ligible. The meaning is that material entities of themselves are not related to intellectual
knowledge; the context deals with the non-reciprocal real relation of scientia ad scibile.
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But let active intelligence intervene:1*° there is a care for the why and
wherefore; there is wonder and inquiry; there is the alertness of the
scientist or technician, the mathematician or philosopher, for whom
the imagined object no longer is merely given but also a something-
to-be-understood. It is the imagined object as present to intelligent
consciousness as something-to-be-understood that constitutes the
intelligible in act. Further, this illumination of the imagined object,
this reception of it within the field of intellectual light, has the charac-
teristic of being abstractive; for it is not the imagined object in all
respects that is regarded as a something-to-be-understood; no one
spontaneously endeavors to understand why ““here’ is “here’” and why
“now” is not ‘“then”; effort is confined to grasping natures, just as
explanation is always in terms of the character of persons, the natures
of things, the circumstances of events, but never in terms of their
being then and there. Finally, inquiry and wonder give place to ac-
tual understanding; the imagined object no longer is something-to-be-
understood but something actually understood; this involves no dif-
ference in the phantasm but only in the possible intellect, just as the
difference between colors in daylight and colors actually seen involves
no difference in the colors but only in eyes and sight; accordingly, the
intelligible “species quae,” which is understood in phantasm, is like
the actually seen color, which is seen in the colored thing.!*

It remains that a note be added on the per se infallibility of intel-
lect. In Aristotle as well as Aquinas it is described by pointing out
that definitions are neither true nor false.’ But infallibility seems
to mean more than such a negation and, in fact, there is another ele-
ment to be observed in the original Aristotelian statement and in

190 This intervention would be what is meant by Sum. Theol., I, q. 85, a. 1 ad 3m:
“, . .ex conversione intellectus agentis supra phantasmata. . . .”

1 “Actually seen” is predicated of color by extrinsic denomination; similarly the
actu intellectum is not a reality received in the phantasm. Hence the accuracy of the
expression (C. Gent., IT, 59 §14) that has phantasms actu infellecta inasmuch as they are
one with the actuated possible intellect. This factor is to be born in mind in connection
with the problems raised by notes 35, 36, 145, 150, 174. Though I have spoken through-
out in terms of what the species gua ultimately proves to be, namely, a principium formale
guo (De Sp. Cr., a 9 ad 6m), accurate interpretation must include awareness of a gradual
process of clarification and, no less, of the economic survival in later works of less accurate
modes of speech which do not affect the immediate issue.

192 In ITI de An., lect. 11 §762.



VERBUM AND ABSTRACTION 35

the Thomist Commentary. 1t is that infallibility is with respect to
the first object of intellect, the quod quid est, the 76 7i 4 elvas; further,
infallibility in direct understanding is like the infallibility of sight.
Plainly, this seems to suggest that one examine insight for its infalli-
bility; moreover, what one finds, seems to me to provide a desired
positive complement to the negation that definitions are neither true
or false. No one misunderstands things as he imagines them: for
insight into phantasm to be erroneous either one must fancy what is
not or else fail to imagine what is; of itself, per se, apart from errors in
imagining, insight is infallible; and, were that not so, one would not
expect to correct misunderstandings by pointing out what has been
overlooked or by correcting what mistakenly has been fancied.

CONCLUDING SUMMARY

Abstraction is from matter, and matter is an analogous term. One
makes an initial approximation to the analogy by considering the
proportion of wood to tables and bronze to statues; this broad analogy
makes matter the subject of change or of difference, and so substance
and gepus are instances of matter. But an observation made by
Averroes and repeated by Aquinas!®® fixes the proximately relevant
analogy: natural form stands to natural matter, as the object of in-
sight (forma intelligibilis) stands to the object of imagination (materia
sensibilis); the former part of this analogy supplies the basis for an
account of the metaphysical conditions of abstraction; the latter part
supplies the basis for its psychological description.

On the metaphysical side, because the material thing has an in-
telligible component, form, it follows that what is known by under-
standing is real and not merely ideal as materialists, idealists, and
pseudo-realists are prone to assume. Again, because the thing is form
and matter, there is a possible knowledge of the thing by abstraction
of form from matter. Further, because matteris a principle of limita-
tion, so that form of itself is universal,’® this abstract knowledge will
be universal. But the act of knowing is as much an ontological reality
as the known: as the thing is constituted determinately by its form,
so the knowing is constituted determinately by its form, which will

182 De Ver., q. 10, a. 8 ad 1m (lae ser),
184 Ibid., q. 10,a. S c.
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be similar to the form of the known; on the other hand, there cannot be
material as well as formal assimilation of knowing to known, else the
knowing would be, but not know, the known; further, where theknow-
ing has the characteristics of necessity and universality, its form must
be received immaterially; finally, a general theorem that knowledge is
by immateriality may be constructed within the assumptions of the
Thomist system.

On the psychological side, because the object of insight is the ob-
ject of pre-conceptual knowing, there is a certain vacillation in its
description. Primarily insight adds to our knowledge a grasp of
intelligible unity in sensible multiplicity; as the grasp of this unity,
it is sntelligentia indivisibilium.1%% Still, it is not any unity or unity
in general ‘that is grasped, but the unity specific and proportionate
to the sensible multiplicity presented; further, this intelligible unity
divides the sensible multiplicity into a part necessary for the unity
to be the unity it is and, on the other hand, a residue that also hap-
pens to be given; the former part is described as partes speciei, de
ratione speciei, materia communis; the latter residual part is described
as partes materiae. The dividing line does not always fall in the same
place: physical abstraction is from individual or assigned matter with
its consequents of determinate place and time and the possibility of
change; mathematical abstraction is from sensible matter (hot and
cold, wet and dry, bright and dark, etc.) as well. The so-called third
degree of abstraction is more properly named a separation; it is dif-
ferent in kind from the preceding; because it is a separation, disputes
about real distinctions are disputes about the validity of metaphys-
ical concepts. Forma intelligibilis would seem to be, at least normally,
the specific intelligible unity. Quidditas rei materialis is the intel-
ligible unity plus common matter; primarily, it is the quiddity of sub-
stance;'% but it is sound Aristotelian doctrine to speak of the quiddities
of accidents.’®” Species has both the meaning of form and the mean-
ing of quiddity.!¢®

\There are three stages to physical and mathematical abstraction:
the objective, the apprehensive, the formative. Objective abstrac-

185 Aristotle’s study of unity is a study of the &diaperév; Met., I, 1, 1052a 36; b 15.
Hence, De An., 111, 6,430a 26; 430b 5;lect. 11.
1% Sum. Theol.,I,q.85,a.5c. 9 I'n VII Met., lect. 4. 198 Thid., lect. 9 §1473.
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tion is the illumination of phantasm, the imagined object; it consists
in treating the imagined object as something to be understood as far
as its specific nature goes; like action and passion, it is one reality
with two aspects; as effected by agent intellect, it may be named
efficient; as affecting the imagined object, it may be named instru-
mental. Next, with regard to apprehensive abstraction, one has to
distinguish between first act and second act: first act is the possible
intellect informed and actuated by a species qua; second act proceeds
from first as esse from form and action from principle of action; ac-
cordingly, the procession is processio operationis; the second act con-
sists in grasping, knowing, considering an intelligible species guae in
the imagined object. Per se this second act is infallible; consequent
to it by a sort of reflection, there is indirect, intellectual knowledge of
the singular, i.e. a reflective grasping that the universal nature under-
stood is the nature of the particular imagined. Thirdly, there is the
act of formative abstraction; this consists in an act of meaning or
defining; but whenever there is an act of meaning or defining, by that
very fact there is something meant or defined; accordingly, formative
abstraction may also be described as positing a universal raéio or an
inlentio intellecta.

The principal efficient cause of apprehensive abstraction is agent
intellect; the instrumental efficient cause is the illuminated phantasm;
hence not only is the impression of the species gua a passio but also
the consequent second act, snfelligere, is a pati; again, the procession
of species qua and intelligere from agent intellect and phantasm is a
processio operati; but, as already noted, the procession of intelligere
from species qua is processio operationis. Now formative abstraction
proceeds from apprehensive abstraction just as the apprehensive
abstraction proceeds from agent intellect and phantasm; hence its
procession is processio operati; and, as ground of this procession,
intelligere is named dicere. However, the procession of the formative
abstraction has a special property; it is an emanatio intelligibilis, an
activity of rational consciousness, the production of a product because
and inasmuch as the sufficiency of the sufficient grounds for the prod-
uct are known. Just as we affirm existence because and inasmuch as
we know the sufficiency of sufficient grounds for affirming it, so also
we mean and define essences because and inasmuch as we understand
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them. In similar fashion by processio operati and emanatio intelligi-
bilis a rational act of love proceeds from a judgment of value.

Let us now compare objects. Objective abstraction, the illumina-
tion of phantasm, constitutes the imagined object as something to be
understood with regard to its specific nature. Apprehensive abstrac-
tion, insight into phantasm, actually understands what objective
abstraction presented to be understood. But what was presented to
be understood was the imagined object, the phantasm; hence it was
perfectly natural and no less reasonable for Aquinas so repeatedly to
affirm that the‘object of human intellect in this life was the phantasm;
if one cannot see that, then it would seem that one has very little
idea of what Aquinas was talking about. But if what is understood
is the phantasm, the imagined object, still what is added to knowledge,
what is known, precisely by understanding is the forma intelligibilis,
the quiddity, the species intelligibilis quae. Thisis known in phantasm
just as actually seen colors are seen in colored things. It is not
merely that there is the act of understanding and simultaneously the
act of imagination, each with its respective object. But the two ob-
jects are intrinsically related: the imagined object is presented as
something to be understood; and the insight or apprehensive abstrac-
tion grasps the intelligibility of the imagined object in the imagined
object; thus, insight grasps imagined equal radii in a plane surface as
the necessary and sufficient condition of an imagined uniform curve;
imagination presents terms which insight intelligibly relates or uni-
fies.19?

Thus, while apprehensive abstraction is not of material conditions
still it is not of something apart from material conditions. It is
formative abstraction that sets up the object that is apart from mate-
rial conditions; it does so by meaning it or by defining it; one can mean
“circle” without meaning any particular instance of circle; but one
cannot grasp, intuit, know by inspection the necessary and sufficient

- condition of circularity except in a diagram. In terms of the universal,

19 This is the critical point in philosophy. For a materialist the terms are real, the
intelligible unification subjective; for an idealist the terms cannot be reality and the in-
telligible unification is not objective; for the Platonist the terms are not reality but the
intelligible unifications are objective in another world; for the Aristotelian both are ob-
jective in this world; Thomism adds a third category, existence, to Aristotelian matter
and form,
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apprehensive abstraction knows the universal in a particular instance;
formative abstraction knows the universal that is common to many;
and reflection on formative abstraction knows the universal as uni-
versal, the universal precisely as common to many. Again, the ob-
jects of apprehensive and of formative abstraction are essentially the
same but modally different; they are essentially the same, for it is the
same essence that is known; they are modally different, for what appre-
hensive abstraction knows only in the imagined instance, formative
abstraction knows apart from any instances. On the other hand,
though apprehensive abstraction must be with respect to an instance
it must always be of a universal for always the individual is pars
materiae; but while formative abstraction can posit the universal apart
from any instance, still the act of meaning can mean the individual
just as easily as it can mean the universal; but it means the universal
in virtue of apprehensive abstraction and it means the particular in
virtue of consequent indirect knowledge of the particular; and so
while the particular can be meant, it cannot be defined explanatorily,
quidditatively. Finally, there is the contrast between guidditas and
res: apprehensive abstraction knows the guidditas such as kumanitas;
formative abstraction posits the res such as homo; again, apprehensive
abstraction knows the forma intelligibilis, but formative abstraction
posits the thing in which metaphysical analysis will uncover a forma
naturalis.

Our plan of operations has been to investigate, first, the psychology
relevant to an account of the Thomist concept of verbum; secondly, the
relevant metaphysics; thirdly, issues in which the relevant psychology
and metaphysics are inextricably joined together; and, fourthly, the
application of this psychology and metaphysics to divine knowledge.
The present article concludes the first three sections of the investiga-
tion. All that has been said so far and all that remains to be said can
be reduced to a single proposition that, when Aquinas used the term,
intelligibile, his primary meaning was not whatever can be conceived,
such as matter, nothing, and sin, but whatever can be known by under-
standing. The proof of such a contention can only be inductive, i.e.
it increases cumulatively as the correspondence between the conten-
tion with its implications and, on the other hand, the statements of
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Aquinas is found to exist exactly, extensively, and illuminatively.
But, may it be noted, the proof of any opposed view cannot but have
the same inductive character; insofar as such proofs of opposed views
exist, perhaps some readers will agree with me in not finding their
correspondence with the statements of Aquinas to offer acomparable
measure of exactitude, extent, and light.

To be continued





