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on soul and
intellect/

of itself/

_ by understanding, for what we understand 1s the pes materialils

Now the obvious translation of the Latin word, Aintelligers,
is by the English word, understand. The English word has varlous
meanings and connotations, but there 1s a very plain and ordinary
moaning fixed by the contrast between intelligence and stupldlity;
a man 1s Intelligent inasmuch as he understands easily and
frequently; a man 1s stupid inasmuch as he understands only
rarvly end then with difficulty. Let anyone set to work on
Aguinas' dilligens et subtills inquisitlo, first, forming
surtable images that glve rise to acts gm of understanding,
for instance, solving problems in geom=try, secondly, reflecting
on his acts of understanding amk and noting how they are
distinct from other elements present in the field of consclousness,
thirdly, studying the nature of these acts, what they enable
him to do, whut they add to knowledge, whence they spring.

If he carries through this prodedure with the required assiduity
and subtlety, he will find reading Aquinas/like standing with
Gortez on a peak in Darien; for "anima humana intelliglt seipaam
per suum intelligere, quod est actus PrOprius elus, perfecte
demonstrans virtutem elus et naturam." I 88 2 3m. Ify-en
$he-othor-hondy-he-has-net~followed-oub-suecesafully-Aquinasal
instrueticne-on-how-te-undorstand-urderssandingy-his-elaim
$e-~intorprot-Aquinas-will-be~-the-olaim-of-the-blind-5e-1oad~

Understand understanding, and 1t will he obvious what
act Aquinas wrete-sbeut meant by Intelllirere. We cannot
understand without understanding something; we cannot understand
something without first knowlng what is to be understood; since
we cannot understand without s prior knowledge, that prior
knowledge cannot be understanding bmk bubt must be sense;
finally, since the priority in juevstlon is not merely of time
but als¢o of nature, sense is necessary not only for the first
occurrence but also for every repetitlon of the act of under-
standing. Sense gives ua the external accidents of xa materlal
things; understanding reaches in to the substance, the guiddity
essence, the quod quid est, the why the sensible data, which
are man;fold and moving, none the less are the data of one, permanent
thing. ©Sance our understanding suproses sense, lt is only
by reflecting on ewm acts, o, understanding sensible things,
that we can understand our acts of understanding and through
them the essence of the soul whence they proceed.x Agaln, siece
understanding supposes sense, theye can be no questlon of our
understanding directly the separate substances. Finally,
if we are to understand when our souls are separated from our
bodies and 80 have no senses, then our understanding will have
to differ in mode from the understanding we have in thia life;
now ® by understandingwe know Intelllgible substance in sensible
accidents; then by understanding we shall know, as serarate
substances now know, the intelligibilla simplgciter 183 1ef 84 7;
now we distinguish between what we understand and what we knew
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and what we know by understanding ls its guidditas
we.aholdmew-gurselves -by-onp- egg;ﬁﬂasneeﬂ—ﬁn&erstgnd ourspives
not by reflpeting on—our under tandlng thinrs ‘put Alrectiy
y our ownfessences I 89 2; and since fggiiessenc el la/,
arated n mattef, 1t is/i ellioibl n act;“Since~itls
itSelf ntelligible in act, it is at once res and quidditss.
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Heracleltus and Plato both stumble agalmst the fact that
natural sclence 1s possible [The Thomist appeald to the possibility
of natural science{I 84 1 Sed contra) differs from the Kantlan
inasmuch as 1t seeks 1its solution through Aristotelian metaphysics
while the Kantian endsavors to dispense with all metaphysics
and s8¢0 necessarily ends wlthout a knewledg knowsble reality
for natural science to kmow]. Apant-fpom-the-E£set-that-Hera-
sieitus Heraclletus, wkik evan apart from the error of thinking
all reallty to be corporal and from the failure to distingulsh
between intellect and sense, ‘went astray by coneelving bodies
to be In an absolute flux and 80 unassimilable by the mind
with its fixed certitudes; as one knowsy through Aristotelian
analysls, all movement presuproses something fized; thus,
accldental change doea not modify substance; suabstantial change
leaves prime matter intact; mand between varlable terms there
are invariant relations |I 84 1 ¢ ot 3m]. A simllar error
lurks in Plato, for though he grants us intellectual knowledge,
st111 1t i1s not knowledge of moving bodles, as 1s natural
sclience, but of separate ldeas or species which subsist
apart from bodles and movement; thus, really, Plato falls to
meet the issue. If, how-ver, one cannot po along with him,
reflectlon on his position is Instructive. He was quite right
in observing that that the form of what we understand ls in the
understanding universally, lmmaterially, Iimmutably; for the
modal attributes of an activity follow from the modal attributes
of the form whence the actilon proceeds; and the actions of our
understanding involve universality and some type of necessity.
But he was wrong in urging thet the same modal attributes also
must pertain to the form of the thing that is known. For
modal attributes vary, not throughvariastions In the form, but
through variations in the sublect in which the form is recelved.
Hence the species that is material and mutable when received
in a maturial subject wlll be immaterial and immutable when
received In an immaterial subject: "receptum eat in recipiente
scdm modum reciplentis.”
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