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Insight: Pref&oe'to'a Discussion.

‘When the Reverend Iresident of the American Catholie
Philqao@hlcal Aggocinti-n so generoucly invited nme to address
you, he asked me to spesk on my book, Ingight, Since then, to
my deep rogret, I have nad to'drOp both my'original hope to
® be present at this meeting and, as well, my orisinal plan
to correlate porsonal development. with phllosophlc aif ferences,
I must be content to provide a preface for a diocussion, and
to this end I havebeleeted three gfllek quastlons that my
boock scems to have ralsed and, Iin any coce, may possess an
Intrinelc interest of thelr own. They regard (1) the prinacy
of the ontologlical, (2) the finnlistic notlon of being, and

(8) knowledre of concrete, actual existence,

_Thé‘most shocking aspect of the book, Inaingt, ig the
primaey 1t accords b socadCitped knovledge. In the writings
of St. Thomns, cozniilo.nl theory is expressed in motaphysical
terms and ectablished by metaphyolenl princlplea.l In Inaight,
metaphyclcs ls expressed in cormltlonal terms and establlshed
by cognitlional prinecirles. Tho reveraal appeafa complete,

If Aquines had things right nide up —- and that is d1fficult
to deny == then I have turned everything upéide dowﬁ; |

In attenuntlon, I chonld 1like to urge that evon Aquinas
cceaslonally turns things upside down. He wrotet |
Anime humana intellight ae.ipsam per auwm'intelllgefe,
quod est actus prqpriua_eius; perfacte demdnﬁtrahﬁ'tirtutdh'

alus st nnturam.a
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This I should be inclined to translatetr
- The human soul understands itself by its understanding,

whlch ig 1te proper act, perfectly deomonstrating lts power
and lts naturs.

. . But, however the paspage is translated, 1t seems ¢lear that a

- psychological act, nomed intellipere, is the basls of a perfect

demonatration of the nature and the power of the human soul.
Now power and nature are mataphysical entitles. To dexonatrate
them porfectly involves one in a long lliet of metarhysical

theoroms. Yet we hove Aquinas! own word for it that a perfect

" gemonstration of these metgphysleal entitics may be derived

from a conslderatlon of inteliigers, the proper act of the

human aoul,

Further, I do not feol that I am argulng from a stray

sentence. It 1s Arlntotellien and Thomlst doctirine that

" knowledre of objocts precedes knowledre of acts, that Xnow-

ledpe of acts preéddea knowledge of potenclea, that knowledge
of potencles precedes knovwledpe of the essence of the aoul.3
Nor does contemporary Scholasticliem adopt e differant pro-

cedure. It appeals to the potency, intellect, to distinguish

" the human sonl from the brute, It apreals, if not to the
'.act of understanding, then to the unlversal concept to

 obtaln knowladgé of the potency, Intellect,

Further, thls clear-cut inastance of the primecy of

the 6ognitiona1 fits in wlth a larger doctrina. There_iu,n_v

& standard Aristotelian and Thomist distlinction between what
s first guoad ag and what is first guoad nos, If ong 2km

s ‘;"ﬁ..""




Insightt Preface Discusslon : 3

asks for what la first guond se, for ontological causes, the
essence of the sonl grounds the potencles, the potencles ground
the acta, and the acts ground knowledge of objects. But Lf one
askes for whnt ig firet gquoad nos, for cornltional remsons, the
order in invertedi knowledpe of oblocts grounds knowledpe of
acts, knowledge of acts grounde kiowlodge of ;otencles, know-

lodge of potenclem grounds knowledge of the esnence of the soul.

On thils showing, then, the ontologlcal and the cognitional
are not incompatible a'tarnntives but interdependant procedures.
If one 18 nosipning ontologlceal caunes, one must begln from
e metarhiyslces; 1f one 12 agsliyning cornitlonal reasons, one
miet bepln {rom knowledge. Nor can one aésign ontological cauees
without having cornitlonal reanonsy nor can there be cognitional

reagone withont corresponding ontolspleal chuses,

Mor~over, thls lnterdependence is not limlted to the
rerticular case of the humwn soul. It is universal from the

very noture of rational ond objectlve krowledge. Thus, many

of you wonld agree that Aquinas added exlstence, the actus _esasndl,

to Aristotle's ontoloplcal cnuses; but you also would contend
thot, corre§§ponding to this ontologleal couge, thers 1s a

cognl® tonal reanon, the Judrement of existence. Amaln, Arlstotle.
affirmed matter and form os ontological causes; but Arlatotle

did not affirm these ontological causes without having cognitiona

reesons, nanely, aense and insight into phantasm.

Finally, not only 1s there is interdependence; it also
1o true that development must begin from the cognitlional reasons.

What Legan with Aristotle was, not form, but knowledge of foxm,

3 -




Inalght: Preface Dlscussion 4

Whot bepan with Aenines was, not oxletence, bul hiowlsdge of
exletence. In like manner, any senuine devalopment in Arlstotelian
and Thomint thoupght, 4€ econducted on Aristotelian and Thonlst
principles, will oripinaté in a development 1n man's understanding
of the matsrinl universe;gfrom a dsveloped ynderstanding of material

thinge it will proceed to a developed understanding of humen

understnndings and from a developed understanding of human under-

standing 14 will reach 2 clearsy or fuller or more methodical

account of WotHs both coemitlonal reasons and ontologleal causes.

. With such a development the book, Insirht, 1n concerned.
Since 3t, Thoman wrote, tusie has piled up a herp of disputéd
. ’ .

quqstions thnt 3%, Thomas himeell never trested directly and

‘explleltly. Since he wrote, there has vceurred a notable developmont

iplman's undersinnding of the materlal 'mlveorse. Eince he wrote,
tiiers has arisen an arrey of dlsclirlffines with new problems
: espo ally

phat presa upon the Catholic philosopher and ,the Catholic theologlan,
Since he wrote, the human situntion has chrnved profoundly in
many woys. To ueet these is-ues falrly and aquarely, I think
it is necossary yot not ensugh to select o ninloum number of
certitudes on wiich nll gex agroe, to strive for a thorough
tnowlodre of medineval thought, to deduce new coneclusionas from

_ is more; T aeba v, 3 tefcraun,
0ld rremlsses. VWhot onr time denands of uaﬁishto know and to
fmplement Aristotellan and Thomist mothod, to acknowledpe in
men's developed underatanding of the naterial univarse a principle
'that'yioldﬂ s developed understanding of understanding itself,
and to use that developesd understanding of humen understanding
to bring order and 1isht and unity Lo a totality of diseiplines
and modss of k-owledge that othorwise Qill remain unrelated,
obroure mbout their foundations, and incapable of belng integrated

by the Queen of the Sclences, theolopy.
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- ‘Inmight: Preface Discussion : §5}

My second tople has to do with the notion of being, and I
ghell besin with a problem. You will agree, I baliave, thnt there

is one and only one ens per espsentiam, that it is not an immediate

objact of onr lnowledge In thls 1lfe, that the only ilmmedliate

objects of onr present knowledge aro entin per partielratlonem.

It followes that our intellectunl knowledre of beling canmnot result
from abstraction of esaence. For, 1f from a horse I abstract
esnence, what I abatract is the escence, not of belng, but of
horaa; 1f from a man I abstract ssgence, vant I absiract 1lg the
eonence, not of being, it of man; and the sans holds for every
other immediate object of our present knowlodge. No being by
marticipation ean yleld up knowladpe of the essenco of leing,
becaise no beinpg by pertleipation has the esnence of being;

ahd what 1a trué of eaaénce, ermially 1s true of qulddity, naturs,
épeclea, and form, A being by participation no more has the
duiddity of belng, the nature of beinpg, the apecles of telng,

the form of belng, than it hag the essonce of bolng,

Now thils fact gives rise to a problem., What aifterentiskes
intellect from senee is precisely its grasp of emsence or, 1f
you profor, lus grasp of anlddlty or nature or speclen or form.
But in this 1ife we do not groap the essonce or mlddlity or
notu-e or epeclos or form of being. How then can wo have any
intellectual notlsn, any intellectual concept, any lntcllectual
knbwledge of belng? Indoed, to put the problem with the sharpnesas
that.la esnentlal, how ls 1t th@t we have preclsely such an
intellectunl netlon of bélng that (1) we c#n concedve the eng

per ecssentism ana (2) we con pronounce the only beings that we

do know diractly to be merely entie per yarticipationem?

S ) o | l!ﬂ"
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Insightt  Preface Discussicn - .+ 6

Further, thio problem of the notlon of belng is not unique,
nﬁ& isolatod, nod unparelleled, If in tids lii‘e we oannot kuow
God by his ocssence, It aleo ls true that Wéﬁknow.the'l e43ancos
of materinl things only rarely, 1mPerfectiy, dovbtfully. If owr
knowledre of casence is 80 rare and imperfret, chould we not |
aeonolude olther that Aristotle and Aaminss vere nistaken In
churacteleing hﬁmﬁn intelleect by knowledre of gssence or,'perhaﬁa,

that we hove not intellects in the fnll sense of thab term?

Many of you, I Toel, will Incline to the latteor alternative.

Pttt trf,l-j: S
Humon Intellect ls in pqnnreﬁintclllnibiliqg ut potentia tanbum,
N

1t belongo te the ronlm of apirit marély o pot@ncy. Its Tnowing
1s process, It is not some simple matter of grosoing eaaende

and affirming exlstence, It lo tho prolonged business of'raiaing
questions, working out tentative enpuerg, and then'findins that

these onswere relse Dirthor qwstlons, Dynamicm, process, finality

~are {'mdemental Teaturos of our int-llects in this life. lence,

knowledre of thlngs by thelr sguences ls for us, not an dccom—
plished fact, but only the roal, the end, the objlectlve of'#
natural demire.#?

Morcover, according to Aminas, the natu al desire of

our intellects includes the ens per essentism., When we loarn

of Goﬂ'a“oxistence, spontensously we ask what god isy but to
ask whnt somothing is, releasss a process that does not oome
to rest untll lnowledpe of essence 1is attained} thorefore we

have & natwral desire to know God by his essence.

"By such ronsoning I wne led in Insight to afilrm that

our natural in cllecinail desire 10 ¥now wne a naturnl inteldectusdl

RS
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 Inaightt Preface Dkscugsion | 7

-deslre to knov being. The desire, precloely because 1t is
intelligent, is a notlon, But the notlon iz not amy innate

ides or concept or knovledge, It ls a desire for ideas, for

-goncepts, for knowledre but, of.ituelf; it i1es merely dlocontented

“dgnorance without ldeas, without ooncepts, wlthogf; ¥nowlodge.

- Agaln, igigot a postuvlate, Postulotes are paorts of hypothetlcal

ansvers, but the desirs to know grounds cuestions. ilofr 1s

there any need to postulate questlionss They are facts,

What Lo the Lorue hore? I think it both very simple

and very fundamontal. If intelloct Lo not characterlzed by

its copaclty to groop esmence, then I belleve thnt one partﬁ -

cmnﬂﬁny from Ariototle and Aquinas ahd, en wcll,‘from any odequete

account of tho nature of human intelligence. If on the oiher

hand intelleét 19 charactorized by its oapacity to grosp essence,

‘then the fact %hat our knowledre of escences is mo ulight,

can be met only by a full recognition of the essentlially

:afnamic chayac e oﬁt our In‘ellects and, in particular, of .

our notlon of heling.

My third tople had to do wlth the objloctive wnlverse of
being, According to Inslpht this universe ls to be known by
the totalliy of true Jud;emdnta and 1t 1o not to be knowm

. _ q _ _ _ , ! _ :
humanly without true Judpoments. Four maln cuestlons arlse.

First, is this univevse of being the real world? Secondly,
 4g 1t conerete? Tulrdly, is 1t the actually existing wiverse,

‘or merely an essensinlist universe? Fourthlf, how can conerete,

actual existonce be known on the account of knowledge offored
by Inslcht? |




O |
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First, than, ls thls universe of being the real worlﬁ?
Clearly, 1f by the real world one means whnt is to be known
by the totality of true jJudponments and not without true judgamenta,
then by dofinitlon the unlvorpe of Dbelzp and the roal world are
iﬁantioai in all rempects. However, it frecuently happens

that the expresslon, the real world, le employed in ~ulte a

differ~nt sense. In thia sonse sach of us lives in a real

vorld of hle own, Its contents are deterudned by h1is Sorge,

by hias intcrestb pnd concerns, by the orlentati~n of his llving,
by ‘the unconsclsus norlz on that blocks from his view the rest of
reality. To ench of us hls own private real world 1s very real
inderd. Spontmheaualy 1t layg clalm to brlng the one real worid,
ﬁhc gg gtandard, the eriterion, ‘he absolnte, by whlch everything
ls Judred, measured, cvaluntod. That cladm, I should inslst,

iﬁ not to be admitted. There is one standard, one criterion,

one abgoiute, and that is true_Judgement. In so far.as one's

private real world dees not meet that standard, 1t is some Qublious

‘preduct of animel falth and hugen error. On the other hand, 1n

8o far as one's private roal world is suimiited constantly and

0 _
sedulously to the correction of tre JudgementJ necessarily it

is bronght into conformlty with the univerae of being.

Secondly, Lln thils universe of belng, }:swm by true judgement,

the conérete universe? I sheould say that it 1as, To know the
concrete in ite concreteness iz to know all thére‘is to be known
about sach thing, To ¥now all there is to be ¥nown about esch
thing is, preciscly, to know baing., ¥or me, then, being and the-

conerete are ldenticnl torms.

iy —
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_However, thig viaw of the concrete has a presupposition.
It prosupposes that concepts exprese insights and that lnaights
grapp forme Lfmmanent In sensible presontatlons. To put the
natter the othor way about, it presupposes that the sensible
hap been intellegtunllized through achgmea, getuences, processes,
developments. On that suppoeitlon, human knowledge forms &
slngle whole, and the totallty of true judgenents ls necessardly
knowledre of the conerete. On the other hand! 1f ono lgnores
or neglocts insight, then human knowledge splite into two |
parta.11ﬂoncepts.are relot~d to sensible presentatlcns only as
universals to partlculars. Of thomselves, conceibe and Judgoments
sre sbstrnct and, to rench tho conerete, there has to be added
an unspocifled gserlies of mnrelated senslble presontations.
On this view, wileh wioloheartedly I roject, 1t 1s n&amszmumdoka
to malnteln thet tho totallty of true Judgements Lo rodistbdiey
knowledre of'thc concrete. On this view, hnowledge of the
concrete is resnhed by adding to ~n0hledge of the abstrast the

hum~nly unattalnable
Aﬁm&e@a&ﬂ&e’tetallty of senslitive pnrceptions.

Thirdly, is this conercte unlverse esaentiglist, or 1s 1%
~actual and exlstent? This questl.n arises, I suspect, because
there are two ways of analysing Judgenents and, conseguently,

1
two waya of refutlne ensonuialiumj

" Thus, one may argpue that, while some * Judgements are
merely a synthesin of concepta (a horse is & quadruped), still
there are other judrenents that involve a sim;le act of poaiting
or rejecting (thls horse exists). On the basls of this analysis,
one will proceed 10 sireas the oxtreme lmportance of the latter

type of Judrement and arrlve, eventually, at a rolectlon of

v
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active or vncslve potencies,
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" essentialism.

On the other hand, one may maintaln that every judgoment

-involvoa a slnple act of positing or rejecting, that every

_hunan judeement in tila 1ife rests, in the last analysla,

upon eontingent matters of fact, that no aynthesis of concepts,

of iteelf, conatitules a Judrement. On thin view, on its
human
cogniticnal side, thore can be no k:owledpge of real possibllity

oy of real necesglty without matter cof fact Judgements; and

on 1«8 ontoloslenl nide there can exist no real necessitips

“A”T xS
without weal’esnences and no real posslblliltles without poiié .
. A A~

A A

You will find that in Insight tesd this radical rejectlon

of ossentialism 1o vorked out in Aetall, Judc-nont is, not

synthesls, bt posliting or rzlecting synthoalaj3 Thia positing
or rojlecting rests on a virtunlly unconditioned, that is, on

8 conditlioned thnt in fact happens to have lts conditiona
fulf.‘illed.'4 Hence, & necessary nexus docs not suffice for an
analjtio principle; the teras of the prinelple, in their defined
sense, must nleo oceur in concrete Jud:ements of fact./rlt
fdllows that not only our liowledpge of the concrete unlverse

but even our kﬁowladye of metnphyslics is Just factual.ILFinally,"
thé fhebry 1s sufficlently fefined to do Justice to the problems
raised by symbolle lorie, by moth<maties, by the probzble prinu
ciples enployed Iln the natural aciancessnum by ontologioal ”

arguements for God's existenne.lﬁ S  ””"ﬁﬁ+'--[i};jj
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~ Fowrthly, how 1s concrete, actual existence known? Now
if one aske for the ontologienl cause of knowledgé of oxlstence,
clearly one must appeal to the oxlsience of the'thins immanent
in the thing., On the othor hand, 1f one asks for the copnitional
reason Mstifyling our claim to know exiotonce, that roason is s
true. Jud ement of the type, Thls exists. For truth is the medium
in which belng ls known; truth formally is found only in judgement;

and exlnt.exmce lg the act of bolng.

Next, how doer one know thot the Judrenont, this exista,
la true? lHere one i'is ankling, not for an ontologlesl cause,
it for a cognitlonal reason, The only posslble anawer 1s that,
prior t the judrement, thers oceurs a grasp of the unconditioned.
For only the uncondiiloned can ground the ohjectivity of truth,
1ts aboolate charactor, lis independence of the viewpolints,

attitudens, orientation of the Jjudeins subject.

Thirdly, In whot doen thls graop of the unconditioned _
conelet? It 1s not a grasy of the formally uncondltloned, of aﬁ
unconditlioned that hee no condltlons vhatever, of God himself.

It ls a graep of o virtually uncondltioned, of an unconditioned
that has conditlons which, however, in fact are fulfilled. Thus,

the quectlon, Does 1t exlst?, presents the prospective Judgenent

a8 a conditioned. Reflectiiéve understanding grasps the condltlons
and thelr fulfllament. From that groasp thers progseeds ratlonally'/7

the judiement, ggggggizgggy 1t doos exist.

‘Fourthly, what are the conditlons? Let us take an examyplae,
Suppose that on this table there 1s small but very restless dog,

moving about, demanding ettentlon, whimpering, meking & nuleance

.-
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of himself, However, that suppositlon merely provides an

“ontolopical cause. What 1s first 1n our knowledre 1s a strean

cof pensible presentatlions. Thot stream mipnt be organized or

} unorganized in e variety of manners. It mlzht glve rise to
o’

the resction described by Sart*re in Nausdo, or to & vlpal
adaptation 1T the dog suddenly baﬁ;ked or snapred &t one,

or to eny degree of seelng without notlelng, notlelng without

“attending, or attending that lsmmed forth into any of a wlde

variety of psycholo;;ca;:prdcenaea. Howaver, yocu are phllo-

‘sophers. The preccntations Lo you are organized by detached,
“intellectunl inmuiry., You verify that they cannot be classed
. a8 1llusory or halluclnatory. You attend to them, not as kinds

©of dato, Lui in thelr conerete lndividunlity. In this stresm

of indlvidual data, des.lte thelr spatial and tempof&l multi-

“pilcity, you srasp an Intelliizible unlty, o olingle whole,

- an ldentity that wnites what ln spoce Is here and thore and

-what in time is then and nove From that insipht there procecds

- the concept of a tulng. You revert from the concept to the

" data to conceive the particular objoct of thought, thie thing,

~In Tact, nll this supposing hes yloldad merely an objoct of

thought, But 1f the supposing all were true, then all of you

would be certnin of the dog's r-al, concrote, actunl existonce.
' 0

: ) 30
Why? Beenuse I have beon llstlng conditions of conerdte,
actual existence, snd you hnve poen that, AT the conditions
| ware-fulflllod, an affirmation of concrote, actual eximtence

| écuiq not be avolded rationallj; | " LTRSS

©Bt411, you will ack, just wyhere d1d existence .come in?

Was 1t gsome one of the data, or was it thelr totallty? Neo,

1
u
e o sl s e
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o

any and all the data are quite compatible with phonomensiiem,
pragmatism, exintentidpalism;y tut none of thrse phllodoﬁhiou

Anclude Aquinas' actus es-ondl. Did, then, exictence come

in with the insirht, or with the concopt, or with the parti-

cularized concept? No, 1ldenlisto ond relativiste know all

About Inpsishts, concepts, ond thelr partlenlarization; and to

suppose that these activities yleld more than an object of

Shonght 1o oimply cosentinlism in Ato ratical form. But, then,

what con be the orirlin of the.notion of ozizstence, if ncither
sense nor understonding suffice? I think that, 1f 7ou will

£0 back over tae process just described, the notion'of exintence
emorged with the mmention winther the rertlcularized cﬁncnpt,
this thing, was anything more than a nore objeét of thought.

In other words, Just nn exiatence is the.act of beolng, ao the
notlon of existence %o the crowning component in the notion of
being, But the notlion of belng in our desire to krow, our drive
o sk quentiona. The crowning gquantion 1s the auestlon for
reflection, An plt? Is thnt so? An nffihnntlve angwer to
that auestion posits a synthosls. Through the poslting, the
"Yes," the "Est," we Znow existence and, more grnerally, facth
Throush the synthesle that 1m poslted, we know what exlsts or,

more cenerally, want exlistis or occurs.

What 1s the iooue here? I beliseve there 13 a falze issue
and & real lasve. The {nlso lssue arises when one fancles that

there 1o some problem connscted with the existonce of knowledge

or with the kiowledro of oxintense. iith that false insue Insirht

1s completely unconcerned. It sets aplde gqnuesti-ns of the fact

_ 12
of knowledge to conconitrate on the nature of knowledge. It

0 ) i
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ﬁaﬁ@a no eflort to endow people with the common sense needed

to make Judrements of aonereto, actual exliatence, though

it is concerned to ellminnte from common sense the component

of comnon g nonsense with which 1t may be affli_ctad.nOn the
other hand, just ap there 1s & very ronl problem of de'ormining
whét exactly our knowledwelin, 8o also there im a vory real-

problam of dedernininp i ﬂt exactly one meana by nxiquence.

Thﬁ Thnmlat apge in tho genso of the nclus gnungg*; 13 not

the object, of sennible presontatlony it in not the object of
wmmmqr\smwwkmtm-

uantaynna a animnl fnithy i* la not Heldogger'e das Selsndes

or Smrtre o dtonts Lt 1193 beyond the horlzon of mcrononallsts

and praghatinta, senelste nnd materinlliste, ilcnlints mnd

relativists; 1t Lo the @ est of 1d riod est and im the man, Jhaun
of Nazareth, it 1s the lpsum eaag of God;zs

i’ "~ I thank you. | EEEERERE TRV BRIER P A

o
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- NOTZES

1 Thefo are, 0f course, excaptions. For example, "hoc |
qullidet in se Lirso experiri potest, quod cuando allquls conatur
aliculd intellipere, format allqua phantaszata sibl per moqfug_.:
exemplorum, in qolbus eieel insplelat quod intelllcere atudqt."

Sggg th@ﬁla, I, Qe 84’ a, 7 C.

2 gum.throl., I, q. 88, a. 2 ad 5m.
S - De Anima II, 4, 415n 16 £f. In II de Anima, lect. &,

5304; M}.-: I, fle 87, 2e 1 = 3, Et.lOC. PO,

4 See Jetnphys., Z, 173 The Conecept of Varbum in the VWritings
of St, Thomas Amulnap, Theol. Studins VII(1946), 359 £f. Might

I take t%f}ﬁ occanlon bo note that the yagaes on gusd guid est,
euldditas (STO=T72} wore far too much 1nfluenced.bw anch statenants
éﬁ "quidﬁitatig Enna ot anoddem essa rai .nis" {In I Sent.,

dlat. 19, q 5, &, 1 ad Tn] and "Intollectus.,. duplex est
operatio. !na aua format almprlleces rerun quidditstes; ut quid

est homo, vel qulﬁ ant animal...” [De Vore, ae 14, e 1 €]

On guidditas, the proper cbject of intellect, see Theol, 3tudies
X(1949), 1828,

5 Sum. theol., I, qu 87, B 3 ot ves 18 ou0d primo cognoaﬁcitur
e’

- 8b intellcctu hunanc est hulusmodd oblectum [natura rel materialls]y

et sscundo cognoscitur lyse actus cuo cognoseltur oblectumy et
per actum cognoscltur lpee Intellectus, culus est rerfectlo ipsum
intellicera. ©Eb ideo Fhilopeius dleit quod oblects prescognos-

cuntur actlbus, ot actus potentlis,

¢ A i m——
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6 Sume thoole, I, qe 87, 8c 1 60 = = ' o
7  The paradox mirht be put in other terma. Thua, ve cannot

think without concepta, Yet Aguinns holds that conccptn procesd,

from aotn of wnderstanding [Sum, theol., I, q. 27, 2e 1 ¢.]

and that ln order to resch undarstanding woe have to think

[oum volo conolpevre ra‘lisncm lapldls, oportat omod sd lpsam

ratlocinande pervenlam, In losm., I, lect, 1], The pole

exce: tion to thilg necesslty of reasoning 1ls netural kncwledge

[Ibid.]; and natural knowledre 1s of ens and such rrinciples

as the principle £ contradiction [C,. Gont., 1I, 83 §31],

Compare the notion of heuristle structure in Insight, passim.

8,  fum, theol., I-IT, qo 3, 8. B ¢. C, Gont., IXI, 25 - 63,
9 See Inairht, p. 414,
e I an jnolinod to boliave, hownvnr, that thls cunatant

.;anﬁ pedv10us corraction doas not oeceur without a apecifically

philoao“hic converslon from the homo gensibilibue imm eraug

40 homo mnxime oot mens nominig [Sum. theel,, I~II, q. 29, a. 4 c].

Thls existentiel aspect of our knowing 1s the fundamental
AdS
factor & the dlfferentlation of the philosophies in Inalgsht,

1L It d-es 0o becauss nono of us reach the totallity of true

dudroments,  What delermines our vwiew of the universe of being.
“1v our proimded antloipation of that totality,

oo




now oub of -rint, & second will e ready by the tlme tals note

. Insight Preface Discuasibn ' 'NOTES R 4

12 The -ntological parallel is tho aquestlion of the necosoary
and sufilcient coustituiive principles of subsistence. See g

my De GOQBhitutiona'Christl Ontoulosdlen et Paycholorica, Rome,

Grepgorion University Fresw, 1956, “hlle the [lrat editlon is

Bppoars,

15 Insisht, ppe 271 ££. On Aristotle, pe 566.
14 ;g;g.,:chap. X; ﬁhd p..65$.

15 | Ibide, D 306,

16 Ibid., p. 595

17 Ibld., p. 30k ~ 315,

18 Ibid., Ds 670 Lo

19 On rational processlon, see Theol, Studies VII(1946), 380 ff,

X(1949), 370 ££; end my Divinarum Tersgonarum Conceptio Anmloglea,

Rome, Grogorian Unlvorsity Press, 1957, ppe 5% £., 57 1,

20 For further reievant condltions, ses Insleht on the notlon
of the thing [chaps VIII1, on the correctness of concrate
insights [Dpp. 283-8?@], on such 8 Judzement of feet as the
absenca of 1ilusion [pp. 280-83],

23, ¢f. Sum, theol., I, q. 54, a. 2 ¢t "Actio enim est proprie
actunlitan virtutisy sicul esse sat proprle actualltas substantiae
gou esrentinae.” CIL, Ingight, p. 83, 248, 437 on existrnoe and

occurrence. While existence 1g prior gupsd 59, 0CCUITENCE

1s prior mroad ncs. To covﬁi both terms Insight uses th‘_ﬂaﬂ!s__j;“ o

S S

=
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fact, factual. On fact, pe 331, S o "]_:;t[?’. xﬁ
22 Insizht, pe xvil,
2:5 Ibid.' D. 699’ 411’ 418.

2l C, Gant,, II, 52 = 54, fSum, theol., I, q. 3, 8« 4} q. 54,

.Mo 1"‘3-

25 Sume tneol,, III, q. 17, 8¢ 2 ca
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