Fourthly, I re)ect the analogy of ocular vision becausey
it can bs employed only 1f one dosw not know vhat is neant by
the absolutedness of xr truth. On this point Dr. Fay has
salready stated qulite frankly and qulte corrsctly that he does
not know what I am talkling about. I shall endeavour to make'
the matter clearx to him, and I beg to be excused 1if others find
me rather long-winded.

Dr. Fey employs the anslogy ©f vislon to arrlve at a
realism. Jech Jack or J11ll holds wip a hand and looks at 1t.

But simllar to the seeing of the eye there is an aralogous
soelng of the mind. "Being" 1s 1ike Jack or J11l's hand;
Mimowledze" 1s like Jack or Jill's seelng; and we know truth
bacause the analogous seeing of the mind beholds not only
the belng that 1s llke the hand but also ths conformity of

the anal%;ous seslng 10 the helng.

Now 1t 15 qulte possible, Af ome knows a blt of elementary
psychology , to employ the analogy of ocular vision and arrive
at a reletivism. The artist seaeisrlislble colours that chanse with
every cnange of lightlng; he sess the visible shapes that change
vith every change of standpoint. éﬂ/The g¢ ientific obsérver
sees what Is %Lselected, not by artistic intsrests, but
by the culte different lnterests that are implemented by
elaborate classifications. The average man, absorbsd in hils
pro practical concerns, sees 1n quite a dlfferent mamser;
not only does he miss what the scientlile obser;fer:\ww, ’but
also he fails to ses the shapes that are visible and the colours

that are vislible; Con &k -himthimgailave what he sess are

"real" ahapes,#’e. g., the paralilel sides anid right angles
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that govern the making of boxes and bulldings end do not vary
with changes in Btandpoiip; agaln what he sees are the "real"’
colours, 1.e., the colours things have under secme typlcal
lighting, and the practlcal man sess those colours nggmaw
n@mﬂmmm@mﬁ even despite notable changzes in the lightling.
Proceeding from such an account of ocular visiom, the

relativist will point ocut that the same thing happens in the

analogous seeing of the mind. Quot homines, Adbibafiter—laet

tot sentsntlae. There may be only one real world to be known

by man, but there are many men to do the knowlng. Nor dees
thie knoving occur in some subjective vacuum; 1t occurs in a
dynamic context of interests, alms, loyaliles, presuppositions,
prepossessions, prejudices; such dynamic gy contexts differ
from man to man, from culture to culture, from epoch to epoch;
and the result 1s an endless manifold of gqulte contradictory

opinlons,




(4)  Pbfrtily) Dr. Fay holde that there is no need for any prior
reflective knowledge of the nature of the active principle and

of the nature of the aot, 1f we are to know the conformity of
rartioular acts to particular things. On the contrary, first,

ve know the conformlty of the acts, not by any process of
reflection or Inference, but by the slmple business of seeing

the conformity. Only after we have seen the cohformity in

glven instances do we reflect, inwvoke operatio secultur esse,

and infer that 1t is the nmature of the actlive principle,
intellect itself, to conform to things. .
) “F1fBuly, Dre Fay-foels that fthiﬂ%\no‘f\aaeum
xgotly what Sti-Tfonas bs stying . Af for-uld,~StiThonae dodsc

X plg.g}tly’
hotJnwoke tHe- principle,—operatd o-sequituressei Mopsoveir

(5)  Wifthuyy khe contradiction between Dr, Fay's interpretatlon
and the text he ls Interpreting Ls manifest. According to DIr.
Fay intellect knows that partlcular acts conform by seeing

them conform. According to St. Thomas Intellect camot know
that particular acts conform wlthout reflecting on the nature

of the act and of the active principle of the act.

(6) Bty Dr. Fay's appeal to the distinetion between

causs essendl and causa cognopcendl does not remove this

-contra.diction. The contradiction 1lies wilthin the order

of knowing; it is between Dr. Fay's statement in the order

of knowing and S§t. Thomas' stai/tement in the order of knowing,
(7) Saventilyy }\t 13 somewhat ironic that Dr. Fay should
attenpt to dend the analogy of ocular vlislon by appsealing to
a passage I1n which 5t. Thomae 18 establlehing the dlfference

between Intellectual and sensiiive knowledge,
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rrinciple
knowing the nature of the azk results fror geelng the conformlty

of the act, For St. Thomas knowing the proportion of the act
results from smatmyx knowlng the nature of the active principle

and, morsover, the proportlon of the act cannot be known wlthout

knowledge of the principle.
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