i1g essential, how can we have precisely that intellsctual

notion of being that leads us to regard the only belngs

we know directly as mere belngs by particlpation. L L

Moreover, connected with this problem, there 1s
another. If we cannot know God by hls essence in this life,
ALY Wated- BHEt wavdb ot knowrevar it pilal b ke
1t also 1s true that we know materdal things by their essences

Thae
rarely, ilmperfectly, doubtfully. What, are the facts to which W&
A

can appeal to Justify the assertisn that knowledge i1s Aintellectual

inasmuch as it includes knowledge of essence? If we have not i
any solid and sufficlent body of fact to which we can appeal,  ”

why 4o we keep on talklng about essences?

The answer ls, of course, that human intellect is

in genere intellipibilium ut potentla tantum. Unlike dlvine

and angelic intellect, 1t 1s discursive. Its knowing is

Sowi
process, It is not»the simple matter of grasping essence

and affirming existence. It is the prolonged busliness of

ralsing questions, worklng out answers, and then finding that

the answers themselves raise further questlons. Dynamism,

C process, finallty are fundamental features of our intellecta

and, for that reason, knowledge of things by thelr essence
the goal, thie end,

1s for us, not an accomplished fact, but, s poedkex-ewndy ,

amnaspndnationge the objective of a natural deslre,
Y
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| golves the problem of our larpge lgnorance of the essences of

Includes the ens per esgentianm.

R e e CralL e

But further the finality of human intellect not only

material things. It also glves us & notlon of being that

As St., Thomas argued, when

we learn of the existence of God, spontanesously and naturally
B we ask what God la; but to ask what something is, releases
a process that doss not stop untll knowledge of essence is |
reached. Therefore, we have a natural desire to know God
by hls essence, and so the notion of belng, as identical

with this natural desire, Includes the ens per essentiam.

Now, when the notion of belng is ldentifled with the
Intellect's desire to know, with the immenent ground of

ingulry and reflectlion within us, two points arise,

' Rl

he r T gk Abqﬁavoid svC c

’laby. A deseription of &

particular heuristic s

ed 18 not odnceptual. The dynamic reality of
o rod

1 concepts and judreﬁénts, to a
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e acts of under/;anding.
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i§ prior to

r fléq, That dynamic reality,

a matter of cﬁncepts, 1L{/g/sheer fallacy to desc
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Our third tople has to do with the objectlive unlversse
of being. According to Insight this unlverse 1s to be known
by the totality of true jJjudiements and 1t is not to be known
sxcept by thetetaridylofizt true judgements. I think that
four maln questlons arisé. Firat, is thls universe of belng
the real world? Secondly, is it conerete? Thilrdly, is it
the actually existing universe or a merely essentlalist
universe? Fourthly, how can concrete actual exlstence be

known on the account of knowledze offered by Insight?

W6r1d" which weg know all aboul/ apart from trye judgements.

This suppos

ion I consider/qulte correct,/ All animals\know

thelr real world, and mep are animals. /Moreover, this wprld

18 quite real: other ghimals know théir real world very/well

indged; and the same 1s true of the human animal, sol far

he does not begtome a victig/of mythlc consei;

ther, all tlhese real worldas are within the univerée T
ng; for there are true /juigements by whith we affir
exlst ,ZNd the reallty Tor the animadg of
ir respsctive worlds, and the unreadlty of the/yé;iou
woylds of mythice cpmsciousness. // (f
Ho

aye contained /withlin the un%jﬁyae of beingh;bn ¥ uch

g8 there are true jJudgements affirmingjgyé eyistence of
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Filrst, is this universe of being the real world? One
must distlngulsh., If one means by the real world what is to
not Lalhntd
be known by the totallty of true judgements and sodedyby
trus judéements, then the real world and the unlverse of
belng are by deiinltlion identlcal in all respects. However,
if one means by the real world a manifold or totality known
apart from true jJudpements, stlill further distinctions are _
necessary. For each of us lives 1n a real world of hlis own.
Its contents are determined by his Sorge, by hls interests
and concerns, by the orlentation of his living, by the horizon
that blocks from his view the rest of reallty, wirkel he doss
notknow_and-does-aat_syax_luw-keXosapek letvos  To each
of us his private real world 1ls very real indeed. For him
{_;;;;;;;;;;;i}Liijlays claim to belng the one real world,
the standard, the criterion, the absolute, by which everything
ig judped, measured, evalvated. That claim, I hold, 1s not
to be admitted., There 1ls one standard, one c¢riterlon, one
absolute, and that is true judrement. In so far as one's
{&3 private real world does not meet that stangard, it is error
& .p?'s and 1lluslon. On the other hand, in so far as one's private
[ o

) % real world is constantly subkmitted to the control and
¥
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correction of true Jjudrement, necessarily 1t 1s brought into

conformity with the unlverse of being.
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