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Q{second topic &RATSEESrematat taf dridlee has to do

with the notlon of being. No doubt, you will agree that

there is one and only one eng per essentliam, belng by essence,

that 1t 1= not an immedgate oblect of ocur knowledge In this
life, that the only immediate objects of ocur present knowledge

are |@pkix entia per participationem, belngs by participation.

It follows that we do not know being directly by abstracting

its essence, guiddity, nature, form, specles; for if #-ebs{r4

from a horse I abstract essence, what I abstract is the

eszence not of 'being but of'horsé? 1f from a man I abstract
essence, what I abstract is the essence not of'being;put of
‘man; and the same holds Tor every other being by participationi.
$.1t cannot yleld us knowledge of the essence of belng because
1t does not poszess the essence of being. Further, since
what is true of esgence, is equally true of cuiddlty, nature,
form, species, it follows £hat bsdngaemnai~be the proper
object of our intellects in this 1ife Aasut b h”ﬁ\
ObViOEfiﬂikfhis giveihiifé to a ¥xgkeIw problem. If
Intelliect 1sa “by its capacity to grasp essence, quiddity,
form, specles, nature, and 1f in thls life we do not grasp
the essence, quiddity, form, specles, nature of being, then

how can we have any lntellectual noilion, concept, or knowledgé

of being. Indeed, to put the problem wlth the sharpnesas that
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Now to the ma jor premiss which I have been outlining

you may readily add a'minor_pramiss‘and a concluslion. Since
— v St, Thomas wrote there has occurred a vast development 1in
wils o0 e AT .
“4gqﬁ,#aﬁ¥w man's understanding of the whole material universe. Therefore,

. {LI"H"‘F: . )

Hat , o there is pogslble a complementary development in our understanding
ferp i ! bdth
h&dd«aﬁﬂiii of-anderaghanding 1tself and ef*-cur-pewer to-understand .

ok e *
= o8 W (1) of understanding itself, {2) of our power to understand,

et T
and (3) of the ontological causes correlative to our power
to understand.
My lnvestigations of thls contemporary possibilitj have
run on three distinet lines. First, on the historlcal side,
in my Verbum articles in Theological Studlies, 1946-49, I
investigated Acuinas’doctrine on Iintellsct with apecial

attention to his trinitarlian theory. BSecondly, in Insight

/dd I proceeded from the objects of contemporary mathematicas &t
dandh > :
of natural hehemesn;-oud o€ human science to an account of

human understandling and of

™y Ty ST

the correlative metaphysics.

F1EZ

Thirdly, while Insight 18 restricted to a cognitional viewpoint,
I have worked ouﬁlfrom an ontologlcal viewpolnt such questlons
as subsistence, the unicum esge of Chrigt, the divine subject

- N
of His human consciousness, and Trinitarian theory in Ladix

| boaeoke, De Constitutione Christl Ontologica et Pasychologlea

and Divinarum Personarum conceptlo analogica.




Indeed, not only 1s there no incompatibility; there is
Interdependence, andlthe interdependence is universal. We
cannot assign ontologlcal causes wlthout having cognitional
reasons for assigning them; nor can we have cognitional reasons

corresponding
without asslgning theﬁentological causes. / Moreover, thils

inBerdependence is not limited to knowledge of our own souls;

from the nature of the case it 1ls universal. /:D

e

—

Thus, many of you, I bellieve, malntain that Axriskeiis

-

St. Thomas added exlistence, the actus essendl, to Aristotle's

ontolorical causes; but those that affirm existence as a
distinct ontologlcal cause, widd also point to the Judgement
of exlstence asg a distinct cognitional reason. Similarly, '
Aristotle affirmed matier &% and form as ontologlcal causes;
but Aristotle did not affirm these ontological causes ﬁithout
ha%ing cognitional reasons, namely, éense and insightfinto
phantasahY/ZFinally, as‘is obvlous, deve10pﬁeﬂt beging from

the cognitional reasonst! what began with Aristotle, was not
form but knowledge of form; what began With,i Aguinasg, was not

existence but knowledge of exlstence.

The appiication to the book, I

& Acts ar "&nown by th o ob jects

cognitio§i;//j

ependent,, a/development/af

-

rkxexty in our grasp not only of co5nition5;/§easons ut

- also of ontological causes.
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?urther, I am not Just arguing from a stray sentence.
It is Aristotlelan and Thomist doctrine aadxmeshmd-that
knowledge of &EEEEfEEEK chjeclts precedes knowlsdge of acts,
knowledge of acts precedes kaowledge of potencles, knowledge
of potencies precedes knowledge of the esgence of the soul.
Nor does contemporary Scholasticlen Qgggy adopt a2 different
m=thod. It appeals to the potency, intellect, to distingulsh
the human soul from the brute. It knows the potency, intellect,
only through prior knowledge, 1f not of the act of understanding, )
at least of the MM&MWWW un_iver-sal:ﬂ"“/‘
Further, thls clear-cut instance of the primacy of
the cognitional fits 1in with a larger doctrine. For there is
a standard Arigstotelian ¥ and Thomist dlstinction between
what 1g flrst gucad se and what 1ia first guoad nos.. If one
asks for ontological causes; then the esgence of thé soul
grounds the potencles, the pdtencies ground the acts, and
the acts ground knoﬁledge of objects. But 1f one asks for
cognitional reacons, the order ls inverted: knowledge of
oblects grounds knowledge of acts, knowledge of actes grounds
knowledze of potencles, knowledge of potencles grounds

knowledgze of the essence of the soul.

It appears, them, that there is no incompatlbility
between the primacy of the ontological and the primacy of
the cognitional. One and the same view ofmhnggz metaphysics
and cognition&l theory can be eipressed in two manners.
If the alm is to asslgn the ontologleal causes then, of course,

one must begin with the metaphysics. If the aim is to assifgn
ot

cognitional reasong, then one must begin with cognitional theory.




The most shocking aspect of the book, Insight, is ik=
the primacy 1t accords knowledge. Iﬁ the writings of S5t. Thomas,
‘cognitional theory ls expressed in metaphysical terms and |
established by metaphysical'prinoiples. In Insight, metaphysics
1s exprzssed in cognitlional terﬁs and sstablished by cognitional
principlea. The revevsalﬁg;kéomplete. If Agninas had things
right slde up -- and that 1s difficuit tO'dégny -- then I have

~turned everything upside down.

In atzentuat.ioww,z should like to urge
turns

that even Aquinas occasionallthmxs things upside down. He
wrote: sHab
Anima humani intelligit sed®psam se 1lpsam per suum
intelligere, guod est actus proprius eius, perfecte demon- -

om,
strans virtutem eilus et naturam. Sum. theol., I, g. 88, a. 2 ad 4

This I should be inclined to translate,

The human soul understands i1tself through l1ts under-
standing, which 1is lts proper act, perfectly demonstrating
its powef and 1ts nature.

But however the passage ls translated, 1t is clear that a

psychologlcal act named intslligere is the basls of a perfect

demonstration of the natnre and the power of the human soul,

RufiRes.
Now power and nature are metaphysical tswems., To demonstrate 3 P
perfectly tha_ghuenand Abe paturg ol Lheumemetad involves

one 1n a long 1ligt of metaphysical theorems. Yet we have

//FN\Aqulnas own word for 1lt,that saek a perfect demonstration
I{ u-!'..q'b-\“ ol T e f ﬁ,e.n_
P may be derived from a zmRZI¥E consideration of Eﬁég%afz

tafsl livere whiti~da the proper act of the human soul.

P




Insight: Preface to a Discussion

When the Reverend President of the American Cathollic

Pailosorhleal Association so generouély invited me to address

you, he asked me to speak on my book, Insight.

o1 - P R a0 ey
Since then, I have had to drop
A 1o my deep regretzboth my origlinal hopes to be present at
8 well,
this meeting and, xkkkxikem, my origlnal plane to correlate

personal development with phllosophlc dlfferences. I must
‘be content to provide a preface for a discussion, and to
thls end I have selected three kaxkmm questions that my
book seems to haﬁe.ﬂﬁised,'namely, the primacy of the
cognitional, th :gtiién of belng, and knowledge of dqncrete,

actual exlstence.

P
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