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I

HE latest newcomer to the philosophical forum has been

E proclaimed by its adherents as “a philosophy of the
person.” Personalism, announced in two continents as a
complete philosophy, is, according to its exponents, the answer
to the need of the hour, and already claims the support of re-
spectable philosophical authority. It envisages the problem of
personality in its broadest perspective, placing it within the
framework of a complete philosophical system. From this
central concept it seeks a solution of the problems of knowl-
edge and being, of psychology and axiology. Primarily, it
presents an interpretation of reality. From the point of view
of development, we may distinguish two phases: naive Per-
sonalism and critical Personalism. Naive Personalism is simply
the primitive, unphilosophical interpretation of reality, the
product of a mind in Comte’s “ theological stage ” of human
development. Having once made the distinction between sub-
ject and object, it sees everything under the aspect of person-
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2 JOHN A. CREAVEN

ality. In the background of the world of objects it places
demons, gods, spirits of various kinds.

Clearly, such a view is the antithesis of impersonalism. But
its uncritical procedure is obviously insufficient to safeguard
vital human values from the attacks of impersonalism. To
achieve 1its object, it needs a rational explanation and develop-
ment, which 1t finds in critical Personalism.® Critical Person-
alism, endeavoring to safeguard vital human values, is eclectic:
it retains what seems true in the conclusions of naive person-
alism and impersonalism. From the former it takes its teleo-
logical view of the universe which sees in it an orderly system
of autonomous and purposive beings, organized in a hierarchy
of persons. From impersonalism it borrows its scientific con-
cepts and its “ synoptic ” or synthetic method.?

The synoptic method, so common in Personalism, is a reflec-
tion of modern trends in psychology. In effect, the principle
underlying the method declares that we can know an object as
a whole of parts, or as a part of a whole, or as both. William
Stern, the German personahist, has developed the theory of
synopsis in both directions. He has insisted that synopsis
everywhere precedes analysis, and that synopsis reveals or con-
tains more than analysis can ever discover. The former thesis
he takes as proved by the Gestalt psychology. The totality of
our inner experience—the Ego or “I”—is itself a unity, for
synopsis is the normal mode of experience: elements are but
abstractions from it. In his criticisms of the “ Elementarist
psychologies, he has insisted that analysis, as a work of dis-
section, can never discover a Gestalt quality, which disappears
as soon as it is resolved into its elements. Again, synthesis, by
working upon a previously known whole, can discover therein
a new form: by altering the contour, the lines, the lights and
the shades it can discover a new Gestalt and a new beauty.

But synopsis is also a knowledge of an object as a part of a

*Cf. W. B. Thorp, “Mechanism or Personalism,” The Personalist, XIII, 1932,

pp. 200-205.
®Lewis W. Beck, “The Method of Personalism,” The Personalist, XIX, 1939,

p. 371.
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whole. “ To regard every object as a whole is to neglect the
essential partiality of every object except the universe itself.” ®
Though an object may be, metaphysically, an individual, this
does not prevent it from being related by activity to another
individual of which it is a subordinate part. Personalists, then,
insist on the necessity of synopsis as a method of knowledge.
Our earliest as well as our latest concepts, they teach, deal with
things as wholes: with situations which are wholes; with our-
selves as members of a social order; with our inner life, which
reveals itself as a whole. The mind perceives situations as
wholes, and there is comprehension before it is expressed in
articulate language.

In his “ personalistic ” psychology, Stern has exploited to the
full the method of synopsis. ““The methodological require-
ment,” he tells us, “ that scientific psychology always preserve
the correlation between part and whole, salience and ground,
analysis and totality, applies without exception.”* Thus the
search for elements is replaced by a probing for “ wholes,” on
the principle that everything mental is either a whole or a part
of a whole. The quality of wholeness does not necessarily
exclude an internal multiplicity of parts: these simply lose
their character of independent parts, capable of existing by
themselves. Stern repeatedly insists that the meaning of the
part is found only in the whole, and he has extended the part-
whole relationship further than most pluralistic philosophers.
The synoptic method takes account of the relation of wholes
to more inclusive wholes (e.g. that of man to society), with-
out reducing the former to the status of a mere homogeneous
part. When one whole transcends another, the meaning of the
latter is not necessarily exhausted in its character of part.

The use of the synthetic method is not without its difficul-
ties. Underlying Stern’s method is the theoretical assumption
that everything mental is at the same time personal, and every-
thing personal is a whole or a part of a whole. This assump-

3 Lewis W. Beck, art. cit., pp. 374-375.
*'W. Stern, General Psychology, pp. 14-15.
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tion seems to be a presupposition of the Gestalt and of all struec-
tural psychologies. But it is an assumption that must not be
made too easily. To assume a Gestalt everywhere is to fall
into the fallacy of over-simplification. Reality is complex and
is not readily fitted into preconceived mental moulds. To
ascribe every element to a Gestalt is to endow many things
with qualities which they do not really possess. The synoptic
method is really a process of abstraction which substitutes for
the complex pattern of relationships found in the real order
another purely theoretical and schematic system of relation-
ships. It is an error of oversimplification to identify the latter
with that which obtains in reality.

II

Every philosophical system must present a theory of ulti-
mate reality. And for Personalism the chief task is the presen-
tation of a “ metaphysics of the person,” the ultimate principle
of reality. But as epistemology logically precedes metaphysics,
the philosopher must first elaborate a theory of knowledge.?
For the Personalist, epistemology furnishes the basis for a
theory of the person and, in this réle, forms an essential part
of his system. Stern goes even further. The * Erkenntnis-
theorie,” which stands at the beginning of his Critical Per-
sonalism, is much more than an introduction: it fulfils the
important function of providing a scientific basis for his con-
cept of personality, and is even made to justify his conclusion
that the world consists of unitary, purposeful, self-active beings
who may be designated as *“ persons.” In this conclusion he
sees a most important consequence of his personalist epis-
temology.

Personalists who follow the tradition of Bowne develop an
epistemological doctrine which they call “ personal idealism.”
They hold that there is a real object of knowledge and that
thought and thing are not to be identified as in Hegelian
idealism. This they term the insoluble “dualism of thought

5 Cf. F. van Steenberghen, Epistemologie, pp. 44, 50.
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and thing.” ® Cognition implies this dualism: without it, knowl-
edge in any intelligible sense would be impossible. To know
an object implies that the object exists independently of my
knowing it. This might be called the common-sense stand-
point: my thought of an object differs from the object itself.

While refusing to identify thought and thing as far as the
human mind is concerned, Personalists view the world “ not
only as independent of man but as in a certain sense objective
to God Himself.” * The real criterion of the dualism of thought
and thing is found, not in the disparity between the experienced
object and the real object, but in their “ otherness.” Though
the attribute of “ otherness ” is attributed to the real object,
as opposed to the mind, Personalists inconsistently assert that
the material world has no extramental reality. Again, though
the external world possesses no extramental reality, epistemo-
logical dualism is safeguarded, in their view, by regarding the
soul as distinct from God, and the world as a vast “ system of
stimuli.” This system of stimuli is represented as, in a certain
sense, objective to God, as well as to man. However, the pre-
cise nature of this “ objectivity ” would seem to call for clarifi-
cation. Personalists find it difficult to explain how the world
(call it “ system of stimuli ” or “ medium of communication )
can be external and objective to man and yet possess no extra-
mental reality. Nor is it clear in what precise sense the world
is external and objective to God. But the world does exist inde-
pendently of us; we discover it and we apprehend it, but we
do not create it. Its exact nature we cannot know, but we
recognize its causality as something external to ourselves.®
Bowne asserts that the sense-world, in so far as it is articulate,
is a thought-product.

While Absolute Idealism identifies thought with thing, Per-
sonalism believes that objects do not pass away when we cease
to think of them, neither do they suffer change with the fluctua-

¢ A. C. Knudson, The Philosophy of Personalism, p. 100 fi.; B. P. Bowne, Theory
of Thought and Knowledge, p. 296 ff.

" A. C. Knudson, op. cit., p. 99.

8 Knudson, op. cit., pp. 103-110. Bowne, Personalism, p. 68.
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tions of our thought. The dualism of thought and thing is
inevitable. The world exists independently of us, but we can
never know its essential nature. Personalists deem that it may
even be a divine thought or system of thoughts. The world,
without rational principles, is an inarticulate, fleeting flux.
This discontinuous impression is interpreted into an abiding
self, with the aid of a prior: principles of mind. Bowne regards
as an illusion the belief that there is an “ absolute system of
reality,” with which our thought must correspond in order to
be true. Reality is nothing more than the contents of con-
sciousness. We can, therefore, reject the extramental universe
of unreflecting thought, for it is impossible to define the world
apart from intelligence. We remain in the world of personal
experience, convinced that this world can never be explained
on the impersonal level. The world of experience can be ex-
plained only through a rational, spiritual principle which repro-
duces it for our thought.?

This position of Personalists is akin to that of Santayana
and the so-called “ critical realists.” Our belief in the existence
of other minds and so of society is a reasonable hypothesis for
the explanation of our experience, but can never be empirically
verified. Experience gives us certainty but not knowledge.
Experimental verification, without the interpretative activity
of reason, condemns us to solipsism. The supposed object-
reference of experience, which to the naive-minded establishes
a prima facie case for realism, is really nothing more than a
“ knowledge-claim.” Experience becomes knowledge only when
it is rationally organized, and refers beyond the fleeting experi-
ence to something else.

IIx

We should note here that Personalists have not discussed
certain questions which concern the very foundations of epis-
temology. We must now formulate them in order to give our
evaluation a more fundamental character. What is “knowl-

°® Bowne, op. cit., pp. 107-112, 160.
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edge ” in general? What does the term imply in the philosophy
of Personalism? Have I “knowledge ”? Does my knowledge
attain to “ truth ”?

The issues raised by Personalism do not entail a discussion
of the critical problem nor an evaluation of the various at-
tempted solutions. But it should be pointed out here that,
on the Thomist side, a noteworthy contribution to critical
epistemology has been made by L. Noél® His so-called
“ immanent ” method is calculated to throw much light on
the critical problem and may serve as a critical scientific sup-
plement to the theory of the Personal Idealists. The appeal of
such a method to the Personalist should be obvious: starting
from an immediate fact of consciousness, it proceeds technically
by way of critical reflection and of universal methodic doubt
to establish the fundamental conditions of knowledge and of
scientific construction.** St. Thomas was no stranger to such
a method. “ (Veritas) cognoscitur ab intellectu secundum quod
wntellectus reflectitur supra actum suum, non solum secundum
quod cognoscit actum suum, sed secundum quod cognoscit pro-
portionem ejus ad rem.” ** Logically, this is the primary fact:
“I know something ” and “ T know that I know it.” This is
akin to Descartes’ “ Cogito ” but there are important differ-
ences in the implications and interpretations of the respective
starting-points. Setting off from these immediate data of con-
sciousness, present to the knowing subject, philosophical reflec-
tion may rebuild the edifice of human knowledge from what is
most easily known. In this way, we may attain to a true
critical and metaphysical realism, and at the same time show
that to start from thought is not necessarily to eliminate things,
and hence that the ego-centric predicament of modern idealism
is In no way inevitable.

St. Thomas, in various contexts, takes a more general view
of the fact of knowledge as a certain aspect of living beings.

1% For Noél’s doctrine, cf. his Le Realisme Immediat.

Cf. L. Noél, Le Realisme Immediat, passim. F. van Steenberghen, Epis-
temologie, pp. 1-8.

12 St. Thomas, De Veritate, q. 1, a. 9.
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In this sense, it is true to say that the existence of one being
for another, which begins on the animal level and is perfected
with man, is precisely what we mean by knowledge.”® Natural
objects exist but in no way adapt themselves to the external
world. They are endowed with a principle of life by virtue of
which they move and grow. The external world does no more
than permit or prevent their movements of growth or expan-
sion. But when we ascend from the mineral world and the
domain of vegetative life, we see that knowledge first appears
with the animal kingdom. The movements of animals are not
wholly explicable by their own internal principle of life. They
reach out to influence and be influenced by their environment.
The actions of an animal in search of prey are evidence of this.
Something outside the animal exists for the animal and many
complicated actions are performed to bring it within his grasp.
One living being becomes aware of another being. The being
which knows 1s, in the first place, its own essence. But in so
far as it knows, it becomes something more. It becomes. in a
manner the object known. Knowledge then essentially means
that into the knowing being there enters another being pre-
viously existing for itself. As St. Thomas puts it: “ Cogno-
scentia a mon-cognoscentibus in hoc distinguuntur, quia non-
cognoscentia nihil habent, nisi formam suam tantum, sed
cognoscens natum est habere formam etiam rer alterius; nam
species cognita est in cognoscente.”** 'The difference between
that which is never anything but its own essence and that
which is, on the contrary, capable of becoming other things, is
precisely the difference between the material and the spiritual.
“ The limitation of the form is due to matter,” says St. Thomas.
And while the material element in a being restricts or limits it,
the spiritual element, on the contrary, enlarges and amplifies
it. Hence the gradation of being depends on the varying pro-
portions of spirit and matter. Man is, in a certain manner,
capable of becoming all things by his senses and intelligence.
“ Anima est quodammodo omnia.”

13 Cf. E. Gilson, Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas, p. 262 f1.
3¢ Summa Theol., I, q. 14, a. 1, ad Resp.
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Having placed the problem of human knowledge in its
broadest perspective, we may now consider the personalist
solution. The same fact of knowledge presents itself to us
under two different aspects, according as we envisage it from
the point of view of the contribution of the object known, or
from the aspect of the knowing subject. Personalists consider
chiefly the objective point of view. We shall see that their
view is idealistic, for the world is not really independent of
mind but is constructed by the creative activity of thought.

The dualism, so frequently asserted but so rarely explained,
is designed to place a real distinction between thought and
thing, between idea and object. From the personalist exposi-
tion, it is difficult to determine what is implied by this dualistic
doctrine. The failure of Personalism here is due largely to the
fact that a dualism is asserted to exist between two realities—
thought and thing, idea and object—which are not precisely
defined.

That there is a real object of knowledge must be granted.
But in what form is it to be conceived? This problem is not
settled by a priori theories of the nature of man. Only reflec-
tion on our own conscious knowing processes can reveal to us
anything concerning the nature of their object. St. Thomas,
following Aristotle, holds that being is the first intelligible con-
cept attained by our minds. We can perceive nothing, or
conceive nothing, otherwise than as a being; and it is only
when we have thus perceived or conceived being that we can
determine the nature of the object apprehended. Being, says
St. Thomas, is the first intelligible concept and the proper
object of the intellect. “ Ens est proprium objectum intellectus
et sic est primum intelligible.” ** The intellect knows that its
judgment is true by a critical reflection upon its act. The
mtelligence, by reflection, discovers its true nature, which is to
conform itself to things: “in cujus natura est ut rebus confor-
matur.” For St. Thomas, a real world exists and is intelligible:
its intelligibility permits it to be apprehended by us in sensa-
tions and perceptions.*®

15 Summa Theol., I, q. 5, a. 2, ad Resp. 18 De Veritate, q. 1, a. 9.
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Personalism has not offered a consistent theory of the nature
of the object of knowledge. It affirms the dualism of thought
and thing, that the thing is an ““other” to thought. Mind
and its object are asserted to be two distinct realities: the
mind apprehends external reality. Such statements are suffi-
cient to satisfy the most ardent realist. But when this doc-
trine is further developed, it furnishes difficulties which can
scarcely be less than contradictions. Thus, while the world
“ manifestly exists independently of us,” and “ the dualism of
thought and thing is . . . ineradicable,” the world is denied any
extramental reality. Again, while reality is not something
predetermined by the human mind—while, rather, it is “ some-
thing revealed to us through sensations and perceptions,”
something discovered but not constructed, * something other
than our thought of it "—yet it is asserted that the dualism of
thought and thing is not a “ fundamental metaphysical one.” *®
In short, the dualism turns out to be a quite unintelligible
compromise between monism and pluralism, a shadowy dis-
tinction hovering somewhere in the misty region between
“ otherness ” and metaphysical dualism. In such a doctrine, it
1s difficult to understand the status of the object in relation to
mind.

If we would trace the source of these contradictions, we
should note first the nominalistic trend of the whole personalist
epistemology. The abstract and universal have no existence
apart from the individual and the concrete. Bowne regards
our thinking as mainly symbolic and our class-terms as mere
logical symbols. Allied with this Nominalism is the attempt
to combine an idealistic view of the world with a dualism of
mind and object. In the opinton of personal idealists, matter,
as an object of sense-experience and of scientific investigation,
is not ontologically real. True, metaphysical reality is not com-
posed of substances, whether material or spiritual, active or
passive, which somehow persist through time. On the con-

17 Knudson, op. cit., pp. 103-104.
18 Ibid., pp. 106, 118. Bowne, Theory of Thought and Knowledge, pp. 244-5.
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trary, all reality is personal and is constituted by the unifying
activity of consciousness. There is no such thing as a real
world, possessing extramental existence. For Personalists, the
physical world has a purely phenomenal character and an
existence which is secondary and instrumental. Hence the
inconsistent solution of the critical problem. On the one hand,
it emphatically asserts a dualism of thought and thing, seeing
clearly that only on this basis is it possible to offer a consistent
theory of knowledge. On the other hand, this dualism must
permit an idealistic view of the world. The objective world
must not be given an existence entirely independent of mind,
in such a fashion that it should exist whether minds appre-
hended it or not. The external world must be one that “ exists
only as it is conceived.”* As a consequence of this double
allegiance, the dualism becomes unintelligible. Beyond the re-
peated assertions that it exists, that it is “ inescapable,”
“ ineradicable,” but not “ metaphysical,” no illuminating ac-
count is offered which would define its precise nature. The
mere dogmatic assertion of the existence of a dualism of thought
and thing is logically insufficient to found it as a philosophieal
doctrine. The confusion of the personalist position should
make it clear that the only consistent solution of the problem
of knowledge lies in realism, asserting a metaphysical dualism,
in which mind and its object are two ontologically distinct
realities. This doctrine Personalists are obliged to reject by
the exigencies of their system, which contains the fundamental
principle of the creative activity of thought.

IV

Personalists reject the realistic starting point of St. Thomas,
according to which the mind apprehends an objectively exist-
ing order. To do full justice to the claims of human reason,
they deem it necessary to assign to it a very full and inde-
pendent role. Reason must be active, a constitutive factor in
the world. Hence the cardinal principle of personal idealism—

1* B. P. Bowne, Metaphysics, p. 5.
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that thought-processes are primarily creative. Reality is, in a
sense, revealed to us through our sensations and'perceptions;
they are the “media” through which it is “ given” to us.
Thus we are brought into contact with it, we become aware of
it, through external stimuli. There is in our knowledge an
element which is “ given,” which we do not create, but which
comes to us from without. The raw material of thought in
the sensibility is due to external stimuli. But apart from this
initial impulse, thought is creative rather than receptive. The
structure of our knowledge is due to mind—the mind construct-
ing nature. The extreme position is taken by Carr that both
the structure of our knowledge and its contents are determined
by the mind.*

To naive thought the world exists as it is perceived. No
distinction is made between primary and secondary qualities.
The object seems to determine completely the knowing process.
With the appearance of error, however, doubt arises: the doubt-
ing mind begins to distinguish the “ apparent ” from the * real.”
Next arises the question of the true nature of things, and this
leads to metaphysical speculation. As a result, we are con-
fronted with a double standard—that of the senses and that of
reason—and thus we face the problem of their relative value.

Personalists reject the ancient and medieval systems of epis-
temology because of their “crudely realistic foundations.”
Such systems, it is alleged, made the object the determining
factor in knowledge, while the subject became the passive
recipient of this determination. The mind was represented as
a tabula rasa, and the figure of the seal and wax was employed
to illustrate the perceptive process. The medieval epistemolo-
gists, in general, subordinated the knowing process to the
object in such a way that the reality of the object was sup-
posed to be given in thought itself.”* In opposition to such a
view, Personalists uphold the creative activity of thought.
Regarding Kant as the first philosopher to conceive thought

2°H, W. Carr, “ Imagination and Reason,” The Personalist, XII (1931), p. 90.
2t Knudson, op. cit., p. 119,
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as creative, they rely chiefly on the Critique of Pure Reason
to furnish a basis for their epistemology. Pre-Kantian phi-
losophy, in their view, over-emphasized the receptive function
of the human mind, because knowledge was regarded as some-
thing wholly “ given ” to us. In sense-experience, we received
impressions from without and in reasoning we either brought to
light what was implicit in the sensory data, or brought to con-
sciousness what was innate in the human mind. There was a
diversity of views as to the nature of the external stimulus;
but it was generally held that sense-perception implied a realis-
tic view of the world. Sense-experience was produced in us
by some power external to ourselves rather than by the mind
itself.

The doctrine of creative thought-activity is designed to place
the senses in thorough subordination to reason. The most
effective means of achieving this is the denial of all ultimacy,
all self-sufficiency, to sensations and perceptions. They are
represented as thought-products, having no definite content
until they are articulated in thought. This was precisely the
contribution of Kant. In the Critique of Pure Reason, the
sensibility, as the passive recipient of external stimuli, can
yield nothing but fleeting impressions, lacking coherence and
all intelligible content. Sensations, of themselves, without the
impress of thought, lack unity and identity. They constitute
merely the raw material of thought, its abstract presupposition.
As soon as they become definite enough to be called sensa-
tions of anything, they already have the character of thought
impressed upon them. Sensations, perceptions and memory
images are products of thought activity. The passive sensi-
bility has no power to produce sensations or perceptions of a
definite character. What it contributes is inarticulate. By
this doctrine, Kant hoped to establish firmly the supremacy
of reason against the claims of sense. His rationalism took
away from sense the last shred of cognitive independence, and
reduced it to complete inactivity. Whatever cognitive value
it seems to have is due to a priort principles of thought.
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Pre-Kantian philosophy is arraigned by Personalists on the
charge of conceiving reason as a purely passive and receptive
faculty, and of allowing too great a share of independence to
sensations and perceptions. As might be expected, the major
portion of the criticism is reserved for Aristotle. His theory of
knowledge conceived reason as firmly anchored in sense, and
failed to make any sharp distinction between senses and rea-
son. The function of reason was to read off, or interpret, the
universal concepts which are implicit in sense-experience. In-
deed, it is asserted that his doctrine is ““ saved ” from empiri-
cism and sensism only by a declaration that the intelligence, as
a faculty, is as original as the sensibility. And the failure of
modern Thomists to deal sympathetically with Kant’s phi-
losophy is attributed to their adherence to the * sense bound ”
epistemology of their master, Aristotle! > For Personalists,
Kant’s greatest contribution to philosophy was his rejection of
the passivity of mind and his emphasis on the creative activity
of thought. He showed that a priori, structural principles
of thought, the categories, give form and meaning to our ex-
perience. They introduce order into the fleeting impressions
of the sensibility. Aristotelians always ascribed a dangerous
independence to sensations, perceptions and memory-images.
These preceded thought and had a certain independence of it.

In all these strictures on Aristotle, there is room for a better
understanding of his doctrine of the universals and of the
abstractive activity of the intellect. We must bear in mind
that it is ever on the question of the metaphysical status of
the universals that he is at pains to stress his departure from
Plato’s doctrines. While this is so, it is, perhaps, possible to
admit some truth in the assertion that he never completely
succeeded in freeing himself from the ultra-realism of his
master, though he was quite conscious of all the difficulties
inherent in the latter’s doctrine.*®* Perhaps, too, he did not com-
pletely harmonize the Platonic unity and eternity of essences

22 For such criticisms, cf. Knudson, op. cit., pp. 127 1.
23 Cf. Regis Jolivet, La Notion de la Substance, pp. 36, 304.
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with their existence in many individuals. Nor does he con-
sistently distinguish metaphysical essences from physical sub-
stantial forms, using the term “ form ” (€i8os, popdm) , to desig-
nate now the one, now the other. But in his view, all existence
is concrete and individual; the individual only has existence in
the real order. The universal, as a universal, exists only in the
apprehending mind. The universals are not, as Plato asserted,
self-subsistent, substantial entities. In particular, being and
unity, the widest of the universals, are not substances. The
polemic which he directs against hypostatization of universals
(as in the Platonic forms) is one of the leading notes of the
Metaphysics.

The world in which we live is, for Aristotle, a world of con-
crete individual things, acting and reacting on one another. In
contemplating these individuals we become aware of certain
characteristics common to many of them. These characters
are, for Aristotle, as real and objective as the individuals them-
selves. They are not, in any sense, mental constructions. In
his criticisms of the Platonic Forms, he warns us that we must
credit them only with that existence proper to universals, viz.,
they exist only as attributes of individuals. We must not fall
into the Platonic error of positing a separate world of uni-
versals. The mere operation of ideas cannot explain our world,
which is one of change and becoming. And in this connection,
too, we should recall the celebrated Aristotelian distinction
between first substance and second substance—a distinction
which is strangely ignored by Personalists. First substance is
individual: this man, this house. It neither exists in a subject
nor is affirmed of one. Second substance is universal and is
called substance only by analogy. It is affirmed of a subject,
as a predicate, but nevertheless does not inhere in a subject.?*
The universals are affirmed only of first substances: ““ Peter is
a man.” The universal, “ man,” expresses the nature of Peter
but does not inhere in him as a subject.

The Aristotelian doctrine of moderate realism was adopted

24 Cat. 5 (2a 11); tbid. (2b 15); ibid. (3a 7).
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by the mediaeval Scholastics. In his Commentaries on the
Metaphysics of Amristotle, St. Thomas writes: ““ Nikil est in
rerum natura existens, sed tantum in consideratione intellectus
abstrahentis communia a propriis.” *® Again: “ Sed universale
est commune mulits, hoc entm dicitur universale quod natum
est multis inesse, et de multis praedicari.” *¢

\4

It should be quite clear at this stage that Personalism is com-
mitted to an idealistic view of the world. If the structure of
knowledge is built up from within mind itself, then the exist-
ence of an extramental world is a mere assumption. Many
of the qualities commonly attributed to such a world (e.g.,
color, sweetness, bitterness) have no extramental existence.
Since these secondary qualities have no counterpart in reality,
the perceptual world cannot be a replica of the external world.
We can never perceive any world other than the one we con-
struct. The world I perceive, Bowne tells us, is the world I
construct—this is true of all perception. But though they
regard the external world as phenomenal, Personalists are
agreed in asserting the reality of the self. Here personal
idealism parts company with Kantian phenomenalism. For
Kant rejected a knowledge of the noumenal self and taught a
doctrine of a shadowy Ego. He rejected as mythical the exist-
ence of noumena, or things-in-themselves (Dinge-an-Sich) . But
since phenomena are effects, it is very natural to seek their
causes. Kant rightly held that the categories are valid only
in their application to the objects of a real or possible experi-
ence; but he erroneously restricted experience to sense-experi-
ence and to physical sensations. For the Personalist, it
embraces also the domain of self-experience, or self-conscious-
ness. The categories acquire their full meaning only in their
application to an Ego. The category of causality, for instance,
can imply nothing more than the self-conscious efficiency of a

25 Lib. XI, lect. 2, 2174. 2¢ Lib. VI, lect. XTI, 1572.
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free intelligence.”” If the self is real it must be active: reality
and inactivity are incompatible. A self wholly passive would
have no substantial reality; its reality is manifested in and
through its activity. Thinking is of the essence of the soul,
and only in so far as thought is creative does it form a con-
stitutive part of the world. Personalists find the ultimate theo-
retical basis for the reality of the self in the creative character
of its thought-activity. Thought, which is essentially a crea-
tive process, requires as a fundamental condition the existence
of a self which endures, and which remains identical throughout
the successive changes of mental life.*®

For the Personalist, the world does not exist as it is per-
ceived. This was the “old” theory which borrowed all its
force from the supposed immediacy of perception. The per-
ceived world contains something more than the real world.
The latter (which, for Personalists, is a system of stimuli) is
in some way incomplete without mind. Indeed, if we follow
to their logical conclusion the arguments of the personal
idealists, we should be obliged to hold that the world has no
existence apart from knowledge. Its existence, if it possesses
any, is purely embryonic, or instrumental: it exists in order to
be known. Our minds fashion nature: the world is a thought-
product.

We have here touched upon a fundamental vice in the per-
sonalist epistermology. It is pervaded by a tendency to set up
constitutive principles of thought anterior to all experience.
This tendency is a legacy from Kant, and, as in the Critique
of Pure Reason, it leads to an idealistic view of the world.
Kant changed the emphasis on the receptive character of
human thought and made mind a creative and determining
factor in the manufacture of experience. Personalists adopt
his doctrine to ““ save ” human reason from sensism. In their
view, if reason is to be safeguarded, it must be assigned a very
full and independent role. It must be conceived as active, a
constitutive factor in the world. This preoccupation with the

*" Bowne, Personalism, pp. 103-104. 28 Knudson, op. cit., pp. 136-138.
2
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vindication of reason is largely due to a failure to understand
the traditional Scholastic doctrine of moderate realism. In
this doctrine, reason is certainly not subordinated to sense, and
hence there is no danger that by accepting it we are capitu-
lating to sensism. In the Thomist epistemology, our ideas are
derived from the senses and thus from things, but by the opera-
tion of a spiritual faculty; and so are different from sensations
and images. But though essentially different from sensations
and images, our ideas are abstracted from them by the opera-
tion of a spiritual faculty. The mind is active but its activity
is not creative. It does not impose its own subjective forms
upon the data of experience. The essential activity of the
human mind is an abstractive one, drawing from the data of
experience the essential qualities or knowable elements of things
and utilizing them im the formation of a universal concept.
Sensists likewise hold that our ideas are derived from the
senses, but, in their view, the senses are, of themselves, suffi-
cient to produce them; ideas do not differ essentially from
sensations and 1mages.

Personalists accept the Kantian doctrine of the sensibility
and of the categories of the understanding. In their recon-
struction of the Critique of Pure Reason, they are led to present
an idealistic view of the world, but at the same time cannot
steer clear of many of the contradictions inherent in the Kan-
tian system. The most serious of these contradictions has
been noted already in discussing the alleged dualism of thought
and thing. It has to do with the existence of things-in-them-
selves and their relation to the knowing faculties.

The crucial question for epistemology, and one which stands
at the parting of the ways of idealism and realism, is: Does the
human mind apprehend an objectively existing order? Or is
this order fashioned by mind itsef? To this all-important
question, Personalism has no consistent answer to offer. In
defending a dualism of thought and thing, it would seem to
mply a belief in the existence of things-in-themselves as an
“other ” to thought. But this dualism is subjected to quali-
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fications that are incompatible with a realistic view of the
world. The source of this difficulty is to be traced to an alle-
giance to Kant’s critical philosophy. The Critique of Pure
Reason rejects the possibility of a knowledge of things as they
are in themselves.® The intuitions with which all knowledge
begins contain nothing real, nothing as it is in itself, nothing
beyond phenomena, or the modes in which things affect us.
“ All our knowledge,” says Kant, ““ begins with sense, proceeds
thence to understanding and ends with reason, beyond which
nothing higher can be discovered in the human mind for elabo-
rating the matter of intuition and subjecting it to the highest
unity of thought.”*® The sensibility receives impressions from
transcendent, unknown objects. These intuitions are first de-
termined by the a priort forms of space and time, and are then
further formed by the categories of the understanding into
scientifically conceived things. Thus arise the synthetic a
priori judgments which are valid, for the universal element in
each is a determinable law of the mind, the application of
which can be known a priori. The necessary and predictable
character of experience is due to the subject. But the objects
determined by the categories are not noumena but phenomena,
that is, the real intuited spatially and temporally. Phenomena,
to which alone our knowledge extends, are but the appearances
of things, the modes in which they affect us. That which lies
beyond phenomena is the noumenon, the Ding-an-sich. For
Kant, every real object is a physical object, and as real object
can be apprehended only by an intuition.

Must we then abandon all effort to know noumena, to attain
the Dinge-an-sich? 'The theoretical reason, indeed, fails to
give us any knowledge of things as they exist in themselves.
It can tell us nothing of the deepest truths of reality: God,
freedom of the will, the immortality of the soul. These truths
it can never apprehend, for they can never become phenomenal.
But lest “ our unavoidable ignorance with regard to things in

2 Ctf. Critique of Pure Reason, Transcendental Doctrine of Elements, I, Trans-
cendental Aesthetic.
#¢ Ibid., Transcendental Dialectic, II, A.
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themselves ” should prove too irksome, lest the necessary
limitation of our theoretical cognition should unduly gall us,
Kant hastens to reassure us that the practical reason supplies
the deficiency. The practical reason, for Kant, is not the rea-
son strictly so-called, but the will, which prescribes and decrees.
The Ding-an-sich is, therefore, not known but believed. We
need not relinquish such truths as the freedom of the will, or
the existence of God, because they lie beyond the ken of the
speculative reason. Such truths are possible, and since they
are the basis of our moral life, reason confidently believes them.
The assent to such truths is granted, not because of theoretical
evidence but because of the practical claims of the moral life.
“I must, therefore,” said Kant, “ abolish knowledge to make
room for belief.” * The *“ ambitious attempts to demonstrate
the immortality of the soul from the simplicity of the soul’s
substance, or to deduce the existence of God from the concep-
tion of an “ ens realissimum,” must now be abandoned. The
practical reason demands that man lead a morally good life,
and such a life is impossible unless certain metaphysical truths
be admitted. The practical reason, therefore, postulates these
truths. They are accepted, not because of a theoretical conviec-
tion founded on objective evidence, but because of a certain
invincible moral persuasion, a “ faith.” ** The resulting posi-
tion is that “ no one will be able to boast that he knows that
there is a God and a future life. . . . My conviction (scil. of
these truths) is not logical but moral certainty; and since it
rests on subjective grounds (of the moral sentiment) I must
not even say: It is morally certain that there is a God, ete.,
but: I am morally certain; that is, my belief in God and in
another world is so interwoven with my moral nature that I
am under as little apprehension of having the former torn from
me as I am of losing the latter.” ** The necessity of obeying
the moral law forces me, according to my interests, to believe
in the existence of God, of immortality, etc., as this is the sole

3t Critique of Pure Reason, Preface.
3% Critique of Practical Reason, Part I, Book 2, 2, vii.
33 Critique of Pure Reason, Canon of Pure Reason, III.
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condition on which my moral end could agree with all other
moral ends and so have practical validity. Hence Kant ends
by elevating faith above reason and grants primacy in matters
suprasensible and metaphysical to faith, in which assent is a
necessary supposition of reason, ultimately due to will.

Hence the categories do not extend our knowledge beyond
phenomena: they do not lead us to a noumenal knowledge of
what is given in sensation. Of themselves they are empty; in
order to be valid they must be filled by experience, and all the
content that experience can put into them is phenomenal.
“The understanding a priori,” says Kant, “ can never do more
than anticipate the form of a possible experience; and, as noth-
ing can be the object of experience except the phenomenon, it
follows that the understanding can never go beyond the limits
of the sensibility. As phenomena are but representations, the
understanding refers them to a something as the object of our
sensuous intuition. This means a something equal to X, of
which we do not, nay, with the present constitution of our
understanding, can not know anything.” **

This something is the noumenon, the transcendental object,
the Ding-an-sich or thing-in-itself. In the Kantian system, the
status of this real object is very difficult to determine. The
Personalist position is, perhaps, even more obscure. The nature
of the physical world remains a mystery, unsolved by the
metaphysicians of the school. Whether it exists in itself (as
the Kantian Ding-an-sich) is not clear, though this seems un-
likely, since all extramental reality is denied. Personalists
have, after Kant, radically changed the whole conception of the
nature of knowledge. Instead of a vision, or seeing of the
object, knowledge is now a fashioning of the object out of the
raw materials supplied by the sensibility. It is a product of a
blind synthesis of a prior: categories of the understanding with
the sensible intuitions furnished by the sensibility.

Such a theory fails in the test of critical reflection. It con-
tradicts the immediate testimony of consciousness according to

3 Oritique of Pure Reason, Transcendental Doctrine of the Faculty of Judg-
ment, Chap. IIL
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which we apprehend objects which are external to us but which
we do not construct in the Kantian sense. If there is to be
knowledge in any intelligible sense, it must be of something for
which the subject’s act of knowing cannot in any way be held
responsible—something not created by the mind’s action, and,
in so far as not created, revealed to it. In our perception of
the external world, there is indeed a degree of “ fashioning ” or
“ construction ” which it would be arbitrary to deny. Our
cognition of an object here and now perceived is completed,
developed and given fuller detail by means of objective ele-
ments formerly perceived. But this elaboration of our cogni-
tion is very different from the creative activity of thought
upheld by personal idealists and by Kant. The latter makes
the object of knowledge of construction resulting from the im-
position of a priori forms of the understanding on the data of
the sensibility. It is assumed by Personalists that Kant has
forever settled the question of the nature of knowledge;
whereas, in reality, his solution of the critical problem is full
of artificialities and contradictions. An adequate basis for a
concrete Personalism is not to be found in Kant’s transcen-
dental idealism.

VI

For the Thomist, the person is revealed in its acts and it is
only by a study of the intellectual activity of man that we can
hope to arrive at a knowledge of his nature. Now, every act
of intellectual knowledge is at once a revelation and am active
possession of the ego. To know is to affirm that things are,
that the real exists; it is also to possess, in an immanent fashion,
the object known. All intellectual knowledge, then, whether
the object be the ego or the noen-ego, is fundamentally an Ich
denke, a consciousness. If we consider knowledge of conscious-
ness of the self, this proposition is self-evident; for in self-con-
sciousness the person possesses itself in spiritual fashion, and is
actively present to itself. This further implies that the ego, to
a certain extent, constructs itself by its activity. The human
personality is net given, in actu primo, as a form which is com-
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plete and perfect, with its character of selfhood completely
achieved. It is by its own activity, and chiefly by intellectual
activity, that the person perfects and develops itself. We can
say then, with truth, that, in a certain sense, knowledge is con-
stitutive of the human ego. Without cognitive activity, the
human individual could, indeed, be considered as an ego; but
it would be difficult to conceive the peculiar selfhood of a per-
son constituted by the mere fact of individual existence. What
is true of knowledge considered as consciousness of the self is
equally true of knowledge of the non-ego. The active assimila-
tion of the forms of other beings by the ego is a perpetual
affirmation of ourselves in the representation of another. This
fact differs radically from the conclusion of Stern that our
epistemological nature compels us to think of the world in the
form of personality. This is a view which borrows all its force
from the Kantian doctrine of the nature of the human mind
and which, apart from this doctrine, is quite invalid. Reflec-
tion on our cognitive activity shows that an intellectual act
reveals to us immediately only the existence of the self which
knows.

Thought, then, reveals the existence of an ego which per-
fects itself and possesses itself with a certain autonomy. This
autonomous possession of the self, which for idealists is abso-
lute, is, nevertheless, tempered by a certain dependence.
Thought does not construct its judgments as it pleases; it is
subordinated to truth, which dominates it. The mind conforms
itself to the real order which is apprehended. It is so con-
stituted that it must affirm what objective evidence reveals as
true. And what the intellect affirms as true for itself, it feels
constrained to affirm as true for all thought in every circum-
stance. In this way, and not from the Kantian “ categories,”
arise our universally valid judgments. Truth, which is given as
something objective, is the object of a disinterested attitude on
the part of mind.

In the second place, our intellectual knowledge carries an
abstract and universal import, a source of both perfection and
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imperfection. Abstract concepts have the unique property of
being applicable to an indefinite number of individuals. In
seizing their essence, immutable and meta-empirical, the intel-
lect comprehends in. a simple unity a multiplicity of things.
But this comprehension does not extend to the individual
aspects of things nor to their concrete character, and so it is
schematic and imperfect, in consequence of the limitation of
human intellect.*®* Under one aspect, then, our thought ap-
pears as an unlimited desire of knowledge. From another
aspect, it appears as an imperfect act. As a thinking being,
man 1s interested in everything, in the external world as well
as In his own interior world; in beings material and spiritual, in
facts and the relations of facts; in passing phenomena and in
the unchanging essences of things. To define the objective
amplitude of the object of knowledge, one cannot do better
than say with St. Thomas that it is commensurate with being
itself, with truth. But while intellect is thus an unlimited de-
sire for truth, it is, at the same time, essentially limited in act.
The intellect restricts itself to a particular aspect of the uni-
verse—a limitation imposed by the present condition of the
union of soul and body. But it must never be conceived as
shut up in the shell of solipsism. Its essential nature is to
apprehend an objectively existing order: “in cujus natura est
ut rebus conformetur.”

VII

Thomism, in keeping with the Aristotelian tradition, sets
out from the data of common experience. By reflection on
man’s intellectual activity, it abstracts the concept of being-by-
participation, which ultimately enables the intellect to affirm
with certitude the existence of a Being subsistent in Itself.
With the aid of many metaphysical principles, it constructs a
hierarchy of all reality. Confirming the evidence of everyday
experience, it teaches that the universe is a diversified and har-
monious whole. The universe is made up of many different

35 Ot. Thomas, Summa Theol., I, q. 55, a. 3, corp.
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substances, distinct from one another. This “ pluralism > of
St. Thomas stands in uncompromising opposition to all forms
of monism.

At the very beginning of its philosophy, Personalism departs
from Thomistic thought. St. Thomas begins his system by
affirming that there is a coincidence between the laws of know-
ing and of being, and proceeds to construct a realistic synthesis.
Personalism, on the contrary, builds its system on Kant’s trans-
cendental idealism, and never arrives at a consistent solution of
the nature of reality. Thomism envisages a universe of things,
which have being in various degrees. At the head of the
hierarchy, it demonstrates the existence of a God wawo is being,
but who is distinct from the universe and everything in it.
The latter are creatures and are beings only by participation.
Personalism is born of the idealist tradition and partakes of all
its defects. With its doctrine of Nominalism, it distorts the
essentially abstractive character of human knowledge, and by
upholding the primacy of practical reason, it bases all our
knowledge ultimately on a faith which can receive no valida-
tion from without. Faith 1s its own justification. Intellect is
completely subordinated to will and is rendered incapable of
attaining logical certitude. “ The mind,” says Bowne, “ i% not
driven by any compulsion of objective facts, but rather by the
subjective necessity of self-realization and self-preservation.” ®¢

For Thomists, on the other hand, human personality has two
levels on which it can transcend the limits of its own mature.
On the cognitive level, it can become, in a manner, all things,
by enriching itself with their forms. On the appetitive level,
man is capable of embracing every object that the intellect
exhibits to him as good or desirable. The position that * life is
richer and deeper than logic ” is entirely in harmony with the
Thomistic view of human nature. Man is not only, or chiefly,
an abstract speculator. He is a living totality with practical
needs and interests to which he must adjust himself in order
to live a full, human life. His practical necessities and theo-

3¢ B. P. Bowne, Theism, p. 27.
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retical interests intermingle. The practical demands of social
relations, the claims of a community life, as well as the exigen-
cies of the material part of his being, constitute a large part of
man’s life.

Human knowledge is not, then, a bare activity of intellect.
It involves the whole man and requires the co-operation of
man’s environment. It is an aspect of a general situation, of
which the state of mind is only an element, though a very
significant one. We may not overlook the physical elements
in knowledge. In Personalism there is a lack of an orderly
account of the knowing faculties, based on psychological inves-
tigation. There is an absence of a systematic exposition of
the different grades of knowledge, of the distinction between
rational and sense knowledge. Personalists do not attempt a
proper criticism of sensation, a task which is essential to epis-
temology. Yet only on such bases can we build a truly scien-
tific treatment of knowledge. The Thomist knows very well
that the knowledge-process is very complex. Into the “ knowl-
edge-situation ” there enter objects known by their bodily
activities, the bodily organism with its nervous system and
senses, and the intellect. There is no such position as that of a
bare, isolated intellect, directly confronting its object. The
object of knowledge relates itself to the complete human self.

Joun A. Creaven, S. M. A.

Dromantine College,
Newry, Co. Down, N. Ireland



THE FIRST PRINCIPLES OF CHANGEABLE
BEING

[ ]

Y changeable being in general we here understand every-
B thing which is capable of successive motion or change
such as that which we perceive by our senses. Various
names are employed to designate this object. It is called
sensible reality, or that which is perceptible by sense. It is
called the sensible universe, or the whole consisting of things
perceptible by sense. We speak of it as the material and the
physical universe or nature, that is, the whole which consists of
things capable of successive motion or change. We call it the
corporeal universe, or the whole consisting of extended parts.
We call it the sensible world, or the venerable whole perceptible
by sense. We name it the cosmos, that is, the whole which
consists of many different parts disposed in an orderly way and
constituting a beautiful system.

Through our sensory experience we are aware that there is
something which appears changing and various. Sensible ob-
jects appear and disappear independently of our will. That
which appears to us has the aspect or reason of being: it is
something not only sensible but also intelligible. We appre-
hend the disappearance of an object from our experience as
something opposed to being, and called non-being. We judge
that being is not non-being, and thus we divide non-being from
being. We understand that a being such as the self is undivided
or one, and that one being is divided or distinct from anything
else which we experience, as the self is distinct from our sensory
activities. We experience many sensible objects, especially the
objects of touch, as things opposed to our knowledge of them.
We sense them acting sensibly upon us. Some of these objects
are pleasant and we enjoy experiencing them. Others are pain-
ful and excife our grief. We cannot sense simply at will. Fre-

v
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quently we can touch that which we choose to touch or escape
that which we dislike by reaching for it or withdrawing or
otherwise moving ourselves. The sensible world appears and
acts sensibly as being distinct from our knowledge of it. In
particular we are aware of the self, and we know that the self
is not only something sensible but also something permanent
and distinct from our knowledge of self. Through sensory ex-
perience and through our knowledge of being and non-being
we know that the objects of our knowledge are somehow dis-
tinet from our knowledge itself. Non-being can exist only in
our knowledge, and as an object known, whereas the cosmos
manifestly is in itself or has being of its own.

We can initiate certain changes in the sensible world, and we
understand some of the reasons for the things which we make,
such as clothing and houses. When producing works of art we
proceed from definite principles to certain ends. In this re-
spect human art seems to imitate nature working through
determined means to certain ends, as birds make nests for
their young, and their young grow feathers for protection and
for flying. Hence it seems that the cosmos is a work of intel-
ligence and can be understood by us.

The pageant of the changing world in which we actively
participate excites our admiration and curiosity. Sometimes we
observe it with wonder, and ask the solemn question: ‘What
is it? What is this reality which undergoes sensible change?
What manner of being is this, whose parts come sensibly into
being and sensibly cease to be? What is its very essence?
From what 1s it made? This question gives birth to philoso-
phy, because the cosmos is the first reality which challenges
the power of human reason to achieve a clear understanding
of all that is.

We are convinced that we understand a thing which has
principles, causes or elements when we know what its prin-
ciples, causes or elements are. Our scientific knowledge of a
subject is derived from certain first principles which are the
necessary sources of the being of the subject, or of its becoming,
and of its being understood by us. The first principles of
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changeable being in general, and the principles of our scientific
knowledge of changeable being, can be manifested by reason-
ing from the data of sensory experience and irom certain gen-
eral truths, such as the principles of non-contradiction and
sufficient reason, and particularly from the principle which we
state by saying that as a changeable being appears and acts
sensibly, so 1t 1s. The first principles of a changeable being can
be manifested conveniently after we have attained a general
understanding of the numerical and specific degrees or distinc-
tions which are to be found in the sensible world. Hence we
shall consider in the first place the degrees or distinctions of
changeable being in general, and then the first principles of a
changeable being.

I

Tor DecrEEs OF CHANGEABLE BEING IN GENERAL

Concerning the degrees or distinctions of changeable being
in general, there are two questions to be decided: 1. Whether
changeable being is one or many numerically? 2. Whether
changeable being is one or many generically and specifically?

1. WHETHER CHANGEABLE BEING IS NUMERICALLY ONE
OR MANY?

Difficulties

Tt may seem that changeable being is numerically one, for
the following reasons.

(1) Changeable being is known by us through our sensory
experiences. By sensory experience, particularly by touch and
vision, we apprehend something which appears to be extended
without interruption. Therefore changeable being is one con-
tinuous whole.

(2) Changeable being is the cosmos. The cosmos seems to
be a great organism composed of many parts having different
properties and activities by which the whole moves itself to its
own perfection. Therefore changeable being is numerically
one,
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(8) Changeable being is the sensible universe or reality. But
reality, or all that is, is one. Therefore changeable being is
numerically one.

Solution

It is evident that there are in the world many colors, sounds,
odors, tastes and tactile qualities, many changes in these quali-
ties, and many movements perceptible by sense. Beings such
as these sensory phenomena are called accidents. Through
our knowledge of various changes which occur in us, we know
that the self is distinct from the activities and other accidents
by which the self is modified. Our walking does not leave us
and go on without us, but requires the self as the subject in
which it exists and to which it gives a secondary mode of being,
that of locomotion. This is true also of our seeing and think-
ing, and of our color, warmth and figure. Our accidents inhere
more or less permanently in ourselves. They do not exist
simply, or have their being simply in themselves. But we are
aware, especially through our free activities, that the self exists
simply, and does not inhere in any subject. A being which is
primary inasmuch as it exists simply in itself, not inhering in
another, and which is the subject in which accidents inhere, is
called a substance.

When we inquire whether changeable being is one or many
numerically, we are asking whether the whole world is one
sensible substance, or consists of many substances which are
absolutely distinet from each other.

We know through our sensory consciousness that the self
pertains to the sensible world. We can move and touch our
head, arms and legs, and we are sure that these are parts of
the self. Through our intellective consciousness we are aware
of our individual being, that is, of the unity of our substance
distinct from our activities and other accidents. We know that
we are composed of many sensory parts which are parts of one
and the same substance. By our sensory and intellective con-
sciousness we know that the self is at least a part of the world,
that we apprehend the world from within it, and that we have
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need to employ sensory experience and reasoning in order to
understand the world. The self is either the whole substance
of the world, or one substance among many.

From ordinary experience it is clear that the self is not the
whole substance of the world. We have sensory experience of
many objects which we apprehend as distinct beings who are
similar to the self and able to manifest their own thoughts and
desires by means of sensible signs. The distinction between the
self and another seems most evident when we are aware that
our thoughts and desires are opposed to the thoughts and
desires of the other.

The unity of the self is manifested by the manner in which
we operate. Anxiety disturbs our digestion; strenuous exercise
impedes our use of reason. Omne intense operation impedes
another within us, and this shows that all our operations pro-
ceed from the same source. Our vegetative life is the substrate
of our sensory life and nourishes the organs of sense. Our
sensory life is the substrate of our rational life, and somehow
nourishes the life of reason. All of our parts with their various
properties and activities are ordained to one higher activity
which is that of our rational life.

We can determine whether a whole of which we have experi-
ence is one substance or many by the way in which it appears
and acts sensibly. That which appears and acts as a primary
unit undivided in itself and distinct from all other things is
one substance. If distinet properties appear in distinct parts,
if no common property pervades the parts, and if the properties
and activities of all the parts are not united and directed to a
higher activity, then these parts are distinct substances. The
world presents to our sensory experience many parts which
appear and act as primary units having distinet properties and
activities which are not united and directed to a higher activity.
For example, the various beings which we call a dog, a bird and
a tree appear and act as primary units. Things such as these
are not mere groups of phenomena without any substance, be-
cause accidents require substance in which to exist, and be-
cause the sensory properties and activities of each are unified
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from within. The numerous parts of the world which appear
and act as primary units are disposed in an orderly way, and
some promote the welfare of others, but the properties and
activities of all the parts are not united and directed to a
higher activity of the world as a whole. Hence changeable
being or the sensible world is not one substance numerically,
but consists of a multitude of substances which are absolutely
distinct from each other.

Reply to Difficulties

(1) We achieve a scientific understanding of changeable
being by reasoning upon the data of sensory experience with
the aild of certain general truths. Material substance is per-
ceptible through its sensible accidents, such as color and figure,
but we apprehend a substance more perfectly by reason than
by our senses. QOur sensory consciousness is not sufficient to
manifest all the parts or the exact limits of our own substance.
Vision seems to be more refined than touch, yet even with the
aid of a microscope we cannot observe the ultimate parts of
sensible things so as to see whether their parts are continuous.
But from sensory experience and the principle of sufficient rea-
son we know that the sensible world consists of many parts
which appear and act as primary units and which are distinct
substances. Many distinct bodies or extended substances ap-
pear and act separately, and manifest that they have distinct
terminations of their parts. Distinct bodies are discrete, not
continuous. Hence the world is not one continuous whole.

A house which is made from many stones or bricks and pieces
of wood is not one substance. Each polyp in a branch of coral
exhibits all the parts and activities of a complete animal, and
is an individual substance. A malformation in which the prin-
cipal parts of the normal type are multiple is not one substance
but many. A crystal of sugar has similar parts which cohere,
and is an individual substance.

(2) We have sensory and intellective consciousness of the
self as an organism. From our knowledge of self and of other
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individuals like the self, we know that an organism is one
sensible substance composed of different parts which it can
employ as organs or instruments to move itself from within, as
we move ourselves when we walk, or when we nourish our-
selves and grow. The cosmos is not one substance but a whole
consisting of many substances which are absolutely distinct
from one another. Hence the cosmos is not an organism in the
same manner or sense in which the self is an organism. Nor
does the cosmos move itself simply, because it is not one being
simply, or an individual substance.

A family, tribe or nation is a union of many rational or-
ganisms, and does not manifest any operation higher than the
rational activities of its members. A society is composed of
primary units or individual substances, and is not itself a
primary unit but a secondary one. A herd, flock or colony of
brutes does not manifest any operation higher than the instinc-
tive activities of its members, and is not one substance but a
union of many. Ships, engines and other machines are com-
posed of distinct substances which are united from without in
such a way that one can be moved by another. Mechanical
devices are secondary units, not primary ones, and they do
not move themselves simply.

(8) We apprehend the sensible universe not only by our
senses but also by our intellect. Many accidents are per-
ceptible by sense, but relations, such as similarity, equality and
kinship, are purely intelligible accidents. Substance as such
is a manner of being which 1is intelligible, not sensible, although
we apprehend material substances through their sensible acci-
dents. Substances are beings and units simply, or in the pri-
mary sense of the terms; whereas accidents are beings of a
being, and are called beings and units in a secondary sense.
From experience it is evident that the universe is not one
substance or accident. Nevertheless, each being is one numeri-
cally, and the cosmos itself appears to have a certain unity of
composition and of order, inasmuch as some material sub-
stances promote the welfare of others. The sun, for example,
by its light and heat is of benefit to organisms.

3
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The consideration of being as such and of unity does not
pertain to philosophy of nature, but to metaphysics. In phi-
losophy of nature we consider only that which is proper to
changeable being. Being as such and unity are purely intel-
ligible and most universal, and are considered in the most
universal science.

2. WHETHER CHANGEABLE BEING IS SPECIFICALLY ONE
OR MANY?

Difficulties

It may seem that changeable being is one specifically, and
does not consist of groups of substances which differ according
to generic and specific degrees of perfection, for the following
reasons.

(1) Changeable being consists of many sensible substances.
All sensible substances are material ones. Therefore change-
able being is one specifically.

(2) Material substances are known by us through precise
experience. Such experience seems to manifest only moving
particles, or matter and motion. Color seems to be due to the
motion of particles or waves which strike our eyes and excite
our nerves. Sound seems to be an undulatory motion in the
air or some other medium. Heat seems to be a vibratory
motion of molecules. The larger bodies are composed of many
molecules, and these seem to consist of discrete particles which
are disposed in empty space. Therefore all material substances
are of one species.

(8) Substances which do not perceptibly differ from each
other are of one species. It seems that physical substances are
so similar that they could all be arranged in a series in which
adjacent substances would not perceptibly differ from each
other and in which there would be no gaps. Therefore all
physical substances are of one species.
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Solution

We know that the cosmos consists of a multitude of indi-
vidual substances. Each observable substance possesses a num-
ber of sensible accidents which it presents as a group to our
perception and through which the substance manifests itself to
us. From experience we know that many individuals, for
instance, human beings, have similar sensible accidents, and
are types of the same class or group of material substances.
Other individuals, as a dog and a bird, manifest typical acci-
dents or sensible properties which are abruptly distinct and
are types of different groups.

In regard both to structure and to function, we human beings
appear to be most abruptly distinct from all other types. Our
bodies are delicate and naked, and we must use reason and art
in order to preserve ourselves and to attain the things which
we require to perfect ourselves and be happy. We are con-
scious of some of our immanent actions, particularly of our
sensations, emotions, thoughts and free activities. We can
manifest our sensory and rational life to others by means of
sensible signs, not only by gestures, facial expressions and
exclamations, but also by words and works of art which we
produce deliberately and freely diversify.

We observe that there are in the world many types of
organisms which are clearly different from ourselves and from
each other. Each of these types appears to act in a manner
which is regular. For instance, robins have a similar eall and
build similar nests. Only the human is versatile and mani-
fests the sensible signs of rational life. No other type of or-
ganism constructs and communicates with boundless variety.

The organisms which we call brutes exhibit the signs of
sensory life and possess organs more or less similar to our own.
The horse and the dog have eyes and ears, and can move them-
selves toward or away from things which they seem to sense
from a distance and to remember. Other types of animals, as
the oyster and the earthworm, are less complex in structure
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and appear to sense only objects of touch and taste, not objects
of sight and hearing.

The organisms which we call plants do not manifest the signs
of sensory life and do not appear to have sensory organs. Yet
the plants manifestly move themselves by growing, or increas-
ing their quantity from within, and by producing new indi-
viduals of their types.

There are many material substances which appear rigid or
stable in structure and which do not appear to have parts by
which they can move themselves or manifest the signs of or-
ganic fife. Among these we find various types with sensible
properties which are abruptly distinct and clearly different,
such as those which we call marble and salt, iron and gold.

Thus through experience we know that the world consists
of many types of substances with sensible properties which are
abruptly distinct and clearly different. By means of its sensible
properties a changeable being manifests to us the nature of its
substance. If there were no intrinsic reason for a substance to
have certain accidents, or no necessary connection between a
substance and any of its accidents, then definite types of sub-
stances would not be found in different and changing environ-
ments. In nature we do not find the typical human head
joined to the body of a dog, but to the human body. The
malformations which occur among the various organisms are
contingent and exceptional, whereas the typical forms recur as
a rule through many generations. As a changeable being ap-
pears and acts sensibly, so it is. Each definite and stable type
in the world requires as its sufficient intrinsic reason a certain
kind of substance. As a changeable being is, so it is apt to
appear and to act sensibly. The specific nature of an observ-
able substance is manifested to us through its sensible proper-
ties or accidents which are abruptly distinct and clearly dif-
ferent from those of other types. Clearly distinct types, such
as a man, a horse and an oak tree, exhibit different properties
and activities, which are not merely impressed upon them from
without but proceed from within the substances themselves.
Therefore these types are different in substance, that is, they
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are individuals of distinct species. Hence changeable being is
not one specifically, but consists of groups of substances which
differ in specific nature.

We find in the world various orders or kingdoms of living
and non-living bodies. Human beings constitute the order of
intellective or rational organisms. Animals and plants consti-
tute distinct orders of sensitive and vegetative organisms.
Among the non-organic bodies there are orders of compounds
and the elements.

By means of our intellective life we humans can control and
freely diversify some of our activities. We can preserve and
perfect ourselves, and can enjoy both sensory goods and the
goods of reason. The brute animals can preserve and perfect
themselves organically, and can enjoy sensory goods; but they
do not appear to enjoy rational goods, such as humorous inci-
dents, beauty, moral virtue, art and science. Man performs
rational activities in addition to sensory and vegetative func-
tions. Brutes do not exhibit the sensible signs of rational life.
As a changeable being appears and acts sensibly, so it is. Man
acts in a manner which surpasses sensory activities. Hence
the specific nature of man or the intellective order is essen-
tially more perfect than the sensitive orders and natures. The
plants can grow and perfect themselves organically, but they
do not exhibit sensory activities. Hence the animals are more
perfect than the plants. The non-organic substances tend to
preserve themselves by means of their physical properties, such
as hardness and crystalline structure; but they cannot move
themselves by means of their parts. When they are moved
from without, they act on other bodies in ways which are typi-
cal of their species, as acids and metals act on each other.
Hence the plants and the other organisms are more perfect
than the non-living substances.

The clearly distinet and typical organic structures in the
various types of organisms are signs of specific differences, be-
cause these parts are not contingent accidents but are integral
and necessary parts of the substances. The brutes manifest
their specific nature especially by their instinctive behavior.
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Among the animals we can distinguish many genera and a
great multitude of species by contrasting their typical organic
structures, the degrees of perfection in their sensory life, and
their instinctive behavior. Types of the more perfect species
of animals, such as the cat, dog, robin, alligator, frog, trout,
honey bee and squid, possess the higher senses, either vision
or hearing or both. These animals can sense things which are
at a distance and can move themselves with respect to such
objects. Types of the less perfect species, such as the clam,
earthworm, starfish and jellyfish, lack the higher senses and
are simpler in structure and in sensory functions.

Among the plants we can distinguish various genera and a
multitude of species by contrasting the perfections of their
typical organic structures and vegetative functions. The mosses
and ferns, the grape and the apple are clearly distinct and
different in regard to their typical structures and functions.

There are many types of non-living substances which have
abruptly distinet properties. By means of their color, odor,
taste, crystalline form, freezing point, boiling point, and other
observable and measurable properties, we can distinguish vari-
ous genera and many species of compounds and the elementary
bodies, for instance, sugar, water, oxygen, the electron and the
proton. Among the properties of a compound there are some
which are intermediate between those of various elements, and
a compound is somehow composed of various elements. Hence
compounds are more perfect than the elements.

Thus we see that changeable being consists of distinct orders
of substances which differ according to generic and specific
degrees of perfection.

A human being 1s one substance which is not only intellec-
tive but also sensitive and locomotive, vegetative and cor-
poreal. Man possesses in himself the general perfections which
are characteristic of the lower orders of nature, and so man is a
microcosm or a little world. However, it is clear that the
human does not possess the perfections which are typical of
the horse or the oak tree, or of any other specific type. By
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means of philosophy of nature man tries to assimilate the
specific perfections of all natural bodies in a cognitive way.

Reply to Difficulties

(1) All material substances are of one kind inasmuch as
they are changeable beings and pertain to the general order of
nature or the cosmos. From their different sensible properties
it is clear that material substances do not all pertain to one
special order or genus or species.

(2) The cosmos is manifestly rich in the number and variety
of things which it contains. Color, sound and heat are acci-
dents of material substances by which these substances act on
each other and on our senses. A hot substance can heat a
cooler one, and a sounding body can produce a similar sound
in another body. When hot or sounding bodies act upon our
senses we can sense their own heat or sound more or less per-
fectly. We perceive that heat and sound are abruptly distinct
and different. Things which are abruptly distinct and clearly
different are specifically distinet. Hence heat and sound are
not of the same species of sensible activity or motion, but are
specifically distinct qualities. Some individual substances, espe-
cially organisms, are composed of many molecules which are
parts of one and the same substance, and are not distinct
substances. Molecules which are individual substances are
composed not only of particles but also of an extended field,
which 1s something physical. Even the electron and the proton
have properties which are clearly distinct and different. There
is much more in nature than homogeneous matter and motion.
These are not sufficient reasons for the great variety of sub-
stances with different properties and activities which constitute
the world.

(8) The cosmos consists of many different types of sub-
stances which are disposed harmoniously and constitute a com-
plete whole. In regard to the whole as a system there are no
conspicuous gaps or defects. But between the living and the
non-living, between the sensitive and the non-sensitive, and
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between the rational and the non-rational there cannot be an
intermediate type of substance. There are gaps between the
abruptly distinct and clearly different types of organisms, com-
pounds and elements. Yet within each organic species there is
considerable variety among the individuals, and the varieties
of one species are similar to those of several other species in
accidental respects and in generic perfections. The gaps be-
tween the distinct orders and genera are somewhat filled by
more general perfections, by distribution, and by accidents
which are more or less similar in different types. For example,
the ivy and grape vines have some accidents and generic per-
fections which are similar, and the ape resembles man in some
respects. But types such as these have sensible properties
which as a group are abruptly distinct and clearly different,
and are not one but many generically and specifically.

II

TaE PrINCIPLES OF CHANGEABLE BEING IN (GENERAL

Concerning the principles of changeable being in general
there are five questions to be decided: 1. Whether a changeable
being has first principles? 2. Whether the first principles are
contraries? 3. Whether there are only two or three first prin-
ciples? 4. Whether one of the first principles is purely poten-
tial? 5. Whether there is only one actual principle in each
changeable substance?

1. WHETHER A CHANGEABLE BEING HAS FIRST PRINCIPLES?

Difficulties

It may seem that a changeable being does not have first
principles from which it exists and is made, for the following
reasons.

(1) That which is created out of nothing does not have first
principles from which it is made. Changeable beings were
created out of nothing by the Author of nature. Therefore
changeable beings do not have first principles from which
they are made.
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(2) That which is or exists does not seem to have principles
from which it exists and is made, because a being cannot be
made from itself, nor from another being which already exists,
nor can something be made from nothing by natural power.
Changeable beings already exist, and their motion, heat and
light seem merely to pass from one to another. Therefore
changeable beings do not have principles from which they are
and are made.

(8) A principle is something which is first and from which
something else proceeds or follows. One is prior to many.
Therefore there is only one principle.

(4) That which is divisible without limit seems to have an
infinite number of principles, because a being exists and is
made from the things into which it can be resolved or divided.
Changeable beings are extended and are divisible without limit.
Therefore changeable beings have an infinite number of prin-
ciples from which they are made.

Solution

We use the term principle in a wide sense to signify any
source or origin from which a thing proceeds. Some principles
are extrinsic to that which proceeds from them, as an artist
who is painting a picture is extrinsic to the picture which is
being painted by him. Other principles are within that which
proceeds from them and are the intrinsic sources from which a
thing exists and is made, as the wood is an intrinsic source of
the table which exists and is made from the wood. By the first
principles of a changeable being we understand the intrinsic
and fundamental sources from which any changeable being
exists and is made.

Through experience we know that many things in the world
are newly made. Organisms can generate new individual sub-
stances, and they can become corrupted and changed into cer-
tain non-living substances. These in turn can be changed into
other substances which are specifically different, as wood can
be changed into ashes. Changeable beings appear to be capable
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of change, not only with respect to their accidents, but also
fundamentally or substantially.

We notice that changeable beings, as they are made in the
course of nature, appear to exist and to be made from some
antecedents, not from mere nothing. Things which are pro-
duced by natural change appear to proceed from intrinsic prin-
ciples from which they exist and are made, as ice appears to
proceed from water and from whatever else is required as an
intrinsic principle from which ice is formed. That which is
newly made is distinct and different from its antecedents, and
appears to exist and to be made from principles which are
distinct and different from each other, somewhat as the color
purple appears to proceed from the colors red and blue.

Yet it is clear that neither everything nor all kinds of things
are required as intrinsic principles from which any individual
changeable being exists and is made. Something brown is not
generally required as a principle from which something is made
sweet, nor is gold required as a principle from which water is
made. Moreover, the sensible properties and the proper activi-
ties of a changeable being are limited in number, and appear to
proceed from a limited number of intrinsic principles. Further-
more, some things proceed from others, as the color green
proceeds from the colors yellow and blue, or as compounds
proceed from elements; whereas the principles of a changeable
being are the sources from which a changeable being exists and
is made. Hence not all things are intrinsic principles.

Thus we see that a changeable being exists and is made from
intrinsic principles which are limited in number and are dis-
tinct and different from each other. Certain of these intrinsic
principles do not proceed from others, because the number of
principles in a changeable being is limited; nor do they proceed
from each other, because they are different. Things which do
not proceed from others, nor from each other, but from which
any changeable being exists and is made are the intrinsic and
fundamental sources or first principles of a changeable being.
Therefore a changeable being has first principles from which it
exists and is made.
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Reply to Difficulties

(1) The questions concerning the creation of a being out of
mere nothing pertain to metaphysics, not to philosophy of na-
ture, because these questions concern being as such, not change-
able being exclusively. In the course of nature changeable
beings are not made out of mere nothing, but from certain
antecedents, and so they have first principles for which they
exist and are made.

(2) Sensible motions and qualities such as heat and color
are accidents, not substances. Accidents do not have their
being in themselves simply, but in a substance, and the same
accident numerically does not pass from one substance to
another. Through experience we know that a hot substance
can act upon a cold one and can make it more or less hot.
When such a change takes place, the same heat numerically
does not pass from one substance to another, nor is some new
heat made simply, because heat is not a substance, and is not
apt to be or to be made simply. In this case, a cold substance
is made hot, and some heat is newly made or made more
intense in a substance which already exists and which is capable
of becoming hot. Similarly, the motion of the self when we
walk is not made simply, but is newly made in the self.

Inasmuch as a being is something actual it cannot be made,
because it already is. Through experience we know that change
takes place, and that changeable beings are newly made. A
changeable being is not made from mere nothing in the course
of nature, nor from an antecedent being inasmuch as this is
something actual. Between an actually determined material
being and mere nothing there is a certain medium which is a
potential principle, or something which is capable of receiving
a new determination, somewhat as a cold body can become hot.

(3) One is prior to many inasmuch as it is an extrinsic prin-
ciple from which many things proceed, as an artist is prior to
many works of art which proceed from him, or as a divisible
whole is prior to the parts into which it can be divided. But
that which is made as things are made in the course of nature
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proceeds from more than one intrinsic principle, and so many
intrinsic principles are prior to such a one.

(4) Changeable beings appear to be composed of extended
parts into which they can be divided. Yet each natural body
is limited in its extension or quantity, and the individuals of a
species do not vary indefinitely in regard to their quantity.
Human beings, for example, can be large or small, but within
limits of size. Through experience we know that natural bodies
cannot be divided indefinitely without a change in species
taking place. A man can have his arms and legs cut off and
remain a man, but he cannot have his head cut off and remain
a man, nor is an amputated arm or leg a human being. Hence
there are certain first and substantial principles which are re-
quired for a man to exist and to be made. Similarly, all natural
bodies have first principles from which they exist and are made.

2. WHETHER THE FIRST PRINCIPLES OF A CHANGEABLE BEING
ARE CONTRARIES?

Difficulties

It may seem that the first principles from which a change-
able being exists and is made are not contrary to each other,
for the following reasons.

(1) Things which are extremely distant and different from
each other and which pertain to the same genus are called
contraries, such as the red and the blue, the sour and the bitter.
Something sour can become red, although sour and red are
rather disparate than different from each other, and are not
contraries. Therefore the principles from which a changeable
being exists and is made are not contrary to each other.

(2) Contraries are positive things, such as sweet and salt. A
changeable being can be made from principles, not all of which
are positive things. Something dark can become bright, al-
though the dark seems to be merely the absence of light. There-
fore the principles of a changeable being are not contraries.

(8) The first principles from which a changeable being exists
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and is made do not proceed from each other. Contraries can
proceed from each other, as black can proceed from white, and
white from black. Therefore the first principles of a changeable
being are not contraries.

(4) Contraries such as blue and yellow oppose and resist
each other, and cannot coexist in the same body or in the same
part of a body, at least not in intense degree. The first prin-
ciples from which a changeable being exists and 1s made coexist
in the same changeable substance. Therefore the first principles
of a changeable being are not contraries.

(56) Changeable substances are not contrary to each other,
because they are abruptly distinet in species and cannot be
changed as colors or sounds can be changed from one extreme
to another. The first principles from which a changeable
substance exists and is made are fundamental or substantial
principles. Therefore the first principles are not contraries.

Solution

We know through experience that material substances can
be modified accidentally and that they can be substantially
generated and corrupted. We notice that bodies whigh are
hot or cold do not heat or cool other bodies which are equally
hot or cold. We find that moving bodies do not act on other
bodies which are moving with similar velocity and direction.
It is clear from experience that change does not take place
indiscriminately. We do not observe that anything whatever
proceeds from anything whatever, except by accident: when
something is present which is not required for a particular
change. A man who 1s a carpenter may become a writer,
although it is not necessary that one be a carpenter in order
to become a writer. The world appears to consist of changeable
beings which are produced in a certain order from principles
of a certain character and which are corrupted in a certain
order.

We observe, on the one hand, that when something becomes
black, it is made so from something not black. Yet it is not
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made from anything whatever which is not black, such as
sweet or hot, because things which are neither sweet nor hot
can become black; but it is made so from something white, or
of another color. When something becomes hot, it is made so
from something cold or cool. When a statue is carved, it is
produced from something which was crude or unformed. When
stones or other things are placed in order, the order is made
from things which were scattered. When a compound is made
or an ovum fertilized, the combination is made from things
which were uncombined but suited for union.

On the other hand, when something ceases to be black, it
becomes white or another color. When something ceases to be
hot, it becomes cool or cold. When something ceases to be
formed, it becomes unformed. When bodies cease to be ordered,
they become scattered. When a compound or organism becomes
corrupted, it is changed into things which are uncombined.

From experience it is evident that changeable beings are
made from principles which are dissimilar and properly opposed
to each other, and that they become corrupted into their proper
opposites. Moreover, that which is made and which becomes
corrupted does not exist before it is made, nor after it becomes
corrupted. Hence that which properly becomes something else,
as the white or non-black becomes black, or as the cold be-
comes hot, involves the non-being or opposite of that which is
made; and that into which something becomes corrupted, as
the combined becomes uncombined, involves the non-being or
opposite of that which becomes corrupted. Things which are
dissimilar and properly opposed to each other, as white or non-
black and black, cold and heat, order and disorder, union and
disunion, are said to have contrary characters, and are called
contraries. Changeable beings exist and are made from prin-
ciples such as these. Therefore the first principles from which a
changeable being exists and is made have contrary characters
and are contraries.

Reply to Difficulties

(1) The intrinsic principles from which a changeable being
proceeds are those which are required for its being and being
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made. In order that something can become red, it is necessary
that it be contrary to red, but it need not be sour. Hence the
sour as such is not a principle of something which exists and is
made red, but in this respect is merely accidental.

(2) Contraries in the strict sense of the term are positive
things, such as sour and bitter tastes, or red and blue colors.
Yet things such as heat and cold, light and dark, are called
contraries in a wide sense of the term. The first principles of a
changeable being are contraries in the wide sense.

(8) Contraries can proceed from each other inasmuch as
they can succeed each other in a subject or substance, as black
can succeed white in a subject which is white. But black itself
is not composed of the non-black, nor white of the non-white.
Contraries do not proceed from each other in the sense that
one is composed of the other. The first principles of a change-
able being do not proceed from each other, or are not intrinsi-
cally composed one of another, because they are the funda-

mental contraries and are opposed to each other as light and
dark.

(4) Blue and yellow are contraries in the strict sense, and
they exclude one another in the same subject. A green can
proceed from yellow and blue, not inasmuch as these are yellow
and blue, but inasmuch as they are non-green, because that
which properly becomes something else includes the non-being
of that which is made from it, whereas that which already is
does not become. Blue and yellow as such are extrinsic terms
from which something becomes green. Anything which is non-
green, or contrary to green in a wide sense, can become green.
Likewise, when something round becomes square, the round
figure is an extrinsic term. The square is not intrinsically made
from the round as such, but from the non-square and the square
figure. The first principles of a changeable being are contraries
in the wide sense, and are opposed as non-green and green, or
non-square and square. Principles such as these exclude one
another from themselves, and one is not composed of the
other; but they are included in that which proceeds from them
and which is intrinsically made from them.
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(6) Material substances of different species are not contrary
to each other in the strict sense, because they are abruptly
distinct, somewhat as triangles and squares are distinct. But
if we consider the properties of various substances, and par-
ticularly their differences, such as living and non-living, sensi-
tive and non-sensitive, they are contrary to each other in a
wide sense. The first or fundamental principles from which a
changeable being exists and is made are not contraries in the
strict sense, but in the broad sense, somewhat as dark and
bright.

3. WHETHER THERE ARE ONLY TWO OR THREE FIRST PRINCIPLES
OF A CHANGEABLE BEING?

Difficulties

It may seem that there are not three first principles from
which a changeable being exists and is made, for the following
reasous.

(1) Each changeable being exists and is made from its own
principles. There are changeable beings of many different kinds,
and organisms particularly appear to be very complex and to
be made from many principles. Therefore there are very many
principles of a changeable being.

(2) The first principles of a changeable being are contraries.
Only one thing is contrary to another. Therefore there are
only two first principles of a changeable being.

(8) The first principles of a changeable being are the funda-
mental sources from which it exists and is made. A changeable
being can be made from a subject and one form, as something
dark can be made bright. Therefore there are only two first
principles of a changeable being.

(4) A changeable being is made from the principles into
which it can be resolved. Each changeable being can be re-
solved into a subject and a form, as hot water can be resolved
into water and heat. Therefore there are only two first prin-
ciples of a changeable being.
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Solution

Through experience we know that the principles from which
a changeable being exists and is made are contraries in a wide
sense, such as cold and heat, or dark and bright. But if cold
is merely the absence of heat, and dark merely the absence of
light, it does not seem that a changeable being can be made
from them. Heat does not act on coldness and make it hot,
nor does light act on darkness and make it bright, because
contraries are not intrinsically composed one of another, and
because that which is newly made in the course of nature re-
quires some positive antecedent from which it exists and is
made. Moreover, heat and color are accidents. They do not
exist in themselves, but exist and are made in a subject or
substance. Changeable substances also are made in the course
of nature, and it seems that they cannot be made from the
mere absence or privation of something substantial, together
with only one positive principle. Hence it seems that there
must be a third principle which is the subject of the contrary
principles from which a changeable being exists and is made.

When we examine things which are made or modified in
nature, it appears that there is always a subject in which
change takes place and from which something is made or which
becomes modified. We notice that a changeable being can be
made either according to some accidental mode, as cold water
can be made hot, or according to its very substance, as ashes
are made. Hence things are not said to be made in only one
sense of the word, but in many senses, according to the diverse
things which are made.

We observe that a change takes place between two terms,
that is, from something to something else. When some water
is heated or an apple turns red, it is the same water that was
cold which becomes hot, and the same apple that was green or
yellow which becomes red. There is somthing which remains
throughout the change, namely, the water or the apple. There
is also something which does not remain throughout the change,
namely, the contrary of heat or of red, because the water is

4
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no longer non-hot after it becomes hot, and the apple is no
longer non-red after it becomes red. Something which remains
throughout a change cannot be the same, at least in concept,
as something which does not remain. Hence the non-hot which
becomes hot, or the non-red which becomes red, has two
aspects, one of which remains and the other does not remain
throughout a change. Likewise, when something which is non-
sweet becomes sweet, or when the non-round becomes round,
there is something involved which has two aspects, one of
which remains and the other does not remain throughout a
change. Something which thus remains throughout a change
is called the subject of the change. The term from which a
change proceeds and which does not remain after the change is
completed is the opposite or privation of the term to which the
change tends. The positive term to which a change tends and
which is newly made in the subject of the change is called the
form, for example, heat or redness. Some changes proceed
from a positive term or form to the privation of the form in
the subject, as when hot water becomes cold, or something
bright becomes dark.

Changeable substances are made when organisms and com-
pounds are generated. The making or production of a thing
involves the beginning of its being; and so only that which did
not exist fundamentally or substantially before it was made is
made simply. A human being, or a dog, or any substance
which is generated, was not merely not a human being, or a
dog, or any substance before it was generated, but was not
simply, or did not exist. Hence when a substantial change
takes place in nature something is made simply. However, we
observe that new substances are generated from something
antecedent, such as seed or elements, somewhat as a green
proceeds from a yellow and a blue. When a new substance is
generated, it seems that there is always a subject which re-
mains throughout the change and which was deprived of a
substantial form which is newly made in the subject.

Moreover, when we examine the ways in which changeable
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beings are made, it is clear that there is always a subject from
which they are made. Certain things are made by a change of
feature or figure, as a smile or a posture; others are made by
addition or confluence, as a river from many streams; others
by subtraction or erosion, as a mountain or valley; others by
composition, as compounds and the higher organisms; others
by division, as the lower organisms; others by growth, as leaves
and feathers; others by alteration, as the color and odor of
flowers and fruits. From all these cases it is clear that what-
ever is made in the course of nature is made from a subject
which was deprived of a form which is newly made in the
subject.

In ordinary speech we sometimes designate the subject of a
change and the form to which a change tends without express-
ing the privation which is involved. We say, for example, that
some water becomes hot, or that a pumpkin turns yellow. We
express the subject, the privation and the form when we say
that a dark body becomes illuminated, or that a sick man
becomes well.

From this analysis we can determine the number of the first
principles from which a changeable being exists and is made.
The principles which constitute a changeable being are the
positive things from which a changeable being exists and is
made, and which are in the thing which is made. Everything
which is made in the course of nature exists and is made from
a subject and a form, and consists of a subject and a form,
because a changeable being is composed of the things into
which it can be resolved, and each can be resolved into a sub-
ject and a form, somewhat as hot water can be resolved into
water and heat. Hence the first principles which constitute a
changeable being are a subject and a form.

But the subject from which a changeable being is made has
two aspects: the positive and the privative, somewhat as a
flower without an odor, or an apple without red. The subject,
inasmuch as it is something positive, is a component principle
from which a changeable being both exists and is made, some-
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what as a statue exists and is made from marble or bronze.
The privation of a form which can be made in a subject does
not remain in the thing which is made, as the marble does not
remain unformed after the statue has been carved from it.
Hence privation is not a component principle of a changeable
being. Yet a changeable being proceeds from a subject that is
deprived of a form which can be made in it, as a red apple
proceeds from one which is non-red, and a yellow apple from
one which is non-yellow. Even when a subject has a certain
form, for instance, an apple with the color green, it is deprived
of an opposed form, such as red. But an apple as a subject
merely happens to be deprived of red, and the marble happens
to be deprived of a figure which can be made in 1t. Likewise,
any subject with a certain form happens to be deprived of
another form which it can receive. A changeable being neither
exists nor is made without privation of some form. Hence pri-
vation is a principle from which a changeable being exists and
1s made, although it is a principle by accident, inasmuch as the
subject happens to be deprived of a form which can be made
in it.

Thus there are two first principles from which a changeable
being exists and is made, and of which it is composed, namely,
the subject and the form. There are three first principles from
which a changeable being exists and is made if we distinguish
privation, which is a principle by accident. The principles are
contraries if we consider the subject with privation as one prin-
ciple, opposed to the form which is the term to which a change
tends, somewhat as something cold and heat are contraries, or
something non-red and red. But privation and form are not
found without a subject. Moreover, the subject and the form
are not contraries, because they coexist as component prin-
ciples of a changeable being. The first principles from which a
changeable being exists and is made are not contrary to each
other simply, but only by reason of privation in the subject;
nor are they simply two, because the subject has two aspects,
the positive and the privative, and these with the form are
three principles.
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Reply to Difficulties

(1) At this point in philosophy of nature we inquire con-
cerning the first principles of changeable being in general, and
we use particular instances only for the sake of general analysis
and illustration. The proper principles of various kinds of
changeable beings are considered in special parts of philosophy
of nature. Through experience we know that certain change-
able beings, particularly the higher organisms, are very com-
plex In structure. An organism has many accidents, such as
color, figure, density, heat and powers of operation, and is
composed of many organs and elements. However, only the
fundamental sources from which a changeable being exists and
is made are its first principles in the strict sense of the term.
The principles which do not proceed from other principles, nor
from each other, but from which any individual changeable
being exists and is made are a subject with privation and a
form.

(2) The first principles from which a changeable being exists
and is made are not mere contraries without a subject. They
are contraries and a subject in which a privation and a form
succeed one another.

(8) The subject from which a changeable being exists and
is made is always deprived of certain forms, because even
when it has one form it lacks others which it is capable of re-
celving, somewhat as an apple which happens to be green or
non-red can become red. Hence privation is also a principle,
although by accident.

(4) The constituent principles from which a changeable
being exists and is made are the subject and the form, because
these are the positive and essential components of all that is
made or generated in the course of nature. But a subject
which has one form always lacks others which can be made in
it. The privation of a certain form in a subject is required for
a changeable being to be and to be made, because that which
already is does not become, nor is something made from mere
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nothing by natural power. Hence privation, which is the lack
of a form which can be made in a subject, is also a principle.

4. WHETHER THE FIRST SUBJECT IS PURE POTENCY?

Difficulties

It may seem that the first subject from which a changeable
being is and is made is not a purely potential principle, for the
following reasons.

(1) Changeable beings appear to be and to be made from a
material subject, such as water or air. A material subject such
as water is an actual principle. Therefore the first subject
from which a changeable being is made is an actual principle.

(2) The first subject from which a changeable being is made
is something real. Everything which is real seems to be actual.
Therefore the first subject is an actual principle.

(8) The first subject from which a changeable being is made
is something which receives the form which is made in it. Any-
thing which receives a form seems to be an actual principle, as
the wax which receives the form of a seal. Therefore the first
subject is an actual principle.

(4) The first subject from which a changeable being is made
is something which cannot be generated or corrupted by
natural power. Something which cannot be generated or cor-
rupted by natural power seems to be the true and actual
source of changeable beings. Therefore the first subject is an
actual principle.

(5) The first subject from which a changeable being is made
is something good, because good things, such as organisms and
compounds, are made from it. The good is something actual,
because that which is not actual seems to pertain to defect or
evil, which is the opposite of good. Therefore the first subject
is something actual.

(6) The first subject from which a changeable being is made
is really the same as privation. Privation is not a potential
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principle, but the absence of form, or non-being. Therefore
the first subject is not a purely potential principle.

Solution

We know through experience that new individuals of the
various species, both living and non-living, are generated in the
course of nature, and that changeable beings are changeable
simply or substantially. It is clear, on the one hand, that a
substance which actually exists cannot be made, because it
already 1s. On the other hand, it is clear that a substance
cannot be made from mere nothing by natural power. If new
substances were made from mere nothing in the course of na-
ture, a stone or a horse or any other substance could be made
in the same way, and a subject with special dispositions would
not be required for the production of a substance of determined
species. From experience we know that an antecedent subject
with special dispositions is required for the production of water,
and of a dog, and of each specific type of natural body. Hence
new individual substances are made from some primary or
substantial subject which is capable of receiving a new sub-
stantial actuality and of losing the substantial actuality which
it previously had. The substantial actuality of the antecedents
from which a new substance is generated is extrinsic to the one
which is newly made, which is distinct and different from its
antecedents. A subject which 1s capable of receiving a new
substantial actuality, and of losing the one which it previously
had, of itself has neither the one nor the other. Therefore new
individual substances are made from a primary subject which
of itself lacks substantial actuality, which it is capable of re-
ceiving and which can be made in it. Such a subject is a first
and purely potential principle. It is a first principle because
it is a subject which of itself lacks the first or substantial actu-
ality, and so it is not made from or composed of any other
principle. It is a purely potential principle because it is capable
of receiving a substantial actuality which can be made in it
and which it does not have of itself. Hence the first subject
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from which a changeable being is and is made is a purely
potential principle.

Reply to Difficulties

(1) Both accidental and substantial changes occur in the
course of nature. The subject of an accidental change is an
actual substance, such as water or iron. When an accidental
change takes place, as when water becomes hot, there is noth-
ing which is made simply, because the same substance con-
tinues to exist after an accidental change is completed in it.
An existing material substance or natural body, which is the
subject of accidental changes and of accidents which are made
with it and in it, is called second matter. Second matter is
itself a changeable substance which is and is made from its own
first subject and substantial actuality.

When a substantial change takes place and a new organism
or compound is generated, an individual substance is made
which did not exist before it was made. The first subject from
which a changeable substance exists and is made is a purely
potential principle, because it is something which is capable of
receiving a new substantial actuality and of losing the one
which it previously had. This subject is called first matter,
because it is the first subject from which a changeable being
exists and is made, or the first subject of change.

(2) That which is simply real in nature is second matter,
such as a man or a horse. Second matter is a subject which
already has its substantial actuality or being, and so it does
not receive its being simply through anything which is made
in it or added to it. From second matter a new substance can
be made only by accident, inasmuch as the one which is actual
is not the one which can be made from it, somewhat as a black
body can become white by accident, inasmuch as it happens
to be non-white. A body does not remain black after it be-
comes white, nor does a changeable substance remain the same,
individually or specifically, after it has been changed substan-
tially, as the wood does not remain after it has become ashes.
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A changeable being is made properly from its own component
principles which are in it after it is made, whereas it is made
only by accident from something which is not in the one which
is made. When a new substance is generated, it is made prop-
erly from first matter, that is, from a subject which of itself
lacks substantial actuality, and which receives its being or
becomes actual through something which is newly made in it.

First matter is something real in nature, because it is a com-
ponent principle of a changeable substance. It is not an actual
being, but a potential one. It is not a complete substance, but
the purely potential part of a changeable substance. The first
subject of change or first matter is a certain medium between
mere nothing and an actual being. This subject is something
which of itself lacks substantial actuality, and is not of itself
apt to exist, but is ordained to existence through the substan-
tial form which is made in it. First matter and substantial
form together constitute a complete changeable essence which
is apt to exist. When a substantial change takes place, a new
substance is generated from the potentiality or first matter of
one or more substances which previously existed, and the other
or others become corrupted. In this way the generation of
one substance is the corruption of another, and first matter
always has a substantial form.

(8) The subject which receives accidental forms is an actual
substance or second matter, because accidents do not have
their being simply in themselves, bul in a substance which
exists simply in itself. The subject which receives a substan-
tial form is something which of itself lacks substantial actuality
and is a purely potential principle. First matter receives a
substantial form in a purely passive way, through the action of
an extrinsic principle, and the matter exists with dependence
on the substantial form which it receives.

(4) We say that something is true when we know that it is
genuine or conformed to its standard. In particular we say
that a judgment or statement is true when we know that it
corresponds to the thing concerning which the statement is
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made. We know through experience that changeable sub-
stances are made simply in the course of nature and that they
are not made from mere nothing. A new substance cannot
be made intrinsically from a subject which of itself has sub-
stantial actuality, because that which already is a substance
cannot become one simply. Hence changeable substances are
made from a subject which of itself lacks substantial actuality,
and which is a purely potential principle. This subject, or first
matter, cannot be generated in the course of nature, because
every generation requires a subject, and first matter is the first
subject from which a changeable being exists and is made.
First matter can be corrupted by accident, inasmuch as it was
deprived of a certain substantial form which it no longer lacks
after it has received the form, as something non-green becomes
corrupted when it becomes green. But first matter cannot of
itself become corrupted, because it is the term of corruptive
change, and the changeable or corruptible substance is already
corrupted when it is reduced to first matter. Hence the prin-
ciple which cannot be generated or corrupted in the course of
nature is not the substantial actuality of a changeable being,
but its substantial potentiality. The world endures because
generation and corruption are concomitant. New substances
are generated from the first matter of other substances, and
these antecedent substances become corrupted.

First matter is not of itself knowable, because things are
and are knowable through their formal or actual principles,
whereas first matter is the subject which receives a substantial
form, and is something which of itself lacks all form and actu-
ality. Yet we can know first matter by analogy or proportion.
We know, for example, that wood of itself lacks all the artificial
forms which can be made in it. But the wood sometimes has
one form, for instance, that of a table; and sometimes it has
another form, for example, that of a chair. Hence wood is
distinet from all the artificial forms which can be made in
it. We know also that the wood sometimes becomes ashes.
Hence something which exists under the form of wood some-
times exists under the form of ashes. Thus, something which
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is in wood and in ashes, and which is something distinct from
the form of wood and from the form of ashes, is in a natural
substance somewhat as wood is in a chair or table. Yet first
matter is not an individual substance, such as the wood. First
matter does not of itself have form or unity in act, but is a
being and unity only inasmuch as it is potency with respect to
a substantial form, which it receives in a purely passive way,
on which it depends for its actuality, and through which it is
knowable.

(5) Anything which is desirable is said to be good. From
experience we know that everything seeks to preserve its own
being and to achieve its own perfection. Hence a complete
substance is that which is good, whereas the distinet perfec-
tions which a substance has or seeks are that by which it is
good. First matter is not of itself good, because it is a purely
potential principle. Nevertheless, first matter has an aptitude
for good, inasmuch as it is a subject which can receive a sub-
stantial form by which it has actual being and perfection. In
this respect first matter is distinct from mere nothing, which
cannot receive a perfection. First matter is not desirable for
anything which it has of itself, but it is inclined to a substan-
tial form by which it is perfected. Even when first matter has
one form it is inclined to all other forms which it is capable of
receiving, and in this sense it always desires substantial forms.
First matter is not evil, because evil is opposed to good, whereas
the matter is not opposed to the form by which a thing exists
and is good, but is inclined to the form. Moreover, first matter
is useful for the substantial form which is made in it and for
the substance which is made from it.

(6) By privation we understand the absence of a certain
form in a subject which is capable of receiving the form. Priva-
tion is distinct from negation, because negation is the absence
of a form without a subject capable of receiving the form. A
stone is said to be blind in the negative sense of the term,
whereas a man is blind in the privative sense of the term.

When a privation is considered as the mere absence of a
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form, it is distinct from the potential principle or first matter,
because the absence of a form is itself non-being, whereas first
matter is non-being only by accident, inasmuch as it happens
to be deprived of a certain form. Moreover, first matter is a
certain medium between nothing and an actual being, and is a
being inasmuch as it is potentially a changeable being. Further-
more, first matter is an essential part of a material substance,
1s inclined to substantial form and perfection, and is useful for
the form and for the material substance. But a privation is
not a potential being, nor is it inclined to a form and perfec-
tion, because it ceases when the form is produced. Hence
privation, unlike matter, is opposed to being and to good, and
pertains somehow to evil, which is the opposite of good.

Yet first matter has privations, because even when it has
one form it is deprived of all the others which it is capable of
receiving, and which it seeks or desires because it is capable of
receiving them, not because it is deprived of them, since it is
deprived of them only by accident. Still, first matter does not
desire the forms without being deprived of them, because de-
sire is always for something which is not possessed. Hence we
must say that first matter has two aspects, namely, potency
and privation. First matter is really the same as privation,
because the matter or potency is something real, and is poten-
tially a changeable being, whereas the privation is the absence
of substantial forms in and including the matter. A certain pri-
vation is required for a change, and matter always has priva-
tions of the forms which it does not possess. But the privation
of a form ceases when the form is made in the subject. Hence
a changeable being is not composed of privation. Privation
is only by accident, a first principle from which a charigeable
being exists and is made, inasmuch as the matter happens to
be deprived of a certain form which it is capable of receiving.
But first matter of itself is a first and purely potential principle
from which a changeable being exists and is made, and which is
in the one which is made, because it is the subject which
receives a substantial form.
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5. WHETHER THERE IS ONLY ONE SUBSTANTIAL FORM IN A
CHANGEABLE SUBS’I_‘ANCE?

Difficulties

It may seem that there are many substantial forms in a
changeable substance, for the following reasons.

(1) A changeable substance is composed of the principles
from which it is made, and into which it can be resolved. Com-
pounds and organisms seem to be made from various sub-
stances, and they can be resolved into substances of many
specific types. Therefore there are many substantial forms in
a changeable substance.

(2) Many substantial forms are produced from the matter
of a changeable substance, because many specific types are
generated, at least in part, from the matter of each one. What-
ever is produced from matter was contained in the matter.
Therefore there are many substantial forms in a changeable
substance.

(8) When new substances are made in the course of nature,
their substantial forms do not come from without, but either
were in the matter or are made from nothing. Something can-
not be made from nothing by natural power. Therefore there
are many substantial forms in a changeable substance.

Solution

A first actuality or substantial form, which is something dis-
tinct from first matter, is required as a component principle
from which a changeable substance exists and is made in the
course of nature. When a new substance is generated, a new
substantial actuality is manifested by new individual or specific
sensible properties. For example, when some wood is burned,
the wood becomes corrupted and ashes are generated. Such a
change is not the total conversion of one or more substances
mto new substances. If this were the case, one substance
would be entirely corrupted and another would be produced
from mere nothing. But substances are not produced from
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mere nothing by natural power. Hence something of the ante-
cedent substance remains in the one which is newly generated.
The substantial actuality of the antecedent substance does not
remain, but the substantial potentiality or first matter remains
and receives a new actuality. A changeable being is not made
from first matter alone, because first matter is a purely poten-
tial principle. Hence a substantial form distinct from first
matter is required as a component principle from which a
changeable being exists and is made.

The substantial form of a substance which has been gener-
ated was not merely hidden in the antecedent matter from
which the substance was generated. If this were the case, a
new substance could not be made simply, because that which
already is cannot be made. The substantial form itself is not
the whole substance of a changeable being, because material
substances are naturally changeable, whereas that which al-
ready is an actual substance does not become one simply.
Moreover, if the substantial form were the whole substance of a
changeable being, it would be éntirely corrupted and a new
substance would be made from mere nothing when a substan-
tial generation takes place in nature. But we know from ex-
perience that natural changes require a subject, and that some-
thing from an antecedent substance remains in the one which
is newly altered. Furthermore, a new substance cannot be
evolved from the matter of an antecedent substance unless
another substantial form is made in the matter. If the sub-
stantial form of the new substance was actual in the previous
substance, then nothing is made simply; if it was merely poten-
tial, then it could not appear actual if nothing new is made in
the matter. Hence the individual substances, both living and
non-living, which are made in the course of nature are eom-
posed of a substantial form together with first matter.

By observing the manner in which a changeable being ap-
pears and acts sensibly, we can determine whether there is
only one substantial form from which it is and is made. Each
individual substance appears and acts as one being simply. The
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unity of a human being is especially clear from the fact that,
although we are very complex in structure and perform many
different operations, yet one intense operation, such as atten-
tive thinking or swift running, impedes other operations such
as hearing or digestion. This would not be the case if the first
actual principle of all our operations were not essentially one.
Moreover, we are conscious of the self as one being simply,
which lives and moves and understands. A changeable being
cannot be one simply unless it is made from one substantial
form, because it has its unity from the same principle from
which it has its being or actuality. Furthermore, we notice
that generation and corruption are concomitant in nature. The
generation of one substance involves the corruption of another
or others. When a new substance is generated, the first sub-
ject of the change loses the substantial form under which it
previously existed and receives another substantial form, indi-
vidually or specifically distinet from the one which it had.
Hence there is some incompatibility between distinct substan-
tial forms which prevents them from being together in the same
individual substance.

The incompatibility between distinct substantial forms
comes, in the first place, from the nature of a substantial form
as such. A substantial form is the actuality by which first
matter is actualized. It is the first actual principle from which
a changeable being is made simply and is apt to exist in itself
and to be the subject of accidental forms. A substantial form
is the first actuality which is in a substance and which under-
lies all the other actualities in the substance. A substantial
form gives being simply, whereas an. accidental form gives
being in a certain manner, such as round, white or hot. When
the first matter receives a new substantial form, the one under
which it previously existed is expelled, because only one sub-
stantial form supplies the actuality which is absolutely first,
from which a changeable being exists and is made simply.

In the second place, distinct substantial forms are incom-
patible and cannot coexist in the same subject because each
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is apt to constitute, together with the first matter, a com-
plete essence which is distinct from all others individually or
specifically.

Reply to Difficulties

(1) A changeable substance is composed of the principles
which are in it after it has been made, and into which it can be
resolved properly, not by accident. An individual substance
is one being simply, or a primary unit, and is not composed of
many complete substances. A compound or organism is made
by accident from various types of elements or other actual
substances, inasmuch as the first matter of these substances
happens to be deprived of a substantial form which can be
made in it. A new substance is made properly from its own
constituent principles, which are the first matter and a new
substantial form. Likewise, a compound or organism can be
resolved by accident into substances of various types, each of
which is made properly from first matter derived from the
previous substance and from a new substantial form. The sub-
stantial forms of the substances from which a compound is
made do not remain actual in the compound, because there is
only one substantial form in an individual substance. As types
of different species are unequal in perfection, so different sub-
stantial forms differ in perfection. The more perfect form
includes in itself the general perfections of the less perfect,
somewhat as the number five includes two and three, or a
pentagon includes three angles and two more.

(2) When a substance is produced from something in which
it was contained actually, as when a coin is produced from a
purse, nothing is made simply, because the substance already
existed before it was produced in this manner. But when a
substance is generated in the course of nature, a being is made
which did not exist before it was made. A changeable being is
made properly from first matter which remains from a previous
substance and from a new substantial form. The substantial
form of the new substance was not contained actually in the
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matter of the previous substance, because the new substance is
made simply. First matter is of itself pure potency, and has a
merely passive inclination or proportion to substantial forms.
The substantial forms to which first matter is of itself passively
inelined and proportioned are contained potentially, not actu-
ally, in the passive potency of the matter, somewhat as the
movements to which our power of running and jumping is of
itself inclined and proportioned are contained potentially, not
actually, in the active potency of the locomotive power. The
potency of first matter extends to all the substantial forms
which are dependent upon matter in order to exist and to be
made, although each substance requires certain dispositions in
the matter from which it is made and forms succeed one
another in matter in an orderly way. A substantial form
which is dependent upon matter in order to exist and to be
made is contained within the scope of the potency of matter,
and is made by the change by which the matter is moved or
changed from potency to actuality. Such a form is said to be
produced or educed from the potency of matter.

A substantial form which is not dependent upon matter in
order to exist is not contained in the potency of matter in such
a way that this form can be produced from matter, or made by
a change by which matter is moved from potency to actuality,
but only in such a way that matter can be united to it. In a
special part of philosophy of nature proof is given that the
human substantial form, or the intellective soul, is not de-
pendent upon matter in order to exist.

(8) From our experience of the works of nature and of
human art, it is clear that the forms of the things which are
made do not come from outside the matter but are made in the
matter by the action of competent agents. When a statue is
carved, the form of the statue is made from nothing of itself.
Likewise, when a substance is generated, a substantial form
becomes actual which previously was not, and is made from
nothing of itself. Yet forms are not made without an ante-
cedent subject. Moreover, a changeable substance is that

5
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which exists and is made simply in the course of nature. A
substantial form which is dependent upon first matter in order
to exist and to be made is not made simply, because 1t is not a
complete substance. It is not that which exists and is made
simply, but the first actual principle from which a changeable
being exists and is made. Such a form was contained in the
potency of matter, and when the substance which has been
made from it becomes corrupted, the form ceases to be actual
and becomes potential, or returns to the potency of matter.

By natural power something cannot be made from mere
nothing, that is, from the absence not only of a form but also
of a subject capable of receiving the form. Through experi-
ence it appears that a substance whose substantial form is con-
tained in the potency of first matter can be produced from the
matter by natural power. Hence first matter and a substantial
form which is contained in the potency of matter cannot be
entirely diverse, but in some way are one. When a substance
is generated from the potency of first matter, something which
is in potency becomes actual. Hence first matter is potentially
something which the substantial form is actually. First matter
and the substantial form are not of themselves complete sub-
stances, but together they constitute a substance which exists
and is one simply. Hence first matter and the substantial
form are one inasmuch as together they constitute one change-
able being. But a being cannot be one simply, or a primary
unit, and yet be made from many principles; unless one prin-
ciple from which it is composed is purely potential, and the
other is a first actual principle or a substantial form, because a
being exists and is one simply by reason of its first actual prin-
ciple. There is only one first actual principle or substantial
form in one substance. The substance, or that which exists
simply in itself, is the subject in which accidental forms inhere.
Hence first matter and the substantial form are united imme-
diately, without any intrinsic bond distinct from themselves
by which they are held together, somewhat as a smile is united
to a face. First matter and the substantial form are joined by
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the action of a competent agent, which moves the matter from
potency to actuality, or which, as in the generation of a human
being, disposes the matter and applies it to the substantial
form. First matter and the substantial form together consti-
tute the essence of a changeable being which is made simply,
and which is apt to be in itself and to be the subject of
accidental forms.

W. H. Kang, O.P.
Dominican House of Studies,
River Forest, Illinots
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[ U]

HE system of education which generally prevails in
English-speaking countries bears many traces of the

positivistic past in which it was developed, and has
produced an atmosphere or mental outlook which, though
favorable to the progress of the physical sciences, is definitely
alien, if not hostile, to any proper appreciation of philosophic
thought. Most people learn the rudiments of physical science
and mathematics at school, but remain in absolute ignorance of
even the very nature of philosophy; whereas, in many con-
tinental countries, philosophy figures conspicuously in the
scholastic curriculum, with the result that the students can
face life with a broad and universal outlook denied to those
who have become acquainted with only one attitude and ap-
proach to the problems of life, and who turn to science to
afford them the explanation of the universe. A public opinion
which is unfavorable to, because ignorant of, philosophy has
thus been created, and the philosopher has practically no
common ground on which he can meet his public. For most
people, philosophy is regarded as a sort of abstract theorizing
about the facts of science, to whose methods and criteria it is
bound. In practice this attitude, which is not only that of the
man in the street but of many scientists also, amounts to a
denial of philosophy as a distinct and independent branch of
knowledge; and the philosopher comes to be regarded as a man
who, through indolence or incapacity, shirks the detailed re-
search of science, and contents himself with speculations or
hypotheses built upon the facts which scientists have dis-
covered at the cost of so much labor. In an attempt to explain
the position of the philosopher in relation to the scientist, the
following pages have been written.
The distinction between the scientific attitude and the philo-

68
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sophical attitude * can only be rightly understood in the light
of the historical causes which are responsible for their confu-
sion. This historical retrospect will introduce us to the properly
philosophical doctrine as to the relation of the sciences to phi-
losophy; and in conclusion we will exemplify our conclusions
by applying them to certain subjects on which science and
philosophy seem to be in conflict.

We can trace back the movement which substituted science
for philosophy to the Renaissance,” but it is above all in the
doctrines of Descartes that we can see the germs of the whole
later development both of science and of modern philosophy.
To Descartes is due the antithesis “ nature-spirit ” which was
to dominate later philosophy, thus giving it an anthropocentric
trend, and setting it on the high road to idealism. His concept
of man as a mysterious union of two complete substances, one
spiritual, the other extended, each endowed with its own inde-
pendent life and in opposition to the other element, led to the
regarding as the real man the thinking “1,” the soul, whose
essence is pure thought, and which has no direct contact and
interaction with the body in the acquisition of knowledge.
Knowledge, therefore, cannot begin in the senses, and sensation
itself is a form of thought, so that other animals than man are
pure machines; our real ideas are infused by a kind God, whose
veracity is sufficient criterion of truth for us. Hence the proper
method of knowledge is not discursive reasoning, but intuition;
we have certain primitive ideas, clear and evident to the
original vision of the mind, and deduction is but the process of
combining these intuitions. But knowledge represents reality;

3

* Modern usage of the word “ scientific
people to regard philosophy as ‘‘ unscientific.” The word “science” is now gen-
erally only applied to the body of the positive sciences; and in distinguishing the
scientific and philosophical, we mean that philosophy is distinct from these sci-
ences, with methods and aims specifically its own. But philosophy is a science in
the technijcal sense of the word, and more perfectly than the particular sciences, as
we hope to make clear in the course of this article.

2 The medieval Platonists, especially Robert Grosseteste, had already arrived

cloaks an equivocation which may lead

at some kind of pan-mathematicism; cf. C. Dawson, Medigeval Religion, London,
1934, Sheed and Ward, pp. 81-99.
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and thus we get to the fundamental principle of the Cartesian
philosophy: that the real is not to be defined in relation to
existence, as the traditional school held, but as that which
appears to the mind with clarity and distinction.?

By thus creating an artificial chasm between soul and body,
and by denying that the body is an essential instrument of the
soul in the acquisition of ideas, thus contributing to its perfec-
tion, Descartes restricted knowledge to a pure activity of the
soul, which consists principally in elaborating the ideas which
it has received from God, and seeing them all in the funda-
mental intuition of the “ 1" in the “ cogito,” and of God. This
not only opened the door to the later ontologism of Male-
branche and, through the appeal to the veracity of God and
the denial of the power of the senses to reveal the existence of
things to us, to the later scepticism of Sanchez, Bayle, Hume
and the Encyclopedists; above all, it led to that absolute
idealism which is so prevalent today. By confining knowledge
to the strictly immanent sphere of the mind, by making the
idea the term of knowledge (a theory that had already ap-
peared in Occam and Pereira), and by reducing knowledge to
the intuition of clear, evident and irreducible elements, he cuts
it off from all contact with external reality, and transforms it
into a merely subjective process which does not measure itself
on its object, but rather measures objects by itself. Kant had
only to develop this doctrine, by asserting that the understand-
ing fashions its own object, without, however, giving it being,
and that we cannot know anything but the phenomena or
empirical manifestations of things in so far as they affect us.
But if we cannot know the external world as it really is, only
our subjective representations of it, there is no reason for
aflirming its existence; all that we can know with certainty is
our own reality. So Fichte was at least logical in transforming
the mysterious and unknowable “ ding an sich ” into the pure
“1,” the necessary principle of the non-ego, the phenomenal

3 The fundamental position which this principle occupies in the philosophy of
Descartes is well brought out by Mgr. F. Olgiati, La Filosofia di Descartes, Milano:
“Vita e Pensiero,” pp. 26-36.
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world, which it produces spontaneously and unconsciously. By
this pantheism he thought to solve the nature-spirit antithesis,
but in reality he denied nature by reducing it to spirit. Schel-
ling sought to unite both nature and spirit in the transcending
Absolute, the common and identical ground of contraries, and
of which all things are but phases or manifestations. Hegel in
his turn criticized this doctrine as leaving unexplained the
transition from the Absolute to the opposing poles of nature
and spirit. A rational process was necessary to account for the
transformation of the primary ideal ground of reality into its
different modifications; and so he furnished the metaphysical
frame of this universal becoming, by which the real, which is
thus identified with the rational, evolves itself dialectically into
all things. Thus we get the first extreme solution to the dualism
of Descartes, an absolute idealism and subjective pantheism,
with all its innumerable consequences in the religious, social
and political orders.

A more immediate, and, in our present question, more im-
portant consequence of the Cartesian theory of knowledge is
that if all knowledge is purely subjective and independent of
external reality, there can be only one form of knowledge; there
can be no real distinction between the sciences, and there can
be but one method in acquiring knowledge. Philosophy is
indeed the love of wisdom, but wisdom is-the one and universal
science, the total explanation of things, whether physical,
mathematical or metaphysical. Beneath the apparent diversity
of the sciences there lies a profound unity, for “ all the sciences
united together are nothing else than the human intellect,
always one, always the same, however varied the subjects to
which 1t is applied.” * If science is one, there is but one uni-
versal method, essentially the same for physics, metaphysics
and mathematics; and this consists in resolving, by means of
the famous four rules, all knowledge into its primary con-
stituents, the clear and evident ideas about which the mind
cannot entertain any doubt. The relative or derived ideas are

*“ Regulae ad Directionem Ingenii,” Ta Regula (Adam et Tannery, Oecuvres de
Descartes, Paris, L. Cerf, Vol. X, p. 360, 7-10).
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to be resolved into those absolute ideas whose objects cannot
be divided into a greater number of clear and simple natures.
The method is hence one of decomposition of things into their
absolute elements, and then a new composition of them, by
combining these elements to form the relative or derived things;
it is a method of intuition with regard to the clear and distinct
elements, and of reasoning with regard to the composition of
these elements. There is a great aflinity between this and
the Kantian method which transforms metaphysics into an
enumeration and classification of the a priori elements of the
mind; and such a numerical process tends to extend the mathe-
matical method to all branches of thought.

By postulating one method for both science and philosophy,
Descartes really denied the essential difference between them,
and changed metaphysics into an introduction to mechanics,
medicine and moral science; while the philosophy of nature
became identified with the physical sciences. He thus set in
motion that current of thought that was to lead logically to the
position of Comte, Taine and Spencer, who asserted that phi-
losophy is but the sum of the particular sciences in their organic
connection, thus denying the reality of philosophy as a distinct
science. This attitude is very common today, in practice if
not in theory. It is assumed that the scientific method is the
only valid approach to the interpretation of the universe, and
that philosophy is only a sort of abstract physics, or, at most,
a science whose duty it is to classify the different sciences, and
to order systematically the data afforded by the physical sci-
ences. It is thus made to depend entirely on the positive
sciences, and is forbidden to advance any independent views on
the nature of things; it may aid in forming those hypotheses by
which we try to unite and explain scientific data, but this does
not really add to our knowledge. Philosophy is made so de-
pendent on the sciences that without them it has no real value,
and strictly philosophical problems can be solved by an appeal
to science.’

5 How widespread was this conviction may be seen from the fact that our
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The philosophy of the spirit, or the subjective side of the
Cartesian system, is thus seen as an absolute intellectualism, a
proclamation of the autonomy and absolute independence of the
intellect; independence of the sensible origin of ideas, leading to
an exaggerated intellectualism; independence of the object as
the rule of knowledge, leading to a universal mathematicism;
and independence of reality as the term of knowledge, leading
to idealism. M. Maritain has well described this theory of
knowledge as “ angelism,” ¢ for these are the characteristics of
the knowledge proper to the angels.” But the objective side of
Descartes’ philosophy, his philosophy of nature, was to lead to
no less direful results. Just as the essence of the soul is thought,
the essence of material things is extension and movement;
matter is nothing more than geometrical extension, and even
the most different phenomena are but the result of changes in
position and figure, and of motion.® The clear and evident
elements, to which all our notions about the external world can
be reduced, are extension and movement; ® and so the universe
is a machine, where everything is the result of figure and
motion, and physics is nothing more than geometry and me-
chanics. This position was not only to lead to positivism, by
claiming to mterpret the world in terms of motion and exten-
sion alone; it also led to a completely deterministic view of
nature, which is nothing less than a doctrinaire mechanism.
Nothing is to be admitted unless it can be proved by reason,
uniess it provides complete rational satisfaction; and that which
affords this rational satisfaction in the philosophy of nature is
mechanism, which completely accounts for the constitution and
behavior of all natural bodies, animate and inanimate, for all

universities still grant the degree of “ Doctor of Philosophy ” to those who have
qualified in purely empirical science.

¢ Trois Réformateurs: Luther, Descartes, Rousseau, Paris, 1925, Plon-Nourrit,
p. 78.

" Cf. St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, Ia Pars, q. 54-58.

& Principia Philosophiae, 1, 53, 63; 11, 4, 27; (Vol. VIII, p. 25, 12-27; 30, 26-31,
12; 42, 4-22; 55, 4-11).

°Cf. 8. V. Keeling, “The Mechanism of Descartes,” Philosophy, Jan., 1934,
pp. 51-56.
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matter may be reduced to space, and all vital activity, exclud-
ing thought, to locomotion.'® This mechanism was already
contained in germ in the Cartesian method; but its express
formulation helped greatly in furthering the claim of positivism
and mathematicism to embrace all reality within their spheres.
The identification of corporeal substance with extension also
marked the first step in that movement which ended in the
denial of substance altogether. If the only correct and true
way of knowing nature is to treat it as being composed entirely
of extension and motion, the science of nature must disregard
the notion of substance; and once it is granted that this science
deals with everything that is real, the notion of substance is
not only disregarded but rejected.

The very definition of substance which Descartes formulated
led to this same result, although, strangely enough, he affirmed
that substance was the only reality, in denying the reality of
accidents as distinet from their subject. Accidents for him
were but modes or determinations of substance in its proper
line.* The affinity with Spinoza is evident. By making God
the only substance and the only reality, Spinoza was but com-
pleting the work begun by the father of modern philosophy,
and contributing no less effectively to banish the idea of sub-
stance from the science of finite or created being. There is
also a similarity of method between these two philosophers, for
Spinoza expressly applied the geometrical method to meta-
physics and moral science, thus subordinating them to the
mathematical study of nature. It has been well said that
Spinoza stands in the same relation to Descartes as Hegel does
to Kant, for he also did but draw the principles of his prede-
cessor to their logical conclusion. But in the former case, the
transition was effected mainly through the occasionalism of
Malebranche. The Cartesian dualism between soul and body
was developed by Geulinx into an anthropological occasionalism
which naively regarded the soul and the body in the manner

1° Principia Philosophiae, IV, 198, 199 (Vol. VIII, p. 321, 24-323, 14); and
Meditationes de Prima Philosophia, 8rd Med. (Vol. VII, p. 43, 10-45, 8)
1 Cf. Principia, I, 61-64 (VIII, 29, 16-31, 31).
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of two clocks ticking in harmony; a doctrine which recalls
the pre-established harmony of Leibnitz. But Malebranche
extended this occasionalism to all things, making God the sole
cause, and reducing creatures to the state of utter passivity,
since they are but instruments and channels of the activity of
God. As the concepts of cause and substance are so closely
related that only a substance is a cause in the ontological
sense of the word, Spinoza could claim the authority of Male-
branche for his assertion that there was only one cause and
one substance. The result was, of course, a universal deter-
minism, the denial of free will, of metaphysical causality, espe-
cially of final causality, of the reality of finite substances, and
hence of personality. We may thank Spinoza for showing us
in advance what to expect when we apply the mathematical
method to the study of all reality.

This intellectualist, or rationalist, movement on the conti-
nent, which led to pantheism and idealism, and, in Kant, to the
denial of metaphysics as a science, was paralleled by the em-
pirical movement in England, which was to lead to positivism
and materialism, and to a no less complete rejection of meta-
physics in favor of the empirical sciences. These two move-
ments, so widely different in character and consequences, have
a common origin; and they may best be summed up as the
full flowering of the seeds of Cartesian philosophy, planted in
the more speculative soil of continental thought, and in the
practical and empirical soil of English thought. Modern con-
tinental thought has been described as the conclusion of a syl-
logism, of which Descartes formulated the major premise:
“Nothing is true or real, except what is clear and evident to
the mind.” Kant provided the minor premise: “ But only that
is clear and evident to the mind which the mind produces of
itself.” The inevitable conclusion, “ Nothing is true or real
except what is produced by the mind,” sums up the funda-
mental idea, the principle of immanence, which is at the base
of modern continental idealism and pantheism. But the Eng-
lish philosophers, inclined by nature towards the practical and
empirical, subsumed a different minor premise under the major
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of Descartes; they said: “ But nothing is clear and evident
except what the senses tell us, and hence has reference to
matter.” 'The logical conclusion is positivism, tinged by a
materialistic outlook.

Bacon had set this process in motion by his criticism of de-
duction as a source of knowledge, and by attempting to con-
struct an empirical philosophy on the principles of the new
scientific method, by means of induction alone. In practice
this meant that philosophy comprised only logics and physics,
while metaphysies, psychology and ethics were transferred to
the sphere of revelation. Hobbes went a step further by apply-
ing this system to all philosophy, especially to ethics, and to
politics. Reality for him was identified with what is corporeal,
all activity is reduced to local motion, and substance is trans-
formed into body. Thus philosophy is held to be the science of
corporeal being, metaphysics is rejected as useless, and the sole
mstrument or means of knowledge becomes sensible experience
and observation. Even thought is reduced to sensation, since
the intellect is only the imagination using general terms; and
man is disintegrated into a bundle of faculties and movements,
having no substantial foundation, merely united in the “I” by
a consciousness which is nothing more than sensation. There is
no room, of course, for free will in this conception of man; and
sensualism, with its consequent hedonism in ethics, and indi-
vidualism and absolutism in politics, is at last proposed as a
philosophical system in England.

If Hobbes was the moralist of the empirical school, Locke
must be regarded as its representative in metaphysics. Though
siding with Gassendi against the general doctrines of Descartes,
and rejecting his innate ideas, his theory of knowledge has
much In common with that of Descartes; but he modified it in
restricting the intuition to the relations between ideas, which
are only general images, and in making experience the sole
fount of knowledge. He applied to the study of the mind what
Bacon had laid down for the study of nature, and his contempt
for deductive reasoning is well in the line of the Baconian tradi-
tion. It followed that we cannot know the essences of things,
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and that the so-called secondary qualities are altogether subjec-
tive; we can only know the primary qualities, such as extension,
bulk, figure and motion, and our notion of substance is entirely
subjective, since it is a collection of images of those qualities
which are always found united. This sensualism is the logical
premise of the later materialism advanced by Voltaire and the
Encyclopedists, by Condillac and Comte; but later English
philosophy stands, like Locke himself, rather undecided be-
tween spiritualism and materialism. It refused to be either
fully spiritualistic or fully materialistic, and preferred to guard
an attitude of aloof reserve, if we except the extremes marked
by Berkeley, on the one hand, and by such convinced ma-
terialists as Priestley and Toland on the other.

To Locke also is due that critical aspect which appeared in
English philosophy, since he inquired into the powers of know-
ing and the conditions of certitude; and this attitude was to
exercise, through Hume, a great influence on Kant. But if we
call in question the objective existence of the secondary quali-
ties, we should logically deny that of the primary qualities,
since our perception of both pertains mainly to the senses. So
Berkeley put forward the opinion that both were purely sub-
jective; and since they comprise the sum total of corporeal
reality in the posttivistic and Cartesian systems, he maintained
that external nature existed only in so far as it was perceived
by the mind. All reality is produced by the soul, whether this
soul is that of man or that supreme soul that we call God; the
real world is the world of mind-images produced in us by God,
and the world of our representations of things is only an ideal
and subjective world. The only true substance is ideal, or
rather, it is either God or the soul; that which we call substance
is merely a subjective representation, which has no reality out-
side the mind in which it is conceived. Berkeley thus showed
how close is the affinity between empiricism and the subjec-
tivism of Kant. The denial of the reality of substance as dis-
tinct from its sensible accidents, on the ground that the mind
cannot pierce beyond and beneath such accidents, if it does



78 A. J. MCNICHOLL

not lead to scepticism, will naturally carry us into either
subjectivism or pantheism.

In Hume we see the prineiples of empiricism carried to such
logical conclusions. He reduced the internal experience ad-
mitted by Locke to external sensations and looked upon ideas
as especially lively images, whose function it is to unite and
separate the materials furnished by experience. No wonder
that this doctrine aroused Kant from his dogmatic slumber,
and suggested to him his concept of the pure a priori reason,
which was to result in a scepticism as devastating as that of
Hume. This empiricism was logical in denying causality, for
observation, the only source of knowledge, cannot reveal more
than an empirical succession and co-existence of phenomena,
and only a substance can be a cause. The denial of the reality
of substance also premised the denial of metaphysics as a sci-
ence of being, the denial of free will, and the denial of the
human personality as a substantial principle of man’s being
and activity. We are presented with the doctrine that the
mind is a succession or a stream of perceptions somehow float-
ing about and united in the void that we call man; nothing is
left of objective reality but the phenomena that can be known
by the senses. This is pure pan-phenomenalism.

This concept of man found an echo on the continent in Con-
dillac, who taught that all psychic activity is but a form of
sensation, and that the ego is a collection of sensations which
are present to the consciousness, either as now affecting us, or
as recalled by memory. The voice of common sense was lifted
in Scotland in protest against these extreme exaggerations, but
the current was too strong to be stemmed. Hamilton proposed
this doctrine again, by asserting that the ego is but a collection
of states of which one is conscious.

From this time onward metaphysics is definitely abandoned
as a science, or is confused with the critical study of the value
and conditions of knowledge. Cosmology, or the philosophy
of nature, is identified with the physical sciences. Logic is being
gradually transformed into pure mathematics, and ethies is
considered as pertaining to religion or mysticism, if it is not





















































































































































































































