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arHOLIC scholars are universally grateful to his Holiness,
- Pope Pius XII, for the many clear and penetrating
4 statements which he issued on both dogmatic and moral
problems. It would be difficult to point to any one document
as the most valuable and timely contribution to come from his
pen; however, it is certain that the Encyclical Letter, Mystici
Corporis, is among the most significant pronouncements made
by his Holiness. Besides having given us a profound and
scholarly treatise on a controversial topic, the Holy Father has
succeeded in establishing a beautiful and delicate balance
between the internal and external bonds which unite men to
Christ in His Mystical Body. Therein lies the principal merit
of this great Encyclical.

In developing his treatise, the Pope is very generous in his
praise of St. Thomas:
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You are aware, Venerable Brothers, of the brilliant language by
the masters of Scholastic Theclogy, and chiefly by the Angelic and
Commen Doctor, when treating this question; and you know that
the reasons advanced by Aquinas are a faithful reflexion of the mind
and writings of the Holy Fathers, who after all merely repeated and
commented on the inspired word of Sacred Scripture.

In the light of this eulogy, it would be incongruous that we
should find any irreconcilable discrepancies between Mystici
Corporis and the doctrine of St. Thomas. We should have no
anxiety, then, in submitting the works of the *“ Common
Doctor "—in particular, his tract on the capital grace of Christ
in the Third Part of the Summa—to a critical comparison with
the papal Encyclical. It is the aim of this paper to institute
such a comparison in order to offer sclutions to certain real
difficulties which have arisen especially with regard to St.
Thomas’s notion of membership in the Mystical Body in the
wake of Mystict Corporis. The following four points which His
Holiness makes in the Encyclical will provide the basis for this
comparison:

1. The Roman Catholic Church and the Mystical Body of
Christ are one and the same thing; 1. e., they are coextensive.
In fact, His Holiness offers the term “ Mystical Body > as an
ideal definition of the Church of Christ.? If Mystici Corporis
has left any doubt as to the identity of these two terms, the
Encyclical, Humani Generis, has emphatically cleared it up:

Some say they are not bound by the doctrine, explained in our
Encyclical letter of a few years ago and based on the sources of
Revelation, which teaches that the Mystical Body of Christ and
the Roman Catholic Church are one and the same thing. ... These
and like errors, it is clear, have crept in among certain of our sons
who are deceived by imprudent zeal for souls or by false science.?

2. The soul of the Mystical Body is the Holy Ghost.* We

* A4S, XXXV (1948), pp. 193-248. English translation by National Catholic
Welfare Conference. (Washington, D. C., 1948), n. 85. This translation is used
throughout.

2 Ibid., n. 18.

3 AAS. XXXXITI (1950), p. 571. English translation by Paulist Press. (New
York, 1950) nn. 42, 44. * Mystici Corporis, n. 56.
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cannot admit that the body and soul of the Church represent
two different societies with diverse memberships. As His
Holiness says:

For this reason We deplore and condemn the pernicious error of
those who conjure up from their fancies an imaginary Church, a
kind of Society that finds its origin and growth in charity, to which
they somewhat contemptuocusly oppose another, which they call
juridical. But this distinction, which they introduce, is baseless. . . .
There can, then, be no real opposition or conflict between the in-
visible mission of the Holy Spirit and the juridical commission of
Ruler and Teacher received from Christ. Like body and soul in us,
they complement and perfect each other, and have their source in
our one Redeemer., . . .°

3. True membership in the Mystical Body demands that one
possess three conditions: baptism of water, profession of the
true faith, and submission to the authority of the Church. To
be lacking in one or more of these qualifications excludes a
person from membership.® Here the Pope is merely repeating
the legislation of the Code of Canon Law:

By baptism a person becomes a subject of the Church of Christ
with all the rights and duties of a Christian, unless, in so far as
rights are concerned, there is some obstacle impeding the bond of
communion with the Church, or 2 censure inflicted by the Church.?

4. There is definite evidence that His Holiness intends to
identify the Mystical Body (i. e., the Roman Catholic Church)
with the Church Militant. In the passage already cited from
Humani Generis, he specifies Roman Catholic Church, the term
“ Roman * ordinarily limiting the extension of Church to the
visible portion. In Mystici Corporis, he explicitly limits his
remarks on the Mystical Body to the Church Militant; ® later
on in the Encyclical, he adds:

For nothing more glorious, nothing nobler, nothing surely more
ennobling can be imagined than to belong to the Holy, Catholic,
Apostolic, and Roman Church. In that Church we become members

& Jbid., n. 64. "Ct C. 1. C., Can. 87.
8 Ibid., n. 22. & Mystici Corporis, n. 1.
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of one Body that deserves all veneration, are guided by one
supremely eminent Head; in it we are filled with one divine Spirit;
in it we are pourished during our earthly ewile with one doctrine
and one Bread of Angels, until at last we enter into the one, un-
ending blessedness of heaven.’

Pomnt I: Identification of the Roman Catholic Church
with the Mystical Body of Christ

In comparing the first of these four points with the doctrine
of St. Thomas, we find perfect agreement. At the very begin-
ning of his tract on the capital grace of Christ, he states: “ tota
Ecclesia dicitur unum corpus mysticum per similitudinem ad
naturale corpus hominis.” ** A little later on, he puts the two
terms together, thus: corpus Ecclesiae mysticum.™* Like the
Pope, then, St. Thomas identifies the Church with the Mystical
Body: for him the terms are coextensive. Both authorities use
the words Church and Mystical Body interchangeably, and
they shall be used thus throughout this paper.'

Pomr II: The Holy Ghost as the Soul of the Mystical Body

In the Summa Theologica, St. Thomas describes the Holy
Ghost as the “ heart ” of the Church:

. . . but the heart has a certain hidden influence. And hence the
Holy Ghost is likened to the heart, since He invisibly quickens and
unifies the Church; but Christ is likened to the Head in His visible
nature in which man is set over man.’?

That this term has the same force as “soul,” however, is
evident from St. Thomas’s treatise on the Apostles’ Creed,
where he actually uses the word soul:

® Ibid., n. 89. Italics mine.

2% Summa Theol., 111, q. 8, a. 1.

** Ibid.; aa. 8, 4.

*2 This identification of the Church and the Mystical Body of Christ must not
be confused with the fact, to be treated under the next two points, that St. Thomas
gives a much broader extension to the two terms than does the Sovereign Pontiff.

18 Summa Theol., loc cit., a. 1, ad. 8. “. .. sed cor habet quamdam influentiam
occultam, Et ideo cordi compsratur Spiritus Sanctus, qui invisibiliter Ecclesiam
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We see that in a man there are one soul and one body; and of his
body there are many members. So also the Catholic Church is one
body and has different members. The soul which animates this
body is the Holy Ghost.**

Both the Pope and St. Thomas describe the Holy Ghost as
the internal bond uniting each member to Christ and to each
other. The Pope speaks of this bond as comprising faith, hope
and charity through the “communication of the Spirit of
Christ ” (the Holy Ghost, Who is) “ the channel through which
flow into all the members of the Church those gifts, powers and
extraordinary graces found superabundantly in the Head as in
their source. . . .” *® In regard to the first two points, then, it
is clear that there is no disagreement between the papal
Eneyclical and the teaching of the Angelic Doctor. It is on
the third and fourth points that discrepancies appear, to the
extent that one writer has affirmed that St. Thomas * would
have written quite differently if he had the papal encyclical of
Pius XII to guide him.” **

Pormnt III: Members of the Mystical Body

In general, St. Thomas includes more individuals in his
concept of the Church than does the Pope, as will be seen from
the comparison which follows: **

vivificat et unit; capiti autem comparatur ipse Christus secundum visibilem
naturam, secundum quam homo hominibus praefertur.”

** Opuse. VII, a. 9. “ Sicat vidimus quod in uno homine est una anima et unum
corpus, et tamen sunt diversa membra ipsius; ita Ecclesia catholica est unum corpus,
et habet diversa membra. Anima autem quae hoc corpus vivificat est Spiritus
Sanctus.”

*® Mystici Corporis, n. 77. With regard to the use of “body ” and “soul ” in the
Baltimore Catechism cf. The Homiletic and Pastoral Review, LI (1950-1951), p. 86.
Ct. also: Joseph C. Fenton in The American Ecclesiastical Review, “ The Use of the
Terms Body and Soul with Reference to the Catholic Church,” CX (1944), pp. 48-
57; “Father Journet’s Concept of the Church,” CXXVII (1952), pp. 870-380.

18 John L. Murphy, The Living Christ (Milwaukee, 1956), p. 51. Cf. also pp.
52-58.

1" The first two of these points will be taken up in detail later, with relevant
texts.
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COMPARATIVE EXTENSION OF THE TERM MYSTICAL BODY
(=ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH)

St. Tuomas

1. Extends membership in the Mystical
Body to the angels and blessed souls in
heaven, and to the souls in purgatory.

2. Includes the just of the Old Testa-
ment, along with the faithful of the New
Testament, in the Mystical Body.

8. Includes all who possess charity,
without qualification. Hence, baptism of
desire admits a person to the Mystical
Body, and every one who is actually in
the state of sanctifying grace must be
included therein, whether Catholic, ma-
terial heretic, or sincere pagan upon
making a perfect act of contrition.*® In
fact, St. Thomas admits incorporation
into the Church mentaliter as well as
corporaliter.*®

4. While listing faith as a title of mem-
bership, he is loath to admit sinners
(i. e, those with faith but not charity)
into the Church. He classifies them as
“ potential ” members, though, conced-
ing that they may also be called * im-
perfect ” (actual) members because of
their unformed faith, united to Christ
only secundum quid.*

5. Designates those who lack both faith
and charity as potential members, with

18 Summa Theol., 1L, q. 8, a. 8.
*° Ibid., q. 69, a. 5, ad 1.
2 Mystici Corporis, n. 100.

Prus XIX

1. Limits membership in the Mystical
Body to the Church Militant.

2. Identifies the Mystical Body with
the Catholic Church, which came into
existence only with the death of Christ
on the Cross.

3. Insists on baptism of water, together
with true faith and submission to Church
authority, as indispensable conditions of
membership. While granting that one
who lacks one or more of these condi-
tions may be ‘ unsuspectingly related”
to the Mystical Body “in desire and re-
solution,” he adds that “they remain
deprived of so many precious gifts and
helps from heaven, which one can enjoy
only in the Catholic Church.” ?°

4. Grants sinners who possess the three
conditions the status of members. His
Holiness nowhere concedes varying “ de-
grees” of membership in the Mystical
Body, though he intimates that the
amount of life among the members may
vary.??

5. Does not follow St. Thomas in the
use of the term * potential ” members.

2 Summa Theol., III, q. 8 a. 8, ad 2. In IIT Sent., d. 13 q. 2, a. 2, qcla. 2, sol.
2 ad 2 St. Thomas refers to sinners as members of the Mystical Body eequivoce.

22 Mystici Corporis, n. 23: “It is the Saviour’s infinite mercy that allows place
in His Mystical Body here for those whom He did not exclude from the banquet
of old (Cf. Matt. 9:11). For not every sin, however grave and enormous it be, is
such as to sever a man automatically from the body of the Church, as does schism
or heresy or apostasy. Men may lose charity and divine grace through sin and so
become incapable of supernatural merit, and yet not be deprived of all life, if they

hold on to faith and Christian hope. . .

9
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the exception of those who are already
damned; these latter totaliter destnunt
esse membra Christi.”® This phrase, to-
gether with its context, indicates that
5t. Thomas is taking this potentiality as
something very positive—a quasi-mem-
bership—based upon (a) the merits of
Christ, which are sufficient to save all
men; and (b) man’s free will.**

All individuals who lack any one of the
three conditions are classed simply as
non-members, even though they possess
the extraordinary “relationship” to the
Church mentioned above. In other
words, the Pope does not consider this
relationship either as a type of member-
ship in the Church or as its equivalent,
for he expresses the desire that they

*“ enter into Catholic unity,” since other-
wise “they cannot be sure of their
salvation.” *°

In the light of this comparison, it becomes clear that the
Pope and St. Thomas are using different foundations for their
divisions of membership. St. Thomas is taking the capital
grace of Christ—especially charity—for his foundation; the
Pope is using the three conditions mentioned above. To put it
another way, St. Thomas defines membership in the Mystical
Body in terms of the internal bond (or tnwvisible element),
whereas Pius XII designates membership in terms of the ex-
ternal bond (or vistble element) .

St. Thomas, it must be remembered, is not speaking formally
of the Church in the Third Part of the Summa: in fact, he has
left us no strictly ecclesiological treatise. He 1s discussing the
capital grace of Christ and its effects. He points out that the
principal effect of the flow of Christ’s grace into the souls of
men 1s that it constitutes Christ as their Head, and makes them
His members. Arguing from the revealed principles (1) that
Christ is the Head of all men, and (2) that the essential,
internal basis of their union with Christ is His capital grace,
St. Thomas proceeds to evaluate His headship in terms of that
grace. Quite simply stated, the Angelic Doctor’s teaching is
this: Christ’s headship—and, consequently, our union with
Him—will be in proportion to the degree of habitual grace we
possess. In line with this principle, he distinguishes three classes
or degrees of union with Christ: that of the blessed in heaven

2 Summa Theol., ITL, g. 8, a. 8.
2 Ibid., ad 1.
2 Mystici Corporis, n. 100.
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through glory; of the faithful on earth through charity; and
finally, of those united to Him through faith alone.®

In grouping all of these individuals together and designating
them as members of the Mystical Body of Christ, St. Thomas
is following the example of some of the early Fathers of the
Church, who frequently used the Pauline metaphor of body to
describe the internal union of the soul with Christ. In using the
term with this supposition, neither the Fathers nor St. Thomas
meant to imply that no external, juridical bond was required
for membership in the Church. They were primarily interested
in developing the inner, organic aspect of our union with the
Redeemer; they wrote as theologians, not as apologetes or
canonists. It is a fact that, ever since St. Paul applied this
figure to the Church, it has been used in a variety of senses to
express several different types of Christ’s headship over
creatures., The principal types are: ¥

1. The universal headship of Christ over all creatures by reason
of His divine, exemplary causality as the Word of God.

2. His headship over the whole human race by reason of having
died to save all men from original and actual sins.

3. His headship over all men who have believed, or shall believe,
in Him as the Redecemer. This includes the Jews before the
Redemption, as well as Christians after it.

4. His headship over all intellectual creatures who share in His
grace in any manner whatsoever, whether essentially (as in the case
of men), or accidentally (as in the case of the angels).

5. The strict, juridical headship of Christ, constituted by bap-
tism of water, profession of the true faith, and submission to the
authority of the Church.

It was quite common among the Fathers of the first five
centuries to speak of the fourth type of headship as the equiv-
alent of the Mystical Body. St. Augustine, the great ex-
pounder of the mystical relationship between Christ and His
Church, refers to the * whole assembly of Saints . . . from Abel

28 As is indicated in the comparative schema, St. Thomas is inclined to classify
those who possess faith without charity (i.e. sinners) as potential members.
2" John L. Murphy, op. ¢it. On pp. 45 fi. Father Murphy summarizes the types.
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down to those who shall be born to the end ” as members of
Christ’s body, the Church.?® Here he is using the Pauline meta-
phor in a broad sense,?®—the sense in which St. Thomas also
used the term. And they do so with good reason, since the term
was coined primarily to designate the internal, organic, super-
natural character of the Church.

For the next seven centuries this sublime doctrine saw little
theological development; in fact, scarcely any significant prog-
ress was made until the Scholastics took up their pens in the
thirteenth century. Although he was not the only one to write
on this topic, St. Thomas has left a greater imprint on subse-
quent thinking and writing about the Mystical Body than any
of his contemporaries. So beautifully and extensively did he
treat of it that not only Pius XII, but other modern authors
have been quick to recognize his contribution. The Abbé Anger
has gone so far as to declare:

St. Thomas took great care never to lose sight of the doctrine of
the Mystical Body. Taking his work as a whole, particularly its
most finished, maturest part, the Summa Theologica, one finds the
Christian docirine in all its purity set forth with precision and in
such right sense that in many instances the Council of Trent had
but to confirm the doctrine and exposition.®

The history of the Church gives us an insight as to why St.
Thomas and his contemporaries did not develop the juridical
aspect of the Mystical Body. At that time there were few, if

23 Jn Ps. 90, sermo 2; PL, XXXVII, 1159.

2 Cf. John C. Gruden, The Mystical Christ (St. Louis, 1936), pp. 105, 153. He
distinguishes between quasi-proper (striet, “mystical,” juridical) sense and the
figurative (broad, “ metaphorical ”) sense of the term Mystical Body. In a paper
of this nature, it is impossible to trace the historical development of the doctrine
in any detail; nor is it necessary. This task has been ably performed by a number
of competent authors, among whom the work here referred to—though written
seven years before the Encyclical appeared—is outstanding. ¥Fr. Emile Mersch’s
The Whole Christ (Milwaukee, 1936), Part I, is excellent for the development of
the concept in Sacred Secripture.

30 Abbé Anger, The Doctrine of the Mystical Body of Christ According to the
Principles of the Theology of St. Thomas. (MNew York, 1981), p. xvi. Cf. also J. T.
Dittoe, 0. P., “ Sacramental Incorporation into the Mystical Bedy.” Tmr Tuomist,
IX (1946), pp. 469-514.
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any, recognized material heretics. If a person denied an article
of faith or rejected the whole of Christianity, he was considered
to be a formal heretic or an apostate, guilty of sin before God.*
We can appreciate this attitude more readily when we consider
the seemingly inescapable visibility of the Church within the
civilized medieval world. Catholicism stood out as the over-
whelming—virtually unique—embodiment of Christianity: the
Roman Catholic Church was Christianity. It was inconceivable
that a sincere individual, raised in such an atmosphere and
tradition, could inculpably withdraw from the Catholic Church,
or find God apart from it.

With regard to infidels, St. Thomas admits the possibility of
a negative infidelity, i. e, invincible ignorance of the true faith.
However, he concludes that if such infidels die in that state,
“ damnantur quidem propter alia peccata, quae sine fide remitti
non possunt.” ** Yet, he seems to be of the opinion that this
will never be the case in the concrete; for, in discussing the
question of what truths one must believe explicitly in order to
be saved, he answers with reference to the salvation of a man
brought up outside the pale of civilization:

Thus, if someone so brought up followed the direction of natural
reason in seeking good and avoiding evil, it certainly must be held
that God would either reveal to him through internal inspiration
what had to be believed, or would send some preacher of the faith
to him 53

3 Cf. Summa Theol., 11 II, q. 11. St. Thomas does not distinguish between
material and formal heretics; in fact, he concludes that pertinacious heretics are to
be put to death. But it should be carefully noted that he puts those whom modern
theologians designate * material heretics ” within the Mystical Body, provided they
are in the state of grace. This is in accord with his use of grace as the foundation
of membership.

32 Ibid., q. 10, a. 1.

32 De Verit., q. 14, a. 11, ad. 1. “ S enim aliquis taliter nutritus, ductum naturalis
rationis sequeretur in appetitu boni et fuga mali, certissime est tenendum, quod
ei Deus vel per internam inspirationem revelaret ea quae sunt ad credendum
necessaria, vel aliquem fidei praedicatorem ad eum dirigeret.” He lends further
weight to this conclusion when he states in the Summa Theologiae I, II, q. 89,
a. 6 that in his first human act, a man either directs himself to his true ultimate
end (thus having baptism of desire), or else turns to a false ultimate end, thereby
commiiting mortal sin. In the former case, the individual would evidently fit in
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In the light of these points, it is evident that there was not
a great need in the thirteenth century of delving into the
minimum external signs which a true Christian must possess.
Hence, we can see more clearly the reason why St. Thomas and
his followers devoted their attention almost exclusively to the
internal bond of the union between Christ and His members,
even to the extent of adjudicating membership in His Mystical
Body in terms of habitual grace, especially charity. For the
Scholastics, one’s degree of grace provided an adequate (though,
as we can see today, not a precise) index of membership, which
—because of the nature of grace—would logically admit of
degrees.

It was not until the Protestant Reformation that the juridical
aspect of the Mystical Body was developed to a degree com-
parable to the progress made by the Scholastics on the internal
bond. In defending the Church against the Reformers, Catholic
apologetes—among whom St. Robert Bellarmine stands out—
were obliged to concentrate on the external, visible bond of the
Mystical Body. Protestant Christianity furnished a palatable,
albeit incomplete, substitute for Catholicism, and gave rise to
a tradition which, with the passage of time, made it possible
for large groups of sincerely erring believers (referred to now as
material heretics) to coexist in good faith with their orthodox
brethren. This shift of emphasis from the internal to the
external bond persisted down to the time of the Vatican Council
to such a degree that modern theologians have deplored the lag
in the development of the spiritual aspect of the doctrine.®*

However, the liturgical revival which the turn of the century
ushered In has been accompanied by a corresponding (perhaps

among those whom Pius XII classes as being‘ “related ” to the Mystical Body:
outside the Church, yet somehow united to it *“in desire and resolution,” and there-
fore capable of salvation. As we noted above, St. Thomas grants such a one the
status of a member. We shall have more to say in our conclusion about this
mysterious, extraordinary union with Christ by one outside of His Mystical Body.

# Thus, Fr. Mersch speaks of a “resurgence” of the doctrine of the Mystical
Body, op. cit,, p. 556; and Fr. Dittoe, op. cit.,, p. 469, refers to it as “a doctrinal
survival against naturalism and a spiritual revival in the face of indifferentism.”
But see also Fr. Fenton, ““ An Accusation Against School Theology,” American
Ecclesiastical Review, CX (1944), pp. 213-222.
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one should say complementary) revival in this neglected area.
A flood of literature has appeared on the subject of the Mystical
Body—most of it sound, but some not entirely orthodox.®® In
the Encyclical, Mystici Corporis, His Holiness corrects the
errors which have appeared. But his greatest and most enduring
contribution is the delicate, harmonious blending of the internal
with the external aspects of the mystery to give us the strict,
Pauline concept of the Church as the Body of Christ. Recog-
nizing the great synthesis of the Fathers and Scholastics,
especially St, Thomas, the Pope integrates beautifully the
mystical elements with the juridical elements. In stressing the
unity of the Mystical Body, he shows that the visible ties
uniting the Christian to Christ, and the invisible bonds to which
they are ordered, are actually two aspects of the same organ-
ism.*® Finally, without underemphasizing the importance of the
Holy Ghost with His grace and Gifts as the soul of the Church,
His Holiness points out that membership in the strict, proper
and univocal sense is to be defined in terms of the external or
juridical bond rather than in terms of grace.®”

One can truly say that Pius XII has done for these two
aspects of the Church what St. Thomas did for sacramental
theology in carefully balancing the elements of sign and cause.*
In fact, St. Thomas’s tract on the sacraments offers a valuable
precedent to what the Pope has accomplished. Following the
medieval tradition, the Angelic Doctor distinguishes in each
sacrament between the external sign, or sacrament, and the
invisible grace conferred, or res. The Pope’s analysis of the

3% Mystici Corporis, n. 8.

%6 Ibid., n. 64. “ There can, then, be no real opposition or conflict between the
invisible mission of the Holy Spirit and the juridical commission of the Ruler and
Teacher received from Christ. Like body and soul in us, they complement and
perfect each other, and have their source in our one Redeemer, who not only said,
as He breathed on the Apostles: ° Receive ye the Holy Spirit (John 20:22), but
also clearly commanded: €As the Father hath sent me, so I send you’ (John
20:21); and again: °He who heareth you, heareth me.” (Luke 10:16).” Cf. also,
“ Theology and the Laity,” Catholic Mind, LIIT (1955), p. 580.

8% Mystici Corporis, n. 22.

3 Godfrey Diekmann, 0.S.B., “ Two Approaches to the Sacraments,” Worship,
XXXI (1957), pp. 504-520.
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Mystical Body is along similar lines. Its members must have a
triple external bond: the washing with water in sacramental
baptism, public profession of the true faith, and submission to
the Supreme Pontiff. Corresponding to these external elements
is the invisible bond: the grace of justification together with the
infused virtues and Gifts, and the abiding intention of at least
being considered a member of the Church in union with the
Pope. Finally, the state of membership in the Mystical Body
may be compared to the scholastic res et sacramentum, that
intermediate reality-sign found in each of the sacraments—
especially the indelible character of baptism, confirmation and
holy orders.*

We must conclude, then, that St. Thomas and the Scholastics
used the terms “ Church ” and * Mystical Body > in one of the
analogical senses common to the pre-Reformation era.** To
say that the identification of Christ’s headship of men through
grace with the Mystical Body is an analogical use of the term
is not to deny that Christ is the Head of all who possess grace;
1t 1s ssimply stating that this headship is of a different kind from
that constituted by the triple bond spoken of by Pius XII.
Nor does it establish a conflict between the two headships, as
though the external bond were opposed to the internal bond.
The perfect Christian will possess both bonds; but the bond
which formally constitutes his membership mm the Church is
the external bond. As we shall note further on, the headship
of Christ over those in the state of grace corresponds more
properly with what we term the Communion of Saints.**

* Summa Theol., II1, q. 66, a. 1. Though the conferring of grace is the goal of
the sacraments, St. Thomas emphasizes that they pertain to the category of
senstble signs.

0 St. Thomas certainly recognized that the term applies only analogically to the
angels for he says in q. 8, a. 4 that they are members similitudinerie. Tn a. 3 he
says: “ Christus est caput omnium hominum, sed secundum diversos gradus.”

“* ¥y, Emilio Sauras, O0.P. in his work El Cuerpo Mistico de Cristo (Madrid,
1956) 2nd Ed., p. 16, distinguishes between the juridico-theological and the merely
theological aspects of the Mystical Body. However, from what he says on p. 15—
especially in the use he makes of the citation from the Summa Theologice, YII,
q. 8, a. 6—it is not clear that he intends the same distinction which the Pope has
in mind in Mystici Corporis, While agreeing with Fr. Sebastian Tromp, S.J. in
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Now that we have the papal Encyclical to guide us, we can
readily see the same limited supposition of the term Body in
the Epistles of St. Paul, the originator of this historic metaphor.
The primary analogate is especially clear in his Epistle to the
Colossians, where the Apostle recapitulates the various head-
ships of Christ. He brings in several different analogates (even
including Christ’s headship over the demons) , but emphatically
sets apart the Church as a special supposition by the phrase,
“ Again, He is the Head of His Body, the Church. . . .”*
Without reading too far between the lines, we can see St. Paul
nsisting on the three conditions laid down by Pius XTI. In the
next chapter, the Apostle declares:

For you were buried together with Him in baptism, and in Him
also rose again through faith in the working of God Who raised
Him from the dead.®®

A little further on, after warning the Colossians against Juda-
izing Christians, he concludes with these remarks directed
against false, self-appointed teachers:

Let no one cheat you who takes pleasure in self-abasement and
worship of the angels, and enters vainly into what he has not seen,
puffed up by his mere human mind. Such a one is not united to the
head, from whom the whole body, supplied and built up by joints
and ligaments, attains a growth that is of God.*

This passage, following upon St. Paul’s earlier insistence that
he is an official minister of the true gospel “by the will of
God,” *° shows that submission to duly appointed ecclesiastical

classifying these two aspects as different formalities having the same material
object, he bases his division of membership on the internal (“theological ”) bond,
habitual grace. Hence, he includes as actual members the blessed in heaven: all
the just who have ever lived on earth; sinners who retain faith; and the souls in
purgatory. (Cf. pp. 556 f. and the index, Miembros, p. 922) Like St. Thomas,
then, Fr. Sauras is using the term Mystical Body analogically.

%2 Col. 1:12-23, Confraternity Edition. This text is used as the epistle for the
Feast of Christ the King. Cf. the commentary on this text in the Confraternity
Edition.

2 Ibid., v. 12.

44 fbid., vv. 18-19.

8 Ibid.; vv. 1 and 28.
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authority is required of a member of Christ’s Body along with
baptism and true faith.

Perhaps the most serious objection which can be brought
against the Encyclical is that, whereas a person may be an
actual member of the Mystical Body through possession of the
three conditions, which are external and juridieal, he may at
the same time lack the all-important, internal element of
sanctifying grace. On the other hand, an individual can have
the latter element, yet be excluded from membership by reason
of lacking one or more of the three conditions (e. g., in the case
of someone who has baptism of desire). The dilemma is a real
one; ultimately, it must be resolved back to the mystery
contained in the parables of the kingdom of heaven, in which
Qur Lord insists that the wicked be not expelled until the day
of judgment.®® St. Augustine gives us a clue when he states:
“ For whatsoever yet adhereth to the body, is not beyond hope
of healing; whereas that which hath been cut off, can neither be
ir. the process of curing, nor be healed.” ** It is certain that, in
the sacrament of penance, a paralyzed (sinful) member can
regain grace with an imperfect act of contrition. But a non-
member 1n serious sin—even though at one time he had attained
habitual grace through baptism of desire—must evoke a perfect
act of contrition in order to regain the state of grace, and
remains “ deprived of so many precious gifts and helps from
heaven, which one can enjoy only in the Catholic Church.”

Point IV: Limitation of the Terms “ Church » and “ Mystical
Bedy ” to the Church Militant

This last point is perhaps the hardest one to demonstrate
from the explicit teaching of the Encyclical. To some extent,
it is a corollary of the third point, since only the faithful on
earth possess all three conditions of baptism, faith and sub-
mission to ecclesiastical authority. Now, it is clear not only

4 Cf. Matt. 13. By way of example, Christ did not expel Judas from the Apostolic
College even after his treachery had been exposed at the Last Supper.
4% Sermo 187. PL, XXXVIIL, 754. 48 Mystici Corporis, n. 100.
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from the texts already cited from the Summa Theologiae, but
also from St. Thomas’s In Symbolum Apostolorum Expositio,
that the Angelic Doctor uses the words “ Church ” and “ Mysti-
cal Body ” to include not only the Church Militant, but also
the Church Suffering and the Church Triumphant:

Concerning the third, it must be known that the Church is
Catholic, that is, universal, and firstly, relative to place since it is
worldwide. . . . The Church has three parts: one is on earth, the
other is in heaven, and the third is in purgatory.*®

This concept of the Church is in accord with his notion of
grace as the specifying element of membership. Logically, St.
Thomas admits that the angels are members of the Mystical
Body only by analogy (similitudinarie) ; they are ordered to
the same goal as men—the Beatific Vision—yet they lack the
primary fundament of Church membership, human nature
elevated by the grace of Christ. Because they have not been
redeemed by Him, they do not depend upon His merits in any
essential way.” On the other hand, St. Thomas makes the
blessed in heaven the most perfect members of the Mystical
Body (primo et principaliter) since they share most fully in
His grace and merits through the Beatific Vision.”

Here again it is evident, especially in the light of the Encycli-
cal, that St. Thomas is using the terms “ Church ” and “ Mysti-
cal Body ” analogically. The goal of all Christians is the
Beatifie Vision: that most intimate, face-to-face union with the
Blessed Trinity in heaven. The Church 1s the divinely estab-
lished medium which prepares us for this perfect union with
God through incorporation into Christ’s Mystical Body. But
wonderful as it is, this union with Christ is nevertheless im-
perfect and incomplete, depending on faith, and lacking the

2 Opusc. VII, a. 9. “Circa tertium sciendum est, quod Ecclesia est catholica,
idest universalis, primo quantum ad locum, quia est per tolum mundum. . . . Habet
autem haec Feclesia tres partes. Una est in terra, alia est in coelo, tertia est in
purgatorio.” It is interesting to ncte that in his commentary on the Communion
of Saints in this same work St. Thomas does little more than summarize the effects
of the seven sacraments in their role as channels of-grace from Christ to men.

59 Cf. Summa Theol., loc. cit.; 111 Sent., 18, q. 2, a. &; De Verit, q. 29, a. 7, ad 5.

22 Summa Theol., ITI, q. 8, a. 3.
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security of the life of heaven. Even more significant is the fact
that, whereas the Church Triumphant is an tnvistble society
(at least until the general judgment), the Church Militant is
essentially a vistble society.

To deny the identity of these two societies is in no way to
deny that grace is the internal, vivifying bond in both of them.
Nor is it to deny that Christ is the Head of both societies. It is
simply asserting that Christ is Head of the blessed in heaven
in a way. different from His headship over the Mystical Body.
In the latter case, a different formality is involved, namely, the
presence of external, visible bonds uniting men to Christ and
with each other. In the case of the Church Triumphant, on
the other hand, the blessed are joined immediately to the divine
essence in an essentially invisible union.

While it is true that the souls in purgatory depend upon faith
for their supernatural knowledge of God, still they have ceased
to be subjects of the Church Militant. It is for this reason that
indulgences are applied to them by way of suffrage rather than
by way of absolution.”* Lacking the third condition requisite
for membership, they, too, may be classed as members of the
Mystical Body only in an analogical sense. We might sum it
up in this way: the blessed in heaven and the souls in purgatory
are virtually (and therefore eminently) members of Christ’s
Mystical Body, but not formally so.

Actually, when we speak of the Mystical Body as including
the Church Militant, the Church Suffering, and the Church
Triumphant, we are referring mere precisely to the Communion
of Saints. Strictly speaking, this latter is not an organization;
rather, it is an interchange of spiritual goods among the friends
of God.*® The “ common denominator ” among the “ members

520.1.C., Can. 911, Cf. L. Fanfani, O.P., Manuale Theorico-Practicum Theo-
logiae Moralis, (Roma, 1851). IV, n. 740. It cannot be demonstrated from n. 98
of the Mystici Corporis that the Pope in asking for a memento for the souls in
purgatory intends to include them as members of the Mystical Body since he also
includes a request for prayers in behalf of catechumens in the same paragraph.

5% This thesis is carefully elaborated in Gruden, op. cit., pp. 313-319. On page
320 he gives a comprehensive chart distinguishing the three “ Churches,” followed
by a detailed explanation.
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of this union is charity, so that all of those actually in the state
of grace participate in the exchange. Hence, mortal sin excludes
a person from this union, although it does not exclude him from
‘the Mystical Body. Furthermore, the Communion of Saints
admits of degrees of ““ belonging,” determined by one’s prox-
imity to salvation: the blessed in heaven are the most perfect
members, already possessing God; the souls in purgatory come
next, being assured of salvation in the inamissible possession of
grace and charity; finally come those faithful in the state of
grace, who possess the “ seed of glory ” and need but persevere
in this state until death. It is the peculiar role of that marvelous
organism which we call the Mystical Body to generate and to
nourish this seed unto final perseverance. Our physical incorpo-
ration into Christ’s very own life is a kind of insurance against
anything which would separate us from Him, and provides a
means whereby His members may readily rise should they have
the misfortune to fall into serious sin.*

Finally, it should be noted that the Holy Ghost is present in
the Mystical Body in a more substantial manner than in the
Communion of Saints. As Fr. Gruden points out, He is present
in the Mystical Body as its soul or informing principle, whereas
He is present in the Communion of Saints through His Gifts
and graces to the individual ““ members.” He is its “ spirit ” in
a loose sense, but it would not be accurate to call Him its soul.®

Nor can we admit, in the light of Mystici Corporis, that Abel
and the Patriarchs of the Old Testament were members of the
Mystical Body in a univocal sense. While it is true that they
had the same faith and charity as we do,’® they lacked the
threefold visible bond which unites Christians to Christ. Only
in a broad sense were the Patriarchs members of the Church
of Christ, for He said of the greatest of them:

5¢ Cf. John L. Murphy, op. cit., pp. 5§3-55.

5% Gruden, op. cit., pp. 160-162.

8 Summa Theol., III, q. 8, a. 8, ad 3. Since charity is the principal fundament
of his division of membership, he can state with perfect consistency: *. .. et ita
patres antiqui pertinebant ad idem corpus Ecclesiae ad quos nos pertinemus.”
However, in gq. 70, a. 4 he concedes that circumcision did not imprint a character
on the soul. Cf. also, I Sent., d. 13, q. 2, a. 2, qcla. 2, ad 4.
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Amen I say to you, among those born of women there has not
risen a greater than John the Baptist; yet the least in the kingdom
of heaven is greater than he®

Here the comparison is not of individuals, but of categories:
the Old Testament is being compared with the New Testament.
Precisely as representing the Old Testament, St. John the
Baptist is said to be less in dignity (but not sanctity) than the
least Christian, because of the generic superiority of the New
Testament over the Old. It is a question here not merely of
degree, but of kind. The New Testament was not to be simply
a continuation of the Old, but its fulfillment.”® The contrast
between the two Testaments is shown very succinctly in the
Prologue of the Fourth Gospel: “For the Law was given
through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ.”
In his Epistles, St. Paul frequently emphasizes the dichotomy
between the Old and the New Laws.*® Finally, the Holy Father
insists in his Encyclical, Mystici Corporis, that the Mystical
Body began with the death of Christ on the Cross:

For the divine Redeemer began the building of the mystical
temple of the Church when by His preaching He anncunced His
precepts; He completed it when He hung glorified on the Cross;
and He manifested and proclaimed it when He sent the Holy Ghost
as Paraclete in visible form on His disciples.®?

¥* *® * * *®

57 Matt. 11:11.

**Ct. Dom Berpard Orchard & Others, 4 Catholic Commentary on Holy
Seripture. (London, 1953). Col. 694d. This interpretation differs from that of St.
Thomas in his commentaries on this passage in the Gospels of St. Matthew and St.
Luke. Our Lord hinted at the implications of this fulfillment when he rejected
the Pharisees’ fasting traditions with the comment: “ No one pours new wine into
old wine skins; else the wine will burst the skins, and the wine is spilt, and the
skins will be ruined. But new wine must be put into fresh skins.” (Mark 2:22).

% John 1:17. In his St. John’s Prologue, (Westminster, 1957), pp. 62-64, M. E.
Boismard, O.P. concludes this meaning from the passage: “Grace and fidelity
began to be by Jesus Christ.” Cf. also pp. 185-145.

¢ Especially in the third and fourth chapters of his Epistle to the Galatians.
Hle compares the subjects of the Mosaic Law to slaves, and those under the New
Law to sons and heirs (Gal. 4:1-7).

8 Mystici Corports, n. 26. Cf. also nn. 27-83.
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Having considered in detail the four points listed at the
beginning of this article, we should, perhaps, make a brief
summary of our conclusions, all of which center around the
question, “ Who are members of the Mystical Body of Christ?
In the light of the clarification provided by Mystici Corporis
and treated of in these pages, I offer the following division,
which, I believe, answers the question according to the mind
of Pius X1II:

Tue MysticaL. Bopy oF CHRIsST

(Division of members according to the Encyclical Mystici Corporis.)

I M=emsers:% Those who possess the triple bond: 1.) baptism
of water; 2.) external profession of the true faith; 3.)
submission to the Roman Pontiff.

A. Active Members: 'Those just individuals. who possess all
three of these conditions, together with charity (Catho-
lics in the state of grace). “ But if the bonds of faith
and hope, which bind us to our Redeemer in His
Mystical Body are weighty and important, those of
charity surely are no less so.” (mn. '72).

B. Paralyzed Members: Those sinners who, though retaining
the three conditions, have lost charity. (Cf. quotation
from n. 28 under Point I in connection with Pius XII’s
inclusion of sinners.) “. .. but if anyone unhappily falls
and his obstinacy has not made him unworthy of com-
munion with the faithful, let him be received with all
affection . . . [as] a weak member of Jesus Christ.”
(n. 24).

II Nown-Mzmsers:® Those who lack one or more of the three
conditicns of the triple bond.

®2 Ibid., n. 22. “ Only those are really to be included as members of the Church
who have been baptized and profess the true faith and who have not unhappily
withdrawn from Body-unity or for grave faults been excluded by legitimate
authority.” His Holiness does not employ the terms “active” and “ paralyzed”
members; however, they seem best suited to convey the important distinction he
makes between those who possess charity and those who lack it.

%% All persons in this division may be considered “ potential” members of the
Mystical Body, in contrast to the true or “actual ” members in the other division.
Following the example of the Pope, I have avoided these two terms.

<
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A. “ Related ” to the Mystical Body through an extraordinary
union.®

1. Material heretics and schismatics: Baptized non-Catho-
lic Christians, so long as they remain sincerely ignorant
of the true faith, and “ follow the interior movements
of grace.” (n. 100).

2. Infidels and Jews: Unbaptized persons who have turned
to God by a perfect act of contrition, but ““ who, not
yet perceiving the light of the Gospel’s truth, are still
without the Church’s safe fold. . ..” (n. 99).

B. Not “ Related ™ to the Mystical Body:

1. Bapiized persons who have severed their union with the
Church.®
a.) Formal heretics and apostates who have severed
the bond of faith.*®
b.) Schismatics who have culpably “ withdrawn from
Body-unity.” (n. 22).
c.) Excommunicated “ vitandi.” *

2. Unbaptized individuals who culpably reject baptism.
“ And so if a man refuse to hear the Church, let him
be considered,—so the Lord commands—as a heathen
and a publican.” (n. 22).

°* Surely Pius XII had those in this division in mind when he said: “. .. We
have committed to the protection and guidance of heaven those who do not belong
to the visible organization of the Catholic Church. . . . For even though un-
suspectingly they are related to the Mystical Body of the Redeemer in desire and
resolution, they still remain deprived of so many precious gifts and helps from
heaven, which one can only enjoy in the Catholic Church.” (Mystict Corporis,
n. 100).

% Severance of union with the Church would seem to demand some external
mark of disbelief or rebellion, in keeping with the visible nature of the Mystical
Body, about which Muysticc Corporis declares: “Now since this social body of
Christ has been designated by its Founder to be visible, this cooperation of all its
members must also be externally manifest through their profession of the same faith,
and the sharing of the same sacred rites . . . (n. 68). Cf. C.1.C., Can. 2242 § 1.

8% « Tt follows that those who are divided in faith or government cannot be living
in one Body such as this, and cannot be living the life of its one divine Spirit.””
(Mystici Corports, n. 22). Cf. C.1.C., Can. 2314.

7 These are they who have the Pope says “for grave faults been excluded by
legitimate authority,” n. 22. The more common opinion is that not all excommuni-
cated Catholics, but only those designated as vitand: by the Holy See lose member-
ship in the Mystical Body. Cf. H. A. Ayrinhac and J. P. Lydon, Penal Legislation in
the New Code of Canon Law. (New York, 1944), p. 86.
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CoNcLUsION

Are we to conclude that these clarifications and distinctions
are merely a matter of terminology, or, at best, little more than
technicalities? It would seem not, since His Holiness, Pius X1II,
deemed the subject of sufficient importance to warrant a fifty-
six page encyclical. In fact, the points raised by the Pope have
some rather profound dogmatic implications, revolving about
the defined truth that “ outside the Church there is no salva-
tion.” To quote the classic words of Pope Boniface VIII:

Unam sanctam Ecclesiam catholicam et ipsam apostolicam
urgente fide credere cogimur et tenere, nosque hanc firmiter
credimus et simpliciter confitemur, extra quam nec salus est, nec
remissio peccatorum. . . . FPorro subesse Romano Pontifici omni
humanae creaturae declaramus, dicimus, definimus et pronuntiamus
omnino de necessitate salutis.®®

The distinction formerly made between the body and soul
of the Church was most convenient; it neatly harmonized the
necessity of the Church in general with the particular problem
of the salvation of sincere and mnvincibly ignorant individuals.
The only difficulty was that such a notion of the soul of the
Church usurped the function of the Holy Ghost, and destroyed
the unity of the Mystical Body. But now, in the light of the
Encyclical, Mystict Corporis, and a recent response of the Holy
Office, this distinction is neither helpful nor warranted. These
two documents furnish us with the following three clues to
what, in the final analysis, involves a mystery of faith:

1. There is no doubt but what one who deliberately refuses
to join or to remain in the Catholic Church, once he is convinced
of its necessity, cannot be saved. Thus, formal heretics, schis-
matics, and apostates who stubbornly die in their error, preclude
salvation for themselves. As the Holy Office puts it:

Therefore, no one will be saved who, knowing the Church to have
been divinely established by Christ, nevertheless refuses to submit

*® Bulla, Unam Sanctam, 18 November 1802 (Denzinger nn. 468-469).
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to the Church or withholds obedience from the Roman Pontiff, the
Vicar of Christ on earth.%?

2. Every individual who reaches heaven is saved through the
Roman Catholic Church, the Mystical Body of Christ. Here
the nature of the Church’s necessity is positively stated. The
Mystical Body is not a luxury; it is not merely a convenience;
it 1s not even simply the “ official ” means of salvation (imply-
ing the coexistence of some other * unofficial ” means). The
Church is strictly necessary for salvation, by the necessity of
means as well as of precept. In other words, there is no salvation
apart from the Church:

Not only did the Saviour command that all nations should enter
the Church, but He also decreed the Church to be a means of
salvation, without which no one can enter the kingdom of eternal
glory.™

3. Actual membership in the Mystical Body (via the three
conditions laid down in the Encyclical) is the normal and only
secure relationship to the Church whereby one can be assured
of salvation. However, the Church may—and does—reach out
in some mysterious way to those who, though not actually
members, bear an extraordinary rvelationship to her: those
whom the Pope describes as being * unsuspectingly related to
the Mystical Body. . . .” ™ This extraordinary relationship,
while not constituting membership, does nevertheless represent
a type of union with the Church, as the Holy Office indicates:

Therefore, that one may obtain eternal salvation, it is not always
required that he be incorporated into the Church actually as a
member, but it is necessary that at least he be united to her by
desire and longing.

The Holy Office goes on to explain this union of desire:

However, this desire need not always be explicit, as it is in
catechumens; but when a person is involved in invincible ignorance,

° Letter of the Holy Office to the Most Reverend Richard James Cushing,
Archbishop of Boston, August 8, 1949. Latin and English texts published in
American Ecclesiastical Review, CXXVIL (1952), pp. 307-315, Cf. p. 812.

7 Ibid., p. $13. " Mystici Corporis, n. 100.
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God accepts also an implicit desire, so called because it is included
in that good disposition of soul whereby a person wishes his will to
be conformed to the will of God.”

This brings us to a final, practical note. Perhaps more than
ever before in the history of the Church is the apostolic nature
of Christianity being urged upon Catholics. They are being
reminded by Popes and prelates in season and out of season
of the obligation implied in the reception of baptism and con-
firmation to spread the kingdom of God. Now, the success of
this appeal for the * participation of the laity in the apostolate
of the hierarchy ” will be conditioned largely by the demon-
strated urgency of bringing non-Catholics into the true fold.
If material heretics (who comprise a good number of pro-
spective converts) are looked upon as “ invisible members ”
of the Mystical Body; or if their status as potential members is
considered to be an equivalent of membership,—or even a
positive, quite satisfactory relationship with Christ,—then the
impetus to work for their conversion will not be so compelling.
On the other hand, if we see them as the Pope pictures them in
the Encyclical, i.e., as non-members, very unsure of their
salvation, then our zeal will be more readily enkindled toward
apostolic action,

Marriv Hopkins, O.P.

St. Peter Martyr Priory,
Winona, Minn.

72 Letter, op. cit., p. 818. Cf. also Francis J. Connell, C.S8. R., “ The Necessity
of Membership in the Mpystical Body,” Homiletic and Pastoral Review, LIII
(1952-1953), p. 256; and “ Invisible Members of the Church? ”, American Eecclesi-
astical Review, CXXXVIIL (1958), p. 67.



THE ‘PROBLEM’ OF INDUCTION

(o]

—xHE subject of this paper is the various meanings which
the term * induction ” may have, and the consequent
ambiguity of the so-called “ problem of induction.” We
shall attempt to distinguish many of these meanings from each
other, and on the basis of these distinctions to make some
suggestions concerning the nature of the “ problem of indue-
tion ” in each case.

In general, induction is the movement of the intellect from the
singular to the universal, or from the less universal to the more
universal. It is precisely this passage to the universal or the
more universal which poses the problem of induction. How
is one to justify such a passage? How can we see beyond these
particular contingents or these specific types to a more universal
necessary intelligibility?

First, we may note that this movement of the intellect takes
place on two distinct levels of knowledge: that of the nature,
cause, and other aspects of the thing-in-itself; * and that of the
appearance of this thing-in-itself in the order of operation.
Since the first level of knowledge concerns the underlying
nature, we shall call the induction which takes place at this
level transphenomenal induction. Since the second level con-

*This is not the Kantian thing-in-itself, which is perhaps most appropriately
characterized by its unknowability. Rather, we are thinking of the Thomistic being
which reveals itself to us through its phenomena, but which nevertheless is other
than these phenomena themselves, with an otherness which is subsumed under the
scholastic distinction between the order of being and the order of operation

It should also be noted that we are not distinguishing, in this paper, between
the order of essence and the order of existence. Flowing from this distinction are
certain fundamental differences within what we shall call transphenomenal induction
—differences between the induction proper to the philosophy of nature and that
proper to metaphysics. We prescind from this point as well as from the distinetion
between the analogical and the universal. All intellectual knowledge is here termed
“ universal.”

25
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cerns the observable phenomena, we shall call the induction
which takes place at this level phenomenal induction.?

I. TrRANSPHENOMENAL INDUCTION

In our attempt to intellectually grasp the being of things, the
first necessity is the transphenomenal abstractive intuition of
the intellect. If there be no such intuition, the thing-in-itself
must become the Kantian thing-in-itself, unknowable to us.
But such abstractive intuition is the seeing of a universal neces-
sary intelligibility in the individual contingent sensibles. This
is an inductive process, as Aristotle says in the Posterior Ana-
lytics® It is a movement of the intellect, confronted with the
singular, to the universal.

But this process of what we may call abstractive induction
is not properly the concern of logic, but rather of philosophical
psychology and metaphysics. Logic requires universal ideas as
already given. Its purpose is to examine the relations between
such ideas, in formal logic, and their content, in material logic.
The work of abstractive induction takes place according to its
own laws in the spiritual preconscious* life of the intellect.
The “ problem of induction ” here is the traditional metaphysi-
cal ““ problem of universals ” and the psychological problem of
the agent intellect.

The ideas yielded by abstractive induction may, however,
fall into two classes. Some there are which bear evident neces-
sary relations to each other. When we consider these, we
necessarily judge concerning these relations. The resulting
propositions may be regarded as a secondary derivative of
abstractive induction. No special movement of the intellect
beyond the mere comparison of such ideas is necessary for the
formation of these propositions. Such, for example, are propo-
sitions like ““ The whole is greater than its part.” Also reducible

2For an elaboration of the distinction between these two levels of knowledge, see
Maritain’s La Philosophie de la Nature (Paris, 1937) or his Les Degrés du Savoir
(Paris, 1932) .

8 Anal, Post., B 19, 100b 8-5.

¢ For this term see Maritain, Creative Intuition in Art and Poetry (New York,
1955), p. 78.
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to this type are propositions like “Being is good,” which are
not immediately evident until the ideas of being and good are
very much refined and clarified, but which become immediately
evident when the meaning of the terms is clearly seen. Propo-
sitions of the first kind are the traditional per se nota quoad
omnes propositions, while those of the second kind are the per
se nota quoad sapientes propositions.

We are not suggesting that such ideas fall into the mind as
isolated “ atoms,” which are then related to each other through
an entirely new comparison made by the intellect when stimu-
lated by the sense experience of individuals. Rather, such ideas
would seem to be, usually if not always, clarifications of earlier,
vaguer ideas (and judgments) which contained implicitly the
content of both of the later distinct ideas. Thus we have (1)
the presence of a vague “ atomic ” object of thought; (2) the
clarified vision revealing that this “atom”™ is itself “ mole-
cular ” with reference to other “ atoms ”; (8) the discernment
of necessary relations between some of these “ atoms > within
the “ molecule.” This latter step is the per se nota proposition.
The distinction between the two kinds of per se nota propo-
sitions noted above arises from the varying degree of difficulty
involved in achieving sufficient clarification of the * atoms”
within the “ molecule ” to see necessary relations between them.

Between other ideas, however, no such necessary relation can
be seen. To establish such a relation it is necessary for reason
to discourse. Sometimes this discourse takes place through a
genuine universal middle term in a categorical syllogism. At
other times we can only establish the relation through direct
reference to the particulars themselves, in which these ideas
are realized. Such a process of establishing a universal propo-
sition through the particular instances is called by Aristotle
“ induction ”* and the “ syllogism which springs out of induc-
tion.” ® It is called “ induction ” because there is a movement
from the particular instances to the universal proposition. It
is called “ syllogism from induction ” because it can be ex-

5 4nal. Priora, B 23, 68b 15.
° 4nol. Priove, B 28, 68b 15-16.
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pressed in the form of premisses necessitating a conclusion,
thus falling under Aristotle’s general definition of syllogism.”

The structure of such a syllogism is outlined by Aristotle in
a brief text as follows:

Now induction, or rather the syllogism which springs out of
induction, consists in establishing syllogistically a relation between
one extreme and the middle by means of the other extreme, e¢. g. if B
is the middle term between A and C, it consists in proving through
C that A belongs to B. For this is the manner in which we make
inductions. For example let A stand for long-lived, B for bileless,
and C for the particular long-lived animals, e. g. man, horse, mule.
A then belongs to the whole of C; for whatever is bileless is long-
lived. But B also (‘ not possessing bile”’) belongs to all C. If then
C is convertible with B, and the middle term is not wider in exten-
sion, it is necessary that A should belong to B. For it has already
been proved that if two things belong to the same thing, and the
extreme is convertible with one of them, then the other predicate
will belong to the predicate that is converted. But we must appre-
hend C as made up of all the particulars. For induction proceeds
through an enumeration of all the cases.®

The process of reasoning that Aristotle describes here may be
put as follows:
Every C 1s A.
Every C is B.
Therefore every B is A.

Because this induction is a genuine discursive process, and
not intuitive as is abstractive induction, we can call it ratio-
cinatwe nduction. But this ratiocinative induction is greatly
restricted in its sphere of application. Aristotle has pointed
out the necessity for a complete enumeration of all the par-
ticulars which are B in order to say “ Every B is A.” Except in
cases which are of no great importance such complete enumer-
ation is usually impossible. Yet where we have only incomplete
enumeration, we cannot have a genuine formal consequence;

7 Anal. Priora, A 1, 24b 18-20: “ A syllogism is discourse in which, certain things
peing stated, something other than what is stated follows of necessity from their
being 0.” (QOxford trans.)

8 Anal. Priora, B 28, 68b 15-29 (Oxford trans.).
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for the consequence here rests on the convertibility of C with B,
which in turn rests on complete enumeration.

It would appear that any incomplete enumeration is in-
sufficient to draw a conclusion. If we are considering the formal
consequence, this must be conceded. Some have attempted to
save this formal consequence by resorting to the notion of a
“ virtually complete enumeration.” * This is a special condition
on the side of the matter, described by Maritain as follows:

It is apparent, then, that when the enumeration of parts is taken
as sufficient, the mind can and must conclude from the parts to the
whole. For in supposing that the enumeration is “ sufficient ” we
are in fact supposing that we know that the enumerated parts are
realey represented in relation to the predicate in question by the
universal which we are considering and not by another. (For this
reason the ancients considered induction by sufficient enumeration
as induction by virtually complete enumeration.) °

But this does not save the formal consequence, as Maritain
believes.** If we now see that B is essentially related to C with
respect to A, we must also see the necessary relation of B to A,
But this brings us back once again to abstractive induction.
The presupposition of genuinely ratiocinative induction is that
the relation between subject and predicate in the conclusion is
not seen but énferred (through particular instances, however,
and not through a middle term in the strict sense).

On the other hand, if we do not see that B is essentially
related to C with respect to A, we cannot be certain that we
have a sufficient enumeration in C unless we have included
every B. Thus there can be no valid inductive syllogism in
virtue of a “ virtually complete enumeration.”

Nevertheless, an incomplete enumeration may be suflicient
for a “ probable proposition.” But the degree of probability,
while resting on the number of instances enumerated, also rests
on the kind of matter with which we deal. The examination of

® Jacques Maritain, Formal Logic (New York, 1946), p. 275.

10 Ibid.,

3 Ibid. 1t should be noted that no condition on the side of matier can ever be
said to account for a formal consequence.
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fifty random instances may be sufficient to state with some
probability that “ Wood is combustible ”’; but it would not be
sufficient to state with much probability at all that a vaccine
actually prevents some disease. We are speaking here of prob-
ability in the sense of * expectancy,” of our subjective con-
viction that the proposition is true. Objective probability is a
concept which is not applicable in‘the discussion of trans-
phenomenal induction. Thus in transphenomenal induction we
do not have a “logic of probability,” Rather, we employ a
kind of speculative prudence, an analogue of the prudence
which we employ in the moral order.

There is one further type of transphenomenal induction,
which we may term constructive induction. When, in our study
of the physical universe, we reach the point where we are
unable to see the specific determinations of things, we construct
a philosophical myth, a representation of what the nature of
things might be like.** This construction is not a mere dream
of the philosopher. At every stage of its development, there is,
or should be, close attention to the observable characteristics
of things. Aristotle’s De Caelo may be taken as an excellent
example of such a “ philosophical myth.”** Today, it is of
utmost importance for the philosopher of nature to construct
such myths with close attention to the present state of physical
science. For this physical science approaches the nature sym-
bolically, through the use of constructions which bear some
analogy to the real nature, although they themselves are
irreducibly perinoetic. The philosopher of nature should take
advantage of these oblique, analogous and symbolic views of
the nature of the physical world, thereby strengthening the
foundation in things (fundamenium in re) for his ideal con-
struction (ens rationis) at the mythical level of the philosophy
of nature.

We have had numerous examples of such philosophical

12 See my article, ““ ‘ Integrated” Knowledge of Nature,” in Tar Tromisr, XXI
(1958) , pp. 171-183.

% This does not mean that Aristotle himself realized the mythical character of
this work.
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myths, most of them, unfortunately, from non-scholastic phi-
losopher-scientists.’* Among scholastics, most of the work still
needs to be done. We have seen few attempts to provide a
worthy replacement for the long outmoded myths of the De
Caelo and its medieval counterparts. Some valuable work has
been done; but too frequently it is dominated by a tendency
to rehabilitate as much as possible of the Aristotelian myth
without the spirit of originality called for by the modern dis-
coveries in the natural sciences. Sometimes too, the mistake of
Aristotle is repeated, and the mythical nature of the construc-
tions is overlooked.

This mythical construction must be said to be an inductive
procedure. Here we are speculating about the nature of things,
but this speculation is always governed by our experience. Thus
we are rising, by a constructive method, from the particular to
the universal.”® We call this process transphenomenal construc-
tive induction. This type of induction presupposes both ab-
stractive and ratiocinative induction,

To summarize the diverse types of transphenomenal indue-
tion, we may use the following table:

2t See, for example, A. S. Eddington’s The Expanding Universe (Cambridge,
1952) and The Nature of the Physical World (New York, 1929); J. Jeans’ The
Mysterious Universe (New York, 1930) and Physics and Philosophy (New York,
1943); F. Hoyle’s Frontiers of Astronomy (New York, 1955).

We find philosophical myths especially concerning the findings of astronomy (and
astrophysics) , that science which Aristoile tells us is, of all mathematical sciences,
the “nearest to philosophy.” While his astronomy was a science entirely different
from modern astronomy, the same point might still be significant today.

15 Note, however, that this ascent requires the intermediacy of abstracted elements
of construction. Thus the constructively inductive ascent has a twofold dependence
on the experience of particulars. First, the elements of construction are abstracted
from particulars, Second, the direction of the constructive process is ultimately from
our experience of particulars. The same, of course, could also have been said,
mutatis mutandis, concerning the eloments and direction of the ratiocinative
inductive process.
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Transphenomenal induction

Abstractive induction

of universal ideas universal propositions
immediately seen to be\ /‘propositions per sz
necessarily related / \nota to all
seen through reflective\ - / propositions per se
clarification to be e \nota to the learned

necessarily related

not seen to be neces-
sarily related
. . . but these are related through

!

—Ratiocinative induction

through complete enumeration —> certain propositions

through incomplete enumeration ——> probable propositions

Constructive induction of hypothetical natures, where abstractive
induction is blocked.

1. PaenoMEeNaL INDUCTION

Just as in our knowledge of the being of things, so also In
the study of their phenomena, we first need an abstractive in-
tuition. I there is no abstractive intuition of the phenomenon,
there can be no possibility of relating the abstract theoretical
constructions of modern science to the concrete observable to
which they are meant to refer. Here again, such abstractive
intuition is not the concern of logic, but rather is presupposed
to logic.

But this abstractive intuition of the phenomenal flux, or, we
may say, abstractive induction from the phenomenal flux, yields
ideas which are not necessarily related to each other at all.*®
The constructive activity of the intellect is required to see a
pattern in the phenomena. Complex concepts are constructed
by the intellect cut of the primitive simple concepts, e. g., the
concepts of mass or of energy insofar as these are resolvable into

** We may note the foundation, in this domain, for the Humean conception of
human experience. See David Bume, An Inquiry Concerning Human Understanding,
ed. C. W, Hendel (WNew York, 1955), V, p. 56.
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measurable quantities given in sense-experience. These complex
concepts provide a framework in which to view the phenomenal
flux. But the complex concepts must be related to each other
by laws (e. g., the laws of mechanics, like F' = ma) , laws which
are in a sense the fruit of these somewhat arbitrarily constructed
complex phenomenal concepts. Given a set of concepts, a set
of laws will follow. But this set of laws itself must be arrived
at or confirmed by a ratiocinative induction through incomplete
enumeration from the comparison of the instances in which the
concepts are applied.

Such ratiocinative induction, however, as we see, presupposes
the constructive activity in the formation of the complex con-
cepts. This introduces an a priors element into the very
materials of the ratiocinative induction. The probability at-
tained is, from the point of view of science itself, a kind of
subjective ewpectancy, not an objective probability. It is on
this level of thought that we can locate the induction which the
canons of Bacon and Mill concern, after suitable criticism.

The dominance of speculative construction appears clearly
here in the consideration of the interaction between the pro-
cesses of constructing concepts and reasoning to laws. We
ordinarily construct our concepts in order to obtain simple
laws which correspond to the flux of real phenomena. We may
say that both concept and law are constructed in the same
activity. The ratiocinative induction which takes place here is
a part of the overall process of construction.

We have another level of construction, in the study of pheno-
mena, on the level of theory. The theoretical level is the most
artificial level in modern science. Here our principal materials
are not obtained in abstractive intuition of the phenomenal
real.’” Therefore reality is normative in the construction of a
theory only in a very indirect manner. However, our experience
of the phenomenal flux still regulates the evolution of the

7 Here there is question primarily of logical and mathematical conceptions, and
only secondarily of the qualitative images and conceptions which enter into the
construction of the physical model.
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abstract theory, in that it is precisely this phenomenal flux
which the theory seeks to unify.’®

Thus, all of the constructive activity of the modern sciences
of phenomena is a movement to more and more complex
abstract structures, which are yet always subject to the regu-
lation of experience. Thus, we may say that there is here a
passage from the particular to the universal, an inductive
process. But this inductive process in itself does not take place
by way of insight or by way of ratiocination, but rather by way
of a free constructive process—constructive but not unregu-
Iated. We may term this form of induction phenomenal con-
structive induction.

Is there then a “logic of induction ” for modern science,
outside of the ratiocinative induction which we have already
noted above? In so far as the constructive activity of the
intellect is here subjected to certain artificial rules, we may
have such a logic. But this is not a formal logic at all; rather,
it is a material logic, a logic the rules of which entirely concern
the matter of propositions.

However, side by side with this “ logic of induction,” there
must be a “logic of deduction ” for modern science. For the
primary value of the constructions of modern science is that
they enable us to deduce the phenomena. But this logic of
deduction must be characterized by complex constructed pre-
misses and perhaps even “ conventional” rules of reasoning,
rather than by the rules of reasoning of traditional logic, which
have in some way a “ natural place ”” in the mind. The modern
constructed logics have their special value in this domain of
constructed science.

® Such regulation by the phenomena would at least exist historically, even if it
were possible to see now how all the laws are deducible from certain primitive ideas
criginating in our very epproach to these phenomena. Such an a priori notion of
physical theery has been put forth by A. S. Eddington in The Philosophy of Physical
Science (Cambridge, 1949) . However, such a thoroughly « priori procedure must be
ruled out; for the phenomenal measurements represent a physical datum transcending
our intellects, at least in part, and controlling our conjectures. How many ugly
facts have destroyed beautiful theories! Yet, perhaps, Eddington’s ¢ priori has a
place on the most general levels of physics (in subordination—not subalternation—
to the philosophy of nature).
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The logic of modern science, however, cannot insist very
strongly on the sharp distinction between the inductive and
deductive movements of the mind, after the manner of tradi-
tional logic. In modern science, the constructive induction of a
theory is always accomplished with reference to the world of
individuals. This necessitates a back-and-forth motion of the
intellect, an induction followed by a deduction followed by
further induction, ete.

We can locate all the types of induction described above in a
simple scheme:

Phenomenal Transphenomenal
Abstractive simple concepts of coneepts of natures,
phenomena per se nota propositions
Constructive complex concepts of constructed “ mythical ”

phenomena, theories natures

Ratiocinative scientific laws universal propositions
which are not per se nota

T, “ ProsrLEms ” or INDUCTION

We have then several distinet types of induction, each with
its own peculiar problems. Transphenomenal induction has, in
fact, been the chief concern of scholastic logic, metaphysics,
and psychology. Indeed, some scholastics have attempted to
account for all inductive procedures in terms of transpheno-
menal induction.”® This can be traced to their rejection of an
mntellectual knowledge terminating in the very phenomena
themselves.

The problems of transphenomenal abstractive induction have
already been identified with the metaphysical problem of uni-
versals and the psychological problem of the origin of ideas.
The problem of transphenomenal ratiocinative induction, once
the possibility of complete enumeration is set aside, is the
problem of how to judge when an enumeration is sufficient for
some degree of probability. This would seem to be the concern

¢ See, for example, V. E. Smith, Elements of Logic (Milwaukee, 1957), pp. 156-
168.
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of some kind of speculative prudence—a mean between hasty
generalization and undue hesitancy in judging. Transpheno-
menal constructive induction has even more of the nature of
art than does the discursive portion of ratiocmative induction.
The problem here is to lay down rules to follow—rules which
will be somewhat akin to Newton’s Rules of Reasoning in
Natural Philosophy. But these rules will concern precisely that
domain of “ hypotheses > which Newton was unwilling to enter
at any great length in the Principia.

Phenomenal abstractive induction presents problems parallel
to those of transphenomenal abstractive induction. The prob-
lems of phenomenal ratiocinative and constructive induction
greatly concern the laying down of rules of procedure. But
perhaps the most provocative problem posed by these latter
types of induction lies in the fact that they work, that, after we
have made our constructions and reasonings, we are really able
to predict what we will observe and to verify these predictions.

Tt is the presence of this fact which links together transpheno-
menal and phenomenal induction. The presence of an order in
the phenomena 1s ultimately attributable to the order of nature,
which itself produces the phenomena. Transphenomenal induc-
tion enables us to attain to the ontological principles of the
order of nature, with clear vision of some principles and with
hypothetical construction of other more detailed principles.
Phenomenal induction enables us to unify, through extrinsic
constructed non-ontological principles, the manifold of pheno-
mena produced by the order of nature. Thus, transphenomenal
induction provides the principles of ontological science of
nature, while phenomenal induction provides the principles of
empiriological science of nature.

JosepH J. Sixora
Loyola University
Chicago, Illinois



THE THOMISTIC DOCTRINE OF THE THREE
DEGREES OF FORMAL ABSTRACTION

[

Tue ProsLEM

{HERE is current controversy among Thomists as to
the Thomistic authenticity of the doctrine of intel-
lectual abstraction as presented by Cajetan and John
of St. Thomas." According to these traditional commentators
there is, first of all, a twofold distinction between total abstrac-
tion (abstractio totalis, the abstraction of a logical whole from
its subjective parts) and formal abstraction (abstractio form-
alis, the abstraction of an intelligible object from the matter
which shrouds its intelligibility) . There is, further, a threefold
distinction between types of formal abstraction (each depend-
ing upon the distinct degree of matter from which the intelligible

* It is not the purpose of this paper to trace the development of this controversy.
However, it may be fitting, for purposes of orientation, to indicate some of the
literature contributing to it. Principal among the earlier articles on it were these
three: L.-M. Regis, O.P, “La Philosophie de la Nature. Quelques apories,”
Etudes et Researches, Cahier I: Philosophie (1936), 127-156; L.-B. Geiger, O.P.,
“ Abstraction et separation d’apres S. Thomas,” Revue des Sciences Philosophiques
et Theologiques, XXXI (1947), 3-i0; J.-D. Robert, O.P., “La Metaphysique,
science distincte de toute autre discipline selon 8. Thomas d’Aquin,” Divus Thomas,
L (1847), 206-222. These were followed shortly by two significant articles: M.-V.
Leroy, O.P., “ Abstractio et separatio d’apres un texte controverse de Saint Thomas
(In Lib. Boeth. de Trin., V, 8 &4),” Revue Thomiste, XLVIII (1948), $28-339;
M.-D. Philippe, O.P., * Abstraction, addition, separation dans la philosophie
d’Aristote,” Revue Thomiste, XLVIII (1948), 461-479. More recent articles on
the subject include: F. G. Connolly, “Science vs. Philosophy,” The Modern
Schoolmarn, XXIX (1952), 197-209, and “ Abstraction and Moderate Realism,”
The New Scholasticism, XXVII (1953), 72-90; V. Smith, “ Abstraction and the
Empiriological Method,” Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical As-
sociation, XXVI (1952), 35-50; G. Van Riet, “ La theorie thomiste de ’abstraction,”
Revue Philosophique de Louvain, L. (1952), 353-393; P. Merlan, * Abstraction and
Metaphysics in St. Thomas’ Summa,” Journal of the History of Ideas, XIV (1953),
284-291; W. Kane, O.P., “ Abstraction and the Distinction of the Sciences,” The
Thomist, XVIL (1954), 43-68; E. Simmons, “In Defense of Total and Formal

37
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object is abstracted) . Total abstraction 1s common to all the
sciences, while each type of formal abstraction is proper to a
distinet level of science as specificative of that level. Physical
abstraction, the first degree of formal abstraction, is proper
to natural science; mathematical abstraction, the second degree
of formal abstraction, 1s proper to mathematics; and meta-
physical abstraction, the third degree of formal abstraction, is
proper to metaphysics.”

Many have questioned the Thomistic authenticity of this
presentation on the basis of St. Thomas’ own presentation of
the doctrine in the third article of the fifth question of his
Commentary on the De Trinitate of Boethius. In this highly
significant and somewhat controversial article St. Thomas
begins by distinguishing between abstraction, generally taken,
according to simple apprehension and according to negative
judgment. He calls the first an abstraction, strictly taken, and
the second a separation. He further distinguishes between

Abstraction,” The New Scholastism, XXIX (1955), 427-440; F. Cunningham, S.J.,
“ A Theory on Abstraction in St. Thomas,” The Modern Schoolman, XXXV (1958),
249-270. A highly significant brief treatment of the problem is found in J. Maritain,
Existence and the Existent. trans. L. Galentiere and G. Phelan (New York, 1048),
pp. 28-30, note 14. QOther notes are found in G. Klubertanz, S.J., The Philosophy of
Nature, p. 400, note 19; F. Withelmsen, Man’s Knowledge of Reality (Englewood
Cliffs, N. J., 1956), pp. 194-195, note 3. Extended treatments are found in E.
Simmons, The Thomistic Doctrine of Abstraction for the Three Levels of Science:
Exzposition and Defense (University of Notre Dame doctoral dissertation, 1952,
published by University Microfilms, Ann Arbor, Mich.); F. Wilson, S.J., The Modes
of Abstraction According to St. Thomas Aquinas (Georgetown University doctoral
dissertation, 1949, unpublished).

? Cajetan, In De Ente et Essentia, prooem., q. I (Marietti): “. .. duplex est
abstractio per intellectum, scilicet qua formale abstrahitur a materiali, et qua totum
universale abstrahitur a partibus sujectivis . . . primam voco abstractionem
formalem, secundam vero voco abstractionem totalem, eo quia quod abstrahitur
prima abstractione, est ut forma ejus, a quo abstrahitur. Quod vero abstrahitur
secunda abstractione, est ut totim universale respectu ejus a quo abstrahitur . . .
penes diversos modos abstractionis formalis scientiae speculativae diversificantur. . .
Abstractio autem totalis communis est omni scientise. . . .” Cajetan treats par-
ticularly of the division of the sciences into natural science, mathematies, and meta-
physies according to the three degrees of formal abstraction in In Summa Theol., I,
1, 8 (Leonine) (ef. infra, note 15). John of St. Thomas treats of both the general
distinetions and the division of the sciences into the three branches in Curs. Phil., I,
Ars Log., II, q. 27, a. 1 (Reiser).

€
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abstractions, strictly taken, which are abstractions of a whole
(abstractio totius) and those which are abstractions of a form
(abstractio formae). He then assigns the abstraction of a
whole to natural science, the abstraction of a form to mathe-
maties, and separation to metaphysics.® On the basis of this
article it would seem perhaps that for St. Thomas the distinc-
tion between total and formal abstraction is in fact the distine-
tion between physical and mathematical abstraction and not,
as the Commentators teach, a distinction between an abstrac-
tion common to all the sciences and that general type of
abstraction which in its specific manifestations respectively
specifies each level of science. It seems also that for St. Thomas
there are not three types of abstraction specifying respectively
the three levels of science, but only two abstractions of this
kind, plus separation. And it would seem, finally, that there are

® In Boeth. de Trin., V, 3, c. (Decker): *. .. duplex est operatio intellectus. Una,
quae dicitur ‘intelligentia indivisibilum,” qua cognoscit de unoquoque, quid est.
Alia vero, qua componit et dividit, scilicet enuntiationem affirmativam vel negativam
formando. . . . Hac ergo operatione intellectus vere abstrahere non potest nisi ea
quae sunt secundum rem separata. . . . Sed secundum primam operationem potest
abstrahere ea quae secundum rem separata non sunt, non tamen omnia, sed aliqua.
. .. Si vero unum ab altero non dependeat secundum id quod constituit rationem
naturae, tunc unum potest ab altero abstrahi per intellectum ut sine eo intelligatur,
non solum si sint separata secundum rem . . . sed etiam si secundum rem coniuncta
sint. , . . Sic ergo intellectus distinguit unum ab altero aliter et aliter secundum
diversas operationes; quia secundum operationem, qua componit et dividit, dis-
tinguit unum ab alio per hoc quod intelligit unum alii non inesse. In operatione
vero gua intelligit, quid est unumquodque, distinguit unum ab alio, dum intelligit,
quid est hoe, nihil intelligendo de alio, neque quod sit cum eo, neque quod sit ab eo
separatum. Unde ista distinctio non proprie habet nomen separationis, sed prima
tantum. Haec autem distinctio recte dicitur abstractio. . . . Et ita sunt duae
abstractiones intellectus. Una quae respondet unioni formae et materiae vel
accidentis et subiecti, et haec est abstractio formae a materia sensibili. Alia quae
respondet unioni totius et partis, et huic respondet abstractio universalis a particulari,
quae est abstractio totius, in qua consideratur absolute natura aliqua secundum suam
rationem essentialem, ab omnibus partibus, quae non sunt partes speciel, sed sunt
partes accidentales. . . . Sic ergo in operatione intellectus triplex distinctio invenitur.
Una secundum operationem intellectus componentis et dividentis, quae separatio
dicitur proprie; et haec competit scientiae divinae sive metaphysicae. Alia secundum
operationem, qua formantur quidditates rerum, quae est abstractio formae a materia
sensibili; et haec competit mathematicae. Tertia secundum eandem operationem
quae est abstractio universalis a particulari; et haec competit etiam physicae. . . .
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not three, nor even two, formal abstractions, but only one,
namely, the abstraction proper to mathematics.

Must we then scrap, in the interests of Thomistic authen-
ticity, the traditional distinction of the Commentators between
total and formal abstraction on the one hand and between
the three degrees of formal abstraction on the other? I suggest
that we need not do this. It seems to me that whatever
disparity there is between the Commentators and St. Thomas
on this point is more terminological than doctrinal. In a
previous paper I have attempted to show as much in reference
to the first distinction made by the Commentators, 1.e., the
distinction between abstractio totalis (as common to all the
sciences) and abstractio formalis (as specificative in its three
degrees of the three levels of science).! This distinction is
simply not the distinction that St. Thomas has in mind when he
distinguishes between abstractio totius, as belonging to natural
science, and abstractio formae, as belonging to mathematies.
In fact, it is not a distinction explicitly made by St. Thomas,
but 1t 1s a distinction legitimately called for by the Thomistic
notion of human science. Human science, strictly taken, is a
knowledge of the real effected in the demonstrative syllogism.
In order that the real be scientifically grasped, therefore, it
must be ylelded to the intellect as intelligible—able to be
known—and as communicable—able to take on the logical in-
terrelationships of superiority and inferiority through which
syllogism “ works.” Formal abstraction, the abstraction of the
intelligible object of thought from the matter which shrouds
its intelligibility, yields the object as intelligible; and total
abstraction, the abstraction of the logical whole from its sub-
jective parts, yields the object as communicable. Accordingly,
both total and formal abstraction are demanded by the
Thomistic notion of human science, and this, though St. Thomas
himself never explicitly makes the distinction and never names
these types of abstraction, makes this distinction, explicitly
given to us by Cajetan and John of St. Thomas, authentically
a Thomistic distinction.

¢ Ct., supra, note 1, “In Defense of Total and Formal Abstraction.”



THREE DEGREES OF FORMAL ABSTRACTION 41

There remains to be considered the second of the traditional
distinctions, 1. e., the distinction between the three degrees of
formal abstraction as respectively specifying the three levels of
science. Can the Commentators legitimately speak of the first
degree formal abstraction as specifying natural science, the
second degree of formal abstraction as specifying mathematics,
and the third degree of formal abstraction as specifying meta-
physiecs when St. Thomas, in the Commentary on the De
Trinitate, V, 8, speaks rather of a total abstraction (abstractio
totius) as belonging to natural science, a formal abstraction
(abstractio formae) as belonging to mathematics, and a separa-
tion (separatio as distinct from abstractio) as belonging to
metaphysics? The burden of this paper will be to show that
they can, that the traditional doctrine of the three degrees of
formal abstraction 1s completely consonant with the doctrine of
abstractio totius, abstractio formae, and separatio as proposed
by St. Thomas in the De Trinitate.

Inasmuch as the original difficulty seems to be of terminologi-
cal genesis we will first examine the problem from this point of
view in order to show that the carefully chosen expressions of
the De Trinitate in no way rule out the presentation of the
Commentators. Then we shall turn from the terminological
issue to the more important doctrinal issue in an attempt to
show that the doctrine of the three degrees of formal abstrac-
tion, rightly understood, faithfully represents the mind of St.
Thomas in reference to the specification of the speculative
sciences.

Tae TERMINCLOGICAL ISSUE

The terminological differences between the presentation of
Cajetan and John of St. Thomas on the one hand and St.
Thomas in the Commentary on the De Trinitate, V, 8, on the
other are clearly apparent. That they seem to pose a problem
cannot be denied. The Commentators teach that there are
three degrees of formal abstraction (abstractiones). And St.
Thomas teaches, in this article, that there are three types of
intellectual distinctions (distinctiones), only two of which are
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in the strict sense abstractions (abstractio totius and abstractio
formae) . St. Thomas teaches that what corresponds to
Cajetan’s third degree of formal abstraction is not an abstrac-
tion in the strict sense but a separation (separatio). Because
St. Thomas carefully speaks of three distinctions rather than
three abstractions, and because he explicitly distinguishes be-
tween two abstractions and separation it would seem perhaps
that the traditional presentation of the doctrine in terms of
the three types of abstraction cannot be accepted as authen-
tically Thomistic.

However, if we accept the fact that the precise terminology
of the De Trinitate repudiates the teaching of Cajetan and
John of St. Thomas, we must as well admit that it repudiates
the teaching of St. Thomas himself in many other passages.
For St. Thomas does not bind himself to the strict terminology
of the controversial article everytime he speaks on the subject
of intellectual abstraction. There are numerous passages in
which he shows little regard for the precision of expression
stressed m the controversial article. These passages fit into
several types, including passages in which “ abstraction” is
used in reference to all three scientific levels, those In which
“ separation ” is used in reference to all three scientific levels,
and those in which “abstraction ” and “ separation ” are inter-
changed indiscriminately. We shall take note of several of these
passages in what follows.

Perhaps the most obvious passage in which St. Thomas uses
“ abstraction ” for all three scientific levels is found in the
Summa Theologiae, 1, q. 85, a. 1, ad 2. Here, in answer to an
objection made concerning the abstraction especially propor-
tioned to natural science, we find St. Thomas comparing this
abstraction with its mathematical and metaphysical counter-
parts.

The intellect therefore abstracts (abstrahit) the species of a natural
thing from the individual sensible matter, but not from common
sensible matter. . . . Mathematical species, however, can be
abstracted (abstrahi) by the intellect not only from individual
sensible matter, but also from common sensible matter; not however
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from common intelligible matter, but only from individual intel-
ligible matter. . . . But certain things can be abstracted (abstrahi)
even from common intelligible matter, such as being, unity, potency,
act, and the like, which even can exist without matter, as is evident
in the case of immaterial substances.®

If St. Thomas had intended in the De Trinttate, a work
earlier than the Summa, to eliminate the possibility meaning-
fully to speak of abstraction in reference to each of the levels of
science he would certainly not have expressed himself as he
did in this passage of the Summa.

Another passage, typical of the context in which we find it,
in which St. Thomas speaks of abstraction in reference to each
genus of science and not exclusively to the first and second is
found at the very beginning of the Commentary on the Physics.

Therefore, it must be known, since every science is in the intellect.
that something is intelligible in act insofar as it is abstracted
(abstrahitur) from matter; thus, insofar as things are diversely
related to matter, they pertain to diverse sciences.®

In this passage St. Thomas speaks of abstraction generally
in reference to each level of speculative science just as in the
passage previously quoted he speaks of abstraction particularly
in reference to natural science, mathematics, and metaphysics.
Certainly there is no indication in either passage that < abstrac-
tion ” is used improperly in reference to metaphysics; rather
there is positive indication of the propriety of this usage in a

Thomistic exposition.
A good example of the second type of passage is found at
the beginning of the Commentary on the De Sensu et Sensato.

® Summa Theol., 1, 85, 1, ad 2 (Leonine): * Intellectus igitur abstrahit speciem
vel naturalis 2 materia sensibili individuali, non autem a materia sensibili communi.
. .. Species autem mathematicae possunt abstrahi per intellectum a materia sensibili
non solum individuali, sed etiam communi; non tamen a materia intelligibili com-
muni, sed solum individuali. . . . Quaedam vero sunt quae possunt abstrahi etiam
a materia intelligibili communi, sicut ens, unum, potentia et actus, et alia huiusmodi,
quae etiam esse possunt absque omni materia, ut patet in substantiis immaterialibus.”

¢In I Phys., 1, n. 1 (Marietti): “ Sciendum est igitur quod, cum omnis scientia
sit in intellectu, per hoc autem aliquid fit intelligibile in actu, guod aliqualiter
abstrahitur a materia; secandum quod aliqua diversimode se habent ad materiam,
ad diversas scientias pertinent.”
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Here St. Thomas clearly reveals his willingness to speak of
separation in reference to each level of science. In this passage
he uses “ separation ” explicitly for metaphysics and mathe-
miatics and implicitly for natural science.

And since the habits of any potency are distinguished in kind
according to a difference in that which is formally the object of that
potency, it is necessary that the habits of sclence, by which the
intellect is perfected, be distinguished according to a difference in
separation (separationis) from matter. Therefore, the Philosopher
in the sixth book of the Metaphysics distinguishes the genera of
the sciences according to the diverse modes of their separation
(separationis) from matter. For those things which are separated
(separate) from matter insofar as they exist and insofar as they
are known pertain to metaphysics; those which are separated
(separata) insofar as they are known but not insofar as they exist
pertain to mathematics; and those which in their very meaning
include sensible matter pertain to natural science.’

Not only does St. Thomas on occasion speak of abstraction
in connection with each of the three genera of speculative
science, and on other occasions of separation with this same
general application, but sometimes he speaks indiscriminately
of abstraction and separation within the same passage. We
find an example of this type of passage in the preface to the
Commentary on the Metaphysics where St. Thomas uses a form
of “ separare ” in reference to each of the levels of science along
with a similar usage of a form of ““ abstrahere.”

Those things are indeed separated (separata) from matter to the
greatest degree, ‘ which not only abstract (abstrahunt) from indi-
vidual matter as the natural forms received in the universal about
which natural sclence is concerned,’” but from all sensible matter;
not only insofar as they are known, as is the case with mathematical

" In De Sensu et Sensato, 1, n. 1 (Marietti): “Et quia habitus alicuius potentiae
distinguuntur specie secundum differentiam eius quod est per se oblectum potentiae,
necesse est quod habitus scientiarum, quibus intellectus perficitur, etiam distingu-
untur secundum differentiam separationis a materia; et ideo Philosophus in sexto
Metaphysicorum distinguit genera scientiarum secundum diversum modum separa-
tionis a materia. Nam ea, quae sunt separata a materia secundum esse et rationem,
pertinent ad metaphysicum; quae autem sunt separata secundum rationem et non
secundum esse, pertinent ad mathematicum, quae autem in sui ratione concernunt
materiam sensibiliem, pertinent ad naturem.”
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objects, but also insofar as they exist, as is the case with God and
the angels.?

As a matter of fact we find this same indiscriminate use of
“ abstraction ” and “ separation ” in the very article which has
most of all occasioned the attack upon the traditional interpre-
tation of St. Thomas by the Commentators. Early in the
controversial article in the De Trinitate, St. Thomas speaks
indiscriminately of abstraction and separation, precisely dis-
tinguishing between the use of ““ abstraction ” and “ separation ”
only afterwards.

And since the truth of the intellect consists in a correspondence to
reality, it is evident that according to the second operation the
intellect cannot truly abstract (abstrahere) what is conjoined in
reality, because in abstracting (abstrahendo) thusly there would be
an existential separation (separationem) signified, as when I ab-
stract (abstraho) man from white by saying ° the man is not white’
I signify a separation (separationem) in the real. . . . By this
operation the intellect can truly abstract (abstrahere) only those
things which are separated (separata) in the real, as when I say
‘ the man is not an ass.”®

Thus St. Thomas himself, not only elsewhere but even in the
controversial article itself, indicates a willingness not to restrict
himself to the strict terminology which limits “ abstraction ”
to natural science and mathematics and “ separation ” to meta-
physics. In the light of this we must surely admit that we can-
not question the Thomistic authenticity of the doctrine of the
Commentators simply because they speak of three degrees of

8 In Met., prooem. (Marietti): “Ea vero sunt maxime a materia separata, quae
non tantum a signala materia abstrahunt, ‘sicut formae naturales in universali
acceptae, de quibus tractat scientia naturalis,” sed omnino a materia sensibili. Et
non solum secumdum rationem, sicut mathematica, sed etiam secundum esse, sicut
Deus et intelligentiae.”

 In Boeth. de Trin., V, 8, c: “Et quia veritas intellectus est ex hoe quod con-
formatur rei, patet quod secundum hanc secundam operationem intellectus non
potest vere abstrahere quod secundum rem coniunctum est, quia in abstrahendo
significaretur esse separatio secundum ipsum esse rei, sicut si abstraho hominem ab
albedine dicendo: homo non est albus, significo esse separationem in re. . . . Hac
operatione intellectus vere abstrahere non potest nisi ea quae sunt secundum rem
separata, ut cum dicitur: homo non est asinus.”
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abstraction without distinguishing terminologically between
abstraction and separation.

The apparent terminological difficulty can be resolved in
terms of a simple distinction between strict terminology on the
one hand and general terminclogy on the other. Speaking
generally we can legitimately use the terms, “abstraction ” and
“ separation,” interchangeably, as St. Thomas usually does.
But because of a radical difference between the first two types
of abstraction or separation, speaking generally, and the third
we should be prepared to distinguish in the strict sense between
them. St. Thomas does this in the De Trinitate by speaking
of the first two as abstractions, strictly speaking, and the third
as separation, strictly speaking.

There is no doubt that St. Thomas is making an especially
strict distinction in the controversial article. To emphasize this
he repeatedly uses the term proprie when he speaks of separa-
tion as distinct from abstraction. The reason for the strict
distinction is clearly the fact that he is here bent upon showing
that it was precisely a failure on the part of the Platonists to
make this distinction which led them into the error of positing
the real existence of abstract forms and universals.’* Whenever
St. Thomas sees fit pointedly to speak of the difference between
abstraction by way of simple and absolute consideration and
abstraction by way of composition and division; he does so in
a similar context.”* He speaks in each of these instances with
his mind on the error of the Platonists, an error best exposed in
terms of a strict distinction between types of abstraction
generally taken, or, as he expresses it in the De Trinitate,

10 Jbid: *“Et quia quidam non intellexerunt differentiam duarum ultimarum
(namely, abstractio totius and abstractio formae) a prima (Iia.mely, seperatio),
inciderunt in errorem, ut ponerent mathematica et universalia a sensibilibus separata,
ut Pythagorici et Platonici.”

1 Ct., Summa Theol, I, q. 85, a. 1, ad 1. here, it is interesting to note, St.
Thomas makes this distinction precisely in reference to the error of Plato without,
however, using the terms “abstraction ™ and * separation ™ but speaking rather of
a twofold abstraction (*. . . dicendum quod abstrahere contingit dupliciter. Uno
modo, per modum compositionis et divisionis. . . . Alic mode, per modum simplicis
et absolutae considerationis. . . .”)
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between abstraction strictly taken and separation strictly taken.
There is nothing more than this to look for in this refinement
of doctrine and language. Certainly, the fact that St. Thomas
himself, whenever he is not aiming directly at the Plantonists,
is content to employ the general terminology, which is that
employed by Cajetan and John of St. Thomas, should be
guarantee enough that there is no conflict necessarily in evi-
dence just because the Commentators do not choose to employ
the strict terminology used in the controversial article in the
Commentary on the De Trinitate.

Tae DoctriNAL Issur

It seems evident that we cannot rule out the interpretation
of the Commentators on intellectual abstraction as lacking
Thomistic authenticity simply because they do not use the
terminology of the controversial article in the De Trinitate,
nor even because their terminoclogy seems contrary to that here
used by St. Thomas. Otherwise we should rule out much of
what St. Thomas teaches elsewhere as being inauthentic for
the same reason; for, as we have seen, St. Thomas, even in his
latest work, the Summa Theologiae, chooses on occasion to
speak, like the Commentators after him, of three types of
abstraction analogously alike in that each is proper to a distinet
level of speculative science.

But admitting that the presentation of the Commentators
cannot be thrown out simply on the basis of some terminological
differences, should we not still discard the teaching of the three
degrees of formal abstraction as being doctrinally at odds with
that of St. Thomas? Let us see.

Cajetan and John of St. Thomas teach that the speculative
sciences are diversified according to differences in their formal
objects, and that these objects differ precisely as objects to the
extent to which they abstract differently from matter. Mobile
being is the formal object of one branch of speculative science,
natural science, as abstracting from individual matter. Quanti-
fied being is the formal object of a second branch of speculative
science, mathematics, as abstracting from individual and sensi-
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ble matter. And being as such is the formal object of the third
branch of speculative science, metaphysics, as abstracting from
all matter. These three abstractions from matter are known
respectively as physical abstraction, mathematical abstraction,
and metaphysical abstraction; and they are, as yielding the
jormal objects specificative of the types of speculative science,
the three degrees of formal abstraction.'*

The Commentators expose this doctrine very carefully with
the use of several illuminating distinctions. To begin with, of
course, they distinguish sharply between the material object
and the formal object. The material object is simply the thing
known. The formal object is the thing known precisely insofar
as it is an object of speculation. They then distinguish a two-
fold aspect (ratio) within the formal object itself. The first
of these is that formality or formal perfection in virtue of which
the object is rendered scientifically knowable. This formality
is defined as the “ character (ratio) of the object known which
immediately terminates the act of a given scientific habit.” It
is the scientifically characteristic aspect of the object “ from
which flows the properties of the subject of this science, and
which 1is, In fact, the middle term of the primary demonstration
of this science.”*® It is precisely that in the object known in
virtue of which it is scientifically known. The second aspect
(ratio) of the formal object is its degree of freedom from
matter. This is the “ mode of immateriality belonging to the
formal object as object, that is, the mode of abstraction and
definition proper to it.”** Sciences are distinguished on the
basis of differences in formal objects. Formal objects are form-

*2 Ci. especially Cajetan’s exposition in In Summae Theol., I, q. 1, a. 3. John of
St. Thomas treats the same matter in Curs. Phil., I, Ars Logica, I1, q. 27, a. 1.

*® Cajetan, op. cit.: Cajetan here points out that there is a “ duplex ratio obiecti
in scientia ” and that the first of these is the “ratio formalis obiecti ut res” or the
“ratio formalis quae,” which is the “ratio rei obiectae quae primo terminat actum
illius habitus, et ex qua fluunt passiones illius subiecti, et quae est medium in prima
demonstratione.”

¢ Ibid.: Cajetan teaches that the second aspect of the formal object is the
*“ratio formalis obiecti ut obiectum ” or the “ratio formalis sub qua,” which is
 jromaterialitas talis, seu talis modus abstrahendi et definiendi.”
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ally objects precisely insofar as they involve that intelligible
characteristic or formality in virtue of which they are formal
objects. And this formality is precisely a formality making the
object object insofar as it involves a distinctive abstraction
from matter and a characteristic mode of defining. Because
there are three abstractions {rom matter and corresponding
modes of defining (1. abstraction from individual matter and
definition with sensible matter, ¢. abstraction from individual
and sensible matter and definition with intelligible matter, and
8. abstraction from all matter and definition with no matter),
there are three types of speculative science. These three ab-
stractions from matter, respectively specificative of the three
types of speculative science, are the three degrees of formal
abstraction.® They are three degrees because each abstracts
differently, the one more intensely than the other, from matter.
They are degrees of formal abstraction because each deter-
mines a distinet formality in virtue of which being is precisely
an object of scientific speculation. This then, in brief, 1s the
doctrine of the three degrees of formal abstraction as presented
by the traditional commentators.

Nor does this presentation differ essentially from that of St.
Thomas himself. If we examine only some of his most signi-
ficant texts 1n this regard we see that he teaches explicitly that
the distinction between the three genera of speculative science
(natural science, mathematics, and metaphysics) rests ulti-

1% Ibid.: Cajetan points out that for the physical, mathematical and metaphysical
habits of science the ratio formalis quae is respectively mobilitas, quantitas, and
entitas; the obiectum materiale in each case is ens; the obiectum formale quod is
respectively ens sub ratione mobilitatis, ens sub ratione quantitatis, and ens sub
ratione entitatis; and the ratio formalis sub qua in each case is respectively modus
abstrahend; et definiendi cum materia sensibili non tamen hoc, cum materia intel-
ligili tantum, and sine omni materia. Cf. John of St. Thomas, op. cit., 820b 22-40:
“ Est autem triplex materia a qua potest fieri abstractio, . . . scilicet singularis, quae
reddit rem individuam et singularem; sensibilis, quae reddit illam accidentibus
sensibilibus sublectam, saltem in communi; intelligibidis, quae est substantia, et subi-
acet quantitati etiam aliis accidentibus. Et ex abstractione seu carentia diversa
huius materiae sumitur triplex genus scientiarum: Physica, quae abstrahit solum a
materia singulari et tractat de sensibili; mathematica, quae etiam a materia sensibili
et tractat de quantitatl; metaphysica, quae etiam a intelligibili et tractat de
substantia seu ente.”
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mately on the degree of abstraction from matter and mode of
defining proper to each. And this, as we have indicated, is
precisely the position held by the Commentators in their pres-
entation of the doctrine of the three degrees of formal ab-
straction.

In the first article of the fifth question in his Commentary on
the De Trinitate of Boethius,*® St. Thomas discusses the divi-
sion of speculative science into three parts, namely, natural
science, mathematics, and metaphysics. He begins by pointing
out that a habit is distinguished by its object; however, not by
any object whatsoever, 1.e., the object materially taken, but
only by an object precisely insofar as it is properly an object
of this habhit, i.e., the object formally taken. Next he points
out that that kind of habit which is a speculative science must
be distinguished by an object precisely insofar as it is an
object of speculation, 1. e., precisely insofar as it is speculatively
intelligible. Finally, St. Thomas points out that the speculative
intelligiblity of an object is determined by its separation or
remotion from matter and motion. Thereupon, he concludes, n

®In Boeth. de Trin, V, 1, e¢: *“Speculativarum vero scientiarum materiam
oportet esse res quae a nostro opere non fiunt. . . . Et secundum harum rerum
distinctionem oportet scientias speculativas distingui. Sciendum tamen quod, quando
habitus vel potentiae penes obiecta distinguuntur, non distinguuntur penes quaslibet
diflerentias obiectorum, sed penes illas quae sunt per se obiectorum in quantum
sunt obiecta. . . . Et ideo oportet scientias speculativas dividi per differentias
speculabilium, in quantum speculabilia sunt. . . . Sic ergo speculabili, quod est
obiectum scientiae speculativae, per se competit separatio a materia et motu vel
applicatio ad ea. Et ideo secundum ordinem remotionis a materia et motu scientiae
speculativae distinguuntur. Quaedam ergo speculabilium sunt, quae dependent a
materia secundum esse, quia non nisi in materia esse possunt. Et haec distingu-
vntur, quia quaedam dependent a materia secundum esse et intellectum, sicut illa,
m quorum diffinitione ponitur materia sensibilis; unde sine materia sensibili intelligi
non possunt, ut in diffinitione hominis oportet accipere carnem et ossa. Et de his
est physica sive scientia naturalis. Quaedam vero sunt, quae quamvis dependeant a
materia secundum esse, non tamen secundum intellectum, quia in eorum diffinitioni-
bus non ponitur materia sensibilis, sicut linea et numerus. Xt de his est mathematica.
Quaedam vero speculabilia sunt, quae non dependent a materia secundum esse,
quia sine materia esse possunt, sive numquam sint in materia, sicut Deus et
angelus, sive in quibusdam sint in materia et in quibusdam non, ut substantia,
qualitas, ens, potentia, actus, unum et multa et huiusmodi. De quibus emnibus est
theologia, id est scientia divina . . . quae alio nomine dicitur metaphysica.”
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terms not unlike those of the Commentators later, that the
speculative sciences are distinguished into three on the basis
of the degree of remotion, which is the same as abstraction,
from matter and motion evidenced in the mode of defining
proper to each. This is to teach the same doctrine later taught
by the Commentators that there are three degrees of objective
independence from matter which determine three distinct form-
alities respectively constituting objects specificative of the
three types of speculative science, natural science, mathematics,
and metaphysics.

Perhaps the most clear-cut and concentrated formulation by
St. Thomas of the doctrine later taught by the Commentators
is found at the very begining of the Commentary on the De
Sensu et Sensato.

. . . Just as things are separable from matter so alsoc are they related
to the intellect. For each thing is intelligible to the degree to which
it is separable from matter. Thus those things which are by nature
separated from matter are in themselves intelligible in act; but those
which are abstracted by us from material conditions become intel-
ligible in act through the light of ocur agent intellect. And since the
habits of any potency are distinguished in kind according to a
difference in that which is formally the object of that potency, it
Is necessary that the habits of science, by which the intellect is
perfected, be distinguished according to a difference in separation
from matter. Therefore, the Philosopher in the sixth book of the
Metaphysics distinguishes the genera of the sciences according to
the diverse modes of their separation from matter. For those things
which are separated from matter insofar as they exist and insofar as
they are known pertain to metaphysics; those which are separated
insofar as they are known but not insofar as they exist pertain to
mathematics; and those which in their very meaning include sensible
matter pertain to natural science’

17 In De Sensu et Sensato, 1, n. 1: “. . . sicut separabiles sunt res a materia, sic
et quae circa intellectum sunt. Unumquodque enim intantum est intelligible, in-
quantum est a materia separabile. Unde ea quae sunt secundum naturam a materia
separata, sunt secundum seipsa intelligibilia actu: quae vero a nobis a materialibus
conditionibus sunt abstracta, fiunt intelligibilia actu per lumen nostri intellectus
agentis. Et quia habitus aliculus potentiae distinguuntur specie secundum differ-
entiam eius quod est per se obiectum potentiae, necesse est quod habitus scientiarum,
quibus intellectus perficitur, etiam distinguantur secundum differentiam separationis
a materia; et ideo Philosophus in sexto Metaphysicorum distinguit genera scientiar-




















































































































































































































































































