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INTRODUCTION

There 18 a twofold order of dapsndence smong ths powsrs of tha
human soul.1 Since whet ie more in act and more perfect is naturally
prior to what is less perfact,z the intellesctuel powsrs are prior to ths
others. Consequantly, the intsllect end will direct and command the
Sensory powsrs. Yst, eince it takea time Por a man to develop, the im-
perfect {s prior to the psrfect in the order of ganeration and time. In
vegetative operations produce and maintain ths sensory organs. Similarly
the sensitive powsrs are prior to the intellsct, for the senses present the
intsllsect with its object3 and provide it with a basis feor judging.4 Con-.
aequently, the senses condition intallectual operations. There is, likewise,
an order of dapendence among the zenses themselves, and, as wa will sage
later, touch as the most basie, conditions bath sensory and intellsctual
opsrations. This study investigates the influence of touch on the intel-
lect, the senses, and the ssnas appetites,

"‘hat complicatse this task iz thet St. Thomas had to explain the
sensa drgans by the physiclogical theories of his time. Today thsse
medisval theories asem hopelessly unsophisticated, yet we have to under-
stand them., How slse can we aseess the sxtsnt of their influsnce end see
clsarly where hisg tsaching must bs modified? 1In fact, as this study at-

tempts to show, thoss who have ignored the medieval physiology in

1Sum. Theol., I, 0.77, a.4¢; a.7.

“For a discussion of the varicus mganings of ths word "prior”
cf"l _C__ai. [ 12' 148. 26 - 14b’ 220

-

31n Jostii ds Trin., lact. 2, 0.2, a.2. dggg;_lbggl., d.'4, n,l,
1 /
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St. Thomas' doctrine on the senses have slso misinterpreted his mors
propsrly philosuphical explanations. Clearly understood, his philo-
sophical snzlysis pravides an {deal Pramwwork for modern physiolegy.

In spits of the difftculties, un axamination of ths functinns of
touch as St. Thumas saw them i3 not without value: understending is its
own reward. Besides, bescmuss touch is basig its influence is far-
reaching, espacially in edbcation. For teaching as an art not only
imitates nature but cooparatsa with it.l Conasqusntly, sound psdagogy
must respsct tha dependence upan tsuch af the ather powers, sensory and
intellectual. The Montessori method of sducation, for example, gives
" ample scope to the child's desirs to handle things and takss advantags
of the tasndancies of the child at diffsrent stages of sensory davelop-

ment.2 This mathaod can be considered as & devalopment of the program of

3

sducation in Aristotle's Peolitiecs. Furthermore, the influence of the

natural hisrarchy of powers sxtends sven to tesching the sciences, for
the nead for sensory experiencs determines in large meesure the order
in which the sciences should be taught.4 Finally, touch is basic sven
to the senss appetites, and its rols must be recognized far effsctive
moral training. Sincs, therefors, the influsnce of touch is so exten-

sive, it is worth our while to discover {ts various functions.

lln da_Sen. st Sens., lect. 1, n.l63 De Ver., g.11, a.lc.

2:. Mortimer Standing, The Montassord Methods A4 Revolution in

Education (Fresnos The Acadamy Library Guild, 1962), po. 25-28, 36-53.

() 3pgl., VII, 17, 1336a, 4 - VIII, 7, 1342b, 33.

41n VI Cth., lect. 7, nne 1209-11.







- As in the text just quoted, St. Themame usually 1s content to

1. TOUCH AS BASIC TO UNDERSTAKDING

It is tha constant tsaching of Aristotle and St. Thomes thet
the diffsrsncs in intellectual sbility ameng men {s proportionate to
the psrfection of their senss of touchs

Et in genses hominum ex ssnasu tactus accipimus, guod aliqui
ingeniosi eunt, vel non fngeniosis et non sscundum aliquem
alium sensum. Qui enim habent duras carnem, st psr consequens
tabent malum tactum, sunt ineptl secundum mentems oui vero sunt

molles carne, st psr conssguens boni tactus, sunt bene aspti
msnta.

suppert his position in regard to teush with the essily verifiable: sion
that those whosa flash is very sansitivs to touch sensations are more
intellectuslly capable than thows with coarss flash and a duller sense
of touch.2 flesides this sign, howavsr, he has alss shewn the nscessity
of this truth in his Quaestio Disputats de gnggg.s Sinces the argument
is too long to quots in full, we will paraphease it here.

Jaginning with the dictum that matter exists Por the sake of
form, St. Thomas argues that the body exists for and is proportioned to
the soul, and he calls attsntion to the fect that the ssul is not only
the form and mover of the body, but alse its snd, Furthesrmore, the
hunan soul is lowmst in the arder of intsllectual beings. Unlike the
higher subatances, it is not endowed by nature with intelligible species,
but is only in potsncy to them. Consszjuently, in order to perform its

proper opsration, namely, undarstanding, thas human soul must acquire its

{

lln 11 ds An., lect. 19, n.483. 2Sum. Theol., I, q.76, a.5¢.
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4
intslligible spaciss from extsrnel things by way of senssry powers shich
cannot function without corpersal argans. Therefors, not only must ths
hunan soul be united to a bady, it muat be united tn = bedy that is
moat apt to pressnt the intellact with sensibls spscies, from which
the intsllect, in turn, preducss {ts intelligible spsciss. "Consequantly,
it is necessary that the Body to which the rational soul is united be
well dispsaed for snnaiﬁg."

Thare are, aof course, many senses; nsverthelass, thare is one
which isbtha foundation of tha others, namsly, touch, upon which the
whola sensitive naturs reats as upon its basic principls. For because

af this senss we call something sn animel. Gesides, when this senecs

~ ceases to function, as in sleep, then sa, teo, ds sll ths other senaes.

Again, all the other ssnses ceass to work net only bscause of an sxcess
of their own propsr objsct, as when we ars blindsd by tos strong a
light and dsefened by tos loud a noise, but alsa by being sxposed to
sxcsssive heat or cold, which sre proper sensibles of touch. Accord=-
inoly, since the bady te which ths ratienal soul 1a unitcdvmust be well
disposed for ssnsory operations and sinee touch is the most basic of
them all, then the organ of touch must bs espscially suitable,

e find, in fact, that this is se. For man has a mors discarn-
ing sensa of touch than do the other animels, although his other senses
do net always match those of the beasts. We find, alss, that thoss
men whose flash is of finer quality and whe have a goed sense af touch
ars also intsllectually more cspabls.

St. Thomas then explaing why this is se in terms of the

physiological thsories of his time, eccording te which the orgen of







5
touch was composed of the four slemsnts but scasrding to such perfect
proportions that it could accurately discesn the axtremes of its proper
ssnsibles. Since touch is the most basic ssnss, the human body msst be
mest suitably dispossd, and that requires that the body as = whole havs

a psrfect proportion of the elseents. Using the sams physiological

theories, hs then ittampts to show how the human beody is best disposed

for ths funetioning of the intsrnal senses, which have thelir oroans
in ths brain.

It might seen, however, that the very generality of St. Thomas'
argument could also lead uz to conclude that not enly touch but all the

sanses would be supsrior in man to thoss of the animsls~-a conclusion

contrary to experisnca. For in m;ny ranp?cts n;h‘e ecnaoéwgf smell,
aight and hearing are inferior to those of other unimula.l as are his
strength and spsed and sspecislly his {nstinct. Ta obviate such an
objection St. Thomes appssls to metter as s principle of limitation,
arouing that the daficiencies which eppsar whan man®s ssnses are com-
pared to thoss of some other animels are dus to ths necessities of
matter. fFor sxample, to make a ssw, a craftsman choosss ates]l hecause
it is hard and suitable for cutting; yet he knows that by its very
nature stesl rusts and becomes dull. Se toe esch of man's ssnge orgens
is made of the kind of mettsr which ie best wdapted to its primary
function of knowing, although this involves csrtain limitation “ex

necessitate mataeine."z Furtharmore, becsuse hs has reason, which is

14n 11 de An., lect. 19, n.482. For a description of the
erganie structure of the ssnses and an sccount af the functional limi~
tations of the senses in hrute animala cf. Welfgsng von Suddenbroci,

Ths Sanses, trans. Frank Gaynor (Ann Arbers The University of Michican

Sress, 1958).

2&,0. de in., 3.8c. "Lt per istum modumes=!







6

S

unlimited in its capscity, end hands, which sre ths instruments of
~ reason and share in its versatility, msn is not restricted to defi. ‘
nite ways of =zcting, as the animals are, and dose net need thair
keennsss of small or sight or hearing. ®en's reasen supplies for
these defacts in a more perfect any.l Underyetood in thiec way, man's
body and sense orguns ars perfectly adepted to the seul and its
operations,
In this passage St. Thomas does indesd show that the humen
body is proportionsd to tha ratienal seul. He adducss svidancs to
show that man's whols sensitive nature dspends upon touch as upon its

basic principle. Consequently, man's sense of touch must bs hsttar

tﬁgn th#f of bruts animale, am it cléﬁrly is. VBut tcr;xpl;in how
fouch conditions sensation and intellection ha resorts ta ths phy-
siological theoriss of his day, which do nat entirsly clarify tha
oroblem. For they suggast that because touch is battar, tha whole
sengitive nature is battars but they de noet say how touch, as such,
conditions sensation and understanding. Furthsemers, if we substi-
tute medern physiﬁlagy in place af the antiquated theaoriss that

Ste Thomas had at his disposal, and axplain man's supariority osver the
animals, as well as the varying dagrees of intalligencs among men,
in terma of a mora highly developad nsrvous system, than thars doas
net sesm ta be any svident reason why touch as such shauld condition
intelligance mars thzn any other ssnss. Nor should it ba forgatten
that 3t. Thomas himaelf considers sight and hearing to be aspecially

important for intellectual knaﬂlsdge.2

lzdem., ad 2Dmg Sum, Theol., I, .76, 3.5, ad 4m.; Ds imp,,
Qe22, a3.7cC,

)
- 2In de Sens, et Sens,, lsct. 2, nn, 25 - 32,







In addition te the passage just. discussed, 5t. Thomas presents
(*“ tws arguments to show that mantal ability correspends to ths refinemant
of tha sense of touch and of no other. Thess proafs dessrve considera-

tion. He writess

Sed dicandum ast, quod duplied sx cmuss, bonitas mentis
respondet bonitat! tactua. Prime patic est, guod tactus ast
Pundamsntum omnium sliorum ssncums manifestum sst anim, quod
organum tactus diffunditur per totum corpus, et quodlibet
instrumentum cuiuscumqus sensus est etiem fnstrumentum tactuss
at 11llud, ex quo aliquid dicitur esss sensitivum, est ssnsus
tactua. Unds ex hoc quod aliquis habet meliorem tactum,
saquitur oued simplicitar habst meliorem ssnsitivem naturemn, et
par conasquens, quad eit melioris intellsctus. XNem bonitas
sensus ast dispasitio ad bonitetes intellsatus. Ex hoc autem,

. Quad aliquis hsbet melforem auditum vel meliorem visum, nen
sequitur quod ait melius sansitiwus, ;01 melioris sansitivae
simplicitsr, sed solum secundsm quid. ]

It should be pemarked, first of all, thet St. Thomas hare: opposss
touch as the Poundation of senaation to the proper senses and axplicitlyA
mentions hearing and sight, which are the mest spiritual of the senses.?
iecondly, he arguas that touch is the foundation of all ﬁha aothar senses
and so tho better the sense of touch, ths bstter the assngitive naturs
shich the intellect can ugse. His argument, thapafore, 1is based upon
the oriority of touch in_the ardsr of genaratisn and natures and not
upon the priority of touch {n ths ordse of knowledne as such.

This viewpoint iz alsc breught out by thes first reasen givan
to show that touch is the foundation of all the other sensas. "The
organ of teuch," hs writes, "is diffused throughout the wholes body and
avery instrument of every sense is slse tha instrument of touch.”® But,
granted the truth of that statement, it is not cleser what for St. Thomas
might be the function of touch in the cpesration of thess other senses.

for touch demands conscigus contact of the sansing body with the ot ject

( Lin 13 de an., lect. 19, n.254  Zibid., lect. 14, n.413
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being ssnsed, or at lsast with a quality like heat, which is rediated

</> Prom & body, To ths axtent, howsver, that we ars svers of touch

sensations in the sye, our vicion is impaired) and this is trus of
smell and hearing as well. For, sccording to St. Thomas it 13 espe-
cially tha sense of touch in thesa ergens that causss pains "Pain...
followe upon the apprehension of senss, end sspeciaslly of tuuch."l
Touch, then, sseme to ba pesssnt in the orgens of ssnsation not for
their opsration but rather for their presszvatien. Hencs, at lesast in
regard to the senses of sight, hsaring, end emell, tauch functions in
tha order of gensration and nature.

____The sscond proof thet mental capacity depends upon tha perfec- ===~ |

tion of touch runs as followss

Alis ratio =at, quia banitas tactus consequitur bonitatem
complaxionis sive tempsrantiss, Cum enim i{nstrussntus tactus
non possit sesa denudatum s gensre tangibilium qualitatum, eo
quad sat ax slementis compesitum, oportat quod sit in potentias
ad axtrema saltem per hog, quod sst medius inter ea., Ad bonam
autem complexionem corperis ssquitur nebilitas animee: quis
omnis forma sst proportionats suae materiase. Unds ssquitur,
guod qul aunt boni tactus, sunt nobilioris animae, et
oerspicacioris nentis.

Althouch we can't subscribe taday te the sxplanation of the per-
faction of the hody and of the organ of touch as a delicate combination
aof the four sloments lsaving the senee in patanc§ to the axtremes;s
naverthelsss, the explamation brings us back to the fact that St. Thomas
is agein considering touch in the order of gsneration and as avidence of
the psrfection of the azhols sensitive naturs. In all these passages,
therefore, St. Thomas sesems to axplain touch as conditioning intalloctual

capacity not sa much as a proper ssnse but as tha foundation of the

lsum, Theol., I-11, q.35, a.7e.  Zfn 11 de An., lect. 19, n.485,

(\\) SIfllda' 1ect0 23, n.sdsﬁ
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sensss and as the basic preperty eof animel nsturs as such.

Thess srguments of 5t, Thomas raise nav-rti questions. Is
‘K»~j touch as basic to annantlon“dlatinqulshod from the proper sensss of
touch? 1If it is, what functions dess it huve, and what contribution
da the proper cansss of touch make to intalligenos? If it is not, then
it is hard to ses how the propar sensse of touch datermine intellsctusl
obility, sspsctally since Aristotls and St. Thamas both claim that sight
and hearing contribute most to our knewlsdge of things. Furthermors,
it would ssem from what has been said ss fer that iho tula.uf touch as
basic to sensation i limited to the preservation snd not to the opara«-
tion of the proper ssnses. In this uay touch conditions intelligence

~ remotely. la theras, howaver, any way in which touch functicns even in

the operations of ths proper ssnses? If thers ie, then touch conditions
intelligence proximately. Sefora we can discuss thsse queations, howaver,

we muat first consider St. Thomas® theary of ssnsation.







IT. ST. THOMAS' THEORY OF SENSATION

f. The Sanses and Their Orcans!

The sense is a passive knowing pauar.2 The sensa is alse an
organic powsr lrmasmuch as it is a bodily ergsn or tani. asuch as the
eye or the tongus.> Each sense is distinguished frem ths others by
its proper activity, uhich in turn is disti{nguished by its proper ab~
ject.4 For when tha propsr ssngible abjesect tei:rupan the sense, the

sensation is producsd; for exmmpls, whan struck by color, the sys sesa,

Sincs knowladge of physicsl sciencs was vary impsrfact in his
time, St. Thomas followed Aristotls in saying that the sensory organs
were mixed bodiss composed predominantly of that slement which uas
beet suited to be affected by its preper objsct. Hanca the sye was
composed mostly of water, the orgen of heasring of air, thes orgen of
amell sither of air or water, ths argan of touch (snd taste) of ell
four basic elemants.5 geeidas having sxternal organs, such as eye,

sar, etc., thsse senses alss have intesrnal organs shich wers aesigned

1For a more complete discussion of ths extesrnal senses and their
abjects cf. Stanislas Cantin, "L‘ubfet des ssns externss dans la

concaption ariatotslicienne de la ssnestion,” <) g st
Shilosophiques XV (1959), ppe 9 - 31.
2

M_g_e_ﬂtg leat. 10, ﬂ.350: III, lcctc ?. 32 675"?50
3!bigo. II. lact. 12’ NeJ77e
1bid., lscte 6, nne 304=83 Syme Thagles Lo Qe77, @e3s

Sin 11X de 4n., lect. 1, nn. 571=72¢ In ds Sen. et Sens.,
lect. 4, nn. 53=543 lact., 5, nn. 66-68, 73.

10
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definits places in the bady, Thus, "the prinaiple aof vision,"
Ste Thomas writes, “is internal, near ths brain, whers the two nerves
ceming from the syes ars fsinad tngathar."l The tongua was ths axternsl
organ of taata.z The internal orgen af touch snd tasts, howsver, was
near the hsart.3 There were, then, tws internal csnters of ssneation,
but they were naot i{ndependant of each athers

Nec tamen. oportet ssse duo principis sensitiva in snimali;
unum ecirca cersbrum ubi constitultur prineipium visivum,
cdorativum et auditivum, st aliud circas cer ubi censtituitur
principiun tactivum et gustativum., Sensitivum enim principium
primoe quidem sst in cords, ubi sst Fons caloris in corde enimslis.
Nihil enim ast sensitivum sine calors, ut dicitur in libro
de Anima, Sed a corde darivatur virtus ssnsitiva ad csrebrum,
at sxinds procedit ad organa trium sensuum, visus, suditus st
odoratuss tactus autem et gustus refaruntur sd ipsum cor par

medium confunctumsd

bt

The sensible ob fect according to Aristotle cannat act upon the
sense sxcapt thpough a twat:!i.s.am.5 Following him St. Thomae thought that
the medium for light and coler iz the digphanum or transpsrent, a color~
less property found in alr, water, certain solid bodiss 1ike glass, and
even in the celestial bodiss. Transparenay, howsver, is nat in these
things by reason of their several natures, as heat is a quality preper to
Fire; pathsr “it is conssquant on a certain nature cemmon not only to sir
and water, mhlcﬁ are corruptible bodiss, but it belongs salso to celastial

bedy, which i{s psrpetual and incnrtuptibll."s Light was the act of the

;
—’

1th de Sen. ot Sens., lect. 5, n.643 of. lect. 19, n.284.

2;" 11 da Af., lect. 22. n. 529,

In da sen. et Sens., lect. 5, nne 74«75,  AIbide, n.75.

Sos_an., II, 7, 4188, 26-419b, 33 11, 422b, 17-424a, 15.

6!" 11 dm An., lect. 14’ n.404.
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! and had its ssurce in the celestiel bedy.? Color was thowght

disphanum
to bs "nothing elss than a certain light somehow obscured by the admixe
ture of an opaque body.”3 In order for seeing to teke plecs color must
strike the eye. Not dirsctly, hewsver, but through » madium, for if a
colored object is placed on ths aya, nething ie ssen. This fact was
explained in this ways color by its wery naturs movee the transparent
(diaphanum) but only through light which is the sct af thes diaphanumg
hence when the colorsd ob ject shuts sut the light from tha eys no caior
can be seen. For sven though the pupil itself is transparent, it is

not in act unless illuminated by light. Hencs, light erieing ultimately

from the celestial body illumines the trsnsparent eir (or watsr) which

in turn illumines the tranapasrent puail.4 Similarly ull the other

senses require a medium batween the ob fect sensed and the sansory orcan.

Aristotle wmritess

The same account holds alss of ssund snd emell; if ths obfect
of sither of thaae ssnses is in immadists contect with the organ
no sensation ia produced. In beth casss the object sats in mova-
ment anly what liss between, eand this {n turn ssts the orgen in
movemant: if what ssunds or smells is brought into immediate con-
tact with the organ, no sensatfon will bs preducad. The sams, in
spite of all appsarances, appliss alse to touch and taste; uhy
thare is this apparent differsnce will bs clear lster. What comss
bestween in the case of scunds is air; tha corrsspending medium in
the case of smsll hae no neme. But corrsspending to whet is trans-
parent in the case of colour, thers is a quality found bhoth in air
and water, which sarves as a medium for what has smell.

iy analaqy with ths three senses slrsady discuesad Aristotle

argues that touch and taste muqt'pleo,hawo a medium bstueen the objects

Ybide, n. 495, 2Ibid., ne 420,  Jlbid., n. 425.
*ibide, lect. 15, nn, 431-32, 50 An., II, 7, 41%a, 25-34.
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sensed and the saﬁaas themsslves. For thess two sensas the medium is

part of man and not separated from him, Tha flesh is the madium for

touch, the tongue for taste.’

Aftse treating the gensea individuelly Aristotls draws two
gensral conclusions. The first is as followss

B8y a 'asanse! i{s meant what has the power of receiving into
itsslf ths senaible Porms of things withsut tha metter. This
nust be conceived of us taking pleacs in ths way in which a pisce
of wax takes on the improse of a signetering without the iron
or gold; ws say that what producss the ixpression is s signet of
bronze or gold, hut its particulear metallic constitution makes
no differsncs:  in a similar way the senss i{s affsctesd by what
is coloured or flavoured oy ssunding, but Lt is i{ndifferent
what in each cass the gubstsnce e what slone metters is what
gggli;*_lt has, f.e. in what patig its censtitusnts are com-
bined,

St. Thomas faces an objection in commenting on this passage..
Since avery agent acts through its form and not through its matter, then
avary patient recmives a form witheut matter. Thus fire communicates its
heat to the air but not its matter.>

To answer this difficulty, 5t. Thomas distinguishes tuc modes
in which a form i3 recsived into a subject. In the first wamy, the form
roceivad iﬁ tha patient disposes th§ mattsr af the patient in a wey
similar to the way in which that form diepssess the matter of the agant.
Hence, even though the matter of the sgent rsmains numerically distinct
from that of ths patient, the patient does acgqui:- a materiel dispesition
to the form similar to the disposition of the agsnt. Such ig the wmay heat
is communicated from ans substance ts another., In the sscond way, the

form receivad from the agent does not se dispase the matter of the

llbid., 11. 423‘3. 16"250

21b3d., 12, 424a, 17-23; cfs III, 2, 426, 29-426b, 7.

3in 11 de An., lect, 24, n. 551.
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patient. Thue the material diaposition of the patisnt to receive the
Form i not like the metarial disposition of the agent. In this way
the form is pressnt in ths patient in & mennse different from the manner
in which it was present in tha agent. It is in this sscond way, shich
5t. Thomas calls intantisnal or spirituel, that a sensibls form is
raceivad into a ssnoa.l Then after rspesting Aristotle's sxempls of
the wax racsiving anly the form of the signetering, he writss:
£t similiter sensus patitur « ssneibili habents colorem aut

hunmoren, idest seporem eut sonum, "sed nen ingusntum unumquadque

illorum dicitur,® idest non patitur e laspide colerate inquentum

lapis, neque a mells dulci {nquantus mely quia in sensu nan Pit

gimilis dispesitio ad formem guas est in subjectis illis, sed
patitur sb eis inquantum huiemodi, vel ingquentum colerstum, vel

saporosum; vel sscundun-raticnem, idsst secuncun formem.
Assimilatur enim sansuas maibu% sscundum formam, sad non
secundum dispositiones materise.

The sscond conclusion about ths neturs of sensation which Aristotle

draws is as followas

By 'en orgen of ssnes’ is mesant that in which ultimately euch
a powar is seated,

The sense and its orgean ars the same in fact, but what they
ars is not the sams. What percsives is, of courss, s spatisl
megnitude, but we muat not admit that aither the having ths
powar to perceive or the senss {tself is s megnitude; what they
are is a csrtain ratic or powsr in & megnituds. This snsbles us
to axplain why objscts of ssnse which possess ons of two opposits
sensible qualitiss in a dsqrss largely in excess of the other
opposite cdestroy the organs of senss; if the movement sst up by
an objact is too strong for the argen, the squiposs of contrary
qualities in the orgen, which just is its aensary powsr, i5 dis-
turbed; it is precisely as concord snd tons ars destroyed by too
violently twanging the strings of a lyre. This sxplains also why
plants cannot perceivs, in spits of their having something of soul

Libid., nn. 552-53.

2:bidq e Do 554,
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in them and obvicusly being affectsd by tangible objects
themgelves; Por undoubtsdly their taspsraturs can be lowered
or raissd. The explanation ie that thay have no mesn of contrary
qualities, and so no prineipls in them capsble of tsking on the
Porms of sensible objects mithout their matter; in the cass of
plants the affection i sn affection by formesnd-matier togsther.

He .then debates whethar asnaible quelities affect what has no
sencations and he ends the chaptsr by pointing sut that = ssnaation, such
as smelling, is more than to be simply affected by a sensibls quality,
namelling ia an obssrving of the result preduced.” - Thie will prepars for
discussion of the common ssnes in Sook III, ch. 2.
st Thomsa® commentary on this pussage is very important:

Detsrminat (Aristotelss) de orosnis ssnsus. Quis enim dixsrat
quod seneus ast susceptivus spscisrum sine materis, qued stiam

intollectul convenit, possst aliquis creders, qued ssnsus non
essat potentis in corpore, sicut nec intsllectus. Et ides ad hoc
excludendum, assignat ei orgenums et dicit qued primun esnsitivum,
idsat primum organum sansus est in que est patentis huiusmodi, quae
scilicet sst susceptive spscierum sins materis. Organum enim
sensus, cum potentia ipem, utputs oculus, est idem subiecto, sed
agss aliud mst, quia rations differt potsntia s corpore. Patsntin
enim est gqusai forma orgeni, ut suprs traditum ast. &t ideo

subdit quod “magnitude,” idest organum corporsum ast, "gquod sensum
patitur,” idest guod est susceptivua sansus, sicut meteria formae,
Non tamen est emdsm ratio magnitudinis et sensitivi eive ssnsus,
sed ssnsus est quasadem ratis, idest propsrtio et forma at potentia
{11iue, scilicet mmgnitudinis.?

The impertance of this passags, it sesms to me, is found in {ts
warning not to cematerielize the ssnses to the point where they would be
the same os intellect. Tha intellact fs, in itsslf, spiritual; the sense
is not, since mattsr is essential and intrinsic ta it. In Pact,
5t, Thomas hers says that ths sanse argan is one with the sense powsr and
that the powar is only notionally distinet from the orgens since the orqan

has the nowar to sense only inasmuch as the slemsnts constituting that

1o An., 11, 12, 424, 24~424b, 3.

2In I ds aAn., lect. 24, n.555.
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organ are proportiened suitably, Thus aven though ths notions of
* r ) ' "magnitude” and “ssnsitive™ are nat ths gams, vertheless, tha senge
consigts in ths proportton of the alaasﬁte of the ssnaory organ and so
this ppopoptfon is, as it wers, the form which constitutas the argen as

a power of aensatzon.l Consequently, when {t in seid that "senss is
receptive of species without matter,” it sust be kept {n mind that the
sensible forms teken on are not wholly diverced from matter. Far the
senaible species s receivad i{n ths knowsr through a material oroan and
is subject to some aof the materisi conditions of ths sanaible ob fact f{te

self;z Color, for sxempls, s present according to the daterminats size

and.shaggAnf_tbefquantxﬁiedfsubstancagtn*uhich*it“thhares. By reason

of its subject, which is a continuum, coler alss axiets in a defintte
place and time and at a definite distance from ths senss organ. As a
guality, color can undsroc altarations as in a cantznuun,'zt can ba moved
from one slacs to anothar,
All thesa matsrial conditiona of the senaible qualities affect
the vary aperation of the various sensesx, fhe asnsea percsive the& in
attaining their ouwn proper senaibls aﬁjccta, and so, likes the proper
sensibles, thay are per sa objects of the ssness. 3ut wharsas a proper
sensible quality is peresived by one sense only, thase material conditions
are known by meny differant ssnses and se thay are called "common sensibles,. "
Thosa common sensibles are all foundad on guantity, the mast
fundamental of the accidentas., St. Thomas explaine this dspandsnce as

followss

11beg., 111, lect. 2, nn. 557-98,

- %In de_ten, ot Sens.s lsct. 2, n. 203 lest. 15, n. 221; lect. 1,
Ne L .
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Quallitates anim, ques sunt propria objects sensuum, sunt formae
in continuog et ideo oportet quod ipsum continuum fnquentum sat
sub jectum talibus qualitatibus, movest ssnsum, non per accidens,
sad sicut par se subfoctum, at communs omnium cenafbilium
gualitatum. Onnia autem hees, quess dicuntur smnsibilia
communia, pertinent aliquo made ad contimums, vel gsecundum
mansuren efius ut magnitudo, vel sscundum divisionem ut rumerus,
vel secundum terminatiomem ut figurs, vel secundum distantfam et
propinquitatem ut motus.l

Cleerly, then, according to Arfatotls and St. Thomas, ssnsation is a
material cperstion. For the sansible form f{o limited and conditionsd by
the meterial thing to which it bslongs. Likewiss, ths sanes is a material
organ, and aven though it rocoives the sensible form without mattsr, the

form rsceived is still subject to the conditions of matter.

C

3« A _Ppoblem
In apito of his warning againat censidering sansstion in too

spiritual a Pashion, 5t. Thomas himeelf sesms te do juat that when dis-
cussing the axternal sanses in the sgggg_lhgglgg;gg,z He diatinguishes

two kinds of changes that nccur i{n sansation: ons natural or physical, the
othar he calls "spiritual.” In natupal change "the form of the thing
causing the change is recaivad, zccording to a physical mode of being,

ints the thing being changed, as heat is received into the heatsd.* In

the change hare called "spiritual,” on ths other hand, "the form of tha
thing causing the changs is recaived into tha thing being changad accord-
ing tc a spiritual mode of being." In this way the Porm of color is
received into the pupll, which does net on this account become colorad.

7te Thomas then states unequiveocallys

Ibtd., lect. 2, n. 205 cf. In III ds An,, lsct. 1, nn. 577-70;
M" I, q.78, Qe3y ad 2m.

25&2’8. Thoel., I, q.78, a.Sci cf. In I! g An., lect. 14, n.410;
IT1, lect. 1, n.503.
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Ad opsretisnem sutam ssnaus moutatd {tuslis,
r - intentic f & gensibilis f1 n senaus, Alioquin,

sl solm immutatic naturalis sufficsrst sd ssntisndums, omnia corpora
naturelis sentirent dum alterantur. . ,

He goes on to point ocut that in aight there is ng physical change

at all, neither in the opcan nor in the ob fects in hearing and smell ihere

is a physical changs in the object but ngt in the grosns in touch and

taste there is a physicsl change in both the abject end the organ.

Sed in guibusdam sansibus invenitur immutatis spirituslis
tantum, sfcut in visu. «~= In quibusdem sutem, cum immutations |
spiritualf, etiam naturaliss vel ax parte objecti tantum, vel |
otiam sx parts organi. Ex parte sutem obfsctl, {nwnitur
transmutatio naturalis, sscundum locum quidem, in sono, qui
ast objesctum auditus:s nam sorus ex percussisns causatur et
aeris commotione. Secundum altsratisnam vers, in odors, qui
est objsctum gl factuss oportet enim psr cslidum alterveri
-aliquo-madscorpus; ad hoc qued spiret edorsme == Exparte ————

)

autem organi, est immutatio naturalis in tgotu ot gustu; nam
et manug tengsns calida calafit, et lingus humectatur psr
humiditatam seporum. Organum vers olfactus sut auditus nulle
naturall immutations ifmmutatur in sentisndo nisi per accidens.

From this discussion S5t. Thomas concludss that sight is the most
spiritual of ths senses, since it involves no natursl changs. Hearing and
smell are lssa spiritual, sinces thaers is a natural change in the objsct.

Touch and taste are the least spiritusl of ell, since they cannot be

without natursl change {n both aorgan and aob jsct.
ifany Thomists interpret this passage to mean that in sensation
there are two distinct changes that take placs, a material or physical

change in the orgad and an immatsrial or spiritual change in the nouer,

far example, Father Korsn wepitsss

In the case of senaitive potencies, which sct through an oroan,
tha organ itself first underqoss a material changes e.g., when I
touch 2 piece of iron the iron presses agsinst ay handy het water
physically heats my sking atc. This material change doss not belong
to tha cocnitive order in the strict ssnse, although it {s a
condition for sensation. t, in £ naterial chan

But, in addition to the msterial change
the obisct nroduces in the senss organ, it slso chances the sensitive
n 8 2 es on {t.

potency immateria by im &8i

1Henry Js Karen, C.S5.5p., An_Introduction to the Phileeophy of

inimate Mature (Gte Louiss 8. Herder feek Ca., 1955), p. 112.
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and agueiny

By means of the material change opsrsted by the sense object in
the s-nug- organ, the object {mpreesss ita spscies upon ths sense
potsnay. ' ‘

Likewise, Father Cardeil, commanting on the passags from the
summa_Theoloojca quotsd above, axplains the twe types of changes dis~
tinguished by St., Thomas as followss

In othar words, the modiftication of ths subject may be of the
matarisl order, and this he (St. Themas) cells & natural
immutation, immutatio naturaliss: orp, it may ba of ths imma-
terial ardar, end this he calls a "spiritual®™ immutation,
immutatio spipitumlis. In ths firet case, when the form is
recsivad the subfect is changed in its matursl baing, sses
oaturales in tha second case, it is modifisd in its intsntional
or objesctive being, sgses aspirituasle.

foth types of alteration mey be present in sensation; but

it is tha so=cellad apiritual {mmuteation thet qives the

immsdiata end proper determination to the sct of knowledgs.

Indeed, the uniqus pessivity that characterizes the fact of

knowledgs corresponds precizely to this second modification

or informing of the knowing pctmcy.z
Then, after exposing St. Thomss' view that neo physical changs took place
in certain ssnsations, he conclutses

Today, with more accurate methods of investigatien, we should

doubtless find that in svery ssnsation there is also s physical

changs in ths corrasponding organ of sense.d

Acgording to Father Gardeil, tharefors, sensation consists in

tha recsption of a form or species into the senss faculty, which, thus
informed, "actively slicits the act of mmticn."‘ Just how this

apecies informs the sansory powar, howsver, ha doss net explain. He

feals compelled to warn that the species should "nat be thought of as

21f=-14ka creatures flitting unceasinoly %o end fro.™ According to him

“tha production of the apsciss doss not consist in dislodoing a form

from the object to the faculty of knowlsdos, but simply in the actuatiaen

bMbid., pe 117.

24, b. Gardeil, 0.P,, Introduction &5 the Philosophy of St. Thamas
douinass 111, Sayeholoqy, trans. John A. Otts (St. Louiss 5. Herder fook
‘:00, 1959), Pe 54,
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of the Paculty through the {nflusnce af the ebject.*! He does not say
what this influence i{s or how it {9 sxercised.

Soth theass authors, sccordingly, follow St. Thoams {n distinguishe-
ing a material or physical change fyrom an immaterial or aspiritusl one.
They aleo agree with him {n making ssnsation consist assentislly in a
spirftual change. They intsrpret him ta mesn, however, that the physical
change takes placs {n the sensory organ and that the spiritual change takes
nlace in the sensory power. St. Thomms, howsver, does not say this., UWhat

he doss say is that the speeiea or (ntantionel form is received into the

grnan of sanses

T tst autem duplex inmutatios ure naturalis, st eltis spiritualis.
ceelpiritualis autem secundum quod forma immutantis recipitur in

immutato secundum esse spiritusle; ut forms colepis in pupilla, quas

non fit per hoc colatata. Ad aperntiunon auten gensus requititur
3 ; NeY Ous bantio fo : sibilis fia

Virtus autem senaitiva ... guamdam {mmaterislitatem habet,
inquantun est susceptiva specierums sensibilium sine materia;
infimam tamen in ordlna cogﬂosclntinu. 8 28

“that is asgsential to gensation according to St. Thomas, thersfore,

iz that the orgen underge a spiritual changs by receiving a species. (e
will see what this entails later.) What {s not assential is that the
orgen undsrga a physical change. 3St. Thomes sxplains what he means by a
physical changs in the ssnsory organs as followss

Lat autem alia naturalis transmutatio orasni, prout orpsnum

transmutatur quantum ad suam naturelesm dispositionem: puta

gued calefit aut infrigidatur, vel allo aimili mado transmutatur.

£ huiusmodi tranamutatio per accidens se habet ad actum

apprehsnsivee virtutis sensitives, puta cum oculus fatioatur ex
Porti intuitu, vel diselvitur ax vehementia visibilis.?

1&&0. Pe 86.

23um,_Theal., I, qe78, aelce

31n de sen. ot Sens., lect. 2, n.20 cf. In 111 ds An., lsct. 1, n.583.

42um, Thanle, I=11, 0422, 2.2, ad 3ms cf. In 111 do An., lect. 7, n.607.







21

' St. Thomas excludes as sassntiel to asnsstisn, tharsfare, net sny

<iﬂ> change in the organ but anly those which sre serely accidental to ths
chenge which the organ undergoas in receiving its proper sensible
species. Thus, to uss his exsmpls, it 1s sccidantsl to seeing that
the eye get hot or cold.

Accardingly, it would gesm te bhe a misintsrprstation of

Ste Thamas' thought to say, as Father Kersn dess, that ths material
change in the sesnse argsn "deoes n;t belong te the cagnitive order in
ths strict sense” but is marely “a cenditien for eensation."d Nor
is the interpretation of Father Cardail any bettsr; for he slsoc makes

sansation consist in the actuation-ef the -ssnsery pswsr of the soul

by a spscies and treats all changes in ths orgsn as sccidentsl.

In all fairnsas to these authors, hewever, it should be nated
that this bifurcated explanetisn of sensstisn ~- in which the organ is
given a role that {s no mare than accidentsl te thes sssential act,
namely, the informing of the sensory powsr of the soul by its species -~
seems to find strong support in a passage shich St. Themas inserts into
his commentary on Aristotle’s trsatment af smell in the De Animm. He
first reports the pesition of those snecient philssophers who held that
all sensatione rsquire the sense to bs in centact with the ssnatblé.

In sight, however, this contact wss schisved in & menner differant
from that of the other senses. Tha#n ancients theught that in sesing,
visual lines went out from the sye to the cobject, and when contact was
asstablished the abject wes sesn. In the othcf’ccncas, howsver, the

sensible objact was brought to the sense., Such {» plainly the case in

1Koren, An_Intreoduction to ths Philosephy of Animats Nature, p. 112.
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touch and taste. In hearing too the movemsnt of ths air csused by
the sounding ob jact goss right to the sar. Now s similer procnes was
thought to take placs in emell, so that thes objasct appesared to emit
odiferous fumss which were carried to the organ of smell.

5t. Thomas attributes the differsnce in the way they sxplainsd
vision to the fact that they did not reslize that the sansible medium
could underge a changs that ia net physical, and which hs calls
"spiritual,” whersas thsy explained all sensstiona {n tarms of nhysical
immutations only. 1In the sensss gther than sight the physical changs

of the medium is spparent. For ths wind may either carry or impeds

sounds and adors. Cantrary colore, howsver, are transmittsd through

the same part of the air and do not impsde each athar, wharaas cone
trary odors de. Cansequantly, sincs the ancients did not understand
how the msdium is changed by the visibls objsct, thay held that sight
was brought to the thing seen., On tha other hand, since the change of
the medium in the ather ssnsss was obvious, they belisved that the
othaer propsr sensibles wers brought to the individusl zenae.

3t. Thomaa, howsver, maintains that such s phyeical contact
thaory cannot be used to explain asnsstions of smell. To support his
stand he cites what was commenly supposed to be a fact, namely, that
vultures are led to carrien by their ssnse of smell aver diatances
as great as five hundred miles. Ffor him it is unimaginable that an
odor could reach so far, aspecially since, unlese Iimpeded, the air
would be odiferous for the sems distance on all sidess of tha cadaver.
To fill such = volume of air the vhele cadaver would have to bs re-
selved into fumee, and yet the cadaver dess nst appear to be changed.

Then St. Thomas concludes the discussion as followat
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£t idee dicandum aet, quod eb oderabili reselvi quidem
potset fumalis evaporatio, taman n sque
minum oda wed ualiter,

Uity " L R_Bsvaporeatias nes noers pessit. Qued asutem
spiritualis immutatio fit w vieibili magis quam ab eliis
ssnaibilibus, ratio sst, quia visibiles qualitates {naunt
corruptibilibus corporibus, sscundum quod comeunicant cum
corperibuc incorruptibilibug; unde hsbent esse formelius st
nabilius quam reliqua sensibilis, quas sunt propria corrupti-
bilium cerporum. '

This passage certainly ssems to conficm the interpretation of
5¢. Thomas given by thoss authors quoted earlier, according to which
the physical changs in the organ was merely accidental and only a
8piritual changs was esssntial. for in this passags he clsarly statee

that the fumes from the object smalled de not reach the place where

TN,

tha odor 1érparceived, but rather thit tha modiﬁmiis changed spiritually.
It would saem logical to conclude, thersfors, that the sense daes not
undergs a physical change but only a spiritual one.

Zueh an intarpretation, howavsr, raises many problems. rirst
of all, {f the sanse and the sensiblas naed net be in physical cantact
through a physical medium to explain sensations of amsll and sight,
and, consaquently, if no physical changs occurs in these ssnse ATCANG ==
as also in hsaring -~ then what purpess do the physical media and the
ergans of these senses serva? Furthermore, eQan if the medfia posited
for these.scnsas do undergo a "spiritual® immutation, hew can this
"spiritual" immutation of a basic phygical slement be explained?
Lastly, without a physical chenge in the organ, how can sensation be
explained as sssentially differant Prom the purely sniritual nperations

of ths rational soul?

1tn 17 e an., 1ect. 20, an. 492 - o5,
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There are many issuss i{nvolved here, and they are obscured
somswhat by outmodsd physical theoriss. Lst us bsgin by trying to
see more cleerly what St. Thomss mesns when hs says that ssnsation
involves a “spiritual® changs. Since sight is the mast epiritual
of the senses, an investigation of "spiritual® in that context will

probably bs the most revesling.
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tialem panis, virtute ignis decoquentis materiam ex farina et aqua
confectam, »1 . . W o

Il n’y a que V’art divin dont les ceuvres soient 3 la fois pﬁ&oﬁ&%
et naturelles. C’est que la puissance créatrice atteint lés choses

dans tout ce qu'elles sont, dans leurs principes mbaumgzm,m autant

que dans leurs principes extrinséques ; cet art est o&mﬁE.. parce qu’il
ne présuppose rien. L’art créé présuppose la nature, il imite la na-
ture mais « in quantum potest » 2 seulement.

Telle est donc la différence entre argument des wa&&?«m.wﬁ
celui du Prologue de la Politique. Le premier s’appuyait sur Porigine
sensible de la connaissance humaine ; le second fait appel 2 la ressem-
blance entre l'intellect humain et l'intellect divin. Nous w%monm en
avoir dégagé 1a raison, savoir que la démarche du métaphysicien com-
posant un prooemium ne pouvait étre celle du philosophe de _,m um..ﬂcm.m
explicitant un point particulier de doctrine. Saint Hroamm. u.ma§.a
pas & reprendre en son Prologue son argument des Nvgummza il
convenait, au contraire, que pour légitimer que Vart imite la nature

il usit cette fois des raisons les plus générales et les plus communes.

Sceur SAINT-M ARTIN-DE-TOURS, A.8. V.

1. Ia, q.75, 2.6, ad. 1.

2. Attendum est autem quod actus rationis similes sunt, quantum ad aliquid, actibus

naturae. Unde et ars imitatur naturam in quantum potest. In T Post. Anal., lect.1, n.5.
|

“Spirituality” and Sensation

A great philosopher sees things on a grand scale. He views a
particular problem in the light of universal principles, a part within a
whole. He, therefore, has to use analogous rather than univocal
words ; he is forced to make subtle distinctions and to express his
thought on specific questions in general terms which seem needlessly
obscure and sometimes, perhaps, even evasive. This manner of
speaking is, of course, necessary, but it does lead to misunderstanding.
For those who do not have the philosopher’s vision tend to restrict his
words according to their own more limited perspective and so judge
him out of context. Various interpretations of the philosopher’s
thought soon arise and some become dominant. But no matter how
canonized any interpretation may be, we are never absolved from the
duty of reading for ourselves what the philosopher himself had to say.
For as our own minds open up and our horizons are enlarged, the force
of his reasoning dawns upon us and we see more clearly why he
expressed himself the way he did.

It is the aim of this article to investigate St. Thomas’ theory of
sensation. This may seem like a useless task, for it is, perhaps, taken
for granted that his thought on this subject is already well known.
Yet the explanation of sensation given by many modern Thomists
contains a dualism between organ and power that is not entirely
satisfactory. We notice, too, a certain discrepancy between the
terminology of St. Thomas and that of his interpretors. In itself this
is not bad: St. Thomas himself observes “sapientis enim est de
nominibus non curare.”! Yet he is very careful in his use of words,
and we might well ask ourselves whether we have really grasped his
meaning if we find that we are not so much explaining what he wrote
as explaining it away.

One source of this confusion seems to be the failure of some
authors to appreciate sufficiently the fact that St. Thomas, following
Aristotle, considers Psychology as a part of the Philosophy of Nature.?
Consequently, such words as motion, action, passion, actus perfectt,
and many others, when used of the operations of the senses and the
intellect, have a signification analogous to a primary meaning explained
in the Physics. This basic meaning is a prerequisite to understanding
St. Thomas’ use of the word in commenting on De Anima and De
Sensu et Sensato. Certainly we cannot understand the brief treatment
of sensation in the Summa Theologica without knowing these other
books.

L I 11 Sent., d.3, q.1, a.l, c.
2. In I de An., leet.2, nn.23-30.
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Another cause of misunderstanding St. Thomas’ teaching on
sensation is that he had to explain the sense organs according to the
Physiological theories of his time. Today these medieval theories
seem hopelessly outmoded and unsophisticated. Yet Smﬁ have to
understand them. How else can we assess the extent of their influence
on his thought? Only when we understand them can:we hope to

grasp the philosophical truth he was trying to elucidate aﬁoﬂwmr them.

|
I. THE ‘“‘SPIRITUALITY” OF THE SENSIBLE SPECIES

1° Sight.
One of the reasons that sight was considered the most spiritual

of the senses was that it perceived objects by reason of properties
shared by both celestial and terrestrial bodies.! Another reason was

that whereas the other senses involved physical changes omﬁumw in the

object alone or in the object and the sense, sight involved no physical

change at all.> When St. Thomas speaks of the spirituality| of sight,
however, he does not mean that this sense is spiritual in the mmem way
as the intellect is. In fact, the immediate context of this discussion
of the superiority of sight over the other senses is precisely to show that
we cannot argue to the spiritual nature of light seen by the m%mm from
the fact that we speak of light also in reference to mﬁmcmoe:f beings.
“For it is impossible,” he writes, ‘‘that any spiritual and intelligible
nature should fall under the apprehension of a sense ; which, since it is
a corporeal power, can know only corporeal things.”’ 3 Hﬂ.mg is a
corporeal quality, found primarily in a celestial body, and is classified,
like heat, in the third species of quality. The proof of the nfogo_.mm_
nature of light was found in the fact that light from the celestial bodies
produces physical changes in things. Hence the word W: light ”
signifies, first of all, the light seen by the eyes, and then the word is
applied analogously to the intelligible order, because of the excellence

of the power of sight.® St. Thomas explains this procedure in @WEm way:

Respondeo dicendum quod de aliquo nomine dupliciter | convenit
loqui : uno modo, secundum primam eius impositionem ; alio modo,
secundum usum nominis. Sicut patet in nomine vistonis, quad primo
impositum est ad significandum actum sensus visus ; sed propter dignita-
tem et certitudinem huius sensus, extensum est hoc nomen, secundum
usum loquentium, ad omnem cognitionem aliorum sensuum (dicimus enim,

Vide quomodo sapit, vel quomodo redolet, vel quomodo est 854&55 ; et

”,
1. Ibid., II, lect.14, n.417. |
2. Ibid., n.418. |
3. Ibid., n.416. A,
4. Ibid., n.420. f
5. Ibid., n.417. ﬁ
|
|
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ulterius etiam ad cognitionem intellectus, secundum illud Matth. 5 :
Beati mundo corde, quoniam 1pst Deum videbunt.

) .E similiter dicendum est de Znomine lucis. Nam primo quidem est
Institutum ad significandum id quod facit manifestationem in sensu visus :
postmodum autem extensum est ad significandum omne illud quod facit
manifestationem secundum quamcumque cognitionem.!

Conversely, it would seem the word “spiritual ” is said first of
the intelligible order and then applied in an extended meaning to the
sensible order.

. Yet, if light is a corporeal quality and is not, strictly speaking,
spiritual, how, then, can St. Thomas say that when light and color
(color is assumed to be “nothing else than a certain light somehow
obscured by the admixture of an opaque body”) strike the eye, no
physical change-is produced bui only a spiritual or intentional one?
How does a physical change differ from an intentional or spiritual one ?
Or, to phrase the question differently,® since every change is in a
patient and from an agent, how does a passion in the physical order
differ from a passion in the intentional order ?

St. Thomas answers this question as follows :

Umoma ergo (Aristoteles) primo, quod sicut potentia et actus non dicun-
tur simpliciter, sed multipliciter ; ita et pati non uno modo, sed multi-
pliciter. Dicitur enim pati uno modo, secundum quamdam corruptionem,
quae fit a contrario. Passio enim proprie dicta, videtur importare quoddam
decrementum patientis, inquantum vineitur ab agente : decrementum au-
tem patienti accidit secundum quod aliquid a patiente abiicitur. Quae
quidem abiectio, corruptio quaedam est : vel simpliciter, sicut quando
abiicitur forma substantialis : vel secundum quid, sicut quando abiicitur
forma accidentalis. Huiusmodi autem formae abiectio fit a contrario
agente : abiicitur enim forma s materia vel subiecto, per introductionem
contrarize formae ; et hoc est a contrario agente. Primo igitur modo
proprie dicitur passio, secundum quod quaedam corruptio fit a contrario.

Alio modo passio communiter dicitur et minus proprie, secundum
scilicet quod importat quamdam receptionem. Et quia quod est recep-
tivam alterius, comparatur ad ipsum sicut potentia ad actum : actus
autem est perfectio potentiae ; et ideo hoe modo dicitur passio, non secun-
dum quod fit quaedam corruptio patientis, sed magis secundum quod
.m& quaedum salus et perfectio eius quod est in potentia, ab eo quod est
In actu. Quod enim est in potentia, non perficitur nisi per id quod est in
actu. Quod autem in actu est, non est contrarium ei quod est in potentia,
Inquantum huiusmodi, sed magis simile : nam potentia nihil aliud est quam
quidam ordo ad actum. Nisi autem esset aliqua similitudo inter potentiam
m.n actum, non esset necessarium quod proprius actus fieret in propria poten-
tia. Potentia igitur sic dicta, non est a contrario, sicut potentia primo

1. Ia, q.67,a.1,¢c.; ef. In V Metaph., lect.5, nn.824-825.
2. In IT de An., lect.14, n.418.
3. In V Phys., lect.3, n.668.
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modo dicta ; sed est a simili, eo modo quo potentia se habet secundum
similitudinem ad actum.!

For a passion properly so called, two things are required : (1)
that one form be lost when a contrary form is acquired ; and (2) that
there be a material subject, since ““passion... o.uoﬁib,m with the
expulsion (of a contrary form) is only according to corporeal trans-
mutation.””? An example of this type of change would be Ezw heat of
the sun which expels the cold from the air or, again, change in quan-
tity, etc. Because the heating of the air is a motion, and motion
oceurs with time, the expulsion of the contrary quality involves time.
The subject must be gradually disposed to receive the new quality ;
in other words, this type of change is not instantaneous but takes time.

Passion commonly so called, on the other hand, is mv& of any
reception and requires neither the expulsion of 4 contrary form nor a
corporeal subject ; hence, St. Thomas explains both sensory and intel-
lectual knowledge as passions commonly taken.? In fact, the intellect
can undergo a passion, in the common sense of the term, in ?So ways :
first, insofar as the intellect considers here and now the knowledge it
already had ; second, insofar as the intellect goes from ignorance to
knowledge. This latter type of passion may occur in still another way,

namely, when the intellect goes from error to truth. This last instance
may seem to be contrary to the description of passion in the common
sense ; for one of its requirements is that no contrary form is lost.
St. Thomas says, however, that since the intellect can learn without
first being in error, learning in this way ““is not truly mbW alteration
from one contrary to another.” *+ We might add, also, that even false
knowledge is retained : we remember our false opinions _u”za we now
know them as false. As we will see, the knowledge of truth belongs
not to the first but to the second act of the intellect. ,

Passion commonly so called, however, is not. _.E&A,m& to the
intellectual order ; it is found even in the material. Hence, St.
Thomas says that the air is said to undergo a passion in the common
meaning of the term when it is illuminated.* For even Eo:wr light
is a corporeal quality, as we saw, it has no contrary ; .LE& conse-
quently, when the air is illuminated no contrary quality need be
expelled. In other words, the air, or rather, the diaphanum, is always
in the ultimate disposition to the form of light. As a result, the

diaphanum is illuminated instantaneously. |

Et quia luci nihil est contrarium, in suo susceptibili non potest habere
contrariam dispositionem : et propter hoe suum passivum, scilicet dia-

,
1. In IT de ., lect.11, nn.365-366. |
2. lu [Tz, q.22, 2.1, ¢.; cf. ad.1; 2.3, c. |
3. Ibid, a.1, c. |
. In II de An., leet.11, nn.367-370. |
. Ja 1T, .22, 2.1, ¢. ﬁ
|
|
|
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pbanum, semper est in ultima dispositione ad formam : et propter hoc
statim illuminatur.?

Although the pupil of the eye is a material organ, it is also,
like the air, a diaphanum.* When light or color strikes the eye,
therefore, no contrary quality is expelled as in natural immutations
and the change takes place immediately. Hence, St. Thomas calls
this a spiritual immutation of the medium and the sense organ, and
he says that it is like the immutation of the intellect by itsintentional
(spiritual) forms.* Because the organ of sight, therefore, is changed
in this “spiritual” way and not in a material way, sight is said to
be the most spiritual of the senses.

In support of this explanation there are three passages which
must be considered attentively.

1) “Spiritualis . . . (¢mmutatio est) secundum quod forma immutantis
recipitur in immutato secundum esse spirituale ; ut forma coloris in pupilla
quae non fit per hoc colorata. Ad operationem autem sensus requiritur
tmmutatio spiritualis, per quam intentio formae sensibilis fial in organo
sensus.*

2) Immutatio vero spiritualis est secundum quod species recipitur in
organo sensus aut in medio per modum intentionis, et non per modum naturalis
Jormae. Non enim sic recipitur species sensibilis in sensu secundum illud
esse quod habet in re sensibili.®

3) Actus enim sunt in susceptivis secundum modum ipsorum : et
ideo color est quidem in corpore colorato sicut qualitas complela in suo esse
naturali ; in medio autem incompleta secundum quoddam esse inientionale :
alioquin non posset secundum idem medium videri album et nigrum. Albedo
autem et nigredo, prout sunt formae completae in esse naturali, non possunt
simul esse in eodem : sed secundum praedictum esse incompletum sunt in
eodem, quia iste modus essend: propter suam imperfectionem appropinquat
ad modum quo aliquid est in aliqguo in potentia. Sunt autem in potentia
opposita simul in eodem.®

In regard to the first passage, it should be noted that the example
St. Thomas gives of a spiritual change is the reception of the form
of color into the pupil of the eye. We have already seen that he
considered the “form of color” a physical quality, and he implies
this truth here inasmuch as he says that color is received into the
pupil, a material organ. This reception is a spiritual change, how-
ever, inasmuch as no contrary quality is expelled from the pupil

. In II de An., lect.14, p.421.

. ITbid., lect.15, n.432.

. Ibid., lect.14, n.418.

. Ia, q.78, 2.3, c.

. In II de An., lect.14, n.418.

. In de Sen. et Sens., lect.5, n.62 ; ¢f. lect.19, n.201.
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which is a diaphanum and does not become colored. St. Thomas
calls “the form of color in the pupil” the “intention of Aﬁ&m sensible
form.” H

In the second text St. Thomas says that in the spiritual change
which oceurs in sensation the species is received not only in the organ
of the sense but also in the mediym in an intentional manner.”
Now the medium for sight is the diaphanum, a oogoamm_l quality as
we saw ; in fact, the pupil of the eye, which is diaphanus, is also a
medium allowing the immutation to reach the principle of vision
which is located near the brain.! This immutation is said to take
place in the organ or the medium, “in an intentional EE,EE..:

In the third passage, St. Thomas explains that by the intentional
presence of a sensible quality in a medium, he means an :EcoBEmam:

presence which “because of itg Imperfection approaches| the mode
by which something is potentially present in another.” Because
opposites can be potentially present in the same subject simultaneously,
St. Thomas uses this incomplete presence of colors in the diaphanum
to explain how the same medium can carry contrary colors|like black
and white. Hence, we arrive at the position, stated op,wﬁoﬂ that
when St. Thomas speaks of a “spiritual change” required for seeing,
he does not mean spiritual to be taken in the strict sense as the term
would be when applied to the intellect, Rather, he BmmcmW a change,
which does not involve the expulsion of g contrary quality and which
therefore can take place instantaneously. Hence, this “spiritual
change” refers only to the mode of tmmutation by which the sensible
qualities of physical bodies affect the Sense organ. In sight, at least,
this qualitative immutation is instantaneous. By “ mvmaﬁcu,_ change,”
St. Thomas in no way implies that the sensible qualities of the physical
body do not come into contact with the sensory organ. In regard
to vision he is quite explicit on this point. He writes : |

Oportet autem quod color movest diaphanum in actu, 1:3 aerem
vel aliquid huiusmodi ; et ab hoe movetur sensitivum, idest organum visus,
sicut a corpore sibi continuato. Corpora enim non se immutant, nisi se
tangant.?

Because sight involved only a “spiritual”’ immutation, it was
considered to be the most spiritual of the senses. The other senses
were not moved to their operations except through physical changes,
which St. Thomas describes thus : ,

|
Dico autem immutationem naturalem prout qualitas recipitur in
patiente secundum esse naturae, sicut cum aliquid infrigidatur vel calefit
aut movetur secundum locum ... Patet autem quod in tactu,|et gustu,

qui est tactus quidam, fit alteratio naturalis ; calefit enim et infrigidatur

1. Ibid., n.64.
2. In IT de An., lect.15, n.432.
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aliquid per contactum calidi et frigidi, et non fit immutatio spiritualis
tantum. Similiter autem immutatio odoris fit cum quadam fumali
evaporatione : immutatio autem soni, cum motu locali. Sed in immuy-
tatione visus est sols immutatio spiritualis.!

Accordingly, the senses other than sight do require a physical
change : but they also demand a “spiritual” one.? If, as we have
maintained, a “spiritual”’ change in sensation is a “common pas-
sion,” in which a sensible quality is received into the medium or
organ of the sense without expelling a contrary quality and, therefore,
takes place instantaneous] » how can this he verified of the other
senses ?

2° Smell.

Let us first consider smell. In his commentary on De Animaq?
there is a long passage in which St. Thomas seems to deny, at least
in the case of vultures aware of carrion over great distances — a fact
which was for a long time mistakenly but commonly attributed to the
vulture’s sense of smell* — that physical contact was established be-
tween the organ and the object emitting the odor. For he expressly
denies that an odorous exhalation from the object could reach the organ
of smell from so far. What does he mean, therefore, when he says
that the medium is changed “spiritually”” — even beyond the limits
of the object’s exhalation? It seems that ‘“‘spiritual change” when
said of smell eannot mean the same as it did in the context of sight.
For the passage under consideration seems to deny that the physical
quality itself reaches the organ of smell. In fact St. Thomas is
speaking precisely against those who explained all sensation in terms
of mere contact.® Furthermore, odors, like sounds, take time to
pass through their medium. St. Thomas states this explicitly :
“For it is manifest that someone close by is aware of a scent first.” 7
Apparently, a spiritual change in the medium cannot mean an instant-
aneous one, as we have maintained when treating sight.

What complicates our reading of this passage on smell is our
knowledge that science today speaks of odors as the gaseous or
molecular diffusion of substances which affect by contact the organ

1. Ibid., lect.14, n.418.
2. Ibid.; Ia, q.78, a3, c.
3. In I de An., lect.20, nn.492-495,

4. Vox BupbENBROCK, The Senses (Ann Arbor : The University of Michigan Press,
1958), p. 117.

5. In IT de An., lect.20, nn.492-193,
6. Jbid., n.492.
7. In de Sen. et Sena., lect.16, n.225,
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of smell.! Hence, the particles must be somehow in| contact with
the olfactory nerves to produce this sensation. St. Thomas, how-
ever, considered the fumalis evaporatio from the ozﬂwoﬁ to be the
remote, not the proximate cause of odors. The evaporation of
particles into the air by the action of heat on the object caused a
qualitative alteration of the air, which in turn came in/contact with
the sensory organ to produce the sensation of smell.| He explains
this in the following two passages : | .

1) Manifestum est autem quod odor est fumalis evaporatio : non qui-
dem ita quod fumalis evaporatio sit ipsa essentia odoris, hoe wiE improba-
tum est, secundo de Anima, longius enim diffunditur odor|quam fumalis
evaporatio ; sed hoe dicitur, quia fumalis evaporatio est 8:& quod sentiatur
odor. Fumalis enim evaporatio est ab igne vel a quocumque ecalido :
ergo odoratus in actu fit per caliditatem, quae principaliter est in igne ;

Lo

et ideo in temporibus et locis calidis flores sunt majores odoris.?

2) Huiusmodi autem (immutationes) quae perveniunt Tm singulorum

sensus, non sunt corpora defluentia a corpore sensibili, ut m:EpB posue-
runt ; sed singulum eorum est motus et passio medii .EEE?& per actionem
sensibilis . .. Et quamvis non sint corpora, non tamen sun sine corpore,
vel medio, quasi passo et moto a sensibili, quasi primo Boﬁﬁm et agente.
Sic ergo per praedicta patet, quod sonus pervenit ad auditum per multos
motus partium medii sibi invicem succedentes ; et mmbi est de odore,
nist quod mulatio odoris fit per alterationem medii : mBnEg%o autem soni
per motum localem.? ﬁ

So far, then, it has been established that, as in mmmﬂm so in smel-
ling, St. Thomas considered the sense to be in contact with the odi-
ferous object through the alteration of the corporeal ﬁm&EF The
problem still remains, however, of deciding whether this change in the
medium and in the organ is a physical one or a “ spiritual” one, in the
sense determined earlier. This immutation of the Bm@mﬁb and the
organ would seem to be a physical one since in the passage just quoted
St. Thomas says expressly that the medium in both hearing and smel-
ling is changed successively, while a ‘“spiritual’”’ change occurs

instantaneously. Furthermore, he says that ‘contrary oﬁoam. even in

their medium, are found to impede themselves.” ¢ If, then, the change
in the medium and organ were ‘spiritual” and, therefore, instant-

aneous, how could it occur successively? St. Thomas solves this

problem ingeniously. | .
As we have seen, he considered that the air became odiferous
through a qualitative change. A qualitative m:m;ﬂoj oceurs in a

1. George P. KLuBerTANZ, $.3., The Philosophy of Human Zizua (New York :
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Ine., 1953), p.107. ,
2. In de Sen. el Sens., lect.5, n.68. |
3. Ibid., lect.16, n.239. :
\L/ In IT de An., lect.20, n.193. !
; |
7
|
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different manner from changes in place or in quantity, although time,
‘““the measure of motion according to its before and after,” measures
every kind of motion.! In changes of place the motion must first ar-
rive at the middle of the distance before reaching the end of it. Hence,
the time which measures this motion will be, like the distance traversed,
divisible yet continuous.? A qualitative alteration, however, is not
like a change of place. “For sometimes it happens that the whole
body is altered simultaneously, and not one half of it first, just as we
see that a whole body of water is frozen at once.”® There is, of course,
a sense in which a qualitative change takes time, but the time in this
case measures the distance between the terms of the change. For
example, it takes more time for cold water to become hot than for
warm water to become hot.* Nevertheless, there are qualitative
changes according to contradictory terms, and therefore, such changes
do not admit of a mean between the two extremes, and occur instantan-
eously. St. Thomas explains this as follow :

Contradictio . . . est oppositio, cuius non est medium secundum se,
ut dicitur in primo Posteriorum, et eadem ratione supposita aptitudine
subjecti, cum privatio nihil aliud sit quam negatio in subjecta. Unde
omnes mutationes quarum termini sunt esse et non esse, vel privatio et
forma, sunt instantaneae, et non possunt esse successivae.’

Air, as we saw, is the medium for odor and is in potency to it.
Since the transition fron non-odiferous to odiferous is a change accord-
ing to contradictories, this change takes place instantaneously.

But how, then, does St. Thomas account for the fact mentioned
earlier, that odors take time to pass through the air? He explains it
as follows:

In alterationibus enim successivis attenditur successio secundum
distantiam unius contrarii ab alio (per) determinata medisa : in qua quidem
distantia tota magnitudo corporis, in quam potest immediate virtus primi
alterantis, consideratur sicut unum subiectum, quod statim simul ineipit
moveri. Sed, si sit corpus alterabile tam magnum, quod virtus primi
alterantis non possit ipsum attingere secundum totum, sed secundum
partem eius, sequitur quod prima pars primo alterata, alterabit conse-
quenter aliam. Et ideo dicit quod, si fuerit multum corpus quod calefit
vel quod congelatur, necesse est quod habitum patiatur ab babito, idest
quod consequens pars ab immediate praecedente alteretur. Sed prima
pars alteratur ab ipso primo alterante, et simul et subito, quia scilicet
non est ibi successio ex parte magnitudinis, sed solum ex parte contrariarum
qualitatum, ut dictum est.

1. In IV Phys., lect.3.

2. Ibid.,, VI, lect.3 ; In de Sen. et Sens., lect.16, nn.244-245, 251.

3. In de Sen. et Sens., lect.16, n.245.

4. Ibid.

. 1bid,, 0.246 ; of. In 1" Phys., lect.3, n.670. TN
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Haec autem est causa quare odor prius pervenit ad medium quam
ad sensum, quamvis hoe fiat per alterationem sine motu _Oapﬁ quia corpus
odoriferum non potest simul immutare totum medium, sed mEn,Ega partem
unam, quae immutat aliam ; et sic successive pervenit immutatio usque

ad olfactum per plures motus . . .! ;

Accordingly, the change of the air in becoming w&mm_.ocm is
instantaneous inasmuch as one part of the air takes on an odor instan-
taneously ; it is successive insofar as one part when altered, then
alters another part. Hence, odors travel through the mE by a series
of instantaneous motions. 7

As we saw earlier in discussing the power of mmmri a spiritual
change for St. Thomas means one which is instantaneous. . Accordin-
gly, since the air undergoes a series of instantaneous changes in be-
coming odiferous, it too is said to be changed “spiritually.” By the
“spiritual” immutations of the air, the odor reaches far ,Um%oum the
evaporation of particles from the object — even to the vulture hundreds
of miles away.? |

Once more, however, it should be stressed that this change in
the medium is ealled spiritual by reason of its mode of EB;QS@P»
What is received is a physical quality or sensible form! *“Odor,”
St. Thomas says, * is received in the air and the water . . . according to
its proper and natural being.” Hence, this explains why odors remain
in the air for awhile even after the odiferous object has Uomv removed,
and why one part of the air, having one become odiferous, can change
another part of the air.* :

The physical nature of the immutation of the Em&zﬁ, is brought
out also by the remark St. Thomas makes in the text about the

vulture :

In aliis autem sensibus apparet quaedam immutatio _,Hpazuwmm in

medio, sed non in visu. Manifestum est enim, quod soni et wmogm defe-
runtur per ventos vel impediuntur, colores autem nullo modo.

Hence, the motion involved is the physical immutation of the
medium ; the instantaneity, as we saw, accounts for the spiritual
immutation of the medium. For St. Thomas says that in every
sense but sight, ““there is no spiritual change iauoi.T natural
one.”’¢

W
. In de Sen. et Sens., lect.16, nn.247-248, ,

. In II de An., lect.20, n.495. W -
. Ibid., lect.14, n.418. ,
. In de Sen. et Sens., lect.15, n.242, :
. In II de An., lect.20, n.493. W
Ibid., lect.14, n.418, h
|
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3° Hearing.

According to St. Thomas hearing is like smelling inasmuch as
both these sensations demand a physical change in the object but not
in the sensory organ.! They differ, however, in the types of change
involved. An odor is caused by the evaporation of particles from an
object which produces a qualitative change in the medium affecting the
sensory organ ; a sound arises from a vibrating surface which produces
a local motion of the air, which is the medium for sound.?

St. Thomas bases his classification of sound as a local motion
on the fact that if one sees from afar something being struck, the
resulting sound reaches the ear some time latter. * It is clear,” he
writes, ‘‘that the sound does not reach the hearing as soon as the blow
which causes the sound is struck.”* And he strengthens this reason-
ing with the observation that when someone calls out to us from a
distance the words become jumbled, even though we hear the voice —
a fact which indicates that the sound of the words is carried through
the air “successively ” and that the air, as it were, loses the impression
made by whatever first caused the sounds.* In fact, this confusion of
sound may be caused either by another motion of the air, which im-
pedes the first one, as when many people are talking together, or it
may be due simply to the distance involved, just as we feel the heat
less intensely the further we are from the fire.5

All of this evidence indicates that sounds travel through the
air in successive motions. This is possible insofar as the air is easily
divisible and one part of the air can move another part. Hence,
there are different motions succeeding each other in the same air : ¢

It hoc etiam apparet in sono, qui causatur ex quadam aeris percus-
sione ; non tamen ita quod totus aer, qui est medius, uno motu moveatur
a percutiente ; sed sunt motus multi sibi succedentes ex eo quod una pars
primo mota movet aliam.’

In this way, therefore, a sounding object moves the air and this
movement passes through the air to the ear :

Sonus autem consequitur quemdam motum localem, inquantum
scilicet ex percussione causante sonum commovetur aer usque ad auditum ;
et ideo rationabile est, quod sonus prius perveniat ad medium, quam ad
auditum.?

1. fa, q.78, a.3, c.

3. In de Sen. et Sens., lect.16, n.239.
w.;&.,Pwﬁw&.&&._?mmm.
+

. Ibid., n.232.
5. Tbid., n.233.
6. Ibid., n.236.
7. Ibid., n.237.
8. Ibid., n.244,
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Sound, consequently, is s physical movement Omm a physieal
medium caused by a physical object. This percussion of the air by
the sounding object is not a series of instantaneous orpum,mm like those
by which odor was thought to travel through the air. Rather, in
sound, the movement is continuous and gradual as in-any w_oom_ motion.
In fact, St. Thomas explains that sound is like the motion of ﬂayam

in water : “

Considerandum est . . . quod generatio soni in aere oobmmn,,&_uﬁ. motum
aeris... Sic autem contingit de immutatione aeris apud generationem
soni, sicut de immutatione aquae, cum aliquid in aqua proiicitur. Mani-
festum est, enim quod fiunt quaedam regyrationes in circuitu aquae percussae.
Quae quidem circa locum percussionis sunt parvae, et motus fortis. In
remotis autem gyrationes sunt magnae, et motus debilior. Tandem
autem motus totaliter evanescit et gyrationes cessant. 7

Sic igitur intelligendum est, quod ad percussionem COrporum sonan-
tium, aer in gyrum movetur, et sonus undique diffunditur. Et in vicino
quidam gyrationes sunt minores sed motus fortior ; unde sonus fortius
percipitur. In remotis autem gyrationes sunt majores, et motus debilior,
et sonus obscurior auditur. Tandem autem deficit totum.!

It is by analogy with waves in water that he also explains an
echo : it is the sound wave rebounding from surface, mmﬁm&p:% from
a concave one. It might be noted, in passing, that St. Thomas inserts
this explanation of sound as a wave motion instead of Aristotle’s
explanation of echoes in terms of the refraction of light. After giving
his own explanation, St. Thomas then ecomments on W.E.mmﬁoaa.m.
The explanation of sound given today is substantially the same as that
of St. Thomas. W

In brief, then, a reverberating surface sends a seriés of sound
waves through the air. Hence, sound is a change in the air according
to local motion. Furthermore, since a sounding oE.moi sets off a
series of such waves in the air, the motions of the air subject to sound
are successive. There is a difference, then, between the| successive
motions in the air that were thought to convey odors and the successive
motions of the air that convey sound.? When subjeet to odor, the
air was seen as altered by a single series of discrete ﬁmwmmqum.aonm ;
when moved by sound, the air undergoes a whole series of ‘econtinuous
motions. 7

When discussing smell, we saw that the air was believed to
undergo a physical alteration which could also be ealled ‘( spiritual ”’
insofar as successive parts of the air were altered instantaneously.
Can we say likewise, that sound is also present in its medium spirit-
ually ? Certainly not insofar as the sound is travelling in a ,oObaE_czw

1. In I de An., lect.16, nn.447-448,
2. Inde Sen et Sens., lect.16. n.239.
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wave through the air, for that passage is measured by time and is not
instantaneous. Nevertheless, it can be said that sound is generated
in the air instantaneously or * spiritually ” inasmuch as the resounding
surface must be one which strikes the air suddenly, not allowing the
air to retreat :

Sed si percussio sit velox et fortis, tunc fit sonus ; quia ad hoc quod
fiat sonus, oportet quod motus percutientis praeveniat divisionem aeris,
ut aer adhuc adunatus sive collectus percuti possit, et in eo sonus generari.!

The sudden striking of the air generates a sound wave.

This generation, since it is a passage from non-sound to sound,
from its non-being to being, is instantaneous ? and, therefore, *spiri-
tual.” The air may be already in motion from other sounding
objects, and these sound waves so impede the new one that it is not
heard so clearly.® Nevertheless, this new sound in the air, though
somewhat impeded, is still instantaneously generated and, therefore,
spiritual in the sense already defined. Thus, after noting that “ sounds
and odors are carried or impeded by the winds,” and that “contrary
odors are found to impede themselves even in their medium,” 4
St. Thomas does not hesitate to say that the air undergoes a spiritual
immutation when subject to odor inasmuch as odor is instantaneoulsy
generated in succeeding parts.s Likewise, the generation of sound,
that is, the passage from non-sound to sound, in the air is instantaneous
and therefore spiritual. Unlike the many immutations of the air by
an odor, there is but a single generation of a sound wave and its
passage through its medium is according to local motion. Once
generated, then, the sound passes through the air, which is a con-
tinuum, and reaches the organ of hearing.®

St. Thomas followed Aristotle in maintaining that the organ
of hearing has air built into its very structure, so that the same
motion (sound wave) in the air outside will pass to the air within
the ear.” The air within the ear, however, is immobile, that is, it
has no sounding motion of its own, so that it is in potency to percussion
by the sounds coming to it from the outside and so ean discern different
sounds.® Accordingly, hearing is impeded when water gets into the
ear and when the air within the ear is in a state of percussion. When
a person, therefore, is conscious of a ringing sound in his ears or when

. In IT de An., lect.16, n.446.

. In de Sen. et Sens., lect.16, n.246.

. Ibid., n.233.

. In IT de An., lect.20, n.493.

Tbid., 0.495 ; In Sen. et Sens., lect.16, n.248
In 11 de An., lect.17, n.452.

. Ibid., n.453.

. Ibid., n.454.
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he continually hears a sound like that heard when a wof.b is placed
to the ear, this is a sign that his hearing is defective, Ibecause the
air within the ear has a percussion of its own which prevents, to some
extent, the reception of sounds from outside. |

The air within the ear is sealed off from the air oﬁmEm by the
tympanum auris — the ear drum ; and, if in good condition, it
has no such motion of its own.? Hence, when the sound travelling
through the air outside strikes the ear drum, similar new waves are
generated in the air inside, and so this generation, being|instantane-
ous, is a “ spiritual ” change in the organ of hearing. |

At this point it seems opportune to remark that St. Thomas’
insistance on the spiritual immutation of the media of the various
senses seems to have been required only by the physiological theories
of his day, according to which the external medium was also the
major component of the organ. For example, the diaphanum was
a quality present in both air and water and the eye being composed
of water also possessed this quality. Similarly, the ear had air built
into its very structure and air was the medium for sound. If then,
the senses had to undergo a spiritual change, so also did ?m external
media. |

Today, however, we know that all the sensible pcv:amm take
time to pass through their media ; we know the speed of sound and
even the speed of light. According to St. Thomas’ own ﬁwzbm:&o@a
therefore, we have to say that all the external media of| the senses
undergo physical, not spiritual, changes. It should be noted, however,
that this fact does not alter his theory of sensation in muiE:m really
essential. Whether or not there is a spiritual change in the sense
organs we will consider later. |

It might also be pointed out here that St. Thomas’ insistence
on a spiritual change in the external media as well as in| the organs
of sense clearly indicates the error of those who intepret {the phrase
“spiritual change” in the context of sensation to mean a change in
the sense power as something distinet from the physical change in
the organ. Such an interpretation, as we saw, does not ‘even agree
with the letter of what St. Thomas wrote !

|
4° Taste. |

Taste and touch are the least ‘““spiritual” of the senses, since
they suppose a physical change in both the object and the sense.
Flavor is the proper object of taste and the tongue is 'the organ.
It is, then, a distinct sense. Yet its affinity to touch is so close

1. Ibid., n.458. W
2. Ibid., n.454. W
3. Ia.,, .78, 2.3, ¢c. ”
i
|
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that St. Thomas calls it a “certain touch.” He does this for two
reasons : 1) because taste becomes aware of its object by touching
it, and 2) because, even though flavor is a proper object distinet
from those of any other sense, it is, nevertheless, founded in moisture
as in its matter, and moisture is a proper object of touch.!

It might seem that since the flavored object and the tongue
must be moist to produce a sensation, then moisture is the medium
of taste. St. Thomas, following Aristotle, denies this on the ground
that taste is a “certain tangible,” and, like touch, has no extrinsic
medium.? The other senses can know their objects at a distance,
but not taste. And even if a body of water were to be flavored by
the presence of something sweet in it, the water would still not be a
medium because the water would undergo a physical immutation
from the flavored object. “Whence,” he says, “taste does not
perceive the flavor of the distant body, as the flavor of such a body,
except insofar as the water is changed by such a body.”* And a
sign of the natural immutation is that the addition of water weakens
the flavor ; whereas in a medium such as the transparent, which
undergoes a ‘‘spiritual” immutation only, the eye perceives color
as pertaining to the object and not to the air. Furthermore, a color
is not weakened by being seen through its medium, but rather, it
appears ‘“‘ according to the same measure " it has in the object. Hence,
rather than being the true medium, the wet is related to flavoras light
is to color. For just as by light colors become actually visible, by
moisture flavors become actually gustable. Consequently, as a dis-
tinct sense, taste perceives flavors ; but as a “certain touch? it
perceives the moist.1

The physical change in the organ and the object is two-fold in
sensations of taste. First of all, both must be moistened, and,
secondly, they must come into physical contact. Like the other
senses, taste also requires a “spiritual”’ change. How this is found
in taste will be seen after we have considered the sense of touch.

5° Touch

St. Thomas introduces his discussion of touch by remarking
that touch seems to be the least spiritual of all the senses even though
it is the foundation of the others.s But touch itself is not one sense
but many, since it has for its object many distinet sets of contraries :
“hot and cold, wet and dry, hard and soft, and certain others of

. In II de dn., lect.21, n.504.
. Ibid., n.502.

. Ibid., n.506.

. Ibid., nn.507-510.

. Ibid., lect.22, n.517.
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this kind, heavy and light, sharp and dull, and the ,Emm..: And
even though other senses contain different sets of 85,518. theirs
are all reducible to one primary and per se aobeummm% hich dis-
tinguishes one sense from the other. For example, sounds are basically
high or low, but they may also be shrill or deep. Nevertheless, even

though the different contraries of tangible qualities havé no common

genus, they pertain to a body precisely as a body. For it is by
these qualities that the components of the body are distinguished
from one another.? | .

Psychologists have been able to subordinate some of the species
of tangible objects mentioned by St. Thomas, e.g., by reducing the
species of touch to the senses of temperature and E.mmmfuw.

The temperature sense reveals the warmth or coldness of an
object relative to the sensory organ. By the sense of pressure or
resistance we know the pressure exerted by an outside object upon us
relative to the internal pressure of the body. When movement,
either of the organ or of the object, is combined with E.mmmE.m there
results the feeling of roughness or smoothness ; when ‘temperature
sensations concur with pressure sensations the experience of wetness
or dryness is produced. Other sensations, such as those of movement
of the body and its organs, seem to be reducible to the moumm of pressure,
while sensations caused by electrical stimulation can be explained
as a combination of pain, pressure, and heat. Thus rw least two
species of touch are recognized today : the temperature sense and
the pressure sense, both of which are included in the common genus
of the tangible.? Both these sensations are usually: experienced
simultaneously ; nevertheless, each of them has its own receptors
over the surface of the body.* W

The sense of touch has both an extrinsic and an intrinsic medium,
according to Aristotle. The extrinsic medium is either lair or water
which surround all bodies, even those whieh are so a_oﬂmm that they
seem to be touching.® These extrinsic media of the sense of touch,
however, in no way hinder sensation, since both air and water —
especially when found in small quantities — easily take of extraneous
qualities. Consequently, we do not notice the extrinsic media in
ammwmmumnoz%mmémmomugmogmwmmbmom.ma. .Hrosﬂmm ooEﬁmnmm

the media of the different senses as follows : ﬁ

... tangibilia differunt a visibilibus et sonativis, exieo quod illa
sensibilia sentimus per hoc quod movent medium, et iterum medium movet

1. Ibid., n.519. |
2. Ibid., n.524. |
3. KruuBeRTANZ, The Philosophy of Human Nature, pp.108-110. i
Von BUppENBROCEK, T'he Senses, p. 124 for tactile sensations, Eu.wwmw.:ww for heat
|
|
|
|
|

L

sensations.
5. In II de 4n., lect.23, nn.531-532.
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nos ; sed tangibilia sentimus per medium extraneum, non quasi moti a
medio extraneo, sed simul cum medio movemur a sensibili.!

In sensations of touch and taste, we are affected not by the medium
but together with it.

St. Thomas then explains how the medium and the organ of
touch are moved together by contrasting the movements of the media
of the different senses.

Hoc autem quod dicitur “simul ” non est intelligendum secundum
ordinem temporis fanfum; quia efiam in visu simul movetur medium ab
objecto, et sensus a medio; fit enim visio sine successione. Perceptio autem
soni et odoris, cum successione aliqua : ...sed hoc referendum est ad
ordinem causae. In aliis enim sensibus, immutatio medii est causa quod

- immutetur sensus, non autem in tactu. Nam in aliis sensibus medium est

ex necessitate, in tactu autem quasi per accidens, inquantum aceidit
corpora se tangentia esse humectata.? :

This passage explains quite clearly that in touch (and taste)
the extrinsic medium and the sense are moved in the same instant,
as was also thought to happen in vision ; nevertheless, the movement
of the extrinsic medium in touch is not a true cause of the sensation
but only an accidental condition. It is important to note, however,
that St. Thomas states explicitly that in touch (and taste) the sense
and the external medium are changed simultaneously and without
succession, that is, instantaneously and “ spiritually ”” as they are
in sight.

At this point, Aristotle proceeds to show the necessity of an
intrinsic medium of touch and taste. He writes :

In general, flesh and the tongue are related to the real organs of touch
and taste, as air and water are to those of sight, hearing, and smell. Hence
in neither the one case nor the other can there be any perception of an
object if it is placed immediately upon the organ, e.g., if a white object
is placed on the surface of the eye. This again shows that what has the
power of perceiving the tangible is seated inside. Only so would there be
a complete analogy with all the other senses. In their case if you place the
object on the organ it is not perceived, here if you place it on the flesh it is
perceived ; therefore flesh is not the organ but the medium of touch.’

Like all the other senses the organ of touch itself must not possess
the qualities which it senses. Touch is in potency to such tangible
qualities as hot and cold, wet and dry. Hence the organ of touch
must consist of a delicate balance of these contraries. For unlike

1. Ibid., n.543 ; cf. nn.540-542.
2. Ibid., n.544.
3. De Anima, 11, c.11, 423 b 18-25.
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the other senses, such as sight whose organ is o&ou_omhm. the organ
of touch and its medium cannot be without any .rmwa or cold, moisture
or dryness, since it is made of components which have ?mmw proper
qualities.! Consequently, since the organ of touch m“b,m the mo.mr.
its medium, naturally possess some mmmgm of heat and since sensation
is a passion, in order to sense something hotter or colder, the organ
must itself take on the different degree of ﬁmbmnwaEmn In so mc.E@
however, it looses the degree of temperature natural to it, Mmbmm.sowm
of touch, therefore, involve a passion in the proper meaning of the
word, a motion in the sense of an actus imperfects. o

There is, however, a respect in which even touch is spiritual,
or instantaneous : touch requires a physical contact [that is not

engendered. St. Thomas explains this as follows :

Hoc nomen ingenitum dicitur tribus modis. @:oEB. primus est
prout dicitur aliquid ingenitum, quod quidem nunc est, mw& prius non erat,
tta tamen quod hoc contingat sine generatione et transmutalione etus quod esse
incipit ; sicut aliqui ponunt exemplum mw eo quod o.mﬁ tangi et moveri ;
dicunt enim quod tactum et motum non @35.:%“ generari. Ha Ewn vwovwﬁ.ua
est in V Physic., quia, cum generatio sit quaedam species| motus sive

|

transmutationis, si motus generaretur, sequeretur quod Bz_wm.SoEm esset

mutatio. Sic ergo tactus et motus, licet esse s:.ausw:a:r Ss.,&: dicuntur
ingenita, quia non generantur nec nota sunt generari. |

This passage, in fact, indicates that touch — and j.mmom every
sensation — is instantaneous and czmmbm.sﬁmm. For PJ stotle w:&
St. Thomas consider sensation as a passion (patz) E.E as a vam
moved (moveri). Consequently, mmbom there is no N.doSoj of motion,
the sensation itself, that is, the passion or the being Eok.mm of @m
sense, is instantaneous. In other words, the mode of the gmmutation

s spiritual. W
f mmm.ww %MWEmm does, in fact, state even more oxﬁmo#m% ﬁﬂz.m all
sensation is instantaneous. For in discussing whether sensible objects

move the medium before the sense itself, St. Hvoamm says that it
would be insufficient to answer the question negatively on ﬁ:m grounds

that all sensation is instantaneous. He writes : ,

Posset. enim aliquis putare quod mmum.mgr.m. non m&cm perveniant ad
medium quam ad sensum, quia sensus simul percipit mmum_w:mm absque
successione, ita quod in auditione non prius est audire quam mj&e:n_ esse,
sieut in successivis prius est moveri quam motum esse ; sed EE«& dum
aliquis audit, jem audivit, quia in instanti w«.dma::w. tota @&&:8. mu“
universaliter hoc est verum in omni sensu, quod simul scilicet aliquod sentit

% , =
et sensit. Et hoc ideo quia non est generatio eorum, sed sunt auwn:a Siers.

”
5 ﬁ

L. In II de An., lect.23, n.548.
2. In I de Celo et Mundo, lect.24, n.239 ; cf. ibid., u.245. |
3. In de Sen. ct Sens., lect.16, 1.22S. !
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He then explains that something can be called generated when
it comes into being through successive motions. Thus g form, for
example, such as whiteness, is generated inasmuch as it is the term
of successive changes. 1j ewise, fire is said to be generated because
the dispositions to burning are acquired through successive alteration
as in drying wood. For wood does not burn unless properly con-
ditioned.!

On the other hand, something can begin to be without generation
and without any successive motion in what so comes to be, both in
regard to the thing itself which is acquired gradually, and in regard

t0 any successive predispositions. St, Thomas gives as an example

of a luminous body. “ And likewise,”” he concludes, ““ without any
pre-existing change in it a sense begins to sense when the sensible
comes into suitable relationship with it. And therefore, at the same
time as one ig sensing he has already sensed.”® Sensation, therefore,

is caused instantaneously . . . and “spiritually.”

Summary. From this discussion of each external sense it is clear
that when St. Thomas speaks of the senses as undergoing a spiritual
transmutation he in no way implies that sensible species are spiritual
in the way that intelligible species are. On the contrary, a sensible
object, such as an odor or a sound, is a physical quality from a natural
object : “It is necessary . .. that the sense corporally and materially
receive the similitude of the thing which is sensed.” 3 Because,
however, a Sensory organ is made up of material components in such
a way that it is in potency to receive one kind of sensible quality,
the sense is by nature proximately disposed to recejve that form.
Sensation, therefore, like intellection, is a “common passion”’ since
it is a passion in which 1o contrary form need be expelled :

: - - 0N omnino se habet in sensy et intellectu, sicut in corporibus natura-
libus. Corpus ensm naturale recipit formas secundum esse nalurale et mate-
riale, secundum quod habent in se contrarietatem : et ideo non potest idem
corpus simul recipere albedinem et nigredinem : sed sensus et intellectus
recipiunt formas rerum spiritualiter et immaterialiter secundum esse quoddam
inientionale prout non habent contrarielatem. Unde sensus et intellectus
simul potest recipere species sensibilium contrariorum. Cuius simile
potest videri in diaphano, quod in una et eadem sui parte immutatur ab
albo et nigro : quia immutatio non est materialis secundum esse naturale.’

1. Ihid., n.229,

2. I'bid., n.230. :

3. In II de An., lect.12, n.377 ; cf. /n de Sen. el Sens., lect.16, n.142.

L. T de Sen. et Seus., lect. 19, n.291, 7
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Furthermore, a passion which oceurs M.&Eoi.. A.&a oﬁ%&mmg o.m a
contrary form takes place mbmgugbmozmq, since no time @jﬁmmm during
which the subject is gradually &m@om.mm to receive apfnmﬂ mo.uB.
Consequently, the passions of sensation and Eﬁwmmcﬁwb are ins-
tantaneous, and so St. Thomas calls them both muﬁ«mzm@.. .Hw
avoid confusion, however, we must repeat e.vma au.o word W spiritua,
is analogous. In psychology it is used in its .mﬁ.sﬂmﬁ sense only of
the rational powers, which have universal objects and do not have

an organ. It is used of the senses, SE.&H are organic powers, QEM
in reference to the mode of their immutation by a.uon proper objects ;
for the senses, like the intellect, undergo a passion, in the common
meaning of the term, which is Fmembam“nwosm. >co9.m&b.m4_%“ .Emm, ~m.Mm
the sense depends on physical immutations, the more it is spiritual.

Yet, granted that the explanation presented here is Eum.ﬂ of m.w:
Thomas, the question must still be raised whether or not ﬁ,:m analysis
is still valid in the light of modern science. We now know, m:. example,
that nerve impulses take time to pass from the external sense organs
to the brain. It might seem then that we can hardly ﬂmmmn% the
passions of the senses as instantaneous or meE_EE today., )

We should recall, however, that moooa:.wm to H.bommab %w%mpoucm%
each sense is by nature so constructed ﬁr&m it receives ou_m\ one type
of stimulation : the cones of the eye emit an impulse only when
stimulated by color, the ear only Sw.pow .mﬁ.:ow .v% sound waves, etc.
Each sense, then, undergoes a passion in sensing. H.,siwvmdbwam. a
sense organ such as the eye is an organ precisely Emmscmw as it can
transform a light wave into a nerve impulse, and, mutatis mutandis,
this applies to all the other senses as well. 20 sense; gmw&%nw
retains its proper sensible and so no contrary m:pr@ need ,Um mxwo _w.
from the organ when it is acted upon. Using St. Hronw.mm termi-
nology, then, we would say that the senses Ea.mwm.o a vmmmwou in the
common meaning of the word. Lastly, since ;. is the jmaE.m of a
sense organ to generate a nerve impulse E.Bm&mﬂ_% upon contact
with its proper sensible quality, the sense is H.VBEB.%&% disposed
to react to its proper object. Thus the vmmEoﬁ égor,ﬁ the sense
undergoes is instantaneous, that is, in St. Thomas ﬂo&m* the Boa.m
of its immutation is spiritual. St. HroEmmw analysis, ﬁmwmmoumv is
certainly valid today, and its significance will be seen more clearly
in the following section. ,

II. SENSATION AS A SPIRITUAL PASSION ﬂ

|
The discussion so far has shown what St. Thomas means when
Lo, . . .
he says that a species is received “spiritually”’ into a Sensory organ.

1. In 1T de An., lect.14. 0418 ; la, q.78. 2.3, c.; Q. D. de An., 2.13, le.
7N
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It should be kept in mind, however, that to say that a species is
received into an organ, as St. Thomag frequently does,! is to use
the figure of speech synecdoche. For the organ is only part of a
sense ; the sense itself is a composite, and it is the sense, strietly
speaking, which receives the species.?

For man is a composite of matter and form, of body and soul ;
and since matter is for the sake of form, man’s body is organized
according to the requirements of his rational soul.? Consequently,
nature provides a corporeal organ for those powers of the soul which
cannot be without one. Although endowed with many powers, man
has but one substantial form, which is, along with matter, an essential
part of the human composite. Therefore, “ the whole soul is in every
part of the body according to the totality of the perfection of the
species.” In other words, the soul is the substantial form not only
of the body as a whole but of each part as well. According to the
totality of its powers, however, the whole soul is not present in every
part of the body. Rather the soul is present according to one of its
powers in the particular organ which nature provides for the operation
of that power. More simply, an organic power of the soul, which
is not the soul itself, is said to inform its organ. Consequently, a
sense, such as sight or hearing, is composed of a power of the soul
and its organ. Therefore, St. Thomas says, ‘“the power is the
quasi form of the organ.”* Since matter exists for form, and an
organ for its power, the sense organ is made of such components
as render it a suitable instrument for the reception of one type of
sensible form. Consequently, he adds, “Sense is a certain ratio,
that is proportion (of the material components), and a form and
power ... of a magnitude.”s And precisely because the power and
the organ form a unit, any serious damage to the organ destroys
the sense.t It is, furthermore, the sensory composite which acts :
“...the act (of sensation) does not belong to the power alone, but
to the composite of power and corporeal organ.”?

Strictly speaking, even this manner of expression is by way of
synecdoche, since actions are attributed to the supposit. Hence,
to be perfectly exact one should say that man acts through his senses.
However, for the sake of simplicity, St. Thomas frequently uses
synecdoches, and so do we.

In de Sen. et Sens., lect.2, n.20.

- In ITI de An., lect.7, n.685.

Q.D.de An., 88, ¢.; ad. 1.

In IT de An., lect.24, 0.555; cf. ibid., lect.12, 0.377 ; I1I, lect.7. n.684.
Ibid., 1T, lect.24, n.555.

. Ibid., n.556 ; III, lect.7, n.G8S.

. Ibid.. TIX. lect.7, n.685.
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If, therefore, we say that it is the sense which H.moamﬁ,wm the species
and the sense which acts, what precisely is the relationship between
the reception and the act? In other words, what is mgm%aon ?

1° “ Sentire est quoddam pati . m

St. Thomas describes sensation in both passive and m,yaaﬁw terms,
such as paii,' moveri? actus;® motus,* actus perfectt,’ :,,m.:u,. esse in
actu,” agere® and operatio.® As a result of this wwommojmaob of de-
seriptions many modern Thomists describe sensation as an immanent
operation that follows upon the reception of a species wz the sense.

This explanation is reported by Father Gardeil : |

We have. .. to remember that in the process of sensation there are
two phases : the passive phase, in which the sense is informed and de-
termined to the external object ; and the active phase, which properly
constitutes the act of knowledge, and in which the informed faculty de-
termines itself. This is how the commentators in general| explain the
matter . . .1° |

|

Likewise, Father Klubertanz says that :Wboiu,m is... an
activity, a dynamism, an operation.”1t He speaks of a species as
a “prerequisite for intentional activity 2 and says ﬂrpa?rm species
is “the inhering formal cause from which knowledge ﬁwg,mmmm. The
formal principle is a cause, the act of knowing is an effect.’’ 13

A similar explanation is given by Father Koren, who writes :

The mere reception of an impressed species is not yet cognition.
For this reception is purely passive on the part of the receiving potency,
while cognition is action.

f
.W
L. Ibid., II, lect.10, n.350 ; III, lect.7, n.675. !
2. Ibid., I, lect.10, n.350. m
3. Ibid., 111, lect.2, n.593. ;
4. Ibid., lect.12, n.766 ; In de Sen. et Sens., lect.17, n.261. 7
3. In IIT de An., lect.12, n.766. ,
5. In de Sen. et Sens., lect.17, n.261. A
7. In II de An., lect.10, n.356. |
8. Ibid. W
9. In I11 de An., lect.12, n.766 ; In de Sen. et Sens., lect.17, n.261. |

10. H. D. GarbEIL, 0.7., Introduction to the Philosophy of St. S\Sl:i, Aquinas :
I1I. Psychology, trans. John .\. Otto (St. Louis ; B. Herder Book Co., 1959), pp. 53-54.
Cf. the remainder of this section (n0.2) where he attributes the physical &Enww to the
sense organ and the intentional change to the sense power. Read also the explanatory
footnote (no. 10) of the Translator. i

11. KLUBERTANZ, s.3., The Philosophy of Human Nature, p. 71. ﬁ

12. Ibid., p.74. |
13. Ibid., p.75. !

|
|

“ SBPIRITUALITY ”’ AND SENSATION 213

The physical change which oceurs in cognitive sense organs is not
the impressed species of sense cognition. Such physical changes may be
prerequisite, but they belong to the material order.!

Later on he defines cognition as “an immanent action by which the form
of an object is had immaterially.”? He also states explicitly : “The
external senses are passive in the sense that they need to be acted
upon before being fully ready to elicit their act of sensation.”?

This interpretation of sensation seems to find support in many
passages of St. Thomas, for example : ““This motion (i.e. of sensation)
is an act of what is perfected : for it is the operation of a sense already
rendered in act by its species.”’* On the other hand, however, if
St. Thomas thought of sensation as an activity or operation produced
by a sense informed by a species, how then could be repeatedly
state that sensation consists in a passion and is completed in a passion ?
He writes :

. . . sentire consistit in moveri et pati® ...sentire consistit in quodam
alterari et pati® ... cognitio sensus perficitur in hoc ipso quod sensus a
sensibili movetur.” Anima igitur sensitiva non se habet in sentiendo sicut
movens et agens, sed sicut id quo patiens patitur® . .. si vero operatio illa
consistit in passione, adest ei principium passivum, sicut patet de principiis
sensitivis in animalibus.® ... sensum affici est ipsum efus sentire.\®
- . . sentire perficitur per actionem senstbilis in sensum.! | | | duplex ope-
ratio. Una seeundum solam immutationem, et sic perficitur operatio
sensus per hoc quod immutatur a sensibili.’> . . . cognitio sensus exterioris
perficitur per solam tmmutationem sensus a sensibili.13

The answer to this apparent contradiction is that, for St. Thomas,
*‘operation” and “action” do not always mean the exercise of an

1. Henry J. Korex, c.s. 8p., An Introduction to the Plilosophy of Animate Nulure
(St. Louis : B. Herder Co., 1955), p.98.

2, Ibid., p.101.
1bid., p.117.
- In II de An., lect.12, n.766.
1¥id., 11, lect.10, n.350.
1bid., lect.13, n.393.
- In IV Sent., d.50, q.1, a.4, sol.
8. Cont. Gent., 11, ¢.57, “‘sed hoc esse . . .’
9. Ibid., ¢.76, “Item. In natura.. ”
10. Ia, q.17, 2.2, ad 1.
11. Ibid., q.27, a.5, c.
12. Ibid., q.85, 8.2, ad 3.

13. Quodlib. V, q.5, 8.2, ad 2. 'This series of texts has been taken from Bernard J. F.,
LONERGAN, 5.3., “ The Concept of Verbum in the Writings of St. Thomas Aquinas,”
Thevlogical Studies, VIIT (September, 1947), p. 435, Although primarily concerned witl
the intellect, this article treats many terms which St. Thomas uses in the context of sensa-
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|
f
efficient omz.mmmﬁ% that produces something other than Eﬁ in m@&ﬁow
to the operation, but can refer simply to a “kind of vmﬁm in mam.:
Consequently, the senses are actuated in the sense o :@Q.Em perfecti,
simply by receiving the species from the mou.ﬁzw object; and so
the act or operation of sense consists in a bassion. St. Thomas
explains this unambiguously : ,

Videbatur enim repugnare, quod sentire &ox.“E. in m%&. a.m quod
dictum est, quod sentire est quoddam Dati et moveri. Esse enim in actu
videtur magis pertinere ad agere. Et ideo ad hoe ouwobmb&.ﬁm dicit quod
tla dicimus sentire in actu, ac si dicamus, quod pati et movert sint quoddam
agere, id est quoddam esse in aciu. .ZmB. motus est .aEmmmw actus, .mw.m
imperfectus... Est enim actus existentis In potentia, ma&,aoa mobilis.
Sicut igitur motus est actus, ita moveri et sentire est on&&,u agere, vel

esse secundum actum.! |

Sensation, therefore, is an operation men.Eor as the mmbmm Possesses
a species in act. The operation consists in the actual possession of
the species, for operation here simply means that i.s sense is in act.
As a consequence, St. Thomas identifies the owmgﬁo.b of sense .dﬁar
the passion, as in saying that since nature Uao.ﬁmmm mc_ﬂm@;w .@Ezﬁu_am
for operation, when the operation is an meaobw the EE.,QU.E is an
active power ; but when the operation is a passion the ﬁzwgﬁw 8 a

passive power : |

Item. In natura cuiuslibet moventis est principium mcmmommum &m
operationem naturslem mm:mmmB : et si nmimB operatio illa m@.um_mﬁma in
actione, adest ei principium activum, sicut patet de potentiis animae

nutritivae in plantis ; s; vero operatio illa consistat in passione, adest et
principiwm passivum, sicut patet de potentits sensitivis in animalibus.

|

If “operatio,” when used of the senses, mmmE.mmmW that the
sense is actuated in undergoing a passion, so, too, mommw the word
‘“actio.” ,

Dicit ergo (Aristoteles) primo, quod in libro de Anima dictum est
de sensu et seniire, id est de potentia sensitiva et acty etus . . . . Vocat a&ﬁ:
sentire passiones, quia actio sensus in patiendo fit .. . @E@Ezaaﬂm sit
sensus, et quare animalia sentiant, ostendit circa mumB. mmanum_. &@. h:ﬁma ;
per hoc scilicet quod enimalia recipere possunt species .wgﬂw&gzﬂa sine
materia.’

St. Thomas likewise interprets in a similar way the word
when used of sensation :

“motus”’

W
|
1. In II de An., lect.10, n.356. ,
2. Cont. Gent., II, ¢.76, “ Item. In natura...” :
3. IndeSen.et Sens., lect.2,0.19. Cf. InIITded n., lect.2, n.588 ; and LoNERGAN,
“The Concept of Ferbum .. .” pp. 416-417. ,
N,
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Unde, cum operatio sensitiva nihil aliud sit quam usus quidam quo
anima utitur potentis, sensitiva, erit motus quidam ipsius potentiae, in-
quantum sensus movetur a senstbils, 1

In the light of this discussion the interpretation of sensation
given by many Thomists clearly is not that of St. Thomas himself.
For him, at least, external sensation is not an operation caused by and
distinet from the reception of a species in the sense. It is, rather,
the passion itself which the sense undergoes in being put into act by
the reception of g species. Thus for him “ the knowledge of an

external sense is completed solely by the immutation of the sense by
the sensible.””?

2° An interpretation of certain texts.

In his commentary on Aristotle’s De Sensy e Sensato, St. Thomas
seems to say just the opposite.

Ipsa autem visio secundum rei veritatem mon est passio corporalis,
sed principalis etus causa est virtus animae . . .

Sciendum tamen quod praedicta apparitio (the reflection of an object
which can be seen in the eye of another), quantum ad primam receptionem
formae quae est visionis, est corporalis, non enim visio est actus animae
nisi per organum corporeum : et ideo non est mirum si habeat aliquam
causam ex parte corporeae passionis ; non tamen ita quod ipsa corporea passio
sit idem quod visip. Sed aliqua causa est eius quantum ad primam, ut ita
dicam, percussionem formae visibilis ad oculum . ..

- . . 8ed in oculo est aliquid aliud, quod visionem causat, scilicet virtus
visiva,3

Hrmmmwgmpmmmmgnm explicitly that vision is not the corporeal

passion and that the principle cause of vision is the power of the soul.
of sensation in terms of g passive and an active phase.* Seeing that
such an interpretation appears foreign to the statements of St, Thomas
quoted earlier, how can these other passages be explained ?

First of all, it should be noted that in the texts just quoted
St. Thomas does say that the corporeal passion, in which the form
of the visible thing first strikes the eye, is a certain cause of vision.
He further remarks that because vision is an act of the soul (a synec-
doche) using a corporeal organ, it is no wonder that vision involves
a corporeal passion. Even in these passages, then, the physical
Passion is a cause of sensation.

1. In de Sen. et Sens., lect.18, n.261.

2. Quodlib. V., q.5, 8.2, ad 2.

3. Inde Sen. et Sens., lect.4, nn.50-52.

4. Cf. Garpem, Psychology, p.53. W\J
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. . : | m.
Nevertheless, to say that the physical passion is a cause o
sensation is not wo say, as we saw earlier, that .:Wboimmmm of an
external sense is completed solely by the immutation of the sense by
the sensible.”* Yet there is no real opposition here. We _o.om_ﬁam
that the ‘“power of the soul which is the H.z.muon.urw cause Vow vision
refers to the common sense or to the power of sight as participating
in the common sense. In this way, the knowledge of the external

. |
sense as such is completed in a passion, but the awareness of that

|

sensible passion cannot occur without the common sense, the «.. Pma
and common principle” of sensation.? To prove _“Em position,
however, it must be shown that in the passages n;og.a Wmvoﬁw. St.
Thomas actually refers to the common sense in saying that the
“principle cause” of vision is :erm. power of the soul ”” and even
where he says that ““the power of vision’ in the eye causes vision.

St. Thomas says that a sense is composed of a power and an
organ and that the power is present in the organ. Ob the other
hand, he also says that the wvirtus visiva or the anima sive mms.w,awwgﬁ
animae is not in the outer surface of the eye but rather that “the
principle of vision is internal near the g.mEc where the {two nerves
proceeding from the eyes are joined aommgma.. 3 From ﬁfm., it might
seem possible to conclude that by wvirtus vistva and U,EEGF of
vision, St. Thomas must mean the common sense. mﬁwémﬁwb St.
Thomas considers the organ of sight to include not only ﬁ—o eyes but
the internal nerves as well. Ogmm@smua.%v when he says age the
principle of vision is not in the eye but internal near Em brain, he
is not placing the virtus visiva outside the organ of sight. Further-

e
more, the seat of the common sense was not, to his mind, near the
brain, but near the heart.! Therefore, if it is to be mrogwb ﬁu.ma by
virtus visiva St. Thomas means the common sense, mbo@aa line of

t be found. W
Sm:%mwﬁ M._Mmamﬁ is to be found in the &mozm&ob.& awo common
sense in St. Thomas’ commentary on the De Anima. | For there
he notes that “to see’” may mean the immutation .om _wrm eye by
color or it may mean the awareness we have of sensing ,Woowou.. He

writes : ﬂ

Sentire ergo visu dupliciter dicitur. .SS .Ee&e. maocumﬁw quod visu
sentimus nos videre. Alio modo, cum visu S@oBcw. oo~oumj e Hw&m
ergo solutio ad hoc, quod actio visus potest .ogm&mgwr vel .mmomumcg a#o :
consistit in immutatione organi a sensibili exteriori, et sic non sentitur
nisi color. Unde ista actione, visus non videt se .Smmam. ELE est actio
visus secundum quam, post immutationem organi, judicat de ipsa percep-

1. Quodlib. V, .5, 2.2, ad 2.

2. I'n de Sen. et Sens., lect.19, n.288.
3. 1bid., lect.5, n.GL. -
4, ITn ITI de An., leet.3, n.611 ; In de Sen. ¢t Sens., lect.5, nn.73-76. ,
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tione organi a sensibili, etiam abeunte sensibili : et sic visus non videt
solum colorem, vel sentit, sed sentit etiam visionem coloris.!

It is, of course, by the common sense that we are aware of the
immutations of the external senses.? Yet in the text just quoted,
St. Thomas does not hesitate to say that “by sight we sense that we
are seeing.” The reason he ean call the common sense the power
of sight is this: “Potentia ergo illa, qua videmus nos videre, non
est extranea a potentia visiva, sed differt ratione ab ipsa.”’s  All the
senses, therefore, somehow share in the common sense, and they do
so inasmuch as they are all powers of the one sensitive soul :

Unde intelligendum est, quod anima, idest sensus communis, unus
numero existens, sola autem ratione differens, cognoscit diversa genera

sensibilium, quae tamen referuntur ad ipsum secundum diversas potentias
sensuum propriorum.*

Notice, then, that the power by which we see that we see, namely, the
common sense, is not foreign to, is not really other than, the power
of sight, but differs from the latter sola ratione ; Whereas they are
nonetheless the same power subjecto or re. These powers differ in
notion, but not as one thing from another ; while their difference in
notion, that is according to their definitions, is based upon a reality
that is one and the same subject. If these powers differed more than
in notion, if they differed by their subjects, we could never see that
we see, nor hear that we hear ; we would see without knowing it,
which is the same as not to see, like a mirror reflecting an image.
Accordingly, when stressing the unity of sense operations, Aristotle
and St. Thomas sometimes expressly attribute the operations of the
external senses to the common sense, as in the following passage :

Considerandum autem est hic, quod ubicumque sint diversae potentiae
ordinatae, inferior potentis, comparatur ad superiorem per modum instru-
menti, eo quod superior movet inferiorem. Actio autem attribuitur
principali agenti per instrumentum, sicut dicimus, quod artifex secat per
serram. Lt per hunc modum Philosophus dicit quod sensus communis
sentit per visum et per auditum, et alios sensus proprios, qui sunt diversae
partes potentiales animae.5

Accordingly, since the common sense is at work in the sensations
of each proper sense, when speaking of a particular sense St. Thomas
does not hesitate to refer to the common sense and its function under

—_

< {n 11T de An., lect.2, n.588.

. Ia, q.78, a.4, ad 2m,

In ITT de An., lect.2, n.591.

In de Sen. et Sens., lect.19, n.293.
. Ibid., n.287.
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the name of the particular sense. Thus it is, that in the text quoted
earlier, St. Thomas says that “by sight we sense that we are
seeing.’’1

In the light of this discussion, therefore, it would seem that when
St. Thomas distinguishes vision from the corporeal vmmﬁmou in which
light strikes the eye, he understands by “vision’’ the awareness of the
passion of the external sense. And, likewise, when he says that the
reason things which reflect an image do not see, whereas ,Epm eye does,
is that there is in the eye a power of sight which omcm,wm vision, he
means by “power of sight” the proper sense as participating in the
common sense. i

In these passages, therefore, St. Thomas says bo_ﬁw:m contrary
to what we have already established, namely, that “knowledge of an
external sense is completed solely by the immutation of the sense by

| .

the sensible.”? But if the knowledge of an external sense, precisely
as an external sense, consists in a passion of that sense| there must
also be an awareness of it. This awareness is achieved inasmusch as
the common sense is moved by the external senses, :mij the opera-
tions of the proper senses are referred to the common sense as to the
primary and common principle.”’® TUnderstood in this way, the
common sense is the “power of the soul” which is the “principle
cause of vision.”*

There is no basis, therefore, for interpreting these passages to
mean that sensation implies an operation distinet from/the passion
of the senses. On the contrary, the evidence established by our
previous discussions favors our interpretation of the texts under
discussion. So, too, does the immediate context. For St. Thomas
offers this comment on Demoeritus’ position that the o~.wm= of sight

is composed of water :

. . |
Sciendum tamen quod visio attribuitur aquae non maoF,Em:B quod
est aqua, sed ratione perspicuitatis, quae communiter in aqua et aere
invenitur.® :

By “vision” St. Thomas clearly means the Haomwﬁoi% light and
color into what is transparent. Since the pupil is transparent, it
likewise undergoes a similar passion is seeing. Hence, in ithe passage
quoted above, when St. Thomas denies that vision is the corporeal
passion, he clearly means that to have a sensation of vision we must
be aware of the sensory passion. And for this, the E.E&Eo cause
of vision is the common sense, which provides sensory awareness.
- : i

L. In III de An., lect.2, n.588. m

2. Quodlib. V, q.5, 8.2, ad 2. |

3. In de Sen. et Sens., lect.19, n.288. ,

4. Ilid., lect.4, n.50. !

5. Ibid., n.53 |
|

! :
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This same conelusion can be reached by considering attentively
another passage in which St. Thomas says even though the mover is
more noble than the moved, the common sense is not less noble than
the proper senses because moved by them, nor is the proper sense less
noble than the sensible objects because moved by them. The object,
however, is more noble than the proper sense relatively speaking,
since the object is in act what the sense is in potency. Then he
continues :

Sed sensus proprius simpliciter est nobilior (quam sensibile exterius)
propter virtutem sensitivam, unde et nobiliori modo recipit sine materig ;
omne enim recipiens aliquid, recipit illud secundum suum modum. Et sie
sensus communis nobiliori modo recipit quam sensus proprius, propter hoc
quod virtus sensitiva consideratur in sensu communi ut in radice et minus
divisa. Neque oportet, quod per aliquam actionem sensus communis
species recepta in organo fiat in ipso : quia omnes potentiae partis sensitivae,
sunt passivae ; nec est possibile, quod una potentia sit activa et passiva.!

This passage makes it clear that the power of sensing which the
proper senses have comes from the common sense in which all sensi-
tivity is rooted. This statement provides us with a clear interpreta-
tion of the passage from St. Thomas’ commentary on the De Sensu et
Sensato quoted earlier, namely : “in oculo est aliquid quod visionem
causat, scilicet virtus visiva.” The virtus visiva is not to be
interpreted as an acting cause producing the sensation, as some would
have it ; rather the »irius risiva is the common sense which pro-
vides awareness to all the sensory powers and so is the principle cause
of vision, ete.

Furthermore, this passage from the De Anima also states ex-
plicitly that all the sensitive powers are passive, both the proper
senses and the common sense, and that it is impossible for the same
power to be both active and passive.

Finally, there is a passage from the Swumma Theologica which
expressly states that vision is completed in the reception of a sensible
form into the sense, and that the awareness of that reception is due to
the common sense :

...a (sensu communi) ... percipiantur intentiones sensuum sicut eum
aliquis videt se videre. Hoc enim non potest fieri per sensum proprium,
qui non cognoscit nisi formam sensibilis a quo immutatur; in qua immu-
tatione perficitur visio, et ex qua immutatione sequitur alia immutatio in
sensu communi, qui visionem perecipit.?

3° Significance of this interpretation.
This discussion has been critical. For it is only by under-
standing St. Thomas views on the physical, organic side of sensation

1. In IIT de An., lect.3, n.612.
2. Ia, q.78, a4, ad 2.
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that we can hope to grasp its intentional aspects as he Fumoumaoom
them. In fact, it is precisely by neglecting his ideas of the phy-
siology of the senses that many Thomists have been led to maintain
that he assigned no more than an aceidental funetion to the organ and
so made the essense of sensation consist of an Fﬁmbaﬁj_ change in
the power. As we saw, support for this interpretation has been found
in the distinction which St. Thomas makes between the natural
changes in the organ which some senses undergo, as when ?o eye gets
hot or cold, and the spiritual change which he says is essential. Tho-
mists interpret these accidental physical changes in the organ to mean
any physical change in the organ. They are then compelled to modern-
ize St. Thomas by pointing out that today we know ax% there is a
physical change in every act of sensation and not just in some of them.
Nevertheless, they insist that such physical changes are accidental
and that the intentional change in the power is what really matters.
The connection between these two changes is saved by saying that
the spiritual change cannot come about except through the physical
change of the organ, which then becomes a conditio sinelqua non of
sensation but not its cause. The cause of sensation is the species
which is received into the sense power. Just what this species is,
however, outside of being an intentional, Hm-ﬁwmmmugaof& form is
not explained. ) W
Furthermore, by minimizing the physical side of sensation, it
becomes extremely difficult to show how sensation is in ﬁow different
from intellection. According to St. Thomas himself the sensible
form is individuated inasmuch as it exists in a singular material ob-

ject and inasmuch as it is received into a material sense organ. He
writes :

| .

Sensus est virtus in organo corporali. . . dzsnﬁcompsﬂ autem reci-
pitur in aliquo per modum sui. Cognitio autem omnis fit per hoe, quod
oomumnzgmmnwmnzoaomomueomucmoacﬁm,ma_:omﬁmmoE&ﬂBQB_:ﬁ:gEaB.

Nam cognoscens in actu, est ipsum cognitum in actu. Oto_.ﬁm_.ﬁ, igitur quod
sensus corporaliter et materialiter recipiat similitudinem rei quae sentitur . .
Individuatio autem naturae communis in rebus corporalibus et materialibus,
est ex materia corporali, sub determinatis dimensionibus contenta ...
Manifestum est igitur, quod similitudo rei recepta in sensu repraesentat
rem secundum quod est singularis ; ... et inde est quod sensus cognoscit

singularia.’

According to many Thomists, however, the sensiblé species is
not received corporally and materially into the sense v&m immateri-
ally into the power, for the organ has a function which is purely acci-
dental. How, then, can the species received into a power of the soul

{ ;

-

~Tn IT de Au., lect.12. n.377. f
ﬂ
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be individuated? It would seem that such a species would be like
an intelligible species which represents a thing according to its uni-
versal nature because it is received into the intellect “incorporally
and immaterially.”* Obviously, the sensible species is individuated
but these Thomists, unlike St. Thomas himself, cannot explain how.
They simply put the sensible species in a category all by itself : it is
said to be “immaterial,” that is, it is not in matter but has some of
the characteristics of a form in matter.

Furthermore, the unity of the sensory power of the soul and its
organ is difficult to understand. After all, the nature of anything is
known by its operation, and if sensation is essentially an immaterial
activity involving a physical transmutation of the organ only as a
prior condition, then the sense is essentially a power of the soul and
the organ is no more than as accidental appendage.

St. Thomas’ position is much more realistic and intelligible.
The species is the physical quality received “corporally and mate-
rially”” into the sense from the object sensed, as we just saw. Since
this form exists in a material subject in both instances, its individual-
ity is accounted for sufficiently. The individuality of the species
existing in the sensory organ is not unlike the individuality of a2 snap-
shot image, which is present there in proportions similar to those of the
object in reality. There is, then, no need to institute a new category,
“‘the immaterial ” to classify sensible species.

St. Thomas also insists that in sensing, the sense undergoes a
passion in the common meaning of that term. For precisely because
ordained to a power of the soul, the sense organ is composed of that
material element which is itself lacking the proper sensible quality
and in potency to it.? Thus because the eye is colorless and the ear
soundless, they are in potency to receive their own proper sensibles.
Furthermore, since the sense organ does not of itself possess its proper
sensible, no contrary quality need be expelled when the sense is acted
upon by its proper object ; as a consequence, no time is required for
the sense to be disposed to receive this quality : the change is instan-
taneous. Therefore, St. Thomas maintains that the mode of the im-
mutation of the sense is spiritual.

Why does St. Thomas insist so vigorously on sensation as a com-
mon passion in a spiritual mode? The reason is not hard to find.
For when it undergoes a proper passion, the subject itself first pos-
sesses a contrary quality, which must be expelled before the new
quality can be acquired. Thus the matter of the subject must be
disposed before it can take on the new quality, and the disposing of
the subject takes time. It isin this way, for example, that water takes
on heat from the fire. Furthermore, in being changed in this way,

1. Ibid.
2. Ibid., 111, lect.1, n.571. \J
(.
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the subject takes on the new quality as its own and retains it after
the agent has been removed, as water retains its heat| after being
removed from the flame. Sensation could not be explained ade-
quately in such terms. For sensation is instantaneous : when we look
at an object we see it immediately ; when we shift our gaze to some-
thing else, we see that object immediately and clearly and without
any ‘“double exposure” from the prior object. If sensation were a
proper passion, the senses would be subject to such m?ou" effects and
our sensation would be constantly obseure and not sharp and clear
as we experience it. !

Similarly, if sensation consisted in 5 proper passion| and so re-
tained the sensible form after the object has been removed, then the
objectivity of our sense knowledge would be in jeopardy : we would
have no way of determining whether what we are now sensing is
actually there. Since, however, Sensation is a common passion which
takes place in a spiritual or instantaneous wa: , then the sensation
occurs only in the actual presence of the sensory object, 'and so the
objectivity of our sense knowledge is secure. !

By paying attention to St. Thomas’ insistence SULU sensation
is a common passion, we can also understand more easily how in
sensing a sense takes on the form of the thing sensed without its
matter. It may be recalled that in explaining Aristotle’s example

of wax taking on the form of the signet-ring without its matter, .

St. Thomas raises the objection that every agent communicated its
form and not its matter to the patient. In answer to thig objection
he writes : !

Dicendum igitur, quod leet hoe sit omni patienti, a:vm recipiat
formam ab agente, differentia tamen est in modo recipiends. Nam forma
quae in patiente recipitur ab agente, quandoque quidem habet eumdem

modum essendi in patiente, quem habet in agente : et hoc quidam con-
tingit, quando patiens habet eamdem dispositionem ad ?5{8 quam
habet agens : quodeumque enim recipitur in altero secundum modum
recipientis recipitur. Unde si eodem modo disponatur patiens sicut agens,
eodem modo recipitur forma in patiente sicut erat in agente ; et tunc non

recipitur forma sine materia. Licet enim illa et eadem Bmﬂmﬂm numero
quae est agentis, non fiat patientis, fit tamen a:ommBBomommmmEL?

quantum similem dispositionem materialem ad formam mcasimn el quae
erat in agente. Et hoe modo aer patitur ab igne, et quicquid patitur
passione naturali. |
Quandoque vero forma recipitur in patiente secundum alium modum
essendi, quam sit in agente ; quia dispositio materialis vwambﬁm ad reci-
piendum, non est similis dispositioni materiali, quae est in agente. Et
ideo forma recipitur in patiente sine materia, inquantum patiens assi-
milatur agenti secundum formam, et non secundum materiam. Et per
hune modum, sensus recipit formam sine materia, quia alterius modi esse
habet forma in sensu, et in re sensibil. Nam in re sensibili habet esse
naturale, in sensu autem habet esse intentionale et spirituale. .
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- . - Assimilatur enim sensus sensibili secundum formam, sed non secundum
dispositionem materiae.!

In the light of the preceding analysis of the organic structure
of the senses as Aristotle and St, Thomas conceived it, we can see
clearly why the senses need not be disposed to receive the form of
the sense object. Constructed of the element which is “easily im-
muted by the sensible object,”? the sense organs are, like the dia-
phanum, “always in the ultimate disposition to form’® and so they
are transmuted instantaneously. Consequently, in order to receive
their proper sensible forms the sense organs need not be disposed by
the sensibles : the change is instantaneous or spiritual. Thus St.
Thomas says in the passage quoted above that ‘“a sense receives a
form without matter, because a form has a mode of being in a sense
which is different from its mode of being in the sensible object. For
in the sensible thing it has natural being ; in the sense, however, it
has intentional or spiritual being . .. For the sense is assimilated to
the sensible according to form but. not according to the disposition of
matter.”

After this lengthy analysis we are also in a better position to
understand what St. Thomas means when he says that “the act of
any sense is one and the same in subject with the act of the sensible,
but not one in notion.”¢ For the sensible object, precisely as an
object able to be sensed, is actually being sensed only while it is ac-
tually affecting a sense organ. Thus it is the one form in the sense
organ which makes the sensible actually sensed and the sense ac-
tually sensing. Yet this one act can be distinguished as from an agent,
and in a patient. St. Thomas writes :

Sicut enim actio et passio est in patiente, et non in agente, ut ng.mﬁ@
sed solum ut in prineipio a quo, ita tam actus sensibilis quam actus sensitivi,
est in sensitivo ut in subjecto.®

St. Thomas draws an immediate conclusion from this truth :

- .. quia actus sensibilis et sensitivi est unus subjecto, sed differunt ratio-
ue ... necesse est quod auditum secundum actum, et sonus dictus secundum
actum, simul salventur ef corrumpantur : et similiter est de sapore et gustu,
et aliis sensibilibus et sensibus. Sed si dicantur secundum potentiam, non
necesse est, quod simul corrumpantur et salventur.®

In I1 de An., lect.24, nn.552-554.

. Ibid., I11, lect.1, n.571.

. Ibid,, 1T, lect.14, n.421.

Ibid., II, lect.2, n.594 ; of. ibid., n.500.
. Ibid., n.593.

. Ibid., n.594.
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Accordingly, because the sense is a passive power which senses
only while the object is acting upon it, then the act fm the sense
and the sensible begin and end simultaneously. This, of course,
presupposes that sensation is a passion and not an  activity
which the sense, once acted upon, elicits, and also that sensation
is a passion commonly so called. For if sensation consisted in a
proper passion, the sense would retain the form of the object
sensed after the object itself were removed. Thus, the act of the
sense and the sensible would not be coextensive in T&Ew. as in
fact they are. |

Furthermore, since the sense undergoes a passion in the com-
mon meaning of the term, the form is in no way modified or weakened
by being received into the organ. For the object does ?oa have to
dispose the sense organ : the organ is proximately disposed by nature
to receive its proper sensible form. The senses, gmb.w if they are
healthy, register their proper sensible forms exactly as they are re-
ceived from material objeets through their different media. As we
saw earlier, the media of certain senses may modify the proper sensi-
ble, as the flesh of the hand is itself warmed when in contact with some-
thing hot, but the sense itself registers the impression exactly as
received. The sensible form, then, more perfectly Ewwmmmb&m the
sense object the less it is subject to physical changes. Thus, ac-
cording to St. Thomas, sight is the most perfect of the senses because
color from the visible object reaches the eye with no physieal change,
neither in the object nor in the medium. Sight, then, mm the most
objective of the senses. Touch, on the other hand, F<o_<ﬂm a physieal
change in the object and in the medium, for the temperature of both
the object and the flesh is changed upon contact. Accordingly,
touch is the most material of the senses and the most ‘{subjective”
in the sense that our judgment of the temperature of E”p object will
vary with the temperature of our body, as anyone who vm.m,ﬁ experienced
the burning sensation of thawing out his frozen fingers in a warm
room can testify. W

In conclusion, we can see from this long &mo:mmmo# that there
is no basis in St. Thomas’ own writings for distinguishing a physical
change in the sense organ and a spiritual or intentional change in the
corresponding power of the soul. Such a bifureated va_wum.aob of
sensation is full of obscurities and inconsistencies. It is‘in fact very
similar to Plato’s theory of sensation, which St. Thomas summarizes

in these words :

Sensum etiam posuit (Plato) virtutem quandam per se operantem.
Unde nec ipse sensus, cum sit quaedam vis spiritualis, immutatur a sen-
sibilibus : sed organa sensuum a sensibilibus immutantur, ex qua immu-
tatione anima quodammodo excitatur ut in se species sensibilium formet . . .
Sic igitur secundum Platonis opinionem, neque intellectualis cognitio a
sensibili procedit, neque etiam sensibilis totaliter a sensibilibus rebus ;
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sed sensibilia excitant animam sensibilem ad sentiendum, et similiter
sensus excitant animam intellectivam ad intelligendum.?

St. Thomas rejects this explanation on the grounds that the
sensitive powers of the soul have no operation apart from the bodily
organs and that sensation is not an act of the soul alone but of the
composite. And, as we saw earlier, the act or operation of the sense
consists in its undergoing a passion.

It would be interesting to continue this search in order to see
the function of the soul and the common sense in sensory awareness,
to discover the role which St. Thomas assigns to touch as basic to the
senses and the sense appetites, and to investigate in detail how his
teaching corresponds with modern science. But all this would far
exceed the scope of this present article. For our aim has been merely
to re-establish some basic points about sensation as St. Thomas con-
ceived it, namely, (1) that it consists in a passion of the same organ ;
(2) that when moved by its proper object every sense organ, by rea-
son of its very structure, undergoes a passion in the common mean-
ing of the word ; (3) that this common passion takes place instan-
taneously and so is spiritual in its mode. Consequently, there is no
solid basis in St. Thomas’ own writings for distinguishing a spiritual
change in the sensory power of the soul and a physical change in the
organ. For St. Thomas, as least, they are one.

Thomas FEELEY, c.s.c.

1. Ju, .84, 0.6, ¢.






74

change in the corresponding powsr of the scul. Such s bifurcated

Cj} explanation of sensation is full of cbscuritiss and inconsistencies.
It is {n fact very similar to Plato's theory of asensation, which '
St. Thomas summarizes in thess wordss

Sensum atism posuit (Plato) virtutam guandsm psr se operantem.
Unde nec ipse ssnsus, cum sit quasdes vis spirituslis, immutatur
e eonsibilibus; aed organs sensuum a sensibilibus immutantur,
ax gqua immutations sniza quodemmodo excitstur ut in em spsciss
ssnaibilium formet... Sie igitur sacundum Platonis opindionem,
nagque stism ssnsibilis tetaliter s ssneibilibus rebuss esd
gensibilia axcitant animam sensibilem ad ssntisndum, et
similiter ssnsus excitant animam intellsctivem ad intelligendum.

St. Thomas re jacts this explenstion on the grounds that ths sensitive
powsrs of the scul have no aopsration spart from the bodily argans and

‘thet ssnsation is not an sct of the soul slone but of the composite.

And, as we saw earlier, the act or opsration of the ssnse consists
in its undergoing a passion.

There atill remaine, howsver, one major problem to bes con-
sidered, viz., how explain the intentfocnality af the senses. This

problem will bs treatsd later, after & discusasion of the commen sense.
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