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The explanation is, of course, thot St, Thomas does
not pretand that further ir‘nposlﬂons cancel cut sorlier ones.
Hoving secured a new meaning, he doas not hesitate to employ
the same word in other ways, depending upon the context.

Thus he spoke of "ens divinum, quod abstrohitur o materic et

moty, " 3 Does tha De Trinlitate render this abstractio ob-

solete?

In light of this, the crucial import that Father Geiger
attributes to the autograph text remoins somewhat questiona-
ble as for os the prescht subject is concerned. This is not
to depreciote the worth of the monuscript in itseli--we are
indeed fortunate to hove it--nor its contribution to our know-
ledge of how St. Thomas worked, Notwithstoanding the Impor-
tance of the first redoctions, our concern is with the one
thot St. Thomas finally settled on, ond more precisely, wHS
tha doctrine contolned therein. To saa the several discarded
aftempts ot composition as indlicating o genvine uvncertainty
on the part of St. Thomos regarding the mentsl process needed
to justify the objectivity of each of the sciencas is an assump~

ton that squeres hodly with the sﬁémphysicol or sapiential

% osAbstrohare contingit dupliciter. Uno mode, per
modum compositionis at divisionis; sicu? cum intellizgimus
sliGuid non @sse im alia, vai @3¢ separctum ab eo. Alile
medo, per modum simplicils ef absolubae cansiderationis,
gicut cum tptelligimus vnum, nihil considerande de alie.
ln, q. 85, a. {, ed 1.

S Ik §;¥_’_"§1@j§';"’d*i’f;-i’;"'t’\f}”q; 2, a. 2, ad 4.
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character of the whole quostion. It is difftcult to explain
why 3t. Thomes would have undesteken the question ot il

he were in doubf s $o the validity of the science of mota-
physics or the manner in which it otfaing its object, Deliboe

ration as to the most efficacious means of manifesting how

the sciences atiain their objects is something quite different
and not in any way out of line with respect to the goneral
scope of the work,

All of which leads us to conclude that the prominence
imputed to separation is actuaily o misplaced emphasis, os-
tensibly Influenced by o prior contention: that erticle three
represents a doctrinal development wherein St. Thomas comes
te discover, in torms of subjective operations, a way {0 qua=-
rantea the objective validity of the scionces divided In ar-

ticle one according te the mind of Aris?c?!e.é

The ability to discern, within the question, the adop-
tion by 32, Thomos of his own point of view, as distinguished

from thot of Aristetle, is alse cloimed by Fother Régis, hHut

A Drariicle sremisr de lo auestlon Ve 3%, ?"mmm
Silrarenise ies coinnces salon le point de v
steictement aristetéliciene er clest | laspect cie
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non-séparation ou de séparation de lo motidre

sensible qui est le critére de distinction. Dans

les articles ii~1V de lo méme question, il éla~-

bore son point de vue; et alors que le mot abs-

traction n'stoit méme pas prononcéd dans l'arti-

cle lar, ici, av contraire, il est ls centre méme

de {'s¢laboration, 7

"It is not surprising thot St. Thomos should in this
place ossume an approoch other than that of Aristotle, oc~
cording to Father Régis, since this is characteristic of their
divergent points of view. Allowing that 5t. Thomos uses
elements borrowed from Aristotle, and that he integrates
the latter's thought opropos of the systematizotion of human
knowing, oll of this is accomplished, in the words of Fother
Régis, “dans une position de probldme presque & l'opposé de
cefle du Stagyrite; car tandis que ce dernier no s'applique
qu'd monifester |'objectivité réaliste de cotte hisrarchie de
notre savoir, I'Angélique concentre tout son effort & faire
valoir le commen? de cette objectivite par une anclyse des
opérotions de I'asprit,® 8

Apart from quaestioning Father Régis's interpratation
of the order of this question, whot makes us most wary is the
fact thot St. Thomas himseif gives no indicotion thet he I3

aware of this suggested opposition., If this ware the nagging

consern that Fother Rdgis alleges It o be, what hettar opper-

ATy

Fe ian. tha philosophie de la wature® 5. 132, pote 2,
%. \bide p- 8% ¢f. n. 185.00)
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viaw, as he does whan we expect him to. But what do we
find? A difference between St. Thomas commenting on Boe-
thivs and St. Thomos commenting an Aristotle? By no means.,

What St. Thomos says here in the De Trinitate is what he says

when commenting on Aristotle and the way thot he says It is
the same, solicitous on every occcasion that Aristotle be cor-
ractly understood. To read any of the commentarias is to
have evidence of this fidelity. It would obvicusly be impos~
sible at this stage to ottempt, point by point, a correlation
of the matter treoted in the Q_g’TrinHufe with the commenta~
ries on Aristotle. More thaon occosional vse hos already been
made of these commaoantaries In the preceding Iinvestigation.
Nevertheless, on exomination of certain relevont passcges
may help to obviate the purportad antithesis between o strict-
l}' Aristotelian objectivity and on authentic Thomistic sub-
jectivity which supposedly underlies the structure of the
quaestion.,

in 8k. VI of thse Mstaphyﬁcsg Aristotle glves a divi-
sion of the sclences which, taken by itself, would appeor to
lend crodence to the idec of o hierarchy besed on the things
known: physics Is about things thet sre inseparebla from

matter 1o and thot sre mobile; mothemoetlcs considars things

9. Aristoris, mataph.. VI, ¢. 1, 1026a 6-~i5.
\6+ Fora discrsiion and an evatvation of the variant transta~
t+ions o€ +this phrase, see Emmanvel Trépanier, "ia philo-
¢ophie de la wature porte=fugile sur des sépares ou des now-
wBparis 2% Laval theologigue e philogophique. - 11 -1,
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that are mobile ond inseporablo from matter eccording to
baing byt immobile and separable according to undarstanding;
moetaphysics studies »fhings thot are immobile and separabie

in oither respect. However, this division is not lsolated,

it connot be divorced from the passage immediatoly prece-
ding it in which Aristotle Insists on the necassity of knowling
the moda of defining In a science. He Is most emphatic in
saying thot to attempt to distinguish the sclences without
knowing "ﬂu mode of vbeing of the assence and of its defini~

I St. Thomos's commentary on this

tion® Is an Idle attempt.
has been quoted proviously, but it is worth repeating, ot
least In part, to show exactly how he Interprets Aristotle
in this place.
Primo ostendit modum proprium defintendl moturalis
philosophice; dicens, quod ad cognoscendum differen-
tiom scientiorum speculativarum adinvicem, oportet
nan lotere quidditatem rel, et 'rotionem’ idest de=-
finitionem significontem ipsam, quomodo est assi=
gnanda In vnoquaque scienfio. Quaorere enim diffe~
rentiom proedictom ‘sine hoc', ides? sine cognitione
modi definiendl, nihi! focara est, 12
Whence the necessity of knowing "the mode of baing
of the assence and of its definition”? As the oexamples thot
Arlstotle givas claarly indlcate, it derives From the exigsn-
cles of o knowing subjest whose appreaches to various kinds
of intailigibility aro ail conditionnd by thelr commen srligia
ik sgmse experience. Aristetle expresses this ip & more g @~

necal way in his treatise on theseul where hesays:

R

e Ariskstie, Metagh., VI, c. |, 1023k 26.°
12+ S¥. Thowas (n VI Metaphy - leet. 1. . NSt
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“To sum up, in 3o far as the realities it knows are capable
of being separated from their matter, so it is with the powars
of the mind,.®!3 That his concern here is to point out that
different intelligible objects ore attainable only by rodical-
ly different intellectual processes 5t. Thomas wvssuras us,

not only when he comments on this passage in its proper pla-
c@,” but also when he cites it again In his preface to the

Do Sensu ot Sensato where he directly relates it to the doc~

trine of the Metophysics mentioned above.

Sicut Phitosophus digit in tertio de Animo,sicut se~
parobiles sunt res o moteria, sic ot quaoe circo in-
tellectum synt, Unumquodque enim intantum est fn-
telligibile, inquontum est a moteria separabiie.
Unde ea quae sunt secundum naturom a moterio sepa-
rota, sunt secundum seipsa Intelligibilia gctu: quoe
vero a nobis o materialibus conditionibus sunt abg~
tracto, fiunt intelligibllio actu per lumen nostri
inteliectus agentis. E?, quia habitus alicuius po~
tentiae distinguuntur specie secundum differentiom
gius quod ost per 19 oblactum potentice, necesse sst
quod habitus scientiarum, quibus intellactus perfi-
citur, etiom distinguantur secundum differentiom se-
parctionis o materio; et ideo Philosophus in sexte
Metophysicorum distinguit genera scientiarum secyn-
dum diversum modum separationis a materia. Nom ea,
quae sunt separcto o moterio secundum essa o ratio=-
nem, pertinent od memphyaicum; quae cutem sunt se-
parata secundum rationem of non secundum #s3e@, par~
tinent ad mathemeticum; Guae gutem In suil rovione
concernunt materiom sensibifeom, nartinent aod noty=
ralam. 15 ‘

Tha datermination of the particular inteliscivael pro-

s2s5es o which Aristotle rafars in the passagas sited belongs

Ve, Aristatle, gpthe Soul. 11, ¢. 4, 4276 22,

e St. Thomas. (n |11 be Anima. lech. 8, o. 716

IS, st. Thewmas. De Sengv of sensato. ., leet. 1, n. 1.
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to the intreductory part of the respactive sciences, Thus
ln Bks 1l of the ths!osw the abstroction of the natural
scientist is distinguished from that of the mathsmaticion.,
St. Thomas's commentory here is a capsulized version of

what he says in the De Trinitate, with the‘axcepfion of any

treference to seporation since ot this point in the Physics the
existence of a third monner of dafining is yet to ba‘dater- |
mined,

With ollowances mode for such explonation and even
amplificotion as are expected of o commentator, and in this
case hoppily provided, it is difficult to discover in thesae
few but importaont ploces anything to suggest thot S¢. Thomas
deports ocither from the teaching or the basic preocccupation
of Aristotle. Which Is but added reoson why we are disin-‘

clined to believe that such divergent points of view are to

be found in the Da Trinitate. [t is moreover difficult to

see what Father Régis means by a formol obstraction which,
disengaging an essence from individuals under the form of an
shstract concept, leads to o metaphysical definition of ma~-
rerial realities.!’ The notion or cencopt of motericl things,

auae matarial, even though obstract is s211! the notion of o

whole, 1.9,, it Ingludes form ond commoen sensible mottar.

B s L

fnd such a £e€ipable vefion, first attalned by qun abstrectio

tstius, is proper 2 natural science, not metaphysias,

@, Avistoble, Physics. U1, e. 1, 193b 23-~ 19¢4a 10,
7. See Regs. Q@ 186-87.
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C. A. G. van Melsen

This willingness to ascribe to the teaching of St.
Thomas something not found in Aristotie is much more pro-

nounced in the explanation which Dr. van Melsen gives to

the De Trinitate.

Thomos Aquinas especially, while following the trend
of thought of Aristotle, gives us in a treatise on the
diffarent degrees of abstraction a surprisingly clear
description of whot we today call science, and also
of its difference from philosophy. Naturally, the
fact that in the Aristotelian system science ond phi-
losophy were de focto not kept clearly apart caused
confusion in the use of St., Thomas® terminology.

In porticulor, the position of the philesaophy o#ynutu-
re is not entirely clear on occount of the fact that
in the Acristotelian system no difference is made bot-~
waen sclence and the philosophy of nature. Yet, o
caraful study of the whole treatise of 5St, Thomas
does not leove us in doubt as to the difference bet-
ween science and the phlilosophy of nature insofar

as thalr different levels of aobstraction are concer~
ned. As o matter of fact, we think St. Thomas'
expositions so cleor thaot they serve os a guide

through the following anolysis of the degrees of abs~
traction, 18

it should, of course, be pointed out that the context
in which Dr. von Melsan refers to this work is somewhat dif-
farent from that of elther Father Geiger or Fother Régis. He

is not invelved In g study of St. Thomas as such. As he him=-

self implies, the appsai to this work of 52, Thomes is to con-

Firm o position tha? he has clreedy tekaen., These circumsian-
ces notwithstending, what he has 4o say ts of interest os ¢l-

lustrating the ?uesﬁanwﬂe acecuracy with which S&. Th@m@g

18, van Melsen. The Philosophy of Nature p. 9.
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can be represented in the confrontation with modern science.

As stated in our Introduction, the relation betwaen
philosophy and science is beyond the limits envisioned by
this dissertotion. Thore can be no doubt thot today the word
'science’ has acquired o meoning somewhot ramoQQd from
what Aristotle understood by opistdmd and St. Thomas by
scientia., And this new meaning is not without grounds.
Narcan it be denied thot the alm of what Is thus called scion-
ce can be speculative or theoretical os well as practical.
But in exposing what Dr, van Melsen holds 10 be the connec~
tlon between ancient and modern science the reason was not
to discuss or to dispute his position. Rather the intention

was to show, from our investigotion, that the doctrine of

the Da Trinitate will not permit the interpratation given to
it by Dr. van Melsen whaen anlisting it in support of & po-:
sition. |
Basic to the distinctlian that he mokes between science

and the philosophy of noture is o difference in the laval or
degrea of abstraction ot which each conducts i?s proper ine
vestigation. And i? is this differance that he wauld aseriba
to 5t. Thomas. We haove seen the sreasen he gives. Asseming
@. 5, 0. i and Q. &, 6. 2 1o be differen? epproaches fo on

g 3,

g x5S 5 8l o & o & al F 27T e H P - -
v‘?l’&i}'}%ﬁ.’»’ﬁia“.’.?ﬂ' Jré‘ FAaATEaED TBGIR2HZ oY IMIETWOTING s B SOEE QO T ya e
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termine to what degree of abstraction the philosophy of na=
ture belongs. The first exposition suggeslis to him that na-~
tural philosophy belongs fo the first degree. But in the ex~
position of Q. 6, a. 2 he finds the desctiption of the first
degree to correspond perfectiy with fectures of modern scien=
ce. Since, however, sclence and natural philosophy cannot
balong to the same degree of abstraction, there is no choice
but to locate the lotter together with metaphysics in the

third degreo.

The cloar distinction which St. Thomos makes
betweaen the three degreas of obstraction according
to the differences in the respective terminus of co~
gnition leaves us no choice with respect to the po-
sition of the philosophy of nature. it belongs to the
third degrae of cbstraoction., The terminus of cogni=-
tion is the intellect alone.

° L] ] L] . L L ] L] [ ] L * L L ] ® * * L * L ] [ ] L L] ¢ . L d .

it has alreody been peinted out how perfectly the
- sacond exposition of St. Thomas describes both the
choracter of modern notural science end of modern
philosophy. Therefore, regardiess of what the inter-
pretation of the flrst exposition should be with res-
pect to the position of the philosophy of nature, in
the light of the development of sciance and the phi=
losophy of nature thers can be hardly any doubt that
the second approach of 5t. Thomos is correct. There
is no way of stating more clearly sthe difference bet~
ween sciance, mothematics, anc?g:b“omphy thon the
way St. Thomes did when he drew attention fo fhe
differances in the terminus of cognition. 12

Oneg is justified In osking on what Dr. van Melsen ba-
15 his sssumpiion that Q. 35, 3. ! and 2. 8, @, 2 are two se~
pamﬁ*e expositions of the degrees of absiraction, anpd This fav

9. van Melsen, pp. 9€-97.
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severol recsons. Flrst of oll, St. Thomas has made cleoar
his intention in each of eﬁe two questions. “In prima enim
distingul? sclontias secundum ros, de quibus determinant.
in secqnda ogfand” modos singulis earum congmos...."zo
The mode of a sclenca.dopands upon its subject matter and -

can only be determined when it hos been estoblished whot

the subject is. Now, after tho thorough onolysis of abstrac~-

tion thot was involved In esteblishing the subjects of each

of the sclences, whot reason would there be ta take this up
again when discussing their respective mades?

A second and moare serious doubt as to the volidity
of Dr. van Mslsen's assumption concerns his understanding
of abstraction itself os axplained by St. Thomas. From the
expl#noﬁon of St. Tbomés one thing should be quite cleor:
the expraession "three degrees of abstraction® must be used
with extreme caution sgainst the likelihood of thinking of
them as degrees of o progressive dematerialization whersin
the intellect would simply monipulate some original sense
dato, rendaring it, little by little, completely immoterial.
12 Is true thot the intellect, by different abstroctions er
distinctions, ottains ?Mnga that are actueily intalligible in
the measure thot in themselves they orae more ¢nd more rgmo~
ead from matter. Bu? zbatrasiion iself does nol soastituts

an uninterrupted progressiom, like a stairway, in which each

e sor s
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step upwards is simply o prolongotion of the same process.
It is not easy to determine exoctly whot Dr, van
Melsen means by degrees of abstraction since hoe provides
no expliclt criterion for distinguishing them ona from cno~
ther. Affirming thot obstroction gives incompleta but true
knowledge, ha stotes that there ore three levels or degrees
at which this can be accomplished ond points to the termi~
nus of sclentific, mathematical ond philosophical knowledge
os ¢ kind of coenfirmation. Yet, In maintaining thot science
and the philosophy of nature each constitutes an autonomous
approoch to nature, thot eech provides essential knowledge
(:) of noture, the formar specific, the latter generla, and thot
| ot & result, the philosophy of natura i3 to be considered
properly as o speclial metophysics considering matter ond mo~
tion as being, there seems to be little doubt but that he
views the three degrees of abstraction as degrees of gene~
rality. MNow for St. Thomas, different levels of genard!t?y
do not account for ths formal distingtion of the sciences dis~

cussed In tho De Trinitote or anywhere else. The philosophy

2$ noture extands from the most genaral consideration of ans

sobile in communl to the most portieular species of mobile

. 21 . . . . . )
baing. Within that sciance thers ara divisions. 'What is

() 2l. gf. Thomas, tn 1Rhysic. . lect. 1. n. 4. See De Sensy
ok Consato. |, leet. I. v. Z; De Caelo ef mundo, Proce-
wiem, . -3 be Generatione et Corruptipne, Prose-

WMIvm
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known of mobile being In general is potential in comparison
to its various spacies. Actwol knowledge of these speciaes
involves diffarent mothods and is realized with varying
amounts of success. Yet notural philosophy is formally one
science. It haos its fundamental oneness from its mode of de~
fining. At whatever level of generality that it studies na-
ture, this seience, thonks to definition with common sensi-
ble motter, attains the same kind of actual intelligibility.
If St. Thomas is unequivecal as to the unity of notu-
ral scisnce, ha is insistent upon its distinction from meta-
physics. There should be no nced to add to what has alreody
been sald in this regard. One point, however, is worthy of
mention. Dr. von Melsen’s reason for considering notural
philosophy as o speclal mataphysics is thot for either one *
the term of knowladge is the Intellect. To exemplify this
he cites Aristotle’s teaching on matter and form. The con-
cepts of primory matter and substantial form, he tells us, are
concepts which offer no possibility of confirmation by sense
axperionce. Judgments about them can be proved true or
false only by an intelisctval analysis., “.\..Acc@réﬁng ‘o
5t. Themas, wo have o consider hylomorphism o doctrine
which belongs antiveily Yo the thivd dagroe of shstraction, ag=-
mely, ¥hat dre%m@ where the derwmipus ¢f sur knawledge ties in
¥he intelleet dlone.” 22 By dhe thivd égg«)!’g\e 58 abetroction,

2Z. vawn Melsey,. p- M.
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of courte, he maans thot of metaphysics. As he says later on:
“The philosophy of noture, however, studies material being
with the same concepts os are vsed in mataphysics and, thera-
fore, 'It con be said to be o phose of the science of meto-
physics,* ® 23 )
The metaphysical character thet Dr. von Melsen

assigns to notural philosophy in view of whot he calls the

torminus of knowledge is bewildering. Could the term of

" any scientific judgment be slsewhere thon in tha intellect?

St. Thomas is quite clear as to whot he means in notural
sclence by the "term of knowledge®: "...ldeo in scientio

naturall terminori debe? cognitio ad s»enwm, ut scilicet hoc

modo ludicemus de rebus naturalibus, secundum quod sensus

eas c:!m'norsst'rm....“24 Thot which we know of sensible rea~-

iity as such implies, of course, sansiblec matter, Curlous!yf
enough, it is this very passage that Dr. van Melsen clites as
dascribing science in opposition to natura! philosophy. That
he omits the closing words of the poragroph Is significont:

® e Quli sansum nogligit in noturalibus, incidit in errorem.

Bt hage sunt noturolio gquoe sunt concreta cum materio seansi-
bili et moty of sacundum asse ef secundum considerationem,?29

The exomple thet Dr., van Malssn takaes to moka his

2%. id., 2p. 162-10%.
24. $t. Thewas. In Boefh. do Tein., o b, =k, e.

P wivies.
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point is not well chosen. What he calls the "doctrine of

hylomorphism® is not o port of the philosophy of nature in
the sense thot St. Thomos understood it. Aristotle trects
of motter and form in the first book of the Physics. This
fiest book, together with the sogond, forms an Introduction
to the sclence of naoture, which actually beging only in
book three with the definition of motion. The first book is
glven to o consideration of the wbieét of the scienceo, thot
is to say, it considers those things obout which scientific
knowledge will subsequently be sought. The defense of the
given subject of o particular sclence does not pertain to
thot sclence but to metaphysics and to logic os St. Thomas
himself soys in lesson two of his commentary on this book.
The doctrine concerning the complex subject of no-
tural sclence is bosed, to begin with, on aon Induction: :
®“thot substances too, and anything alse that can be scid
'to be' without qualificotion, come to be from some substra~
tum, will cppeoar on oxominétion. For we find in every case
something thot underlles from which proceeds that which co-
mes ¢o be; for instance, onimels ond plants from seed. 226
Aristotlie then manifesis the subject of that which comes to
be chsslutely by meoons of an anelegy, thet of bronze ond

statua; to show thet in svary coming to be there must be o

i7 2 s 3 3 8 1 g %
I ianen : P B @ AP on wmom en § o [ s e g s o g e Diag
EE R R R g a8y JIVen RE Vag ang foy y I8 SHrSEnanegd a7y Yasg
2 :

25. Ariskebde. Phvsies, 1, . 7, V966 .
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vncultured man who becomes cultured. In the two coses
there is a resolution to the sensible olthough this resolution
is not, properly speaking, scientific.

It does not pertain to a particular scfenca to justi-
fy its subject, as we have said, nor is its first task to dae~
monstrate., in this, notural science differs rodically from
the scionce of mathematics which demonstrates in an opera=-
tional woy the subjocts that it will treat.

That matter, as understood in the Physics, Is more
perfactly explained In metaphyslics, St. Thomos does not
deny. But thot it is formally and exclusively o metaphysi=
col subject he nowhere maintalins. j§n fact, he points out
that this was the error of Parmenides. Matter and form are

first ancountered as principles of the changeakle things of

¢

which we hove sense experience. The recognition of o sub-

ject which underllies diverse modifications thus randering
them explicable is a condition of natural philosophy. But
St. Thomas is careful to point out the characteristic fashion
in which natural philosophy arrives at this subject. ®"Osten=-
dig [Arismmws] sssquod in omni factlione naturalj cporteat
ss9e subioctum. E¢ hoc quidem per rationem probare porti=

nat ad metephysicum, unde probotur ian Y} Metaphvs.; sed

. ; 27
ale proba? fentum per Inductionom.® Motural sclence,

7. Sk, Thomus, In_ ) Physic.. leet. 12, n. ta.
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since it knows things with dependence Upon sense exparien-
€0, uses such an induction os its appropriate lnstrument.
Motaphysics, proceeding from the universal, Is cble to mo~
nifest this matter by providing the propar mascn.zs st.
Thomas shows the same care not to confuse natural philoso-
phy with metaphysics in regard to form,
coe [Arlstotolosj movet quaestionem hanc, scilicet
Usque od quantum oporfeat naturalem considerare de
forma et quidditate rei (nam considaerare formas et
quidditates rerum absolute videtur pertinere ad phi=-
fosophum primum); ...noturalls in tantum conside=-
rat de forma in qQuontum habet esse in materia. 29
One last point which we cannot concede to Dr., van
Melsen is thot Aristotle confused philosophy of nature with
exparimental sclance. Actually, the question is whather
Aristotle identified science of nature 9"d opinion. He did
not. On this problem one might read On the Heavens,
Bko ,“' - 70

Br. van Moelsen likewise implies that Aristotle’s

whole treatise on the sovl is metaphysics, since the defini-
tion of the sou! canpno? bo verified sccording to the so~colled
experimental method. That Is Yo say, you cannot find the
soul of an wnimel In the way that you might disclose ips

itamach, If i? has ona, by epaning iis abdomsn,

28. Sga 33, Thoma:n, in Vgt Metanh,, leet. |, a. 1388,
w7 T Thomos, In 13?’%12330‘, leg . 4, a. 10. This same

caution is exkibited (= Fhe discyasion of CUusAl a3 fas
lated fo watural scienae, SFsThewmag Points cui-+hed
Fhis 13 a pestricted considevation. See foot, g, w. L.
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D. Conon Von Steenbarghen

Acknowiedging os his source and inspiration the thought
of 5t. Thomas, and this for doctrinal reasons, Canan Van
Steenberghen discliaims ony-intention of 'servila® Hdel!ty.ao
He keeps his promise. Hiet approach to the division of the
sciences is free of inhibition, Metaphysics is nc longer to be
acquired ofter the other sciences hove been mostered at least
as to their basic tenets. On the c§ntmry, it is the fundamen~
tal philosophical discipline, to be undertaken flrst of all,
placed Immediately after epistemology and followed by a two=
fold special metaphysics. It Is unnecessary, he tells us, to

approoch metaphysics through noturel philosophy since that

which Is studied by metaphysics fs ens ut primum notum,

Epistemology Is the necessary preliminary to this science ond
not o demonstration that would guarontee its proper Intelli-
gibility., Suech proof would, in foc?, be superfluous sinca

in ony experience whatsoever the knower I3 !mmo&lately re~
lated to baeing, with the resul? tfwt the concept or idea of
being is conceived spontaneously., {t is affected by means

of a simple abstraction thet rendars unnecessary the docirine
of cbstraction axposed by 5t. Thomas, and which, inciden~
tally, Monsignor Yan Stsenbsrghen belleves o be ansumberad

oy ey

s Lt e [ 4 i, . . B 3 .
3y (oo musnr INagery. in flne, he taills us:

Sy __aw
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cscsl'objet formel de I'ontologie est la valaur d'étre

1 incluse dans tout objet d'oxpérience: slle ¢tudie fo

donné d'expérionce en tant qu'étra, on tan? que réel....
Le concept d'dtre se révdle le plus clalrement

dans 1'affirmation de |'étre, c'est~8-dire dons las

jugements d'axistence que jeo formule spontonément

& propos de n'importe quel donné d'axpérience ot

par lasquels |¢ restitue cu donné le contenu de 1')-

; dée, que ['an avais abstraite: “ceci est, cald ox-

1 "iste, celd ost réel". Le prédicat de ces jugements

: désigne, scus des formes grammaticales vaoridas, la

U valaur commune que |e décdle dons a'importe quel

objet d'expérience et que je transpose dans ma con-

sclence Intellectuelile sous forme d'une idée: |'lI~

déﬂ d'a’rﬂo 33 -

By this own admission, Canon Van Steenberghen has
taken this position, and all thot follows from It, in view of
the confusion axisting between positive and philasophical
sciences. In so doing, he hos undeniaobly provoked s good
deal of healthy interest. Whether he has olso contributed
to dissipating this confusion is something else ogain ond
about this we are not qualiflied to judge. Yot simply on the
bosis of the discrepancy between a position that he contends
to be inspired by the teaching of St. Thomas and whot o ca~

reful exomination of thot tecching has shown It to be, thero
is reason for apprehenslion, Canon Van Steenberghen, it is
true, mokas no pretense of simply repeoting St. Thomas.

for this recsen we should not be chogrinaed to discover that
in treating certain probiems he does not use the same words

28 %%, Thomes, thot Yo has racowvrse to his own distinetiens

O -

D o . A PO~ X 5 .
G o ciinvobonias, we 84
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and that occasionally he reaches conclusions foreign and
even opposed to those of St. Thomes. Token Individually,
none of these things is entirely Iincompatible with the sort
of fidelity to St. Thomas that he professes. Token together
thoy form the syndroma of o more rodical kind of disagree=
ment,

As he presents it, the position of Monsignor Van
Steenberghen f: we!ll worked ocut., Everything that he says
follows with remarkable consistency; the reoson perhaps why -
this presentotion lends itself 5o easily to teaching. Consis-
tency is indeed a quality to be recommended, but only oz;
the condition that It is not maintained ot the expense of
prior and more importcnt considerations. In this cose, un- | |
fortunately, the cost has been high==the ossimilation of the

way that we know things to the way that things are In them~

salves. For St. Thomas, the clear distinction between the i

two is obsolutely basic, A disagreement on this point Is :
o matter, not of accidentals or of intarpretation, but of

principles. This distinction is not posed meraly In view of
diacovmi.ag the hiararchy of i'n?éﬂﬁg'iblé values, as though

2nce thass valuaes hove been attsined it could %:@fs put aside,

Let it boe recolled that St. Thomes, o3 few peopie hefore or

singe, Was perfegtly aware that whet is most knowable in

iYselt is nat most kaowalils for g3, Aad it is safe *o assunme

that ke possessad, In the deqree ¢hat Fhis is humanly possible,
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metaphysicol knowledge of the former. Yat he did not con-~
sider that this hod somshow brought about an essential trans-
formation of the human intellect so0 that henceforth that which
is most knowable in itself would olso be most knowable for us.,
Quite the controry, the careful distinction betwden the two
is the recurrant thems whenever and wherever ho taokes up

the question of man's dogged pursuit of knowledge., He in-
sists first, last, and always thot the human intellect is de=-
fined In terms of its proper object which Is the 'what It §s*

of things that are moterial and corporecl; that even in this

it is dependent upon the senses and that oll subsequent know-
ledge is had in reference to things thus known. “fIntellec~-.
tus autem humani, qui est conlunctuys corpori, proprium
objectum est quiddites sive natura in materia corporall ex-

-

istons; et par huivsmodi naturas visibillum rerum otiom In

~dnvisibilivm rerumaliqualem cognitionem ascond“."a‘

The suggestion that Monsignor Van Steanberghan hos
falled to strike this balance might appear severe. Yot there
is much ovidence to bear this cut. her than whot wa hove

fust sean, his essertion thot ens ut primum notum is the

subject of metaphysics most quickly comes to mind, To ap-
preciote the difference hetween being os first known oad

that which S%. Thomas designotas sns In guanium ast ans

G, i@:ﬁ RS 7§ﬁwaﬁ a. ¥, &4
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one shouid read Cajeton's commentory on the preface of the

De Ente ot Eswnfﬁo.as In this place Cajeton shows thot

ens ut primum notum, like the absolutely first principles,

is known quasl naturaliter. This being so, avery man,

woman and child would, from Monsignor Yan Steenberghen's
peint of view, already be in possession of the proper subject
of metaphysics, and not hm' in o remote fashion.

The apparently apologetic Interest that has motiva-
ted the adoption of hi; position is indlcative of Monsignor
Van Steenberghen's esteem for ond appreciation of St. Tho=
mas. He Is awore that order can be introduced inte the
wolter of contemporary sclentific knowledge by its incor-
peration with the principles of traditional philosephy.
Lovdable as his efforts In this direction have been, we would }
respectfully submit that In ignoring this fundamental dis~
tinction he has Inaccurately interpreted St. Thomas end thus

abendoned the sole mecns of realizing his aim.

>

35. Thomas De Vie Cardinsiis Caistonus, Commentaria in
Do Ente ot Tssantla D, Thomoe Aauinalls, Procomium,
BP. 2mal L00. LOUTBHT), 150, By means of a detailed
augmination In whizh he egeluains what Is maant by
ens of primum ceqnitum, Gajetan wakes it quite zlear
that this 3 not ens a5 studie)d 1n metaphysies.
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EPILOG UE

We have seen thet 5¢t. Thomas someﬂmes'uam the
word ‘abstraction’ to signify abstroction of the whole,
sometimes for the abstraction of form, someﬂme;for sepc=
ration. Clearly, the term abstraction is analogical. On
the other hand, when he distinguishes separation from obs=
troction the word 'abstraction’ is stil! taken as analogical,
but only with respect to abstraction of the whole and abs-
traction of form. There is no particular difficulty In this.
It is someathing, proportionally, like the word ‘animcl which
ot times is vsed to dosign-ote the genus which is divided into
rational and Irrational, while at other times it signifies
irrationcl onimal as distinct from rational enimel. Thus
we speak of man and animals rather than soying man and the
other animals. In like menner, the word cosus is sometimaes
distinguished from fortune while at other times It signifies
both chonce In nature ond chance in humon offcirs. Some=-
thing similar alrecdy occurs In using the word ‘gonus?,
which, now signifies ¢the pradicable, now o natural genus,
and then ogain, o5 in ‘genus entis®, something which s no

more than enclogous to the former meenings.




)

le

AN

BiBLIOGR APHY

Saint Albert, Commant. In XIHI Libros Mataphysicorum, Opera

Omnia, ed. Borgnet. Paris: Vives, 1890,

Aquinaes, Soint Thomos. Expositio Super Librum Boethil De

Teinitote, od. Decker. Leiden: E.J. Britl, 1959,

+ Scriptum Super Libros Sententiorum, 5 vols., ed.

Mandonnet-Moos. Paris: Lethielloux, 1929-56,

- Summao Theologioe, 4 vols.,, ed. Caramello. Turin:

Marietti, 1950,

« Summa Contro Gentiles, 3 vols., ed. Pera ot al.

« Super Evengelium S. Ioannls Lectura, ed. Coi.

Turin: Mariettl, 1961,

« Opuscula Theolegica, 2 vols., ed. Verardo.

Turin: Marietti, 1957,

« Quoestiones Disputatae, 2 vols., ed., Splazzl et !

Turin: Maoriettl, 1954,

ARSI SRR R

» In Libros Peri Hermaneias Expositio, ed. Spiazzl.

. Ibhlibros Postariorum Analyticorum, ed. Spiazzi, ,

al. Turin: Maerietti, {953,

Torin: Marietti, 1955, |

Turin: Maorleitti, 1955,

2

- 2 1 & 1 e d o S ? " 193 .-
in Jetn Libros Phyaicorum Arisiotalls Tuoasitio,
£ a

e . g o -' % 9 Yo D} 3 Ay g gl
ad,. Meoggiol irin: Aariatii, (V3w
- - ~




R SR,

dn Libros Aristotelis De Coelo ot Mundo Expositio,

ed. Splazzi. Turin: Marietti, 1952,

In Librum Primum Aristotelis De Generatione et
Corruptione, ed. Spiazzi., Turln: Mariatti, 1952,

in Aristotalis Librum De Anima Commentarium, ed. |

Aristotle.

L 2

Pirotta. Turin: Morieiti, 1959,

In Librum De Sensu ot Sensato Commentarium, ed.
Splazzf Turin: Mar!ctﬂ 1949,

In Duodecim Libros Metaphysicorum Aristotells
Exgos“lo, ed. Cathalo~ Spiazzi. Turin: Marietti,
1950,

in Libros Politicorum Arlistotelis Expositio, ed.
Spiazzl, Turin: Marietti, (951, '

In Librum Beati Dionysil De Divinis Nominibus
Expositio, ed. Pera ef al. Turin: Marletti, 1950,

Qpuscula I;hilosophico, ed. Spiozzi. Turin:
Marietti, 1754,

The Bosic Warks of Aristotle, ed. R. McKaon. .
New York: Rondom Housae, 1941, '

On the Heovens, trans. W.K.C. Guthrla., Loeb

Cajeton,

Thomes De Vie,. Zn Da fnte 8t Fasentia .I? Thomae

Classical Library. London: Heinemann, 1960,

Aguinetis Commeniaria, ed. Lourent. Tutin:

T T o
‘.f':;_ﬂb"f:‘u."ta‘, a"@“.o




O

De Koninek, C. "Abstroction from Matter," Laval Théologique

et Philosophique. XIII, 1957, No. 2; XVI, 1960,
No. 4, o

. "The Unlty ond Diversity of Notural Science,®
St. John's University Studles. Philosophical
Series, Mo, 2. 196

Geiger, L.~B. "Abstroction et séporation d'aprds S. Thomas,*
" Revue Des Sciences Philosophique et Théologigua.

XXX, 1947,

Helsenberg, W. The Physicist's Conception of Nature, trans,
A.J. Pomerans., New York: Harcourt~Broce., 1958,

John of St. Thomas. Cursus Philosophicus, ed. Reiser.
Turln: Mariettl, 1948, VYol. Iii.

. Cursus Theologicus. ed, Mathiou-Gagns. Quebec:
Collectio Lavallensis, 1749,

Régis, L.~M. "La philosophie de la noture, Quelques
‘apories’,” Etudes ot Recherches. Philosophie,

. Cohier I. Qtewa: Colldge Dominicain, 1936.

Robert, J.-D. *La méfuphyu ve, science distincte de toute
outre discipline philosophique, selon Saint Tho-
mas d'Aquin," Divus Thomos. Placenza.

XXiv. 1947,

Tré@cnier, £, "leo n%ai!asopihui'é de la nature ?ér#a»heﬂa
sur des séporés ou des non-séporés?® Loval
Théologique at ?hiﬁosopiﬂgue. 11, 1948, Mo. 1.

van Maizen, A.T, Tha ’*%amma% ; ook
Duguasnsg mewsn*w‘»,., 1754

Noture, Pittaburgh:
67

s ,__a-;js :




Van Steanberghen, F. Epistémologie. Louvain: Editions

de I'Institut Supérieur do Philosophie, 1945,

. Ontologie., 33me éd. Louvain: Publicotions
Universitaires de Louvain, 1961},

R “Réflexlions sur la systématisotion philosophique,”
Revue iNfoscolastique de Philosophia. T. 41, 1938,

O




