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The intellect of man has been discussed to great extent
throughout the ages. Aristotle, in his work De Anima, distin-
gulshed between the actlive and the passive intellect 1n man gnd
thls has ccntributéd a2 great deal to the discusslon. The Phil-
osopher put forth his doctrine in the followlng words:

Slnce 1n every class of things, as in nature as a

whole, we find two factors involved, (1) a matter

which is potentlally all the particulars in a class,

(2) a cause which 1s productive in the sense that it

makes them all (the latter standing to the former as

e.g. an art to 1ts material), the distinct elements

must likewlse be found within the soul.

And in fact mind as we have described 1t is what it

ls by viprtue of becoming all things, whlle thers 1ls

another which is what 1t is by virtue of making all

things: this 1s a sort of positive stete llke light:

for in a sense light makes potentlal colours into

actual colours. - e

Mind in this sense of 1t 1s separable, impassible,

unmixed, slnce 1t 1s In 1ts essentlal nature activity

(for always the active is superior to the passive

factor, the origlnating force to the watter which it

1

forms).
Ag to the exact interpretation of this and other passages of
the Phllosopher concerning the seme thing no one 1is able to
s8tate. Avlcenna, Averroes, and Saint Thomas eech gave thelr
own lnterpretation of them.

According to Avicenna, there is one agent intellect for all
men, and this intellect exists apart from men, belng the last in
a serles of intelllgences emanating from the First Cause, In
relation to man and the whole order of terrestrial things, this
agent intellect is & veritable "source of forms" or "giver of

forms" in that it confers intelligible forms orﬂspeeies on man
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when he understands, and infuses the substantial- forms of things
in natural generétioﬁ.

Averroes, too, did not’consider the agent intellect to e-
xist as such in each man. He maintained that there was one in-
tellect for all men; that this intellect was pure intellligencs
existing apart from man; and that man understands by means of it
when iﬁ is operative on the phantasms 1n the human mind. Also
he sald that the possible or.passive intellect, which he termed
the material intellect, was both numerically one and common to
all-men.

This peaper 1s an expositlion of the doctrine of the afent
intellect according to the mind of the greatest Aristotélian,
Saint Thomas Aquinas. In a paper of this type it is necessary
to presuppose a certaln knowledge of the possible intellect and
sense cognition. Because of thlis, extensive proofs concerning
the existencs and nature of both will not be given.

NECESSITY

Man has two typee of cognition. The highest and most noble
type of cognition 1s called intellectual cognition. This can be
sald to be the apprehension of universal essencee. For example,
we can think of the essence of man, raﬁional animal, This ides
is appliceble to &ll men. It is abstracted from all concrete,
individual substances and the "man" as such does not have dimen-
glons or existence at a certain time in a certain place.

The‘second type of cognltion ls sense cognition. This can
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be sald to be the perception of individual conecrete objects by
the external and internal senses. For example, this apple is
“ percéived by the senses. It can be seen, touched, and tasted.
It pas cartain dimenslons and exlsts in a certaln place at a
certain time.

1 Thé sensible impression by the object perceived on the 1n-
tefnal‘senses is called the phantasm. This phantésm produces &
true representation of the object. To make this more clear let
' us use an example. ‘A phantasm can be compared ln some respects
to & billboard. The billboard has reproduced on 1t an exact
representation of an apple. Thls representation, however, ls
conqréte and individual., It stlill has reference to a particular
appie existing in a certain plaqe at a certain time. The phan-
|tasm 1s sucﬁ a representatlon. It 1s stlill individual and has
relation to matter. Even though sense cognition is a lower type
of cognition, 1t 1s 8%1ll very important to all men because, as
Saint Thomas said, "g11 knowledge originates from sense.?e

Man, then, has two dlstinct types of cognition. One is the
knowledge of individual concrete things-- sense cognition--and
the second is knowledge of universals-~1ntéilactuél‘éoghitioﬁ.
The problem then arises as to how man attalns knowledge of uni;
versai things. How can the senses, which supply the materlal to
the intellect, activate a power of the soul which is on a super-
lor plane of existence? How can a sensory form which is both

dontingent and material act upon the intellect whose obgsct is

o -
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an intellectual form?

It is obvious thét sensory forms cannot act upon the in-
tellect directly for the phantasm is individual and concrete
whereas the intellect deals with universals. Saint Thomas makes
it very clear that the phantasm cannot act upon the intellsect.
"Nothing corporeal can make an impression on the incorporeal."?
Again, Saint Thomas makes 1t clear that the knowledge of the
senses and the knowledge of the intellect are distinet and that
one cannot of 1tself act upon the other in the following.

But the phantasms, sinee they are likenesseg of in-

dividual things, and exist in corporeal organs, do

not have the same mode of exlstence which the human

‘intellect has: and they are not able Ry thelr own power

to lmpress on the possible lntellsct.

Thus 1t 1s, that the intellect is splritual and understands unl-
versals, while ﬁhe phantasms are indivlidual and exist in cor-
poreal things.

Before procseding further it will be bensficlal to have a
general survey of the doctrine of Saint Thomas concerning the
possible and agént intellect. The power of the soul which is in
potency to all things which are able to be known is the possible
intellect. The power of the soul which is in act in respect to
intelligibles 1s the agent intellect. The possible intellect
cannot reach the intelligibles as they exist in the phantasm.
The operation proper to the possible intellsct is that of under-

standlng the intelllglble forms abstracted from the sensible

ISpeéieé in the phantasm. The possible intellect, so called be-
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cause 1t 18 1in potency to knowlng, does not de- se abstract the
specles from the phantasm. This is clear from what Arlistotle
has taught, for he says that nothlng 1s educed froﬁ potency to
act unless by that which is already 1n act.

Now, the possible intellect in 1ts own genus 1ls regarded
a8 a potency. Therefore, it must be reduced to act by that
which 1s already in act. Since the possible intellect 1s
brought from lte potency to the lntellective act of union with
the 1ntelligiblé specles, there 1s a need for the agent intell-
ect. Thus, i1n the rational soul, the possible intellect 1s re-
duced from 1ts potentlality by the actlve power of the soul,
that 1s, the agent 1lntellect, through the intelliglble specles.
In this way, the intellective part of the soul, conjoined to
the sensible powers which virtually contain the lntelligible
forms for abstraction, is Jjoined to these preparatory virtues
and suffices to make the possible Iintellect pass from the po-
tency of knowing to the actuallty of knowing.

‘ The work performed by the agent intellect is that of ab-
stracting the specles from the phantasm. The nature of its
work 1s determined by the nature which it has. The nagure of
the agent intellect is such that it is a certaln natural light,
in virtue of which 1t 1s in act with regard to intelligibles.
It possesses this from the very beginning since it is an immat-
erial power transeefident of matter from the body.

As it was previously stated, the intellect acquires its
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knowledge through the medium of the senses. Theﬂforms of ob-
Jects in the sense faculties however are particular and as such
they @re only potentially intelligible, for the intellect under-
stands only universais. But whﬁt~1s in potency 1s reduced to
act only through an agent. An agent, therefore, 1; neceésary
which causes the species exlsting in £he sense facultles to be
reduced from being potentially intelligible to be intelligible
'in act. It is impossible for the possible intellect to do this
since it is 1in potency in regara toAintelligible objects., Thus,
another spiritual power must be posited to'render this servics.
This power or faculty of making specles which are potentially
intelligible to become intelligible in act is calledgthe agent(
intellect. Sainﬁ Thomas stateé*one of his many proofe for the
necesslity of the agent intellect in this way: | ‘

«sosthe 1Intellect acquires such knowledge from sensible
objects, through the intermediacy of the senses. How-
- ever, slnce the forms of objects in the sense facultles
are particular, as we juat sald, they are intsllligible

not in act, but only in potency. For the intellect
understands nothing but universals, But what is in
potsney 1s not reduced to act except by some agent.
Hence there must be some agent that causes the species
existing 1ln the sense faculties to be intelligible in
act. The possible intellect cannot perform this ser-
vice, for it is in potency with respect to intelli-
glble obJects rather than active in rendering them
intelligible. Therefore we must assume some other
intellect; which will cause specles that are intelli-
glble in potency to become intelligible in act, Jjust
as light causes colors that are potentlally visible
to be actually visible. The faculty we call the
agent intellect...

In addltion to the above proof, the necessity of the agent

intellect can be proved in the following way. The possible in-
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tellect cannot make sensory forms intelligible, for thls would
suppose that the possible intellect is actlve prior'to its act
of knowlng. There 1s oﬁly~one forhal object and one formal
act of the possible 1nteiléct and thaf consists only in the
intelligible object and the aet of becomling identifled with it.
Thus, there must be another power of the soul separate or dls-
tinet from the sensory powers, whose objects are only potent-
ially intelligible, and from the possible intellect which 1is
only potentially intelligent. This power cannot be passive in
reépect to the sensory fqrms which are to be made intelligib;e.
If it were, then another power would be needed to make the forms

intelligible and this wodld go on ad infinitum, This power,

then, must be actlve and must'be an intellectual power. The
name given to this powernis the agent intellect.

Some men have held that an agent intellect 1s not needed;
that the posslible intellect can accompiish the act of intellec-
tion by 1tself. But, our act of intellection cahnot be accom-
plished by the posasibls intellect alone, for the possible in-

) tellsct can understand only when it is moved by an intelligi-
ble, aﬁd this intelligible, since it does not alreédy exist in
the real order, must be produced by the agent intellect. It is
true that two powers, which are rooted in one and the¢same sub-
stance of the sodl, do influence each other. This influence can
be understood to oceur in two'ways: first, lnasmuch as ome power

is hindered or totally prevented from performing its operation
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when another power operates intensely;'secondly;“inasmﬁch a8 one
“|power is movsd by anoﬁher, as thae imagination 1s moved by the
extearnal senses; Ndw this is possible because the forms in
the imaginétion ana those in the external senses are generically|
the same, for all are in@ividual forms. Therefore, the forms,
which are ih the external senses, can impress those forms which
exlst in the imagination, since they represent things as indivi-
duals; they cannot cause intelligible forms, becausé these are
universai.6 _

A Now the specles received in the imagination from the sense
of touch are not énough to cause the imagination ﬁé producse
forms belongingvto the sense of sight, unless forms previously
receive@ by the sense‘of sight are stored up in the repertory
of memory or imaginatlon. For one who is born bliné camot
{imagine color by any other kind of senslble specles whatever.

The conditlon of the redipient cannot cause a speciss,

which has been received, to be transferred from one genus to
another; however, 1t can alter a recelved specles of the same
genus according to some mode of being. Hence, since a universal
species and a partlcular specles differ generically, it follows
that the cognitive activity of the possible intellect alone is
not enough tb glve the particular species in the imaglnation the|
universality which they possess in the intellect, bu£ that an
agent intellect 1is required to do this.'

It is possible that the agent intellect and the possible
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intellect are not really distinct accordiﬁg>to some. BSaint
Thomags, however, holds tﬁe opposite'OPinion. For, powers are
distinguished by their 6parations. If the 0perations are dle-
tinct then the powers are distinct. The operation of the agent
intellegt 1s to make intelligibles while that of the posseible
intellect 1s to recelve’these intelligibles. Thus, it is clear
that thelr opsrations are dlstinct, and 80 the powers are dis-
tinct. Also the possible intellect has been described by Salnt
Thomas as belng pctentiai in respect tkoﬁdwables,

The human intellsct, however, is in potency with res-

pect to intelligibles.....and in the beginning is "as

2 clear tablet on which notbing ig written" as the

Philosopher says in III ds Anima.
Therefore, it 1s only in poﬁency. Néw, what 1s in"potehcy can-
not be reduced to act by itself but only by an agent distinct
Trom it. This agent which is distinc£ from it 1s the agent in-
tellect. A

The agent intellect is also nobler thah'the possible in-
tellect. "Everything that i1sj in that it is or in what it is,
1s in act and the likeness of the first act, and on this account
has nobilit.y,“9 A thing isksaid toAbe more or less noble inso-
far as it approaches God, since God 1s pure act and thus He must
be the most noble, The agent intellect, then, 1s more noble
than the possible intellect, for the agent lntellect 1s active
whlle the posslble intellect is only a passive power. Saint'

Thomas puts this very precisely when he states that the agent

intellect 1s nobler than the possible intellsct "because an
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active power 1s nobler than a passive power.
From all the preceding it can be stated'that man has two
intellects--the agent and the_possibleuintellecﬁ} Thess intell-
ects are really distinct and the agent is nobler than the possl-
ble intsllset. Does it follow-from this that in man there are
two powers of understanding?® This is denied most firmly by the
|Angelic Doctor. Even though the possible intgllect’and the
agent 1ptelleet are distinet, there are not two separate powers
of understanding, for the act of the agent intellect doss not
meke up a distinct act of understandings - The two lntellects go
together and constitute one act of understanding and this 1s
peculliar to man alone.
There are two actions proper to the two 1lntellscts,
-the agent and the possible. For the act of the poss-
ible intellect is to receive intelligible objects:
the act of the agent 1s to abstract the intelligl-
ble objects. From this 1t does not follow that there
is a twofold understanding in man, because both of 11
these acts combine to form one act of understanding.
How 1is it that these two acts go together to make one act
of understanding? The agent intellect as such does not ﬁnder-
stand but it abstracts the intélligible species from the phan-
tasm., Its operation is not thé operation of undarétanding but
of abstracting. The operation of understanding 1s-proper to
the possible intellect and to it alone. However, the possible
intellect canﬁot operate, cennot understand without the agent

intellect for 1t relies on the agent to make sensible specles
to be intelligible species. The agent intellect does not under-

stand then, but the possible intellect. The agent intellect in



-1ll-
a sense reduces the possible from pétency tq gct. .The very act
of  understanding £akea»place in the poselble intellsct but 1t
. needs_th; agent intellect to abstract the 1n£elligibls specles.
NATURE | |
There has been some controveréy gtho“whether-the-int31lec£
is one or many for all men. Salnt Thomaa‘1n£erpreted*Aristotla
a8 saylng that each man has a separate agentnintellect,vand he
himself held this position.  First of all, let us consider the
- actionfof~thé intellects. The possible intellect performs its
action 1n receiving the objeets to be understood and understands |
thém, The agent 1ntellect, however, causes- things to be actual-
ly intelliglble, and 1t does this by abstracting species-from .
|the phantasmu But both of these actlons take place in one and
the same-man. For example, Joeihas‘therpoyer whicb<ab§traéts
the“apecies and'théfpower which‘undérstands'ﬁhat is abstracted.
Thus, both intellects must be united to this man asa form.

And so both must be numefiéally multibliéd in accord

with the number of men concernedeeses’ MOrecverlgsent -
~and patient must be proportinate to:each: other.

Poaslbly the best way to prove that the agent intellect is
mot Just one for all men but one in each man 1s by first prov- ‘
_[ing that the agent intellect inheres in the soul. "Every actlon
thaﬁris proper to a specles proceeds from principles that eman-
ate from the form which confers the specles."l3 In material
creatlon, man alone 1is ablé to understand. Hefalénevcan perform

this actlon; 1t 1s, then, an operation proper to the human

species. Thus, the principles of this action of understanding |
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must come from the form of man--the human soul--for it is from
the soul that man has his specles. However, the principles of
the action of understanding, the agent and possible ihtellects,
do not extend to the body, for these perform their action in-
denendently of a bodily organ. The powsr of understanding, then
does not reside in a bodily orgen. Action pertalns to the same
subject as does potency; the possible and agent 1ntellect in-
here in the one essence of the soul.

Now no action belonge to anything except through some

principle formally inherent therein, as we have said

above of the possible intellect. Therefore the power

which is the princigle of this action must be some-

t@ing in the soul.l

Since the agent intellect inheres 1n the soul, then there
must be as many agent lntellects as there are $ou133“For it 1e
impossible for the numerically same power of the soul to belong
to many eubstances,15 For powers of the soul are natural pro-
perties which flow from the essence.l§ Now, properties are
aocidents whose nature 1t is to exist in _allo, 1in another, as in

a subject. Every substance, however, 1s lindlvidual for it is

individuated by matter eiéhed by quantity, as Saint Thomas

states In the Summa Theologica.l7 Thus, since the subetanee is
individuai, those things exisy;ng in it must belong.to it and
exist only in it.

That the agent intellact 1ls a separate substance existing
apart from individual men was 8 doctrine held by many Latin A-

verrolists. These were msn who, though they did not follow stri-

ctly the philosophy of Avérroes, did malntain the point Averroes
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|stressed--that philosophy and theology must remaln separate at
all times. It was held that philosophlcal concluslons could
contradict the teachings of Christian Revelatlon and still both
could be.right. Saint Thomas thought thatJthe greatest of these
‘Laﬂin Averrolsts, Siger of Brabant, held that the agent intell-
ect existed as a éeparate substance apart from use.

Contrary to thls teaching, Saint Thomas states very de-.
finitely that the agent intellect is not a separate substance.
Insofar as we carry out an operat;on-by msans of something hav-
ing the character of a form, to that extent do we cause some-
thing to exist actually, Just as, (1f 1t is permitted to borrow
an example from the Angelic Doctor); a hot thing heats by its
heat lnasmuch as 1t 1ls actually hote For a thing acts only so
far as 1t 1s 1n act. Hence that.byowhich: aithing acts or o-
perates formally, must be united to that thing With'respect to
its very act of exlsting. Hence, in the case of two substances
existing in separation from one another, it 1is 1mpossible_for
one of them to operate formally through the other. Thus, if
the agent intellect i1s a separate substénce.existing apart from
ug, we cannot understand by it formally, although we may be abls
1to understand'by it actively, as we are sald to see:by light of
the sun. It 13, then, impossible to malntaln the position ghét
the agent lntellect 1s a separate substance existing apart from
us, and that we underssand p@rough the agent intellect as throu-

gh a form.

The operatlon of thefagent intellect consists in abstract-
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ing the -intellectual specles from the phantasms. Now we are
certain that this operation takes place in us. Howewer, thers
would be no reason why such abstraction should sometimes oceur
and somet@mes‘not as)would be -the cése‘if*the~agent‘intellect
were a separate substance. Thus, the agent intellsct 1s not a
separate substance.

Saint Thomas held, also, that if the agentfinteglact would

be held to exist as a separate substance along with God, a con-
sequence regugnént to our féith‘would follow; namely, that our
ultimate perfection and happiness would consist not in a ceriain
union of our soul with God as the Gospel taaches,'“but with some
other separate substance." 8 But 1t is evident that man's ul-
ﬁimate beayititude or happiness consists in his noblest opera-
tlon, inﬁallection, which operétion, 1n.créeﬁ to be fully com-
pleted, requires the union of our possible:intellect with its
active principle. For, indeed, anything passive in any way
whatever 1s perfected only when joined with the proper active
principle which i1s the cause of the perfection.lg' Therefore
|those maintalning that the.ageﬁt intellect is a substancs exist-
‘ ing apart from matter, say that man's ultimate happiness would
'cops;st in being able to know the agent inteilect. This is ma-
nifestly false. V .
If the agent lntellect were not something beiongihg
to the soul, but were some separate substance, there
would be one agent intellect for all men. And this
1s what they mean who hold that there 1s one agent

intellect for all. But if the agent intellect 1s
something belonging to the soul, as one of its powers,
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we are bound to say that there are as many agent ln-
tellects- as there are souls, which are multiplied
according to the number of men. - For it 1ls lmpossible
that one and the same power belong to wvarious substances. -

The Philosopher proves that the agent lntellect is
separate by the fact that the possible lntellect is
separate: because, as he says, the agent 1s more noble
than the patient. Now the possible intellect is said
to be separate because 1t is not the act of any cor-
poreal organ. Aniin this sense the agent intellect:
ia also 8alled separates: but not as a separate sub-
stancee. , ' ‘

Saint Thomas says that separated souls will understand thru
species acqulred while~the& existed in the body. But after the
separafion‘of body end soul, they will also understand thru an
infused SpecieS.gl But this operation is not natural to the
soul when 1t 1srdnited to the body, only after it leaves ‘the
body . | .

The possible intellect is disposed by nature to receive
specles from phantasms only gso far as.the phantasme’ are actuale
1zed by the light of the agent intellect which 1s a kind of
participation of the light of superior substances. In De
Veritate, Saint Thomas explains the light as follows:’

The light of the agent intellect proceeds in the
rational soul, a8 from s primary source, from God.

And, for thls reason, it is true that our wind rec-
elves knowledge from sensible things; nevertheless, our
mind forms the llkenesses of things in itself lnasmuch
~ag the forms abstracted from sensibles are made in-
telligibles 1n act through the light of the agent
intellect, so that they may be receilved in the poss-
ible intellect. And thus in the light of the agent
intellect, a2ll knowledge 1s in some way originally :
innate in us, through the’ medlation of universal concepts, |
whlch are known at once by the light of the agent intell-
ect, and through which concepts, as through universal
principles, we gudge about other things, and know them
in themselves.?
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Salnt Thomas describes the agent intellect a8 a light. It
is said to illumindte,.to light up the phantésm. In~tﬁis activ-
1ty it can be compared to the light of the'sun. Take for exam-
ple & person standipg'in a-dark room. The colors in that room
are only pqtentiaily.able to be seen Just as the forms in the
phantasm are only potentially‘able.to bé undérstood; As. the
|colors éxist now they cannot be seen--as the specles sxist in
the phantasm they cannot be intellectually known. Just as the
person is only potentlally able to see the colors so the posé-
ible 1ntellect is potent;ally able toiknow. Iflthe light of
the.sun enters the room the person immediately sees the colors.
The agent 1ﬁt§llect works in the same way. It 1is the light
which illumines the phan?asm. It turns towards thé sensible
specles and projects upon them its light. It illumines and
transfigures them, so to speak .20

OPERATION

‘What éxaétly is the agent intellect able to do? VWhat is
the operation of the agent lntellect? Slnce the possible in-
tellect cannot actuate itself as Saint Thomas shows in De Anima,
Weﬂmust poslt an agent intellect. This agent intellect must
cause the actual.intelligibles which actuate the possible in-
tellect.

The possible intellect is in potency in regard to the
specieg in the phantgsm. The agent intellect is,related=to such'

specles as the act which produces them because it makes them to

be actually intelligible by abstraction. The possible intellect
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is in potency to intelligible specises with respect to that mode
of exlistence of the specles according to which the agent intell-
|ect 1s related to them as the one producing them.

The human soul, the lowest among all intellectual substanc-
es, 1s united to a body in order that the soul may recei#e in-
telligible specles from material things through the possible in-
tellsct., Nor is its natural intéllective power greater than
that requlred for perfecting 1ts knowledge through such formss
Hence, the intelligible light, in which the human soul partici-
pates and which is called the agent intellect, has as its func-
tion to actuallze Iintelligible specises of the type referred to.
Since the soul is directed toward inferior things, from these

1t abstracts intelligible specles proportinate to its intell-
ective power; and 1t is 1n_this way that the soul is perfected
in knowledge. | |

The agent intellect is sald: (1) to comvert or direct

itself towards the phantasm; (2) to abstract from it

the essence; (3) to illuminate and make actual intell-

igible what is potentially intelligible in the phan-

tasm; (4) throughout the process the agent intelleact

is chlef agent, while the Ehantasm is viewed merely

a8 an instrumental agent.2 ’

The action of the possible intellect consists in re-

ceiving the objJects understood and in understanding

them. And the action of the agent intellect consists

in causing tggngs to be actually understood by abstracte

ing species. ,

Not only does the agent intellect illumine phantasms,
1t doss more; bytlts power intelligible specles are
abstracted from phantésimg It 1llumines phantasms be-
cause, Juat as the sensitive part acquires a greater
power by lts conjunction with the intellsctual part, so
‘through the power of the agent intellect phantasms are
mgde-more flt for the abstraction of intellipgible in-
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tentions frow them. DNow +%he agent intellect ab-

stracts intelligible species from phantasmse inasmuch

as by 1its power we are able to take into our consld-

eration the matures of specles without individual con-
"ditions. It 1s 1n accord with Egeir llkeness that the

posslble intellect is informed.

Phantasms are needed for the agent to operate. Man cannot
even reflect upon things without turning t0 the phantasm. For
gll of man's understanding the phantasms are needed. Phantasms
are sald to be to the intellect what sensible things are to the
sense. Without sensible things, the senses could not opsrate,
they wdéuld not have a proper object. Without the phantasm the
agent intellect, in she égme way as the senses, could not oper-
ate. For, as Saint Thomas states 1in De Anima:

We maintain that the agent intellect produces know-
ledge in our possible intellect through phantasms
rendg;ed actually Intelligible by the agent intell-
ect, l . .

For the operation of each of them bears on phantasmsj
the agent intellect renders phantasm actually intelll-
gible, whereas the possible intellect receives Bge
’intelligible specles abstracted from phantasms.

CONCLUSION

For a more complete exposition of the agent intellect, the
following 1s an outline of the process of intellectual cognition
showing the important role that the agent intellect has in this
vital process of rational activity. ' _

The intellect is immaterigixand.its proper objects are uni-
versal and immaterial forms. The universal nature is enclosed;
a8 1t were, in the particular. The intellect‘haé the universal

as 1ts proper object, but cannot reach 1t until it is disengaged
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from the material aspebts with which 1t is bound up in particu-
lar.‘ In other words, we can say that the universal nature'must
be stripped of all its material appendages.} This cannot bé
accomplished by any material power, since 1mmatériality can be
realized only by an immaterial agent. |

The dematerialization through which the universal nature
[becomes &iéengaged from matter has to be the work of the intell-
ect, and the intellect has to be immateriél.- Siﬁce'the intell=
ect is incapable of determinihg itself and it recelves its data
from the senees,'itfis of légical ﬁeceésity to postulate a fac-
ulty which is intrinsicall& able to act of‘itéelf and which will
put the possible intellect in act. This faculty is the agent

- [intellect. The proper object of the intellect 1s the knowledge
of essences. But in order to arrive at these essences abstract-

» ion from matter 1s a conditio sine qua non. ' The freeing of the

‘ﬁniversél nature then is achleved by the process of abstraction
in which the "active intellect" operates on the phantasm pre-
sented to it by the sensory powers. From the phantasm that
enters the intellect the conditions of matter will have to be
obliterated. The abstraction from the conditions of‘matter is
Ithe function of the agent intellect., It 1is a ray of spiritual
light which, when failing on the phantasm, transforms it and
leaves aslde 1lts conditions of matter. V
Then, with the "sublimated" phantasm as the instrumental.

ceuse, the agent intellect as the efflclient cause educes from

PR
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the potency of the péssible intellect an aceldental form which
is the 1nﬁéllig1ble specles,~~-now being completely dematerlalize
ed. The agent intsllect then presents the abstracted intelli-
gible'species to the possible intellect which is in éotenoy and
becomes actualized by the specles intelligibilis impressa. The

universal nature disengaged from the phantasm and thus madé ln-

telligible 1s called the species intellipgibilis impressa and

bedomés, after informing the possible intellect, the Species

intelligibills expressa, or what Saint Thomas calls the verbum

mentis, The verbum mentis is the concept and the spoken word is

the symbol of this concept. .
The reason why Aquinas (Saint Thomas), following Aristotl-
lan tradition, deems 1t necessary to crédit man with two dis-
tinet performances, the abatraction of the concept by the active
intellect and the final formation of it by the possible intellect
is not with1n the provihoe of empirical evidence to determine,
This reason 1is éf a philosophical character. The universal
nature is iﬁ the phantasm as potentlally intelliglble. For it
{to be made aétually intelligible an agent, itself acﬁual, is
indispensable., This agent has to be of the intellectual or.
immaterial order, otherwlse it cannot actualize the universal
which isuintell;éible and immaterial. The intellect, therefore,
 has to posséss the capacity of actualizing the universal nature:
hence the saying of Averroes,‘quoted with approval by Baint

Thomas: Intellectus eglt universalis.
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Thus we come to thé end of the process of lntellectual
cognition. We héve seen how sensible belngs, the proper objects
of our intellect, are only potentially intelliglble, and in
&rder to explain the fact of iﬁtellectual knovwledge we must say
ﬁhefe is in the soul a specigl spiritual virtué, an intellectual

beacon of light--THE AGENT INTELLEGT.
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FOOTNOTES
De Anima, Book III, Ch, 5, 430a, 10-19.

Summa Theologica, I, g. 1, a. 9,‘00.

Ibid., I, q. 84, a. 6, co.
Ibido, I’ q. 85, 8. l’ ad 3.
Compendium of Theology, Ch. 83.

Quaestio Disputata de Anima, Articls IV, ans. to objJ. 1.

Ibid., Article IV, ans. to objJ. 3.

Summa. Theologica, I, 9. B9, a. 2, cO.

Summa Contra Gentlilses, Book I, Ch. 70.

Questio Disputats de Anima, Article V.
Ibid., Article IV, ans. to obj. 8.

Compendium of Theology, Ch. 86.

Ibid. s Gho 87.

Summa Theologlea, I, q. 79, a. 4, co.

Ibid., I, gq. 79, a. 5, co.
Quaestlio Disputata de Anima, Artiecle XIX.

Summa Theologleca, I, Q. T4, a. 4, co.

Quaestio Disputata de Anima, Article V.

Summa Theologlea, I, q. 79, a. 5, co.

Quaestio Disputata de Anima, Article XV, ans. to obj. 11.
De Veritate, q. 10, a. 6,

Etiemme Gilson, History of Christlan Phllosophy in the
Mlddle Ages, p. 37S.

Michasl Maher, Psychology, p. 312.
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