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¥nowledge-~what 1s it? We might answer »ight away that it

- »

ing vo the first species of

<
O
Y
et
O
ISy

*

is, in man, an acclden
predicament of Quality, But this would Involve a prematbure

statement of the conclusion which we hope to prove in Hils pa-
er, Therefore, as a

let us examine our terms, knowledge and accident, knowledge

b

- LN
el
LTAP3T,

St. Thomas seeme never to have delined

as such. Perhaps the closest approach to a definition of Ilmow
ledge to be found In his works is ths follecwing:

To understand 1s not a movement that is an act
of something imperlect passing Irom one Lo another,
but it Lo an act existing in the apent itself, of

something perfect,t

But he has made in vassing many statements similar to that

-

nitlons by many

Pl
i

above winich uave been used as a basis for in

1..

others since his time. Zssentlally these definitions say that

®

Inowledge is the lmmaterial possession of one Torm--that of the

s

objsct--by another form--that of the knower--in such a way that

neither of these forms loses 1ts own identity This possession
hag been variously describ:d as an assimilation, an information,

and an Lymanent action; as such it constitubes an internal pewr-

mown is in no way
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the second act of the intellect. 3 Two of the petiher definitions

of knowledge are the following:

¥nowledge 1s essentially the cons clousness of
ann object, L.e., of any thing, fact, or nrinciple
belonging to the physical, mental or metaphysical
order, that may in any manner be reached by cogni-

tive facultbies,i

. » » knowledge consists in this, that some Torm
ig received and had immateriaslly, that is, in a way
surpassing potentiallty, or in the fact that a Inow-
ing subject has a form, not composedly, nobt as a de-
veloowent or an acivuavlon of the subje%t, but rather
in an iimanent way, i.,e., objectively.

certaln way becomes the object known, it i1s the objJect known.

and intzllect are in vwotency with respect to the »rimary objecﬁs
S yhich St. Thomas malies elsewhere, This apparent

contradictlion can be resolved, A knowing power 1s activs in so
far as 1t ig an operabive power, lmowledgs

produced fron itself, 4 knowing powsr is passive, on ths other

»

lmowing subject, and because the operation remains in the power
itsel? as its passion, that is, 1t 1s an limenent operatcion.

power can be sald to De Both active
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contradiction,
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and pass
A mere contact between the Inowanle and the Imower is nct

tion for lmowledges. There must e a unlon of

3
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Aexykel
the forms of the Imower and the known, dDut in such a wa

as was saild above, each of these retains its own identity.

inowledge thus might he termed an equation of the mind To the
tixing,

Tow let us pass on Tto discuss the exisience of Imowledge.
Does it exlst? If so, how does ity sxist, what type of existence

T of what we have sald above, the an-

b BERNCEE S ke LI - - [ — o . S K] N ' a
add the testimony of our own expsrience wwitnh the rogult that we

rAifTiculty ot an aflfirnative answer Tor this

T existence proper to imowledge is the very point of this

irther cn in this paper e ghall attempt teo prove
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must, as thus or
to uhe Inmat

intellect:
is thus in, or p»

assune the ricde of being 2t
This immaterial or spiritual wode of belng which the cbject has
in the subject 1g called by the scnolagstics mental belng or ex-
istence, intentional cxistence, scensible species in The case of
sense lmowledss, and intellipible speciles with regard to intel-

this mode of being is nov a medium in the

asses on to the knowledge of the thing in reality. This would
be a Tform of idealism, Tor ths reality would not be known direc-
Tly and as such but only as it existed in the lmowing nower of

e schcolasticg this

nental beilng or exlistvence of scnethling as an ] in the sub-

ect represenits a reallty existing independently of the subject

ect as a part of the cognitional process, Thus we
tisting in reallity also recelves a
riental existence when it 1s known by some lknower and thus it has
a double mode of existence: mental in the imowing subject, and

physical in reallty. In addition to the thing lmown, the knower
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also sxilsts in a twofceld wmanner,

The lImower has 1ts nat of beinp iteelfl,
but alse the thing known is mower and iden-
tified with the knower accor arictner mede of
being., The knower is 1tsel ing Tto its navursl
rode of beling, and it is al ing knewn accoprd-
ing to this cther mode of belns 211led intentional
being,©

have a double mode of existence, ons physical and the other men-

tal or intentional, e have also scen Tthat this in

-

the object 1s the mediwn by which it is Imown to the
subject. Thz guestion is, is this the existence which is preper
to kmowledgz or is it merely the type of existence which ths ob-

ject has as mown? This question we hope to answer in a short

An examination of the »rocess by which we acquire lmowledge
would perhaps be of scme value at this point. St., Thomas has

J S L TR

Coenaw

s

54

' . . for us actually to understand something,
g L > Pyl 4 2.7 Eal 5. o -~ g e Jp— L

all that is needed is the formaticn of actually in-
telligible species through abstractlon Trom matter
and the conditions of matter, which 1s the werl of
the agent intellect, oand reception in cur unders
stand%ng, winich 1s the work of the possible intel-
lect.

But the object, if it is not originally in the subject, must in
sorma way be uvnited to the subject and made one with 1t, by an

agssimilation of the knowser %o

]

<t

of the knower to the mown the ssnse becomss the same a5 the

<

¢

sensed and the intellect in act becomes the thing under-




stvood in act; but 1t must be noted that this does not take
slace in a substanbtial manner, for only in God are the substan-
ces of the lmower and the lmown identificd, Rather the cogni-
tive faculty rust be considered as
« « o« potantial towards 21l lmowable things when

it is not actually kmowing some thing; and in order

te know something acuu‘lly, it muet be oeterm;noa or

specifisd In act by being informed by the intelligl-

ble or sensible sveciss of the object known.*O
The Inower potentially comsider:zd does not exist as knower, but
only when the form oif the vecelved ovbject deitermines its nature
and actualizes it is 1T made an zctusl intelligence or sense.
Thus "by belng informed by the forms of di: rent objects the
sense becomes all things sensible, and the intellect all things
iubelligible,"ll The form, then, of the thing known is the me-
divm by wnich the lmower and the knowm are united, The form of
the thing kmown makes it actually what it is, The knower 1is
vobentlally what the lmown is actually, since it can receive the
form of the thing lmowm, The formm of the thing lmown Informs
the Imowser and toue makes it actually what the thing lmown is,
but, as wasg pointed out above, not In a substantizl manner, In
this way the Enover in act is made cone with the lmown in 2ct,
This holds True both for sense knowledge and for intellectual
Incwledge.

The reality of Imowledrss is tha next thingz to be considsred
vhat does the word "real” mean? HWarrowly btaken, "real” means
that which 1s actually and vhysically existant, viewed as oute-
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non is still sometiiing real, and not uvnguali-

object be 2 real beins, a possible being, or only an ens ratlio-
nlg-=Go thé gublecty’ TYhus. we can say that even 1n the case of

enables us To say that knouledge of svery thinzg, =2ven of ens

rablonls, is redl, and that, in view of thiz element of reallty

ledge, even though it does not veally eoxist in vhe sense of
naving actual vhysical sxistencs o of having any possibility of
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must exist in anothar as In a subject of 1




imowledge does not affect

in any way

the esasence of the subject,

type of existence which makes an accldent what it is, thalt is, a
type of existence that is dependent on ths existence of some-
thing else for its cwn existence This "something else' iz the
subject of innhesion, a substance.
Accicdent is the universal sald coi a species as
Athat wnich belongs contingently to that specles and

$o the individuals of that apeclies. An accident is

a characteristic that can come to he or disappear

without distruction of the sgpecies in which it is

found, For example, "white" is dald of man as an

accident., The color white doss nobt necessiarily

characterize wman, nor is 1t found always in man, nor

does it belong only to man, 15
4n accldental Torm does not give absolute existence to its sub-
ject, Tor ivs subject is an already existing being. The acci-
dental form merely mediiles the subject in some way, making it
such, or so great or In such a condition,

If we compare the idea of knecwledge which we have outlined
above with that of accident we may perhaps see things more clear-
ly. Cur first 'statement about accidents was that their essence
is to exist In ancther, In looking bacl over our considseration
of knowledze it will be seen that in every case knowledge is
always considered in relation Tto some subject, something must

mve lmowledge. This is consistent with our own personal experid
ence which tells us that knowledge 1s always in =ome subject,

the knower,. and not existing of and by itself, Inowledge can
cervalinly come and go as anyone who has had to take a best, and
who hasnit, can testify, This presence and non presence of




for the knowing subject, without appearing Lo change the object,

or to suffer some nhysical changs itself, takes or receives the

object knoim., Aristetle said that "in knowing there was a spe-

cial kind of interchange that was not physical change and ceculd
01&

net be reduvced to material transformation, ™ The reason ror

this is the iIrmaterial basis on which knowledge rests. This

change modifies the knowing subject in that he gains some form

thiat he did not previously have; this is called "inbentional

our treatment of accldents, With these considerations in nind,
let us now give a proof fer our ntention that knowledge is an

accldent,

The potency Tuliilled by an act must be in the same genus

as the act fulfilling that notency, and converssly, the act ful-
Tilling any pot:ney must be in the same ginus &s the potency
which 1t fuliills, since these two, potency and act, accerding

to the scholastic axion, divide being and any genus of being

regponding azt 1s not in the genus of substance., But the intel-
lect is a potsncy whiclhh 1s net in the genus of substance, for if
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11.

ts own preper act, it would

-

it were, when it was activated by i

exist as intellect, that is, intellect would exist in a sub-
is obviously Tfalse, for the only case 1in which intsllect exists
and even there no potency is involved, XKnowlecge, therefore,

n
stance. Those things that are neot in the genus of substance

necessity fall in the genus of accldents, since these

st of p, 1

Qe > ks IR I - - - L .o.n'.. 4 L - K
two genera, aividing according teo affi nmablﬁn—~ne¢pj in another,
that 1s, having its existence only 1n ancther, this is accicdent
--and negatlion--not being in another, that is, not having its

ore, is in the genus of accildents, since, as was
¢ 1s not in the genus of substance. But those
things that are In the genus of accidents ar:z accidents, There-

BV J

were accidents and in fact were ore of the nins genera of acci-
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it has nevsr been seriously contssbed, there has never arissn a
s i~ B o - - . K L4 ¢ i - PR S P ~ i s -
nscesclty for a definite, detalled treabment of it, There Ve,

t
ek

S
MO LE

cannot be real ub must exist in some other way. Bul those
thinzs whal zre accicents must really exist, that is, thelr
existence must be in the order of realllty, they rust be real
beings. M. . . knowledge," however, "is intenticnal being. .

and therefore belongs ©o another mode or ordsr of beling callsd

the intentional order., 1% secms, thereflore, thalt Inowledge 1s
not an acclildent of man,
In ansvering thils objectlion, we must first point out that

lored green in such a manner that this coleoration is vwercepitibl

colered in an immaterial way only. The lkmower knows the green-
ness of the wall by abstracting the form of greenness, that is,

the ilmmaterial part or principle of the essence of the greennessy

L (3 al

Trom the matter of grecnness, that is, the material element of
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ality ig abstracted from, a thing had as nown must be
I -y e [ 1 - K - S 2 2 7 yon e 2 =
materially. Since, therefore, the thing known 1s had

'mowing subject in guch a way as vo make 1t cclored gre
thus sense perceptible to the knower himsell or to other

ot o

vhe wind is in a certalin way all tr
certain way, whatever it knows. I'rom what we have jus

1s clear that the conclusion that lknowledge cannot be

excluzive, Usually these two designations are used ©o
zuish betwesn a thing existing outside the knowing sub

--the intentional order--and in this sense tf
mutually exclusive, Dub wibh
which exist according to the intentional

also have some aspect of reality in so far as they do

we stated above in our treatment of the realitv of

ally by the Mnowingz subject it can not affect the matter

ns greznness of a wall, doss, in a certain way, become green,

And thus 1t is that 8t. Thomas echoes aristotle in gaying

noted that the intentional order is Talien as bzing in opnosition

to the real order, that 1s, the two orders are falken as mutually

real crder--and a thing existing as Imown in the lImowing subject

s the two orders, although they apwpear to be mutually exclu=-




ledge is not an accident of man does not vallidly follow from ihe

hers, the real and intentional

q

ore, that knowledge 1s not an accident of man.

In answering this objection 1t should be roted that in Tthils

the "soul' which 5t. Augustine refers Lo is the soul
knoim or loved, and not the soul knowing and lovinc, It 1s trus|

that the Xmown or loved soul 1s not the suovjsct of the acts of

knowing or loving as being the subject of accidents for if it
were, then the accidents of Imowing and loving which are propexr

which 1s clearly false. The corclusion, therefore, that ¥n
ledge is not an accidsnt of man does not follow from the state-

] b

ment of St. Augustine mentionsd above, since thes objector took
the word soul ©to mean the soul of the cne limowing and loving in

o~

the meaning which 3%, Augustine gave 1%, the soul of

the one known and loved,

Apain the proof for the accidentality of knowledgs based on

ther Gredt says that the kmower in the act of knowing

—
.



http:s11oD.l6

O
®
tnt
Q
d.
o]
et
<
£
o
d.
;..'u
C‘*‘
[..J ]
[¥e]
[

general princinle of b vhy that Tor two things
to becomne one, one cof the Uiio must be relatzd te the cother as

+ - - - b L - .. - 5 - = e .. o - bl 4 gl -
ootency to act, It 1s not Incomsistent, however, with the idea

act that a thing be in poltency and 1n sct at

the some tlime preovided 1t 1s not contested that the thing is

'

toth iIn potency and in act in relatlon te the same Thing in the
same way at the same time. Thus a thing may at one snd the sane
time be velated to ome thing ss a potesncy and teo another o3 an

statement -ueted above the lmower in the act of knowing is said

to be like an act vossessing an act. Here the mower 1s com-
rared to the act possessing; bub thiz act whiclh possesses must
be passive with respect o the act which 1t vcssesses,; Tor,
accerding te the princinle mentloned abovs, the tio could not
become one withous oneg vaing related To the other as nctency to

e b ol S H KBS B - - . L - . an T ~
act, It i1s called "act” in sc far as 1t possesses and posses-

tency Bo an act., Ths act poszessing is in potency in relatlon

to the act Hossesssd becawnse the nosssssing act is changsd by
the very possessicon of the aclt possgessed, passing Ifrom nobtsntial
to actual wnossession, The act possessing iIs alsc changed by the
act possesced in that in a certaln way it becomes the act nos-

ity of knowledge based on poteney and aclt glven in tThis paper
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does not follow from the statement aquoted from

&)

*

28 was pointe ssessin

o
O
[62]

. cut agbhove, the act v

relation to the act posssssed,
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