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INTRODUCTION

ALEXANDER W. HALL

The Proceedings of the Society for Medieval Logic andtdghysics

(PSMLM) collects original materials presented atssens sponsored by
the Society for Medieval Logic and Metaphysics (SW)L Founded by

Gyula Klima (Director), Joshua Hochschild (Secngtadack Zupko and
Jeffrey Brower in 2000 (joined in 2011 by Assisténtector, Alexander

Hall) to recover the profound metaphysical insigbtsmedieval thinkers

for our own philosophical thought, the Society eumtty has over a
hundred members on five continents. The Societyssdem publication

appeared online in 2001 and the decade that fotloseav the release of
eight more volumes. In 2011, PSMLM transitionedptint. Sharp-eyed

readers of these volumes will note the replacenaérur (lamentably

copyrighted for commercial use) lions, who guardee integrity of the

body of an intellectual tradition thought to be deaith the phoenixes
that mark our rebirth. Friends of the lions will bappy to note that they
remain at their post, protecting PSMLM’s online geedings at http://
faculty.fordham.edu/klima/SMLM/.

There is broad agreement in the medieval traditian we conceive things
in the world owing to the transmission of intelbg content through

" This volume collects papers from two sessions sp@u by theSociety for
Medieval Logic and Metaphysicsollected online as volume five of the Society’s
proceedings (http://faculty.fordham.edu/ klima/SMI)Mthe colophon of which
appears as an appendix to this volume. The papehe dirst session, devoted to
the issue of intellectual cognition in Avicenna, ektoes and Aquinas, were
presented at th&ordham International Conference on Ancient and eal
Philosophy on October 15, 2005, at Fordham University, Nearky NY. The
papers of the second session, on the medieval eoldf the principle of
individuation, were presented at the regular meetifiour Society at th@005
Annual Meeting of the American Catholic Philosophidssociation held at the
University of Notre Dame, on October 29, 2005. Soofethe papers are
reproduced here basically unchanged, as they wesempted, while others were
expanded and revised by their authors for thismel{IGK].
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various media that culminates in the concept byctvlsomething in the
world is cognitively present for us. Yet how theeiligible content is
transmitted along with the nature of the ultimatgieot of cognition
provoked ceaseless debate. The first three essayssivolume consider
these issues as they play out in the metaphysitsatural philosophy of
Avicenna, Averroes, Thomas Aquinas, Ockham andrsthe

The last three essays turn to the metaphysicalgmobf the nature of the
principle of individuation. Moderate realists b&kein the existence of
immanent general natures such as humanity and igguiwhereby

individuals are members of diverse natural kindscakdingly, moderate
realists such as Aquinas, Henry of Ghent and DuostuS need to
investigate the nature of the individuating prineipy which members of
one and the same natural kind differ from one aotNominalists, for
their part, need not concern themselves with amciple of individuation

as, for them, all reality is individual, there bgino immanent universals;
but this release comes at the cost of a new stistemological problems.

For Aquinas, intellectual cognition requires tha form in the knower be
numerically distinct from the form in the form-matt composite.
Responding to the claim that this renders Aquinasmesentationalist,
Max Herrera, inUnderstanding Similitudes in Aquinas with the Hefp
Avicenna and Averrogsargues that Aquinas asserts a relationship of
identity and similitude between the knower and khewn. We conceive
things in the world through species that commueidae formal aspects
(rationeg of these things. Aquinas allows the samaio to exist in
various modes of being, materially in things, imenetly in the mind.
Thus, the intelligible species and the conceptfammally identicalwith
the nature in the form-matter composite becausg lthge the sammtio,
and yet they are also similitudes, for tfadio exists immaterially in the
intellect and materially in the composite.

The Agent Intellect as “form for us” and Averroe€sitique of al-Farabi
by Richard C. Taylor concerns Averroed'sng Commentary on the De
Anima wherein Averroes sets forth his novel and comrsial doctrine of
the material intellect as a separately existingstuire shared by all
human beings for the sake of intellectual thoughtl ainderstanding.
Additionally, theLong Commentargonceives the agent intellect as “form
for us,” both because we are the ones who indiVigirgtiate the process
of knowing and also because, in our act of knowthg, agent intellect is
intrinsic to us, not something external emanatintgliigibles out of itself.
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To employ the notion of form so that the ontolodiicaseparate agent
intellect is also an intrinsic form acting in thetologically distinct human
knower so as to be called “form for us” is to extehe meaning of form
far beyond the Aristotelian notion. Yet Averroe®wis no indication of an
awareness of the extent to which his conceptiah®figent intellect in its
relation to the human soul is equally as novel anoblematic as his
conception of the material intellect as unique ahdred by all human
beings.

Gyula Klima’'sIntentional Transfer in Averroes, Indifference adtiire in
Avicenna, and the Representationalism of Aquinastends that the
Averroistic notion of “intentional transfer,” comigd with the Avicennean
idea of the indifference of nature, yielding theomfistic doctrine of the
formal unity of the knower and the known, rendersointhe question
whether Aquinas (or thinkers within the pre-modexpistemological
tradition in general) is a representationalist diract realist.

In Henry of Ghent on IndividuatiorMartin Pickavé presents Henry of
Ghent'’s discussion of the principle of individuatjadefined by Henry as
what is responsible for the plurification of a fothat is itself simple and
indivisible. Henry’s teaching on this matter is eddus for at least two
reasons: (1) It seems that the censorship of thsighthat matter is the
principle of individuation advanced in the Condetioves of 1277
originates with Henry, who helped draft the Condatiums; and (2)
Where Henry comes to present his own account oivithaation, his
language seems very imprecise; accordingly, inéteps give different
answers to the question of what Henry regardedhas principle of
individuation, opting for an explanation in ternfseither subsistence or a
double negation. Pickavé contends that subsistandedouble negation
are in truth two sides of the same account of iddigtion and that it is
because Henry's discussions of these individuagirigciples occur in
different works that critics have mistaken one loe bther account of
individuation to be solely representative of Hegmrgbsition.

Scotus contends that there exists an individugpimgciple that plays at
the individual level the same role that a spedifiference plays at the
specific level. Scotus is elusive as to what typemity this principle is,
leading commentators to describe it as a theotetioastruct, direct
knowledge of which cannot be had, at least in tifiss Giorgio Pini's
Scotus on Individuatiorargues that Scotus conceives the principle of
individuation to be an Aristotelian actuality, raththan some additional
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type of entity. The relationship between an essearm what makes it
individual is then no more mysterious than the tiefship between
potentiality and actuality. The principle of indiiation is an actuality,
just as the specific difference is an actualitye phinciple of individuation
is the ultimate actuality of an essence. The essehyg itself, is not
individual, but it is made individual by being maaletual.

In the final essayThomas Sutton on IndividuatioByula Klima considers
Thomas of Sutton’s defense of the Thomistic-Arislian thesis that
matter primarily accounts for the difference betweadividuals and
addresses alternative accounts of individuationanded by Henry of
Ghent, Duns Scotus and fourteenth-century nomimalis



UNDERSTANDING SIMILITUDES IN AQUINAS
WITH THE HELP OFAVICENNA
AND AVERROES

MAX HERRERA

In an article entitledAquinas on Intellectual Representatio@laude
Panaccio says:

Many recent commentators on Thomas Aquinas havistéds that his
theory of intellectual cognition should not be seas a brand of
representationalism. [...] And, of course, severdiotars have labeled
Aquinas as a ‘direct realist’ in epistemology. [l Will endeavor to show
[...] a perfectly acceptable sense in which his [Agsis] theory of
intellectual intentionality is basically represeitnalist®

Panaccio then defines what he meansepyesentationalism

[...] any theory of cognition which attributes a dalcand indispensable
role to some sort of mental representation. Andneytal representatiqn
will mean any symbolic token existing in some indial mind and
endowed within this mind with a semantic content. rental
representation, in this vocabulary, is a menta¢toteferring to something
else something extramental in most cases. [...] Aquidkeory does
attribute a crucial and indispensable role to dntdrmediate entities in the
very process of understandihg.

After defining his terms, Panaccio claims that ¢hare texts in Aquinas
that support a direct realist position, and thewe taxts in Aquinas that
support a representationalist position. He sayswitl explore ways of

" This paper was presented at #ecient and Medieval Conferenae October
2005 at Fordham University and is a result of thgudinas and the Arabs” project
at Marquette University.
! Claude Panaccio, “Aquinas on Intellectual RepregiEm,” in Ancient and
g/ledieval Theories of Intentionalifi.eiden, Netherlands: Brill, 2001), 185.

Ibid.
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reconciling these two opposite trends in Aquinasisught. My point,
then, will be that the representationalist aspédhe theory must prevalil
in the last analysis:” Panaccio then proceeds to demonstrate that the
intelligible species is not the nature of the thikigown, and that the
concept produced by the mind is not the naturdefthing known either.
Instead, the intelligible species and the conceptnaental tokens, which
are likenesses of the nature, but they are notiahdrwith the quiddity or
nature’ Thus, the relation between the knower and the kniswot one of
identity; instead, the relationship is one of likes Finally, Panaccio
ends by saying “no external thing, for him [Aquihasan be cognized
without a mental concept—or mental word—being fadmas an
intermediate object of intellectionAquinas’s representationalism thus
turns out to be incompatible with direct realisreasll.”

In this paper, | will argue that the relationshigtleen the knower and the
known is one of identity in one sens@d yet the relationshimustbe one
of similitude in another sense. Consequently, titelligible species and
the concept can be simultaneously understood ai¢dé with the nature
of the thing and as similitudes of the nature. tdeo to argue my point,
section one briefly examines Aquinas’s metaphyaias its epistemological
consequences; section two examines Avicenna's mgsags; section
three examines Averroes’s long commentary (on éilists On the Soul
section four examines Aquinas’ epistemology intlighthe aforementioned
sections, and section five concludes the paper.

Aquinas’s metaphysics

In this section, | briefly look at three importaaspects of Aquinas’s
metaphysics: (1) What constitutes the essences atérial things; (2)
What are the constitutive roles of form and mati@&) How do the
constitutive roles of form and matter set up theobfgm of
representationalism.

For Aquinas, form and matter constitute the ess@fce material thing.
Thomas says:

% |bid., 185-86.
4 Ibid., 186-200.
5 Ibid., 200.

8 Ibid.
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In things composed from matter and form, the natdra thing, which is
called quiddity or essence, results from the coetjon of form and matter
as for example humanity results from the conjumctid the soul and the
body!

Aquinas also mentions that form and matter shooldbe thought of as

created things, because form, matter, accidentshantike do not subsist;
instead, they coexist within created things. Theefone ought to say that
form and matter are co-created, whereas the forttemaomposite is

created®

In the form-matter composite, form and matter pdéfferent constitutive
roles. Matter is the principle of individuation dbrms’ and it is
indifferent to the reception of all natural forfdn addition, prime matter
is the pure potency, and as such, prime matterataist without form,
which communicates actuality to prime matfteForm, on the other hand,
not only communicates actuality to prime mattet, ibalso specifies and
determines mattéf-Because of their different constitutive rolesnfioand
matter play different epistemological roles.

According to Aquinas, whatever is intelligible igeélligible insofar as it is
actual, not insofar as it is in potenCyYet, prime matter is pure potency;

" Thomas AquinasScriptum Super Sententiis Magistri Petri Lombaiidited by
Mandonnet (Paris: Lethielleux, 1929), Bk 1 d. 3 aa. 1 resp. In rebus ex materia
et forma compositis, natura rei, quae quidditasegskntia dicitur, ex conjunctione
formae ad materiam resultat, ut humanitas ex catijume animae et corporis.

8 Thomas AquinasSumma TheologiaOttawa, Canada: Studii Generalis O. PR,
1941), P q. 45 a. 4 resp.

9 Aquinas,Summa Theologiad® g. 75 a. 5 resp.

10 Aquinas,Scriptum Super Sententiis Magistri Petri Lombaik 1d. 43qg. 1 a. 1
resp. materia prima, quae de se est indifferensnaies formas (unde et infinita
dicitur) finitur per formam;

1 Thomas AquinasDe Ente et Essentigdpusculum (Turin: Marietti, 1957), Cap
3. Talis autem invenitur habitudo materiae et farnguia forma dat esse materiae.
Et ideo impossibile est esse materiam sine aligand. Tamen non est
impossibile esse aliqguam formam sine materia.

12 Aquinas,De Ente et Essenti€ap. 1.

13 Aquinas, Summa Theologiad¢® .87 a. 1 resp. Respondeo dicendum quod
unumgqguodque cognoscibile est secundum quod estin & non secundum quod
est in potentia.
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hence; it is not the principle for cognitibh.Nevertheless, matter is
intelligible insofar as it proportioned to somerfol® That is to say, insofar
as it has received a forthlf one reflects on what has been said, one sees
that if the essence of a thing is to be known,ilitve by virtue of its form,
which species, determines and actualizes the niatlére essence of a
thing will not be known by virtue of its matter lzese matter precludes
something from being intelligible. Accordingly, Amas states that all
cognition is according to some form, which is pijhe of cognition in the
knower, '8 but he also states that the form in the form-mattemposite
cannot be the principle of intellectual cognitiSrtence, the form that is
the principle of cognition is numerically distinfitom the form in the
form-matter composite.

14 Aquinas,De Ente et Essenti€ap 1. Sed materia neque cognitionis principium
est, neque secundum eam aliquid ad genus vel spedigerminatur, sed
secundum id quod aliquid actu est.

15 Aquinas, Summa Theologiaé¢® q. 87 a. 1 resp. Respondeo dicendum quod
unumguodque cognoscibile est secundum quod estiin & non secundum quod
est in potentia, ut dicitur in IX metaphys., sigreraliquid est ens et verum, quod
sub cognitione cadit, prout actu est. Et hoc quideanifeste apparet in rebus
sensibilibus, non enim visus percipit coloratunpaitentia, sed solum coloratum in
actu. Et similiter intellectus manifestum est quatjuantum est cognoscitivus
rerum materialium, non cognoscit nisi quod est a&u inde est quod non
cognoscit materiam primam nisi secundum proportioad formam, ut dicitur in |
physic.

18 Thomas Aquinas,Quaestiones Disputatae De Verita@®ome: Leonine
Commission, 1972), g. 10 a. 4 resp. Ex cognitioge éormarum quae nullam sibi
materiam determinant, non relinquitur aliqua cdgnitle materia; sed ex
cognitione formarum quae determinant sibi materi@mmgnoscitur etiam ipsa
materia aliquo modo, scilicet secundum habitudirggram habet ad formam; et
propter hoc dicit philosophus in | physic., quodten@ prima est scibilis
secundum analogiam. Et sic per similitudinem formiasa res materialis
cognoscitur, sicut aliquis ex hoc ipso quod cogitostnitatem, cognosceret
nasum simum.

17 Aquinas,Summa Theologiae. 86 a. 1 r 3.

18 Aquinas,Quaestiones Disputatae De Veritatg 10 a. 4 resp. omnis cognitio est
secundum aliguam formam, quae est in cognosceimegium cognitionis.

19 Aquinas,Scriptum Super Sententiis Magistri Petri Lombag¥k 4. d. 49 g. 2 a.
2. Ad quartum dicendum, quod omnis cognitio fit @diquam abstractionem a
materia; et ideo quanto forma corporalis magisrab#tir a materia, magis est
cognitionis principium; et inde est quod forma imteria existens nullo modo est
cognitionis principium; in sensu autem aliquo mopmut a materia separatur; et
in intellectu nostro adhuc melius.



Max Herrera 9

Numerically distinct forms are problematic becausguinas wants to
maintain that the form of the known is in the knoW@anaccio refers to
the identity between the knower and the known &sniional identity}°
yet, he says that the relationship between the@atithe intellect and the
nature of a thing is a relationship of a similitfddnstead of reducing
intentional identity to representationalism as Raia has done, let us
look to Avicenna to help us understand how thetiaiahips of identity
and similitude are to be reconciled.

Avicenna’s doctrine of the indifference of essenasdture

Avicenna is well known for his doctrines of essdagistence and
indifference of nature, which are doctrines thatuses to resolve both
logical problems and metaphysical probleéfhdn this section, | will

examine a text from Avicennalsber de Philosophia Priman order to

explain Avicenna's doctrine of the indifference ofature and its
epistemological importance.

In the following text, Avicenna states:

Animal understood with its accidents is a natunald, but understooger
sg it is a nature of which it is said that its beiisgprior to it's natural
being, just as the simple is prior to the compostal this is that whose
being is properly called divine being, since theseaof its being inasmuch
as it is animal is in the intention of God. But @sisting with matter and
accidents and its being this individual thing, alibh it is a divine
intention, is nevertheless attributed to a paréiculature. Hence, just as

20 Aquinas, Summa Theologiad® . 14 a. 1 resp. quia hon cognoscentia nihil
habent nisi formam suam tantum; sed cognoscensnnetti habere formam etiam
rei alterius, nam species cogniti est in cognogcent

2L Aquinas,De Ente et Essenti€ap. 2. Ipsa enim natura humana in intellectu
habet esse abstractum ab omnibus individuantibusideo habet rationem
uniformem ad omnia individua, quae sunt extra ammarout aequalit est
similitudo omnium.

22 problem 1 (logical): If animality includes univaligy in its very definition, then
we cannot predicate it of a particular animal ol, the other hand, particularity is
included in the definition of animality, then thigould not only exclude its
predication of a universal subject, but also of amdividual other than the one
specified in the quiddity’s definitioferoblem 2 (metaphysical): How can the same
quiddity be “found in many” and not be many? Hisswar is that a quiddity
considered in itself is neither one nor many, fonsidered in itself, it is itself
alone. Cf. Michael MarmuraRrobing in Islamic PhilosophyBinghamton, New
York: Global Academic Publishing, 2005), 24-25.
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animal in [real] being is in many ways, so als@iin the intellect. For in
the intellect it is the form of animal abstractet@ding to the abstraction
of which we had previously spoken, and [existing]this manner, it is
called an intelligible form. However, in the intsdt, the form of animal
[existing in this manner] is of such a kind thatand the same definition
[it has] in the intellect befits many particulairtgs. Hence, one form in the
intellect will be related to many particulars, ahid in this respect that it is
universal, because it @eintentionin the intellect, whose relation [to the
particulars] does not vary no matter which paricuhnimal you take,
since it does not matter which one of those it wasse form you first
represented in the imagination if the intellect saduently denuded
(expoliaveri} its intention from the accidents, for then thisag same
form is acquired in the intelleét.

In other words, a nature can be understood in tmedalities:in re, in se,
in mente In the first modality,in re, a nature is found existing with its
accidents. Although Avicenna does not mention what means by
accidents in this text, he mentions it earlierha same chapter. Avicenna
extends or reinterprets here Aristotle’s nine catieg of accidents in a
striking manner, so that universality, particulgribneness, multiplicity,
existing in actuality and existing in potency adldome accidents in this
extended sensé. So, any natural thing (i.e., a particular thing) i

23 Avicenna, Liber de Philosophia Prima Sive Scientia Divini€ritical ed.,
Simone Van Riet (Louvain: E. Peeters, 1980), V,pl237-38. Animal ergo
acceptum cum accidentibus suis est res naturaligpdum vero per se est natura,
de qua dicitur quod esse eius prius est quam egseate, sicut simplex prius est
composito, et hoc est cuius esse proprie dicitvindm esse, quoniam causa sui
esse ex hoc quod est animal est Dei intentioneumpgero esse cum materia et
accidentibus et ipsum esse hoc individuum, quasividivina intentio, attribuitur
tamen naturae particulari. Unde, sicut animal Bedsabet plures modos, sic etiam
et in intellectu. In intellectu etenim est formairaalis abstracta secundum
abstractionem quam praediximus, et dicitur ipsuminodo forma intelligibilis. In
intellectu autem forma animalis taliter est quodiritellectu convenit ex una et
eadem definitione multis particularibus. Quaproptea forma apud intellectum
erit relata ad multitudinem, et secundum hunc respe est universale, quia ipsum
est una intentio in intellectu, cuius comparation neariatur ad quodcumque
acceperis animalium, videlicet quoniam, cuiusquelmoprimum repraesentaveris
formam in imaginatione, si postea exspoliaverieliettus intentionem eius ab
accidentibus, acquiretur in intellectu haec ipsanfn

24 Avicenna,Liber de Philosophia Prima Sive Scientia Divinig I. p. 233. Et hoc
est quiddam quod est animal vel homo consideratuseipso secundum hoc quod
est ipsum, non accepto cum eo hoc quod est sibixagm sine conditione
communis aut propii aut unius aut multi nec in effenec in respectu etiam
potentiae secundum quod est aliquid in potentia.
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constituted of its nature and these accidentsekample, if one considers
Fido, a dogliving in New York, then (1) existing in actuality?) living,
(3) being in New York, (3) being named Fido, (4)ngeone thing, and (5)
being a particular thing are all accidents extdnsithe essence of dog.

In the second modalityn se a nature is understoqur se and Avicenna
emphasizes three aspects of a nature in this nipdalist, he says that the
nature exists prior to its natural being. Secomdghalifies what he means
by a nature existingrior to its natural being, for he says that the nature
exists in the same manner as the simple exists farithe composite, and
earlier in the chapter, he uses the analogy op#re existing prior to the
whole?® Although it may seem that Avicenna is espousingesdorm of
Platonism, he vehemently denies that a nature stulet per seis a
subsisting Platonic forrif. Instead, he says that a nature in this modality is
said to have divine being because the cause afahee insofar as it is a
nature is thententionof God. It is important to note that Avicenna uses
the word intention to denote a formal principleréality existing in things

or in minds?’ Third, he says that even when a nature is fouistieg with
matter, it is still a divinentention although it is attributed to a particular
thing. Thus, aper senature, does not change in intention when it is
particularized.

In the third modality,in mente a nature can be found existing in the
human intellect. Under this modality, four thind®ald be noted. First, all
material accidents that were conjoined to the eatue removed from it.
Second, the nature is callediatelligible form and it no longer resides in
a body, but in an immaterial intellect. Third, tfegem (or nature) in the
intellect agrees with many particular things beeati® intention in the
intellect is the sam@étention that is found in the many particulars, and
hence, the form or nature in the intellect is ursaé Fourth, the form in
the imagination has the sanmtention as that which is found in the
intellect.

% Avicenna, Liber de Philosophia Prima Sive ScieBlidnia, V, I. p. 234.

26 Avicenna,Liber de Philosophia Prima Sive Scientia Divinig I. p. 237. Si
autem esset hic animal separatum per se, quemadmpgtaverunt illi, tunc non
esset hoc animal quod inquirimus et de quo loquifNos enim inquirimus animal
quod praedicetur de multis quorum unumquodquepsiim. Separatum vero non
praedicatur de his, quoniam nullum eorum est ipsuimde non est opus eo ad id
ad quod intendimus.

27 Andrew S.J. Hayert,” Intentionnel dans la Philosophie de Saint Thor(Raris:
Desclee de Brouwer, 1942), 50.
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In sum, for Avicenna, a nature can be considerezhanof three modalities
—in re, in se,and in mente In the first modality, a nature exists with
matter and its accompanying accidents and is nseideas a natural
thing. In the second modality, a nature has nodacts conjoined to it,
and it said to exist prior to a natural thing. khdaion, the source of its
being is the intention of God. In the third modalia nature exists in the
mind, and it is universal because it has the seuestionas those found
in the particular things existing outside of thenchi In addition, the
intention that was found in the intellect existadhe imagination before it
existed in the intellect. Thus, what is commonhte hature regardless of
its mode of being is the intentioithe notion of intentions crucial for
understanding of Aquinas’s doctrine of intelligibdpecies; in order to
understand the relationship between the intentiothé imagination and
the intention in the intellect, we now turn to Axegs.

Averroes and intentional transfer

In this section, | will examine a text in which Avees explicates what he
means by abstraction so that later in the paper,cam see how it
contributes to Aquinas’s understanding of similgudhtelligible species,
and concept. Speaking about the agent intellect material intellect,

which for Averroes are separated subsisting estitie says:

For we cannot say that the relation of the ageiléct in the soul to the
generated intelligible is just as the relation bé tartistry to the art's
product in every way. For art imposes the form be twhole matter
without it being the case that there was sometbintpe intention of the
form existing in the matter before the artistry hasde it. It is not so in the
case of the intellect, for if it were so in the easf the intellect, then a
human being would not need sense or imaginationafgprehending
intelligibles. Rather, the intelligibles would enteto the material intellect
from the agent intellect, without the material Ilgtet needing to behold
sensible forms. And neither can we even say thairtagined intentions
are solely what move the material intellect andaditaout from potency

into act. For if it were so, then there would bedifference between the
universal and the individual, and then the int¢llgould be of the genus of
the imaginative power. Hence, in view of our haviagserted that the
relation of the imagined intentions to the matenmkllect is just as the
relation of the sensibles to the senses (as Aestoill say later), it is

necessary to suppose that there is another movéhwiakes [the
intentions] move the material intellect in act (athds is nothing but to
make [the intentions] intelligible in act by separg them from matter).
Because this intention, which forces the assertibran agent intellect
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different from the material intellect and differeéndm the forms of things
which the material intellect apprehends, is similarthe intention on
account of which sight needs light, in view of tlaet that the agent and
the recipient are different from light, he was @mitto make this way
known by means of this example. It is as if he saysl the way which
forced us to suppose the agent intellect is theesasithe way on account
of which sight needs light. For just as sight i$ mmved by colors except
when they are in act, which is not realized unligg® is present since it is
what draws them from potency into act, so too thagined intentions do
not move the material intellect except when theliigibles are in act,
because it is not actualized by these unless simgettise is present,
namely, the intellect in act. It was necessarysttribe these two activities
to the soul in us, namely, to receive the intdlligiand to make it, although
the agent and the recipient are eternal substanoceagccount of the fact
that these two activities are reduced to our wildmely, to abstract
intelligibles and to understand them. For to alesiisanothing other than to
make imagined intentions intelligible in act afteey were [intelligible] in
potency. But to understand is nothing other thateive these intentions.
For when we found the same thing, namely, the ingdjiintention is
transferred in its being from one order to another said that this must be
from an agent cause and a recipient cause. Theieati however, is the
material [intellect] and the agent is [the inteflevhich brings [this]
about®

Before examining this text, one should understduad the wordntention

as it is used in this context will be synonymoushwihat Aquinas will
later denominate amitio,?® the intelligible aspect of a thing as grasped by
the mind®

There are three points that are noteworthy intews. First, thantentions
or formal aspects that enter the material intellacsubsisting separated
entity, do not have their origin in the agent ilged, for if they did have
their origin in the agent intellect, then imagioatiand sensation would not
be necessary. Averroes, who follows Aristotle,raff that sensation and
imagination are necessary for understanding, so gberce of the
intentions is not the agent intellect. Second, th&entions in the
imagination (i.e., imagined intentions) cannot madlwve material intellect

2 Averroes,Long Commentary on Aristotle’s De AniniBranslated by Richard
Taylor (Forthcoming, 2006), p. 91-92.

2 Hayen, L’ Intentionnel dans la Philosophie de S&tmmas, 51.

%0 Thomas AquinasThomas Aquinas on Being and Esser8econd Revised,
trans. and ed. Armand Maurer (Toronoto, Canadatifieah Institute of Medieval
Studies, 1968), 45.
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from potency to actuality, for if they could, them®uld be no distinction
between universals and individuals, and intellectimuld be relegated to
the level of imagination. Consequently, the agatdliect is necessary but
not sufficient to move the material intellect fropotency to actuality
because it lacks thatentionsthat will specify and determine the material
intellect. Also, the imagined intentions are neaegdbut not sufficient to
move the material intellect from potency to actiyatiecausgealthough it
has the intention that can potentially specify aedermine the material
intellect, nevertheless, it is at a lower ontolagitevel, and it cannot
actually specify and determine that which is aighér ontological level,
the material intellect. The consequences of tst fiwo points lead us to
point three: in order for the material intellect ¢g@ from potency to
actuality, the intention that is intelligible in f@mcy has to be made an
intention that is intelligible in actuality. That to say, the intention has to
be transferred from one order of being (i.e., d#asindividual) to another
order of being (i.e., intelligible, universal). T§juone finds one and the
sameintentionexisting under two modalities. As an intelligilshepotency,
the intention exists in the imagination, and asraelligible in actuality,
the intention exists in the material intellect.

In sum, for Averroes, the agent intellect does cmttain intentiors or
forms for it would render sensation and imaginasaoiperfluous, nor can
the intentions in imagination affect the intelle€bnsequently, the role of
the agent intellect is to transfer the intentionsrfd in the imagination
from one mode of being to another mode of beingrder for the material
intellect to go from potentiality to actuality. Hag looked at Avicenna’s
indifference of nature andommon intention and having looked at
Averroes’s notion of intentional transference, we ia a better position to
understand Aquinas’s epistemology.

Aquinas’s epistemology

In this section, | will sketch Aquinas’s epistemgyoby (1) looking at the
philosophical problems that give rise to the notioh species; (2)
examining what a species is and examining its fanc{3) examining in
what sense the relationships between the knownkandver is one of
similitude and one of identity.

The assimilation of the known into the knower, #mel incommensurability
between the world and the intellect give rise te tiotion of species. For
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Aquinas, knowing is the assimilation of the knowtoithe knower’ That
is to say, there is an identity between the knocavet the known where the
known exists in the knower. Yet, the assimilatidnthee known into the
knower seems impossible given the incommensurgbbigtween the
world and the intellect.

For Aquinas, the agent intellect, an active potereyd the possible
intellect, a passive potency, reside in each hursanl, which is
immaterial®? The external world, on the other hand, is mate@Galen the
ontological gap between the material world and ithmaterial intellect,
neither the intellect nor the world can directlyusally act upon each
other. Hence, they are incommensurable. Aquinasdlinsays that “our
intellect is not able to directly and primarily kmahe singular in material
things. The reason for this is that the principlesingularity in material
things is individual matter®® In addition, Aquinas says, “unless one goes
through some medium one may not pass from oneregt{ee., material)
to another (i.e., immaterial}” In order to resolve these difficulties
Aquinas relies on the notion of species and thaonobf grades of
abstraction.

A species is a type of form that intentionally sfies and determines its
subject by communicating ratio, also known asntentig, to its subject.
Theratio or intentio is a formal characteristic thattentionally specifies
and determines its subject. The notion of interailgn specifying and
determining a subject is abstruse and may be bederstood when
contrasted with a non-intentional form (i.e., aunak form). For example,
the form of fire is a natural form, and as sucboimmunicates fire. Thus,
the heat that is found in the fire is also foundhie thing that is set on fire,
the subject. In contradistinction, a species @ firat is received in the air
will not make the air hot, nor will a species afefireceived into a sense
organ make the sense organ hot, nor will a spediéee received into the

81 Aquinas, Summa Theologiaé¢® .14 a. 1 r.3. scientia est secundum modum
cognoscentis, scitum enim est in sciente secundadum scientis.

%2 Thomas AquinasSumma Contra Gentile€aramello (Marietti: Taurini-Romae,
1961), Liber 2, cap. 76, n. 2.

% Aquinas, Summa Theologiaé® g. 86 a. 1 resp. Respondeo dicendum quod
singulare in rebus materialibus intellectus nosdiegcte et primo cognoscere non
potest. Cuius ratio est, quia principium singuéi#t in rebus materialibus est
materia individualis.”

34 Aquinas, Quaestiones Disputatae De Veritate, @. I9resp.
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intellect make the intellect hot. Having lookedwdtat species are, let us
examine how they bridge the gap between the mhchimmaterial.

According to Aquinas, visible bodies multiply thegpecies in the
medium® In other words, composites of matter and form espécies into
the medium (e.g., air or water). Consequently, thedium is in
potentiality to species; when a species is emiftech a visible body, the
medium goes from potentially having a species ttualy having a
species. These species that exist in the air diexispecies in medjand
they communicate thimtentio or ratio that is present in the form-matter
composite®® In addition, because trepecies in medis not in the form-
matter composite, theatio is less material. Hence, tlspecies in medio
has been abstracted from matter in some sensexBorple, a stone emits
a species that is received in the air. T$ciemnot only causes the air to
go from potentially having a species to actuallyihg a species, it also
causes the air to go from potentially having a E®eof a stone to actually
having a species of a stone.

In turn thespecies in medjacommunicates theatio that is in the medium
to the sense organ. That is to say, the sense dsgem potentiality to
receiving the formality that is in the speciasnedio.When thespecies in
mediocommunicates its formality to the sense organs#rese organ goes
from potentially having the species to actually ihgwthe species. When
the species is received into the sense organcdlisd asensible species
The sensible species cause the sense organ tormgbtentially sensing
to actually sensing. In addition, not only does #sesmse organ go from
potentially sensing to actually sensing, but itggrem potentially sensing
some specific thing. For example, when the spafitise stone is received
in the sense organ, the sense organ senses tlee lstaddition, since the
ratio of the stone exists in the sense organ withouttater of the stone,
the form of the stone is said to exist in a mormaterial fashiori!

% Thomas AquinaQuaestiones Disputatae de Poten ed., edited by Marietti
(Taurini-Rome, 1953), . 5 a. 8 resp. corpora lisilmultiplicant suas species in
medio, virtute luminis, cuius fons est in caelestipore.

% Robert PasnauTheories of Cognition in the Later Middle Ag@dew York:
Cambridge University Press, 1997), 14. Alfred Wild®©n the Knowing Species
in St. Thomas: Their Necessity and Epistemologinabcence,”Angelicumés,
no. 1 (1991): 2-32. John P. O’ Callaghdmomistic Realism and the Linguistic
Turn: Toward a More Perfect Form of Exister{®otre Dame, Indiana: University
of Notre Dame, Press, 2003), 177

%7 Thomas Aquinas,Sentencia De Anima(Rome: Leonine Commission,
1984), Liber 2 Lectio 24. Et per hunc modum, sensgfit formam sine materia,
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The sense organ in turn communicates the forméiigy, theratio or
intentig) that is in the sense to the common sense, thginmisense. The
unifying sense is responsible for taking the spefiem multiple senses
and creating a unified percept, which containsfoihmalities (i.e. rationes
or intentiones)communicated by the sens&&he common sense in turn
communicates the percept to the imagination. In ithegination, the
percept is called a phantasm, which is a similitatla particular thing?
Thus, what began by the multiplication of specigs isible bodies
terminates in the production of a phantasm.

By reflecting on the process, one can see thatdigeof the species is to
communicate theatio from one ontological level to the ontological leve
above it. Aquinas says “The species in the senghiley has the most
material being, and the species in the intellest the most spiritual (i.e.,
immaterial) being. Hence, it is necessary thatrdingitions into this
spirituality (i.e., immateriality) by some mediaginlegrees, inasmuch as in
the sense it has a more spiritual being than irséimsible thing, and in the
imagination a more spiritual [being] than in these thus ascending one
after the other*

However, the phantasm cannot affect the humanlectelwhich has an
ontologically higher mode of beirf§For Aquinas, an ontologically higher

quia alterius modi esse habet forma in sensu, et gensibili. Nam in re sensibili
habet esse naturale, in sensu autem habet esséonéde et spirituale.

%8 Aquinas,Sentencia De Animé.iber 3 Lectio 3. Considerandum est etiam, quod
licet hoc principium commune immutetur a sensu pogpquia ad sensum
communem perveniunt immutationes omnium sensuunpripmoim, sicut ad
communem terminum; non tamen sensus proprius elsiliaroguam sensus
communis, licet movens sit nobilius moto, et agpaiente; sicut nec sensibile
exterius est nobilius quam sensus proprius, licateat ipsum.

39 Aquinas,Summa Theologia&.T.*%q. 84 a.7 r. 2. Ad secundum dicendum quod
etiam ipsum phantasma est similitudo rei partigsilar

40 Aquinas, Quaestiones Disputatae De Veritate 19 a. 1 resp. Quidam enim
dicunt, quod sicut nunc a sensibilibus rebus speageipit mediantibus sensibus,
ita tunc accipere poterit nullo sensu interveniei@ed hoc videtur impossibile,
quia ab extremo in extremum non fit transitus p&i media. Species autem in ipsa
re sensibili habet esse maxime materiale, in it&ll autem summe spirituale;
unde oportet quod in hanc spiritualitatem transgsdiantibus quibusdam
gradibus, utpote quod in sensu habet spiritualese gguam in re sensibili, in
imaginatione autem adhuc spiritualius quam in seeissic deinceps ascendendo.
41 Aquinas,Summa Theologiag. 84 a. 6 resp. Nihil autem corporeum imprimere
potest in rem incorpoream. Et ideo ad causandaslléntualem operationem,
secundum Aristotelem, non sufficit sola impressensbilium corporum, sed
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entity (i.e., more spiritual or immaterial entityan affect an ontologically
lower entity (i.e., a material thing), but an owigically lower entity
cannot affect an ontologically higher entffyConsequently, an interesting
problem arises. Namely, the phantasm contains ritentions that can
“fertilize” (i.e., provide intelligible content fgrthe human intellect, but the
phantasm cannot raise itself to a higher ontolddeeel; on the other
hand, the agent intellect is at a higher ontolddmzel, but in and of itself
it lacks the intentions that can “fertilize” therhan intellect. Thus, neither
the phantasm nor the agent intellect in and offitse sufficient condition
to move the human intellect from potentially knowirto actually
knowing. This is the very same problem that Avesrdaced, and not
surprisingly Aquinas’s solution is similar to theft Averroes, except that
for Aquinas the agent intellect and the possibteliect are potencies in
each human soul. Aquinas states:

The power of the agent intellect produces somelisiiié in the possible
intellect by the agent intellect’s reverting upohe tphantasms. This
similitude is representative of the things whosamihisms these are only in
regard to the nature of the species. And it ishis tmanner that the
intelligible species are said to be abstracted figmantasms, not that
numerically the form, which previously was in thieaptasms, afterwards
comes to be in the possible intellect, in the marinewhich a body is
taken from one location and transferred to andther.

requiritur aliquid nobilius, quia agens est hondnab patiente, ut ipse dicit. Non
tamen ita quod intellectualis operatio causeturnobis ex sola impressione
aliquarum rerum superiorum, ut Plato posuit, skdlikuperius et nobilius agens
quod vocat intellectum agentem, de quo iam supxamds, facit phantasmata a
sensibus accepta intelligibilia in actu, per modwahbstractionis cuiusdam.
Secundum hoc ergo, ex parte phantasmatum intedléctwperatio a sensu
causatur. Sed quia phantasmata non sufficiunt imrauintellectum possibilem,
sed oportet quod fiant intelligibilia actu per itleetum agentem; non potest dici
quod sensibilis cognitio sit totalis et perfectaisa intellectualis cognitionis, sed
magis quodammodo est materia causae.

42 pquinas,Summa Theologiae. 84 a. 1 r. 2. Ad secundum dicendum quod, sicut
Augustinus dicit XXII de Civit. Dei, non est dicamth quod, sicut sensus
cognoscit sola corporalia, ita intellectus cognisola spiritualia, quia sequeretur
quod deus et Angeli corporalia non cognoscerentuddautem diversitatis ratio
est, quia inferior virtus non se extendit ad eaegsant superioris virtutis; sed
virtus superior ea quae sunt inferioris virtutiscelentiori modo operatur.

43 Aquinas,Summa Theologiad® g. 85 a. 1 ad. 3. Sed virtute intellectus agentis
resultat quaedam similitudo in intellectu possikelk conversione intellectus
agentis supra phantasmata, quae quidem est repra@se eorum quorum sunt
phantasmata, solum quantum ad naturam speciei.eEthpnc modum dicitur
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Aquinas, like Averroes, is denying that the phamtés able to come to be
in the possible intellect. That is to say, it igar that the form in the
phantasm cannot move the possible intellect froterg@lity to actuality;
nevertheless, it is unclear what he means thatntiedigible species are
abstracted from phantasms. In another text, howekguinas explains
what he means when he states that the intelligipkries are abstracted
from phantasms. Aquinas writes:

The agent intellect abstracts the intelligible spefrom phantasms insofar
as by the power of the agent intellect we are dblgeceive in our
consideration the natures of species, the simagudf which inform the
possible intellect, without their individuating atitions™**

Like in Averroes, here as well, it is th@entionsin the phantasms that are
transferred from one order of being to another. ae previously the
intentiors existed sensibly within the phantasms, the sateationsnow
exist immaterially and intelligibly in the inteliigle species, and
subsequently in the concept. So are the intelkggpecies and concepts
likenessesof the nature or are theigentical with the nature? Before,
answering the question, let us look at Avicennafuéence on the early
Aquinas.

Remember that for Avicenna a nature could be censitlin one of three
ways - in itself, in a thing, and in the mind. De Ente et Essentia
Aquinas follows Avicenna regarding the indifferermfethe nature, when
he says:

If one inquires whether the nature thus considé&eable to be called one
or many, neither ought to be conceded because madutside the
understanding of humanity and each is able to ipettait. For if plurality
belonged to its understanding, then it could né&eeone; although it is one
inasmuch as it is in Socrates. Likewise, if unitgldmged to its
understanding, then it would be one and the san8parates and in Plato
and it could not be multiplied in several things.][However, this nature
has a twofold existence: one in singular things amather in the soul; and

abstrahi species intelligibilis a phantasmatibusn igquod aligua eadem numero
forma, quae prius fuit in phantasmatibus, postmodatrin intellectu possibili, ad
modum quo corpus accipitur ab uno loco et transfert alterum.

4 Aquinas, Summa Theologiad® q. 85 a. 1 ad. 4. Abstrahit autem intellectus
agens species intelligibiles a phantasmatibus,aintum per virtutem intellectus
agentis accipere possumus in nostra consideratitataras specierum sine
individualibus conditionibus, secundum quarum stomlines intellectus possibilis
informatur.
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the above-mentioned nature acquires accidents diogorto each. In
singular things it has multiple [acts of] being aating to the diversity of
the singular things. Nevertheless, the same naitgerding to its primary
consideration, namely absolutely, demands nondedet [...] It remains
that the [logical] notion of species accrues to homature according to
that being which it has in the intellect. For tleeng human nature in the
intellect has being abstracted from all individogtconditions, and for this
reason it has a unifornatio in relation to all individuals that exist outside
the soul, inasmuch as [thiatio] is equally a likeness of all [individual
humans], leading to cognition of all [men] insoé& they are men. Thus,
because it has such a relationship to all indivigluhe intellect forms the
[logical] notion of species and attributes it tcetmature. Hence, the
Commentator [i.e., Averroes] in the beginning «f Mietaphysicsays that
it is the intellect that causes universality imtyg. Avicenna also makes the
same point in hidetaphysicg®

Suffice it to say that Aquinas was familiar withetmotion of the
indifference of nature, and it seems to me thatidagirealized thathe
ratio, which Avicenna called amtentio, is that which is common to the
naturein se,in mente, and in relt is theratio that allows Aquinas to say
that there is a uniformity ofatio between the intellect and all the
individuals existing outside the mind with the sama¢io. In addition,

4 Aquinas,De Ente et Essenti€ap 2. Unde si quaeratur utrum ista natura sic
considerata possit dici una vel plures, neutrumcedandum est, quia utrumque
est extra intellectum humanitatis et utrumque pot@bi accidere. Si enim
pluralitas esset de intellectu eius, nunquam posss¢ una, cum tamen una sit
secundum quod est in Socrate. Similiter si units®eede ratione eius, tunc esset
una et eadem socratis et Platonis nec posset imbyuplurificari. Alio modo
consideratur secundum esse quod habet in hoc Jébjret sic de ipsa aliquid
praedicatur per accidens ratione eius, in quosesit dicitur quod homo est albus,
quia socrates est albus, quamvis hoc non conveaiaini in eo quod homo. Haec
autem natura duplex habet esse, unum in singukardtualiud in anima, et
secundum utrumque consequuntur dictam naturam extcid Et in singularibus
etiam habet multiplex esse secundum singulariunerditatem et tamen ipsi
naturae secundum suam primam considerationemgcetciibsolutam, nullum
istorum esse debetur. . . . Relinquitur ergo quatib rspeciei accidat naturae
humanae secundum illud esse quod habet in intellgzta enim natura humana in
intellectu habet esse abstractum ab omnibus ingivitlbus, et ideo habet
rationem uniformem ad omnia individua, quae sumtaeanimam, prout aequaliter
est similitudo omnium et ducens in omnium cogniéion in quantum sunt
homines. Et ex hoc quod talem relationem habetradia individua intellectus
adinvenit rationem speciei et attribuit sibi. Urdieit Commentator in principio de
anima quod intellectus est qui agit universalitaiamebus. Hoc etiam Avicenna
dicit in sua metaphysica.
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having distinguished between ttaio and its mode of being, Aquinas can
have the samiatio existing in various modes of being: in the formtima
composite, in the speciem mediq in the sensible species, in the
phantasm, in the intellect as intelligible speces] in the concept. So, if
one considers the intelligible species or the cphaecording to the same
ratio, one may rightly say that there is an identityesn the form in the
form-matter composite and the intellect, for thatio is identical.
However, if one considers intelligible species, tomcept, the phantasm,
the sensible species, and the spetiemedioaccording to their mode of
being, one must say that they are similitudesttiey vary in their mode
of being in relation to the form-matter composlte addition, the species
in mediq the sensible species, and the phantasm alsarvéimgir mode of
being in relation to each other: the former areenoaterial and the latter
less material. Thus, the intelligible species amel ¢conceptre formally
identical with the nature in the form-matter composite beeatlney have
the sameratio, and yet they are also similitudes for thaio exists
immaterially in the intellect and materially in tfi@m-matter composite.
However, this should not be surprising, for Aquinepeatedly states:
“What is received is in the receiver in the waytbé recipient.*® In
addition, in theSentence#\quinas adds, “... and not in the way of what
gives it.”” Thus, in a form-matter composite, the form mustréeeived
according to its mode of being, materidffyand in an intellect the form
that communicates thratio must be received immateriafly.

In sum, the incommensurability of the intellect ahd material world and
the assimilation of the known to the knower presgnblems in medieval
epistemology. Aquinas uses species (both intelkgiand sensible) in
order to bridge the gap from the material worldatbimmaterial intellect.

In addition, species communicateratio that can exist under various
modes of being; thus, Aquinas safeguards the abjgcof sense and
intellectual cognition, for if theatio were not indifferent to its mode of
existence, then whenever its mode of existence dvobhnge, theatio
would also changdf one considers the form-matter composite and the
subsequent species from the point of viewaifo, one can say that the

6 Aquinas, Scriptum Super Sententiis Magistri Petri Lombai# 4. d. 36 a.4
resp. AquinasSumma Theologiad® q. 84 a. 1 resp. Receptum est in recipiente per
modum recipientis.

47 Aquinas, Scriptum Super Sententiis Magistri Petri LombaRk 4. d. 36 a. 4
resp. ... et non per modum dantis.

“8 |bid.

4% Aquinas,Summa Theologiad® g. 85 a.1 resp.
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ratio is identical However, if one considers thatio along with its mode
of being, then species and phantasms are simittudethe forms of
things. The distinction of theatio and its mode of being are doctrines that
Aquinas seems to have adopted from Avicenna. Thiemof transferring
the intention in the imagination seems to have bedopted from
Averroes. These two Arab doctrines help Aquinasegadrd the
objectivity of cognition at the sensitive and theeilectual level.

Conclusion

Aquinas’s metaphysics entails that form as suchhis principle of
cognition, but form in form-matter composites ist ibe principle of
cognition. Thus, if there is going to be intelledt@ognition, the form in
the knower must be numerically distinct from thenfan the form-matter
composite. As a result, some say that Aquinasrépeesentationalist. The
incommensurability of the intellect and the matengorld and the
assimilation of the known into the knower are peohs that give rise to
the notion of species, which is intended to bridige ontological gap
between the material world and the immaterial latgl In addition,
species are intended to communicateto, a formal characteristic that
intentionally specifies and determines it subjéoticenna’s doctrine of
the indifference of a nature allows Aquinas to dss$kat there is a
relationship of identityand similitude between the knower and the known.
The indifference ofatio to its mode of being also allows the samio to
be communicated via species, thus safeguardingbpectivity of sense
and intellectual cognition. Averroes’s doctrineintentional transference
allows Aquinas to claim that the samadio or intentiothat is found in the
imagination and in particular things is found iretintellect. Having
learned from Avicenna and Averroes, Aquinas can &ay] the
intelligible species is a likeness of the esserfca thing and, in some
manner, it is the very quiddity and nature of timng according to
intelligilg(l)e being, not according to natural beingsmuch as it is found in
things.’

%0 Aquinas Quaestiones Quodlibetale8, g. 2, a. 2, resp.: “Unde species
intelligibilis est similitudo ipsius essentiae refest quodammodo ipsa quidditas et
natura rei secundum esse intelligibile, non secomésse naturale, prout est in
rebus.”
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