
ate desire arising in the sense faculty when confronted
with its object. Integrity simply is the subjection of body
to soul and lower powers to reason. 

Such a harmonious unity could not come from man’s
natural principles, for the objects of his powers being var-
ied and disparate, it is natural that what is pleasing to one
faculty may be opposed to the perfection of the whole
man. Reason, having only political control over the sense
appetite, would sometimes be uppermost; at other times
the sense appetites would be. Hence, in the primeval state
God bestowed a perfect order of subjection.

Not created in a state of pure nature, man was not en-
dowed with just natural rectitude. He was predestined to
a SUPERNATURAL end, a destiny attainable only by means
of a gift utterly surpassing all exigencies and powers of
nature (see DESTINY, SUPERNATURAL). This gift was sanc-
tifying grace, and the common teaching of theologians,
following St. Thomas Aquinas, is that Adam was created
in sanctifying grace. Yet, if the body and the sensible na-
ture were to be left in their own natural condition, they
would (as seen previously) be a hindrance, in some sense,
to the principal activity of the soul. Because of his com-
posite nature, man could be gifted with another supernat-
ural help, viz, the proper subjection of his powers one to
the other.

Given to Adam as head of the human race, sanctify-
ing grace, integrity, and the other gifts would have been
the treasure of all men born of his seed. In committing
ORIGINAL SIN, Adam lost grace and integrity both for
himself and his posterity. In the present state, because of
the redemptive sacrifice of the God-Man, Christ, man
may again be granted sanctifying grace, but now only as
a personal gift and without integrity. The latter will be
perfectly restored only at the resurrection of the body al-
though, as grace and the infused virtues grow during life,
along with their corresponding natural virtues, the power
of man’s rectified will gains more and more control over
the disordered powers, which gradually lose their harm-
ing effects.

See Also: ELEVATION OF MAN; ORIGINAL JUSTICE;

PRETERNATURAL; PURE NATURE, STATE OF.
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[M. M. SCHANEN]

INTELLECT
The intellect is an immaterial or spiritual cognitive

faculty. A faculty is that by means of which man per-
forms mental or conscious operations, and a cognitive
faculty is concerned with the mental operation of know-
ing (see FACULTIES OF THE SOUL). Immaterial or spiritual
signifies something not intrinsically dependent on matter,
not requiring matter as an auxiliary cause for its existence
or for its operation. Vision requires material organs, the
eyes, as an auxiliary cause; without them the soul cannot
see. Thinking does not require a material cause, but is
caused directly by the soul, through the intellect. And
since thinking is an immaterial or spiritual operation, the
faculty by means of which it occurs, the intellect, is itself
immaterial. (See IMMATERIALITY.) 

Intellect is sometimes considered to be synonymous
with INTELLIGENCE. Yet it is better to distinguish be-
tween the two. The term ‘‘intelligence’’ is being used
more and more to designate the mind of animals, in addi-
tion to that of man. Since the animal mind is a material
power, intrinsically dependent on matter, it is essentially
different from the human intellect. 

Existence of the intellect. No one denies that man
knows. But some philosophers—usually materialists,
sensists, or positivists—deny that man possesses immate-
rial knowledge that is essentially different from SENSE

KNOWLEDGE. Hence they deny also the existence of the
intellect as defined above. Their principal argument in-
vokes the fact that the human brain is required for think-
ing, since any serious impairment of man’s brain makes
thought impossible. This fact is undeniable and shows
that the brain is somehow involved in thought. But Tho-
mists maintain that the brain is a necessary CONDITION,
not a cause, of thinking. A necessary condition is one that
enables a cause to produce its effect, without actually
contributing toward the production itself. A cause, on the
other hand, contributes in a positive manner toward the
production of the effect. For example, electricity is the
cause of light in a bulb, while closure of the switch is a
necessary condition (see CAUSALITY). 
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Brain and Immateriality. That the brain is not a cause
of thinking can be explained through the principle: As a
being acts, so it is (agere sequitur esse). The brain is a
material substance, concrete, visible, tangible, singular,
extended, existing in space and time, contingent, and not
necessary; its effects must exhibit these characteristics
also. And indeed, a brain tumor and a brain wave do. But
man’s intellectual operations show different characteris-
tics. His ideas are universal, not limited to space and
time, not extended, not concrete. Many of man’s judg-
ments are necessary, true at all times, in all places, in all
circumstances; for example, whatever is, is; everything
that comes to be has a cause; two plus two make four.
Even ordinary judgments contain an element of necessi-
ty. Thus, if one says ‘‘It is raining,’’ this proposition is
not itself necessary; but, having affirmed that it is raining,
he also has implicitly affirmed: ‘‘If it is raining, it cannot
be not raining.’’ The universality of man’s ideas and the
necessity (at least hypothetical) of his judgments cannot
derive from a material organ such as the brain. They re-
quire a power that is, to some extent, beyond time and
space, free from the contingency of matter. This immate-
rial, spiritual power is called the intellect. 

Another proof for the immateriality of the intellect
is derived from man’s capability for REFLECTION. When
man knows, he also knows that he knows. In his aware-
ness of being aware, subject and object coincide. This
cannot occur in a purely material being. The luminous
self-presence of man’s act of reflection is thus proof that
he possesses an immaterial, spiritual power of thinking.

Image and Concept. A source of objection against
this doctrine is the confusion that frequently arises be-
tween image and CONCEPT. This received classical ex-
pression from George BERKELEY: ‘‘Whether others have
this wonderful faculty of abstracting their ideas, they best
can tell; for myself, I find indeed I have a faculty of imag-
ining, or representing to myself, the ideas of those partic-
ular things I have perceived . . . whatever hand or eye
I imagine, it must have some particular shape and colour.
Likewise, the idea of man that I frame to myself must be
either of a white, or a black, or a tawny, a straight or a
crooked, a tall or a low, or a middle-sized man’’ (Princi-
ples of Human Knowledge, Introd., § 10). Bishop Berke-
ley here confuses the image with the IDEA. It is true that
every man one imagines must be a determinate individu-
al, but it is not true that every man one thinks of must be
such. This is apparent in the quotation itself, where men-
tion is made of ‘‘whatever hand or eye.’’ These words
have meaning—some thought or concept corresponds to
them in the objector’s mind—yet they apply to all possi-
ble hands and eyes, each of which must indeed have
‘‘some particular shape and colour,’’ without the intel-
lect’s making explicit reference to such shape and color.

Object of the intellect. To know a faculty well one
must know its OBJECT, what it can know, and from what
point of view it knows. This requires that the material and
formal objects of the human intellect be ascertained. A
further distinction has traditionally been made between
its proper and adequate objects. The proper object of the
intellect refers to the things it knows naturally and easi-
ly—the material objects in man’s environment: other
men, animals, plants, houses, and the like. Accordingly,
the proper material object of man’s intellect comprises all
objects that can be perceived by the senses. The senses,
however, perceive the color, sound, shape, distance, and
the like, of these objects, while the intellect recognizes
them for what they are. The eyes note the color of a dog
and the ears hear its bark, but the intellect knows that this
is a living being, an animal, a dog. This ‘‘whatness’’ or
QUIDDITY of material objects is the proper formal object
of the human intellect. 

Being and Truth. Yet the scope of the human intel-
lect extends beyond the realm of material objects. The
fact that one speaks of material objects implies that he
knows of other objects that are not material. What is re-
quired in any object, in order for it to be knowable by the
human intellect, is that it be, or, at least, that it be able
to be. Hence the total or adequate object of the intellect
is BEING in all its extension, whether material or immate-
rial. Now the intellect knows such being from the view-
point of its TRUTH or intelligibility. Accordingly, while
the adequate material object of the intellect is being, its
adequate formal object is truth or intelligibility. 

Of every reality man knows he can affirm that it is.
Yet, although being is its object, what his intellect contin-
ually meets is not being, but rather beings. In other
words, in the repeated affirmation, ‘‘This is, that is,’’ the
predicate ‘‘is’’ happens always to be too wide for the sub-
ject to which it is applied. This explains why man contin-
ues to look for new things to know. No object of
experience fills the full capacity of his intellect. Man is
always in search of an object that will entirely exhaust his
power of affirmation. He strives, albeit unconsciously,
for the knowledge of a reality of which he can simply say:
This is, without any restriction or limitation. In other
words, his intellect strives toward knowledge of the un-
limited being, of God. 

Knowledge of God. Left to his own devices, howev-
er, man can reach only a deficient and imperfect knowl-
edge of God. He knows Him, through analogy with
creatures, as the all-perfect came that must possess emi-
nently all perfections found in finite realities. This ana-
logical, inadequate knowledge of God is the highest
knowledge of Him that reason can offer to man. 

Revelation, however, promises infinitely more—a
knowledge of God as He is in Himself, in His inner es-
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sence, in the ineffable mystery of His triune inner life.
Such knowledge is clearly beyond the powers, and even
beyond the expectations, of the human intellect. It re-
quires a transformation of that intellect, raising it above
its natural state and supernaturalizing it. Sanctifying
GRACE produces this transformation. It gives to the bap-
tized person the supernatural gift of faith, which is the
power of knowing, although darkly, God as He is in Him-
self. In the elect, during the next life, this gift of faith
gives way to the BEATIFIC VISION; as St. THOMAS AQUI-

NAS explains it, the human intellect sees the divine es-
sence ‘‘through the divine essence itself; so that in this
vision the divine essence is both that which is seen and
that by means of which it is seen’’ (C. gent. 3.51). 

Operation of the intellect. Since the intellect is an
immaterial faculty, it cannot be influenced directly by
material reality. The problem arises then as to how intel-
lectual knowledge originates in man. One answer is that,
as material objects affect the sense organs, so sense
knowledge influences the intellect. But this answer im-
plies that the intellect is a material power. The senses can
be influenced by extramental reality because, like that re-
ality, they are material. But how can the intellect, an im-
material power, be influenced by the senses and receive
from them a material content? 

The intellect, of course, may be influenced by imma-
terial causes. This is why some have held that its ideas
come directly from God; such, with various modifica-
tions, was the teaching of PLATO, St. AUGUSTINE, DES-

CARTES, and MALEBRANCHE. But this theory contradicts
human experience and leads to consequences that are in-
acceptable (see KNOWLEDGE, THEORIES OF). 

If ideas cannot come from the senses and do not
come directly from God, the intellect must receive them
from itself. The intellect, therefore, acts upon itself and
receives from itself. Thus we distinguish in it two facul-
ties, an agent intellect and a passive or possible intellect.
The agent intellect impresses ideas upon the possible in-
tellect. 

Agent intellect. Where does the agent intellect find
these ideas? St. Thomas holds that it derives them from
sense experience. The agent intellect actively abstracts
the species from the PHANTASM and impresses it upon the
possible intellect (see ABSTRACTION; SPECIES, INTENTION-

AL). Phantasms are the highest products of the combined
senses. In modern terminology they correspond to per-
ceptions, or images; as material forms of knowledge, they
represent single, concrete, material objects.

The passage from this concrete, singular phantasm
to the abstract, universal concept is sometimes explained
as follows: Viewing the phantasm of a particular tree, the

intellect leaves aside all the individualizing, concrete fea-
tures (e.g., the tree’s size and color) and considers only
the general, universal features. But how can the agent in-
tellect distinguish between general and individual fea-
tures, keeping the former and dropping the latter, unless
it knows all of them? This seems to suppose that the intel-
lect directly knows the material phantasm, a position that
Thomists generally deny. Again, how can a material
phantasm affect an immaterial intellect? It is often main-
tained that the agent intellect, acting as the principal effi-
cient cause, uses the phantasm as an instrumental cause
to impress the abstracted universal idea upon the possible
intellect (see INSTRUMENTAL CAUSALITY). But it would
seem that a material tool can produce only material ef-
fects, even when used by an immaterial agent. How then
can it affect an immaterial reality? 

An alternative, and possibly more acceptable, expla-
nation of ideogenesis focuses on Aquinas’s teaching that
man never uses ideas without turning to the correspond-
ing phantasm. Man knows ideas (or rather, what they rep-
resent) only in the phantasm. This seems to imply no
actual extraction of the idea from the phantasm. Other-
wise it would be difficult to see why, once man has sepa-
rated the two, he cannot use the idea independently of the
phantasm. 

The substantial unity of man, in fact, implies not
only the unity of body and soul but also that of sense and
intellect (see SOUL-BODY RELATIONSHIP). As the soul is to
the body, so the intellect is to the senses. The soul does
not hover over the body, but rather is in the body. Like-
wise the intellect does not stand above the senses; it is in
them. To speak of a ‘‘passage’’ from sense to intellectual
knowledge is to fall into Cartesian DUALISM and admit
that both the body and the soul have their own representa-
tions of the object. Actually there is only one knowing
subject, composed of both body and soul. As the body
never acts without being animated by the soul, so the
senses never act without being animated by the intellect.
This means that the intellect is already at work in the for-
mation of the phantasm (see COGITATIVE POWER). It ani-
mates the formation of the phantasm, and this activity
produces the universal idea. The impressed species of the
intellect is this dynamic relationship between the intellect
and the phantasm. 

Expressed species. The agent intellect is like a pow-
erful searchlight, of which St. Thomas says that it is al-
ways ‘‘in act.’’ By itself it does not give knowledge. As
soon as sense knowledge crosses its beam, however, the
corresponding idea is generated. In this sense the phan-
tasm is truly an instrumental cause—it gives the light of
the intellect something to illuminate. 

When an object comes within reach of the agent in-
tellect, that object is seen as something, a being, a reality.
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The intellect then consciously expresses the relation it
has attained unconsciously in the impressed species. This
is the expressed species, the WORD, the verbum. In such
an expressed species the object is grasped intellectually.
Most Thomists hold that this expressed species is the
CONCEPT, attained by simple APPREHENSION. Others
maintain that it is an ‘‘affirmed concept,’’ a concept em-
bedded in a JUDGMENT, although often only an elementa-
ry judgment. According to this view, being is given in
judgments, possibles in concepts. Hence the expressed
species of the intellect, through which man gets his first
intellectual contact with reality, is the elementary judg-
ment that the intellect utters to itself (thus, the word)
whenever it knows reality. 

Acts of the Intellect. The first two acts of the intellect
have already been mentioned, that is, simple apprehen-
sion and judgment. Once man possesses a certain number
of concepts and judgments, he can then explicitly com-
pare them, discover their relationships, derive one from
the other, associate them with each other, and the like.
This work constitutes the third act of the intellect, known
as REASONING. 

In explaining how knowledge perfects the knower,
St. Thomas notes: ‘‘. . . knowing beings are distin-
guished from non-knowing beings in that the latter pos-
sess only their own form; whereas the knowing being is
naturally adapted to have also the form of some other
thing, for the species of the thing known is in the know-
er’’ (Summa theologiae 1a, 14.1). As explained above,
this does not mean that the species is a self-sufficient pic-
ture of the object, for St. Thomas also teaches that man
cannot know the object without reverting to the phantasm
(Summa theologiae 1a, 84.7). Yet knowing things means
to some extent becoming these things, since man has in
him, for every object he knows, a phantasm and a species,
the latter being understood as a dynamic relation of the
intellect to the former. By animating the phantasm of the
object, the intellect intentionally becomes that object. In
this sense, the acts of conceiving and of judging perfect
the human intellect. 

In addition, reasoning perfects the intellect in other
ways. First, by discovering connections between realities,
it makes man aware of the structure, the order, and the
harmony of the universe. This allows him also to direct
his activities in the right way, according to the order of
importance of goals and purposes. Again, having detect-
ed an underlying order and hierarchy in the universe, he
discovers also its basic orientation and finality, and thus
is led to acknowledge its Designer and Creator. 

Differences in intellectual ability. The nature and
operation of the human intellect has been the main con-
cern here. Above the human intellect there are, however,

higher and more perfect intellects. From revelation one
knows of the existence of angels (see ANGELS, 2. THEOLO-

GY OF). Philosophically these are conceived to be pure
forms, in no way dependent on matter (although they do
have some relationship to the material universe). They
are, therefore, basically intellects and wills. Whatever
they know has been communicated to them at their cre-
ation. Angels know through infused species, which, com-
ing directly from the Maker of all, give them certain and
clear knowledge of reality. Thus their knowledge is more
perfect than man’s. Since angels differ from each other
in ontological PERFECTION, each constituting an original,
unique grade of being, their intellects too differ in acuity,
penetration, and extension of knowledge. 

Above all created intellects stands the Uncreated In-
tellect, God. God does not ‘‘have’’ an intellect. He ‘‘is’’
Intellect, as He is every other pure perfection substantial-
ly. As the Self-Subsistent Intellect, God knows Himself
perfectly and comprehensively. He also knows in Him-
self, as they are in themselves, all existing and possible
creatures. 

Differences in intellectual abilities among men seem
to be due not to the spiritual intellect itself, but to its rela-
tion to the body. Hence they are differences of intelli-
gence, more than of intellect.

See Also: KNOWLEDGE, PROCESS OF;

UNDERSTANDING (INTELLECTUS); INTUITION.
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INTELLECT, UNITY OF
Is there one intellect for all men, or does each man

have his own intellect? This problem involves two ques-
tions often discussed by Christians of the Middle Ages:
(1) Is the agent intellect one for all men? (2) Is the possi-
ble intellect, as well as the agent intellect, one for all
men? (See INTELLECT.) Of the two questions, the second
presented the more serious difficulty and was the subject
of a vigorous polemic in the 13th century. The meaning
and implications of both questions can best be understood
in the light of their historical background.

History of the problem. The story begins with Aris-
totle’s De anima. Noting that in nature as a whole we find
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