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T heological N otes l

T H E O L O G I C A L  N O T E S
U s e d  in  t h i s  “ S a c r a e  T h e o l o g i a e  S u m m a ”

Divine and catholic faith (de fide divina et catholica): what is contained in the word of 
God written or handed and is proposed by the Church either by a solemn judgment 
or by the ordinary and universal Magisterium to be believed as divinely revealed. 
The opposite is: heresy.

Defined divine and catholic faith (de fide divina et catholica definita): what is contained 
in the word of God written or handed down and is proposed by the Church by a 
solemn judgment, that is, by the infallible Magisterium, exercised in an extraordi
nary way, either in an ecumenical council or by the Roman Pontiff speaking “ex 
cathedra” and to be believed as divinely revealed. [N.B. Even the Chapter Titles in 
Trent and Vatican I are considered as true definitions.]

Proximate to faith (fidei proximo): a truth that by an almost unanimous agreement of 
theologians is contained in the word of God written or handed down. The opposite
is: proximate to error or heresy.

Faith based on the authority o f the Church (fides ecclesiastica): a truth not formally 
revealed, which is proposed infallibly by the Magisterium of the Church. The op
posite is: error in ecclesiastical faith. [Those who do not admit there is such a thing 
as ecclesiastical faith give a different theological note for such a truth.]

Catholic doctrine (doctrina catholica): a truth that is taught in the whole Church, but 
not always proposed infallibly (for example, what the Roman Pontiffs wish to teach 
explicitly in encyclical letters). The opposite is: error in catholic doctrine.

Theologically certain (theologice certa): a truth that in the theological schools is cer
tainly recognized as necessarily connected with revealed truths; this connection 
can be either virtual or a presupposition or final. The opposite is: error in theology.

A doctrine to be so held that its contrary is temerarious (doctrina ita tenenda, ut con- 
traria sit temeraria): a truth proposed by the Roman Congregations, which proposi
tion however does not enjoy the special approbation of the Roman Pontiff.

Common and certain in theology (communis et certa in theologia): what by the com
mon agreement of theologians is taught in the schools as well founded. The op
posite is: false in theology, temerarious.

Probable (probabilis): a theological opinion with a lesser grade of certainty.
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F O R E W O R D

I studied theology for four years at the University of Innsbruck. At that time 
we had an outstanding faculty of teachers and scholars, including Fr. Hugo 
Raliner, S.J., Fr. Karl Raliner, S.J., his younger brother, and Fr. J. Jungmann,
S.J., the famous liturgist. Karl Rahner taught dogma and among the few 
books on his desk was the four volume set of Sacrae Theologiae Summa 
(B.A.C.), which had been published in 1955.

When Karl Rahner came to the United States in the 1960s he gave a 
talk to some Jesuit seminarians. One of them asked him: “Fr. Rahner, what 
must one do to become a theologian?” He answered immediately, “The 
first thing you have to do is to master the four volumes of B.A.C. Then you 
can begin to become a theologian.” He then added that those four volumes 
are the best summary of scholastic theology available. Needless to say, 
the young Jesuit seminarians at the time were rather shocked to hear the 
famous theologian praise a summary of scholastic and Thomistic theology.

I have been using B.A.C. for many years—as a student, as a textbook 
when teaching a course on dogmatic theology, and as a theological resource.

This English translation. The One and Triune God (De Deo Uno et Trim), 
is meant for seminarians and theology students who want to leam scholastic and 
Thomistic theology. The four volumes of B.A.C. contain treatises that cover all 
the basic dogmas of the Catholic faith and it does it in a detailed and scholarly 
way, with a heavy reliance on the teaching of St. Thomas Aquinas. One advantage 
of this Summa is that it gives the student the “theological note,” that is, the grade 
of certitude for each thesis. Here you will leam what is a defined dogma of the 
Church, what is theologically certain, and what is just a theological opinion. 
That is important in order to know what level of assent is required for Catholic 
teachings, such as can be found in the Catechism of the Catholic Church which, 
since it is for all the faithful and is not a theology textbook, does not, for the most 
part, give the theological note or doctrinal level of the various truths of the faith.

The original publisher has given permission to publish the individual 
treatises as separate books, instead of the four large volumes of about 1,000 
pages each. The project will take a few years and, when finished, should 
add up to about eight volumes covering all the traditional courses in dogma 
from the One God to the Four Last Things.

It is my fond hope that this book and those that follow will help theology 
students to leam the great Catholic tradition of dogmatic theology which is 
based on the Holy Scriptures, the writings of the Fathers of the Church and 
the ecclesiastical Magisterium.

— Kenneth Baker, S.J.
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I N T R O D U C T I O N

Since St. Thomas Aquinas in question one of the first part of his Summa 
Theologiae treated sacred doctrine itself, in his introduction to q. 2 he says 
that the main purpose of this sacred doctrine is to hand on knowledge about 
God. In fact, that is what the science of theology does under the light of 
divine revelation. That is especially true with regard to the treatise De Deo 
Uno et Trim which, therefore, in a special way can claim for itself the 
name of theology. For, in theology the concern is not about things outside 
of God, inasmuch as they proceed from him and are ordered back to him, 
nor is it about the way or how to reach God, but it is about the divinity as 
it is in itself.

But if all sacred doctrine has divine revelation as its source, then it is 
especially necessary in order to reach the deity itself. For, there are many 
things that can be known only by this, that God in his ineffable goodness 
deigns to communicate to the rational creature by supernatural revelation, 
namely, those things by which we are able in some way to attain the divine 
essence and life as it is in itself and to contemplate it in eternity and which 
lead to the free supernatural disposition of providence. There are indeed 
other things that the human mind, proceeding from created things to the 
Creator, can know by the light of natural reason (which indeed revelation 
itself teaches); but in those also it is necessary for the mind to be helped by 
the superior light of revelation and they are really contained in revelation.

The classical division of the treatise De Deo is into two parts— De Deo 
Uno according to his nature or essence, and De Deo Trim according to the 
persons which are always handled in this order. This division should be 
preserved. First of all, because the order of knowability of divine things so 
far as we are concerned demands it, since “the essentials, as a theological 
principle affirms, for our knowledge are prior to ideas.” And although many 
of them can be presupposed as having been treated in natural theology, still 
there is value in treating them again from the point of view of revelation.

The revelation which God has given to us about himself also demands 
the same thing. For in a way suited to the human mind God first of all, 
clearly and explicitly, revealed those things that pertain to the unity of 
the divine essence rather than what pertains to the trinity of persons, the 
highest mystery of the essence of God and the divine life, so that we might 
gradually and eventually come to some knowledge of the trinity. Therefore, 
a strictly theological method is what scholastic tradition inherited from St. 
Thomas, namely, studying the unity of God before considering the Trinity 
of God.
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Moreover, the treatise on the mystery of the Most Holy Trinity 
necessarily requires a previous knowledge of the unity of God, for it is 
the mystery of the Trinity in unity and of unity in the Trinity as we profess 
in the in the profession of faith in the “Quicumque.” One who studies 
the distinction of persons can in no way proceed along the right way of 
revelation and would not avoid the danger of false speculation if he does 
not clearly, as much as possible, understand with humility and supernatural 
illumination the divine unity and everything that pertains to it.



12 Sacrae Theologiae Summa IIA
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Lessius, L., S.J., Deperfectionibus morisbusque divinis (Paris 1881).

Muncunill, J., S.J., De Deo uno et trino (Barcelona 1918).

Piccirelli, J., S.J. De Deo uno et trino (Naples 1902).

Rabeneck, J., S.J., Das Geheimnis des dreipersonlichen Gottes (Freiburg 1949).

Ruiz de Montoya, D., S.J., De Trinitate (Lyons 1621).

Scheeben, J. M., Die Mysterien des Christentums (Freiburg 1951).

Schmaus, M., Katholische Dogmatik, 1 (Munich 1948).

Toledo, F., S.J., In Summam Theologiae S. Thomae enarratio I (Rome 1869).

Van der Meersch, J., Tractatus de Deo uno et trino (Bruges 1928).
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B O O K  I
O n o n e  G o d  a c c o rd in g  t o  H is e sse n c e

Following the example introduced by the Summa Theologiae of the Angelic 
Doctor, in this book in addition to questions about the natural knowability, 
the existence and essence of God, his attributes, and his knowledge and will, 
we will also consider the intuitive vision of God, since this is one of the ways 
in which God can be approached. We will also consider his providence, 
both general and supernatural, or predestination and reprobation, These 
realities require acts of intellect and will which can also and even should 
be handled in other areas of theology

Indeed, those things in this book that can be known by the light of 
natural reason in Christian natural theology (which are worked out under the 
vigilant eye of the ecclesiastical magisterium), according to the Apostolic 
Constitution, Deus scientiarum Dominus, are explained in well known 
books and also contribute to a fruitful understanding of Catholic dogma 
after they have been approved by the Church to be in accordance with 
divine revelation. We have considered it worthwhile to consider some of 
these things more briefly, unless they are seen to have a special influence in 
matters that have to do with revelation alone. Therefore, in such questions 
we will make reference to authors in the area of natural theology.

We will treat the matter in five chapters. The first chapter will deal 
with questions about our knowledge of God, both natural knowledge and 
man’s intuitive vision and the things connected with it. The second chapter 
considers God’s essence and the divine attributes. The third deals with 
the knowledge of God, the fourth with his will and the fifth with divine 
providence, predestination and reprobation.
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C H A P T E R  I

Possibility of knowledge of God

A R T I C L E  I

O n  t h e  N a t u r a l  K n o w l e d g e  o f  G o d

Thesis 1: The existence of God can be known with certainty by the 
light of natural reason.

S.Th. I, q. 12, a 12; Franzelin, De Deo uno th. 1-5; Lennerz, n. 43-59; Granderath, Constitutiones dogmati- 
cae...Concilii Vaticanil... 32-46; Chossat, Dieu, DTC 4, 757-87.

1. What concerns the natural faculty of knowing God pertains not only 
to philosophy, but also to theology. That is clear from many documents that 
in the sources of revelation treat of these things. Indeed they are of great 
concern to faith and theology because they have to do with the preamble 
of faith itself and with ideas about God which revelation itself necessarily 
uses in order to communicate with us. For, the explanation of the faith 
“does not create reason and the natural power of the light of reason, but 
rather presupposes it and raises it to a higher level. Hence, the supernatural 
manifestations of God by which he reveals himself to elevated reason 
presuppose his manifestations in nature by which God makes himself 
known to the natural light of reason.”1

In our days this is a very important question. Especially since the 
criticism of Kant and the many philosophical theories flowing from it in 
one way or another are now influencing the minds of men, it is amazing the 
extent to which the most simple truth about the natural knowledge of God 
has been obscured and how many theories have been excogitated under the 
guise of piety and mysticism and out of a certain fear of using medieval 
scholastic intellectualism in order that the foundation of the religious life 
might be explained in any way whatsoever rather than by the normal use of 
the human mind. These theories, in addition to the fact that they are false 
and are like a house built on sand, are often connected with serious errors 
regarding the nature of God, of faith and of many other areas of Catholic 
doctrine.

2. Definition of Terms. As is clear from the words of the thesis and the

1. Franzelin, De Deo uno th. 1 p. 33.
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errors to which it is opposed, and from the declarations of the Fathers and 
theologians at the First Vatican Council,2 the question here is about man 
in general and in his actual present state; it is about the adult man who is 
such not only in age, but also in mental ability and with some training and 
education in the normal use of his faculties. It deals also with the simple 
power (physical and moral) of arriving at some certain knowledge, that is, 
to the affirmation of the existence of God without the fear of being in error.

God is understood here as true and personal with a concept that is 
sufficient to distinguish him from other things. This concept can be either 
a popular notion of any supreme being to be adored and worshiped, or a 
more developed idea of the author and governor of the world, or an explicit 
concept ofa necessary being who is from himself These ideas, however, are 
distinguished from one another by the attribution of more or less perfection.

In the thesis we do not point out the way directly and explicitly by which 
a person can acquire knowledge of the existence of God nor do we consider 
the question about who actually does it. In fact, as will be clear from our 
arguments, we understand the ordinary way to be a certain deduction from 
created things—a way that is easy and obvious. It should be referred to as 
proximate in faith3 (fidei proximum), but the fact is asserted in clear words 
in many church documents.

3. It is clear in the Vatican I definition that it concerns an adult person who can think 
normally. The Church does not claim to define the way in which a person can arrive at 
the normal use of his faculties. Indeed, the Council says explicitly that it is talking about 
a human person in general and not about each individual person.4

The moral power adds to the physical power that it is not dependent on the 
difficulties which in the usual estimation of men can truly be said to be impotence. 
Therefore, to posit a physical power that is not also moral would be the same as to deny 
a true ability to know anything about God by the light of natural reason.5 But that this 
power is an active power is clearer than the light of day, since its purpose is to make use 
of the faculty of knowing by which man proceeds from created things to a knowledge 
of the Creator. The presentation of Cardinal Gasser at Vatican I asserts the same thing 
in clear words against the claim of some philosophers that man can only receive such 
knowledge through revelation.6

Thus, they would not be in conformity with the defined definition of Vatican I who

2. Acta et decreta sacrosancti oecumenici Concilii Vaticani I: CL 7; cf. Granderath, op. cit.,, 32-46; Vacant, 
Etudes theologique sur les constitutions du concil du Vatican (Paris 1895); Chossat, loc.cit., 824-871; 
Lennerz, op. cit., 15-22.

3. Chossat, loc. cit., 384; I. Bochenski, De cognitione existentiae Dei per viarn causalitatis relate ad fidem 
catholicam (Posnan 1936).

4. CL 7,236.150.520.
5. Chossat, 826-834.
6. CL 127.
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argue for some other way of acquiring certain knowledge of God outside of the activity 
of human knowledge.7

Although in Vatican Council I (Chapter 1) the word “creator” is used, the Council 
says explicitly that it is not dealing with the knowledge of creation as such, according 
to the concept of producing something out of nothing, but rather about a certain making 
of things. This concept which makes it possible to attain the existence of God, no matter 
how imperfect it might be, is of such a nature that it can be said to be the source of those 
moral principles without which man cannot tend towards God as his final end.8

The Vatican Council says “from the things that were created” and “in the things that 
have been made”: these are the many visible and external things which is clear from the 
quoted arguments and words of St. Paul (Rom. 1:20), but also the invisible things such 
as the soul of man.9 It is clear that the knowledge of God that is claimed to be possible is 
also mediated knowledge, since it is said to be deduced “from things that were created.” 
Whether or not God can be reached by other means is not dealt with here.

4. Adversaries. The adversaries to Catholic doctrine on this point are 
primarily all agnostics, whether they are totally radical like the positivists, 
or those who say that God is unknowable, although they admit his 
existence as a postulate of practical reason or they say that he is attainable 
by some other non-intellectual way, such as the Kantians, sentimentalists, 
pragmatists and modernists. Indirectly also but logically there are many 
others like the agnostics; they will be mentioned in subsequent theses.

Traditionalists and dogmatic fideists are also opposed to Catholic 
doctrine. Some of them say that revelation through faith is the only way of 
arriving at a certain knowledge about God; others say that revelation is a 
condition without which there can be no knowledge of God; still others say 
that human tradition is necessary which is ultimately based on revelation. 
Among the forerunners of this movement we can mention Luther, the 
Baianists and the Jansenists, since they greatly exaggerate the corruption 
of human nature as a result of original sin.

5. Agnosticism10 is described in the following way in St. Pius X’s Encyclical, 
Pascendi: “According to this teaching human reason is confined entirely within the 
field of phenomena, that is to say, to things that appear, and in the manner in which 
they appear: it has neither the right nor the power to overstep these limits” (D 3475;

7. CL 86.132.
8. CL 79.133.
9. CL 132.
10. See A. De La Barre, Agnosticisme: DTC 1,596-615; Chossat, loc. cit., Agnosticisme: DTC 1,1-76; 

Shanaham, Agnosticisme: CE 1,215-220; G. Michelet, Dieu et I'agnosticisme contemporaine (Paris 1912); 
X. Moixant, Dieu, I 'experience en Metaphysique (Paris 1907); R. Jolivet, Etudes sur la probleme de Dieu 
dans la Philosophic contemporaine (Paris 1932); A. Forest, Le probleme de Dieu dans la Philosophic 
contemporaine'. RevThom 15 (1932) 653-659; R. Rolland, A la recherche de Dieu: RevApl 54 (1931) 564- 
569; P. Descoqs, Praelectiones Theologiae naturalis (Paris 1932, 1935) passim.
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Pascendi, Part I)
It is generally acknowledged that the Kantian criticism of pure reason is agnostic; 

also there is no doubt that the Kantian doctrine about the postulates of practical reason 
can in no way alleviate the agnosticism of pure reason and that it adds nothing to a true 
knowledge of God. Up to the present time no cure has been found for this disease nor 
will it be found, and therefore anyone who accepts Kant’s critical conclusions cannot 
agree with Catholic doctrine. For, the postulates of practical reason are in no way 
theoretical dogmas, but they are only presuppositions for a practical way o f  acting. 
Indeed, the objective reality that Kant says these postulates confer on the ideas of pure 
reason is not in the noumenal order but merely in the phenomenal order. For, to him 
that is the “objective” order, namely the order in which the intellect and the will can 
function legitimately. Correctly therefore the position of Kant can be described thus: 
“Ask Kant whether or not there is a God and he will respond absolutely: I desire the 
existence of God. But if you ask him further whether or not he knows God, he will deny 
it absolutely.”11

6. Those ideas were the source of pragmatic and sentimental theories whose first 
authors are rightly considered to be Schleiermacher with his sense of dependence on 
something infinite, and Ritschl with his theory of value judgments which depend on the 
subjective valuation of the will or the senses.11 12 And you will not find anything really 
new in the many different theories that have been advocated in recent philosophy of 
religion: for, they all advocate as the first element of religious life, as the only way to 
establish the existence of God, something irrational or illogical derived from personal 
feelings or from some kind of free option.13

Modernism, which explicitly embraces the criticism of Kant and Spenser, explains 
religion and knowledge of God by the theory of religious immanence; this has been 
clearly described and rejected by Pope St. Pius X in his Encyclical, Pascendi (1907:

11. B. Jansen, Die Religionsphilosophie Kants (Berlin 1929) 60; cf. Structura philosophiae religiosae 
Kantianae'. Greg 5 (1924); G. Rossi, 11 problema dell ’esistenza di Dio nelle varie fasi de pensiero Kantiano, 
“Immanuel Kant" (Milano 1924) 187-282; A. Valensin, Critisme kantien: DAFC 1,734-760; M. Dehove, 
La critique kantienne despreuves de I'existence de Dieu (Lille 1905); A. Deneffe, Kant unddie katholische 
Wahrheit (Freiburg 1922) 91-140.

12. For an explanation o f  the doctrine o f  Schleiermacher consult Enciclopedia Espasa 54,1028— 1029, with 
an abundant bibliography; de Ritschl, ibid., 51,858; cf. C. Thilo, Schleiermachers Religionsphilosophie 
(Langensalza 1906); Enghili, Faith and Fact. A Study of Richtlianism (London 1919); W. Koch, Ritschl, 
Schleiermacher, LTK 8, 909; 9,268-269.

13. H. Pinard, Experience religieuse: DTC 5.1786-1868; DAFC 1,1846-1864; H. Denzinger, Vier Bucher von 
derrelig. Erkenntnis (WUrzburg 1857); S. Harent, Experience etfoi: ET 113 (1897) 2 2 Iff; O. Zimmermann, 
Das Gottesbedurfhis als Gottesbeweis (Freiburg 1910); I. Roure, En face du fait religieuse (Paris 1908); J. 
Bessmer, Die Religion und das sogennante Unterbewusstsein: Stimm 76 (1909) 60-76; Otto, Das Heilige. 
Ober das Irrationale in der Idee des Gottlichen undsein Verhaltnis zum Rationalem (Gotha 1927); J. Geyser, 
Intellekt oder Gemiit (Freiburg 1921); Willwoll, Ober die Struktur des religidsen Erie bens: Schol 14(1930) 
1-21; in addition loc. cit. Chossat. Recently Pius XII in his Encyclical Letter, Humani generis, rebukes 
innovators for “indiscriminately mingling cognition and act o f  the will, that the appetitive and affective 
faculties have a certain power o f understanding, and that man, since he cannot by using his reason decide 
with certainty what is true and is to be accepted, turns to his will, by which he freely chooses among opposite 
opinions” (AAS 42,574). It is not sufficiently clear in what sense is to be understood many things that are 
read in some recent books, such as H. de Lubac, De la connaisance de Dieu (Paris s.a.).
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D 3475-3477): they claim that from a lack of the divine there arises a certain intimate 
feeling by which faith can attain the divine reality without the use of a medium.14

Existentialism tends in the same direction as it is described in the Encyclical of 
Pope Pius XII, Humani generis (1950) who maintains that it “neglects the immutable 
essence of things and is concerned only about the existence of individual things; and 
that it cannot be set in agreement with Catholic dogma by any correction or addition, 
whether it professes atheism, a clear case of conflict, or whether it is opposed to the 
value of metaphysical thinking.”15

Even though with these theories a certain attainment and knowledge of God might 
be able to be attained, still that must be denied as we will see in the next article of this 
book. For now they must be rejected for the reason that they are opposed to the doctrine 
of the natural knowledge of God acquired by human intellect for which these theories 
are a substitute.

7. Traditionalism is described in the following way by the reporter at the First 
Vatican Council, Cardinal Gasser: “The first idea of God must be communicated to a 
person by doctrine or by preaching in a general sense, and then, once this idea has been 
communicated and accepted by a person, it is possible to prove the existence of God 
also by arguments taken from reason. But traditionalists disagree among themselves 
with regard to the communication of this idea. For there are some who say that this 
communication really ought to take place through the evangelical or revealed doctrine, 
and that therefore a man ought to accept for himself the idea of God and his existence 
by divine faith and that there is no certitude about the existence of God unless it is first 
acquired by divine faith. Traditionalists of this type are rightly called “fideists,” and 
their system is also called basic traditionalism. Others derive that communication not 
from evangelical or revealed doctrine, at least not proximately, but in general from the 
idea of God present in human society; and therefore it is sufficient that a man accepts the 
idea of God on the basis of human faith and then develops arguments from reason for 
the existence of God. Finally, it is possible that they derive that idea ultimately from the 
primeval institution of God that was communicated to the human race at the beginning.” 
Against this doctrine Vatican I established “the certain principle that directly rejects 
crude traditionalism, and that also, since it cannot be otherwise, rejects the milder form

14. Crossat: DTC 810-823; A. Farges, I. Lebreton, Modernisme: DAFC 3,637-685; J. Riviere, Modernisme: 
DTC 10,2010-2016; Le modernisme dans I ’Eglise (Paris 1929); Piccirelli, Disquisitio Iheologicapolemico- 
critica contra modernistas (Naples 1911); J. Bessmer, Philosophie und Theologie des Modernismus 
(Freiburg 1912); Woodlock, English and American Modernism: Greg 8 (1927) 23-40; C. Carbone, De 
modernistarum doctrina (Rome 1909) 35-66,158.

15. AAS 42 (1950) 574; I. Hellln, Theologia naturalis (Madrid 1950) 141-151; Waelehns-Cefial, Lafilosofia 
de MartinHeidegger (Madrid 1942); A. Delp-Iturrioz, Existencia tragica (Madrid 1942); M. Sciacca, II 
problema de Dio (Brescia 1944); A. Gonzalez Alvarez, El tema de Dios en lafilosofia existencialista (Madrid 
1945); N. Dirisi, Sapientia (Buenos Aires 1949); J. De Tonquddec, L 'existence d  'apres Karl Jasspers (Paris 
1945); R. Troisfontaines, Existentialisme et pensee chretienne (Louvain 1946); H. Ogiermann, Gottes 
Existenz in Denken Gabriel Marcels'. Schol 29 (1954) 174-209.
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of traditionalism.”16

8. Doctrine of the Church: It is contained principally in the definition 
of Vatican Council I: “The same Holy Mother Church holds and teaches 
that God, the source and end of all things, can be known with certainty 
from the things that were created, through the natural light of human 
reason” (D 3004); also, “If anyone says that the One true God, our Creator 
and Lord, cannot be known with certainty with the natural light of human 
reason through the things that are created, anathema sit” (D 3026). With 
these decrees agnosticism and rigid traditionalism are condemned and also 
mitigated traditionalism is affected. The agnosticism of the modernists is 
dealt with by a special condemnation in St. Pius V’s Encyclical, Pascendi 
(1907) (D 3489). Other documents that will be quoted in the next thesis, 
with reference to Vatican I (D 3045) should also be consulted.

Dogmatic note: Defined divine and Catholic faith (De fide divina et 
catholica definita).

9. Proof from Holy Scripture: Wis. 13:1-9: “For all men who were 
ignorant of God were foolish by nature; and they were unable from the 
good things that are seen to know him who exists, nor did they recognize 
the craftsman while paying heed to his works,” and Rom. 1:20: “Ever since 
the creation of the world his invisible nature, namely, his eternal power 
and deity, has been clearly perceived in the things that have been made. 
So they are without excuse.” These texts clearly and distinctly contain the 
Catholic doctrine. For, these texts deal with the knowledge of the true God 
according to the attributes that clearly proclaim him to be distinct from 
the world and totally above it. They do this by the natural light o f reason, 
derived from the observation of created things, and they are sufficient to 
begin a religious life that is so certain and easy that they are without excuse, 
not only atheists but also idolaters.

10. In Wis. 13 the sacred author does not condemn atheism, but the false religious 
worship of the Egyptians and Chananites and he singles out two different types: one 
group worships nature and its powers (v. 1-9), the other group adores idols made by 
their own hands (v. 10ff.). In order to reproach the first group he explains the doctrine 
about the knowledge of the true God from the works of creation and he says they thought 
those works were gods because of their beauty and magnificence.

16. CL 7.79ff.; Chossat 806-810; Kleutgen-Sierp, La philosophie scholastique (Paris 1868) 1,432-455; Die 
Theologie der Vorzeit (MUnster 1872) II; V. Schazler, Nalur und Obernatur (Mainz 1865). The recent 
Protestant dialectical theology o f  Barth and Brunner has a certain affinity with traditionalism, though the 
connection is rather weak; see M. Rast, Theologia naturalis (Friburg 1939) 165-170.
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Regarding exegesis of the text note the following. Verse 1 in Greek has pamloi 
cpvoel which is translated as foolish by nature so that the error of idolatry permeates 
their whole nature. The reason why they are foolish is because ex rd>v ogopevcov 
(from visible things) they were not able to understand rdv ovra  (he who is), namely, 
God whose name is He Who Is (Exod. 6:3) which strengthens the argument because 
zpoo/ovteg (paying heed to his works) they did not acknowledge God as their craftsman.

After recalling the various elements of nature in v. 2 the author, in verses 3 & 4, 
bewails the fact that the admirers of their beauty and power attributed divinity to them, 
when they should have been referred to the greater beauty and power of the producer o f  
their beauty and their Maker. But v. 5 makes a general comment that from the greatness 
and beauty o f created things comes a corresponding perception o f their Creator by 
reasoning from the effects to a knowledge of their cause. And granted that they are 
less culpable than the other group of idolaters (v. 6-7), yet they are not to be excused 
(v. 8) and are still culpable (v. 9), since they could arrive more easily at the knowledge 
o f God than they could at a deeper knowledge o f the world. Hence, Sacred Scripture 
teaches that the existence of God by natural reason is easier than the scientific study of 
the world.17

11. The Letter to the Romans (1:18-32) teaches that the gentiles were confined 
under the reign of sin. The main source of their sin (v. 18-23) was that the truth about 
God, which they were able to know by the light of natural reason, and actually did 
know, was held captive in ungodliness and wickedness, not through atheism but by an 
impious and idolatrous worship by which they corrupted the idea of God; therefore, God 
grievously punished them (v. 24-32) by handing them over to a life full of all moral evil 
by which the wrath of God towards them was revealed (v. 18).

The truth of out thesis is asserted in v. 19-20: the gentiles were able to know the truth 
about God; indeed, v. 21 says that they knew God. In v. 19 the Greek word yvcoordv 
according to some interpreters means they knew God; others say it means they could 
know God; (pavspov means that it is plain to them because God has shown it to them. In 
v. 20 his invisible nature refers to his divine attributes that are invisible; Ever since the 
creation o f the world his invisible nature, namely, his eternal power and deity, has been 
clearly perceived in the things that have been made. Therefore the divine transcendence 
is taught. Therefore, “they are without excuse” because (v. 21) even though they knew 
God they did not glorify him as God, but they fell into idolatry.18

The same idea is contained in Ps. 14:1; Acts 14:14-17; 17:24ff. Ps. 14:1 proclaims 
“The fool says in his heart, ‘There is no God.’” Acts 14:14-17 says that the true God

17. R. Comely, In librum Sapientiae, Cursus Scripturae Sacrae (Paris 1910); P. Heinisch, Das Buch der Weisheit 
(Freiburg 1912); E. Tobac, Les cenq livres de Solomon (Paris 1926); F. Ceuppens, Theologia biblica, De Deo 
uno (Turin 1948) 10-16.

18. See Toledo, Comely, Lagrange, Sickenberger, on this text; Prat, Thelogie de S. Paul (Paris 1924) 229-234; 
Bover, Las Epislolas de San Pablo (Barcelona, 1950) 9-12; Teologia de San Pablo (Madrid 1946) 154-159; 
J. Corluy, Specilegium Dogmatico-Biblicum (Gandavi 1884) 86-94; J. Quirmbach, Die Lehre des h. Paulus 
von natiirlichen Golteserkennlnis und der natiirlichen Sittengesetz (Freiburg 1906); Lattey, S. Paulus docet 
Dei existentiam naturali lumine cognosci posse: VerDom 3 (1923) 311-315; J. Dupont, La connaissance 
religieuse dans les epitres de Saint Paul (Louvain 1949) 1-30.
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makes himself known by his providence. Acts 17:24ff: in this passage, in order to bring 
the Greek philosophers from idolatry to the true God, St Paul teaches them those things 
through which it is not too difficult to attain God and which even the ancient peoples 
recognized.

12. Proof from tradition. The Fathers of the Church and ecclesiastical 
writers in controversies with pagans, Manicheans, Gnostics and Arians 
often taught very clearly that the knowledge of God arises naturally and 
spontaneously in man from a consideration of earthly things. Their doctrine 
is contained basically in the following points: 1) They distinguish a twofold 
knowledge o f God, one by faith and the other by reason, and they say that 
the latter comes before the former; 2) The natural knowledge of God is 
obvious from the physical order, from providence andfrom the moral order, 
3) so much so that it is as it were congenital to man and it is lacking only 
in those who have a corrupted and depraved nature.19

On this matter Tatian said: “We know Him from what he has created, 
and we understand his invisible power from his works” (R 152). Tertullian: 
“No one denies, because no one does not know what nature moreover 
suggests—that God is the maker of the universe” (R 287). St. Cyprian 
refers to the above saying of Tertullian: “Is it not a great crime to refuse 
to recognize him whom you cannot ignore?” (R 275). St. Basil: “In faith 
which concerns God, the thought that God exists comes before faith and the 
latter we know from creatures” (R 924). St. John Chrysostom commenting 
on Rom. 1:19: “Whence therefore was it manifest? Did he speak a word to 
them? Not at all; actually he did that which could attract them more than 
any spoken word: he placed the created world in front of them so that both 
the wise and the stupid, both the Scythian and the barbarian, instructed by 
the sight of the beauty of visible things, might transcend them to find God” 
(R 1182).

13. Theological reason: St. Thomas (S.Th, I, q.12, a. 12) presents 
the general reason that is explained in Natural Theology: from creatures, 
because they are effects dependent on their cause, we can know whether 
or not God exists, and we can know those things that necessarily pertain 
to him according to which he is the first cause of all things and exceeds all 
caused things.

19. A rich series o f  texts o f  the Fathers is given in Enchiridion Patristicum (Rouet de Joumel [R], ind. theol, 86- 
91; Pesch, 8-24; Petavius, De Deo m o  1.1 c. 1.2; Thomassinus, De Deo 1.1; Schwane, Histoire des dogmes 
v. 1 and 2 (Paris 1903); see also Denzinger, op. cit. 2; Stahl, Die naliirliche Gotteserkenntnis aus der Lehre 
der Vdter dargestellt (Regensburg 1869); Waibel, Die naliirliche Gotteserkenntnis in der apologetische 
Literatur des 2. Jahrhunderts: K. Werner, Geschichte der apologetischen und polemischen Literatur der 
christliche Theologie 1 (Schiffausen 1861).
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This knowledge is rightly said by the Fathers of the Church to be easy 
and obvious because man is led to it by a certain deduction that arises 
spontaneously from the natural use of the knowing faculty. Also, to attain 
certitude about God’s existence it is not necessary to have a scientific, 
philosophical proof.20

That very many men de facto get their first knowledge of God from 
their family or cultural environment is in no way an argument against the 
possibility of gaining such knowledge by the light of natural reason as 
stated in the thesis.

14. Objections: 1. St. Paul and the book of Wisdom speak only about wise men 
and philosophers.

Assertion denied: both texts speak about idolaters in general, even though in 
a special way they apply to wise persons. Moreover, granted that the case is so, 
certainly they teach that human reason can attain God by its own power

2. Vatican Council I teaches that revelation is necessary for knowledge of God 
(D 3026).

I  d istinguish the assertion: Vatican I teaches that revelation is morally necessary 
so that everything that human reason can attain about God can be known by everyone  
with facility , w ith firm  certitude and with no admixture o f  error, conceded ; that only 
the existence of God “by the natural light of human reason can be known with 
certainty from created things” (D 3005), denied.

3. Experience teaches us that the existence of God is not admitted, at least as 
certain, unless good morals are already present in a person’s dispositions. Therefore 
not just the power of reason alone can acquire this knowledge.

Response: That proves only that the correct use of the intellect also affects the 
will, which has always been admitted; rather, it confirms the common conviction, 
proved by wicked persons again and again in the most obvious way, that the truths 
of the moral life are only obscured by perverse habits and dispositions.

These objections are founded on a false concept of the effects of original sin; 
when that concept is refuted in the treatise on sin, the objections lose their value.

15. Scholium. On atheism  and the large number o f  adults who are thought to 
be incapable o f  know ing God.

Since in the thesis we deal with the possib ility  of arriving at a certain knowledge 
of the existence of God, assuming the normal development of the mind necessary 
to achieve it, we can prescind de fa c to  from the question about how atheism is 
possible. From a different direction this point is treated in Natural Theology where 
you will find the common doctrine presented: namely, that negative atheism over 
a long period of time is impossible unless it happens p er  accidens by reason of the

20. Nevertheless agnosticism continues to grow. It will not be useless to inquire into the psychological and 
historical causes o f  this fact; see Chossat, op. cit.; Pius XII mentions this in his Encyclical, Humani generis'. 
AAS 42, 561-562.
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aberration or perversion of the mind; and that positive atheism is possible, even for 
a long time, but essentially not without some guilt or fear of erring, at least in the 
beginning.21

Hence, it is clear that it is impossible, at least morally, to have what is called a 
merely philosophical sin, that is, a conscious moral act that mortally transgresses a 
basic principle of the natural moral law without it being an offense against God and 
against the divine law. For, the development of the human mind necessary for such 
acts does not take place without the accompanying, at least in some obscure way, 
awareness of obligation and of a supreme judge. Indeed, we know from experience 
that in moral matters this thinking comes before abstract reflection on things that are 
not in conformity with the natural moral law.22

16. In the last century there was a theological opinion,23 defended by Billot,24 
concerning the large number of adults who, because of the imperfect development 
of their mind in moral matters, are said to be incapable of knowing God and leading 
a religious life.

Here is a summary of his teaching. For anyone to be considered an adult in moral 
and religious matters it is necessary for him to have a developed mind not only in 
earthly thinking about temporal matters, but also with regard to higher and spiritual 
realities. Since therefore a large number of unbelievers, except for a few wise men 
in the actual state of humanity, truly and simply must be said to have been and to 
be in a state of invincible ignorance about these divine truths (for the vague notion 
they have about God that comes to them naturally is totally insufficient for leading a 
truly moral life), so they should be considered as non adults and therefore free from 
all personal sin. Their eternal destiny, therefore, is the limbo of infants since they 
are still burdened with original sin. Thus, when Holy Scripture condemns idolaters 
this should be understood as referring only to philosophers and intellectuals. Billot 
knows that this theory is contrary to the statements of the Fathers and theologians, 
especially St. Thomas. However, he thinks it is necessary to save divine providence 
with regard to the eternal destiny of these unbelievers.

It is sufficiently clear that this theory cannot be accepted and that it is actually

21. See especially Urraburu, Institutiones Philosophicae 7 (Vallisoleti 1899) 181-199; Descoqs, op. cit.,2,245- 
526; Hellin, op. cit., 301-322; C. Toussaint, Atheisme DTC 1,2190-2210.

22. Much has been written about the philosophical sin: see Th. Deman, Pechephilosophique: DTC 12,255-272, 
and not all o f  it is in a friendly investigation o f  the truth; on this it is useful to consult Beylard, Le pechee 
philosophique. Precisions historique et doctrinales: NouvRevTheol 62 (1935) 591-615, 674-698; S. Le 
Bachelet, Alexandre VIII: DTC 1,750.

23. Trithemius and especially Cl. Seyssel in the 16th century are cited, De divinaprovidentia (Paris 1518), and 
in the 19th century, De La Luzerne, Duvoisin, Emery, Fraissinous, Lenoir and Feller seem to have held or 
hinted at the same thing or something similar.

24. La providence de Dieu et le nombre infini d'adultes, qui sont horss les voies du salut: Et 161-176 (1919- 
1923).
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rejected by most Catholic theologians.25 Without denying that the existence of a 
certain relative infancy in moral matters can be found in a large number of men, this 
theory contradicts many certain principles and theological doctrines.

That the ability to sin requires such a perfect knowledge of God as a person, 
which is assumed by this opinion, cannot be admitted. Indeed, if that were required, 
we would not hesitate to assert that even many philosophers (whom this opinion 
reproaches) are incapable, because of their prejudiced opinions and weak formation 
of intellect, to investigate divine things; while on the other hand, a humble, 
uncultivated intellect, according to its own ability, can understand those things 
much more easily.

Moreover, a very imperfect development of the mind in moral matters, which the 
theory says exists on the part of most human beings, contradicts reason, experience 
and history26; it also contradicts divine providence which desires the supernatural 
salvation of all,27 and it contradicts factual information about primitive peoples and 
pagan nations.28

25. See L. Caperan, Le problem du salut des infideles. Essai historique (Parisl934); E.K. Hugon, Essai 
theologique (Paris 1912) 30ff.; Laniv6, La providence de Dieu et le salut des infideles: Rev Thom (1923) 
43ff.; Pesch, 24, who says that that opinion was advocated “with great linguistic eloquence, but with less 
probative efficacy”; Descoqs, op. cit., 2,461-464,483-488; S. Harent, Infideles: DTC 7,1891-1912; Lennerz, 
200-270.

26. See what has been accurately investigated by A. Lang, The Making of Religion (London 1908); W. Schmidt, 
Der Ursprung des Gottes-idee (Munster 1912) and his followers, among whom is H. Pinard, El studio 
comparado de las religiones (Madrid 1940, 1945); V. Cathrein, Die Einheit des sittlichen Bewusstseins in 
der Menscheit (Freiburg 1944); P. de Achutegui, La universalidad del conocimiento de Dios en lospaganos, 
segun los primeros tedlogos de la Compahi'a de Jesus (Rome 1951).

27. See thesis 20 below.
28. Kortleiner, De diis gentilium quidSS. Litterae V.T. indicent (Innsbruck 1912); Lennerz, 211-270.
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Thesis 2: The existence of God can be demonstrated scientifically and
intellectually.
S.Th. I, q. 2, art. 2, 3; Suarez, Metaph. Dis.28-29; Franzelin, Th. 6.7; Lennerz, n.60-77; Chossat, Dieu: 

DTC 874-930; Garrigou-Lagrange, De Deo uno 90-125.

17. Connection: This thesis hardly differs from the preceding one except inasmuch 
as it asserts that the knowledge of the existence of God acquired by the light of natural 
reason can also be shown to be legitimate reflexively and scientifically and it does that 
with a concept more precise and more distinct. The knowledge we are talking about is 
not immediate because it is derived from created things.

Definition of Terms: A DEMONSTRATION is a type of argumentation 
by which something is proved to be certain by legitimate reasoning, from 
legitimate premises and with a good consequence. It is expressed more 
clearly with the added adverbs, “scientifically and intellectually,” by which is 
excluded any theory that establishes only one way, which can be reflectively 
validated, of arriving at a certain knowledge of God, such as intuition, or 
some feeling, or a priori subjective necessity, however it asserts that this 
particular way can be made legitimate and even necessary in the complexity 
o f life and action.

A demonstration can take many forms. In our case, it has to do with 
a demonstration that proceeds from effects to their cause and is usually 
called a posteriori. Whether or not other types of demonstration are valid 
will be treated in the following scholium. When we call it a scientific 
demonstration, we do not wish to liken it to a mathematical proof; but we 
do intend to defend it as a legitimate scientific procedure, whose purpose is 
to ponder some ideas acquired by intellectual reflection and confirm them 
with solid reasons.

A proof is broader than a demonstration as we know from philosophy, for a dem
onstration is a mediated rational proof of something. And our demonstration is a poste
riori. Therefore it is contrasted not only with proofs that do not proceed by strict reason
ing, but also from other forms of rational argument— a priori, from experience or in any 
other way.1 For we are talking about the ascent to God by way of some true causality 
from created things to their Creator; and it is stated explicitly in Church documents that 
it is a proof “from the visible works of creation, as a cause from its effects” (D 3538).

Obviously we are not saying that every person who can arrive and actually does 
arrive at natural certitude about the existence of God is also capable of acquiring a 
scientific demonstration of the same. As in general not all persons who are certain with a 
natural and spontaneous certitude about many things can demonstrate them scientifically

1. See Hellin, op. cit., 90-91.
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and reflectively. That is the task of an educated person who is familiar with scientific 
and philosophical principles.

18. Adversaries: The adversaries of this thesis are all those opposed 
to the previous thesis. Among those who do not deny, at least implicitly, 
spontaneous knowledge of God from created things, there are many who, 
after subjecting the idea to philosophical reflection, consider it valid not 
only as an intellectual process, but also think it is necessary to strengthen 
it with some extraneous elements. Those who take this position are the 
mild forms offideism, traditionalism and immanentism, proposed in one 
way or another by many psychologists and philosophers of religion. They 
seem to desire one thing- that a correct moral formation is a prerequisite 
for correctly judging about divine things so that bad morals actually do 
not obscure the intellect. For, the use of the intellect depends on the will, 
a fact which has always been recognized by the Fathers of the Church and 
by theologians.2

We do not consider the question whether those methods that are proposed as 
substitutes for a rational demonstration for obtaining certain knowledge about the 
existence of God are really sufficient; later on in article 2 we will deny it. But in this 
thesis we reject these opinions because they are proposed in such a way that either 
explicitly or implicitly they deny that the existence of God can be demonstrated by the 
way of intellectual reasoning.

19. Ontologists, at least the more rigid ones, and many intuitionists3 
should be counted among our adversaries inasmuch as either they say that 
the idea of God is the foundation of all truth and certitude, or they establish 
their own theories because of an implicit diffidence regarding a true rational 
demonstration.

Some traditionalists, like Bonnety, have been so bold as to say that 
the way traveled by Catholic theology leads to rationalism (D 2814). With

2. As leaders the following can be mentioned: N. Malebranche, Recherche de la verit'e c.4 etc; B. Pascal, 
Pensees (Paris 1904) 1,176, fragm. 242.243.556, etc. from Jansenism, M. Molinos (D 2025); J. Boehme and 
pseudo-mystics who rely on certain statements o f  the mystics; see Chossat, 780,786,799-806. We think that 
some at Louvain are mitigated traditionalists, such as Ubaghs and Laforet; see Chosssat, 809-810; Vacant, 
op. cit, 120; Lennerz, 13-14. Concerning others, see A. Brunner, Zur Grundlegung der Gottesbeweise: Schol 
7 (1932) 187-207; J. Geiger, Der Intuitionsbegriff in der Katholischen Religionsphilosophie der Gegenwart 
(Freiburg 1926).

3. There will be more about Ontologism in article 2; see Fabre, Defense de Vontologisme; Kleutgen, Beilagen 
1 (Monster 1868); Henry, Le Traditionalisme et VOntologisme a VUniveriiste de Louvain (Collect. Mech
lin 1927); Van Grusven, Gerard Casimir Ubaghs (Heerlen 1936); on intuitionism see Geiger, op. cit.; B. 
RosenmOller, Religionsphilosophie (MUnster 1932); there are many articles in Wissenschaft und Wahrheit 
(1937-1939), especially J. Geyser, Zur Frage der theistischen Metaphysik und ihre Erkenntnistheorie 6 
(1939) 26-40.



b .1 c.l a . 1 t h .2  n . 1 7 - 2 0 27

great fervor Kuhn4 taught the same thing about the rational process of 
demonstrating the existence of God; therefore, he rejected it because it can 
lead only to a pantheistic concept of the divinity. Therefore, he taught that 
by that way we cannot arrive at the existence of a personal God, unless 
already previously we will have had an idea of God in our mind. Also, 
many recent authors5 hold that metaphysics cannot lead us to a personal 
God, but produces in us only a profane or somewhat abstract representation 
of the divinity. They also say that a personal God can be the object only of 
religious knowledge which exists rather in the heart and in vital action of 
the whole man, declaring that “the appetitive and affective faculties have 
a certain power of understanding,” as Pius XII reproached them for in the 
Encyclical Humani generis (1950).6

Finally, certain nominalists in the 14th and 15 centuries, especially 
Nicolaus de Ultricuria and Peter de Alliaco,7 denied the very foundation of 
the demonstration of the existence of God, namely, the principle of causality. 
In this they were predecessors of many positivists and philosophers of our 
own time.

On the other hand, all scholastic theologians from the very beginning 
raise this question explicitly and give an affirmative answer.

20. Doctrine of the Church. There are many church documents that 
teach clearly that the existence of God can be demonstrated. Already in the 
14th century the propositions of Nicholas de Ultricuria were condemned 
(D 1028-1049). The traditionalists De Bautain and D. de Bonnety were 
required to subscribe to theses affirming the following: “1. The reasoning 
process can prove with certitude the existence of God and the infiniteness 
of his perfections (D 2751...) 2. The reasoning process can prove with 
certitude the existence of God, the spirituality of the soul, and the freedom 
of man (D 2812...) 4. The method used by St. Thomas and St. Bonaventure 
and other scholastics after them does not lead to rationalism...” (D 2814).

Pope Pius IX teaches the same thing; “For true and sound philosophy 
rightfully occupies a distinguished position....By means of arguments

4. Kuhn, Katholische Dogmatik, Gotteslehre (Tubingen 1862) 77; ss Hontheim, Institutiones Theodicaeae 
(Freiburg 1893) 77; Pesch, 28.

5. See Brunner, op. cit.; E. Przywara, Zu Max Schelers Religionsauffassung, ZkathTh (1923) 24 ff. The doc
trine o f the dynamism o f  action, at least as it was originally proposed, clearly should be mentioned here. 
There are many writings about Blondel and his doctrine; see Descoqs, 2,270-272; J. Rois Gironella, La 
filosofia de la accion (Madrid 19430 12. Hellin (op. cit. 92) says that a mitigated existentialism should also 
be mentioned here.

6. Loc.cit., 33.
7. Chossat, 767-774; Becher, Gottesbegriff und Gottesbeweis bei Wilhem von Ockam: Schol 3 (1928); Ph. 

Bohner, Zu Ockams Beweis der Existenz Gottes, Texte und Erklarungen: FranzStud 32 (1950) 50-69.
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sought from reason’s own principles, philosophy should demonstrate, 
vindicate, and defend a large number of truths which faith also proposes 
for belief; such as, the existence of God, his nature, and his attributes” 
(D 2853). The theses of some professors at the University o f Louvain 
(Belgium) that denied this doctrine were rejected.8

Pope Leo XIII in his Encyclical Aeterni Patris9 says this: “Hence it 
is that certain truths which were either divinely proposed for belief, or 
were bound by the closest chains to the doctrine of faith, were discovered 
by pagan sages with nothing but their natural reason to guide them, were 
demonstrated and proved by becoming arguments....In the first place, 
then, this great and noble fruit is gathered from human reason, that it 
demonstrates that God is....Again it shows God to excel in the height of 
all perfections....” (#4-5). He repeats the same thing in his Encyclical, 
Humanum genus (1884).

Pope Pius X in his Encyclical, Iucunda sane10 11 asks that “those 
arguments should be sought by which the existence of God is demonstrated 
and, contrary to the basic judgments of reason, with great temerity the 
unanswerable power of argumentation is rejected by which the cause is 
deduced from its effects, that is, God and his attributes that are unlimited”; 
he offers a similar argument against the modernists in his Encyclical, 
Pascendi (1907) (D 3475).

21. The main document in this matter is the The Oath against Modernism 
(1910): “I profess that God, the origin and end of all things, can be known 
with certainty by the natural light of reason from the created world (see 
Rom. 1:20), that is, from the visible works of creation, as a cause from 
its effects, and that, therefore, his existence can also be demonstrated” (D 
3538); and what Pius XI said in his Encyclical, Studiorum ducem 11 was an 
excellent interpretation of the dogma solemnly defined by Vatican I.

The “motu proprio” Sacrorum Antistitum (1910) of Pope Pius X that 
contains the oath against modernism, along with the profession of faith 
that was connected with it, is at least an infallible document o f the ordinary 
magisterium of the Supreme Pontiff, and its propositions concerning 
doctrine must be said to be at least theologically certain, even by reason of 
the document itself as the formula clearly states: “I...firmly embrace and 
accept each and every definition that has been set forth and declared by the

8. Propositions 2 and 4 o f  Ubaghs were condemned by a decree o f the Holy Office on June 3, 1843; see 
Lennerz, 13-14.

9. AAS 12 (1879) 99f.
10. AAS 36 (1904) 520.
11. AAS 15 (1923) 317.



b .1 c.l a . 1 t h .2  n . 2 0 - 2 1 29

unerring teaching authority of the Church, especially....” The text itself of 
the oath reflects the wording of the teaching of Vatican I.12

Certainly Vatican I deliberately omitted the word “demonstration” in 
its definition.13 That would seem to be easily explained, as Lennerz14 notes, 
from the intention of the Council of defining a certain principle against 
strict traditionalism by which also the milder form would necessarily be 
included. But that the mind of the Council was in favor of demonstrability 
is sufficiently clear from the fact that it was concerned about “the widely 
circulated error that the existence of God cannot be proved with any certain 
arguments and therefore cannot be known by the power of reason,” and “the 
arguments that have always been highly regarded are not of such a nature 
as to be convincing.”15 Cardinal Gasser himself conceded that “in some 
measure, to know for certain and to demonstrate” are “one and the same 
thing.”16 Therefore, according to the mind of the Council demonstrability 
is closely connected with certain knowledge, and Pius XI rightly said that 
the oath prescribed by Pius X excellently interpreted Vatican I.

Finally, in 1925 the Holy Office declared the propositions to be 
proscribed which assert that the logical arguments for the existence of 
God have no objective value, except for the subjective needs of one’s life 
or action (#6). “Logical arguments, both about the existence of God and 
the credibility of the Christian religion, by themselves alone, do not have 
any value that is considered to be objective, that is, they prove nothing in 
the real order” (#8). “The value which these arguments can have does not 
come from their logical power, but it comes from the ‘subjective’ needs 
of life and action which, in order to be rightly developed and coherent are 
lacking in truth.”17

Theological Note. The thesis is at least theologically certain based on 
many Church documents and the agreement of theologians. It does not 
seem that it can be said to be of defined faith (de fide definita) in the decree 
of Vatican I, since the word “demonstration” was deliberately omitted.

12. That the infallible ordinary magisterium o f the Supreme Pontiff by common consent must be recognized 
is proved in Hebdomeda theological held in Madrid, 17-22 Sept. 1951; it was moderated by P. I. Salaverri. 
See Garrigou-Lagrange, Dieu, son existence, sa nature (Paris 1923) 19; Descoqs, 1.149; Hugon, Doctrina 
iurisiurandi a Pio Xpraescripti de modo quo Deum cognosci ac demonstrariposit: DivThom (Pi) 31 (1928) 
269-277.

13. CL 7.132.
14. Op. cit., 64.
15. CL 7.79.
16. CL 7.132.
17. This decree o f  the Holy Office was not printed in AAS; for the text and notes concerning is see A. Vermeersch, 

Periodica de re morali et canonica 14 (1935) 17-19.
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22. The thesis is proved from Sacred Scripture and tradition in
general from the previous thesis and from the reasons given there. For, he can 
be said to hold for the demonstrability of the existence of God who teaches 
that it is possible to arrive legitimately by reasoning from creatures as the 
effects of divinity to that divinity as their cause. But that is what the sources 
of revelation offer in the quotes given in proof of the previous thesis.

Proof o f the minor: A. It is sufficient to read again the texts of the book 
of Wisdom and the letters of St. Paul in which the artist from the works, from 
the beauty and from the power of the world is recognized as a cause more 
beautiful and powerful; he is recognized as eternal majesty and divinity so 
that those who do not arrive at it are said to be vain, stupid and inexcusable.

B. De facto, the arguments proposed by the philosophers and theologians 
for the existence of God have already been advanced in abundance by the 
Fathers of the Church; their arguments stress causality, order and finality.18 
Thus, Aristides offers the argument from motion: “When you look at the 
world and everything in it and see that they are moved necessarily, understand 
that the one who moves and conserves them is God” (R 110). Minucius 
Felix repeats the argument from the order of the world that was developed 
by Cicero (R 269). St. Gregory Nazianzen concludes his argument against 
chance in this way: “Thus reason, which is a gift of God, and given to all, and 
is the first law planted in our hearts, and innate to all mortal men—transports 
us to God from those things seen with the eyes (R 987).

23. Proof from theologians. Theologians agree in establishing the 
demonstrability of the existence of God at least as theologically certain, 
and many characterize the opposite opinion with a more severe censure. St. 
Thomas calls that opinion manifestly false and erroneous.19 He offers the 
reason in S.Th. I, q. 2, a. 2 because we can demonstrate from effects what 
the cause is.

Banez teaches that the thesis is most certain and the opposite is temerarious. 
Molina adds “at least safely in faith or even stronger; Suarez inveighs against 
those who refuse to acknowledge the temerity of the opposite opinion and calls

18. Petavius, De Deo 1.1 c. Iff.; Stahl, Die natiirliche Gotteserkenntnis aus der Lehre der Vater dargestellt 
(Regensburg 1869); Van Endert, Der Gottesbewis in derpatristischen Zeit mit besonderer Beriichsichligung 
Augustins (Freiburg 1869); T. Watrell, Die natiirliche Gotteserkenntnis in der apologetischen Literatur 
des 2 Jahrhunderts] K. Werner, Geschichte der apologetischer und polemiker Literatur der christlichen 
Theologie 1. See also the article on individual Fathers in DTC and elsewhere, for example F. Fuetscher, 
Die natiirlicher Gotteserkenntnis bei Tertullian: ZkathTh 51 (1927) 1-34, 217-251; Kufze, Die Gotteslehre 
des Irenaeus (Leipzig) 27ff; T. Lebreton, La connaisance de Dieu chez S. Irenee: RechScRel 16 (1926) 
385-406; Gottwald, De Gregorio Nazianceno Platonico (Breslau 1906); H. Pinard, Le platonisme de saint 
Gregoire de Naziance (La Roche sur-Yon 1925); and especially St. Augustine— see article 2.

19. De Ver. Q .10a .l2 ; 1 CG 1,12.



B . l  c.l a .  1 th.2 n.22-23 31

it proximate to an error in faith; Valencia says that to deny the thesis is clearly 
an error in faith “if not open heresy”; more recent theologians designate the 
thesis as at least theologically certain; indeed, there are some, like Hugon, 
Bochenski and Bittremieux, who say that it is of faith (de fide), although they 
admit that it is not because of the Vatican I definition. It is clear therefore that 
in this matter the theologians are not acting as mere philosophers.20

To set out the arguments by which the existence of God is proved 
belongs to Natural Theology.21 The arguments normally come in three 
forms: metaphysical, which ascend to a necessary being from the essential 
condition of contingent being by use of the principle of causality; physical, 
from the special qualities of earthly things, especially from the order that is 
obvious in the world, they prove that a supremely intelligent being exists; 
moral arguments are based on the notions of virtue and obligation, which 
require a supreme legislator, or on the universal consent of mankind.

Of the five ways proposed by St. Thomas (S.Th. I, q. 2, a. 3),22 the first

20. Bafiez and Molina, In I q.2 a.2; Suarez, De Deo tr.l 1.1 c .l n.13-15; Valencia, In I d .l q.2 p.2 assert.3; 
Kleutgen, De ipso Deo 156; Muncunill, 22; Pesch, prop. 5; Van der Meersch, De Deo uno et trino 47ff.; 
Hugon, loc.cit., 269-276; P. Bochenski, De cognitione existentiae Dei per viam causalitatis relate ad 
doctrinam catholicam (Poznan 1936); J. Bitremieux, De demonstrabilitate existentiae Dei iuxta iuramentum 
antimodernisticum: EphThLov 14 (1937) 477-486.

21. See the main works on Natural Theology, for example: Urraburu, Hontheim, Loinaz, Monaco, Garrigou- 
Lagrange, op. cit., Dieu: DAFC 1941-1088; Descoqs, Rast, Martinez del Campo, Hellin.
On the history o f  the arguments for the existence o f God among the medieval scholastics see S. Grundwald, 
Geschichte der Gottesbeweise in Mittelaltar bis zum Ausgang der Hochscholastik (Munster 1907, BeitGPhMA 
6.3); E. Gilson, La philosophie de saint Bonaventure (Paris 1924); H.Daniels, Ouellenbeitrage und 
Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der Gottesbeweise in dreizehnter Jahrhundert (Munster 1909, ibid 8.1-2); J. 
Henry, Histoire despreuves de Vexistence de Dieu au moyen age: RevThom 19 (1911) 3-24, 141-158. One can 
also consult general histories of philosophy, and special studies on certain authors, such as A. Landgraf, Zur Lehre 
der Gotteserkenntnis in der Friihscholastik. The New Scholasticism 4 (1930) 261 -296; E. Gilson, La philosophie 
de saint Bonaventura (Paris 1924) 125ff.; P. Minges, I. Duns Scoti doctrinaphilosophica et theologica (Quarachi 
1908) 5-34; E. Bettoni, De argumentation Doctoris subtilis quoad existentiam Dei: Ant 28 (1953) 39-58; J. 
Defever, La prevue reelle de Dieu (Brussels 1953); P. Borgmann, De argumento chronologico existentiae Dei 
sumpto ex continua rerum temporalium succedaneitate: Ant 28 (1958) 59-71; L. Rubio, Una controversia del 
siglo XIII sobre el valor de las preuba de la existencia del Ser necessario: CiudD 163 (1951) 529-570.

22. The bibliography on this matter is very abundant. References to this can be consulted in the works o f Descoqs 
and Lennerz and generally in the special treatises on Natural Theology when they explain the arguments o f  St. 
Thomas. Here are a few examples: Choassat, op. cit., 923-948; Garrigou-Lagrange: DAFC 1,1016-1076; E. 
Rolfes, Die Gottesbeweise bei Thomas undAristoteles: (Limberg 1926); P. Duhem, Le systeme du monde (Paris 
1917) 5,539-560; Albrecht, Das Ursachgesetz und die erste Ursache bei Thomas von Aquin: PhilJahrb 33 (1920) 
197-207;A. Sertillanges, La preuve de I 'existence de Dieu per la contingence dans la Somme Theologique: op. 
cit., 25 (1925) 319-330; Bonyges, L’dxegese de latertiaviade s. Thomas d’Aquin, op. cit., 32; U. Bonamartini, 
De quarto via S. Thomae: ActPontAcRom STh4 (1938) 108-132; Laumen, Das Gottesargument aus den Stufen 
der Vollkommenhheit in der beiden Summen des hi. Thomas: PhilJahrb 50 (1937) 152-175, 273-305; E. van 
Steenberghen, Leprobleme de I’existence de Dieu dans le “De ente et essentia” de saint Thomas dAquin, 
Melanges „Joseph de Gellinck", II 837-847 (Gembloux 1951); M. Bonugues, Pour Vinterpretation des 
"quinque viae " de saint Thomas: RechScRel 36(1940) 593-601; A. Boehm, Autour du mystere des “Quinque 
viae”de saint Thomas d ’Aquin: RechScRel 24 (1950) 217-234; H. Holstein, L ’origene aristotelicienne de la 
“Tertia via" de saint Thomas: RevLov (RevNeoscolPh) 48 (1950) 354-370; G. de Rosa, La prove thomistiche 
della esislenza di Dio e la critica del Prof. C. Ottaviano: Sap 3 (1950) 461-478.
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four are something like the different stages of the way of efficient causality, 
namely, from the contingency of things whose signs are considered; from 
intrinsic motion, deficient causality, the very nature of contingency, and the 
different grades of perfection—according to the principle of causality God 
is required as the immovable mover, the uncaused cause, the necessary and 
most perfect being. Finally, the fifth way argues from the order of the world 
to the supreme orderer; this argument is based on the principle offinality.

It would be temerarious to say de facto that any argument for the 
existence of God proposed up till now is not completely certain, although 
the abstract possibility of perfecting this kind of demonstration is not 
denied. On this point, consider the words of Pope Pius XI: “By these 
arguments Thomas teaches that God exists and that he is subsistent being 
(ipsum esse subs is tens); and today, just as in the middle ages, they are the 
strongest of all arguments to prove the existence of God.”23

24. Objections. Objections can hardly have any standing unless they deny the 
true ability of reason to arrive at transcendent being and the universal strength of the 
principle of causality. Therefore, one who lacks these must be reminded of them so that 
he may be able to embrace Catholic doctrine. Since these matters are treated carefully 
in Natural Theology, we will offer only a couple of objections.

1. “The essence is the middle term of demonstration. But we cannot know in what 
God’s essence consists, but solely in what it does not consist. Therefore we cannot 
demonstrate that God exists” (S.Th. I, q. 2, Obj. 2).

Distinguish major. In a demonstration based on the essence {propter quid), 
conceded; in a demonstration giving the reason {quia), denied', for it suffices in that 
“this effect takes the place of the definition of the cause....and we may take for the 
middle term the meaning of the word ‘God’” {ibid., ad 2). The minor will be treated in 
the next thesis.

2. “Since a cause cannot be demonstrated by an effect not proportionate to it, it 
seems that the existence of God cannot be demonstrated” {ibid., Obj. 3).

Response. “From effects not proportioned to the cause no perfect knowledge of 
that cause can be obtained. Yet from every effect the existence of the cause can be 
clearly demonstrated” {ibid., ad 3). Hence, I  distinguish the assertion. From the non- 
proportionate effects of the cause, the nature o f  the cause cannot be shown immediately 
and clearly, conceded; from any effect the necessity cannot be shown of an uncaused  
cause, or a first Being from itself, denied.

23. AAS 15 (1923) 317. Hee are some recent writing on this point: A. Inauen, Kantishce und scholastische 
Einschdtzung der natiirliche Gotteserkenntnis (Innsbruck 1925); J. De Vries, Vom Sinn und logischen Aujbau 
der Gottesbeweise'. Schol 15 (1940) 481-507; T. Barth, De tribus viis diversis existentiam divinam attingendi: 
Ant 18 (1943) 91-117; A. Mitterer, Der Bewegungssatz nach der Weltbild des hi. Thomas und der Gegenwarl: 
Schol 9 (1934) 372-399,451-512; B. Schuler, Gotteslehre als Grundwissenschaft (Paderbom 1950).
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25. 3. Kant says that the metaphysical argument (he calls it cosmological) is 
basically reduced to an ontological one.

The famous philosopher introduced this objection only in passing and it is completely 
false, since our argument is a posteriori, that is, it is founded on the real existence of a 
contingent being; it is founded certainly on the principle of causality whose universal 
validity he denies without any reason and not without contradicting himself.

4. From a finite being there cannot be a transition to an infinite being, since the 
former does not contain the latter.

I  distinguish the assertion. From a finite being there cannot be an immediate 
transition to an infinite being, and from a finite being alone, conceded, but I  deny the 
supposition, as is clear; a mediated transition, in virtue of the principle of causality and 
by a later analysis of the concept of a necessary being, denied. To the added reason, I  
deny the fa lse  supposition and that the conclusion is contained in the other only from the 
premises, and that there is no other logical conclusion except one that is merely formal.

26. Scholium 1. On the innate idea o f  God in the Fathers o f  the Church. Innatism, 
as we already pointed out, can be invoked in two ways in the question about the natural 
knowledge of God; it can signify either that the idea or the mere notion of God is given 
to us by the author of nature or an image of him is given as a condition or necessary 
cause so that a man can prove his existence by reason; or it is asserted that the judgm ent 
itself about his existence is infused by God. The first type, considered less probable in 
philosophy, does not concern us here. However, regarding the second type of innatism 
there is some dispute when the question is raised about its presence in the Fathers of 
the Church. For, the Fathers teach quite frequently that knowledge o f  the existence o f  
God  is so easy and obvious that they seem to say that it is innate or infused. No matter 
how much this point has been discussed,24 it seems that St. Thomas already sufficiently 
summarized the teaching of the Fathers with this formula: “The knowledge of God is 
said to be innate in us inasmuch as we can easily perceive the existence of God by using 
our innate principles of knowledge.”25 [NOTE: STh I Q. 2. Art. 22]

27. Scholium 2. The argument from  simultaneity. The question about the validity 
of this argument, in its various forms, is a philosophical one. Scholastic theologians, in 
their consideration of it, have not imposed any theological censure on it. There were 
never lacking those who approved of it, although there are many who deny that it has 
apodictic value. This is the more probable opinion.

24. Thomassinus, De theologicis dogmatibus, De Deo 1.1; J. Klee, Histoire des dogmes v .l; Staudenmaier, 
Dogmatik 2 .19ff.; J. Kleutgen, Die Philosophie der Vorzeit 428ff.; Franzelin, th. 7; Pesch, 21-23. On 
St.Augustine see Lennerz, op. cit., 87-89.

25. In Boetium de Trinitaleprooem. Q .l a.3 ad 6, see a.2.



34 Sacrae T heologiae Summa IIA

Actually, the authors vary considerably in the way they reject it.26 In this matter it 
seems that one should proceed in the following manner. The proposition “God exists” is 
p er se knowable in itself, but not in reference to us (STh I, q.2, a 1); therefore, in itself 
the transition from the idea of God to his existence is correct; but it is not such to us. 
The reason is because the idea of a being from itself (a se), before its existence has been 
proved a posteriori, does not appear to us in a positive way to be possible. For, although 
from itself and from its very concept a being from itself implies every perfection, and 
therefore the greatest possibility and in fact the necessity of existing, the human mind 
finds so many difficulties in joining together perfections which among themselves seem 
to be in conflict (an example is the freedom of God), that it can solve the problem 
only in a negative way. Indeed, from an idea that does not appear to the mind to be 
positively  possible, nothing can be proved with certitude. For, negative solutions are 
valid, if it is established from  other sources that the object in question really exists or is 
possible. Notwithstanding, the mind can suspect that the whole difficulty comes from an 
imperfect analogy of the idea that we have of God. Therefore, it seems that we cannot 
deny that this argument has a certain value of probability or persuasion, but it cannot 
be designated as a certain argument which in a matter of such importance is very much 
to be desired.

26. There is almost an infinite number o f books and articles on this famous argument. There is hardly any 
theologian or philosopher who has omitted it, including non-scholastic philosophers, such as Descartes, 
Leibniz and Kant. In addition to the authors already mentioned concerning the arguments for the existence 
o f  God in general, on the meaning and value o f  the ontological proof see the following: B. Adloch, Der 
Gottesbeweis des hi. Anselm'. PhilJahrb 8 (1895) 52-69, 372-389; T. Esser, Der ontologische Gottesbeweis 
und seine Geschichte (Bonn 1905); A. Dyroff, Der ontologische Gottesbeweis in der Scholastik (MUnster 
1928); D. Cappuyns, L'argument de S. Anselme: RechThAncMed 7 (1934) 313-330; Bulletin (1938) 648ffi; 
J. Kolping, Anselmsproslogionbeweis der Existenz Gottes (Bonn 1939); R. Jolivet-Buyssonie, L 'argument 
ontologique: RevApol 53 (1931) 154-16169; E. Carruccio, Discussione sull'argumento gnoscologico 
dell'esistenza di Dio: DivTh (Ph) 53 (1950) 241-245; S.A. Grave, The Ontological Argument o f St. Anselm: 
Philosophy 27 (1953) 30-38.
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Thesis 3. The human mind can truly know what God is, although 
imperfectly; it obtains this knowledge with many predicates that 
are not just synonyms attributed to him.

S.Th.I.Q . 12 ,art. 12; Q. 13, art. 2 ,3 ,4 ,1 2 ;  Franzelin, th,12.13;Lennerz, n. 95-119; Pesch, prop. 15;Schee- 
ben, 1 63.64; Chossat, Agnosticismus: DAFC 1,1-76.

28. Connection. The question “What is God?” logically follows the 
question “Does God exist?” For, although the existence of God cannot be 
affirmed unless one has some idea of God by which he can be distinguished 
from other things, still a further question can be asked about whether or 
not a more distinct and accurate knowledge of his essence or nature can be 
acquired. For in every normal inquiry we proceed in this way.

29. Definition of terms. In things proportioned to the human intellect it 
is possible to arrive at a proper knowledge of the essence from the thing’s 
properties, more or less perfect. But in more remote things, that distinct 
knowledge, however acquired by a laborious inquiry, does not go further than 
to acquire a certain analogous knowledge; it is said to be proper from the 
thing’s common traits because of their relation to other things more known 
to us. Indeed, we can hardly know the loftiest things, such as things divine, 
except by many different ideas and predicates because we cannot penetrate 
into the nature of things of this kind, although we recognize them as being 
most simple, unless they have a certain likeness to the created perfections that 
we know. These predicates, however, although objectively really identified 
with each other, are not mere synonyms because they are distinguished by a 
logical distinction founded in reality, and because of the infinite fullness of 
the divinity, inasmuch as it responds to our different concepts.1

Therefore, we assert: a) The human mind can truly know the essence of God 
to some extent, that is, “What God is,” inasmuch as it can form for itself a more 
refined and distinct notion o f the divinity, b) This knowledge is IMPERFECT, 
because it does not reach a proper idea from the properties of God, but it can 
be attained only by a certain remote analogy, c) The mind obtains this from the 
MANY ATTRIBUTES affirmed about God, or from the many notions predicated 
about God; d) these attributes, however, ARE NOT MERE SYNONYMS, that 
is, they do not all mean the same thing but they signify something formally 
different.

The natural knowledge of the divine essence that we maintain is, like the 
knowledge of God’s existence, mediated, that is, it is derived from created

1. See Franzelin, th. 12,153; Pesch, 99; Ch. De More-Pontgibaud, Sur I'analogie des noms Divins: RechScRel
19 (1929) 481-512; 20 (1930) 193-223; 38 (1952) 161-188; 42 (1954) 321-360.
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things. This is the only point we are concerned with in this thesis and we say 
that it is wholly natural, as will be made clear in Article 2. We will see what it 
contains in Chapter 2.

The truths we assert about the natural knowledge of the divinity also 
have their place in knowledge gained by faith. Even though by faith we 
assert new and mysterious truths about God, we do it according to the 
natural concepts we have of God.

30. Adversaries. The Eunomians dared to say that they had a 
comprehensive knowledge of the divinity2; they also rejected all rational 
distinctions in divine things.

Some Arabian and Jewish philosophers in the middle ages, especially 
Moses Maimonides, forerunners of agnosticism, said that all names given to 
God are only negative and relative, or according to the effects that they cause.3

Master Eckhart denied any distinction of predicates in God; he actually 
said that the very predicate of goodness should not be given to him.4

Certain nominalists held that all predicates given to God are synonymous, 
or that they signify something only by connotation.5

Modem agnostics and modernists explain our knowledge of God as being 
merely symbolic, that is, that notions about God are only symbols that do not 
have any objective value. Therefore, they say that propositions about the subject 
“God” do not signify anything more that “God is x or y”—something unknown.6

31. Doctrine of the Church. The propositions of Eckhart (D 973,974,978) 
and modernist symbolism were condemned (D 3483,3487). Pius IX in his letter 
Gravissimas inter (D 2853), Leo XIII in Aeterni Patris (1873) and Pius X in 
Iucunda sane assert that it is possible to demonstrate the attributes of God.7

2. On the doctrine o f  the Eunomians see thesis 6.
3. See S.Th. I, q. 13 a.2; De pot. q. 7. You will find a treatment o f the agnosticism o f  Maimonides along 

with a more recent form o f  this error in Chossat, Agnosticisme: DAFC 1,28-31.66ff. See also Levy, La 
metaphysique de Maimonide (Dijon 1906); Guttman, Moses ben Maimon (Leipzig 1908) and books on the 
history o f  philosophy.

4. H. Denifle, Meister Eckharts lateinische Schriften unddie Grundanschauung seiner Lehre (Freiburg 1886): 
ArchLitKirschMt, 2,416-652.687; J. Daniels, Eine lateinische Rechtfertigungsschrift des Meister Eckhart 
(Mtlnster 1923); A. Thery, Commentaire de Maitre Eckhart sur le livre de Sagesse (Paris 1928-1929): 
ArchHistDoctrLitMA 3,321-443; 4,233-294; 0 .  Karrer, Das gottliche in der Seele bei Meister Eckhart 
(WUrzburg 1928); J. Koch, Eckhart und die jiidische Philosophie (Leipzig 1928); A. Dempf, Meister 
Eckhart (Leipzig 1934); S. Della Volpe, II misticismo speculativo di Maestro Eckhart (Bologna 1930).

5. G. Biel, In 1 d.2 q.28.
6. In addition to what was said above about modernistic agnosticism, see Chossat, op. cit., 66ff; S. Harent, 

Experience defoi: Et 113 (1907) 221-250; A. Gisler, Der modernismus (Einsiedeln 1912); M. Grabmann, Der 
Modernismus (Munich 1908); C. Pesch, Theologische Zeitfragen 4 (Freiburg 1908); C. Braig, Modernistes 
Christentum und moderne Religionspsychologie (Freiburg 1907).

7. See above n. 22.
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Theological note. The thesis is at least theologically certain in all its parts.

Proof from Holy Scripture. The Holy Scriptures teach many things 
about God, not only as revealed but also as naturally known from created 
things; thus, Rom. 1:20, “his eternal power and deity”; Wis. 13, Ps. 19:1, etc. 
However, they also say that God “dwells in unapproachable light” (1 Tim. 
6:16; that God is known only “imperfectly.. .in a mirror dimly” (1 Cor. 13:9, 
12). These statements clearly exclude perfect and intimate knowledge of the 
essence of God.

32. Proof from tradition. The Fathers of the Church also often propose both 
kinds of knowledge, and while attacking the Eunomians they clearly advance a 
more distinct knowledge of divine things through different concepts by the use 
of logical distinctions. St. Basil said: “There is no name that embraces the whole 
nature of God so that it can express it sufficiently. Many different concepts and 
individual ideas in their proper signification give us some understanding that is 
very obscure and inadequate, if they are compared to his whole reality, but still 
they are sufficient for us. For, from these two sources, both from those present 
by affirmation and from those absent by negation, a certain character of God is 
imprinted in us” (R 936). St. Gregory of Nyssa: “It has been said that we have 
a contused and paltry perception of the divine nature through human reason. 
However, through the names piously given to him we gain a knowledge that is 
sufficient for the smallness of our minds. We proclaim that there is no uniform 
meaning of all those names... .From the negation of those that do not belong to 
him and from the affirmation of those piously understood about him, we grasp 
what he is.. .we have used many different names for him—accommodating the 
names to the different ideas” (R 1047-1049). St Augustine: “God is spoken of 
in many different ways—good, wise, true—and whatever else that can be said 
that is not unworthy of him.. .and with him it is not one thing to be happy, and 
something else to be large or wise or true or good or absolute being itself’ (R 
1666).8

33. Theological reasoning. St. Thomas in Question 13 of the Summa I 
refutes the agnosticism of Maimonides, the nominalists and the modernists. 
Here is a summary of his teaching:

a) We know God from his creatures according to the habit of a principle

8. Petavius, 1.1 c.5 n.5: Thomassinus, 1.4 c.7 -12, but his conclusions cannot be admitted (see Le Bachelet, 1. 
Below c.); Scheeben, Dogmatik l,478 ff; Pohle-Gierens, 1.50ff.; Marechal, Concordance des saints Peres 
de I’Eglise grecs et latins (Paris 1739); Schmit, Saint Irenee et lesgnostiques: Revue catholique de Louvain 
13 (1885) 228ff; especially, X. Le Bachelet, Dieu, sa nature d'apres les Peres: DTC 4,1023-1029, 1083- 
1094, 1134-1142, 1149-1151; on St. Augustine see Portalid, Augustin (Saint): DTC 1,1106-1116.
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and by way of excellence and removal; therefore, the intellect knows God 
according to the way creatures represent him. But creatures represent him 
imperfectly. Therefore the names given him signify the divine substance, but 
do it imperfectly.

b) Considered in himself, God is absolutely one and simple; but our 
intellect knows him according to different concepts because it cannot see him 
as he is in himself.

c) These names, however, are not synonyms because they are based on 
different reasons. Just as one, simple principle represented in various and 
multiple ways through the different perfections of creatures responds to 
the different perfections of creatures, so also one absolutely simple being, 
understood imperfectly according to different concepts, responds to the 
various and multiple concepts of our intellect. Therefore, names attributed 
to God, although they signify one thing, nevertheless, because they signify it 
under many different reasons, are not synonyms.

34. The agnosticism of Maimonides is refuted because it is contrary to 
common sense, that is, the mind of those speaking about God, and also because 
no reason can be given why certain names should be applied to God more 
than other ones. With regard to the first point, because one thing is understood 
when God is said to be living rather than that he is merely the cause of our life. 
With regard to the second point, because God is the cause in the same way of 
goodness as he is of bodies, but God is said to be good and not a body.9

Therefore, there are three steps in grasping the essence of God as 
explained by the Fathers and especially by Pseudo-Dionysius: the way of 
affirmation by which attributes are applied to God; the way of negation by 
which all limitations and imperfections are excluded from him; the way of 
eminence by which we explicitly affirm the fullness of all pure perfections in 
God above everything that the human mind can possibly conceive.10

35. Objections. 1. Lateran Council IV teaches: “Between the Creator and the 
creature no similarity can be found so great but that the dissimilarity is even greater” 
(D 806). Therefore the foundation of any positive predication about God is removed.

The words of the Lateran Council condemn the absurd similitude introduced by Abbot 
Joachim between the unity of the divine persons and the unity of the faithful in Christ 
(D 803). Therefore, it does not concern our thesis. But if we grant the principle, we can

9. See Depot. q.7; Chossat, op. cit.; Sudrez, De Deo tr. 1 1.1 c. 11.
10. Franzelin, th. 12; Pohle-Gierens, op. cit. 55-57; Lennerz, 107-111;M. Faulhaber, Die drei Wege des 

Gotteserkenntnis (WUrzburg 1924). And in general the treatises on The One God and Natural Theology, see 
the thesis on the infinity o f  God. The texts o f  the Fathers on the three ways will be found in Rouet de Journel, 
n. 113-115.
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distinguish the consequence: the foundation is removed of asserting any positive perfection 
in God just as it is found in creatures, conceded, if all imperfections are removed from the 
concept, denied.

36. 2. St. Thomas says: “About God we cannot know what he is, but what he is not” 
(S.Th. I, q. 3, Intro.) and he says the same thing often in other places. The same idea is often 
expressed by the Fathers, contemplative authors and mystics. Hence, a theology which they 
call “negative” and also “learned ignorance” (docta ignorantia) is proposed as the best way 
to attain God. Therefore, we cannot, at least by the use of reason, know the essence of God 
because it is something unknown, but we can know him only by the way of sentiment and a 
certain experience outside the realm of the intellect.

Distinguish the antecedent: These things are said in order to express more vividly the 
imperfections of our knowledge of God, and because we do not know his essence from proper 
characteristics but only from common analogous concepts, conceded; that we do not have in 
any way a concept that is proper and developed, denied. This is clear from the arguments of 
St. Thomas (ibid. q. 13, a. 2 ad 3) and from the Fathers. Hence, negative theology, properly 
understood, that is, presupposing the way of affirmation, is the best way to attain God and it is 
also a way of the intellect inasmuch as by the negation of limitations and imperfections that are 
essentially included in the ideas derived from created things from which we ascend to God, we 
form some concept of his supereminence, conceded; but that the light of the intellect should be 
extinguished as it were in a learned ignorance, denied. I also deny the consequent which does 
not flow correctly from solid and approved mystical doctrine.11

Keenly and truly Pesch observes: “In a proper sense therefore we do not deny anything 
about God, except negations, which is a most emphatic way of affirming.”11 12

But it should be noted, as theologians often point out, that mystical writers do not 
speak in a scientific way. Hence in no way should their statements be amplified, but 
rather they must be subjected to a careful examination. Franzelin explains the grade of 
truth found in these statements: “The more perfectly we know God, the more perfectly 
we understand the reason why in this life he cannot be comprehended nor can he be 
understood as he is in himself; the reason for this is the infinite perfection of God, when 
approached by our finite and imperfect way of knowing. Or to put it the other way around, 
the more profoundly we understand the nature of our relative ignorance, the more truly 
and profoundly we understand the perfection of God.13

The subtleties and sophisms of the nominalists, modernists and other agnostics can 
be refuted in Natural Theology and by consulting StThomas, S.Th., I, q. 13. The general 
principles are presented in the divine simplicity and the other attributes.14

11. See St. Thomas, In Boetium de Trinitate q. 12 a. 1, and approved authors on mystical theology.
12. Pesch, 97.
13. Franzelin, 160.
14. See Glossner, Der spekulative Gottesbegriff in der neuen und neuesten Philosophie (Paderbom 1894); J. 

Geyser, Dasphilosophische Gottesproblem in seiner wichtigsten Auffassungen (Bonn 1899); Von Walthofen, 
Die Gottesidee in religidser and spekulativer Richtung (Vienna 1901).
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A R T I C L E  I I

O n the Intuitive V ision of G od

37. The knowledge of God asserted above as possible is only natural; it 
is acquired by man by the use of his natural powers and it is also a mediated 
knowledge since it is derived from created things. Now however we have 
to deal with a more perfect understanding of divine things which we know 
to be supernatural. It takes two forms: the first is in this life by faith, and 
the second is in heaven by the intuition or vision of God. The former, it is 
clear, is also mediated because it is only adherence of the mind to things 
made known to us by God through revelation. That such knowledge is 
possible is proved in fundamental theology and its nature is explained in 
detail in the treatise on faith. Therefore nothing else needs to be added here.

The intuitive vision of the divine essence is proposed in revelation as the 
ultimate supernatural end to which de facto the natural reason is elevated. 
Therefore, it can be considered both as the principle o f the supernatural 
order and of the whole moral order, and as the main content of the eternal 
beatitude of the rational creature. The first point should be dealt with by 
the treatise on God as the one who elevates (De Deo Elevante) and also by 
moral theology; the second point belongs in the treatise on the last things. 
Indeed, we can consider the intuition of God inasmuch as it is a certain 
way and in fact the most excellent way of attaining God. Thus, St. Thomas 
in S.Th. I, q. 12 gives it a very important role and we will follow him in 
this. In our day this is especially recommended when questions attacked 
concerning the natural knowledge of God can hardly be explained without 
the nature of the vision of God being explained and exactly distinguished 
from certain spurious intuitions of God which are often talked about. But 
since the intuitive vision of the divine essence that is possible for a creature 
is infinitely distant from a perfect comprehension of God, it is necessary to 
treat at the same time the question about the incomprehensibility of God.

Thesis 4. A created intellect can be raised to the intuitive vision of God.

S.Th. I, q. 12, a. 1; Su&rez, De Deo tr. 1 1.2 c. 18ff; Franzelin, Th. 15; Muneunill, 211-237; Beraza, De Deo 
elevante 133-147; Lennerz, 123-136.

38. Connection. When there is a question about a type of knowledge of 
God that is greatly superior to the natural condition of the created intellect, 
one must first inquire about the very possibility of such knowledge.

Definition of terms. The idea of the intuitive vision of God must
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be derived from the Church documents that attribute it to the blessed in 
heaven. For, we are dealing here with the true and precisely understood 
intuitive knowledge o f the essence o f God and not with some simulated 
ways of attaining God which are perhaps said to be intuitive. This matter 
will be covered in the following scholium.

In the definitions of Benedict XII “they have seen and do see the 
divine essence with an intuitive and even face-to-face vision, without the 
interposition of any creature in the function of object seen; rather, the divine 
essence immediately manifests itself to them plainly, clearly, openly” (D 
1000), and the definition of the Council of Florence “they see clearly the 
Triune God himself, just as he is” (D 1304-1306) the intuitive vision of 
God is said to be clear and distinct knowledge o f the one and triune God 
and knowledge of the divine essence as it is in itself This knowledge is 
immediate, not mediated by the vision of any other object, but by the 
presence of God himself showing himself to the mind. Therefore, the 
intuitive vision of God is a knowledge of God which, like ocular vision 
(from which it gets its name), is endowed with perfections opposed to the 
imperfections of mediate and analogical knowledge (see 1 Cor. 13:8-12).

Therefore, as the theologians explain, a) it is an immediate knowledge 
of God who is present; b) it is a proper concept o f God and therefore 
essential knowledge or distinct knowledge of God with regard to what he 
is, so it is called vision o f the divine essence and it is also vision o f the 
Trinity, c) finally, it is also endowed with special clarity and certitude by 
which the mind is completely certain about the presence of some object 
which is a characteristic of ocular vision.

Intuitive vision, a truly intellectual knowledge, of a simple reality immediately 
present, is necessarily essential knowledge or knowledge that grasps the essence of the 
thing. This is so because the object immediately by itself presents itself to the intellect 
and therefore all the essential properties of the object are known—this is what is meant 
by essential knowledge. Therefore, it is not superficial knowledge as ocular vision is.1 
This idea is brought out in the definition of Benedict XII: the divine essence immedi
ately manifests itse lf to them plainly, clearly, openly.

That this intuitive vision of God is possible for a created intellect is 
Catholic doctrine contained in the revealed fact of the beatific vision as the 
ultimate supernatural end of the rational creature, whatever might be said 
about the question of whether or not it happens or can happen in this life.

1. On essential and intuitive vision see Cajetan, In q. 12 a. 1; Suarez, c. 18 n.4; Lossada, Cursusphilosophicus, 
Animastica d.8 c.5 (ed. Barcelona 1883, v.9 n.210-215).
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39. Adversaries. Palamites or Hesychists, Greek separatists in the 
14th century, so named from Gregory Palama and from the semi-quietist 
contemplation which they advocated, were finally condemned of heresy by 
the Orthodox.2 They taught that the saints in heaven do not see the divine 
substance, but only a certain splendor, indeed uncreated, but distinct from 
God himself and similar to the light that surrounded Christ the Lord in 
the Transfiguration. This error is attributed also to the Armenians in the 
document lam dudum of Benedict XII.3 It had already been taught by 
Theodoret (R 2150); some of the Greek Fathers who attacked the Eunomians 
are said to have held the same thing. Their statements, however, deserve a 
more benign interpretation, as will be shown in answering the objections.

Doctrine of the Church. It is contained in the quotes cited above of 
Benedict XII (D 1000) and the Council of Florence (D 1304-1306).

Dogmatic value. It is divine and Catholic faith, implicitly and a fortiori 
defined in the fact of the beatific vision.

40. Proof from Sacred Scripture. 1 Cor. 13:8-12: Love never ends; as 
for prophecies, they will pass away; as for tongues, they will cease; as for 
knowledge, it will pass away. For our knowledge is imperfect and our prophecy 
is imperfect; but when the perfect comes, the imperfect will pass away. When I  
was a child, I  spoke like a child, I  thought like a child, I  reasoned like a child; 
when I  became a man, I  gave up childish ways. For now we see in a mirror 
dimly, but then face to face. Now I  know in part; then I  shall understand fully, 
even as I  have been fully understood.4 The knowledge of God in heaven is said 
to be something perfect, devoid of the imperfections that intellectual divine gifts 
have in this life, even the most exalted. Thus, both negatively and positively the 
knowledge of God in heaven is called intuitive vision. For, the knowledge of 
God in this life is only partial, obscure and mediated, because it is through a 
mirror dimly; it is also superficial like the knowledge of children. On the other 
hand, knowledge in heaven is intimate, complete, immediate and clear.

2. M. Jugie, Theologia dogmatica christianorum orientalium ab ecclesia catholica dissidentium (Paris 1926, 
1933) 1,433; 2,93-94; Amann, Die Gottesschau im palamilischem Heesychasmus (Wurzburg 1938); M. 
Candal, Fuentes palamiticas. Dialogo de Jorge Fracasi sobre el Contradiciorio de Palamas con Nicefor 
Gregoras: OrChristPer 16 (1950) 303-337; B. Schutze, Die Bedeutung des Palamismus in der russischen 
Theologie der Gegemvart: Schol 26 (1951) 390-412.

3. The Letter lam dudum: Msi 25,1196. It seems that Abelard and Arnaud o f Brescia did not hold this error: see 
Motte, Une fausse accusation contre Ab&lard et Arnaud de Brescia: RevScPhTh 22 (1933) 27-46; Iansen, 
La cinquieme erreur Armenienne: EphThLov 16 (1939) 94-110.

4. F. Ceuppens, op. cit., 105-107; F. Zorell, Lexicon graecum N.T. (Paris 1931) 1308; J. Huby, La premiere 
epitre aux Corinthiens (Paris 1946) 310; Dupont, op. cit., 106-145; Lennerz, 126.
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41. The Apostle here, in order to praise charity as a more exalted way than charisms 
(v. 12:31), teaches that it will remain in heaven “when the complete comes” (v, 10), 
where the intellectual gifts, even the greatest, will cease because of their imperfections. 
In order to demonstrate that, he contrasts the imperfections that characterize all of our 
knowledge of God in this life with the supreme perfection of heavenly knowledge.

Knowledge on earth is “in part” (v. 9, 12)—the object is known as it were partially, 
under this or that aspect; knowledge of God in heaven, however, will not be “in part,” 
but as I  have been known by God (v. 10, 12), so then I will know fully in the same intui
tive way in which God knows me (but certainly not to the same degree). Our knowledge 
is superficial, like the knowledge of children (v. 11) and it will disappear. Heavenly 
knowledge therefore will be penetrating, complete, that is, essential as the scholastic 
theologians say. But the root of this imperfection is that now we see divine things in a 
mirror dimly (v. 12); it is “in a mirror” because our knowledge of God is mediated (see 
theses 1 to 3); it is “dim” because it is obscure and analogous. Knowledge in heaven, 
however, will be immediate, clear and proper. In a negative way, therefore, that is, by 
the negation of imperfections, the perfection of knowledge in heaven as intuitive vision 
is made manifest. In a positive way it is expressed by the words “face to face” (v. 12), 
a translation of the Hebrew panim-al-panim. This phrase, added to the words of seeing, 
signifies intuitive vision—to see in such a way that fa ce  is opposite to face, immediately 
in the presence o f  the other.

42. 1 John 3:2: Beloved, we are God’s children now; it does not yet 
appear what we shall be, but we know that when he appears we shall be 
like him, for we shall see him as he is.5 This text can be explained in two 
ways: either when the “what we shall be” appears we will be like God 
because we shall see God as he is; or when Christ in all the glory of the 
Parousia as the God-man appears, we shall be like him because we will see 
the God-man as he is. The first interpretation seems more probable as being 
more in accordance with the context and more convincing. But the vision 
of God is contained in both interpretations.

Other texts proposed by the Fathers are: Matt. 5:8; 18:10; 2 Cor. 5:6-8; 
Rev. 22:4.

43. Proof from tradition. The Fathers, when they talk about beatitude 
and comment on texts in Holy Scripture, often attribute to the blessed in 
heaven the vision of God in the strict sense. Here is an example from St. 
Irenaeus: “For man does not see God by his own power. But if he wishes, 
he is seen by men to whom he wishes and as much as he wishes. For God 
is powerful in all things; he was seen then through the Spirit of prophecy; 
he was seen by his adopted children through his Son; and he will be seen

5. Ceuppens, op. cit., 108-109; J. Bonsirven, Les Epitres de S. Jean (Paris 1936) 164.
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in the kingdom of heaven as a Father. The Spirit prepares men in the Son 
of God, but the Son leads to the Father, while the Father gives incorrupt 
life forever: this happens to each one from the fact that he sees God” (R 
236). A triple level of knowledge should be noted here: while divinity is 
appropriated to the Father in a special way, the knowledge by which God 
is seen as a Father cannot signify anything else but the vision of God in 
the strict sense.

St. Augustine: “For those holy angels do not learn about God from 
spoken words, but through the immutable presence of truth, that is, his 
only-begotten Word, and the Word himself, and the Father, and their Holy 
Spirit, and they know that it is an inseparable Trinity, and that the substance 
in it is the individual persons; however they know that all are not three 
gods, but one God so that he is more known by them than we are known 
to ourselves” (R 1786). He often says the same thing in other places. St. 
Gregory the Great already in advance refuted the error of the Palamites: 
“There were some who said that God in that state of beatitude was indeed 
seen with clarity, but not at all to be seen in his nature. A little subtlety 
in inquiry shows that they are very wrong, and that for that simple and 
immutable essence clarity is not one thing and nature something else; 
rather, his nature is his clarity and his clarity is his nature.”6

Among the Fathers who attacked the Eunomians, St. Basil said: “When 
we no longer know God in a mirror nor by material things, but approach him 
as single and unique, then we will know our final end. For the kingdom of God 
and the Father tell us that the contemplation of the divinity is immaterial” (R 
913). St. John Chrysostom: “What can one say when the very truth of things 
is present, when it will be possible to see the king himself in the royal palace, 
no longer obscurely nor in a mirror but face to face, no longer by faith but by 
his image?” (R 1114). St. Epiphanius (R 1106), etc.

44. Theological reasoning. 1. By natural reason alone it does not seem 
that the intuitive vision of the divinity can be proved to be possible, since 
it is probable that it is a mystery in the strict sense. Wherefore the reasons 
that are adduced are either reasons of suitability by which the mind is led 
to accept it as revealed—that is what St. Thomas proposes as coming from 
the natural desire to see the cause when the effect is known,7 or they show 
negatively that it cannot be proved to be impossible that, what God as he 
is in himself, is not totally beyond the object of the intellect, since it has

6. Moralia 1.18 n. 90: ML 76,95.
7. On this reason see the scholium in the following thesis. On proofs from reason, see J. Terrien, La grace et la 

gloire (Paris 1893) t. 2 app.9.
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a certain universal capacity; nor does the impossibility of the vision of a 
superior object by a lower power seem convincing, if it is helped sufficiently 
by the higher power.

2. The intuitive vision of God is proved by theological reasoning 
from what has been revealed about the supernatural gifts given in this 
life. For, given faith in the mysteries of God, the mind cannot rest without 
the contemplation of the divinity itself. In general, the divine life already 
conferred on us in this life cannot be understood except as an anticipation 
and pledge of the very life of God, as the texts themselves of Scripture 
teach (see 1 John 3:1-3).

45. Objections. 1. In the O.T. (Gen. 32:30; Exod. 33:11; Num. 12:8; 14:14) God is 
said to be seen by Jacob, Moses, the Hebrew people. But it does not seem that a truly 
intuitive vision of God was granted to them. Therefore, the thesis is not sufficiently 
proved from 1 Cor. 13.

First of all, the argument is not based on just the expression “face to face,” but on 
the total teaching of that passage. Then, from the texts of the O.T. it would follow at 
most that the vision of God, though just for a short space of time, was granted to Jacob 
and Moses already in this life; it is obvious that this is not against the thesis. However, 
most probably from Holy Scripture itself in Exod. 33; Acts 7:30ff.; Gal. 3:19; Heb. 
2:2; Rev. 22:8-9 the intuitive vision of the divinity is not taught, but those theophanies 
seem to have been made by angels who spoke in his name and in his person. Nor is the 
proper notion of speaking “face to face” lacking because Jacob and Moses really saw 
intuitively the image of the speaking angel. Wherefore when Paul clearly deals with 
God himself, locution face to face means intuitive vision of God.8

According to the normal operation of divine providence, the intuitive vision of 
God is not granted in this mortal life (see S.Th. q. 12, a. 11); nor has it been sufficiently 
proved that it is sometimes given, except perhaps occasionally to the Blessed Virgin 
Mary, as Suarez says in one of his books on the mysteries of the life of Christ.9

2. The Fathers who fought against the Eunomians seem to deny the intuition of the 
divinity on the part of the blessed, which they attribute to the divine persons alone. Thus 
St. Cyril of Jerusalem: But the angels see not as God is, but in so fa r  as they are able.... 
only the Holy Spirit can see, as is necessary, along with the Son (R 822); and especially 
St. John Chrysostom often in his homilies “On the Incomprehensibility of God” (R 
1123,1126,1128).

That the statements of the Fathers might be rightly understood, it is necessary to 
note that the Eunomians claimed that they had perfect knowledge of God, that they 
know God as perfectly as God knows himself, as Chrysostom, Epiphanius and Socrates 
report.10 The Fathers contradict absurdities of this kind by statements in which they as-

8. Pesch, 66.
9. De mysteriis vitae Christi d. 19 s.4 n.2-5; P. Lavaud, Mo'ise et S. Paul ont-ils eu la vision de Dieu des ici bas?\ 

RevThom 35 (1930) 75-83,252-256.
10. See thesis 6.



46 Sacrae T heologiae Summa IIA

sert that not even the angels in heave see God in this way, that is, they deny them perfect 
comprehension o f  the divinity, which they express sufficiently in the ways in which they 
express the meaning of the words, such as as is necessary, perfect comprehension; and 
the words do not have any other meaning by which they assert that God adjusts himself 
to the condition of the creature so that he can be seen by them (S.Th. I, 12, a.l ad l).11 
Other fathers who occasionally say something similar speak clearly enough either of 
bodily vision or of vision is this life.

46. 3. There must be some proportion between the knowing intellect and the object 
known. But there is no proportion between a finite being and an infinite being. There
fore, the intuitive vision of God is impossible.

Distinguish major: Between the intellect knowing in a connatural way and the pro
portioned object there must be a simple proportion, concede the major; in supernatural 
knowledge attained through divine assistance, I  distinguish again: there must be propor
tion in the proper sense, denied', there must be some relation or proportion, conceded; 
of course, it is sufficient that the object is not totally outside of the realm of the spiritual 
activity of the intellect whose proper object is being as such in a universal sense.

A further objection 1. An infinite object cannot be grasped immediately and clearly 
by a finite intellect.

Objection denied, for it is not the same thing—to grasp something infinite immedi
ately and clearly, and to know in an infinite way (see thesis 6).

A further objection 2. A bodily eye is less removed from a spiritual being than the 
created intellect is from God. Therefore, if the latter can be raised to the level of seeing 
God, then the former can also attain something spiritual.

Distinguish the antecedent: The bodily eye is less removed entitatively (or in real
ity) from a spiritual being than the intellect is from God, conceded', the bodily eye can 
have power to reach spiritual things, denied because of its materiality.

St. Augustine seems at times in a problematic way to ask whether the blessed in 
heaven will see God with their bodily eyes (R 1786,1787). St. Thomas seems to explain 
his thinking very well, namely, that God will be seen just as life now is seen by the eyes, 
as something accidentally sensible, “which indeed is not known by sense, but at once, 
together with sense, by some other cognitive power” (S.Th. I, q. 12, a. 3 ad 2).

Scholium. On the M ethod o f  Intuitive Vision

47. 1. On the light o f  glory. Since the intuitive vision of God is an act that is beyond 
man’s natural powers, as will be proved in the following thesis, his powers need a certain 
strengthening or supernatural assistance in order to achieve it. In general it can be called 
“the light of glory.” In this sense, at least, it must be said that the light of glory is necessary 
in order to see God since it is a matter of faith (de fide) as a result of the condemnation of

11. Ruiz de Montoya, De scientia Dei d.7 s.6; Petavius, De Deo 1.7 c.5.6; Wirceburgs, 99; Franzelin, 192-197; 
Pesch, 70; X. Le Bachelet, Dieu, sa nature d'apr'es les Peres: DTC 1,1096; A. Michel, Intuitive (Vision): 
DTC 5,2356-2367.



B . l  c.l a .2 t h .4  n .45-47 47

the Beghards and Beguines by the Council ofVienne (1311-1312) (D 895).12
Theologically the light of glory is understood not as just any temporary help either as 

something remaining outside the intellect or as it were an objective principle of vision, but 
rather as a permanent subjective principle, like a strengthening of the intellectual power. It 
is not a quality that merely helps the intellect, as some seem to have thought, but a created 
power that is truly operative, an “increase in the intellective power” (S.Th. I, q. 12, a. 5), 
that, as an instrument of the divinity, elicits along with the intellect the act o f  seeing God. 
The existence of the light of glory understood in this way is defended by theologians as at 
least morally certain. This point can be easily established, for it is in accord with the sweet 
disposition of divine providence that the created intellect should be elevated permanently to 
perform, as it were connaturally, the greatest operation which is the essence of eternal life.

Clearly it must be held that the intuitive vision of God is a vital act elicited by a 
created intellect. It is not the uncreated divine act itself, nor is it a created act produced 
by God and infused into the intellect, nor is it an act produced immediately by the light 
of glory alone. Indeed, the light o f  glory as something merely transient does not cor
respond to the perfect state of the blessed in heaven, since even in this earthly life God 
infuses a permanent principle of supernatural acts (namely, grace). Also, a quality that 
is only dispositive, that does not affect the act of seeing God, would not be an increase 
of the intellectual power. The light of glory, considered objectively like an impressed 
species, would also not increase the intellectual power. For other reasons such a species 
is correctly not said to be present in the intuitive vision of God.13

2. Concerning the species in the intuitive vision. The theologians commonly deny 
that the species, which the scholastics call “impressed,” has any place in the intuitive 
vision of God. For God shows himself to the intellect by his immediate presence (ibid., 
q. 12, a. 2). Many theologians think that such a species is not possible, while others 
think that it is.

Concerning the expressed species or the mental word, theologians disagree on 
whether or not it is present in the face to face vision of God. This dispute seems to be 
based on the different ways of thinking of the mental word. For those who, like most 
Thomists, really distinguish the mental word or expressed species from  form al intel
lection, and hold that it is the medium in which the thing is seen, rightly deny that it is 
present in the intuitive vision of God. If, however, as Suarez and many others hold, the 
expressed species is not distinguished from  form al intellection, it must necessarily be 
admitted in the intuitive vision of God, as it is in every act of understanding. However, 
in every opinion one must hold that the intuitive vision is a vital assimilation o f  the seen 
object in the intentional intellectual or representative order. 14

12. See thesis 5.
13. Suarez, De Deo 1.2 c .12-16; Beraza, op. cit., 189-206; Fraiizelin, th. 16; Pesch, 76-79; Lennerz, 170-179; 

Bautz, Der Himmel (Mainz 1881) 31-58; E. Commer, Zur Theologie der vision beatified'. DivThom (Fr) 
(1918) 288fF.

14. Beraza, 163-184;Lossada,op. cit., c.3 (Barcelona v .9 ,178-187); Pesch, 80-81; Lennerz, 180-184; Zychlinski, 
Die species impressa et expressa beim beseligenden Schauakt nach dem hi. Thomas (Breslau 1918).
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Thesis 5. The intuitive vision of God is absolutely supernatural.

S.Th.I, q. 12, a, 4; Suarez, 1.2 c.8.9; Franzelin, th, 14; Palmieri, De Deo creante et elevante th. 37-43; 
Lennerz, 137-169; De Broglie, De fine ultimo humanae vitae (Paris 1948) c.2.

48. Connection. Having proved the possibility of the intuitive vision 
of God, now it is necessary to establish its main property, namely, its 
supernaturality. This is a very important question because the vision of 
God is the ontological foundation of the whole supernatural order.

Definition of terms. See thesis 4 for the definition of intuitive vision.
A supernatural being in the full sense of the word, as it is explained 

and proved in the treatise on divine grace, includes two elements: a) it is 
something exceeding the potency and active powers of any created nature 
acting according to its natural mode of being; b) moreover, it is a being 
beyond the requirements, as they are called, of any created nature according 
to its own constitution and what divine providence owes to it, so that in no 
hypothesis must what is supernatural be conferred on any creature lest it be 
frustrated in what its nature requires. It will be clear from our presentation 
that both elements are absolutely essential and must be present in the idea 
of a supernatural being.1

That the intuitive vision of God is absolutely supernatural, since it is 
an act elicited by a created intellect, implies therefore: a) that no created 
intellect can intuitively see the divine essence by its own powers operating 
naturally; b) that no created intellect, according to its own nature and to 
what divine providence owes to it, can require that it be elevated by God to 
the vision of himself, not even in the way of an ultimate natural end.

In this whole question what is understood by the words “debt” or “natural exigency” 
is beautifully and keenly explained by St. Thomas (S.Th. I-II, q 111, a. 1 ad 2: “Debt 
is not taken to mean that God is under an obligation to his creature, but rather that the 
creature ought to be subject to God, that the divine ordination may be fulfilled in it, 
which is that a certain nature should have certain conditions or properties, and that by 
doing certain works it should attain to something further.”

49. Adversaries. The Eunomians, who claimed for themselves a 
perfect knowledge of God as innate to human nature, are considered 
adversaries, but it does not seem that they taught an intuitive vision of 
God.1 2 The Beghards and Beguines, who were condemned at the Council of

1. See De Broglie, op. cit., 142.
2. Le Bachelet, Eunomius: DTC 5,1510-1511; Framzelin, th. 10 p. 127; see also th. 6.



B.l c .l a.2 t h . 5  n . 4 8 - 5 1 49

Vienne (1311), said that the vision of God, which is beatitude, is possessed 
by the intellectual nature naturally and without the light of glory.3 The 
Baianists and Jansenists whose fundamental principle was: the end really 
determined by God for the spiritual nature, namely, the intuitive vision 
of God, is owed to innocent nature.4 And the so-called Augustinians do 
not seem to have sufficiently defended the supernaturality of the intuitive 
vision because they said that the vision of God is natural as man’s end, but 
that it is supernatural with regard to its attainment; some recent theologians 
have a similar opinion and this will be treated in the following scholium.

50. Doctrine of the Church. The Council o f Vienne condemned 
as heretical the opinion of the Beghards (D 895 ); Pius V condemned 
propostions 3, 4, 5, 11 (D 1903, 1904, 1905, 1911) of de Bay that directly 
concern this thesis, and many other propositions that flow from this error 
and which also occur in Quesnell and in the Synod o f Pistoia (D 2435, 
2437, 2616). Vatican Council I teaches that the supernatural end of man 
completely surpasses the understanding of the human mind (D 3005, 3028; 
see 2851-2852, 2854). Pius X criticizes those who defend man’s necessity 
for the supernatural (D 2103). Pius XII in his Encyclical Humani generis 
(1950) among contemporary errors says: “Some corrupt the true gratuity 
of the supernatural order when they say that God cannot create intellectual 
beings without ordaining them to and calling them to the beatific vision.” 5

Theological note, a) That the created intellect cannot see God by 
its natural powers must be held as a matter of faith (de fide) from the 
condemnation of the Council of Vienne, b) That the intuitive vision as 
man’s final end is supernatural is also de fide; for the Catholic doctrine on 
the economy of salvation, which is totally gratuitous, is stated explicitly 
by Vatican I. c) Therefore it is certain from the condemnation of Baius and 
from the Encyclicals Pascendi and Humani generis that there is no true 
exigency in human nature for the intuitive vision of God.

51. Proof of the thesis. With various arguments we can establish the 
twofold nature of the supernaturality of the intuitive vision of God.

3. A. Vemet, Beghards, Beguines heterodoxies'. DTC 2, 528-535; W. Preger, Geschichte der deutschen Mystik 
in Mittelaltar (Leipzig 1874) 1; A Jundt, Histoire du pantheisme populaire an moyen age et au XVI siecle 
(Paris 1875); Muller, Das Konzil von Vienne (Munster 1934) 577-587.

4. On the doctrine o f  de Bay, see Scheeben, Dogmatik 2,629ff.; Le Bachelet, Baius, Baianisme: DTC 2,41-47. 
64-110; F. Jansen, Baius er le Baianisme (Louvain 1927, Mussaeum Lessianum 15).

5. AAS 42 (1950) 570.
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A. THE INTUITIVE VISION OF GOD IS BEYOND THE ACTIVE
CAPABILITY OF ANY CREATED INTELLECT.

Holy Scripture with profound insight says that God is invisible to 
the creature; therefore the very things that we naturally know about God 
are said to be his invisible nature (Rom. 1:20); God is said to dwell in 
unapproachable light (1 Tim. 6:16); that no one has ever seen God (John 
1:18); indeed, the vision of God is asserted to be proper only to the divine 
persons (Matt. 11:27; Luke 10:22)6: No one knows the Son except the Father, 
and no one knoM’S the Father except the Son and any one to whom the Son 
chooses to reveal him. Evidently it is not a matter of mediate knowledge, 
but of immediate by which is seen who the Father is and who the Son is. 
The same idea is brought out in John 6:46 and 1 Cor. 2:11.

52. The Fathers often say the same thing when they deal with the 
natural knowledge of God, when they consider the vision of God in heaven, 
and when they speak about his incomprehensibility.7 Here are a few quotes: 
St. Irenaeus: “Because of his greatness and his wonderful glory no one can 
see God and live (Exod. 33:20)...For man by his own power does not see 
God” (R 236). Origen: “Therefore because our mind by itself cannot see 
God as he is in himself, it understands the Father of the universe from the 
beauty of his works and from the multitude of his creatures” (R 451). St. 
Athanasius: “The good and merciful God takes care of the souls he created 
because he is of such a nature that he cannot be seen and comprehended” 
(R 747). St. John Chrysostom: “Therefore let us say that he is an ineffable, 
unintelligible God, incomprehensible, beyond the power of human 
language, exceeding the comprehension of the human mind, not penetrated 
by the angels, invisible to the Seraphim, unintelligible to the Cherubim, not 
able to be seen by Principalities, Powers and Virtues or any creature at all; 
he is known only by the Son and by the Holy Spirit” (R1125).

53. Proof from reasoning. St. Thomas argues (S.Th. I, q. 12)8 that 
both the intelligibility of each thing and the method o f knowing it, or the 
objective power of an intellect of representing things, depends on the mode 
of existence of the knowing being and the object known. But the mode of 
being of God is of an order infinitely superior to and essentially different

6. H. Diekmann, De revelatione (Friburg 1930) 691-696; J. Knabenbauer,, In S. Mattaeum (Paris 1922) 
1,511-523; J. Bover, El Evangelio de S. Marco (Barcelona 1946) 255-257; A. Durand, Evangile selon Saint 
Matthieu (Paris 192o, Verbum Salutis 1) 213-216.

7. See many texts in Rou6t index theol. 105.
8. See Sudrez, De Deo 1.2 c.9 n. 1015; Metaphys. d. 30 n. 13.
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from the mode of being of every creature. Therefore, it is impossible that 
any created intellect can naturally grasp the essence of God which would 
imply the intuitive vision of God.

Proof o f major. The intelligibility of a thing is its essence in reference 
to knowledge of it. But the mode of acting, and therefore also the mode of 
knowing, depends of the mode of being. Therefore the mode of knowing, 
at least on the natural level, cannot extend beyond the nature of the knower, 
even with regal'd to its representative or objective power, which is the 
natural basis of the knowing activity. Hence, we have the principle which 
is often used by St. Thomas: For knowledge is regulated according as 
the thing known is in the knower. But the thing known is in the knower 
according to the mode o f the knower. Hence the knowledge o f every knower 
is ruled according to its nature (S.Th. I, q. 12, a. 4).

The minor is evident because God is pure act, but every creature is 
potential and composed.

Proof o f consequent. Therefore, every creature conceives or knows 
things naturally by means of its own potentiality. Therefore, it cannot 
attain the intelligibility proper to God who is subsistent being (ipsum esse 
subsistens) so that it could form a concept that is proper and essential of 
the divine essence.

This point is confirmed by experience. For the human intellect, because it has its 
mode of being in matter, does not think of anything with its proper concept unless it is also 
material; other realities are grasped imperfectly and analogically with reference to material 
things. Therefore, a fortiori, a potential mode of existing (man) requires a potential mode 
of knowing. It follows then that man cannot naturally have intuitive vision of God.

B. THE INTUITIVE VISION OF GOD IS BEYOND THE EXIGENCY OF
ANY CREATED INTELLECT.

54. Proof from Holy Scripture and the Fathers.9 It is proved by the 
fact that man’s final end and supernatural beatitude, which is primarily 
composed of the intuitive vision of God, is divinization, sonship o f God, 
participation in the divine nature, a more intimate likeness to God. In 
preparation for that in this life, a totally supernatural gift is given to him, 
namely grace, so that he might already have in this life the bud or seed of 
that beatifying perfection. But divinization and participation in the divine 
nature are obviously beyond the exigency of any nature. It also follows 
from this that the vision of God stands as something exclusively proper to 
the divine Persons. Therefore, in no way can a created intellect naturally

9. See the treatise God the Creator (De Deo elevante).
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demand that as its end or purpose.

COROLLARY. Therefore, the possibility of a supernatural substance is excluded.10 
It is defined by Ripalda as a subsistent created being for whom the intuitive vision of 
God would be natural. That such a substance is possible or creatable is not proposed by 
Ripalda as a solid opinion, but he does say that this opinion is not temerarious and clearly 
not impossible. However, it is commonly judged by theologians to be impossible. We 
will touch on that in the following objection.

55. Objections. 1. Scotus offers many objections to the argument of St. Thomas 
presented for the first part of the thesis; all of them were answered by Suarez. Here we 
will present one of them:

The argument proposes too much, for it would prove that a creature could not, as 
a part of his nature, be elevated supematurally by the light of glory to see God. For the 
light of glory is also something created.

The light of glory should not be compared, with regard to its function of strengthening 
the intellect to attain the intuitive vision, with created subsisting beings or substances. For 
the light of glory is only an instrument of God and the principle cause, something like an 
eminent participation in the divine light; its way of operating is a participation in the divine 
light itself to work together with the created intellect to attain the vision of God. Therefore 
its power and nature should not be measured by the fact that it is a creature, but by the fact 
that it is the power of God. The doctrine about “the light of glory” is not advanced in order 
to prove that the intuitive vision of God is possible. Finally the weight of the argument as 
such centers on the natural way of acting. Therefore it leaves room for the supernatural 
intervention of God, no matter how difficult it might be for our understanding.

2. Against the second part an objection is made regarding the natural desire for the 
intuitive vision of God, which is admitted by many theologians. Therefore the intuitive 
vision is not beyond the exigencies of nature.

I  distinguish the antecedent. An innate desire can be admitted—an efficacious 
natural desire of the vision of God in the strict sense, denied-, a conditioned and non- 
efficacious desire, or a natural desire for the vision of God in a broad sense, conceded. 
This question will be considered in the following scholium.

10. Ripalda, De ente supernaturali d,16ff.; Suarez, De Deo 1.2 c.9 n .10-15; De gratia, 1.8 c.3 n. 6 (it is truly 
surprising that Su&rez is said by Michel to hold the opinion o f  Ripalda, Intuitive (Vision): DTC 5,2354, based 
on his De Deo 1.2 c.16 n. 5-7, where he merely says that the vision o f  God without a permanently created 
light o f  glory is not absolutely impossible); B. Beraza, De Deo elevante 115-131; C. von Schazler, Natur und 
Gnade 21; and the treatise on God the Creator.
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56. Scholium. The natural desire fo r  the intuitive vision o f  the divinity.
Since this question has been hotly disputed in recent years,11 it cannot be ignored. For 

it can happen that the way in which this desire is explained will affect the supernaturality 
of the vision of God. What it appears should be held in this matter, according to Catholic 
doctrine, can be presented in the following three points.

1. THE INTUITIVE VISION OF GOD IS A MYSTERY IN THE STRICT SENSE.11 12 This 
seems to be established from the Church documents o f Pius IX in his letter Gravissimas 
inter (D 2851-2852, 2854, 2856-2857) and o f Vatican Council I (D 3005, 3016). For 
among the mysteries that transcend created, even angelic intelligence, when they have 
been given in revelation and accepted by faith, that very faith still keeps them veiled in 
a sort o f  obscurity, those mysteries that deal with the supernatural end o f  man should 
be included, in the same way as the mystery o f  the Incarnation is included. Therefore 
by the light o f  natural reason the possibility o f the beatific vision cannot positively be 
proved; otherwise it would not remain “veiled in a sort o f obscurity.”13 This seems to 
be sufficiently clear from the supreme difficulty that reason encounters in the concept 
o f  a finite vision o f an infinite being and which is solved only negatively, but to prove 
positively the possibility o f  something so far removed from us, it is necessary to prove 
positively that it is not impossible by a positive answer to the objections.

57. 2. AN INNATE DESIRE IN THE STRICT SENSE OF THE INTUITIVE VISION OF 
GOD IS NOT POSSIBLE IN ANY CREATED NATURE. This statement is absolutely certain.

It is clear from the fact that the vision o f God is supernatural. For an innate desire, 
a metaphor taken from a real desire, by the scholastics is said to be a certain tendency 
or drive o f  nature to its own activity and purpose. In a rational being the innate desire 
is made manifest from the innate and necessary tendency o f its intellectual and volitive 
activity which is especially apparent in its constant and necessary desire. Therefore a

11. On the writings before the recent controversies see Suarez, De fine hominis d. 16 s.2.3; Ripalda, De ente 
supernaturali d.9; Palmieri, De Deo creante et elevante th. 40; Beraza, De Deo Elevante 207-223; J. van 
der Meersch, De Deo uno et trino 300ff; J. Sistili, De naturali intelligentis animae capacitate atque appetitu 
intuendi divinam essentiam (Rome 1896); Kirfel, Das naturliche Verlangen nach der Anschauung Gottes: 
DivThom (Fr) 1 (1914) 33-37.

12. Lennerz, 166-169: Kann die Vernunft die Mbglichkeit der beseligenden Anschauung Gottes beweisen?: 
Schoi 5 (1930) 102-108; 1st die Anschauung Gottes ein Geheimnis?: Schol 7 (1932) 208-232;Corvez, Est- 
il possible de demontrer I'existence en Dieu d ’un ordre de mystere srictemenf surnaturels?: RevThom 
37 (1932) 660-667; R. Garrigou-Lagrange, La possibility de la vision bdatifique peut-elle se demontrer?: 
RevThom 38 (1933) 669-688; Vallaro, De naturali desiderio videndi essentiam Dei quidditativae: Ang 11 
(1934) 133-170; De naturali capacitate intellects create ad videndum divinam essentiam: Ang 12 (1935) 
192-216; Motte, La possibility de la vision beatifique: BullThom (1935) 573-590; Raineri, De possibilitate 
videndi Deum per essentiam: DivThom (Pi) 39 (1936) 201-228; G. De Broglie, Du caractere mysterieux de 
notre elevation surnaturelle: NouvRevTh 64 (1937) 337-377; Le mystere de notre elevation surnaturelle: 
NouvRevTh 65 (1938) 1153-1176; Descoqs, Le mystere de notre elevationsurnaturelle (Paris 1938); Autour 
du mystere de notre elevation surnaturelle: NouvRevTh 66 (1939) 401-433; A Gardeil, Le desir naturel 
et voir Dieu: NouvRevTh 31 (1926) 381-410; E. Brisbois, Desire naturel et vision de Dieu: NouvRevTh 
54 (1927) 81-97; M. Cuervo, El deseo natural de ver a Dios y  la apologetica immanentista: CiencTom 37 
(1928) 310-340; 38 (1928) 332-349; 39 (1929) 5-36; 45 (1932) 289-317; F. Trancho, Fundamento naturaleza 
y  valor apologetico del deseo natural de ver a Dios: CiencTom 44 (1931) 447-468.

13. This condition o f  a supernatural being is not a recent discovery in theology (De Broglie, op. cit., 99); earlier 
Sudrez clearly proposed it, De Deo 1.2 c.7 n.12.
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real innate desire of any nature produces a real exigency for the thing that is thus said 
to be desired (unless there is some obstacle, either in the same order of nature or in 
some free contrary action of the creature itself) which should be provided by God lest 
he deny himself. Rightly therefore Pius X in his Encyclical Pascendi criticizes certain 
Catholics of being rash in not admitting in human nature a capacity and suitability 
for the supernatural order, which indeed Catholic apologists always demonstrated with 
convincing arguments. With these words it is sufficiently pointed out that the capacity 
or obediential potency (so that this may not be called too passive) for the intuitive vision 
of God can be attributed to human nature.

This is correct, for in a rational being the desire required for its own good cannot be 
present unless it is for something seen as possible, and for an end for which the nature 
is destined in accordance with its own constitution. Therefore for a natural end there is 
given in nature a certain inclination and proportion, so that as a result of examining its 
tendencies and way of operating the attainment of that good is shown to be possible by 
the use of its own natural powers.14

Therefore in a created nature there cannot be a naturally efficacious desire for the 
intuitive vision of God since, as we have said, its desire is limited by its nature.

58. 3. THE POSSIBILITY OF THE INTUITIVE VISION OF GOD CANNOT BE PROVED 
POSITIVELY FROM THE NATURAL DESIRE OF PERFECT HAPPINESS.

Because from what has been said, the natural desire for happiness cannot be applied 
to the intuitive vision of God, except by way of velleity and a will that is inefficacious 
and merely conditioned, if such vision is possible, but human reason does not see that. 
But from an inefficacious desire, no matter how natural it might be called, it is obvious 
that nothing can be deduced with regard to its object.15

Moreover, if from a desire for beatitude the possibility of the intuitive vision of 
God were positively proved, it would prove not only that nature could be destined to 
it, but also that it is de facto so destined. For from the tendencies of nature for supreme 
happiness it appears that the ultimate end of nature is the greatest perfection that is 
possible and that appears to it as possible. Therefore this position would place in nature 
a true exigency or demand for the intuitive vision of God and so would destroy its 
supematurality.16

59. Accordingly, we can make a judgment about the different ways in which the 
natural desire for the intuitive vision of God have been advanced.

1. The Augustinians, along with some others,17 taught that the ultimate end is natural

14. Therefore St. Thomas thinks that it is sufficient, in order to establish the supernatural, that he prove that it is 
beyond the way o f  operating o f  nature, as in q, 12, a. 4; see De Broglie, op. cit., 258.

15. See Su&rez, op. cit., n. 11; see Molina, In 1 q. 12 a.l; Billuart, De Deo diss. 4 a.3.
16. See what is well said by Pesch, 82,83.
17. L. Berti, Augustiniensium systema de gratia ab iniqua Baianismi et Iansenismi erroris in simulatione 

vindicatum (Rome 1747) 203ff.; H. Noris, Historia pelagiana...additis Vindiciis augustinianis...{Patavi 
1673); Palmieri, De Deo creante et elevante th. 38; Beraza, De Deo elevante 220-221; E. PortaliC 
Augustinianisme: DTC 1,2485-2501; De Broglie, op. cit., 181-184; A. Trape, De gratuitate ordinis 
supernaturalis apud theologos Augustinenses: Analecta Augustiniana 21 (1951) 218-265.
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as a destination, but supernatural with regard to its attainment; hence, they maintained 
that grace is owed to innocent nature because of the goodness of the Creator. That 
opinion, however, does not agree with the true idea of supernaturality and is completely 
false. Indeed, the consequence makes clear the internal contradiction of the system.

2. Many ancient theologians of good repute, and from different schools, defended 
a natural desire for the vision of God, while many others denied it.18 But, as Ripalda19 
already pointed out, the debate was mostly about a way of speaking. For all of them 
not only admitted that the intuitive vision of God is an end not proportioned to nature, 
but also, either explicitly or implicitly, they held that nature can be destined to another 
end proportioned to it, although often they do not call it a perfect beatitude, but one 
accommodated to nature, which now can better be said to be perfect, not in an absolute 
sense but relatively. Moreover, some of them talk about only an inefficacious desire. 
Actually, one can doubt that they are really talking about the intuitive vision of God in 
the strict sense. For many say that the vision of God is desired naturally in the sense that 
he is the author o f  nature. In fact, this knowledge can be called a quasi vision, or vision 
in a broader sense, that is, a clear and more distinct knowledge of the attributes which 
define God as the first cause, something like the way in which certain philosophers 
speak about the vision of essences; surely this is not an intuitive vision of the divine 
essence and the Trinity of Persons.

60. G. de Broglie20 (French theologian in the 1920s), along with many others, contended 
that the possibility of the intuitive vision of God can be proved philosophically from the 
natural desire of perfect beatitude, but that it is in no way opposed to its supernaturality. 
This opinion was proposed in many writings and was defended against many objections; 
eventually it was summarized in twelve propositions21 which can be considered in two 
categories: a) There is in man a natural and necessary inclination, implanted in him by 
the Creator, for perfect beatitude which consists in the vision of God by which one can 
quiet the natural desire of nature; this is the first good naturally desired because of which 
we desire all other things. Hence, the possibility of the intuitive vision is proved because 
a desire of nature is not useless or purposeless, b) This desire, however, is not innate or

18. E. Elter, De naturali hominis beatitudine admentem Scholae antiquioris. Greg 9 (1928) 269-306; V. Doucet, 
De naturali seu innato supernaturalis beatitudinis desiderio iuxta theologos a saec. XIII usque ad XX: 
Ant 4 (1929) 167-208; V. Cathrein, De naturali hominis beatitudine: Greg 11 (1930) 398-409; P. Dumont, 
L'appetit inne de la beatitude surnaturelle chez les auteurs scholastiques: EphThLov 8 (1931) 205-224, 
571-591; 9 (1932) 5-27; H. de Lubac, Remarques sur Vhistoire du mot surnaturel: NouvRevTh 61 (1934) 
225-249,350-370; J. Martinez G6mez, Notas sobre unas notaspara la historia de lapalabra sobrenatural: 
ArchTG 1 (1938) 57-85; D. Alszeghy, La Teologia dell’ordine sopranaturale nella scolastica antica:: Greg 
31 (1950)414-450.

19. De ente supernaturali d. 9 s.4; and it is proved by Lange, De gratia 286.
20. De la place du surnaturel dans la Philosophie de Saint Thomas: RechScRel 14 (1924) 193-246; 15 (1925) 

5-53,Autour de la notion thomiste de la Beatitude: ArchPh (1925) 3,2,55-96; P. Rousselot, L ’intellectualisme 
de S. Thomas (Paris 1924) 180-188; J. Marechal, Le point de depart de la Metaphysique, 5; Le thomisme 
devant la philosophie critique (Louvain 1926) 306ff., 348ff.; J. Sestili, De natura Deo subiecta in ordine 
ad supernaturalia: DivThom (Pi) 30 (1927) 57-83; J. Laporta, Les notions d ’appetit naturel et de puissance 
obedientielle chez S. Thomas d'Aquin: EphThLov 6 (1928) 257-277; Veuthey, De naturali desiderio 
beatitudinis supernaturalis: Miscellanea franciscana 39 (1939) 207-223.

21. De ultimo fine vitae hominis asserta quaedam: Greg 9 (1928) 628-630.
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efficacious, but it is a mere velleity from which, therefore, an exigency does not really 
flow since in nature there is only a passive obediential potency for it. Wherefore, perfect 
beatitude is not a natural final end for man, but it is a supernatural end. Also, perfect 
beatitude is not the only end for which a man can be destined.

It is clear in the position of the second category that the supernaturality of the 
intuitive vision of God is maintained. Indeed, the logical connection of this position 
with the first one seems to be lacking. For if the intuitive vision is the final end that is 
desired naturally and because of which we desire everything desirable, then this desire 
cannot be said to be a mere velleity and an inefficacious will, but rather a firm desire, 
fully efficacious and natural. This clearly means that it would be an innate desire for the 
intuitive vision of God and a destination that is not only possible for man but also actual. 
For, as has been noted, that is the best way of showing that there is an innate desire in 
a rational being.22

It cannot be proved by natural reason that man cannot be perfectly happy, with a 
perfection that is relative and suited to his nature, unless it is the intuitive vision of God. 
Indeed, it is surprising and incongruous, to say the least, that the complete intimate 
tendency of nature leads only to a certain possibility of a final end which, once it is 
given, God could refuse to confer on it. This position, which would establish a pure 
nature without an end determined for it by its own essential constitution, certainly does 
not agree with the theological notion of nature and the principle of finality which are so 
firmly held by the scholastics.23

61. Henri de Lubac goes further in various writings which he refers to as an 
historical investigation.24 The author’s position is that the gratuity of the supernatural 
order can be explained independently of the hypothesis of anything like pure nature, that 
is, of a nature that is not destined for the vision of God. For, as he says, this hypothesis, 
even though it was once useful, has its own deficiencies, some of them quite serious. For 
it is weak philosophically and smacks of anthropomorphism; it tends to be materialistic 
and does not take finality into consideration. Moreover, it is “too little religious,” for the 
dualistic theology to which it leads there is lacking an ontological connection between 
nature and grace so that the supernatural becomes something accidentally added on. 
Therefore it promotes extrinsecism and laicism, since it does not appear why a man 
ought to subject hiimself to a supernatural end, if, inasmuch as he is a spiritual being, he 
has some other final end that is natural.

The origin, however, of this theory, which consists in the distinction between nature

22. That is especially true if the tendency for an intuitive vision is derived from an intimate and necessary way o f  
acting, as do those authors who seem to define the intellect as a faculty o f  attaining God as he is in himself; 
but this definition is based on a false foundation.

23. In a recent outstanding work, De fine ultimo vitae humanae (pp. 189-198) the author defends this position 
against the objections; but it is not clear that he positively embraces it (see. p. 190).

24. We present this opinion in the words o f  the author himself in his work, Surnaturel. Etudes historiques (Paris 
1946) pp. 107, 110, 145, 150-154, 173-180, 251, 393-402, 427, 483-494. See also the work o f  the same 
author, Le mystere du surnaturel. RechScRel 35 (1949) 80-121; H. Rondet, Gratia Christi (Paris 1948); 
Le probleme de la nature pure et la Theologie du XVI siecle: RechScRel 35 (1949) 481-521; Nature et 
surnaturel dans la theologie de Saint Thomas d'Aquin: RechScRel 33 (1947) 56-91.
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in itself (=the idea of nature) and historical nature—-in a mere obediential potency for 
the vision of God and in the negation of a natural desire for the same supernatural 
end—all of this comes more or less from Cajetan who was opposed to an older tradition. 
But it was perfected in the struggle against de Bay and Jansen; from them the idea of 
an exigency of justice was spread among theologians. For they thought that such an 
exigency was required, if a natural desire for the vision of God is affirmed.

The intuitive vision of God, however, which is truly supernatural, contains the 
essential destination of man because he is a spirit. He is not, like inferior beings, as it were 
closed within himself, but tends towards transcendent goodness, namely, supernatural 
goodness. For there is no such thing as transcendence without supernaturality. Therefore 
the desire for the vision of God is absolute and efficacious and it manifests the inner 
essence of spirit. This thesis is a basic principle for the author that strongly influences 
his whole historical investigation. But the gratuity and supernaturality of the vision of 
God does not suffer any damage from the concept. For the concept of exigency, which 
is something extraordinary, is totally excluded from this theory. For a creature cannot 
demand anything from his creator, but must humbly subject himself to him, since he, out 
of pure love and total freedom, produces that natural desire of our nature by his constant 
creative activity. In fact, the creature expects only the free gift of God and not something 
that is demanded out of justice.

62. Many things are contained here that are deserving of consideration; but there 
are also many things that we can in no way agree with and which can be proved neither 
theologically nor historically.25 Even by omitting many things that directly pertain to our 
question, it is clear from the explanation of his position that it does not agree with what 
we have explained above (#56-59). Indeed, it seems that, after the Encyclical Humani 
generis (1950), his main thesis cannot be maintained. For the Supreme Pontiff asks about 
those who “corrupt the true gratuity of the supernatural order when they say that God 
cannot create beings endowed with an intellect without directing and calling them to the 
beatific vision.”26 Therefore it cannot be said that the vision of God is the essential end 
of a created spirit, since God cannot contradict himself. Namely this, when “ontological

25. This thesis has been carefully opposed by other theologians, among whom the following stand out: De 
Broglie, op. cit., Appendix III, 245-264; Boyer, Nature etsurnaturel dans le “SurnatureV'du Pere de Lubac: 
Greg (1947) 379-395, where he correctly points out the philosophical peculiarity, and also L. Malevez, La 
gratuite du surnaturel. NouvRevTh 75 (1953) 561586, 673-689, a careful and solid theological study. De 
Broglie refutes the historical thesis and so also does J. Alfaro, Cayetanoy elproblema de lo sobrenatural. 
ArchTG 12 (1949) 49-160; Lo natural y  lo sobrenatural. Estudio histdrico desde Santo Tomas hasta 
Cayetano (1274-1534) (Madrid 1952): see also Greg 31 (1950) 63-99, 2240257. Already earlier, when de 
Lubac had published many o f  the ideas contained in this book in the article. Remarques sur I 'histoire du mot 
surnaturel'. NouvRevTh 61 (1934) 225-249, 350-370, Martinez Gomez accurately and firmly refuted him, 
Notas sobre unas notaspara la historia de lapalabra sobrenatural (note 18 above), ArchTG 1 (1938) 57-85; 
de Lubac however did not mention it in his book published in 1946.

26. AAS 42 (1950) 570; see Boyer, op. cit., 391-393; M. Gagnebet, L 'enseignement de magistere et le problem 
du surnaturel. RevThom 53 (1953) 5-27. A point that was made elsewhere, that in the Encyclical the question 
is not about concrete man, but about the abstract rational nature, and 1 do not know what that means. An 
abstract nature does not differ in its essentials, since it is spirit (that is the question in this theory), from the 
concrete nature
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exigency” is denied no other thing is expressed, and it is asserted regarding the essential 
end of the creature; no one, it seems to me, thinks of that exigency in terms of a juridical 
exigency. Therefore the accusation of juridicism thrown against the theologians since the 
16th century “cannot be supported by even one text,”27 because all of them clearly agree 
with St. Thomas when he teaches: “Yet in neither way is debt taken to mean that God is 
under an obligation to His creature, but rather that the creature ought to be subject to God, 
that the Divine ordination may be fulfilled in it” (S.Th. I-II, q. I l l ,  A. 1 ad 2). And this 
concept is not found in de Bay and his followers who advocated one ontological exigency 
for the supernatural.28 Therefore what the author abundantly expounds in this matter in no 
way excludes the question that should be asked about ontological exigency, which must 
be totally denied to a truly supernatural being, as St. Pius X declares in his Encyclical, 
Pascendi (see # 57 above). Therefore, the gratuity of supernatural gifts, which the author 
so easily explains,29 does not favor his position theologically. For it must be established, 
in addition to the charity and liberality that is involved in the creation of spirit, to which 
would correspond the ordination to a natural end, that there is another infinitely superior 
charity and liberality by which spirit is elevated to adoptive sonship with the destination 
of the intuitive vision of God. This certainly is what is meant by gratuity in a much higher, 
and indeed unique, technical sense.

Therefore, what pertains to the doctrine of a pure nature, inasmuch as it says that 
a spiritual creature can exist that is not destined for the intuitive vision of God, it is 
clear that this follows from the Catholic doctrine about the supernatuality of the gifts 
of grace. Wherefore, the explanation of this concept should properly be assigned to the 
theology of the second century. That is when the idea of a supernatural being was clearly 
explained. It was done in such a way that the relative concept of a supernatural being 
was thought of as spontaneously flowing from its absolute concept of participation in 
the divine nature and the adoptive sonship of God. We pass over the historical evolution 
of this doctrine described by the author. For “the theory of Cajetan should be considered 
not as a rupture, but rather as a continuation and further development of the teaching of 
the Angelic Doctor.”29* The presentation of the teaching about pure nature, which results 
from the historical investigation, is not precisely defined. For no one proposed a pure

27. De Broglie, op. cit., 248, where he adds in note 2: However, the said interpretation would need all the more 
confirmation of texts, because almost all o f the scholastics o f the 16th and 17th centuries explicitly exclude 
it.

28. De Broglie, op. ccit., 248 n. 3; J. Alfaro, Sobrenaturalypecado original en Bayo: RevEspT 12 (1952) 3-75.
29. “Desir naturel du sumaturel: c ’est en nous Paction permanente du Dieu qui cree notre nature, comme la 

grace est Paction permanente de Dieu qui otic  l ’ordre moral. ...Le monstre de Pexigence n’etait done qu’un 
fantOme. On s ’evertuait a resoudre un faux problem. En realite la question de Pexigence ne se pose pas” (De 
Lubac, Sumaturel 487). And nevertheless the Church questions this.

29* J. Alfaro, Lo natural... 260,412.
29** Here are some writings on this matter: M. de Guillou, Sumaturel: RevScPhTh 34 (1950) 226-243; W. 

Brugger, Das Ziel des Menschen und das Verlangen nach der Gottesschau: Schol 25 (1950) 535-548; J. 
Donnelly, The Gratuity o f the Beatific Vision and the Possibility o f a Natural Destiny: TheolSt 11 (1950) 
374-444; J. Simon, Transcendence et immanence dans la doctrine de la grace: RevUnivOtt 21 (1951) 344- 
369; L. Renwart, La “naturepure " a la lumiere de T’Encyclique “Humani generis NouvRevTh 74 (1952) 
327-354; E. Gutwenger, Natur und Obernatur. Gedanken zu Balthasars Werk tiber die Barthsche Theologie: 
ZeitKathTh 75 1953) 82-97.
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nature “closed within itself’ and as something absolute in reference to God.
Finally, objections made against the teaching about a possible nature that is not 

ordered to the vision of God are not persuasive. For this teaching is very philosophical and 
depends entirely on the principle of finality. However, the opposed teaching neglects the 
finality of a spiritual creature constituted in its finite essence, nor can it explain logically 
and with a view to finality why grace is a “new nature”; also it cannot explain the possibility 
of the creation of man “in a state of pure nature” as it was understood by the ancient 
Fathers. It is very hard to grasp why the doctrine about pure nature is said to be “not at all 
religious.” For what is so profoundly and intimately religious as that a spiritual creature 
should be completely and humbly subject to the omnipotent and at the same time most 
generous will of God because of his gracious gifts which summon him to adoptive sonship 
above and beyond the requirements of his nature? The fear of extrinsecism in the relation 
between nature and grace has no basis in traditional theology. For grace supposes nature, 
is intimately involved in it and pervades it. There is a sufficient ontological connection 
between them because of obediential potency when it is correctly explained. If it is called 
“extrinsecism” because grace is not based on nature and exceeds its requirements—that is 
because it is the essence of grace as a supernatural being.29**

63. Concerning the mind o f St. Thomas in the question o f the natural desire to see 
God, many things have been written on both sides of the case.30 There is no controversy, 
however, regarding the fact that the holy Doctor everywhere defends the supernaturality 
of the intuitive vision of God.

In his writings, however, there is a double series of texts that point to a real evolution 
of his teaching in this matter. Worth considering are: S.Th. I, q. 12, a. 1; I-II, q. 3, a. 8; 
3 Contra Gentiles 50ff. and other places. When he deals with the question of beatitude 
he clearly states that in nature there is a desire o f seeing God, and he presents this as an 
argument to prove the possibility of this vision because, when the effect is known, the 
desire of finding the cause is naturally stirred up and such a desire of nature cannot be 
in vain.

In other places, when he is dealing with grace and the theological virtues, or with 
original sin or with the supernatural order in general, as for example in I, q. 23, a.; q. 62, a. 
2; I-II, q. 62, a. 1; q. 109-114, esp. q. 114, a. 2; De Veritate q. 14, a. 2; q. 22, a. 7; q. 27, a 
2 he clearly explains the doctrine about the twofold end o f man, natural and supernatural. 
But this is presented in such a way that an inclination in nature is given for a natural end 
because it can be obtained by the use of one’s natural powers, but it consists in a certain

30. Besides the many writings already cited in notes 11,12, 18, 20, 24, 2 5 ,1. O’Mahony, The Desire o f God in 
the Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas (Cork 1928); Roland-Gosselin, Beatitude et desir naturel d ’apres
S. Thomas d ’Aquin: RevScPhTh 18 (1929) 193-222; Charlier, Puissance passive et desir naturel selon 
saint Thomas'. EphThLov 7 (1930) 639-662; Fernandez, Naturale desiderium videndi divinam essentiam 
apud D. Thomam eiusque scholam: DivThom (pi) 33 (1930) 5-28; E. Brisboois, L desir de voir Dieu et la 
metaphysique du vouloir selon S. 77;oma.s:NoiivRevTh 68 (1936) 978-989, 1089-1113; Ritzier, De naturali 
desiderio beatitudinis supernaturalis admentem S. Thomae: (Rome 1938). See also F. Pelster, Zu Frage der 
Moglichkeit einer “beatitudo naturalis": Schol 4 (1929) 255-260; Garrigou-Lagrange, De Deo uno 253- 
269; Beraza, De Deo elevante 207-233; Lange, De gratia 283-286; Lennerz, 161-165.
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contemplation of divine things or of beatitude in general.31 In nature, however, there is no 
potency for a supernatural end, either to think about it or to desire it.

64. What Thomas has to say in the second series of texts clearly denies that man has 
an innate and efficacious desire for supernatural beatitude. For he says: Man is endowed 
with a desire for a final end in general (De ver. 27, a.7); Man must be given something by 
which he is ordered to his end, or by which his desire is inclined to that end (ibid. a.. 2). 
He also compares the intuitive vision of God, which is the nature of a mystery, with the 
Incarnation: By this [the mystery of the Incarnation] man is given a certain example o f that 
blessed union by which the created intellect is joined knowingly to the uncreated spirit. 
For it is not unbelievable that the intellect o f the creature can be united to God by seeing 
his essence, by which God is united to man by assuming his nature (Comp. Theol. 201).32

Therefore we have to say that the argument from natural desire for the possibility of the 
intuitive vision is not the argument of St. Thomas that is certain by the light o f natural reason 
alone, but it is only a probable or verisimilar argument, as is common for the arguments 
of reason for the other mysteries. In order to strengthen this argument from the mind of St. 
Thomas, it does not help to appeal to the Summa contra Gentiles that is sometimes incorrectly 
called a Summa philosophica. For it is rather a Summa apologetica, as the Table of Contents 
makes clear to the reader; in it he treats not only philosophical questions, but also almost 
all the mysteries of faith. Moreover, in that study, as the Doctor himself points out, some 
verisimilar reasons... demonstrative and probable reasons are introduced (1.1 c. 9).

Perhaps I should add that it may be the mind of the author that the name of 
vision should be understood in two ways: both for an intuitive vision and for a clearer 
contemplation of divine things which would be the ultimate end of man created in 
a purely natural state. Indeed, the argument advanced, from the desire to know the 
cause once the effect is known, has a certain demonstrative force, (inasmuch as it is 
efficacious and points to an innate desire), for the other vision in a less proper sense, and 
only probable strength and suitability for intuitive vision in the strict sense.

Therefore, finally, a certain merely natural desire for the intuitive vision o f God 
can be admitted, by means of velleity and a conditioned will, namely, if this vision were 
possible but which reason alone does not see; but there is not a naturally efficacious 
desire in the full sense.

31. Attempts o f  reducing these statements o f  the holy Doctor to I know not what kind o f  temporal end, or even 
o f  denying that St. Thomas deals with the final end o f  the whole human life (see de Lubac, op. cit., passim; 
Duplex hominis beatitudo: RechScRel 35 [1949] 290299) must be said to be completely without merit. It 
would be really amazing, since the principle o f finality was so dear to the heart o f  St.Thomas, to admit the 
possible creation o f  a nature in a purely natural state without a destination to a final end that is proportioned 
to it.

32. See Lennerz, 158-169 who accurately explains this; and it was already said by Suarez in the 16th century, 
De gratia prolegomenon IV c. 1.
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Thesis 6: God is incomprehensible for every created intellect.

S.Th. I, Q. 12, a. 7; Suarez, 1.2 c.5 and 29; Franzelin, til. 18; Muncunill, 338-250.

65. Connection. With the question about a possible intuitive vision of God 
the doctrine of his incomprehensibility is closely connected. By it the vision is 
enclosed within certain limits and the difficult objection against it is solved and 
certain degrees or levels of it are said to be possible.

Definition of terms. The word comprehension, when applied to man’s final 
end, has a twofold meaning in theology. For the blessed in heaven are said to 
be comprehensors because they possess God whom they followed during their 
life, as St. Thomas says: In this way comprehension is one o f the prerogatives 
of the soul responding to hope (S.Th. I, q. 12, a.7 ad 1). But in this question 
comprehension or comprehensive knowledge is said to be that by which an 
object is perfectly known, that is, it is known as much as it is knowable so that 
nothing in it is hidden from the knower, as St. Augustine pointed out.1

What is required for perfect comprehension is explained by many 
theologians in the following way. Comprehension must have as much perfection 
in the way o f manifestation as the object has in the way of intelligibility so 
that it is fully equal to the object and has a certain perfection on the part of 
the knower regarding the clarity, certitude and the essential properties of 
the object. Therefore, to attain comprehension in the full sense of the word 
theologians require that the knowledge be of such manifest intensity of the 
object so that because of it all of its qualities and connections, that it naturally 
has or can have with any other things, are made known to the knower clearly 
and distinctly. Also, it must include not only what is formally present in the 
object, but also what it contains virtually and eminently by reason of which 
they are clearly and evidently attained. For an object is knowable with regard 
to all these things: its cause especially and its power are not fully known unless 
everything to which it is related is also known.

Since, however, the divine essence and omnipotence extends to all possible 
things, as producible and as reflections of him, only that knowledge is said to 
be comprehension of the divinity that attains distinctly and perfectly not only 
the attributes that are formally in God, but also all of his possibilities.

Disputes among theologians about the notion of comprehension seem to be of minor 
importance. Whether some other less perfect knowledge can be called comprehension, or 
whether comprehension could be present without distinct and clear knowledge of everything 
possible in the divine essence (the division of comprehension into intensive and extensive

1. Epist. 147 c.3 n.21: ML 33,606.
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seems to be taken in this sense), it must be said that in this hypothesis such knowledge is 
less perfect. Therefore, the knowledge we described must be attributed to God alone and it 
cannot be attributed to any created intellect and at least in this sense it must be said that God 
is incomprehensible.2

It is the opinion o f all theologians and it is also Catholic doctrine that in 
a very true sense God is incomprehensible to any created or even creatable 
intellect, or what comes to the same, that there is no created intellect that can 
exhaust the total intelligibility of the divine essence. That is true no matter how 
the concept receives a further explanation.

66. Adversaries. The Eunomians taught the contrary error and then- 
opinion is expressed in these words of St. John Chrysostom: Man has dared to 
say: I  know God just as he knows himself (R 1124); and Socrates reported of 
them: He spoke literally in this way: God has no greater knowledge o f his own 
essence than we do; nor is it more known to him and more obscure to us.3 It is 
hard to know how such a crass error could possibly be made, but the reality of 
it is affirmed by all the Fathers who argued with them.

The error of the Eunomians has been explained in various ways.4 Some think that they 
confused God as the most perfect being with universal being and thus in some way paved 
the way for ontologism. Others think that their error arose rather from two sources: firstly, 
because they understood the divine essence only in the sense of what the scholastics refer 
to as the metaphysical essence, and secondly because the names given to things express 
perfectly their essence. They also said that they perfectly understood the meaning of being 
from itself (esse a se).

67. Teaching of the Church. Lateran Council IV, which Vatican Council 
I repeated in its profession of faith, says that God is incomprehensible (D 800; 
D 3001).

Theological note. Against the Eunomians it is defined faith (de fide 
definita) that we do not have perfect comprehension of the divinity. Also, in the 
thinking of almost all theologians it is a matter of faith {de fide) that God has 
perfect comprehension of himself that cannot be communicated to any created 
intellect.5

68. Proof from Holy Scripture. Jer. 32:19: God is great in counsel and 
incomprehensible in thought according to the Vulgate; Rom. 11:33; 1 Cor.

2. Suarez, c.5; Ruiz de Montoya, De scientia Dei d.6 s.4; Franzelin, 233; A Michel, Intuitive (Vision): DTC 5, 
2383.

3. Historia ecclesiastica 1.4 c.7: MG 67,474
4. Franzelin, th. 10 128-129; Le Bachelet, Eunomius: DTC 5,1510.
5. See the careful discussion o f  this qualification in Sudrez, op. cit.
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2:10; Eph. 3:10—in these texts Holy Scripture attributes to God a certain 
knowledge of the divinity and the divine attributes that is not communicated to 
the angels in heaven who see him. Therefore those passages are not sufficiently 
explained by the connaturality alone of that vision. But if they do not grasp the 
counsels and vast wisdom of God, as the Fathers point out very well, they also 
do not know the intrinsic perfection of his divinity. Moreover, Holy Scripture 
teaches this attribute where it proclaims the infinity of God, for actually it is 
only infinity related to intellect.

Proof from tradition. Especially against the Eunomians the Fathers treat 
this truth in many ways with serious deliberation and writings under the title 
of “On Incomprehensibility.” Here are a few examples: St. Gregory of Nyssa: 
“The doctrine of truth speaks of God as he truly is; he is comprehensible 
neither by any name, nor by thought, nor by any activity of the mind, not only 
human but also angelic” (R 1041). St. John Chrysostom: “Do these things 
need a refutation? .. .Is it not enough that with this one word their complete 
impiety is revealed?” (R 1124); “...So that we may demonstrate that there 
are neither principalities, nor dominations, nor any other created power 
that perfectly comprehends God...?” (R 1127); “Therefore, why does John 
say: No one has ever seen God? That you may learn that he is talking about 
perfect comprehension.. .understand this that there is no one who knows God 
essentially and perfectly” (R 1128). St. Augustine: “We are talking about God. 
Why is it surprising if you do not comprehend him? For if you comprehend him, 
it is not God... .To attain God in some way by the mind is a great perfection; but 
to comprehend him is absolutely impossible.” 6

Proof from reason. St. Thomas offers proof from the infinity of God.7 
God whose being is infinite, is infinitely knowable. But no finite intellect, no 
matter how much it is assisted supematurally, can know with an infinite power 
of knowing. Therefore God is absolutely incomprehensible.

69. Objection. God is absolutely simple. Therefore if he is seen, his whole being is 
seen. Therefore he is comprehended.

I  respond with St. Thomas S.Th. I,q. 12, a. 7 ad 2 and 3. If God is seen, his whole being 
is seen, but not necessarily completely seen. For the vision of God by which all the divine 
perfections or the absolutely simple being are known intuitively, is not necessarily o f  such 
power and intensive perfection that by it God is known to the full extent of his know ability. 
The sign and quasi measure of this defect is that by it not everything to which his power can 
reach is known by the blessed in heaven. For what God can do better and without end comes

6. Sermon 117 c.3 n.5: ML 38,663.
7. See also III, q.10, a. 1 ad 2; IV d.49 q.2 a. 3; De ver. q.8 a.2; Comp Theol. 106, 216. Other theologians are 

cited by Franzelin, p. 235.
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from his infinity.8 Therefore he alone comprehends God, or perfectly understands his infinity, 
who knows all the possibilities in him, for that is to know him completely; but the only one 
who can do that is God himself.

That seems to suffice for what can be said about this very difficult question. If it is 
seriously considered, it shows that the intuitive vision of God, who is simple and infinite, by 
the created intellect is full of mysteries. For, as was said above, it is not just any superficial 
knowledge or vision, but it is substantial and penetrating his essence. On the other hand, it 
is obvious that the incomprehensibility of God is a consequence of his infinity. Therefore 
by omitting metaphors and a mere repetition of the idea of comprehension, it seems that 
the distinction between intuition and comprehension, which we have just given, cannot be 
explained in any other way, at least with regard to us and our way of knowing.9

Corollary. Therefore different levels of more or less perfection in the intuitive vision of 
God can be present; this is also defide from the Council of Florence (D 1304). This diversity 
proceeds from the greater or lesser perfection of the light o f  glory. Hence the blessed in 
heaven know more or fewer things in God or in the Word. 10

Scholium. All pseudo-intuitionistic systems about the knowledge of God must 
be rejected.

70. We have proved the possibility of mediated natural knowledge of God 
about his existence and his nature; we have proved the immediate intuition of 
the divine essence which is wholly supernatural; we have identified the former 
type of knowledge as knowledge through faith in this life, and the latter as 
beatitude and the possession of the final end. That there are or have been as 
a result of God’s supernatural activity, either ordinary or extraordinary, other 
ways of attaining divine things, such as revelations, experience of God in 
mystical states, illuminations through divine grace and other like things—for 
more information on these things we refer you to other theological disciplines, 
especially spiritual theology.

We reject, however, systems that advocate other ways of knowing the 
existence of God in a natural way (but it is obviously a proven fact that very 
many persons get their first knowledge about God by tradition and a good 
education), inasmuch as they are opposed to the possibility of mediated 
certain knowledge about the existence of God derived from created things and 
substitute something else for it. Now briefly, as an addition to our teaching, we 
make a judgment about them: namely, whether those ways are really apt to 
affirm the existence o f God in a way that is certain and natural. Therefore we

8. Pesch, 90; see S.Th. I, q. 12, a. 6 ad 1 and a. 8 ad 3.
9. See Suarez, op. cit., c.29. De Incarnatione d.26 s. Iff.; Ruiz de Montoya, op. cit.; Franzelin, 237-239; Michel, 

op. cit.
10. See De novissimis th. 7 (Summa, 4, 111-124).
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deny that all those ways have anything positive to offer in this question. Our 
conclusion is that all natural knowledge about God in this life is mediated.

In judging these systems an accurate distinction should be made (as we 
indicated in # 19 and 26) between the judgment itself of the existence or nature of 
God and the origin ofthe idea or simple notion of the divinity. We are concerned 
with the first question, not the second. Therefore the system of innatism, or 
the theory of illumination,11 which is called “Augustinian,” however it may be 
explained, if it is restricted by the limits of the other question, cannot in any way 
have theological significance because it is then a purely philosophical question. 
Therefore even though the holy Fathers really held some of these theories, it 
must be said that their opinions concerned philosophical speculation but not 
realities connected with revelation.

71. Two types of these systems can be distinguished: one which proposes 
an intellectual intuition of God, and the other which advocates the attainment 
of God by a way that is different from the intellectual order.

A. Ontologism 12 holds for a certain natural intellectual intuition of God. 
The essence of this system is contained more or less in these propositions: 
“1. An immediate knowledge of God, which is at least habitual, is so essential 
to the human intellect that without that knowledge it can know nothing. It 
is the light of the intellect itself. 2. That being which we understand in all 
things and without which we understand nothing is the divine being. 5. All 
other ideas are merely modifications of the idea by which God is understood 
as unmodified being.” (D 2841, 2842, 2845). The Ontologists, however, 
hold that this immediate knowledge of God is completely different from the 
beatific vision since it is obscure and not self-reflective, but rather direct and 
spontaneous. It does not attain the internal life of God, but only the divine 
being inasmuch as it is the exemplar of creatures. In the 19th century many 
embraced ontologism after Malebranche in several different forms; we find 
it in such authors as Gerdil, Gioberti, Ubaghs, Branchereau and Rothenflue. 
The teaching of Antonio Rosmini is similar: “1. In the created universe there is 
immediately manifest to the human intellect something that is divine in itself, 
something, namely, that belongs to the divine nature. 5. The being (esse) that 
we intuit must necessarily be something of the necessary and eternal Being 
(ends), of the cause that creates, determines, and perfects all contingent beings; 
and that is God.” (D 3201, 3202, 3204, 3205, 3207). 11 12

11. Many articles have been written about this argument which you will find mentioned in Lennerz, 70, 85-89; 
see J. Gonzdlez-Quevedo, Elementos constitutivos del iluminismo agustiniano. Ideas innatas e illumination 
divina (Comillas 1951). The same problem was discussed at the international Augustinian Congress held in 
Paris; see Augustinus Magister (Paris 1954, 1955).

12. On ontologism see the authors cited in #19.
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72. Both forms of ontologism were condemned, the former by Pius IX 
and the latter by Leo XIII. This error does not agree with the definition of 
the Council of Vienne (1311-1312) because a true intuition of a simple being 
cannot stand with the complete knowledge of everything identified with God. 
Also, it cannot be obscure which would seem to involve a contradiction in 
terms. The error of ontologism arises from the confusion between an abstract 
and indeterminate being, which is predicated of all things, and a concrete, fully 
perfect being that is by its nature subsistent (per se subsistens), namely, God 
himself. Because of this confusion, ontologism paves the way for pantheism.

It can hardly be denied that the theory of intellectual dynamism suggests 
a certain similarity with ontologism.13 According to this theory every one 
of our affirmations implies an affirmation of God. However, it does not 
seems that this theory teaches that this affirmation is intuitive, but rather to 
proceed from a certain subjective a priori necessity of the intellect itself. 
Nevertheless, the theory must be qualified as false.

73. B. In our days a large number of systems of philosophy and religious 
psychology (see above # 6 and 19) hold for an attainment or immediate 
quasi-intuition of God by a non-intellectual way that is either affective, or by 
an irrational instinct, or by action. We will not delay here to describe them in 
detail.14 15 In general, they say that we experience or immediately attain God or 
the divinity either in unconscious subjective desires or in religious experience 
or in the act of love or in the whole process of life and action or by some 
kind of free option. They say that we give expression to this experience with 
intellectual formulas when they touch our consciousness or when we reflect 
on them. Examples of this trend would be vitalists, modernists, pragmatists 
such as Blondel, Bergson, Scheler, Hessen, and those existentialists who 
embrace some form of theism.

Pius XII in his Encyclical Humanigeneris15 (1950) describes and rejects 
these systems thus: “it is quite another thing to say, as these innovators do, 
indiscriminately mingling cognition and act of will, that the appetitive and 
affective faculties have a certain power of understanding, and that man, 
since he cannot by using his reason decide with certainty what is true and is 
to be accepted, turns to his will by which he freely chooses among opposite 
opinions.” He rejects these new opinions because they endanger “the two 
philosophical sciences which by their very nature are closely connected

13. Marechal, Lepoint de depart de la Metaphysique, passim; see Descoqs, 1,57-114 where you will find many 
writings cited; Hellin, th.3.

14. In addition to the authors cited in thesis 1 and 2, see the description o f  these systems in Pohle, 8-83, and the 
accurate discussion in Descoqs, 1 525-588, 665-680;2,273-311, 333-478; Hellin, 110-135.

15. AAS 42, 574; English edition #33-34.
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with the doctrine of faith, that is, theodicy and ethics; they hold that the 
function of these two sciences is not to prove with certitude anything about 
God or any other transcendental being, but rather to show that the truths 
which the faith teaches about a personal God and about his precepts, are 
perfectly consistent with the necessities of life and are therefore to be 
accepted by all, in order to avoid despair and to attain eternal salvation.” 
He adds that these opinions are contrary to the documents of Leo XIII and 
Pius X and the decrees of Vatican Council I.

74. Many of the promoters of those opinions are not particularly concerned 
about attaining the true transcendent God, but they wish to promote, as they 
say, a religious sense. Indeed, it must be firmly denied that the certain existence 
of the true God or the immediate affirmation based on evidence that a personal 
God exists can be arrived at in that way. For such a proof has to do with the way 
of knowledge, not a way of sentiment or desire or of some other kind of vital 
activity which is not concerned about reaching objective truth but with tending 
towards other things. Therefore the immediate awareness of these acts refers 
only to internal sentiments, and is not concerned with the objective existence 
of the object to which it is directed. Therefore psychological analyses and other 
theories based in a contused manner on these anti-intellectual prejudices are 
false and do not have any objective foundation.

The argument from the natural desire for complete happiness or from the 
facts of the moral and religious order that are used for a logical and rational 
proof for the existence of God has no relationship to these theories. Whether 
or not this argument has apodictic value is a matter of discussion.16 Some deny 
that it has or at most will grant it a certain power of suitability; others say 
that it does have apodictic force but with some caution... But it is something 
completely different, as is obvious, to concede to affective experiences the 
ability to immediately apprehend the divinity. The former position can be 
conceded, but the latter must be totally rejected.

Nothing in favor of those speculations can be derived from the facts of 
mystical experience or from revelation and prophetic illumination. For these 
are supernatural realities; and no matter how they might be explained, it is 
certain that in all of these a special knowledge of the divinity is not had by way 
of mere sentiment; it is also certain that an intellectual element is never lacking. 
On the other hand, how difficult it is in individual cases to prove the reality 
of these phenomena, and how much it is necessary to make use of a proper 
discernment of spirits, is well known from the records of false mysticism and 
from the testimony of true mystics.

16. See books on natural theology, such as Hontheim, Loinaz, Rast, Descoqs, Hellln.
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C H A P T E R  I I

The essence of God

75. We have already seen in Thesis 3 against the agnostics that we can 
have some knowledge of the essence or nature of God by the light of natural 
reason and that we can attain it by many ideas properly distinguished. It is 
clear also that this knowledge, as knowledge of his existence, is mediated 
to us through creatures. God himself confirmed this natural knowledge 
of his essence by his revelation so that everything in this matter that can 
be known by the light of reason is contained in the sources of revelation. 
But with regard to that revelation, since our knowledge through faith also 
follows our mediated way of knowing divine things, it is not surprising 
that what has been revealed to us about the nature of God for the most 
part (except for the intimate aspects of the mystery of the Holy Trinity) 
agree with what we can know about the same things by the light of natural 
reason. But if these things are to be treated scientifically, this chapter of 
the theological doctrine about God has many similarities with Christian 
natural theology in what pertains to the explanation of dogmatic concepts 
and the scientific explanation and further rational inquiry into the data of 
revelation. Here these points are dealt with in a theological way.

A R T I C L E  I

O n  T h e  P h y s i c a l  a n d  M e t a p h y s i c a l  E s s e n c e  o f  G o d  a n d  o n  H is  

T r a n s c e n d e n t a l  A t t r i b u t e s

S.Th. I, q. 13; Suarez, De Deo 1.1; Scheeben, 1,96, 5-70; Franzelin, th. 20-24; De San, De Deo m o  40-49, 
86-112; Muncunill, 65-92,106-128; Pesch, 105-122,145-155; Pohle, 84-103.

76. Definition of terms. In the scientific and philosophical treatment of 
the nature of things, or what things are, the essence of the thing is distinguished 
from its attributes or properties. The essence or nature of the thing is said 
to be that which constitutes the thing intimately and substantially; it places 
the thing in a certain order of beings and radically separates it from other 
orders of things. But its properties or attributes are said to be those things 
that come to a being already existing. The distinction between the essence 
and its attributes can be considered in two ways: in the physical order with a 
real distinction, and in the metaphysical order when a distinction of reason is 
made between the essence and its attributes. Thus the PHYSICAL ESSENCE 
of a thing can be defined as: the substantial state o f a thing, in contrast with
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its accidents, even if they are necessarily required. Thus the physical essence 
of man is to be a substantial composite of body and soul, and the properties 
are its faculties or accidental powers, bodily powers and so forth.

The METAPHYSCIAL ESSENCE is defined as: the objective notion or 
sum of notions that constitute the thing substantially and distinguish it from 
other orders o f being and are the foundation o f all other things predicated 
o f it, that is, its properties. Thus the metaphysical essence of man is “rational 
animal.” The metaphysical essence of the human soul is something spiritual 
as the form of the body and its properties, such as immortality and spirituality.

Since these are transferred to the divine reality, granting the complete 
simplicity of his nature, we can speak about the physical essence of God, but 
not about the attributes or properties that are really distinct from it. However, 
because of the logical distinction between the different predicates that are 
attributed to God, we can properly distinguish the metaphysical essence of 
God from his attributes.

77. The physical essence of God can be rightly established by the sum 
of all his perfections, or also by his infinity; for all of the divine perfections, 
even his operative ones, pertain to the substantial reality of the divinity.

Given however the distinction of persons in God, the question has been 
raised by theologians whether not only the absolute attributes,1 but also the 
relations that constitute the persons should be said to belong to the physical 
essence of the divinity. In this matter, the distinction made by Kilber1 2 seems 
preferable which he offers in considering the divine essence theologically 
and philosophically. If the divine essence is taken in the first sense, it seems 
that the relations cannot be said to constitute the physical essence of God. For 
in Trinitarian theology the name of the essence is taken for the sum of the 
absolute predicates that are common to the three persons. But if the name of 
essence is used simply, as it is in philosophy for the real substantial condition 
of the divinity, the divine essence is then truly said to include the internal 
relations. This is not to say that philosophy knows anything about these 
relations, but because, once the doctrine of the Trinity has been revealed, 
it correctly understands them to be necessarily included in the reality of the 
divinity.

1. By the phrase “absolute attributes” we understand everything that belongs to God as one being, and therefore 
common to the three divine persons; see below #82.

2. De Deo m o et trino d.l c.2 n.51-55; so also Mendive, De Deo m o  d.l c.2 n.3 and others. Many thomists 
with Bdflez, In I q. 28 a.2 dub.3 ad 6, and Valencia, In I d.2 q.4 p.l include the relations in the essence o f  
God. Jesuit theologians with Sudrez, De Trinittate 1.4 c.5 and also the Salamanca theologians, De Trinilate 
d.5 dub.4 exclude them. For more on this see the treatise De Trinitate, thesis 43, scholium 2 at #492.
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78. A further question can be asked about the metaphysical essence of God. 
Although different opinions are proposed by theologians and philosophers, 
the most common one is, although proposed in different ways, to say that it 
is to be found in his aseity (<aseitas) or in the necessity of existing so that it 
becomes a quasi definition of God, that is, God is being from himself (ens a 
se). St. Thomas says the same thing when he defines God as subsistent being 
{ipsum esse per se subsistens). With these formulas it is correctly stated that 
the metaphysical essence of God consists in the idea of being. In this way, 
with the analogy of intrinsic attribution in the strict sense, it agrees with all 
other beings, even though in the idea of being it is infinitely distant from them 
and is not burdened with any composition of a metaphysical kind.3 It does 
not seem necessary to ask whether or not it is necessary to add some further 
determination to that simple idea by which the divine essence is said to be 
grounded intellectually. For even this idea is rooted in aseity and although it is 
not explicitly considered, we distinguish God from created things sufficiently 
and even essentially by his aseity. Other proposed opinions, it seems, either 
do not sufficiently distinguish the metaphysical essence from the physical, or 
ultimately agree with the common opinion.

Some Thomists, like Godoy and Billuart,4 hold that intellection formally pertains to 
the constitution of the metaphysical essence of God. Many Scotists incline more to God’s 
infinity, radical according to Frassen.5 The Nominalists seem to place it in the sum of all 
God’s perfections or they do not distinguish the metaphysical essence from the physical.

79. Proof from Holy Scripture. This opinion completely agrees with 
the revelation by which God made his proper name known, Yahweh, either /  
am who lam  or He who is as reported in Exod. 3:13-15; 6:3.6 Since names in 
the Old Testament, especially those given by God, have a definite meaning, 
as all admit, it must be said that, by this solemn declaration to his faithful 
follower, God wished to manifest something special about himself, since the 
name is repeated and explained three times. What this is, is clear from the

3. The formula o f  aseity is preferred by Petavius, Berti, the Wirceburgs with many Jesuit theologians and 
recently Franzelin, th. 20. 23; Muncunill, 66-77; Del Val, De Deo c.2 a.2, etc. Others adhere rather to the 
formula o f  St. Thomas: ipsum esse per se subsistens, such as Su&rez, 1.1 c .l n. 10 and elsewhere passim; 
Billot, q. 3 coroll.2, and many philosophers with Urr&buru, 82-88; Hellin, 358-369. On analogiy see Hellin, 
430-460, and the well-known work o f  the present author, La analogia del se ry  el conocimiento de Dios en 
Suarez (Madrid 1947).

4. De Deo uno d.2 a.2; John o f  St. Thomas, De Deo d. 16 a.2.
5. De Deo tr.l d .l a.3, from Scotus, Oxon 1 d. 13; 4 d. 13; S. Belmond, Dieu, existence et cognoscibility (Paris 

1913) 193-201; Z. van der Woestyne, Cursusphilosophicus 2 p. 75.
6. Franzelin, th.22; Pesch, 108-114; F. Prat, Iahve: DB 3,1220-1234; E. Mangenot, Dieu, sa nature d'apres 

la Bible: DTC 4,954-962; F. Ceuppens, Theologia biblica 1,23-27; P. Heinisch, Teologia del Vecchio 
Testamento', A. Dubarle, La signification du nom de Yahweh: RevScPhTh 35 (1951) 47-52; R. Criado, La 
Teologia de la Historia en elA.T. (Madrid 1954) 47-52.
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words themselves. For while we reject unsuitable interpretations in which 
the name Yahweh was said to be in the causative Hebrew form of hiphil, or 
in the form kal, so that it declares God’s fidelity and authority, the obvious 
interpretation is to hold that the name signifies aseity, that is, that God is 
being from himself.

You object: This concept is too abstract for it to be adapted to the Semitic mentality. 
Indeed, it cannot even express the personality o f God.

Regarding the first statement, I  deny the supposition: the name YAHWEH was not 
invented by the Hebrews; it was revealed by God. Moreover, it is not too difficult to 
understand the meaning of existence and not from another, for anyone whose mind has 
not been corrupted.7 Regarding the second statement, why not? Indeed, a being from itself 
is necessarily personal. Thus, God says I  am who I  am, He who is; he does not describe 
himself as being in the abstract.

Therefore revelation teaches, as they say, the transcendence of God or his 
essential distinction from all other being because he is a being from himself. 
Moreover, this is the first predicate that is applied to God. But that is the 
metaphysical essence of any thing.

80. Proof from tradition. The Holy Fathers speculated often and 
brilliantly about the name, Yahweh: a) that it indicates the essence of God 
and that it contains or includes his main attributes, especially his infinity and 
eternity; b) that it expresses the transcendence of God by reason of which God 
is said to exist simply or naturally or essentially or through himself but they 
say that all other things exist by participation so that, properly speaking, of 
themselves they are nothing; c) finally, that God claimed for himself the most 
universal name which is that of being.8 Thus St. Hilary: “I have admired such 
an absolute meaning for God which describes in words the incomprehensible 
knowledge of the divine nature that is very suited to human intelligence. For 
nothing else is thought to be more proper to God than being” (R 857). St. 
Augustine: “Having taken away everything by which he might be called or 
said to be God, he responds by saying that he should be called being itself; 
and this would be his name, You say this to them, he said, He who is sent me. 
For the matter is such that in comparison with him those things that are made 
are nothing” (R 1489). Many other texts can be found in Rouet: St. Ephrem 
(R 729), St. Gregory Nazianzen (R 993), St. Gregory of Nyssa (R 1046).

Therefore it seems that the Fathers place what the Scholastics call the 
metaphysical essence of God in the very existence of God.

7. Actually this concept is also found among the Babylonians and the Egyptians, as Heinisch says, op. cit.
8. Franzelin, th. 33.
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81. St. Thomas in Summa I, q. 13, a. 11 teaches that the name He who 
is is God’s proper name a) because it signifies the being of God which is his 
essence; b) because, on account of its universality, it is suitable for naming 
the ocean of his essence; c) and from the implied meaning of the present 
time, because the being of God knows neither present nor past nor future.9 10 11

It is per se obvious that aseity in no way can be understood in the sense 
of positive aseity, which Schell along with others proposed, as if God were 
the cause o f himself10 which is absurd; it can and should be understood in 
the way in which it is accustomed to be said, by the use of a certain logical 
distinction, by saying that God exists by virtue o f his own essence. Therefore 
aseity is understood rather in a negative way, namely, that God is and He is 
notfrom another. In this way, given our imperfect way of thinking about this, 
we try to express positively the eminence of God in the realm of being.

82. Scholium. On the distinction between the metaphysical essence 
and the attributes o f God, and the distinction between the divine attributes 
themselves. The distinction that must necessarily be made between them is a 
logical distinction in the proper sense—with a foundation in the perfection of 
God—which we necessarily grasp by means of different concepts. In this way 
the simple divine being corresponds analogically with our concepts derived 
from created things. Other distinctions, proposed by some theologians, 
should be rejected. An evaluation of them is found in the treatise on the Holy 
Trinity.11

This logical distinction, according to the common opinion of theologians, 
is valid with the formal implicit inclusion of all the absolute predicates which 
are applied to God, inasmuch as all are formally infinite, and infinity formally 
embraces all of them.12

The divine attributes can be divided up in different ways.13 A triple 
division of them is aptly distinguished: 1. Transcendental attributes, by 
which attributes are predicated of God which agree with being as such— 
truth, goodness, unity. 2. Quiescent or negative attributes which are so called

9. Thus often in other places he brilliantly explains this doctrine, as in I, q. 33, a.4; Contra Gent. 1,21,22 where 
he calls it a sublime truth.

10. SeePesch, 121; Theologische Zeitfragen (Freiburg 1900) 1,133-163; Pohle, 100.
11. See thesis 43 on the Trinity. Other types o f  distinction have been proposed: a certain real distinction 

introduced by Gilbert o f  Porretano, and the Scotistic one, formal from the nature of the matter and virtual 
intrinsic (formalis ex natura rei and virtualis intrinsica). See De San, 86-112; Urraburu, 89-104; Muncunill, 
106-128; Heilln, 427-494.

12. Thus most o f  the scholastics, see Pesch, 150-154. However it is not admitted by Capreolus, Arriaga, 
Araujo and a few others (see Urr&buru, 102). Because o f  this formal inclusion, many recent authors call the 
distinction among the divine attributes, minor virtual (virtualem minorem) (Lercher, 67).

13. Franzelin, th. 21,145-148, who says that these divisions “depend very much on the subjective consideration 
o f  the professors.”
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because they consider the divine being statically, and by the negation of 
imperfections that are found in creatures they manifest the divine essence to 
us more accurately, such as the divine simplicity. 3. Positive and operative 
attributes which by the very name assert about God perfections found in 
creatures, not including his being, such as the divine activity as cause.

The divine attributes are also often divided by the authors into absolute and relative. 
The latter are said to be not only relations within God which constitute the Trinity of 
Persons, but also denominations that are said of God in reference to other things, such 
as Creator, Lord, knowing, willing, creating, etc. It should be noted, however, that these 
attributes do not imply real relations in God, according to the most common opinion, but 
they are only a way o f speaking, and that in God they are something absolute. Therefore 
we think that these also must be considered among God’s absolute attributes, and so we 
reserve the name of “relative” only to the internal relations of the Trinity.

83. The transcendental attributes of God. Transcendental truth and 
goodness are only the perfection or being of any thing according as it has a 
relation to the intellect and the will, that is, to the extent that they can be the 
object of intellection or willing. But they should not be confused with logical 
truth or veracity, nor with moral goodness. It is clear that the more perfect a 
being is, the more intelligible and lovable it is.14

In our theological sources there is frequent mention about the true God 
and about his goodness. The transcendental attributes of God are affirmed 
with these expressions.

What the sources say about the true God refers especially to the God 
whom our religion worships and says that he is one being who lives up to 
the true notion of the divine nature, but that others, who are called gods, are 
not gods at all, just as we speak about true money in contrast with counterfeit 
money. Some sources for this are: Lateran Council IV and Vatican I  (D 800; 
D 3001); Jer. 1:8-10; John 17:3; 1 Thess. 1:9). These sources affirm that 
transcendental truth is predicated of God in a special way, and that God is 
supreme ontological truth and the first truth, as St. Thomas says in S.Th. I, q. 
16, a. 6, although this way of speaking often adds the idea of the logical truth 
of the divine knowledge.

84. Regarding the goodness o f God, see the condemned proposition of 
Eckhart (D 978; 406/28), Luke 18:19, and St. Augustine (R 1671). Since God 
is absolutely perfect, his transcendental goodness is the greatest possible; 
indeed, God is essentially good, and other things that are said to be good

14. Suarez, 1.1 c.7.8; Muncunill, 191-193; Hellin, 532-546; Lercher, 74-76; Pohle, 126-144, where there is also
discussion about logical truth and veracity, and about moral goodness under different aspects.
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are so only by participation in his goodness, as St. Thomas says beautifully 
(ibid, q. 6) in reference to Mark 10:18 and the Fathers of the Church. Because 
of that goodness St. Thomas says that God is supremely desirable both to 
himself and to other things, especially intellectual creatures, and this is the 
foundation of the Christian doctrine about man’s final end. For goodness is 
said of a thing in two ways: both inasmuch as the thing is simply a being, 
which in the proper sense is transcendental goodness, and in a special way 
inasmuch as it is perfect and nothing is lacking in it that its nature requires.

Transcendental unity does not add anything to being except the denial 
of division: for what is one is said to be undivided in itself and divided from 
everything else (indivisum in se et divisum a quolibet alio) and it can be 
called the internal unity of a being. Therefore God is not only one, but he is 
supremely one (S.Th. I, q. 11, a. 4), since he is absolutely simple, as will be 
proved.14* Moreover, unity means something else when it is applied to God, 
namely, his unicity or unity of singularity by which a plurality of beings of 
the same nature is totally excluded. Our next thesis will be on God’s unicity.

85. The beauty of God. The loftiest beauty, which the sources of 
revelation predicate of God and the natural light of reason should attribute 
to him, has a close connection with the transcendental attributes of God 
according as the greatest unity, truth, goodness and infinite perfection belong 
to him.15

Those things are beautiful, says St. Thomas, that please when they are 
seen (S.Th. I, q. 5, a. 4 ad 1). Beauty requires both the integral perfection 
of the thing, and the necessary proportion of its parts or the attributes that 
make it up and the clarity or brilliance by which all these shine forth (ibid., 
q. 39, a. 8). It is clear that all of these elements belong to God in the most 
perfect way. Accordingly, Holy Scripture often celebrates the divine beauty 
with words such as glory, elegance, beauty, brightness. It is sufficient here to 
quote Wis. 13:4-5: “And if men were amazed at their power and working, let 
them perceive from them how much more powerful is he who formed them. 
For from the greatness and beauty of created things comes a corresponding 
perception of their Creator.” The words of St. Augustine reflect the voice of 
the Fathers: “Late have I loved thee, O beauty, ever ancient and ever new” (R 
1596), and also this from Boethius: “He who is most beautiful entertains in 
his mind a beautiful earth.”16

14* O. Semmelroth, Gottes uberwesentliche Einheit: Schol 25 (1950) 209-234.
15. Scheeben, 9,85; Franzelin, th.30; Muncunill, 194-196; Lercher, 77-78; Pohle, 145-149.
16. De consolatione Philosophiae 1.3 metr.9: ML 63,758-759.
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S. Th. I, q. 11; Sudrez, De Deo, 1.1 c.6; Metaphys. D.29 s.2; Franzelin, th. 25; De San, De Deo m o  61-69; 
Mangenot, Dieu, sa nature d'apres la Bible: DTC 1,963-1015.

86. Connection. The first divine attribute to be treated theologically 
is unicity, since for the Christian religion monotheism is a fundamental 
dogma after the religion of the Old Testament.

Definition of terms. The unicity or uniqueness of some nature excludes 
many subjects in which it is multiplied in such a way that from it a universal 
concept in the proper sense can be formed. It does not, however, exclude 
many subjects about which by identity, but without the multiplication of the 
nature, it can be predicated, as in the case of the trinity of persons. According 
to scholastic terminology this is called unity o f singularity or numerical unity.

Monotheism1 more or less perfect, in addition to the Christian religion, 
is also held by Judaism and Islam.1 2 And perhaps in some sense, although 
not perfectly, the major Greek philosophers, Socrates, Plato and Aristotle, 
held the same thing.3

87. Adversaries. Polytheism is opposed to the existence of only 
one God and is embraced in different forms by a large part of humanity 
deprived of the light of revelation. Although there is not lacking among 
those peoples a certain hierarchy among the gods which tacitly recognizes 
one supreme god and logically one that is god in the proper sense.4

Henotheism or Monolatria: these forms have been recorded by some 
historians of religion and attributed by them to certain forms of Hinduism 
and to Semitic peoples, and even to the Hebrew people before the exile. 
This form of worship is the adoration of one god as proper to this people, 
while at the same time admitting that there are other gods worshipped by 
other peoples, or even by this people itself at a previous time.5

1. See what we wrote about this in the article, Monoteismo: Enciclopedia Espasa, 36,249-266.
2. E. Power, L'Islam, in J. Huby, Christus. Manuel d'Histoire des religions (Paris 1910) 788-790; Goldzier, 

Vorlesungen iiber den Islam (Heidelberg 1910); Carra de Vaux, La doctrine de Islam (Paris 1909); F. Pareja, 
Islamologia (Madrid 1952-1954).

3. C. Piat, Platon, Aristote (Paris 1906); M. Louis, Doctrines religieuses des philosophes grecs (Paris 
1909);K. Rieter, Plat os Gedanken iiber Gott u. Das Verhdltnis der Welt u. Der Menschen zu ihm. Archiv fur 
Religionswissenschaft 19 (1919) 233ff.; Fr. Bretano, Aristoteles undseine Weltanschauung (1911).

4. The book ofWisdom in chapter 13-15 mentions three forms of polytheism: adoration of the stars and the powers 
o f nature, the worship o f  images, the adoration o f  animals and of all things. If you add to these animism (what is 
called totemism can be included under the cult o f animals) you have a complete division of polytheism. See also P. 
Heinisch, Teologia del V.T. 56-59; K. PrUmm, Die christliche Glaube und die altheidnische Welt (Frieburg 1935).

5. F. Max Muller, Introduction to the Science of Religion (London 1875); Gifford Lectures (London 1888- 
1892); F. Chanterie de la Saussaye, Lehrbuch er Religionsgeschichte (French translation, Paris 1904).



76 Sacrae T heologiae Summa IIA

The dualism of the Mazdean religion which professes two first principles, 
one good and one evil, cannot be reconciled with monotheism. Although it 
cannot properly be called ditheism, because it venerates only the good god, 
nevertheless since it concedes certain attributes of divinity to an evil first 
principle, such as aseity and eternity, it is opposed to monotheism.6 The 
same error was professed by the Gnostics, Marcion, the Manicheans in the 
3rd century, the Priscillianists in the 5th century, and many similar sects 
that thrived in the 12th and 13th centuries.

Finally, in the 6th century Philoponus taught a tritheism in the Trinity. 
A few thinkers have been accused of the same error in the Trinitarian 
controversies of the previous centuries.7

88. Rationalistic criticism recognizes the great perfection of the Israelite religion in 
the time of the prophets and after the Babylonian exile. It admires that religious thinking 
in which the unique God is not only master of the world, but also the legislator and 
the vindicator of the moral order, so that it considers it to be a “unique phenomenon’ 
in ancient history. Indeed, it ardently contends that this religious form, and especially 
real monotheism, was not in the beginning period  among the Hebrews, but rather was 
the result of an evolution over a long period of time. Gradually, they say, the religion 
of the Israelites developed out of the primitive polytheism  (which was animistic and 
totemistic) first into the nationalistic henotheism of the patriarchs and Moses, and then 
finally in the 8th century before Christ, because of the preaching of the prophets, it 
became ethical monotheism.8

Although in the books of the Old Testament the recognition of the one true God is 
openly handed on, the critics deny the historicity of those books. Then they manufacture 
the main argument supporting their well-known theories about the composition of the books 
of the Old Testament, especially about the Pentateuch and the books of Joshua, Samuel 
and Kings. Therefore it is their opinion that the books of the O.T., especially those that are 
attributed to Moses, transfer to the first periods of history the religious concepts and doctrines 
which actually were current only in the time of the prophets and after the Babylonian exile. 
The basis of this theory is primarily the openly admitted rationalistic apriorism and therefore 
it does not require a refutation. In our dogmatic course we accept what the Church and 
authentic criticism teach about the authenticity and historicity of Holy Scripture in general

6. See Henry, Le persisme (Paris 1905); A. Camoy, La religion des Perses, in “Christus” 286-346; M. J. 
Lagrange, La religion des Perses (Paris 1904); E Herzfeld, Die Religion der Achemiden: RevHistRel 113 

(1936)21-41.
7. See the treatise on the Trinity, chapter 1, article 1.
8. A. Kuenen, De Godsdients van Israel (Haarlen 1869); R. Kittel, Geschichte des Volks Israel (Leipzig 1932); 

B. Stade, Biblische Theologie des A.T. (Tubingen 1905); K. Marti, Geschichte der lsraelitischen Religion 
(Strassburg 1907); B.Balscheit, Alter und Aufkommen des Monotheismus in der israelitische Religion 
(Giessen 1938); L. Koehler, Theologie des A.T. (Leipzig 1936). This theory was opposed by G. Beer, 
Welches war die dlteste Religion Israels? (Giessen 1927). See also M. Lagrange, Etudes sur les religions 
semitiques (Paris 1905); V. Zapletal, Der Totemismus und die Religion Israels (Freiburg 1901); T. Nikel, 
La religion d ’Israel in „Christus“ 813-951; F. Kugler, In Brennkreis Babels (Monster 1910), F. Ceuppens, 
Teologia biblica 1,81-102; P. Heinisch, Teologia del Vecchio Testamento 51-56.
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and specifically about the books of the O.T..

89. Doctrine of the Church. In many symbols and professions of faith 
the first article is the oneness of God: thus, in the Apostles’ Creed (D 41), 
LateranIV(D 800), Florence (D 1330), Trent (D 1862), Vatican I(D  3001; 
3021). Dualism was rejected by the Council of Braga (D 457ffi), in the 
symbol of Leo IX (D 685), in the profession of faith of the Waldensians 
(D 790) and Michael Paleologus (D 854-859) and in the decree for the 
Jacobites (D 1333-1336).

Theological note: defined divine and Catholic faith (de fide definita).

90. Proof from Holy Scripture. A. The Old Testament contains the 
constant revelation of the oneness of God.9 The narration of the creation in 
Genesis 1-2 expresses it, as all acknowledge. God clearly presents himself to 
the first men, to the patriarchs and to Moses as the one and only God, indeed 
as the God of all peoples, even though in a special way he is related to the 
Hebrew people, whom he has chosen, as his own people. This is evident 
in the history of the flood and the dispersion of the peoples in Gen. 9:1- 
17; 11 :l-9; in the punishment of Sodom and Gomorrah in Gen. 18ff; in the 
promulgation of the Ten Commandments, Exod. 20:1-11; in fact, he says all 
the earth is mine, Exod. 19:5. He is worshipped under different names, and 
even reveals himself as such by means of which he gradually reveals his 
nature more clearly as EL, ELOAH, God; ADON, ADONAI, ADONIM, Lord; 
EL-SHADDAI, Almighty God, under which God appeared to the patriarchs, 
Exod. 6:2; and finally as YAHWEH, Exod. 3:13-15; 6:3. But it is evident from 
those texts themselves that the one and same God is the unique God who is 
manifesting in a more distinct way his ineffable nature.

In the repeated promulgation of the Decalogue and law, in Deut. 6:4 God 
says: Hear, O Israel: The Lord our God is one Lord. In the Hebrew text it 
says: Hear, O Israel, Yahweh is our God, Yahweh is one. In whatever way 
the word “is” is inserted, the meaning is the same: There is one Yahweh and 
he is our God. And the Hebrew word “ehad” (one) always signifies oneness, 
and this idea is added in order to prove why the Israelites must adore only 
Yahweh (Deut. 6:10-15).10 Therefore this text clearly teaches that Yahweh is 
the only God which Moses had affirmed shortly before: that you might know

9. See the Catholic interpreters o f  the O.T.: Lagrange, Nikel, Kugler, Ceuppens and Heinisch; Prat, Iahve: DB 
3,1220-1234; A Bea, De Pentateucho (Rome 1933); A Miller and A. Metzinger, lntroductio specialis in V.T. 
(Rome 1946); L Pirot, Adam et la Bible'. DBS (1948) 1.88; F. Kortleiner, Religio a Patriarchis Israelitorum 
exercitata (Friburg 1936).

10. Ceuppens, Op. cit., 94-97; W. Eichrodt, Theologie des A.T. (Rome 1946); W. Eichrodt, Theologia desA.T. 
(Leipzig 1933); R. De Langue, Les textes de Ras Shamra-Ugarit et leurs rapports avec le milieu biblique de 
I'A.T. (Paris 1945).
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that the Lord is God (haelohim); there is no other besides him....know that 
the Lord is God in heaven above and on the earth beneath; there is no other 
(Deut. 4:35, 39); and further on he says: See now that I, even L, am he, and 
there is no god beside me (Deut. 32:39). For Yahweh is the living God and 
the one who gives life; the gods of the gentiles are nothing-idols and graven 
images (Lev. 19:4; 26:1); they are only elements of nature created by God 
(Deut. 4:19) or the work of human hands (Deut. 4:28).

During almost the whole time they lived in Canaan, and especially 
during the time of the Babylonian exile, the prophets with all their strength 
had to defend the oneness of God against the perverse tendency of the 
people to fall into idolatry and to be corrupted by the pagan peoples among 
whom they lived. They often condemn idolatry, as in Amos 1:3-23; 9:7; 
Isaiah rebukes them in 40:42, 43, 44-46; the later prophets and the Psalms 
do the same thing, as in Ps. 115:4-8. In doing this they are not teaching 
something new, but they are preserving and protecting the doctrine handed 
down from the beginning.11

B. The New Testament, in certain places and as something known by all, 
recalls to memory the doctrine about the oneness of God who governs all 
things by his providence. We find this in the Gospels: Matt. 5:34ff; 6:28-30; 
Mark 12:29; John 17:3; it occurs often in St. Paul: Acts 17:24-29; Rom. 3:29; 
1 Cor. 8:4-6; Eph. 4:3-6, so that Paul says the gentiles are without God in 
Eph. 2:12; also in 1 Pet. 4:19 and in several places in the book of Revelation.

91. Proof from tradition. It is not necessary to delay on something 
that is obvious. The Fathers established as a principle against the gentiles, 
tritheists, Gnostics, Marcionites and Manicheans that polytheism must be 
said to be atheism. They proved that the unicity of God must be held not 
only as a rule o f faith, but also from his nature and his infinity, that it is 
something absolutely necessary and even recognized by the philosophers 
themselves. St. Irenaeus: “For the Church, which has spread everywhere 
and even to the end of the earth, received from the Apostles and their 
disciples the faith in one God” (R 191); “We do not need another God in 
addition to the one who is; for this is the greatest impiety” (R 203); thus 
also Tertullian (R 290) and St. Cyril of Jerusalem (R 824); Tertullian: “But 
if God exists, it is necessary that he be unique....thus Hermogenes posits 
two gods, since he makes matter equal to God” (R 322); “If God is not one 
he does not exist, for we believe that it is more noble for anything that is

11. Ceuppens, op. cit., 97-101; Mangenot, op. cit., 984; Heinish, op. cit., 53, where he points out the difference 
between zealous monotheism and the polytheism that easily accommodates itself to the gods o f  other 
peoples.
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not what it should be not to exist. But that you may know that God must be 
one, seek to find out what God is and you will find that he is nothing but 
that” (R 331); St. Ephrem says the same thing (R 728). Lactantius: “If there 
are many gods, they are of less value... .but the perfect nature of virtue can 
be in the one in whom it is totally.. ..If God is perfect, as he ought to be, he 
can only be one, so that all things exist in him” (R 625).

It should be noted that the Christian awareness about the oneness of God 
was so firm that the Trinitarian heresies from the 2nd to the 5th century were 
scarcely inclined to fall into tritheism; rather, they tended towards either 
modalism or subordinationism, of which those were really suspected who 
were accused of ditheism or tritheism. Actually, the most noble monarchy 
was the preaching o f the Church, according to St. Dionysius, the Roman 
Pontiff (D 112).

92. Proof from reason. St. Thomas12 proves in S.Th. I, q. 11 proves 
the thesis with three arguments: 1. From the aseity o f God. God exists by 
the power of his own essence, or because he is from himself. Therefore 
by the power of his own essence he possesses whatever is necessary to 
exist. But nothing exists by itself except what is singular. Therefore the 
unity of singularity is something proper to the divine essence. Therefore 
God is unique. “That whereby Socrates is a man, can be communicated to 
many; whereas, what makes him this particular man, is only communicable 
to one....Now this belongs to God alone; for God Himself is His own 
nature.”13

2. From infinity which is proved immediately from his aseity. What is 
infinite, is unique with the unity of singularity in that areea in which it is 
infinite. But God is infinite in his essence. Therefore the divine essence 
is unique and singular. The major is obvious because it is proper to the 
infinite to include all the fullness of its own reason within itself. Therefore 
another individual cannot share with him what belongs to him essentially 
and univocally. “If then many gods existed, they would necessarily differ 
from each other. Something therefore would belong to one, which did not 
belong to another.. .and the perfection of the other would be lacking.”

3. From the order o f the world which is reduced to unity. Therefore “it 
must be that the first which reduces all into one order should be only one.”

93. Objections. 1. In the O.T. Yahweh is often said to be the God of Israel, as if the 
gods of the other peoples were thought to be true gods. Therefore in the O.T. henotheism

12. St. Thomas offers seventeen arguments in Summa contra Gentes, 1 .1c. 42; they are almost all contained in 
the three arguments proposed in the Summa Theologiae.

13. SeeCasajona, DeDeouno  18,19.
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is present rather than monotheism.
I  distinguish the first part o f the antecedent. By the sacred authors Yahweh is said 

to be the God of Israel because of a special election, conceded; but in such a way that he 
is not acknowledged as the God of all peoples, denied-, and I  deny the second part, for 
the gods of the gentiles are repeatedly referred to as nothing but images and the work of 
human hands; they are designated with shameful names; they are of no value; they are 
lies, vain and their worship is called stupid. But we do not dispute that some Hebrews 
at times entertained ideas of one god among many; we are dealing here with the mind 
of the sacred authors. Thus, perhaps Jephthah (Judges 11:24) thought that Chemosh was 
the god of the Ammonites; but it is not even necessary to concede that, for his words can 
be understood as expressing the view of his adversaries.14

2. The divine name Elohim is plural. Therefore it seems to say that there are many 
gods. Indeed, God is presented as addressing others in the first person plural in Gen. 
1:26; 3:22; 11:7; Isa. 6:8.

I  deny the consequent. According to the nature of the Hebrew language, plural 
names like this are equivalent to our abstract words, as adonim—domination, chamoth— 
wisdom; therefore the name “Elohim” means the same thing as divinity or deity. But 
that this name is joined to plural adjectives and verbs, is not something unheard of. What 
is called the plural of majesty or deliberation is used also in the oriental languages.15

3. Evil cannot come from a good principle. But there is evil in the world. Therefore 
there must be a principle that is per se evil.

I  distinguish the major. Evil cannot come from a good principle either intentionally 
or permissively, denied; intentionally as a means to a good end, I  distinguish further: 
physical evil, denied-, moral evil, conceded. Evil is not something independently existing 
like a substance, but something good that has a defect.

94. Scholium 1. Early monotheism.16 It is clear from revelation that the early form 
of religion was the worship of the one true God; therefore polytheism was a degeneration 
and corruption of the true, natural and revealed religion. This is a point taught by Holy

14. Heinisch, op. cit., 54-56.
15. Ceuppens, op. cit., 85-87, who also points out that in other Semitic languages the plural form is used to signify 

one divinity, or even one human person. Whether in this way o f  speaking there is a trace o f the mystery o f  
Holy Trinity go to the treatise on the Trinity, chapter 1, artilcle 2, scholium. K Priimm, Christentum als 
Neuheitsverlebnis (Freiburg 1939) 3-33.

16. Many things have been written about this argument which are carefully explained and evaluated by H. Pinard 
de la Boullaye, El studio comparado de las religiones, ed. hispana (Madrid 1940, 1945). An excellent study 
o f the religion o f  primitive peoples after that o f  A. Lang, The Making of Religion (London 1900) was that 
o f W. Schmidt, Der Ursprung der Gottesidee (Mtlnster 1912; 4th ed. 1926; also the French edition by the 
same author, L ’origine de I ’idee de Dieu (Paris 1910); he founded a school with the periodical, Anthropos 
with the purpose o f  promoting this study. See also A. le Roy, La religion des primitives (Paris 1909); A. 
Lemonnyer, La revelation primitive et les donnees actuelles de la science (Paris 1910); Graebner, Die Methode 
der Ethnologie (Heidelberg 1911); Anwander, Die religionen der Menscheit (Freiburg 1927); Brunsmann, 
A Handbook of Fundamental Theology (London 1928); E. Dorsch, De religione revelata (Innsbruck 1916); 
Der urspriingliche Gottesbegriff in der Menscheif. ZkathTh (1924) 337-373, 472-799; V. Cathrein, Einheit 
des sittlichen Bewusstseins der Menschheit (Freiburg 1914). Theories embellished with the name o f science 
that are opposed to the above are especially animism introduced by Tylor, manism by Stencer and Marett, 
sociologism by Durkheim and Ldvy-BrQhl and totemism cultivated by Frazer.
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Scripture in Wis. 13-15 and Rom. 1:18-32. This is confirmed by recent studies about 
the religion of primitive peoples with an inferior culture. For these peoples, even though 
infected with serious superstitions of all kinds, still preserve, especially the ones who are 
the oldest, the memory and a certain veneration of a divine power considered good and 
beneficent as the primeval form of their religion. By reason of these accurate and thorough 
investigations the evolutionary theories of many ethnologists and historians of religion 
have been considerably weakened. For they have interpreted the facts not according to the 
norms of true scientific research, but rather according to their preconceived prejudices.

Scholium 2. Whether pantheism ought to be included among the systems contrary 
to the oneness o f  God is worthy of serious consideration.17 Pantheists themselves 
perhaps refuse to admit this. Indeed, they will say that they attribute the greatest unity to 
God, since they not only recognize one God in the line of divinity, as monotheism does, 
but also as the unique one in the whole area of being as the one unique being. However 
in this way it is sufficiently clear that this unity attributed to God has been invented, 
just as the concept of divinity has been invented and logically turns into atheism. Also, 
this fictional unity cannot be reconciled with the obvious plurality of beings. From 
another perspective, the historical connections between pantheism and polytheism can 
hardly be denied. For religions of a pantheistic tendency, no matter how they may seem 
to be covered with a mask of pure speculation, ultimately are converted into popular 
polytheism, as is apparent in Hinduism. Indeed, you may even say that the first forms of 
naturalistic and animistic polytheism were basically derived from the pantheistic notion 
of the divinity. This point is confirmed by philosophical interpretations of popular 
polytheism which developed into stoicism.

Like pantheism, so also emanationism and doctrines about intermediaries as 
attempts to explain the origin of the world are a danger to the true unicity of God, since 
in general they stand for a negation of, or simple omission of the idea of creation. For 
only monotheism can be reconciled logically with the creation, in the proper sense, of 
all other things by the one God. This is confirmed by the history of ideas. Therefore the 
narration in Genesis about creation is correctly said to embrace this view and it is also a 
matter of great philosophical importance.

17. See below n. 135-137.
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A R T I C L E  II  

T h e  Q u ie sc e n t  A t tr ib u te s  o f  G od  

Thesis 8. God is infinite in every perfection.

S.Th., q. 4 and 7; Sudrez, De Deo, 1.2 c.I; Metaphys. d.28 s.l;  d.30 a. 1 and 2; Franzelin, th. 22-24; Mun- 
cunill, 142-156.

95. Connection. The quiescent attributes are negative according to their 
mode of signifying because by means of them we deny imperfections in God 
that are found in creatures. By that very fact they make us aware of the positive 
eminence of God. Therefore by them is made known as far as we are concerned 
what God is by signifying what he is not. From them logically the first thing that 
must be treated is his infiniteness by which we assert the fullness of perfection in 
God. Wherefore, as we have said, it can be called the physical essence of God.

96. Definition of terms. By the attribute of infinity we understand the 
absolutefullness of all divine perfections. They are thought of in comparison with 
the partial and limited perfections of creatures which we call finite and limited 
because we understand that there can be more or less perfection in the grades of 
being, that is, there can be more than they actually have. Infinity, according to 
its dogmatic and theological concept, means this: a) God cannot be thought of 
as greater or more perfect than he is; b) therefore his perfection does not have 
limits because he possesses all possible perfections and every possible grade of 
perfection without any imperfection; c) his perfection cannot be measured by 
finite perfection in any category; d) the supreme and infinite divine perfection is 
the source of the indefinitely possible multiplication of created things.

By this declaration, in which with Vatican I (D 3001) we join together the divine 
omniperfection and infiniteness, is contained whatever is normally said about the 
distinction between the two attributes.1 For God is said to be all-perfect because 
he possesses all possible perfections and all to the highest possible degree; he is 
infinite inasmuch as his perfection does not have a limit or is inexhaustible in comparison 
with created perfections. Therefore the prior concept positively asserts that he has the 
maximum divine perfection; but the second attribute, a mode of signification that is more 
negative, excludes any limits in his perfection and being. It does not differ from the first 
one except to the extent that it makes explicit what the first one contains. Actually, this 
negation is only a repeated positive affirmation of the fullness of the divine perfection.

1. See Suarez, De Deo 1.2 c.I n.3-5; Toledo, In 1 p. q.7; Scheeben, 1.74; in general the authors o f Natural 
Theology, such as Urraburu, Hontheim, Schaaf, Descoqs, Hellln; also O. Zimmermann, Ohne Grenzen und 
Endung (Freiburg 1924); C. Isenkrahe, Untersuchungen iiber das Endliche und Unendliche (Bonn 1920).
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97. The perfect in the fullest sense is that in which nothing is lacking, 
what has the fullness o f actuality, not merely in a privative sense (= in 
which nothing is lacking that its nature requires), but in a negative sense, 
that is, in which nothing is lacking in the realm of perfection or being. 
It is in this sense that God is said to be perfect or all-perfect. Therefore 
God has all possible perfections and all to the highest possible degree. But 
since imperfection is a denial of perfection, and in creatures we always see 
perfection mixed with imperfection, we must assert all perfections in God 
in such a way that we exclude from him all imperfection.

There are two ways in which all perfections are understood to be in God, 
formally and eminently. Those things are formally contained in God that are 
in him under then own concept since they do not imply any imperfection and 
can prescind from imperfections of any kind that are found in creatures, like 
wisdom and goodness. Eminently and virtually those perfections are said to 
be contained in God which, since they cannot prescind from imperfections, 
are not found in God under their own concept. Yet God can produce these 
imperfect things as a superior cause and in a more eminent way he can supply 
whatever they need in the order of being and activity. In this way all corporeal 
and created perfections as such are contained in God. The former are called 
pure perfections or simply simple; the latter are called mixed perfections or not 
simple because they have some imperfection essentially connected with them.

98. Actually infinite, in the strict sense, is something that does not have any 
limit in perfection. Creatures, however, are said to have limits in perfection 
because beyond the level of being that they have others are possible, and 
without end. Therefore the denial of limitation or infinity does not signify 
anything but all-perfection. But in the realm of possible perfection no finite 
level can be designated beyond which it is not possible to have a higher grade, 
because no matter how great something is, a greater one is still possible.2

The doctrine about participation of created being is based on the infinity of 
God.3 For the being of the creature is said to be participated first of all because 
it is from another, in contrast to God who is being by his very essence; but 
also because every created and finite perfection is an imitation and deficient 
participation in the fullness of the divine perfection. Therefore further created 
perfection is possible without limits because God himself is actually infinite.

2. Simple perfections, which are treated in the tract on the Trinity, are pure perfections and not mixed; but we 
are not considering these in comparison with created perfections.

3. See St. Thomas, In lib cie causis 1. 16-19, Depot, q.3 a.5; Su&rez, Metaphys. d.28 s. 1; Kleutgen, Philosophie 
der Vorzeit 1,110-118; Descoqs, 2,51-55, 640-662; Hellin, 37-38; many things have been written about this 
doctrine which can be found in philosophical books and journals.
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99. The adversaries to the Catholic doctrine on the infinity of God are 
some pagans; also, the ancient philosophers of religion, especially the 
Stoics,4 can hardly be excused from this error. Recently some philosophers 
(neo-critics) and some English and American writers have been speaking 
about a finite God5 as their way of opposing pantheism.

Indirectly, having falsely understood the concept of infinity which 
they confuse with indetermination, many others deny the very concept 
of divinity which, they say, cannot be infinite. Pantheists of all kinds are 
also opposed to the all-perfection of an infinite God in the strict sense. 
Modernists and pragmatists, based on unreliable sources, cannot reconcile 
the infinity of God with his personality.6

Doctrine of the Church. Vatican Council I teaches that the Church 
believes and confesses that God is limitless in every perfection and ineffably 
exalted over all things other than himself that exist or can be conceived (D 
3001), and it also condemns with anathema different forms of pantheism 
(D 3023-3024).7

Theological note. Defined faith (de fide definita).

100. Proof from Holy Scripture. A. Indirectly and implicitly infinity 
is contained in the other attributes, especially in incomprehensibility and 
ineffability which are really only infinity in reference to the knowledge of a 
finite being; in the fact that all the perfections attributed to God are infinite; 
in the way in which the magnitude and the perfection of God are praised as 
the root of his eternity, immensity, knowledge and omnipotence, as we see 
inPs. 145:3 andPs. 147:5.

B. Holy Scripture expresses God’s infinite perfection directly.
a) When it attributes to God whatever perfection there is in creatures as 

their cause and immensely surpassing them, for example in Wis. 13:3-4: I f  
through delight in the beauty o f these things men assumed them to be gods, 
let them know how much better than these is their Lord, for the author o f

4. What concerns the opinion o f  the Stoics can be seen in Cicero 1.2, De natura deorum; C. Huit, Les notions 
d ’infini et deparfaif. RevPh (1904) 730-757; (1905) 44-60; A. Dempf, Das Unendliche (Munster 1927); R. 
Fisler, Worterbuch der philosophischen Begrijfe 3,306-321; F. Enriques, L 'infinito della storia delpensiero: 
Scientia (1933) 381-402; B. Jansen, Das Wesen und die Stellung Gottes in der Philosophie Platons'. Greg 
(1932) 109-123; R. Amou, Platonisme des Peres: DTC 12,2264-2266; Descoqs, 2,600-608, 610-611.

5. Thus Renouvier, Parodi, Benda, W. James, A. McGiggert and many others; concerning them see Brosnan, 
Theologia naturalise Descoqs, 2,61 Iff.

6. Le Roy, Probleme de Dieu (Paris 1907); the pragmatists Alexander, Schiller, W. James, etc. -on  them 
see Pragmatismo: Enciclopedia Espasa: P. Joyce, Principles o f Natural Theology', Brosnan and Descoqs, 
op. cit.; A. Dempf, Das Unendliche in der mittelalterichen Scholastik und in der Kantischen Darstellung 
(Monster 1926).

7. The definition concerns both infinity in general and infinity in the individual perfections; see CL 7,102.236.
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beauty created them. And if men were amazed at their power and working, 
let them perceive from them how much more powerful is he who formed 
them. Even though the author here is speaking directly about the stars 
alone, he affirms a general principle that God as the Creator contains the 
perfections of creatures in a more excellent way, or “whatever perfection 
there is in creatures is necessarily found in a more perfect way in their 
Creator who made them. Therefore the reason why we have to place all 
the perfections of things in God is because God is the first efficient cause 
of this perfection; of course he has those perfections not in the same way 
but in a more lofty way. Having admitted the general principle enunciated 
in Wis. 13:3-4, the same doctrine about God’s perfection can be deduced 
from all the texts in which God is praised as the author of the things of 
nature. Indeed the doctrine about God as the first efficient cause of all 
things pervades the whole O.T. [and N.T.]”8 (see Gen. 1:1-2; 2 Macc. 7:28; 
Isa. 37:16; 40:26; 44:24; Jer. 10:10-16; Matt. 11:25; John 1:3; Acts 4:24; 
14:14; 17:24, etc.).

b) When the perfection of God is explicitly said to exceed all limits, 
that nothing can be compared to it, and nothing can be thought to be greater 
than it. Ps. 144:3: Great is the Lord and greatly to be praised, and his 
greatness is unsearchable; Isa. 46:9: lam  God, and there is no other; lam  
God, and there is none like me; Job 36:22, 26ffi: Behold, God is exalted in 
his power; who is a teacher like him? ....Behold God is great, and we know 
him not; the number o f his years is unsearchable....

101. c) When it says that God alone has some perfection that creatures 
also have: 1 Sam. 2:2: There is none holy like the Lord, there is none 
besides thee; there is no rock like our God. 2 Macc. 1:24-25: O Lord, Lord 
God, Creator o f all things, who art awe-inspiring and strong and just and 
merciful, who alone art King and art kind, who alone art bountiful, who 
alone art just and almighty and eternal. Matt. 19:17 (Mark 10:18; Luke 
18:24): One there is who is good. 1 Tim. 6:15-16: The blessed and only 
Sovereign, the King o f kings and Lord o f lords, who alone has immortality 
and dwells in unapproachable light. Therefore all created things are as if 
they did not exist in comparison with him (see Isa. 40:17).

d) The infinity of God is understood by the Fathers as signified by the 
name Yahweh in Exod. 3:13 ff. as “he who is” and “I am who I am.” St. 
Thomas summarizes this in S.Th. I-II, q. 2, a. 5 ad 2: “Being taken simply, 
as including all perfections of being, surpasses life and all that follows it.”

8. Ceuppens, op.cil., 1,38; F. Tobac, Les cinq livres de Solomon (Paris 1926) 166; J. Weber, Le livre de la 
Sagesse (Paris 1946) 487.
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e) Finally, Sirach 42:15 to 43:33 beautifully summarizes all these points 
and the infinite perfection of God manifested in his wisdom (42:2Iff.), in 
his power (43:5ff.), and so concludes in 43:2-33: Though we speak much 
we cannot reach the end, and the sum o f our words is: ”He is the all. ” 
Where shall we find strength to praise him? He is greater than all his 
works.... When you praise the Lord, exalt him as much as you can; for he 
will surpass even that. When you exalt him, pour forth all your strength, 
and do not grow weary, for you cannot praise him enough. Who has seen 
him and can describe him? Or who can extol him as he is? Many things 
greater than these lie hidden, for we have seen but few o f his works. In 
verse 27 the Hebrew and Greek say the same thing: Though we speak much 
we cannot reach the end, and the sum o f our words is: “He is the all. ” 
Since this cannot be understood in a pantheistic sense, it clearly expresses 
the infinity of God under the aspect of fullness of being and perfection.9

102. Proof from tradition. The holy Fathers treat the infinite perfection 
of God in many different ways.10

a) In the name o f Yahweh they see the whole perfection of his being 
signified and hence they explain the property of this name. St. Hilary: “I am 
who I am....I have fully admired such absolute meaning concerning God 
which speaks about the incomprehensible knowledge of the divine nature 
in words most suited to human intelligence. For nothing is understood to 
be more proper to God than being (esse)” (R 857). St. Gregory Nazianzen 
says that God calls himself “he who is” “because all being is located in 
him and it is from him that other things exist”; “being belongs to God 
essentially, and his totality, in any way either before or after, is not limited 
or restrained” (R 993); “all being is concentrated in him like an infinite 
and shoreless ocean of being that surpasses all thought both of time and of 
nature....Therefore God is infinite and difficult to grasp by contemplation; 
and the only thing in him that can be comprehended is that he is infinite” 
(R 1015). St. Gregory of Nyssa: “We think that the divine being alone 
must truly be believed whose eternal and infinite existence is grasped, and 
whatever is seen in it always remains the same; it neither increases nor 
decreases” (R 1046). St. John Damascene just repeats the words of St. 
Gregory Nazianzen (R 2345).

In the controversy with the Eunomians about the incomprehensibility 
of God they teach his infinity, which is obvious, for that attribute is only a

9. Heinisch, op. cit., 64-66; C. Spicq, Le livre de VEcclesiastique (Paris 1946) 798; Ceuppens, op. cit., 39.
10. Petavius, De Deo 1.6 c.7; Franzelin, th. 23; Le Bachelet, Dieu, sa nature d ’apres les Peres: DTC 4,1023- 

1146.
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certain aspect of his infinity or infinity in reference to intellect. St. Gregory 
Nazianzen calls God the “supreme nature” (R 1028). St. Gregory of Nyssa: “If 
someone asks for some interpretation of the divine substance or a description 
and explanation, we do not deny that we are ignorant of such knowledge, 
but at the same time professing only this—that the infinite by its very nature 
cannot be comprehended by any concept expressed in words” (R 1042). St. 
Clement of Alexandria had already said the same thing: “If.. .we shall have 
approached his infinity in holiness, we will arrive at some knowledge of the 
Omnipotent, but we shall know him not so much as what he is but as what 
he is not” (R423). Hence from his infinity it comes about that we can know 
something about the nature of God more negatively than positively.

103. c) They teach God’s infinity when they extol the eminence of 
God above anything thinkable—his divine transcendence, as they say. St. 
Irenaeus: “God is surely perfect in all things; he is equal and similar to 
himself, since he is totally light, and totally mind, and totally substance 
and fount of all good things” (R 229). Clement of Alexandria: “Rather 
therefore is he infinite, not because he is so thought of that he cannot be 
grasped (i.e., not infinite in quantity), but in the sense that he does not 
have any dimensions and does not have any limit” (R 424). St. Ambrose: 
“God is just in all things, wise above all things, perfect in all things” (R 
1320). St. Augustine: “God should not be said to have a measure, lest it be 
thought we are speaking of his end...But if we should say that he is the 
greatest measure, perhaps we are saying something; if however we say 
that in him is the greatest measure, we understand that to be the greatest 
good” (R 1712). St. Cyril of Alexandria: “We are separated from him 
by an infinite distance...the divinity, which is perfectly simple and not 
composed, possesses within itself all perfection and nothing is lacking in 
it” (R 2081). This is the source of the way of speaking of Pseudo-Dionysius 
about the superessential infinity and the divine supersubstance which has 
its foundation in St. Athanasius, Didymus and St. Cyril.11

St. Bernard aptly summarizes the teaching of the Fathers: “Who is he? 
There is indeed no one better than he is... If you say he is good, if great, if 
happy, if wise or anything similar, with this word is merely stated that he is 
‘being.’ And if you add a hundred things like that, you still have not departed 
from being. If you say those things you will have added nothing; if you do 
not say them, you have taken nothing from him. If you have seen this so 
singular, so great being, in comparison with this, whatever is not it, do you 
not judge not to be rather than to be? What then is God? Without him there

11. Franzelin, op. cit., 282.
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is nothing. Just as there can be nothing without him, so he cannot be without 
himself. He is for himself; he is for all and therefore in one sense he alone 
exists who is his own being and the source of the being of all things; from 
him all things proceed by creation, not by a seminal process.”12

104. Proof from Reason.13 1. Once the unicity of God is established, 
the unique being from himself, since he is the first cause of every possible 
thing, must contain, in one way or another, all possible perfections. 
Therefore he is infinite. “The first active principle must needs be most 
actual, and therefore most perfect” (S.Th. I, q. 4).

2. Immediately from aseity. Being from itself exists; therefore it has some 
being and perfection. But this perfection cannot be limited, neither from itself, 
nor from another because it does not have a cause. Therefore it is infinite.

The second part o f the minor is explained and proved. Every existing thing has 
substantial perfections which it has by reason of its nature or just because it is such 
a thing. But if it lacks some perfection, it lacks it precisely and formally because it is 
such a thing. Therefore God existing necessarily by reason of his essence alone has the 
perfections that he has precisely and formally because he is from himself. But by reason 
of his aseity he is lacking no perfection; indeed, aseity is intimately joined together with 
all possible perfection ad infinitum.

Proof o f  the minor. The first part is clear. For the idea of aseity or of a being existing 
from itself, since, beside not having its existence from another, denies nothing, but 
rather says that only being is universal and is formally present in all beings, if it is the 
metaphysical essence of some thing, it does not deny any possible perfection. But since in 
other things being is not their metaphysical essence, but only the actuality or placement 
outside the causes of their perfections which constitute that essence, it is clear that their 
being is limited to that grade of perfection and excludes other perfections. Therefore 
their being (esse) is received in the essence; but God is being (esse) that is not received 
in any essence. St. Thomas affirms this in S.Th. I, q. 4, a. 1 ad 3; q. 7, a. 1. The second 
part of the minor is also clear. For every possible perfection, in order to be such, must 
be found in a being that is from itself as the sufficient reason of its possible existence. 
But there is no limit to possible perfection, since the more perfect any objective notion 
is, the more possible it is because it participates more in the nature of being.

105. Objections. 1. The infinite is unique in the order in which it is infinite. But 
being from itself (ens a se) is infinite in the order of being. Therefore God is the unique

12. De consideratione 1,5 c.6: ML 182, 795-796.
13. The arguments o f  reason can also be said to be theological in so far as they explain and show what is taught 

by the holy Fathers. As is clear, the presentation o f  the arguments, about which the authors o f  Natural 
Theology have much to say, ought to prescind from questions disputed among the scholastic theologians, as 
John o f  St. Thomas wisely says, In I d.5 a.l n.7 (ed. Paris) p. 696.
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being, if he is infinite.
I  concede the major and distinguish the minor. God is infinite in the order of being 

which univocably agrees with all beings, I  deny the minor; in the order of being that is 
predicated analogically, 1 concede the minor. Therefore God is the unique being in the 
order of being by essence, but this does not exclude other beings by participation. In 
fact, it is the root and source of them and of their possibility.

2. The sum of a being from itself and of beings from another is something greater 
than just a being from itself.

I  deny the antecedent, for there cannot be a sum of this kind, since the elements 
are not homogenous, and the whole perfection of a being from another is contained 
in a higher way in the being from itself. There is an example of this in ecclesiastical 
hierarchy where the papal authority of the Supreme Pontiff, which is both episcopal and 
immediate, has coherence with the episcopal power of bishops that is subordinate to it.

106. 3. The infinite is something indeterminate. Indeed, in the second argument 
from reason there is a transition from universal being, which is very abstract and affirms 
a minimum of perfection, to a being that is very definite and most perfect. Therefore 
God’s infinity cannot be squared with his personality.

Many modem philosophers frequently fall into this sophism. I  distinguish the 
antecedent, what is infinite potentially is something indetermined, I  concede the 
antecedent; actually infinite, I  deny the antecedent. To the objection against the argument 
from reason, I  deny the assertion or perhaps better, I  distinguish: There is an immediate 
and illegitimate transition, I  deny; there is a mediate and legitimate transition, I  agree. 
For from the most universal being, which is predicated of absolutely all things without 
limit, and since being is not the essence of any created thing, we justifiably conclude 
that a being, whose essence it is to exist, contains within itself all those perfections 
about which it can be predicated, as we have proved.

4. There are some notes or perfection truly such, which however seem not to be able 
to cohere among themselves, as immutability and freedom. Therefore God cannot have 
all possible perfections.

I  distinguish the antecedent. It is not established, at least negatively, that these 
perfections can be reconciled among themselves, denied; it is not established positively, 
I  distinguish the antecedent further: the existence of a being from itself or of aseity 
demonstrated a posteriori, which when really well thought out is a most difficult 
perfection for our intellect to grasp, denied; a priori, or before a demonstration a 
posteriori, I  concede or pass over. Surely then we can conjecture, since both perfections 
are great, on the basis of what appears to us to be their impossible joining together, 
that it is not founded on their nature, but in the difficulty of abstracting them from the 
imperfections of the limited subject from which we gather these ideas. The perfections 
do not conflict with each other, but they only seem to, by reason of the created subjects 
in which they inhere.

On pantheism and the personality of God see the note at #135.



90 Sacrae Theologiae Summa IIA

Thesis 9. God is absolutely simple and an immutable spiritual 
substance.

S.Th. I, q .3 a n d 9 ; Su&rez ,D eD eo  1.1 c.4-5; 1.2 c.3; Metaphys. d .30a.3-5,8; Franzelin, th. 2 4 ,2 7 ,3 5 ;D e  
San, De Deo uno 50-57,70-74; Muncunill, 129-141, 170-181.

107. Connection. Having proved the absolute and infinite perfection, 
in order to explain the way in which God possesses perfections, we exclude 
first of all the imperfection of composition, at least any real composition. 
In this way we also at the same time establish the substantiality and the 
spirituality of the divine nature. We add immutability to simplicity, using 
the words of Vatican I (D 3001) which is closely connected with simplicity. 
For whatever changes cannot be simple.

Definition of terms. Simplicity excludes composition. Composition is 
the unity of distinct things inasmuch as they are distinct or remain distinct 
parts. Therefore simplicity is a certain type of more intimate union of 
being—much more perfect than the unity of composition. Composition 
can be either real or logical (rationis). A real composition is when the 
parts of being are really distinct, as the composition of matter and form, 
composition from integral parts, composition of substance and accident. 
A logical composition or composition of reason is present only when the 
parts are distinguished logically, as in the composition of genus and specific 
difference. Simplicity can be divided in just as many ways.

108. When divine simplicity is considered, any type of real composition 
is excluded from the divine substance, especially the composition of a 
corporeal substance. Therefore at the same time it is affirmed that God 
is a substance and a pure spirit. For a substance is a being standing by 
itself to which accidents are joined as complements of it either in existing 
or in operating. Therefore an accident is not given except in composition 
with substance. Therefore a subsisting being that is absolutely simple is 
necessarily a substance. A spirit is a being intrinsically independent of 
matter and quantity which implies composition. A spirit is said to be pure 
that is not destined to inform matter, as the human soul is destined. It is 
clear therefore that a simple subsisting being necessarily is a pure spirit, 
although the concepts of spirituality and simplicity should not be confused.

Logical composition (rationis) must be excluded from God inasmuch 
as it implies composition. Wherefore necessarily is excluded any logical 
composition whose foundation is the imperfection of created being, such as 
the composition of essence and existence, of nature and supposit which are
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based on the contingency of the finite being. Commonly is excluded also 
composition of genus and difference; this is correct, although there are not 
lacking those who do not see in it any imperfection.

Immutability means the impossibility of change. All change in the proper 
sense, called intrinsic and physical, is a transition of an existing being from 
one real state to another, by the acquisition or omission of some other form 
or real property. Therefore by the attribute of immutability is expressed more 
explicitly the total and simultaneous possession of infinite divine perfection. 
The change involved in acts of intellect and will, inasmuch as they are 
intentional, as would be the starting or stopping of any knowledge or volition, 
is normally said to be logical and moral change. That also is excluded from 
God, even though it can be present without any physical change. Understood 
in this way, there is no difficulty, obviously, in admitting in God such a thing as 
extrinsic change. What is called metaphysical change, whether the beginning 
or end of existence, we exclude in God because of his attribute of eternity.

109. Adversaries. Pagan peoples and many philosophers, like the 
Stoics and real pantheists, put composition in God. Among Christians 
those opposed to divine simplicity are the Anthropomorphites, such as the 
Audianists of the 4th century1 and some ignorant monks of the 5th century 
who are said to have thought that God is a body; perhaps Tertullian was 
one of their precursors. Gilbert of Porree in the 12th century advocated a 
certain real distinction between the divine nature and the divine persons.1 2 
The Palamites or Hesychists, Greek schismatics of the 14th century, made 
a distinction between the essence of God and his glory.3 4

The Neo-Platonists4 extolled the simplicity of God perhaps too much or 
rather perverted the concept since they seem to have thought of the divinity 
in a very abstract way or almost like an idea; their concept can hardly 
be reconciled with the true substantiality and subsistence of God, whether 
they designated God as Good or One in an abstract way. Therefore they 
are said to have understood the divine transcendence in an incongruous 
way and even to have distorted it, since they thought about the divinity as 
something completely indeterminate. The Arabian and Jewish agnostics of 
the Middle Ages were infected in their own way with the same distortion 
and you may find a similar idea among the later idealists.

1. G. Bareille, Anthropomorphites, Audiens: DTC 1,1370-1372,2266; De San, 53.
2. See the treatise, De Trinitate c.3 a. 2; De San, 55.
3. See thesis 4; S. Guichardon, Leprobleme de la simplicity divine en Orient et en Occident au 14 et 15 siecle

(Lyon 1933).
4. R. Amou, Platonisme des Peres: DTC 12,2264-2266, 2270-2279. It is very difficult to pass judgment on

Neo-Plaonism concerning the divine nature; see C. Baeumker, Der Platonismus in Mittelalter (Munich
1910); H. Muller, Dionysios, Proklos, Plotinos: BeitrGPhMA (MUnster 1908).
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Those who hold for the infinity and simplicity of the divine nature in 
the proper sense also necessarily hold that God is immutable. On the other 
hand, those who either deny or pervert these attributes are also opposed 
to God’s immutability. Among those especially should be numbered all 
pagans and pantheists, especially those who claim that God is in a state of 
perpetual evolution.

110. Doctrine of the Church. In addition to the perpetual and explicit 
preaching of the Church, Toledo XV, Later an IV  and Vatican I  (D 566; D 
800, D 804-806; D 3001) teach the absolute simplicity, spirituality and 
immutability of the divinity. The immutability of the Son or the divine 
Word was defined at Nicea and Chalcedon (D 125-126; D 245).

Theological note. The spirituality, real simplicity and physical immutability 
of God are defined Catholic doctrine (de fide catholica et definita). It is 
theologically certain that all logical composition, which implies imperfection, 
and merely logical and moral change must be excluded from God.

111. Proof from Holy Scripture. A. The holy books of the O.T. teach the 
pure spirituality and simplicity of God. a) From the many other attributes— 
immutability, infinity, immensity, invisibility which are connected with it 
or presuppose it. b) The prophets ridicule the corporeal gods whom the 
pagans have imagined for themselves by which they opposed the living 
and true God who transcends everything that can be seen, as we find in 
Jer. 10:1 -11; 51:15-19; Bar. 6; Hab. 2, etc.5 c) The prohibition of images of 
God in Exod. 20:4ff; Deut. 4:12-15; Isa. 40:18, etc., is based, in addition 
to the danger of idolatry, on the fact that it is impossible to represent the 
invisible and spiritual divinity with a corporeal image, d) The text in Isa. 
31:3: The Egyptians are men, and not gods; and their horses are flesh, 
and not spirit, certainly refers to the weakness of earthly power, but it 
also contrasts the bodily state of man with the spirituality of God.6 e) In 
the wisdom books the spirituality of God and his complete simplicity are 
taught and presupposed. Eccles. 12:7: The dust returns to the earth as it 
was, and the spirit returns to God who gave it. Wis. 1:7: The spirit o f the 
Lord has filled the world, and that which holds all things together knows 
what is said. Wis. 7:22, 25,27,29: For in her [wisdom] is a spirit that is 
intelligent, holy, unique, manifold, subtle, mobile, clear, unpolluted....For

5. Prat, Jehova: DB 3,1237; he points out that Solomon said (1 Kings 8:27) that the highest heaven could not 
contain God.

6. Heinisch, op. cit., 60; Ceuppens, op. cit., 31.
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she is a breath o f the power o f God, and a pure emanation o f the glory 
o f the almighty ....Though she is but one, she can do all things, and while 
remaining in herself, she renews all things....For she is more beautiful than 
the sun, and excels every constellation o f the stars. These texts, whether 
they point to personifications of the divine wisdom or to the very person 
of divine wisdom, are attempts to give expression to the perfect simplicity 
and spirituality of God.

It is evident that in the N.T. the divine spirituality and incorporeality 
is understood to be something that is per se known, a) Thus, Christ in his 
conversation with the Samaritan woman in John 4:24, in order that he might 
teach her about the nature of true worship of God and its independence from 
the circumstances of place and time, simply says: God is spirit, and those 
who worship him must worship in spirit and truth. Also, a spirit has not flesh 
and bones (Luke 24:39).7 b) His absolute simplicity is affirmed when God is 
called life itself, John 1:4; truth itself, John 14:6; love itself, 1 John 4:8.

112. B. The immutability of God is expressed in Holy Scripture often 
and in many different ways. His moral immutability is often stated: Num. 
23:19: God is not man, that he should lie, or a son o f man, that he should 
repent. 1 Sam. 15:29: For he is not a man, that he should repent (i.e., 
change his mind); Ps. 33:11: The counsel o f the Lord stands forever; Mai. 
3:6: For I  the Lord do not change, that is, he does not change his decision 
to punish Israel because of her sins8; Prov. 19:21: Many are the plans in 
the mind o f a man, but it is the purpose o f the Lord that will be established.

God’s physical immutability is included in his fullness of existence 
contained in the name of Yahweh in Exod. 3:14. It is also explicitly 
affirmed: a) in Ps. 102:25-27: Of old thou didst lay the foundations o f the 
earth, and the heavens are the work o f thy hands. They will perish, but thou 
dost endure; they will all wear out like a garment. Thou changest them like 
raiment, and they pass away; but thou art the same, and thy years have 
no end. Heaven and earth are held to be as it were the model and type of 
stability and nevertheless they are changed by God; they grow old and 
they perish; but God remains the same forever. In other places also, where 
eternity is mentioned, immutability is implicitly contained.9 b) James 1:17: 
Every good endowment and every perfect gift is from above, coming down

7. Lagrange, Evangile de S. Jean (Paris 1925); F. Braun, L 'Evangile de S. Jean (Paris 1935) 345; Ceuppens, op. 
cit., 35. We are not arguing from 2 Cor. 3:17, the Lord is the Spirit; on this see the treatise on De Trinitate n. 
319.

8. On this place see Knabenbauer, Inparvos Prophetas (Paris 1886) 473; Heinisch, op. cit., 71; Ceuppens, op. 
cit., 63-64.

9. J. Cales, Le Livre des Psaumes (Paris 1936) 249; E. Pannier, Les Psaumes (Paris 1937) 401; Ceuppens, op. 
cit., 64-66.
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from the Father o f lights with whom there is no variation or shadow due to 
change. God as the creator of stars seems to be called the Father of lights. 
They are changed by their movements and they send forth a different light 
by their revolutions. In contrast, there is no change in God, not even that 
found in the most notable creatures.10 11

113. Proof from tradition.11 A. With serious consideration the holy 
Fathers teach the complete spirituality and simplicity of God a) against the 
pagans and in the controversy with the Arians and with the Eunomians as 
something that is also known even by the mentally dull. That is because he 
is essentially being, the greatest being that can be thought and the Creator 
of spirits. And they also totally reject the objection of the Arians against 
the eternal generation of the Word as if this would imply bodiliness and 
composition in God. Aristides (R 111), Athenagoras (R 164), Tatian (R 
152), St. Irenaeus: “God is...total mind...total substance...” (R 229). 
Clement of Alexandria (R 424), Evagrius: “All profess that God is simple 
and without composition” (R 911). St. Basil: “There are various operations 
(in God) but his essence is simple.” Didymus: “God is simple and his 
nature is simple and without composition” (R 1066). St. Epiphanius: “Flow 
can it be that the visible is similar to the invisible? Flow can the corporeal 
be similar to the incorporeal?” (R 1105). St. John Chrysostom: “God is 
simple” (R 1122), “without composition and lacking all shape” (R 1128). 
St. Cyril of Alexandria (R 2066, 2067, 2081). St. Ambrose: “God’s nature 
is simple—it is not joined together and not composite” (R 1266).

Origen especially: “Therefore God should not be thought to be some 
kind of body or to exist in a body; rather, his nature is intellectual and 
simple, admitting absolutely nothing in himself by way of addition” (R 
451, 452, 472). St. Athanasius: “Man is procreated in one way and the Son 
is bom of the Father in a different way...For nothing can flow out of an 
incorporeal thing and nothing can be added to it. Wherefore, since God has 
a simple nature, he is the Father of only one Son” (R 754, 756, 786). St. 
Hilary: “The first thing to understand is that God is incorporeal, and that he 
is not composed of any parts or functions of members by which a body is 
put together” (R 894).

b) They explain the mode of the divine simplicity in such a way that 
they say perfections are not in God by way of an accident or of anything 
being added to the divine essence, but that God himself is his own divine

10. J. Chaine, L ’epitre de S. Jacques (Paris 1927) 23; A. Charue, Les epitres catholiques (Paris 1938) 40; 
Ceuppens, op. cit., 66-68.

11. Franzelin, op. cit., 305-306; De San, op. cit., p.113-119, 173-178.
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perfections. From this they introduce a way of speaking in which God is said 
to be life itself, truth, charity, by using abstract nouns to signify concrete 
things.12 They do this explicitly with regard to God’s acts of knowing and 
willing and in this way they say that God is an absolutely simple monad 
or unity, “that he may be in every way single or unique” (Origen, R 451). 
St. Augustine: “We understand God in such a way, if we can and as much 
as we can, as good without being a quality and as great without being a 
quantity” (R 1658). “The knowledge of God is his wisdom and his wisdom 
is his essence or substance. For in the wonderful simplicity of his nature 
knowledge is not one thing and being something else; rather, his wisdom is 
his very being” (R 1676, 1669).

114. B. They teach the immutability of God as the doctrine of the 
Church by interpreting the texts of Holy Scripture in connection with the 
other attributes—simplicity, infiniteness and fullness of being, especially 
with eternity whose basic note is immutability. Aristides: “Therefore we 
approach those elements in order to prove that we do not think they are 
gods, but subject to corruption and change and that they were produced 
from nothing by the command of the true God who is incorruptible and 
unchangeable” (Ri l l ) .  St. Irenaeus: “God... who made all things is always 
the same...,he is perfect in all ways and is equal and similar to himself’ 
(R 229). St. Cyril of Jerusalem in his catechesis: “God is one... immobile, 
immutable” (R 814), “he does not decrease or increase, but he possesses 
himself always as the same and in the same way” (R 815). St. Gregory of 
Nyssa: “Whatever is seen in him is always the same, neither increasing nor 
decreasing” (R 1046). St. Augustine: “In God nothing is called an accident 
because nothing in him is changeable” (R 1660). “It is far removed from 
God that he should love someone for a time, as if it were with a new love 
that was not in him before” (R 1663). “Being is a name of immutability. 
For all things that change, cease being what they were and begin to be what 
they were not. To be true, to be sincere, to be real means only that it does 
not change. Therefore what does this mean ‘I am who I am’ except that I 
cannot be changed?” (R 1493).

115. Proof from reason. A. The divine simplicity can be proved in 
two ways: 1. All types of real or rational composition that imply some 
imperfection are excluded from God. Thus St. Thomas in q. 3, a. 1, 2, 6, 
7, 8. The general reason is that all real composition implies potency for 
something, and therefore some imperfection, both in the parts which make

12. See S.Th. I, q. 3, a.3, On the contrary, and ad 1; q. 32, a. 2; Franzelin, th. 27-28.
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up the whole because they are not self sufficient, and in the whole which 
depends on the composition of its parts. But a being from itself is not in 
potency in any way, for it is determined by itself to have every perfection. 
Therefore God is not a body for a body is in potency for division. For the 
same reason he cannot be composed o f matter and form, nor from integral 
parts, nor can there be any accidents in him, nor can he be in composition 
with other things.

Composition o f essence and existence and o f nature and supposition, 
even though they are only logical distinctions, must be excluded from 
God because they are based on the contingency of creatures {ibid., art. 3 
& 4). The same thing must be said, according to the common opinion of 
theologians, about composition o f genus and specific difference which is 
excluded because of God’s transcendence and the analogy of being when 
they are properly understood {ibid., art. 5).

2. Simplicity is a certain more intimate unity and more intrinsic than 
the unity of composition because of which being is supremely one and 
therefore supremely being. Therefore simplicity cannot be lacking in an 
infinite being.

In this sense we understand simplicity to be a perfection that is absolutely 
simple. For example, granted the equality, as it were quantitative, of perfection in 
two beings, the simple one will be more perfect than the composite one. For simplicity 
must be considered as the way in which a being possesses perfection. For this reason, 
the question that has been raised among scholastic theologians, which is more verbal 
than anything else, seems to be answered.13

N.B. Real relations to other things {ad extra) are also excluded from God according 
to the thinking of most theologians. For whatever is of the nature and constitutive of 
a real relation, a relation to some other being seems to imply something opposed to 
the eminent transcendence of God. Moreover, predicates which seem to imply a real 
relation in God to other things are explained in other treatises as being not present.14

116. B. His physical immutability is proved because God is infinite in the 
simple perfection of his being, that is, he has from himself and necessarily 
whatever perfection there can be. Therefore he cannot be changed in such 
a way that he acquires or loses anything {ibid., q. 9,. a. 1).

A purely moral change, although it can be thought of as reconcilable 
with physical immutability, cannot be admitted in God. For such change 
implies inconstancy, levity and an imprudent way of acting. Given the 
infinity of the divine knowledge, such imperfections are just as repugnant

13. Cajetan seems to have proposed this question, In De ente et essential S. Thomae c.2 against Scotus; see 
Su&rez, Metaph. D.30 s.3 n.3; Urr&buru, n. 124; Franzelin, 303.

14. Recent theologians hold this unanimously; see Urraburu, n.80-81; Hellin, 689-700; F. Mitzka, Der 
philosophische Beweis fur die moralische Unveranderlichkeit Gottes: ZkathTh 59 (1935) 57-72.
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in God as physical change.

Objections. 1. The frequent anthropomorphisms in the O.T. are cited as objections 
according to which limbs and bodily affections are attributed to God.

As the Fathers often note, and as is clearly apparent from different texts found 
in Scripture, expressions of this kind are purely metaphorical and pertain to a way of 
speaking that is almost necessary, especially in languages that are not rich in speculations 
and abstractions. For more on this see the following Scholium.

2. Tertullian makes God corporeal: “Who will deny that God is a body, although 
God is a spirit? For a spirit is a body of a special kind (sui generis) (R 374).

It seems that Tertullian can be excused from the error of anthropomorphisms. For 
he says elsewhere: “If he has something by which he is, this will be his body. Everything 
that is a body is of a special kind; nothing is incorporeal except what does not exist” (R 
355). Therefore by the word “body,” in a strange way of speaking, he understands the 
substance of anything whatsoever.15

3. Wis. 7:24 says: Wisdom, which God is, is more mobile than any motion.
In verse 27 of the same chapter the reason is given because, though she is but one, 

she can do all things, and while remaining in herself, she renews all things.” Therefore 
God is said to be mobile in a metaphorical way because of his infinite activity which, 
however, does not prevent it from being totally permanent; rather therefore in this place 
the immutability of God is signified.

4. St. Augustine in his commentary on Genesis says: “The Creator Spirit moves 
himself without time and without place.” 15

He is speaking here metaphorically about the divine action; often in other passages 
and in the same chapter of that commentary the holy doctor teaches the absolute 
immutability of God.

5. God necessarily must change morally, for he hates the sinner while he is a sinner 
and then he loves him when he is converted. Therefore Scripture teaches that God 
repents and changes his mind (Gen. 6:6; Ezek. 19:21ff.).

For all eternity God actually has hatred and love for the time during which man is a 
sinner and justified. St. Augustine explains the matter in this way: “Thus therefore when 
he repents, he is not changed and changes, just as when he is angry, he is not moved and 
he punishes.”16*

For this reason the distinction of persons in the unity of the divine essence does not bring 
about composition, the knowledge of God is logically invariable, and his freedom and action 
concerning external things in time does not conflict with his simplicity and immutability. 
The quiescent attributes do not offer any difficulty to his simplicity, as is most obvious, since 
they do not affirm anything except the way in which perfection is present in God.

15. Already in ancient times there was a dispute about the mind o f  Tertullian and there still is. Petavius, De Deo 
1.2, thinks he fell into error on this point; recently he has in general been excused by the authors, but the 
matter is not fully clear. See De San, 54; Bareille, Anthropomorphites: DTC 1,1370; Le Bachelet, Diew. DTC 
4,1060; D ’Ales, La theologie de Teriullien (Paris 1905) 6 Iff.

16. De Genesi ad litteram 1.8 c.20: ML 34,388.
16*Deciv. Dei 1.12 c.17 n.2: ML 41,367.
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117. Scholium. Anthropomorphisms in the O.T. It is a well known fact 
that God is presented in the O.T. almost continually as acting in a human and 
bodily manner. To him are attributed the limbs of a human body; he has a face, 
eyes, ears, mouth, nose, tongue, lips, hands and arms, feet; he speaks, writes, 
sees, hears, smells, laughs, sits, walks and rests, descends and ascends. He has 
human affections and acts in a human way: he rejoices, he is sad, he repents; 
he experiences hatred, zeal, weariness, rage and indignation; like a potter he 
shapes the human body from the slime of the earth, etc.17 Hence not only those 
ignorant anthropmorphite monks, but also some more recent scholarly critics 
have been scandalized at this and have denied that the true spirituality of God 
is taught in the O.T. They also contend that already on the first page of Genesis 
his corporeity is clearly taught because man is made in his image; therefore it 
is not surprising that he presents himself in a human way.18

Actually not only do the holy Fathers explain those anthropomorphisms as 
metaphors and can find good reasons for this way of speaking, but also in the
O.T. itself there is more than enough evidence to support this explanation.19 Here 
is what one Father, St. Cyril of Alexandria, has to say about this: “When divine 
Scripture speaks about God it mentions parts of the body, not to direct the mind 
of the hearers to sensible things, but that it might ascend from sensible things, 
as it were from similitudes, to the beauty of intelligible things, and that it might 
understand God by moving from figures and quantity and circumscription and 
beauty and other things that are connected with bodies; for he is beyond every 
intellect. We speak about him in a human way, for we cannot understand in any 
other way those things that are above us” (R 2094).

1. Firstofall, the general reasonis the one indicated by St. Cyril and StThomas 
presents it in S.Th. I, q. 1, a. 9 as the necessity that every man experiences of 
using metaphors to express spiritual realities. That is especially necessary in the 
explanation of divine things in a way the people can understand it. Moreover, as 
is very clear from experience, one cannot ignore this way of speaking even in 
philosophical and scientific presentations. That these metaphors differ according 
to the culture of each people or that they are used there more often than they are 
by us clearly does not change the reality. Indeed, the Semitic languages make 
great use of metaphors which is in accordance with the nature of a people more 
strongly influenced by imagination. Therefore God does not present or manifest 
himself in a human way only, but also as a lion, as a lioness, as a panther, as an 
eagle, as fire, as a storm, as the murmuring of a slight breeze. There is talk about

17. Heinisch, 62f. examines almost all the places where these things are said.
18. Thus H. Gunkel, Die Genesis (1922); A. Jeremias, Das A.T. im Lichte des altes Orients (1930); see H. 

Hempel, Die Grenzen des Anthropomorphismus Jahvehs in A.T:. ZATWiss 57 (1939) 75-85.
19. Vigouroux, Anthropomorphismes: DB 1; Prat, Jehova: DB 3,1328-1329; Ceuppens, 31-34; Heinisch, op. 

cit., 63-64.
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the horn of God just as there is mention of the horn of men. Does the sagacious 
critic really think that the sacred writers actually thought that men have horns? 
Or that God is really like a man and a lion?20

118. 2. In the narrations in the O.T., and especially in the context 
of revelation, also in the different periods of the history of the Jewish 
people, there are indications given by which the meaning expressed in 
these metaphors can be judged. The different ways in which God appears 
are passing and they manifest not what is proper to his nature or what 
is connected with it, but they show only the ways in which he acts with 
men. Above all, the human affections that are used elsewhere to express 
God’s intimate knowledge, will and power, in still other texts are clearly 
excluded, as we have seen in the proof above. However, even the prophets 
and the later authors, when they want to give more emphasis to the divine 
transcendence and spirituality, in no way totally refrain from using these 
ways of speaking. Besides, many expressions which refer to the physical 
members of God have a very different meaning. Thus, to seek the face o f 
God means to wish to rejoice at the love of God, or visit a place dedicated 
to his worship, or to seek the help of God, or to seek his forgiveness.21 22 
That the likeness with God in which man was created should be referred to 
the soul and not to the body, as all the holy Fathers explain it, ought to be 
evident to those critics. In the very first chapter of Genesis the eminence and 
transcendence of God is clearly taught and therefore those critics attribute 
its composition to the later stages of the writing of the O.T.

3. Finally, the reason why God manifested himself to man in a human 
way and not with abstract concepts seems to have been this: God wanted to 
present himself to man as personal and living, and to develop his religious 
sense because of which he might more easily be able to deal with God in an 
intimate and personal way. For revelation was not made directly to promote 
speculative inquiry into divine matters, but to provide for the salvation 
of all mankind. Nor should we fail to mention that some of the Fathers 
pointed out that God spoke about himself in this anthropomorphic way in 
order to prepare the minds of men for that ineffable intercourse (see Phil. 
2:7) between God and men—the Incarnation of the Word which can be 
called the greatest o f all anthropomorphismsP

20. P. Dhorme, L ‘emploi metaphysique des noms des parties du corps (Paris 1925).
21. F. NOtscher, Das Angesicht Gottes schauen (Wurzburg 1924); Heinisch, op. cit.
22. See Phil 2:7; Haevemick, Theologie des V.T. (1863); Prat, op. cit.
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Thesis 10: God is eternal and immense.

S.Th. I, q. 8 and 10; Su&rez, De Delo 1.2 c.2.4; Metaph. d.30 s.7.8; Lessius, 1.4; 1.2; Franzelin, th 31-34; 
De San, n. 113-134; Scheeben, 76.77.88; Muncunill, 157-169, 182-190; Pohle, 266-276.

119. Connection. In order that the knowledge of the divine nature 
might be completed through the exclusion of the imperfections of creatures 
it is necessary to explain these two attributes, eternity and immensity, by 
means of which temporal and spatial limitations are completely removed 
from the divine substance.

Part I. God is eternal

Definition of terms. Eternity in the strict sense is duration or the 
permanence o f a being in existence without a beginning, without an end, 
without any succession, and this not only de facto but also essentially. It 
is defined thusly by Boethius: “All at once and perfect possession of life 
without end” (Interminabilis vitae tota simul ac perfecta possessio).' In 
this definition God’s being is distinctly said to be living; this is a point we 
will develop in chapter 3. Eternity therefore is opposed to created duration 
which essentially implies the beginning and end of existence, at least one 
that is possible (every created thing de facto certainly has a beginning), 
and some form of succession. But there are two kinds of succession: either 
continuous andflowing, such as time which is proper to motion and material 
beings, or discrete and standing, usually called “aevum” or aevitemity 
which is proper to a pure spirit. Both kinds are excluded from eternity.

120. Duration or permanence in being is nothing else but the existence of 
some thing inasmuch as it does not cease to be; therefore it is a result o f the 
nature o f a thing.1 2 Therefore there is permanent duration and successive duration which 
can be discrete and continuous or flowing. Absolutely permanent duration without any 
succession is proper to God who is immutable; duration substantially permanent but with 
some accidental discrete succession is proper to a pure spirit; simply flowing duration or 
continuous is proper to motion. Actually, since any corporeal being whatever, although 
substantially permanent in one way, is joined together with motion or with flowing 
succession, it follows that all duration is thought of by us as something flowing; in fact, 
however, the different durations are completely different.

Therefore, as St. Thomas says: “We must reach to the knowledge of eternity by means 
of time, which is nothing but the numbering of movement by before and after. For since

1. De consolatione Philosophiae 1.5 pros. 6: ML 63,858.
2. Duration itself should not be confused with its measure, therefore what De San contests does not seem to be 

correctly stated in n. 113.
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succession occurs in every movement, and one part comes after another, the fact that we 
reckon before and after in movement makes us apprehend time... .Now in a thing bereft 
of movement, which is always the same, there is no before and after...; there fore... in 
the apprehension of the uniformity of what is outside of movement, consists the idea 
of eternity....But as whatever is wholly immutable can have no succession, so it has no 
beginning and no end [since it is a necessary being]. Thus eternity is known from two 
sources: first, because what is eternal is interminable—that is, has no beginning nor 
end (that is, no term either way); secondly, because eternity has no succession, being 
simultaneously whole” (S.Th. I, q. 10, a. 1). Wherefore, as Thomas notes again in article 
4, the idea of eternity ought to be explained not just from the lack of beginning or end in 
duration, but especially from its immutability and essential exclusion of all succession 
or possible mutation.3

From the attribute of eternity, by the very fact that it is without beginning 
and without end, arises the necessary coexistence of any other duration, 
whether temporal or permanent, with eternity; and because eternity is 
wholly simultaneous, this coexistence must be said to be with total eternity.

121. Adversaries. Not even the pagans, who called their gods immortal, 
seem to have denied the lack of an end in divine duration. But they did 
attribute to them a beginning of existence, unless they made the generations 
of the gods eternal. The ancient philosophers held that matter itself existed 
from eternity, and therefore even more so the divinity. But they do not 
seem to have acknowledged their true eternity because they denied their 
immutability; this is especially true of evolutionary pantheists.

Teaching of the Church. The eternity of God was always present in 
the explicit preaching o f the Church. It is contained in Nicea concerning 
the Son of God (D 125-126), in the Symbol Quicumque (D 75), and it was 
defined in Lateran IV  (D 800) and Vatican I  (D 3001).

122. Proof from Holy Scripture. Preaching about the divine eternity 
clearly pervades the whole revelation of the O.T. and especially in direct 
opposition to the theogonies of the other cultured peoples in antiquity, 
namely, the Babylonians, Egyptians, Phoenicians and Greeks.4

a) The divine name itself of Yahweh, “he who is,” expresses eternity as 
the Fathers teach unanimously.

b) Hebrew words by which eternity is expressed, especially the word 
holam, do not always imply eternity in the strict sense. But essentially they

3. Suarez, De Deo 1.2 c .l n.3.5; Franzelin, p. 334-335; F. Beemelmans, Zeit und Ewigkeit nach Thomas von 
Aquin (MUnser 1914); N. Sasse, A ion, in Klauser, Reallexikon fiirAntike und Christentum, 193ff.

4. Heinisch, Teologia del V.T. 67-70; I. Schmidt, Der Ewigkeitsbegriff in A.T. (MUnster 1940).
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express the totality of duration which cannot be limited, unless the nature 
of the thing about which it is said demands it. For it refers to the days o f old 
(Gen. 6:4; Deut. 32:7; Isa. 63:9; Amos 9:11); to the everlasting hills (Deut. 
33:15); to perpetual servitude (Deut. 15:17; 1 Sam. 1:22); to death and 
to the sepulcher (Jer. 51:39; Eccles. 12:5). Truly, when it is predicated of 
God, who is from himself, it is obviously intended to express his perpetual 
duration without beginning and without end because his immutability is 
well known. The everlasting God (el Eterno) (Gen. 21:33); in contrast with 
bodily life, He who lives forever (Sir. 18:1); he is the everlasting King (Jer. 
10:10): the King o f the ages (Tob. 13:6); eternal light (Wis. 7:26); therefore 
we find the formula for an oath taken by God: I  live forever (Deut. 32:40).

c) Explicitly and without ambiguity the eternity of God is taught in Ps. 
90:1-4; 102:27; Isa. 41:4; Sir. 42:21.5

Ps. 90:1-4: Lord, thou hast been our dwelling place in all generations. 
Before the mountains were brought forth, or ever thou hadst formed the 
earth and the world, from everlasting to everlasting thou art God. Thou 
turnest man back to the dust, and sayest, “Turn back, O children o f men!” 
For a thousand years in thy sight are but as yesterday when it is past, or 
as a watch in the night. ” God is and remains the refuge of all and always 
because before the most ancient things were brought into existence God 
was eternal before them and he is eternal afterwards. The text “do not say 
you were, nor that you will be, but that you are immutably eternal.”6 For 
the years are not measured by time, but a thousand years in his eyes are like 
yesterday which passed away, and like a watch in the night.

Ps. 102:25-27 concerns eternity along with the immutability of God. O f 
old thou didst lay the foundation o f the earth....They will perish... but thou 
art the same, and thy years have no end; Hebrews 1:10 quotes this text to 
prove the divinity of Christ.

Isa. 41:4:1, the Lord, the first, and with the last; lam  He (absolutely the 
same): the prophet repeats the same thing in 44:6:1 am the first and I  am 
the last; besides me there is no god; also in 48:12:1 am He, lam  the first, 
and I  am the last. In the context of the previous passage it means that God 
alone brought about the victory of Cyrus. And he gives the reason, namely, 
because he, as eternal, is the Lord of everything that happens; he alone can 
direct the history of the whole human race.

Sir. 42:21: He has ordained the splendors o f his wisdom, and he is from 
everlasting and to everlasting. Nothing can be added or taken away, and

5. Ceuppens, Theologia biblica 1,71-76; A. Vaccari, I Libri poetici (Rome 1925) 157-167; J. Cales, Le livre 
des Psaumes (Paris 1936) 2,153; B. Duhm, Die Psalmen (1922) 341-367; Israels Propheten (1922) 298; P. 
Synave, Psaumes (Le livre des): DTC 13,1119; H. Herkenne, Das Buch der Psalmen (1936) 329.

6. St. Augustine, In Psalmos 90: ML 37,1142.
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he needs no one to be his counselor. Therefore he adduces eternity as the 
basic reason for his divine wisdom.

Accordingly, Prov. 8:22-26 teaches the eternity of divine wisdom.

123. In the N.T. the divine eternity is mentioned very often. At times the 
word “forever” (aiwn) is also used with regard to all past and future time 
(and also of the present), as is clear from the context. In many doxologies 
the divine eternity is emphatically stated with the expression for ever and 
ever {in saecula saeculorum): Rom. 11:36; 16:17; 2 Cor. 11:31; Gal. 1:5; 
Phil. 4:20; 2 Tim. 4:18. Note especially 1 Tim. 1:17: To the King o f ages, 
immortal, invisible, the only God, be honor and glory for ever and ever 
Amen.

At the beginning of the book of Revelation (1:8), and often afterwards, 
the eternity of God is solemnly affirmed: “lam  the Alpha and the Omega, ” 
says the Lord God, who is and who was and who is to come, the Almighty. 
The expression “I am the Alpha and the Omega” is taken from Isaiah and 
is repeated in Isa. 21:6 and 22:13. The Hebrews had the word emet by 
which three Hebrew letters—aleph, men, tau—are put together as the first, 
the middle and the last, as a symbol of the divinity because of his eternity 
which uniformly embraces past, present and future. St. John used the first 
and last letters of the Greek alphabet for the same reason and then the 
explicit declaration who is and who was and who is to come\ the same 
words are repeated in Rev. 1:4 and 8. This expression refers directly to 
God and also clearly refers to Exod. 3:14, 1 am who I  am, in which the 
Rabbis deduced the meaning of eternity from the word emet. Elsewhere in 
the book of Revelation God is said to be living for ever and ever: 4:9-11; 
10:6; 15:7.7

In addition, 2 Pet. 3:18 refers to Ps. 99:4; John 1:1-2; 1 John 2:13, etc.

124. Proof from tradition. The holy Fathers frequently and accurately 
explain the eternity of God and its concept. From his aseity they show, 
something already contained in the name Yahweh, what almost all declare 
immediately through his eternity. At length they defend the eternal 
generation of the Word in their confrontation with the Arians (see the 
treatise on the Trinity). Aristides: “I say that he is God himself who... 
immortal without any beginning... and he is beyond all disturbances and 
defects” (R 110). St. Irenaeus: “God alone, who is the Lord of all things,

7. Ceuppens, op. cit., 77-81; B. Alio, L ’Apocalypse (Paris 1921) 59; A. Gelin, L'Apocalypse (Paris 1938) 
596, 607-608; J. Rohr, Die geheime Offenbarung des hi. loarmes (1932) 92; U. Jasse, in Theologische 
Worterbuch des N.T. (1937), 1,197-209.
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possesses himself without begimiing and without end, truly and always the 
same and in the same way” (R 206). Tertullian (R 306); Lactantius (R 628). 
St. Cyril of Jerusalem: “The one God is the only ungenerated one, without 
beginning, immobile and immutable; he has no other living successor and 
he does not begin to live in time nor does he cease to exist” (R 814).

St. Hilary: “His being is in himself and what he is he does not take from 
elsewhere, but he maintains what is from himself and in himself...he is 
always before the ages because time comes from him.. .he exists always... 
eternal.. .always having within himself that he exist for ever” (R 860). And 
in the quote given above in #80 concerning the name, I  am who I  am, he 
draws the conclusion: “For nothing is understood to be more proper to God 
than being because what he is does not belong to what eventually ceases 
to exist or to what begins to exist; but what is perpetual with the power of 
incorrupt happiness was not nor will it ever be able not to exist, because 
everything divine is not subject to either cessation or beginning. And since 
the eternity of God is not lacking anything in itself, he shows in a grand 
way this one thing—that he exists and manifests his incorrupt eternity” (R 
857). St. Gregory Nazianzen: “God always was, is and will be, or rather he 
is always. For he was and he will be during our time, and flowing nature is 
passing away, but he always is and in this sense he gives himself a name, 
since on the mountain he spoke to Moses. For all being, which has neither a 
beginning nor an end, is contained within him...” (R 1015). St. Augustine: 
“Which are the years that do not fail except those that remain? Therefore 
if the years remain there and those years that remain are one year, and that 
one year that remains is one day...that day remains forever and you can 
call that day whatever you wish. If you wish, they are years; if you wish, 
it is a day: whatever you think, it still remains... Eternity is the substance 
itself of God which has nothing changeable in it. There nothing is past, as 
if it were no longer; nothing is future, as if it does not yet exist. There is 
nothing there but being” (R 1481). Thus, often in other writings he explains 
eternity through immutability.8

125. Proof from reason. God necessarily exists, in such a way that 
the hypothesis of his non-existence is clearly illogical. Therefore his 
permanence in being has neither beginning nor end. Moreover, God is 
perfectly immutable. Therefore in his duration there is no succession. 
Therefore, he is eternal (S.Th. I, q. 10, a. 1).

Objections. 1. Holy Scripture ascribes days and years to God. Therefore change.

8. Petavius quotes many texts, De Deo 1.3 c.3.4; and also De San, 280-285.
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Therefore God is not simply eternal.
They are metaphorical expressions, as is clear, since it also adds to them the quality 

of eternity. See the excellent statement of St. Augustine just quoted above.
2. If God is eternal, all created and finite duration coexists with eternity, for it is 

simple. Therefore all finite durations would be at the same time. But this is false, since 
finite durations are successive.

I  distinguish the antecedent. All duration coexists with eternity, but not totally, I  
concede the antecedent; otherwise, denied. Namely, all created duration coexists with 
all eternity in such a way that also other durations that are not simultaneous coexist with 
it. Therefore the relation of coexistence of creatures with God is successive. Therefore 
I  deny the consequent, for it does not follow that all other durations are simultaneous.

Some authors9 teach that things always coexist with God according to their physical 
reality. Many theologians find this hard to understand.10 11 For one thing cannot coexist 
with another, unless it is actually permanent in being. But created things do not always 
exist. Also, this opinion does not follow from the simplicity of the divine eternity, as is 
clear. St. Thomas in S.Th. I, q. 14, a. 14 speaks only about the objective and intentional 
presence, for in that article he is dealing with the knowledge of God.

Part II. God is immense

126. Definition of terms. The attribute of immensity, even though 
in the sources of theology sometimes it is almost equivalent to infinity in 
general,11 still technically and in the common understanding of Christians 
and in the dogmatic definitions of the Church it is understood as infinity 
in reference to local presence, or the eminence of the divine essence in 
opposition to the limitations and imperfections under which the local 
presence of any created thing labors. Therefore it denies that there are any 
limits to the substantial presence of God.12

Since the concept of immensity and its connection with the presence of God in 
space is not explained by all authors in the same way, it is necessary to present the 
matter dogmatically and theologically from the explanation of the presence of God in 
things, as St. Thomas does, and from there to form the notion of immensity which is the 
reason for that presence.

There are some who seem to place the formal reason for the divine presence in 
created things merely in his operation and then separate it from his immensity rather

9. Alvarez, De auxiliis 1.2 d.8 n.2; Billuart, d.6 a.3; De San, 286-290; Capreolus, Ferrarists and Cajetan are 
mentioned here, and also Molina, Concordia d.48 advocates something similar.

10. Franzelin says this: “Provided that a genuine notion o f  the divine eternity is present.. .this matter is essentially 
so clear that it should never be a point o f controversy” {op. cit., 350; see Pesch, 170).

11. Thus perhaps in Hermes (R 85), St. Irenaeus (R 205), St. Cyril o f  Alexandra (R 2116); in some Latin 
translations o f  the Greek Fathers the word itself“immense” sometimes responds to the Greek word “ape iron" 
which really means “infinity” (see R 1015).

12. Sudrez, De Deo l.c., n.l.
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than join it with it, or at most explain it through the unlimitedness of his presence.13 
Others explain immensity by the exclusion of any spatial relation. With this position, 
unless something else is added, it seems difficult to give a reason for God’s presence in 
things.14 Finally, others explain immensity as the immediate root or formal reason on 
the part of God for his presence in things.15 We select this as the much more probable 
explanation, by which the intimate connection between immensity and ubiquity, which 
must be admitted as clearly present in the theological sources, is expressed more 
accurately.

127. Three ways are normally designated by which God is in all 
things—by his essence, by his presence, and by his power (S.Th. I, q. 8,
a. 3). Leaving aside the last two ways, which refer to the knowledge and 
power of God,16 we are concerned about the first one which can be said to 
be the lack o f distance from God o f anything whatsoever, or the coexistence 
o f all things with God with regard to place.

A threefold presence of substance in place is distinguished: 
circumscriptive, definitive and repletive (= filling). Circumscriptive, or by 
way of being in place, is proper to bodies whose parts are located next to 
other parts, or, as is commonly said, the parts of the substance correspond 
to the parts of space which they fill. This happens in such a way that, at 
least on the natural level, they exclude other bodies. This does not apply, 
however, as is clear, to things present in another way. Definitive presence is 
proper to a created spirit whose whole simple being is present in a definite 
corporeal space, and totally in all of its parts, just as the soul is present 
the body but not outside of it. Repletive presence is proper to the divine 
substance which also, as most simple, is wholly present without limitation 
to all created space, and totally in each of its parts without any composition. 
In brief, it is the ubiquity by which God is present everywhere.

128. Therefore immensity, as an absolute attribute of the divinity and 
the root or foundation on the side of God for his actual presence in things, 
is a way o f existing of such a nature or disposition of the divine nature that,

13. See below #132. T. Urdanoz, La inhaitacion del Espiritu Santo en el alma: RevEspT 6 (1946)492 .
14. Franzelin, op. cit., 360-362, although he does not reject another way o f  explaining the matter, ibid, 358-359; 

Pesch, 171. What St. Augustine often says in this way about the immensity o f  truth, clearly must be taken 
only by way o f  comparison, for his statements do not touch on the substantial presence o f  God.

15. Sutirez, op. cit., c.2 n.3; Metaphys. d.50 s.7 n.16; On the Suarezion opinion see the excellent explanation in 
Hellin, Sobre la immensidad de Deios en Sudrez: EstEcl 22 (1948) 227-263, where he says: “Sudrez, then, 
defends an integral Thomism and not a potential one” (248). See also De San, op. cit., 121-125.

16. That is, these ways present some reasons by which the expression “God is in tilings” must be explained 
(probably from Scripture); for the reason for saying “to be in” (esse in) can have many different meanings. 
See A. Fuerst, An Historical Study of the Doctrine of the Omnipresence o f God in Select Writings between 
1220-1270 (Washington 1951).
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as far as itself is concerned without change and remaining always the same, 
it can be really and intimately present to all things and bodies, not only 
existing ones but also all possible beings. However, we cannot think about 
this disposition of the divine substance except with reference to space, as 
is obvious.

To be sure, ubiquity or the actual presence of God in things, adds the 
concomitance of other things which, by the very fact of their existence, 
have present within themselves the divine substance. But since no other 
thing can possibly be unless it has its existence from God, it is evident that 
the presence of God in any real place presupposes the action of God, at 
least his creative activity.

Lessius17 along with some others defines the immensity of God as 
some kind of “diffusion of himself everywhere and without limit in every 
dimension, not partially but totally.” St. Augustine18 gives hint of this 
occasionally when he says that God is “everywhere diffused” and “diffused 
through all things” A theologian named Gil19 calls it “the virtual magnitude 
of God with reference to place which has its own proper mode of infinity.” 
These ways of speaking in this difficult matter can be admitted, since 
actually we cannot separate the thing in our mind from spatial images. For 
presence in place is a description that intrinsically includes physical space; 
otherwise, the concept itself would seem to be meaningless.

129. Adversaries. In addition to the pagans, some ancient philosophers, 
Gnostics and Manicheans, and many Jews, who seem to have thought 
that God is present only in heaven and in the Temple, perhaps denied 
the immensity and omnipresence of God. According to St. Augustine,20 
Gnostics, Manicheans and Arians erred by limiting the presence of God. 
Augustinus Steuchus (Eugubinus) and Vorstius as Arians tried to explain 
the Christian doctrine about the presence of God in things only by his 
presence through knowledge and power. Finally, Clarke and Newton seem 
to have confused space itself with the immensity of God.21

Doctrine of the Church. The immensity of God is explicitly declared

17. Deperfectionibus moribusque divinis 1.2 c .l;  see Hellfn, Theologia naturalis 619 n. 1; Hontheim, Theologia 
naturalis 563 n.2.

18. Epist. 187ad Dardanum: ML 3,836; later the holy Doctor corrects the wrong understanding o f  this 
expression.

19. Gil (Gillius), De sacra doctrina et essentia atque unitate Dei 1.2 tr.9 c.22.
20. Contra epistolam Manichaei quam vocant Fundamenti 23: ML 42,189.
21. See Balmes, Filosofia fundamental 1.3 c.10, where in a note he presents fragments o f  a dispute about this 

matter between Clarke and Leibniz. See also A. Steichen, Ober Newtons Lehre vom Raum: Schol 4 (1929) 
390-401.



108 Sacrae Theologiae Summa IIA

in the Symbol Quicumque (D 75), in Later an IV (D 800) and in Vatican I  
(D 3001), and it is in the constant preaching of the Church.

Theological note. Defined Catholic faith {de fide catholica definita).

Proof from Holy Scripture. The O.T. by the name of presence, and 
with some expressions by which it is signified, often deals with God’s 
presence according to his knowledge and power, at least immediately. We 
find this in Ps. 114:7; Isa. 43:2; Amos 9:1-6; Prov. 15:3; Wis. 1:7; 12:1; 
7:23-27; 8:1. Indeed, it also clearly teaches his presence through his essence 
or his ubiquity, and it does it in such a way that it is not limited by place, 
but fills all things.22 These ideas flow immediately from the eminence of 
the divine nature, as is clearly manifest in the same texts. Therefore God 
is immense. From thence are drawn those things that are said about other 
forms of presence connected with immensity and are signs of it.

1 Kings 8:27. In the dedication of the Temple Solomon prays: “Even 
heaven and the highest heaven cannot contain you, much less this house 
that I have built.” He says this in opposition to the opinion of the pagans 
who thought that their gods dwelt only in their own temples. Job 11:8- 
9. Job does not want to scrutinize the divine nature because it is higher 
than heaven...deeper than Sheol...Its measure is longer than the earth, 
and broader than the sea, whose four parts constituted the whole universe. 
Isa. 66:1: Thus says the Lord: Heaven is my throne and the earth is my 
footstool. Therefore he does not need an earthly temple, but he prefers 
internal worship. Jer. 23:23-24: A m i a God near by, says the Lord, and not 
a God far off? Who can hide in secret places so that I  cannot see them? 
says the Lord. Do I  not fill heaven and earth? says the Lord. The reason 
why he sees all things is because he is everywhere.

An important text about the divine omnipresence, one even recognized 
by rationalists, is Ps. 139:7-10: Where can I  go from your spirit? Or where 
can I  flee from your presence? I f  I  ascend to heaven, you are there; i f  I  
make my bed in Sheol, you are there. I f  I  take the wings o f the morning 
and settle at the farthest limits o f the sea, even there your hand shall lead 
me, and your right hand shall hold me fast. In the N.T., in addition to what 
can be argued from God’s non corporeality and infinity, Matt. 5:34-35 and 
Acts 7:49 make a reference to Isa. 66:1 quoted above. St. Paul, especially 
in his sermon in Athens to the Areopagites, teaches that the unknown God

22. Ceuppens, op. cit, 52-59; De libro lob (Rome 1932) 143-144; P. Dhorme, Le Livre de lob (Paris 1926)
145; L. Dennefeld, Le Livre d'Isaie (Paris 1947) 229; E. Pannier, Le Livre des Psaumes (Paris 1937) 540;
F. Giesebrecht, Das Buch Jeremia (1907) 195; A. Condamin, Le Livre de Jeremie (Paris 1936) 184; F.
NOtscher, Das Buch Jeremia (1934) 180.
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was able to be known by them, because he is not far from each one o f us. 
For in him we live and move and have our being (Acts 17:27-28). Here the 
preposition “in” should not be taken in a sense that is merely causative, 
but it means that God is the element in which we live, the element that 
pervades and sustains our very existence.23

131. Proof from tradition. The holy Fathers in a unanimous and 
constant tradition teach the immensity or unmeasurability of God in such a 
way that they not only simply assert it, but also accurately explain the texts 
of Scripture about the heavenly dwelling, prove the divinity of the Holy 
Spirit from his omnipresence, and profoundly inquire into its nature so 
that they can say not so much that God is in things, but rather that all other 
things are in him and are contained by him.

Theophilus of Antioch: “It is a quality of the highest and omnipresent 
God and of the true God not only to be every where... and still less to be 
contained by any place, otherwise the containing place would be found 
greater than he... .God however is not circumscribed by place, but he is the 
place of all things” (R 177). St. Irenaeus (R 266). St. Athanasius: “Men who 
cannot exist by themselves are circumscribed by place and exist in the Word 
of God; but God, who truly exists by himself (per se), contains all things 
and he himself is contained by no thing” (R 754). St. Cyril of Jerusalem: 
“This Father of our Lord Jesus Christ is not circumscribed in any place 
nor is he less than heaven” (R 815). St. Hilary: “He is infinite because 
he is not in another, but everything is in him; he is always outside of any 
place because he is not contained... .God is both everywhere, and his whole 
being is everywhere” (R 860). “God is not contained in bodily places, nor 
is the immensity of his divine power confined by limits or space. He is 
present everywhere and his whole being is everywhere; he is not partially 
in any place, but he is totally in all things... .He is everywhere like the soul 
in a body, which is diffused in all the members and is not absent from any 
of the parts” (R 893). “God is everywhere and in all things; with his whole 
being he hears, he sees, he works, he moves” (R 984).

Didymus: “No created thing fills the world or contains all things and 
exists in all things.. .but the things I have said are proper to the divinity. But 
the majesty of the Holy Spirit is perpetual, without any limits, and it always 
exists everywhere and through all things and in all things; in fact it fills and 
contains the world according to the divinity; it measures all other things 
but is itself not measured” (R 1070). St. Ambrose: “God...fills all things

23. Ceuppens, op. cit., 60; E. Jacquier, Les Actes des Apotres (Paris 1926) 535; A van der Heeren, Actus 
Apostolorum (1923) 306-307.
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and nowhere is he ever confused; he penetrates all things and nowhere is 
he penetrated; he is totally everywhere and at the same time he is present 
either in heaven or on earth or in the depths of the sea” (R 1266). St. Cyril 
of Alexandria: “The divinity is not in any place, but it is not completely 
absent from any thing. For it fills all things and permeates all things and, 
being outside all things, it is in all things” (R 2119). St. Gregory the Great: 
“Because he remains in all things, he is outside all things, above all, within 
all, and he is superior through his power and inferior through his patience; 
he is exterior through his magnitude and interior through his subtlety; he 
raises up and holds down; he surrounds outside and penetrates inside. One 
part is not superior nor another part inferior; nor does one part remain 
exterior and another part interior, but remaining one and the same he is 
totally everywhere; while sustaining all things he commands, commanding 
he sustains; penetrating he surrounds and surrounding he penetrates” (R 
2304).24

132. Proof from reason. 1. Immensity and omnipresence, as has 
been explained, does not include any imperfection; in fact, it excludes all 
limitation and composition in presence. Therefore it must be affirmed of 
God who is infinite in perfection.

2. St.Thomas in S.Th. I, q. 8, following the example of Scripture and the 
Fathers, demonstrates the presence and ubiquity of God from his universal 
operation. This reason can be proposed, even when the principle of the 
impossibility of acting at a distance (actio in distans)25 is omitted, because 
he is understood as operating more perfectly so that he is so present to his 
effect and joined together with it that he dominates it completely. God at 
least can be wherever he operates. But he can operate everywhere; therefore 
now he is everywhere and he is such by reason of his essence. Given the 
conservation of things in being and God’s immediate activity on them, it 
follows that the divine presence is operative, and that God can be said to be 
present to things in as many ways as he causes effects in them. Wherefore 
the contact of God with things, which is a consequence of his immensity 
and which certainly is not quantitative, can properly be said to be a contact 
ofpower.

Another question is whether the formal reason of God’s presence in things is his 
operation, according to the formula of many Thomists.26 It seems not possible to say that

24. Petavius, op. cit., 1.2 c.8 1.3; De San, 133.
25. This principle is not completely evident to many; see Hellin, op. cit., 629-632.
26. John o f  St. Thomas, In I p. q.8 n.3; Billuart, De Deo d.5 a.3.9.9; Billot, De Deo uno c.2 q.8. See Muncunill, 

167; De San, 134 n .l, where he accurately explains the doctrine o f  St. Thomas on this matter.
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operation is the formal metaphysical reason of his presence because there are different 
formal reasons and the argument rather requires presence as something previous 
to operation, especially if it is founded on the impossibility of acting at a distance. 
Therefore it is better to say that the formal reason of God’s actual presence in any thing 
is based on his immensity as the foundation on the part of God, and in his free operation 
as the necessary condition for the existence of the thing to which God is present.

133. Objections. 1. Often in Holy Scripture God is said to be in heaven, or in the 
temple, to come, to go, to draw back. Therefore he is not everywhere, nor immense.

From the nature of the real presence of God in things, as has been explained, it 
logically follows that God is said to be present in a special way where he produces 
something new or is manifested in a special way. Therefore particularly he is said to 
be in heaven, in the temple, in the hearts of the just; but nowhere is it said that God 
is in some place in such a way that he is not in other places. Christ himself wanted us 
to understand that God is present in heaven in a special way (see Deut. 26:15; Ps. 2:4, 
etc.; IKings 8:34; Isa. 63:15) when he taught us to pray: Our Father, who art in heaven 
(Matt. 6:9). On this point St. Bernard says: “Although there is no doubt that God is 
everywhere, he is in heaven however in such a way that...he does not seem to be on 
earth. Because of that, while praying, we say: Our Father who art in heaven..., if we 
think about that presence, which the blessed angels enjoy, we seem to have hardly any 
protection of God and his name”27; namely, Christ wanted to raise our minds to heavenly 
things where God manifests himself completely as he is, and especially as Father who 
gives us eternal life. He is present in the temple and in other sanctuaries and places 
where he manifested himself, such as Bethel, Sichem, Silo, Gabaon (Gen. 28:16; Num. 
7:8; 1 Kings 8:10, etc.) because they were designated for worship. He is present in the 
souls of the just (John 14:23; Rom. 8:11, etc,) through his gifts of grace (see the treatise 
on the Trinity). For this reason expressions that God moves from place to place are best 
explained as anthropomorphic ways of speaking.28

2. The Fathers sometimes say that God in not in physical place and that he is outside 
the world. Thus Origen: “No one should say that God is in a corporeal place, for it 
follows from that that he is also a body” (R 472).

I  distinguish the assertion: They say this in order to prove that God is not in place 
by way of being located there or there circumscriptively, conceded; to say that he is not 
there in any way whatsoever, denied. See St. Cyril of Alexandria in #131. It has been 
doubted whether Tertullian, Clement of Alexandria and Lactantius erred in this matter; 
but they can be rightly understood, as Petavius shows.29

27. In Ps. 90 s.l: ML, 183, 188-189. On the presence o f  God in the spiritual life see F. Cayr6, Les sources de 
I’amour divin. La Divine presence d'apres St. Augustin (Paris 1932), and ascetical and mystical treatises, 
such as La Puente and Rodriguez.

28. See Heinisch, op. cit., 85-86; Ceuppens, o. cit., 61f. Nevertheless, you may see the rationalists fighting 
among themselves about the dweling o f  Yahweh; Gunkel wants it to be only in heaven; Stade says he is only 
on earth, and only in different places successively.

29. De Deo, 1.3 c.7.
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3. Spatial references and relations belong properly and exclusively to bodies; hence 
there is the ancient saying, “incorporeal beings are not in place.”30 Therefore one should 
say rather that the eminence of the divine being excludes from it presence in place.

I  distinguish the antecedent. Spatial relations in the strictest sense—those that 
imply circumscriptive presence—belong properly and exclusively to bodies, I concede 
the antecedent', those that stand with definitive and repletive presence, I  deny the 
antecedent. That statement cannot be admitted in any other sense except in the first 
sense given. And I deny the consequent, for the eminence of the divine essence must 
rather be said to be the root or reason that demands the omnipresence of God, in the way 
it has been explained.

134. The presence o f God in imaginary spaces. This question has been discussed 
by theologians, although it often refers in general to a way of speaking, but it seems that 
it should be retained.31 If the presence of God in space is understood precisely as a real 
coexistence in place with real local extension, it is evident that it is not given if there is 
no created boundary. Truly, this expression can hardly be proved, “God is not present, 
except in a world actually created,” and it was explicitly rejected by St. Augustine.32 
Likewise, it would be false to say that God did not exist before the creation of the 
world because the word “before” would not have any meaning outside of real time. The 
reason is because we can hardly or not at all think of spatial designations without the 
connotation of imaginary space (which in no way is asserted to be really existing, as 
is clear). Therefore it is not without cause that God can be said to exhibit his presence 
wherever a body or some extension can be. Moreover, a new presence of God in things 
must be explained in such a way that it logically takes place without any change on his 
part. Those who speak about the existence of God in imaginary spaces wish to say that, 
and nothing else. For it is a way, certainly imperfect but almost necessary, of expressing 
the essential reason for the divine immensity.

Corollary of the Catholic doctrine on the essence of God

135. PANTHEISM MUST BE REJECTED.
Pantheism, or pantheistic monism,33 is a doctrine proposed in very 

different ways. As the name indicates, it holds that all things are essentially

30. From the short treatise, Quomodo substantiae in eo quod sint bonae sint, cum non sint substantialia bona, 
which is called De hebdomadibus and attributed to Boethius (ML, 64,1311), and on which Gilbert o f  Porree 
and St. Thomas wrote a commentary. On this see M. Grabmann, Die Geschichte der scholastichen Methode 
(Freiburg 1909) 1,173.

31. See Suarez, Metaphy. D.30 s.7 n.28-38; Urraburu, 161 f.; Muncunill, 168. De San is out o f  bounds, op. cit. p. 
335, when he contends “in no sense whatever” can it be said that God is present in imaginary spaces.

32. De civitate Dei 1.11 c.5: ML 41,321.
33. On pantheism see the authors o f  Natural Theology, such as Hontheim, 465-509; Hellin, 415-427. You will 

find an overview o f  the doctrine and an abundant bibliography in F. Klimke, Der monismus (Freiburg 1911); 
Schalck, Pantheisme: DTC 11,1855-1873; R. de Rafael, Panteismo: Enciclopedia Espasa, 41,850-870, 
where there is a special study o f  medieval pantheism. The interpretation o f  Spinozan pantheism which is 
proposed by A. Valensin, Pantheisme: DAFC 3,1303-1333, who seems to propose a union that is quasi- 
hypostatic o f  all things with God, is to be rejected.
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a unique divine substance and so all existing things are only modes or 
manifestations or emanations or moments o f a real or logical evolution. 
This theory also perverts the first and universal ideas about the divinity, 
with the result that pantheism is opposed to Catholic and philosophical 
theses about the nature of God. Indeed, it can rightly be called a certain 
kind of hidden atheism, which gives the impression of being religious so 
that individuals can fool themselves into thinking they are religious. Thus, 
pantheism is opposed to the distinction and the essential eminence of the 
divine over all other things; it destroys the dependence of man on God; it 
contradicts the divine simplicity, immutability, infinity, the idea of which it 
fundamentally abolishes, although it may wish to be based on it. Further, it 
denies creation and human freedom.

It belongs to philosophy to explain the different forms ofpantheism and 
semi-pantheism. It will suffice here to mention the ones that in a special 
way, besides the universal condemnation of error, have been proscribed 
by the Church. In the 5th and 6th centuries Priscillianism, which says that 
the human soul is a part of God, was condemned (D 201, 455). Lateran 
Council IV  in the 13th century proscribed the teaching of Amalrec de Bene 
who, along with David de Dinant, said that God is a part of the world (D 
807-808 ). Pope John XXII (14th century) and Innocent XI (17th century) 
rejected as heretical some propositions savoring o f pantheism of Eckhart 
and Michael de Molinos concerning the transformation of the soul of a 
justified person into God (D 960-963, 2205).

Pius IX rejects pantheism in Proposition 1 of the Syllabus (D 2901). 
Vatican Council I  after it taught that God must be preached as really 
and essentially distinct from the world (D 3001), in the section entitled 
On God the Creator o f all things (D 3024, 3025) condemned with an 
anathema pantheism in general and its three special forms—emanatistic 
pantheism of the Gnostics and Plotinus, Scotus Eriugenus and others; real 
evolutionistic pantheism of David de Dinant, Giordano Bruno and Spinoza; 
and the pantheism of transcendental idealism of Fichte, Schelling and 
Hegel. Finally, Pius X in his encyclical Pascendi (1907) condemned the 
modernists because their doctrine regarding symbolism and immanence 
leads to pantheism (D 2108).

136. The best refutation of pantheism is found in the presentation of 
the theological doctrine regarding God and creation. And it is not difficult 
to show that pantheism is opposed to the metaphysical principles of 
contradiction and causality, that it is opposed to the psychological facts of 
freedom, personal unity and to the facts of the experience of the distinction
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of some things from other things, and finally that it is opposed to the moral 
order.

Scholium 1. The personality o f God. Since as a truth of Christian 
theology against the monists and the pantheists, especially the evolutionists, 
it is proved that God is personal, what is particularly stressed is that the 
divine nature is intellectual and self-conscious, and something wholly 
fixed and determined, not subject to evolution and not subject to any 
indetermination. This obviously is a matter of faith (de fide) and it is also 
proved by natural theology. But the further question about the concept of 
the person in the divinity and about the way in which it is found in God 
belongs in Trinitarian theology. Accordingly, it will be treated there.

137. Scholium 2. God is pure act. This idea of pure act by which St. 
Thomas often proclaims the complete eminence of God in opposition to 
the potentiality of the creature can be understood in two different ways. 
Inasmuch as pure act is opposed essentially and completely to objective 
potency, it means aseity or necessity of existing and it is the primary notion 
about the nature of God. But inasmuch as pure act is opposed to all passive 
and subjective potentiality, it signifies supereminent perfection which is 
explained and proved by negative attributes. Therefore it is a most suitable 
formula to signify synthetically the perfection of God.

The idea of pure act is in no way opposed to active potency with regard 
to external things, nor is it opposed to the potency of internal activity 
which is involved in the divine processions. But in what way the divine 
activity, whether immanent or transient, is not burdened with any passive 
potentiality, also in what way not only in the, as it were, static order, but also 
in the dynamic order, God is and remains pure act—all of this is explained 
in the appropriate treatises of theology.34

34. CG 1,16; S.Th. I, q. 2, a.2, q. 9, a.I and elsewhere passim. See A. Gardeil, Acte pur. DTC 1,134-135; 
Kleutgen, Die Philosophie der Vorzeit 1,564-570; E. Miton, Der Begriffdes „actuspurus “ in Scholastikund 
bei H. Schell: JahrbPhTh (1910) 446-462.
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C H A P T E R  I I I

On the knowledge of God 

Preamble on the life of God in general

S.Tli. 1, q. 18; Su&rez, Uetaphys. d.30 a. 14; Ruiz de Montoya, De scientia Dei d.l and last; Scheeben, 589; 
Muncunill, 260-273; Lercher, 130-140.

138. Up till now we have considered the being of God as it were 
statically; now we will begin to treat his activity. The activity of a being is 
twofold—immanent and transient; it is clear that both forms are compatible 
with a most perfect being. Special theological treatises deal specifically 
with God’s activity regarding external things. Therefore our task here is to 
consider one immanent activity.

Immanent activity properly speaking is life. For a living being as 
commonly understood is said to be only what exercises activity in itself, 
what produces an activity received in the agent himself, by which he either 
develops himself or perfects himself or actuates himself, in reference either 
to himself or also to other things. Therefore a living being is a substance to 
which self-movement and the application o f itself to any kind o f operation, 
belong naturally, as St. Thomas says in S.Th. I, q. 18, a 2.

From the idea itself, however, a difficulty presents itself about how 
it is possible to attribute life to God, since from the demonstrated divine 
infinity, immutability and simplicity, no motion or development can be 
admitted in him, nor can he acquire any new perfection. Nevertheless, life 
must be attributed to him, for it is per se known that it is more perfect to be a 
living being than a non-living being. Therefore we will have to investigate 
which characteristics are so essential to the concept of life that necessarily, 
although analogically with created life, can be found in uncreated life.

139. Moreover, for the perfection of life it is required only that it be 
an immanent activity, so that the more perfect the activity is and the more 
perfect the immanence, the more perfect also will be the life. But what is 
characteristic of imperfect, created life is that activity without motion and 
without causality cannot be exercised and is never exercised by itself alone, 
and that the immanence of the vital activity is not complete and perfect. 
In article 3 St. Thomas demonstrates this by considering all the genera 
of living things in which it appears that that life is more perfect which 
has need of less motion, whence it follows that the immanence is more 
perfect. From this one concludes that the most perfect life in created things
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is the life proper to a spiritual being, namely, intellection and volition. 
Therefore it pertains to the perfection of a living thing that it moves itself, 
it pertains to imperfection that it has its activity through causality and with 
the distinction between first and second act, which is not part of the concept 
of the prior perfection. Therefore the life of a being will be most perfect 
that exercises its activity o f knowing and willing as fully identified with 
itself or that is a subsistent activity, by which is given both a most perfect 
operation without any change, and the total immanence of the operation, 
namely, metaphysical.'

Thus it appears, just in passing, how absurd it is that often in our time a concept of 
life is advanced, even in theological circles, that places life completely in some form 
of evolution or substantial change which is proper to the most imperfect kind of life, 
namely, vegetative, and which is supposed to be applied necessarily to other forms of 
higher life, especially spiritual and religious. It seems that this can be explained only on 
the basis of some kind of underlying materialism or sensuality.

N.B. In explaining the life of God natural reason cannot go any further. Still, from 
revelation we know that the divine life is not limited by these things. For in the divine 
life there are immanent processions within, according to intellect and will, by which 
subsistent persons proceed, identified certainly with the divine substance, but really 
distinct from one another. For more on this see the treatise on the Trinity.

140. That “God lives” is a truth often stated in the sources of revelation. 
In Later an IV  (D 800) the Church teaches the vital operations of the Trinity; 
Vatican I  (D 3001) professes that God is infinite in intellect and will.

Holy Scripture as a trait of the true God designates him with the name 
of living-, in this way it places him in opposition to the idols lacking life, 
as in Deut. 32:39: See now that I, even I, am he; there is no god beside me. 
I  kill and I  make alive. Jer. 10:10: But the Lord is the true God; he is the 
living God and the everlasting King. Matt. 16:16: You are the Messiah, the 
Son o f the living God. Acts 14:14: we bring you good news, that you should 
turn away from these worthless things to the living God. God himself often 
says I  live (Deut. 32:40), so that the formula I  live, God lives is used for 
an oath: 2 Kings 2:2; Matt. 26:63. Wis. 7:22—8:1; Prov. 8; John 1:4; 5:26 
mention the life of God: For just as the Father has life in himself..; 1 John 
1 :lff.; 5:20. Therefore Christ as the God-man is life and his participation in 
life is our eternal life (John 6:40, 55, 59; 14:6).

The holy Fathers explain the divine life and its perfection beautifully 
in many different ways. St. Clement of Rome: “God lives, the Lord Jesus 1

1. Sudrez, Metaphys. d.30 s. 14 n.3.7.8.
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Christ lives, the Holy Spirit lives—the faith and hope of the elect” (R 28).2 
God is said to be “life from himself,” “living by his nature” by St. Gregory 
of Nyssa3 and St. Cyril of Alexandria.4 St. Augustine: “For you to be and to 
live is not one thing and something else, because to exist perfectly and to 
live perfectly is the same thing.” 5

Reason suggests it. For from the sense of all, life is a pure perfection, 
for from its very concept it is better to live than not to live. Therefore it is 
not possible to think of a greater, non-vital perfection that contains life in 
an eminent way. And from what we have said elsewhere, there can be life 
without motion and imperfection.

Objection. A life in which nothing is produced cannot be conceived. Therefore, 
at least if we prescind from the processions in the Trinity about which reason knows 
nothing, God cannot be said to be living.

I  deny the antecedent which is not well proved from the fact that in created things 
there cannot be any life without the production of the acts of thinking and willing which 
are not given in God. For it suffices that we understand that intellection and volition is 
an act which is much more perfect if it is identified with the divine substance that is not 
produced.

A R T I C L E  I

O n  t h e  S u b j e c t i v e  P e r f e c t i o n  o f  G o d ’ s  K n o w l e d g e

141. The life of a spiritual being embraces a twofold operation- 
thinking and willing. Of these, at least in the order of reason, thinking is 
prior. Divine intellection is called knowledge (scientia) by the theologians 
because by this name the most perfect human cognition is signified.

We will deal with questions about the knowledge of God in three 
articles: 1) the subjective perfection of God’s knowledge; 2) its object; 3) 
the medium, as they say, or the mode of divine knowledge.

Thesis 11. God is subsistent intellection of infinite perfection.

S.Th. I, q. 14, a. 1 ,4 , 5; Suarez, De Deo 1.3 c .l; Metaphys d.30 a. 15; Scheeben, 990; Franzelin, th. 36-37; 
Muncunill, n .260-275,293-307; Pesch, prop. 26-28.

2. We translat the text o f  St. Clement from the Greek in this way, and not “As he l ives. . as is given in the 
Rouet (R) translation.

3. C. Eunomium 8: MG 45,397.
4. In Ioann. 2.4: MG 73,285.
5. Confess. 1.1 c.6 n.10: ML 32.
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Connection. Knowledge in general is the vital assimilation of some 
object, for one who knows, knows something. Therefore its perfection must 
be studied from the object known and from the way or method of knowing. 
But we can now in advance establish certain things about divine knowledge 
that are very important in reference to its perfection which naturally flows 
from what we have said about the divine attributes and which prepare the 
way for understanding its objective perfection. These points are asserted in 
this thesis.

142. Definition of terms. God knows and understands but his 
understanding cannot take place by way of an accident because of the divine 
simplicity, but must be the very substance of God. Therefore one says “God 
is subsistent intellection”6 7 rather than God has knowledge, although this way 
of speaking is commonly used. Hence it follows that God’s knowledge is 
not something produced nor is there present in God a faculty, or an intellect 
in potency {in actu primo) that produces an actual act of knowledge {actum 
secundum). But nothing prevents us from distinguishing with our reason 
that in God there is an intellect as the subjective sufficient reason of divine 
intellection, especially since there are many things that God understands 
with one simple act.

The infinite perfection of divine intellection should be considered: a) 
from the part of the being of the knowledge; b) from the part of the nature 
o f knowledge as such; c) from the part of the properties that belong to it as 
such and which are called its logical parts.

a. Since the being of divine intellection is the very substance of God, 
it has all the perfections of the divinity—infinity, simplicity, physical 
immutability, eternity.

b. Divine knowledge is not a habit, but an act; it is not a mere simple 
apprehension nor reasoning which imply some imperfection; rather, it is a 
judgment or affirmation, which however does not take place by composition 
or division, but by a simple intuition of a tendency formally assertive.1 
Finally, divine cognition does not abstract or distinguish between things 
that are one; it does not form universal concepts, but is a perfect intuition 
and comprehension of the total reality.

However, knowledge as objectively abstract can be admitted in God, 
namely, knowledge about a merely abstract object, considered in that

6. Thus Pesch, prop. 26. See Sudrez, De Trinitate 1.1 c.6 n.9, 14.
7. Muncunill, 300. We think this should be especially noted, by which many difficulties concerning the 

knowledge o f  God seem to disappear.
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c. The logical properties of knowledge are truth, clarity, distinction 
and absolute certitude, or full, clear, distinct and firm conformity with the 
object, while fundamentally excluding falsity, confusion, ignorance, doubt, 
opinion and probability; finally, logical invariability, even if purely logical 
variation can be reconciled with physical immutability. This means that 
God does not begin or cease to think something, and the logical properties 
of intellection are not changed.

143. Opinions. Among Catholics there is no one who does not hold 
the doctrine of this thesis or casts doubt on our explanation. Of course 
there were those who did not admit that, with our power of reasoning, we 
could affirm an intellect in God as the root source of divine intellection.8 9 
Nevertheless it is commonly held, for there is a good foundation for it in 
reality. A certain man named Aureolus denied that God has a formal and 
distinct knowledge of created things.

Averroes said that creatures are known by God only abstractly and 
obscurely. Evolutionary pantheists say that by his own evolution God, a 
unique being, gradually becomes conscious of himself and of other things.

Doctrine of the Church. Along with the universal preaching of the 
Church, infinitely perfect intellection was explicitly defined by Vatican I  
(D 3001).

Theological note. It is defined divine Catholic faith (de fide divina, 
catholica, definita) that God has intelligence and that it is infinitely perfect. 
That the divine intellection is subsistent and perfect, in the way explained, 
is at least theologically certain.

144. Proof from Holy Scripture.10 a) That God is intelligent is affirmed 
on every page of Scripture in words and deeds. In subsequent theses the 
teaching of the sacred books about God’s knowledge of all things will be 
set forth.

b) The infinite perfection of God’s knowledge is expressed in different

8. S.Th., De ver. q.2 a.9 ad 2; Molina, In I p. Q.14 a.9; Suarez, op. cit., s. 15 n.39-40; Ruiz de Montoya, d. 17 
s.4 and 5; Franzelin, 395; Urr&buru, op. cit., 15.

9. Muncunill, 265; Urraburu, 2,10-12, where you will find authors who speak differently.
10. A B ea, De Pentateucho (Rome 1933) 139; Cales, Le Livre des Psaumes 2,529, 547 620; P. Dhorme, Le Livre 

de lob (Paris 1926) 158; Pszczygiel, Das Bitch lob (1931) 84; B. Duhm, Die Psalmen (1922) 456; S. Peeters, 
Das Buch der Psalmen (1930) 341; E. Pannier, Les Psaumes (Paris 1937) 538-563.
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ways. ISam. 2:3: The Lord is a God o f knowledge. Yahweh is God who 
has profound knowledge. Therefore wisdom is often said of God and the 
wisdom of God which is considered as the highest grade of intelligence 
and knowledge is praised in many different ways. Job 12:13: With God 
are wisdom and strength; he has counsel and understanding that even the 
animals proclaim (see verse 7). Ps. 136:5: who by understanding made 
the heavens. In Hebrew the word tebunah signifies the wisdom which 
penetrates all things and directs them to their end; and in the wisdom books 
of the O.T., all of which praise wisdom which is God (Prov. 8:14-16) or is 
from God, this word is taken as a synonym for hokemah.

c) For praise of the wisdom and knowledge of God, what Ps. 147:4f. 
says should be noted: He determines the number o f the stars (which no man 
can do, Gen. 15:5) and he gives to all o f them their names. Now to impose 
an adequate name on things for Semites is a sign of great knowledge; 
therefore there is no measure o f his wisdom.

d) The infinite perfection of the divine knowledge is taught with great 
insight into the knowledge that God has about man (which a fortiori applies 
to everything else). Ps. 139:1-6: O Lord, you have searched me and known 
me. You know when I  sit down and when I  rise up... You search out my path 
and my lying down, and are acquainted with all my ways, that is, absolutely 
all of my actions, you discern my thoughts, and indeed, from far away, 
before they take place, and Even before a word is on my tongue, O Lord, 
you know it completely, therefore, You hem me in, behind and before, and 
lay your hand upon me, and I cannot flee from you. Such knowledge is too 
wonderful for me; it is so high that I  cannot attain it.

e) St. Paul in Rom. 11:33-34, admiring the divine plan concerning the 
election and reprobation of the Jews, says: O the depth o f the riches and 
wisdom and knowledge o f God! How unsearchable are his judgments and 
how inscrutable his ways!

f) Therefore God is truth (John 14:6) and God is light and in him there 
is no darkness at all (1 John 1:5).

145. Proof from tradition. The holy Fathers bring out the infinite 
perfection of the divine knowledge in many ways, as we shall see in 
what follows. Thus Clement of Alexandria: God “considers with one 
glance everything all at once—individually and one by one” (R 429). St. 
Augustine: “God’s knowledge is his wisdom, and his wisdom is his essence 
or substance; for in the marvelous simplicity of his nature it is not one thing 
to know and another to be, but for him to know something means that it 
exists” (R 1676). “We cannot say that God made unknown things and only
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learned about them after they were made” (R 1803).

Proof from reason. 1. God is intelligent in the most perfect way. For 
the more immaterial a thing is, the more perfectly it understands. But 
God is the highest grade of immateriality (S.Th. I, q. 14, a. 1). Moreover, 
intellection is a pure perfection. Therefore it cannot be lacking in an infinite 
God.

2. “It must be said that the act of God’s intellect is his substance.. ..For 
the act of understanding is the perfection and act of the one understanding” 
{ibid., ail. 4). But no perfection can be added to God who is absolutely 
simple and essentially infinite.

3. The knowledge of God must be most perfect, since whatever is 
said about God is infinitely perfect. Therefore all imperfections must be 
excluded from divine knowledge. Therefore he must have in the highest 
grade all the perfections of knowledge, both entitative and logical.

146. Objections. 1. God is described in Scripture as coming in order to see and to 
know what men are doing (e.g., Gen. 11:5; 18:21, etc.). Therefore he does not have from 
himself perfect and unchanging knowledge.

These and similar statements pertain to the anthropomorphic way of speaking as we 
have already explained.

2. Cognition is the assimilation of the object. But it is repugnant for the substance 
of God to be assimilated to anything. Therefore the divine cognition cannot be his 
substance.

I  distinguish the major. Cognition necessarily is the physical assimilation in 
some way of the object, namely, the whole reality inasmuch as it is produced in order 
to assimilate the knower to the known object, I  deny the major; merely intentional 
assimilation, I  concede the major I  further distinguish the minor and deny the consequent. 
Intentional assimilation, as it is called, if it is only such, as in the divine knowledge of a 
created object, and if it has nothing mixed in with it of a produced physical similitude, 
does not contain any imperfection. Indeed, divine cognition in itself has a metaphysical 
similitude of identity with the object.

N.B. From what has been said that divine knowledge is the absolute being of God, 
it follows that in its essence it is not just a being destined for the purpose of representing 
an object. Therefore it does not have a real transcendental relation to it, as created 
cognition does. But since we cannot conceive of intellection except by a relation to 
an object, therefore it is customary to say that the divine knowledge adds to the divine 
essence a logical relation or as a way of speaking.

3. The objects of the knowledge of God are variable. But true knowledge must be 
in conformity with the object. Therefore the divine knowledge must be variable, at least 
logically.

I  concede the major and distinguish the minor True knowledge must represent all
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the variations of the object, conceded', the knowledge itself must be variegated so that 
it cannot, from eternity, represent all the variations, denied. In this objection a sophism 
is present which is the foundation of relativism and the claimed variability of truth. 
Here an assumption is made that, from the fact that things change, it is not possible for 
something to be always and immutably true. Actually, although a thing is contingent and 
variable, the affirmability of it as contingent and variable or simply the affirmability of 
some contingent fact in time is itself necessary and invariable.11

Corollary. GOD IS TRUTH ITSELF IN THE ORDER OF LOGICAL 
TRUTH. The expression “God is truth itself’ signifies not only the nature 
of ontological truth, but also truth in the logical and moral order (we are 
not dealing with that here). He is logical truth itself, for because divine 
knowledge is infinite, simple, comprehending all truth, completely true and 
certain, without any possible error or ignorance, God’s knowledge is the 
fullness o f truth. Rightly therefore it is called truth itself. Moreover, all 
logical truth in created things comes from divine truth itself, not only as 
from an efficient cause, because divine truth is identified with the divine 
essence, but also as from an exemplary cause with the result that all truth 
in a created intellect is a certain deficient imitation of the divine truth. 
Therefore all logical truth can be said to depend on divine truth.11 12

11. See Relatividad del conoscimiento: Enciclopedia Espasa 50,460-461.
12. Pohle, 230-238.
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A R T I C L E  I I

O n  t h e  O b j e c t  o f  D i v i n e  K n o w l e d g e

Thesis 12. God is omniscient; one by one God knows himself, all 
possible things and in general all actually existing things in some 
difference of time.

S.Th. I, q. 14, a. 2, 3, 5, 6, 9, 11; Sudrez, De Deo 1.2 c.1-3; Metaphys. D.30 s. 15; Franzelin, the 37, 41; 
Muncunill, 277-292.

147. Connection. Having explained the subjective perfection of God’s 
knowledge, it is now necessary to consider the objects of his knowledge. 
For in these the objective perfection of his knowledge is distinguished, as 
it were extensively, from the multitude of objects to which it reaches. From 
this point of view we express the infinitude of divine knowledge with the 
first general assertion: “God is omniscient”; that is, he knows everything 
that can be known. Next we distribute the objects known by God into 
certain differences in order to assert that they are all attained by the divine 
knowledge and characterized by the notes of logical perfection that we 
described above. The various species of objects are: God himself; possible 
things; all created things which can be said to be future with respect to the 
divine eternity; among these, special consideration must be given to free 
future acts', finally we will consider contingent acts that are conditionally 
in the future. The two latter types of acts will be considered in the following 
theses.

Definition of terms. That is said to be possible which can be or can 
exist, although it does not actually now exist. Purely possible is what 
never actually exists; not purely possible is what does not now exist, but 
sometime it will exist. Since beside God nothing is eternal, all created 
things can be said to have been possible before they were produced. We 
are saying that everything is known by God, both the purely possible and 
the not purely possible, and that takes place in the same logical expression, 
that is, that God knows all things as possible in a sign prior to their futurity. 
This knowledge in God has a formally judicative tendency, that is, God 
judges that those propositions are true that we form of possible things. We 
understand that the knowledge of possibles is present in God formally not 
just eminently.

The logical expressions (signa rationis). Since both here and elsewhere 
in theology the “logcal expressions” are often mentioned, it may help briefly
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to explain what is meant. Logical expressions are said to be different ideal or 
mental states of the same tiling, whether in reality (positively or negatively) or 
in abstract rational distinctions of which one logically precedes the other. For a 
thing that exists now was future before it existed, and it was possible before it 
was future. In divine tilings an order of expressions or signs is given, given the 
necessary rational distinction, between intellect and will, and in understanding 
and willing, to the extent that they attain different objects, among which, with 
a solid foundation in reality, we must establish some order, for a distinction 
without order would be a source of confusion. Thus, since nothing is created 
without the will of God, with our reason we must consider the prior knowledge 
of God concerning that thing as possible, secondly his will to create it, and 
finally his knowledge of the existing thing. Certainly the order of signs, just 
like the formal distinction of predicates, is a product of our intellect (therefore 
they are called signs of reason or logical expressions). Otherwise one could not 
think about the most simple existing thing. Also, they are not attributed to God, 
but there is a foundation in God for constructing such signs of reason.1

148. Adversaries. All Catholics, clearly, hold the thesis. But there are 
those who explicitly state that God knows purely possibles, and they do not 
seem to be too concerned about his knowledge of all things, also of the not 
purely possibles, as formally asserted to be present in God.

Whether or not Aristotle erred regarding the divine knowledge about 
things different from himself is not clear.1 2 Averroes certainly denied that 
God has distinct knowledge of them, for he says that they are known by 
God only in a general way. Aureolus held something similar.3

Doctrine of the Church. The thesis is a teaching clearly handed on in 
the preaching of the Church, and it is implicitly contained in the definition 
of Vatican I that God is infinitely perfect in intellect and perfectly happy in 
himself, and that all things are naked and open to his eyes (D 3001, 3003).

Theological note. The thesis is divine and Catholic faith (de fide 
divina et catholica), if we prescind from the question whether or not the 
knowledge of not-purely possibles should be placed in God formally; but it 
seems that by all means this must be affirmed.

1. See Hellln, 829. Therefore the common doctrine o f the scholastics about the “signs o f  reason” was 
undeservedly attacked by M. de la Taille, Sur diverses clarifications de la science de Dieu: RechScRel 13 
(1923) 7-23. But the theory about operative knowledge (“science ouvriere”) that he wants to substitute for 
them must be rejected; see # 180 below.

2. See De San, 147f.
3. Attacked by Capreolus, In I dist.25 q.2.
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149. Proof from Holy Scripture. “Faith in an omniscient God runs 
through the whole O.T.,”4 and no less in the N.T., as is clear, a) The 
omniscience of God in general, both positively that God knows all things, 
and negatively that nothing is hidden from him, is often brought forth. Job 
28:24-27; Ps. 139:4; Sir. 42:18; Wis. 9:11; 1 John 3:20; in a word, God has 
knowledge o f eveiything. Nothing is hidden from God: Prov. 15:11; Sir. 
39:24; Dan. 2:22; 13:42; Hebr. 4:13.

b) In particular, God knows himself (Exod. 3:14, etc.) when he speaks 
about himself and he reveals his own name. Indeed, just as no one knows 
what is in man except the human spirit that is within, so the Spirit searches 
the depth o f God: 1 Cor. 2:9-115; and Matt. 11:27 (Luke 102): no one knows 
the Son except the Father, and no one knows the Father except the Son. 
These two expressions should not be understood separately.6 Therefore 
God is conscious of himself.7

c) The knowledge of possibles, even of those that are not purely such, is 
present in God, who accomplishes all things according to his counsel and 
will: Eph. 1:11, and he has providence for all things, and for him all things 
are possible: Matt. 19:26; Luke 1:37; 1 Sam. 2:1; He calls into existence 
the things that do not exist: Rom. 4:17; and for him, before they are created, 
all things are known: Sir. 23:29.8

d) God knows all things in the world, even the smallest', the ends of 
the earth and everything under the heavens: Job 28:24; all earthly things: 2 
Chron. 16:9; Zech. 4:10; all the stars: Ps. 147:4; all the birds o f the air: Ps. 
50:10-11; Matt. 6:26; the hairs o f your head: Matt. 10:29.

e) The Lord looks down from heaven and he sees all the sons o f men: 
Ps. 33:14; Ps. 11:4; Ps. 66:7; Ps. 94:7ff; Hos. 5:3; good and evil men: Ps. 
34:16 (1 Pet. 3:12); Prov. 15:3; Wis. 1:8; Ps. 34:17; Ps. 69:5; Sir. 17:17; 
all the ways and works o f men: Job 14:16; Sir. 15:19; sins: Gen. 6:5, etc. 
and he punishes9 them and therefore in judgment he renders to each one 
according to his works: Job 34:11; Jer. 17:10, Matt. 16:27; Rom. 2:6.

f) God knows the darkness and the things that are not: Ps. 139:12; 
Rom. 4:17.

g) God’s knowledge embraces all times and is eternal: Sir. 17:15; 39:25; 
42:18; Ps. 139:4; Dan. 13:42; Acts 15:8.10

4. Heinisch, op. cit., 87.
5. Ceuppens, 146.
6. Lebreton, Histoire du dogme de la Trinite 1,591-598; L. De Grandmaison, Jesus Christus (Paris 1928) 60- 

62; Prat, Jisus-Christ (Paris 1933) 2,17-18; D. Buzy, Evangile de S. Matthieu (Paris 1935) 148.
7. Otten, Apologie des gottlichen Bewusstseins (Paderborn 1897).
8. It seems that this text does not refer just to the eternal knowledge o f  vision; see below #158f.
9. Ceuppens, 156.
10. 1. Rabeneck, De Deo uno et trim  (fol.lithogr.) 91-99, 101-102.
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150. Proof from tradition. The holy Fathers from the very beginning, 
especially when dealing with providence and as a motive for living well and 
avoiding sin, clearly teach the omniscience of God. In all of the rather few 
writings of the apostolic Fathers the omniscience of God is preached: four 
or five times in Clement of Rome who calls God “all-seeing”11; three times 
in St. Ignatius of Antioch and also in Polycarp, 2 Clement, and in Pastor 
Hermes.11 12 The Apologists—St. Justin,13 Athenagoras14 and Theophilus (R 
177)—often say the same thing.

From the later Fathers a few clear quotes on this matter will suffice. 
St. Irenaeus: “Absolutely none of the things that were done and are done 
and will be done escape the knowledge of God” (R 202). Minutius Felix: 
“Whatever is, is known by God alone” (R 270); St. Cyril of Jerusalem says 
the same thing (R 821); see what he said above about incomprehensibility. 
St. Hippolytus of Rome: “God...is familiar with future events...for he has 
pre-knowledge.. .”(R 397). Clement of Alexandria: “With one look he sees 
all things and each thing, even one by one” (R 429). Origen: “When God 
began to create the world, in his mind he considered each future thing” (R 
471). St. Augustine: “In the wisdom of God there are reasons of everything 
he will make. Therefore God knows everything he makes before he makes 
it. For we cannot say that he made things unknowingly and that he knew 
them only after they were made” (R 1803). The traditional teaching on 
divine providence formally contains the same ideas.15

151. Proof from reason. A. In general the omniscience of God, which 
is distinct and comprehensive, follows from his infinity. For there is no 
infinite knowledge that does not attain whatever is knowable and to the 
extent that it is knowable.

B. In particular, God knows himself. For a being that is supremely 
intelligent cannot not know a being that is supremely knowable: S.Th. I, q. 
14, a. 2 and 3.

God knows distinctly things other than himself especially those 
that have their existence in any different form of duration. Whatever is, 
is knowable, and it is knowable distinctly insofar as it is. Therefore it is 
known by the infinite God. Moreover, God is the cause of all things outside 
of himself. But God does not operate blindly regarding things outside of 
himself. Therefore he knows them distinctly: ibid. a. 5, 6, 11.

11. Epist. ad Corinthios 64,1; Funk, Patres apostolici, 1,183; see ind. op.
12. Funk, op. cit., ind.
13. Dial. Cum Tryphone M IX, MG 6,770.
14. See thesis 8.
15. See thesis 19.
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God knows possible things. Possibles, although they do not actually 
exist, are still potential beings: ibid. a. 9. Therefore as such they are 
knowable. Therefore God knows them. Indeed, God also has knowledge of 
things that do not exist in any way, such as impossible things and also evils 
and defects. For them to be known is nothing else but for them to be judged 
as nothing or evil or defects which can be affirmed from the fact that they 
really do not exist or are defects. However, the knowledge of possibles that 
are not truly such must be placed in God. For knowledge of them guides 
the divine will in creating them; otherwise he would discern their existence 
blindly. (See Quodlibet 11, a. 3)

152. Scholium. Does God know infinite things? Since the number of possible things 
is indefinite, and since God actually has knowledge of all things singly, it must be said 
that God actually knows infinite things. Thus argue St. Augustine16 and St. Thomas in a. 
12. But from this is does not seem to follow that one can argue to a possible multitude 
that is actually infinite. For that God knows actually an infinite number of possible 
things is nothing other than that God judges single possibles, taken one by one, to be 
possible. From that however it does not follow that he judges the collection together of 
all of them to be possible, whether all at once or successively. That is, God will make 
such a judgment, if it is possible; otherwise he will not so judge.17

Objections. 1. In Scripture God is said not to know evils (Hab. 1:13; Matt. 7:23; 
25:12).

/  distinguish the assertion. God is said not to know evils with a knowledge of 
approval, that is, approving evils, conceded-, that he has no knowledge of them 
whatsoever, I  deny on the basis of the texts themselves.

2. St. Jerome seems to deny that God knows certain minute things: “It is absurd to 
reduce God’s majesty to this that he knows at every moment how many gnats are born 
and how many die” (R 1377).

This way of speaking of the holy doctor does not wish to express anything else 
than that God does not have the same providence for them as he has for man. Moreover, 
elsewhere he clearly says that “there is nothing that escapes the providence and 
knowledge of God.”18

3. Knowledge of possibles is abstract, for possibles do not actually exist. But God 
does not make or imagine abstractions. Therefore knowledge of possibles cannot be 
attributed formally to God.

I  distinguish the major. Knowledge directed formally to abstract possibles is 
achieved by objective abstraction, that is, the object of this knowledge in its logical

16. Deciv. Dei 1.12 c.18: M L41, 367-368.
17. Therefore from the knowledge o f  God the frequently discussed possibility o f  an actual infinite multitude 

cannot be solved. See, if you wish, Lossada, Cursus Philosophicus. Physica tr.3 d.3 c.3 (ed. Barcelona 1883, 
t.6 p. 260-266); Franzelin, 406-412; Pesch, 199-201; Hellfn, 744-754; Pohle, op. cit., 287.

18. Comment. In Jeremiam 32,26: ML 24,895.
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expression is something abstract, I  concede the major; knowledge about possibles must 
necessarily be had by knowledge that is subjectively abstractive, /  deny the major. I  
distinguish the minor. Subjectively abstractive knowledge that does not exhaust the 
total knowability of the object does not exist in God, I  concede the minor; objectively 
abstractive knowledge, in the expression of possibles in which existence is not included 
cannot be attributed formally to God, I  deny the minor and I  deny that this is a fiction.

Objector insists. It suffices to attribute to God in an eminent way knowledge of 
possibles, at least those that are not merely such; namely, that this is a perfection of 
the divine intuition about an existing thing so that it is eminently equivalent to our 
knowledge of possibles.

I  deny the objection, for the perfection of the divine will requires that the knowledge 
of a thing as possible should be formally understood in God in the order of reason that 
is previous to the formal will.
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Thesis 13. God knows from eternity all future free acts.

S.Th. I, q. 14, a. 13; Su&rez, Opusc. 2 1.1 c.1.9; Ruiz de Montoya, De scientia Dei d.21; Franzelin, th. 44; 
Muncunill, 340-344, 378-382.

153. Connection. A special question is proposed concerning the divine 
knowledge of acts which a free creature places in time, although they are 
really included in the stated thesis about his knowledge of all things that 
exist at some time—it is proposed because of the difficulty of the matter 
and because of the adversaries opposed to this Catholic doctrine.

Definition of terms. Future free acts or absolutely future contingent 
acts are free acts of a rational creature elicited in a difference of time. They 
are called true futures by reason of the eternity of the divine knowledge 
which precedes in duration all created existence. Therefore this knowledge 
is called “foreknowledge.”1 However it does not follow that God knows 
them as future, as St. Thomas says in q. 14, a. 13, in the same way as we 
can know them, that is, abstractively. In fact, precisely by reason of his 
eternity, he knows them rather immutably in an intuitive way as present in 
his eternity that embraces all time.

They are called contingent in a special way because of freedom, in 
contrast to future acts that are contained necessarily in their causes and 
therefore they are called necessary futures. Finally, they are called absolute 
futures inasmuch as they really are in time, in opposition to conditioned 
future free actions; this distinction will be explained in the thesis.

We assert only the fact of this knowledge in God; however we will 
investigate its mode in Article 3.

Adversaries. There were many among the pagans who, in order to 
protect the freedom of the creature which they did not know how to reconcile 
with the divine pre-knowledge, denied it, and so, as St. Augustine says 
about Cicero: “Since he wants to make them free, he made them impious.”1 2 
There were also some heretics, among whom were the Socinians and many 
modem Protestants, who postulated in God fallible knowledge. On the 
other hand others, like Marcion,3 Celsus and Wycliff, for the same reason 
denied human freedom as being determined by the divine pre-knowledge.

1. This word “foreknowledge” is also valid, as is clear, for the etmal knowledge o f necessary future acts; but 
in a special way it is used for future free acts because o f the indifference or freedom o f  the cause.

2. De civit. Dei 1.5 c.9: ML 41,150. He refers to Cicero in 1.2: De divinatione, De fato  c. lOff.
3. Tertullian, Contra Marcionem 2.5: ML 2,270.
3* From the acts o f the Vatican Council I (CL 7 105) the intention o f  defining this truth seems to be sufficiently 

clear; see Granderath, Constitutiones... 76-77.
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Church teaching. The preaching of the universal Church has handed 
on this doctrine. Vatican Council I  teaches it explicitly and also that the 
knowledge of God does not harm human freedom (D 321). Pope Sixtus 
IV condemned the errors of Peter de Rivo about the truth of conditioned 
free future actions (D 719, 723). Vatican I : “all things are naked and open 
to his eyes, even those things that are going to occur by the free actions of 
creatures” (D 3003).

Theological note. Defined divine and Catholic faith {de fide divina et 
catholica definita)?*

154. Proof from Holy Scripture.4 The proof of the thesis from Holy 
Scripture contains two elements: a) God knows all the internal and free acts 
of the creature and those connected with them. Since they happen in time, 
they are known by God, not in time, but from eternity; therefore they are all 
future, b) God is foreseeing offuture events. This is understood in a special 
way about free future acts, whether they are internal acts of the will or the 
external effects resulting from those acts. God’s foreknowledge is certainly 
not limited to those acts, for there is also eternal foreknowledge about 
necessary futures. To be sure, granted the existence of the free creature, 
this takes place without doubt in the mundane order, at least within certain 
limits. Therefore the general foreknowledge of God necessarily includes 
the knowledge of free future acts. The Sacred Writings often teach both of 
these points.5

a) God is called the searcher o f hearts: Wis. 1:6; Rom. 8:27; Rev. 2:23; 
he knows our hearts: Acts 1:24; 15:8. He knows all the thoughts o f men: 
Deut. 31:21; 1 Chron. 28:9; Ps. 94:11 (1 Cor. 3:20); Ps. 139:2; Isa. 66:18; 
Ezek. 11:5; Matt. 9:4; 12:25; Luke 5:22; 6:8; 9:47; 11:17. He understands, 
knows, sees, he sees the heart and the kidneys (in general, this means the 
intimate thoughts of man): 1 Sam 16:7; 1 Kings 8:38; Jer. 20:12; Sir. 23:28 
and often; secrets o f the heart: Ps. 44:21; and indeed only he can do it: 1 
Kings 8:39; 2 Chron. 6:30. God investigates, tests, scrutinizes hearts and 
he is the inspector o f the heart: 1 Chron. 28:9; Ps. 7:9; Jer. 17:10; Sir. 
42:18; Job 23:10; Ps. 17:3; Luke 16:15; 1 Thess. 2:4, etc. Therefore God 
does not need a counselor: Isa. 40:13-14; Rom. 11:34.

4.
5.

Heinisch, op. cit., 88; Rabeneck, op. cit., 100.112.
Therefore we do not have to prove the exceptions that Ceuppens places in opposition to certain texts: op. cit.,
160f.
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b) God knows futures beforehand. For he predicts many things and they 
actually take place: Exod. 3:19-22; 12:31 ff.; 14:1-4; Wis. 19:1-3; Deut. 
31:21; 2 Kings 19:27. Isaiah in 41:22f. and 46:9ff. says that God calls upon 
the false gods to predict the future if they want to be recognized as true gods. 
There are also many similar statements in the Gospels. Prophecy is based 
on this foreknowledge: Amos 3:7; Isa. 42:9. Therefore, as Tertullian says, 
the foreknowledge of God has as many witnesses as there are prophets. 
And St. Paul: in 1 Cor. 14:24ff. commends the charism of prophecy as a 
sign of God dwelling in us, because the secrets o f the heart are disclosed: 
But i f  all prophesy, an unbeliever or outsider who enters is reproved by 
all and called to account by all. After the secrets o f the unbeliever’s heart 
are disclosed, that person will bow down before God and worship him, 
declaring, “God is really among you. ”

c) This omniscience of God is denied only by a wicked and stupid 
person: Ps. 10:13; 73:11; 94:7.

155. Proof from tradition. The holy Fathers clearly teach the 
foreknowledge of God without any damage to human freedom. Here are a 
few of their observations. St. Justin: “It is the work of God to predict things 
before they happen, and to make them really happen just as they were 
predicted” (R 116). Athenagoras (R 162). Clement of Alexandria: “For God 
knows all things...and foreseeing individual acts, he sees all and hears all, 
and seeing the naked soul intimately, he also has eternal knowledge of each 
person from every one of his deeds” (R 429). St. John Chrysostom: “His 
prediction is not the cause of scandals, that cannot be; but he predicts them 
because they are going to take place” (R 1175). St. Jerome sharply attacks 
Marcion “and all the heretical dogs who tear the old covenant to pieces” 
because of his objection against foreknowledge, and finally he concludes: 
“For Adam did not sin because God knew that it was going to happen; but 
God had foreknowledge, as God, of what Adam was going to do with his 
own free will” (R 1405). St. Augustine: “It is clearly insane to claim that 
God exists and to deny his knowledge of future events.. ..For he who does 
not have foreknowledge of future events is not God” (R1740; also R 1707, 
1742, 1928). St. Cyril of Alexandria (R 2062); St. Fulgentius (R2258); St. 
John Damascene (R 2357).

156. Proof from reason. A. An infinite intellect cannot not know 
the free acts of a creature which are knowable; and an eternal intellect 
cannot not see them from eternity. For God knows future things “just as
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each one is actually in itself.” But eternity immutably includes all time. 
Therefore God sees them “just as they are in their present state,” as St. 
Thomas says. “Just as...he who sees the whole road from a height, sees 
at once all travelling by the way” (S.Th. I, q. 14, a. 3 ad 3).

B. The foreknowledge o f God is not opposed to freedom because 
knowledge as such does not place any antecedent necessity on its object. 
“Things known by God must be necessary according to the mode in which 
they are subject to the divine knowledge” {ibid.). But God sees them just 
as they really are in themselves. Therefore God’s foreknowledge does not 
impose any other necessity than the merely resulting positing of the act.

Moreover, the way in which God knows these things without 
compromising freedom will be more fully explained in the following 
article.

Objections concerned with the idea of freedom are directed against our thesis. 
They can all be reduced to this: The infallible knowledge of God imposes necessity on 
its object. Therefore when a man posits an act, he posits it necessarily, or he cannot not 
posit it, which is contrary to his freedom.

I  d is tin g u ish  the antecedent. The knowledge of God imposes logical necessity, 
or necessity o f consequence, on its object, and one that is merely consequent and 
not some other that the placing o f the act imposes, with which the non-positing 
o f the act cannot be reconciled, I  concede the antecedent; it imposes antecedent 
necessity which determines the power to one thing, I  deny the antecedent. While 
a man posits an act he cannot not posit it, given the antecedent impotency to do the 
opposite, which arises from the co-principle determining it, I  d en y the consequent. 
I  d is tin g u ish  the co nsequen t in the sam e way. When a man performs an act he 
cannot not perform it, because o f an antecedent impotency to do the opposite, arising 
from the co-principle determining him, I  deny the consequent; he performs it with a 
necessity consequent upon the positing of the act, and he does it with logical necessity 
or with the necessity of the infallibility of divine knowledge, I  concede he consequent.
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Thesis 14. God certainly and distinctly knows all conditioned future 
free actions.

St. Thomas, Quodlibet 11, a. 3; Su&rez, De gratia, prolegom. 2, opus 11.2 c.6; Ruiz de Montoya, De 
scientia Dei d.61ft'.; Franzelin, th. 45; De San, n. 183-190; Muncunill, 383-388, 393-396; Pesch, prop. 32.

157. Connection. The singular nature of the free act requires also a 
singular question about the knowledge of God, which for many centuries 
now has been treated more and more clearly; it deals with conditioned 
future free actions which without doubt must be considered as being 
among possible beings. However, there is something special about them: 
for, having granted the condition, two opposite things are possible, but 
the conditioned future free act is only one. Therefore we must investigate 
whether and in what way the knowledge of God attains them. This question, 
however, on the one hand seems quite difficult and on the other it has great 
importance with regard to solving many difficult theological problems 
associated with divine providence and predestination. It is necessary to 
make a clear distinction between the declared divine knowledge about 
conditioned future free actions and the way of explaining this knowledge. 
In this thesis we are dealing only with the first question.

Definition of terms. Conditioned future free actions, or futuribles, 
are said to be actions that would be de facto posited by a free agent, i f  
he were placed in certain definite conditions. They are said in a special 
way to be contingent or free; future in the sense that they are something 
determined, like something certainly future; conditioned future free 
actions as being in the middle between what is merely possible and what 
will certainly happen in the future. For example, in the hypothesis of a 
grace conferred on Peter in these definite circumstances, both his rejection 
and his acceptance are distinct possibilities, and still both of them cannot 
take place. Only one, and indeed only a definite one, takes place; but this 
will not be an absolute future action unless the condition is fulfilled.

Conditional propositions, by which we express conditioned future 
free acts, are not conditional in the strict sense, or in an illative way, 
because of the freedom of the agent. Accordingly, the conditioned is 
not knowable, at least not with metaphysical and absolutely infallible 
certitude, in the condition, even though the condition expresses 
something that leads to one of the various possibilities. Therefore 
conditional propositions can be called indicative or assertive, only 
inasmuch as they indicate or assert that de facto, if the condition is
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present, the conditioned act will take place.1
Futuribles are distinguished, as possible actions, into purely 

conditioned future free actions which will never actually exist because 
the condition is de facto not given, and qualified conditional future free 
actions; for even absolute future free acts, in the expression prior to the 
future realization of the condition, were conditioned future free acts.

Opinions. At the beginning of the controversy about divine 
assistance {de auxiliis) there were some among the Thomists, like 
Ledesma, Cabrera and others1 2 who conceded to God a conjectural 
knowledge only, not certain knowledge, about conditioned future free 
actions because they could not otherwise be known. Recently Janssens3 
and a few others hold the same thing, even though they do not explicitly 
reject our thesis. For they say that God certainly knows conditioned 
future free actions; namely, either those that are certainly contained in 
their causes, or about which God disposed by his decrees. But they say 
that the others that we postulate as conditioned future free acts are not 
known by God because they are not really futuribles.

All the other theologians, however, say that the divine knowledge 
about all conditioned future free acts is absolutely to be held; this was 
already proposed in the controversy over de auxiliis.4 But we say that 
this knowledge is present in God formally and not just eminently, as we 
said about possibles. However, perhaps many who embrace the system 
of Banez, at least tacitly, defend a thesis only about purely conditional 
future free actions.

Theological note. The thesis is certain doctrine, both philosophically 
and theologically.

1. Su&rez, op. cit., c.5 n.8-10; Franzelin, op. cit., 473; Pesch, 205. But i f  some authors, in their explanation o f  
these propositions, use the example o f  disparate conditions, they do that only to explain the inner connection 
o f  the condition and the conditioned which they contain, because o f the fact o f  freedom; not in order to deny 
the relation o f  one to the other.

2. The words o f  Ledesma are clear, Tractatus de divirne gratiae auxiliis (Salamanca 1611) 574-590, and 
Albelda and other Thomists attribute the same opinion to him; therefore some excuse him without sufficient 
reason. See Su&rez, De gratia, op. cit., l.c ., c .l;  Ruiz de Montoya, d.61 s.2; G. de Henao, Scientia media 
historice propugnata event. 1; Urrdburu, 2,98 n .l; Pesch, 207.

3. De Deo uno 2,5 Iff., and he adds: “concerning this matter it is clear that we agree with the school o f  the 
first Thomists, such as Ledesma and Carrera.” More recently F. Marin-Sola seems to hold a similar opinion, 
El sistema tomista sobre la mocion divina: CiencTom 32 (1952) 52.53 n.,; and more clearly, A. Bandera, 
Ciencia de D iosy objetos futuribles'. CiencTom 75 (1948) 273-299; on this matter see J. Sagtles, Ciencia de 
D iosy objetos futuribles: EstEcl 23 (1949) 189-201; J. Manya defends a knowledge o f  futuribles that is not 
characterized by absolute certitude, but by a lower order o f  certitude, Theologumena: 1. De Deo operante 
(Barcelona 1946) 435ff.

4. Thus Thomas de Lemos him self says this in his Acts; see Urr&buru, op. cit.



b . 1 c . 3  a .2 t h . 1 4  n . 1 5 7 - 1 5 9 135

158. Proof from Holy Scripture. Holy Scripture reports some 
purely conditioned future free actions certainly recognized by God; this 
can justly be applied to all.5 The principal texts are: 1 Sam. 23:10-13 and 
Matt. 11:21-23 (Luke 10:13).

In the first text it is narrated that David came to Keilah and asked 
the Lord whether Saul would also come, and whether the Keilites would 
hand over David into Saul’s hands. But the Lord replied: He will come 
and they will hand you over. Upon hearing these things David did not 
remain there and Saul did not come to Keilah nor did the Keilites hand 
over David into his hands. This is an obvious case of purely conditioned 
future free actions, and also of God’s infallible knowledge which David 
requested through a legitimate oracle.

Matt. 11:21-23 contains a serious rebuke of Christ against the cities 
of Galilee in which he declared the conditioned future repentance of 
the people in Tyre and Sidon, if the signs had been done among them 
that Jesus worked among the Galileans. This rebuke would not have 
been efficacious and truthful unless Christ had spoken it with certain 
knowledge.

Other texts that can be quoted about this are Jer. 38:17-236 in which 
“many contingent effects are predicted...future only under a condition 
which was not fulfilled” and nevertheless “it is a prophecy based on the 
infallible knowledge of God”; we find something similar in Acts 22:18.

Often also, as we point out in the quotes below from the Fathers, what 
Scripture mentions about God’s knowledge of future events that relate 
to providence should be understood as concerning the knowledge o f not 
purely conditioned future free action, that is, those that really do happen.

159. Proof from tradition. A. It is obvious that there are many 
testimonies of the Fathers about God’s knowledge of futuribles from the 
questions they pose in explaining and defending divine providence. For 
they ask: a) why did God create angels and men whom he knew were going 
to sin; b) they say that God foreknew the obstinacy and fall of Judea; c) 
they say that many are deprived of temporal goods, or are afflicted with 
the evils of this life, or are snatched out of this world because they are 
foreseen to use these goods badly, while on the contrary they marvel at 
the mysteries of providence in the fact that some he does not remove 
from this life before they sin, even though he foresaw their sin. All of 
these points frequently recur, especially in the works of St. Augustine

5. Heinisch, 89: “God knows future free acts, that is, futuribles.
6. Su&rez, op. cit., c.2 n. 17; Heinisch, op. cit.
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when he is dealing with the problem of predestination.
Here are the testimonies of two Fathers: St. Gregory of Nyssa: “It 

is fitting that he who knows the future as well as the past should stop 
the progress of an infant to adulthood lest he act wickedly, because if 
he should live, it was known by foreknowledge, that for him who would 
live with such free will, life would become a source of wickedness.” 
St. Augustine: “He foreknew that their future would be an evil will... 
Therefore why did he create those whom he foreknew would act in such a 
way? Because just as he foresees the evil they will do, so also he foresees 
the good he will bring about from their evil deeds” (R 1707). “Certainly 
God was able to remove them from this life because he knows beforehand 
that they will fall before it actually happens” (R 1996).

But this knowledge is either about purely conditioned future free acts 
or not purely conditionedfuture free acts, that is, about futuribles. For it is 
knowledge directing the decrees o f God; it is reason explaining the divine 
permissions, and sufficient to impede creation and other facts, unless other 
good things can be derived from them. Therefore these statements cannot 
be understood as applying only to absolute futures which presuppose the 
divine decrees. Therefore, many statements that assert God’s knowledge 
o f absolute futures also pertain to this knowledge.7

160. B. The thesis is also easily proved from the sense o f the faithful 
and o f the Church. For since, according to the teaching of the Church, we 
pray that God will grant us temporal goods on the condition that we will 
not abuse them or that they are beneficial towards our salvation, we pray 
for those things because we understand that he certainly knows in advance 
what we will do if we are placed in these or in other circumstances. The 
Roman Catechism clearly teaches the same thing.

St. Thomas,8 although he does not deal systematically with the knowledge 
of conditioned future free actions in his treatment of God’s knowledge, 
clearly understands it just as the holy Fathers did, whenever he considers 
divine providence and predestination: he says that God is directed by his 
foreknowledge of futures in distributing good and bad things, in hearing 
prayers, and that the first sign o f predestination is the knowledge by which 
God foresees what man will do. “In predestination three things must be taken 
into consideration of which two are presupposed by predestination, namely, 
the foreknowledge of God and his love” (Quodlibet 11, a. 3); providence

7. See Ruiz de Montoya, d.65 s.5 n.2ff. For the opinion o f  the Fathers, especially o f  St. Augustine, see the 
accurate explanation in Su&rez, op. cit., and in general the theologians o f  the Society o f Jesus.

8. Sudrez, op. cit., c.6; I Stufler, Divi Thomae Aquinatis doctrina de Deo operante (Innsbruck 1923) 178-188.
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“presupposes foreknowledge and will” (S.Th. I, q. 23, a. 5; q. 63, a. 7 ad 2; 
q. 92, a.l; II-II, q. 165, a. 1).

161. Proof from reason. 1. Without knowledge of conditioned 
futures neither providence nor predestination can be understood in a way 
that is worthy of God; for otherwise either God establishes the order of 
the world blindly or he imposes violence on man’s free will.

2. From whatever source it may comq, futuribles have a limited truth, 
for, given the necessary circumstances, one of the various possibilities 
will definitely take place. Therefore futuribles are knowable and 
therefore God knows them. Thus, the one who makes a proposition 
about a conditioned future, says something definite that is either true or 
false. Here it should be noted that it is one thing to utter a proposition 
irrationally and imprudently, which would be the case of a man uttering 
it without any basis in reality, and something else that it is not definitely 
either true or false, because in actuality it will be one or the other, since 
in this case one term will definitely take place.

162. Objections. 1. Against the argument from Holy Scripture there are the 
following objections: a) 1 Kings 23:10-13 can be understood not about the fact of 
Saul’s ascent and the handing over of David by the Keilites, but about their mentality 
and disposition of heart; b) Matt. 11:21-23 can be meant in a human way because of 
a certain conjecture or exaggeration; c) many texts of Scripture that seem to teach 
foreknowledge of conditioned futures are qualified by the word perhaps. Therefore 
they do not prove certain knowledge on the part of God.9

Regarding a) I  deny the assertion, because the words are clear about the fact itself 
and David was not seeking anything else from the oracle except that fact. Regarding
b) A gain I  deny the assertion, because the rebuke would lose all force. Regarding c) 
The word perhaps in the Latin Vulgate often is only a not very suitable translation of 
the Greek particle av which signifies an unreal condition; at one time nothing in the 
original Hebrew corresponds to it; at other times it is present in some texts, not quoted 
here, where God does not express his knowledge, but he states either the purpose of 
the declaration or the hope of an end that is doubtful in itself or also a bad result. 
Moreover, the Fathers mention that this mode of expression is used lest God seem 
by his foreknowledge to apply force to man’s freedom. Thus St. Jerome says: “The 
ambiguous word perhaps cannot be reconciled with the majesty of God, but it is rather 
a human way of speaking so that m a n ’s fre e  w ill may be protected, lest because of 
God’s foreknowledge he be forced to do something or not to do it” (R 1408).

2. St. Augustine denies the foreknowledge of futuribles: “What does it mean but

9. Ceuppens {op. cit., 162-164) presents these difficulties without adding anything new; they have been solved 
often and clearly by theologians and commentators (Su&rez, and Ruiz de Montoya, op. cit.; Muncunill, 350; 
Pesch, 214; Lennerz, op. cit., 257-258; A. Vaccari, ILibri historici 1 [1946] 2224).
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that his foreknowledge is completely useless, if what is foreknown does not take 
place? For how can it properly be said that the future is foreknown when there is no 
future?”10 11 Elsewhere, the words of Wisdom 4:7, He was caught up lest evil change 
his understanding, he understands as said “according to the dangers of this life, not 
according to God’s foreknowledge, who foreknew that this would be future, not that 
it would not be future.”11

St. Augustine never denied God’s knowledge of futuribles, but he often affirmed 
it and attributes the very word foreknow ledge  to it.12 Sometimes however, when he 
is opposing the abuse of this kind of knowledge by the Semi-Pelagians and the pre
existentialists, he says that, properly speaking, the term foreknow ledge  is valid only 
with regard to absolute futures. It is probable that the passage in Wis. 4:7, which we 
did not quote in the Proof from Scripture, can be understood only as “according to 
the dangers of this life”; however, St. Augustine often interprets it as concerning the 
certain knowledge of something futurible, as was stated in the proof of the thesis.

163. 3. The knowledge of futuribles is imperfect because it is either apprehensive 
or discursive, and moreover it is incomplete, since it prescinds from absolute futurity. 
Therefore it cannot be attributed to God.

I  deny the antecedent and the reason given fo r  the f ir s t part. For the knowledge 
of futuribles, as given in God, asserts the fact under a condition; therefore it cannot be 
said to be either merely apprehensive, or discursive, or simply assertive. Regarding  
the second p a r t I  distinguish the reason. The knowledge of conditioned futures can be 
said to be abstractive in the sense that it does not attain absolute futurity, which is not 
given in its sign, as has been said about the knowledge of possibles, I  concede; it can 
be said to be incomplete subjectively, as if it did not exhaust the whole knowability of 
its object, I  deny. Therefore I  deny that it is imperfect.

O bjection continues: This knowledge reeks of anthropomorphism, for it seems 
unworthy of God to think of him as imagining an infinite number of situations in 
which man might find himself so that he might see what will happen in individual 
cases.

It seems surprising that this objection can be seriously proposed. For it is one thing 
to place formally in God knowledge about all conditioned future free actions, and 
something completely different to attribute to God the way in which we necessarily 
express these things. It is certain that the theologians do not mean this when they 
affirm this necessary knowledge in God.

4. It does not seem necessary to place in God knowledge of conditioned future 
free actions in order to explain divine providence. For there are many theologians who 
think that, even without that knowledge, divine providence can be rightly explained. 
Therefore the argument based on that knowledge is not valid.

I  respond. The holy Fathers really think that it should be used, as we saw in the

10. De anima et eius origine 1.1 c. 12 n. 1: ML 44,483.
11. De praedest. Sanctorum c.4 n.26: ML 44,979.
12. See the theologians passim; among others especially Gotti, Scholastico-dogmatica Theologia (Venice 1786)

1 p. 198.
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proof of the thesis. However the very theologians who are mentioned in the objection 
actually admit it, or ought to admit it, if they affirm a knowledge of pure futuribles, 
since the knowability of both is the same in the same sign. But since they do not use 
it in order to explain the nature of divine providence, they establish a theory which 
seems to us as one that cannot be admitted. Indeed these arguments point rather to 
the question about the medium or mode by which future free actions in general are 
known by God.
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A R T I C L E  I I I

O n  t h e  M e d i u m  o f  D i v i n e  K n o w l e d g e

164. In order to obtain a more profound insight into the divine knowledge, Catholic 
theologians have investigated many areas, by analogy with human thinking, after having 
removed from God’s knowledge those things that imply imperfection in created things. 
We will briefly touch on certain things that seem more probable to us (for there are many 
things in this matter that do not exceed the limits of probability and about which there 
is a dispute among theologians). These points can be useful to the theological treatment 
of divine providence and predestination.

I. On the species in divine knowledge. The IMPRESSED SPECIES, 
or the medium by which (medium quo), provides the necessary help on the 
part of the object in the production of created knowledge. The principal 
reason for affirming it, whether understood in this way or that way, is 
the finiteness and the potentiality of the created intellect, which does not 
contain the virtual likeness of the objects that it can know and which must 
be determined objectively. Therefore we have the axiom: “knowledge is 
given birth from the power and the object.”

Indeed, since the divine intellection is not produced and is infinitely 
powerful, it is clear that, in the proper sense, there is no place for a species 
in divine intellection. Thus, St. Thomas says: “Thus it follows that in God 
the intellect understanding, and that which [primarily] is understood, and 
the intelligible species, and the intellection itself are one and the same” 
(S.Th. I, q. 14, a 4).

Scholastic theologians, however, when considering the knowledge of 
God commonly speak about the impressed species (species impressa) and 
they locate it formally as such in the essence o f God}

This doctrine can be based on the fact that the divine intellect is determined 
by its very nature to know all truth because it is infinite. But infinity is just the 
same as the physical essence of God. Therefore in the divine essence itself there 
is a principle as it were determining the divine cognition without requiring 
anything from the side of the object known to determine it. Suarez says: “In 
God the essence alone is the sufficient reason for any possible knowledge, 
both by way of the power and by way of the species or act.” 1 2 Also, nothing 
else must be understood from the part of the object but its knowability by 
way of a required condition because the intelligibility of the object is always

1. STh I, q. 14, all articles; q.15, a. 2 etc.; Suarez, Opusc. 2 de scientia Dei 1.1 c.8 n.4;Pesch, 220-221; Schaaaf, 
Theologiae naturalis (Rome 1906), where you will find the statements o f  other scholastics.

2. Op. cit.; Casajoana, De Deo m o  150.
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a presupposition of cognition. Therefore it is correctly said that God knows all 
things by the proper species o f himself, namely, through his own essence.

165. Truly it does not seem possible in any way to admit the concept of a species in 
the divine intellect by way o f  determining him to know this or that particular thing, or 
by way o f  representing to the divine intellect the thing to be known. On this point some 
theologians3 attack the traditional doctrine that the divine essence as it were determines 
the divine intellect in order to understand all truth, as if in this way it is said that God 
is determined to know all truth only in general. That is false and we do not say that; we 
say that the divine intellect is determined to know all true things one by one. Further, 
we say that in God’s knowledge absolutely any determination on the part of the object 
must be rejected. They think the way they do because they imagine the species, even in 
divine knowledge, after the fashion of objective representation.

But this way of conceiving the species in the divine intellect seems to be repugnant. 
For the basis of it is the idea of divine cognition “after the fashion of created potential 
cognition,”4 which is a concept that is completely false; it also assumes that there is in 
God formally and properly an intellect as a faculty. On this point we have already seen 
that in God there is only subsistent intellection of infinite power. And even though we 
admit that it is possible to consider the divine intellect as the sufficient subjective reason 
for the divine knowledge, that intellect as such must be understood as infinite and as 
pure act. Therefore in no way can it be thought of as undetermined unless something 
is added to it that objectively determines it. For this would be to place potentiality and 
passivity in pure act, which can in no way be admitted.

This theory, therefore, that we oppose contains anthropomorphism and a certain 
univocation between a created intellect and the divine intellect. In this matter great stress 
must be put on the analogy between the two intellects—on the absolute and perfect subjective 
determination of the divine intellect with regard to knowing all truth, while omitting any 
kind of objective determination; this conclusion follows necessarily from his infinity.

We conclude, therefore, that God’s intellection is sufficiently and indeed uniquely 
explained by its subjective determination contained in his infinity and in the notion of 
pure act, which without doubt is proper to each one of the divine attributes.

A principle of great importance in questions about God’s knowledge 
follows from what has been said: for divine cognition, all objects, even 
God himself, have only the nature o f a term, but not the nature o f an object 
determining and producing the divine intellection,5 not even according to 
our way of thinking; and that divine knowledge is directed immediately to 
all known things. Nothing else needs to be sought, when divine knowledge 
is being considered, except whether the thing is intelligible, for, granted

3. For example, Billot, De Deo m o  et trino (5th ed., Prati 1910) p. 192.
4. Lennerz says this, n. 290. See Schaaf, 341. However it does not seem to be correctly asserted that we cannot 

act differently concerning divine intellection; indeed, i f  that were the case, we would not be able to attribute 
to God formally what we think in this way. See Casajoana, op. cit.

5. Pesch, prop. 27 n. 182.221; see Franzelin, th. 37 4. p. 387.
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this, we understand that God, by his subjective determination, is sufficiently 
determined in order to understand it.

166. II. Corollary. Properly speaking, therefore, God necessarily sees all 
things immediately in themselves and without an objective medium; not only 
because the divine vision of all things terminates distinctly in all singular 
things, but also in the sense that he attains all knowable things only from 
the intrinsic and infinite subjective determination. Indeed, this knowledge of 
things in themselves in the way explained not only contains no imperfection, 
but rather pertains to the infinite perfection of the divine intellect, since it is 
pure act. But to say the opposite is to place some passivity in pure act.

Therefore God knows all things immediately in themselves, both himself 
and all possible and future things, both necessary and free, both absolute and 
conditioned.6

In a special way free future actions are said to be known by God in 
themselves. St. Thomas always deals with them in this way.7 He provides 
a reason because contingent futures are not subject to certain knowledge 
according as they are in their causes. “Now God knows all contingent things 
not only as they are in their causes, but also as each one of them is actually in 
itself’ (S.Th. I, q. 14, a. 13). And although absolutely free future actions are 
known by God in themselves, as we will soon see, he does not know them in 
the context of physically efficient causes that produce necessary future events.

Objection. The knowledge of things in themselves is imperfect because it is not from 
their ultimate causes.8

I  deny the assertion and, for the sake of clarity, I  distinguish the reason given. If the 
phrase knowledgefrom ultimate causes indicates the medium or objective necessary reason 
for divine cognition, I  deny the supposition; on the contrary, it would be an imperfection 
for the divine intellect, as pure act, not to be able to attain immediately the thing itself. 
But if the meaning of the objection is that the immediate divine knowledge about the thing 
itself in itse lf does not also include all the causes of the thing, even the ultimate causes, 
I  deny the assertion; for all divine cognition is comprehensive. Therefore he sees in the 
thing itself all the connections it has with its causes.

6. We hold this opinion as more probable which, since it is based on principles admitted by all, and it is taught 
explicitly by Toledo, Ini q. 14 a.5, along with many theologians o f  the Society o f Jesus, among whom are: 
Arriaga, d. 19 s.4; I. de Lugo, In ms. In I p  d.4 s.2; Nicolaus Martinez, Dens sciens d.6 s .l;  Viva, De Deo 
d.3 q.3; Kilber Wirceburg, n. 119; Casajoana, 156-169; Mendive, De Deo uno 145; Muncunill, 312-333; 
Urraburu, 51-56; and we omit a few, like Vdzquez, In 1 p. d.60 c.3 n.10, who says that possibles can be 
understood only in themselves.

7. S.Th. I, q. 14, a. 13; q. 57, a. 3; q. 86, a.4; II-II, q.171, a.6 ad 2; q. 174, a.l; CG 1 66-67; 1 d.38 a.5; De Ver. 
q.2 a.12; q. 12 a. 10; De malo q. 16 a.7; Comp. Theol. 13, 133-140; In Perihermenitas 11 lect. 14, etc.

8. Thus Pesch with many others. It is not clear how this difficulty has coherence with the affirmations made by 
the author and quoted in the above thesis.
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Further objection: Created things are not perfectly knowable in themselves, but only 
in God.

I  distinguish assertion: Created things would not be perfectly intelligible in themselves, 
if by knowing them God would not also be known as their cause, I  concede; If God is also 
known as the terminus of the connection, I  deny. Any thing whatever is intelligible, that 
is, it is affirmable according to the way in which it is (or if it does not exist; something that 
is also affirmable precisely in the sense in which it does not exist); and this suffices for it 
to be comprehensible by an intellect that does not need objective cooperation and is itself 
infinite. Hence it is clear- that anthropomorphism is latent in these objections.

Another objection'. It is at least superfluous to place in God knowledge of things in 
themselves, if for other reasons it is also admitted that he knows them in himself.

It is not superfluous, but necessary to assert that God attains immediately the complete 
knowability of things because he is infinite and pure act; but all existing things simply 
have knowability in themselves. Moreover, to what extent it can or must be admitted that 
God knows things in him self will be treated in what follows.

167. III. On the formal object of divine knowledge. The formal object of 
a habit or of an intentional act is called the primary and principal object ordered 
to it in a special way so that because of itself and by reason o f itselfit is attained 
and it is the reason why other things are known by it.9 In created intellects, since 
the act of knowing is produced, the formal object is the motive, determining and 
specifying the power or the act because it objectively influences its production. 
Therefore in intellectual acts the formal object is what is known by its own 
species. The other objects, however, are called material or merely terminative.

The common opinion10 11 is that the formal and primary object o f divine 
knowledge is God’s own being (esse ipsum); this is based on the fact that, for 
the infinite intellect, infinite being is the essentially adequate object and the 
one, as it were, suited for it. Moreover, since the quasi species for any divine 
cognition is the divine essence, we are justified in saying that the object is 
known by God through its own species, and that therefore the formal object of 
divine knowledge is God alone. Finally, Ruiz de Montoya correctly observes, 
after diligent research, based on the thinking of the ancient theologians: “that it 
is not the purpose of the formal object in God to constitute the material objects 
of true and intelligible things,” 11 as actually happens in a created intellect. It is 
necessary to pay close attention to this point, since in this matter there is a great

9. The notion o f  the formal object is explained in very different ways by the scholastics and is distinguished 
from the material object; see Lossada, Cursus philosophicus. Logica d.2 c .l (ed. Barcelona 1883, 1,168- 
177).

10. Many authors say this, especially the more recent ones like Pesch, prop. 33. And without doubt it must be 
retained under its name o f  primary object, and in a very true sense o fformal object. But in truth, from the 
different ways o f defining this, different opinions are also advanced, in connection with other expressions 
that will be mentioned immediately; a discussion o f  this point can be found in Muncunill, 334ff.

11. De scientia Dei d.24 s.3 n.16.
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difference between a created intellect and the divine intellect.
Regarding the determining object, it is clear from what we have said about the 

species, that it cannot properly be applied to God, since the main foundation of this idea 
is completely lacking in him. It is, however, a way of speaking of many theologians12; 
they say that the formal object is also determinative, and therefore they set up many 
divisions of this object. These ways of speaking can be admitted, provided that they add 
the qualification of “quasi.” Moreover, it can be said that God himself is the specifying 
object of the divine intellect, extrinsically and as far as we are concerned, based on what 
is said about the formal object in S.Th. I, q. 14, a. 5 ad 3.

168. IV. On the medium in which (medium in quo) of divine knowledge.
The “medium in which” of knowledge, properly speaking, or the medium ofthe 
objective connection (we will consider other possible meanings of this phrase 
in the Scholium), is called the known object which, because of the connection 
that it has with other things, cannot be fully and perfectly known unless these 
other things are attained by the same knowledge. Therefore these other things 
are said to be seen in it as in a medium in which. Therefore the medium in 
which is always something known previously to the thing known in it.13

Above all it is necessary to know that questions about the medium by 
which and the medium in which in the human intellect are closely connected 
among themselves. For that which is known by its own proper species, or 
whose proper species is the medium by which of cognition, is in different 
ways the medium in which, or from which, or through which we finally come 
to know other things.14 This takes place because the influence of the object, 
which is necessary for knowledge, is exercised only by the species.

In God, however, for another reason, questions about the medium by 
which and the medium in which are not joined together. For in order to know 
some object, in no way is it necessary for the divine intellect that the object 
be connected with another, which is known as it were by its own proper 
species. For the divine intellect knows all things by his own essence as by 
his own proper species, not precisely because the divine essence is connected 
with other things or because it requires objective concourse, but only because 
the divine essence, as infinity itself, in every way completely determines the 
divine intellect to know all things, as has been said.15 Wherefore in no way 
ought we to be solicitous about the medium in which God knows this or

12. Muncunill, 3 0 9 ,334ff.
13. This is explained well by Urrdburu, 51 (p. 145-146).
14. The medium in which (in quo) properly speaking implies that both objects are known by a unique 

knowledge— the medium and the object that is seen in it; it is a case o f comprehension and seeing in a 
mirror. The medium from which (ex quo) or through which (per quod) is had with distinct cognitions, that is, 
one thing is deduced from another, as occurs in all argumentation.

15. Ruiz de Montoya, d.61 s.l n.7; Pesch, 188; and almost the same, Franzelin, 388.
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that in order to offer a sufficient reason for his understanding. Rather, the 
question ought to be posed whence objects formally and immediately have 
intelligibility or are affirmable. But that is only the thing itself in itself, which 
comes only from the fact that it is (or is not) affirmable as such, at least by 
the intellect, which does not need objective cooperation.

169. We do not, however, deny that there is a medium in which for divine 
understanding. For it is given whenever there is an objective connection 
among objects. For objects are knowable according to this connection; 
therefore the infinite intellect cannot not know it. But if the connection, and 
even a metaphysical one, is not given between some object and other things, 
still nothing prevents that from being fully and perfectly known by God. 
Thus we hold that all possibles and absolute futures o f any kind, whether 
necessary ox free, are known by God, not only immediately in themselves, but 
also in God himself, according to his various attributes.

All possibles are known by God in his essence and in his omnipotence, 
inasmuch as they are terms of the infinite imitability of the divine essence and 
of the possibility of his productive omnipotence. These cannot be perfectly 
comprehended unless these terms are distinctly and perfectly understood in 
the divine essence and power.16 This opinion is more suitably defended, if the 
connection of omnipotence with various possibilities is established.17

God sees necessary absolute futures in the decree of his will to place 
them in time. For the divine will, which is omnipotent, absolutely brings 
about the positing of its object.

Free absolute futures in a special way are said by St. Thomas to be known 
in themselves. However, since also regarding them the divine will is involved 
(for nothing can exist in time without the divine will freely determining it in 
some way, at least permissively), we ask in what way, without injuring human 
freedom, God can know them in themselves. Here is our position: given middle 
knowledge {scientia media) -the next thesis is about this—absolutely all things, 
both good and evil, are known by God in the context o f scientia media and o f 
his will freely deciding the position o f the conditions under which God knows 
conditionedfuture free actions. Good acts, especially salvific ones, are known 
also in their predefinition, either formal if it is admitted, or at least virtual. 18

We will now propose a special thesis on conditionedfuture free actions.

16. This opinion as positive is quite common; see Suarez, De Deo 1.3 c.2; Urraburu, 51-52. The Nominalists are 
opposed and a few others with V&zquez, In I p. d.60 c.3 n.10.

17. Thus commonly the Thomists and many Jesuit theologians with Suarez, De Deo 1.2 c.25 c.3 c.9; in 
opposition is Vazquez, op. cit. This question, which recent authors have tended to neglect, is amply and 
carefully treated by Lossada, De causis d.7; and by Urraburu, 57-61.

18. Our theologians and philosophers commonly assert this explicitly, such as Franzelin, th.42; Muncunill, 365- 
381; Urrdburu, 86; Marxuach, Compendium Thologiae naturalis 104-111; Hellin, 828-844.
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Thesis 15. Conditioned future contingent actions cannot be known in 
any medium absolutely connected with a determined final act of 
freedom. Therefore they are known by God in their objective truth, 
or in themselves.

Suarez, op.2 1.2 c.7; De gi-atia, prolegom. 2 c.7-10; Ruiz de Montoya, d.71-77; Franzelin, th. 45-46; 
Muncunill, 383-431.

170. State of the question. There is a question whether for the divine 
knowledge of conditioned future free actions (= futuribles) a suitable 
medium can be found, or a medium of objective connection, in which 
God sees them. Freedom is a power that is actively indifferent to various 
alternatives and a power that determines itself to one thing, as we assume 
has been proved in other philosophical and theological treatises.1 But the 
medium for God’s knowledge that is metaphysically infallible can only 
be something metaphysically and absolutely connected with a definite 
alternative of those things regarding which the will can determine itself. 
We deny that it can be found.

Therefore we propose that God knows conditioned future free actions 
immediately only in their objective truth or, in other words, in themselves.

The thesis which defends scientia media is held for the most part by 
theologians o f the Society o f Jesus.1 2 Some of them seem to be opposed to 
the logical conclusion, at least partially; they also apply to futuribles the 
general doctrine that God sees all things in his essence alone. See Scholium 
1 for more about this dispute.

1. On the conept o f  freedom see Suarez, De gratia, proleom. 1.
2. It would be endless to mention the authors that deal with this question. For almost all scholastic philosophers 

and theologians since the 16th century treat it. Recent authors on the efficacy o f grace can be consulted 
in Volume 3 o f  this Summa, n. 301-307. Therefore we think it is sufficient to mention certain authors in 
whom the different opinions can be studied. With regard to scientia media, after its first advocates, Fonseca, 
Comment. In Metaphys. Aristot. 1.6 c.2 (Cologne 1605) t.3 119ff, and Molina, Concordia d.52-53, is a 
special author on this; one who should be consulted is Suarez, especially is De gratia prolegom. 2; De 
scientia quam Deus habet de futuris contingentibus op.2 1.2 (in ed. Vives t.7 p. 46-129; t . l l  p. 343-375); 
one who embraces his doctrine is R Dumont, Liberte humaine et concours divin d'apres Suarez (Paris 
1936) c.3; see also J. SagUes, Suarez ante la ciencia media’. EstEcl 22 (1948) 265-310, and F. Stegmtiller, 
Zur Gnadenlehre des jungen Suarez (Freiburg 1933), who shows that in the beginning Suarez did not 
admit scientia media. Beside him, Ruiz de Montoya, op. cit., N. Martinez, Deus sciens, and G. de Henao, 
Scientia media historicepropugnata (Lyons 1655), Scientia media theologice defensata (Lyons 1674,1676). 
For recent theologians, see those mentioned at the beginning o f  the thesis; also, M. Premm, Katholische 
Glaubenskunde (Vienna 1951) 162-167, and those mentioned afterwards. Among the philosophers, consult 
Urrdburu, 101-105; Marxauch, 110-124; Hellln, 783-811.
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On the other hand, Dominican theologians,3 with some others, since 
the 16th century hold that God sees all things necessarily in himself, as in 
a medium in which (medium in quo) in the proper sense', he sees possibles 
in his essence and omnipotence; he sees futures in his decree of creating 
and giving a physical premotion (praemotio physica) to act, which for free 
futures is a predetermination. But since in the divine essence, understood 
formally, they do not see a necessary connection with conditioned futures 
and simply absolute decrees for them are not given in which the futurible 
could be seen, in order to explain God’s knowledge of them they postulate 
predetermining decrees that are subjectively absolute and that are actually 
present in God, but they are objectively conditioned because they decree 
a predetermination that is merely conditional. These decrees are affirmed 
for each and every futurible as such. For predetermining decrees that are 
simply absolute are sufficient to explain futuribles which become actual. 
Although, at the beginning and even later, to some it seemed inept to place 
so many actual decrees in God for actions that will never take place and 
therefore some theologians rejected the system, nevertheless this opinion 
became common among them.

In positing predetermining divine decrees for the knowledge of future 
actions, although they do not yet deal with the question of futuribles, 
perhaps Duns Scotus and certainly many Scotists, especially Thomas 
Bradward,4 5 seem to have preceded the later Thomists (for those before 
the 16th century do not mention the problem of futuribles). But the later 
Scotists after Mastrius admit codetermining 5 decrees by which they think 
that they can avoid the special difficulty of predetermination. But the word 
“codetermination,” if it does not indicate something truly previous, cannot

3. Predetermining decrees, subjectively absolute and objectively conditioned for the knowledge o f  futuribles 
seems to have been adopted first by F. Zumel, Opuscula v.2 (Salamanca 1608), D. Alvarez, De auxiliis 
divinae gratiae (1610), and D. Baflez, Scholastica commentaria in 1 p. Divi Thomae (ed. Matriti 1934). 
Among the expositors o f  this opinion consult expecially: John o f  St. Thomas, Cursus theologicus, De Deo 
d.20 a.2 (ed. Paris 1931), Salamancans (ed. Parisl874) t.l;  Billuart, Summa S. Thomae v .l 229-234 (ed. 
Paris). From recent authors see E. Hugon, Tractatus dogmatici t .l (Paris 1920). Albertini, De Vita and 
Papagni reject predeterminations. Some recent modifications in the Thomistic system are presented by 
Marin-Sola, El sistema tomista sobre la mocidn divina: CiencTom 75 (1948) 273ffi; F. Muflez, Summa 
teologica de Santo Tomas de Aquino t.l Apendice ll-III (Madrid BAC 1947) 1005-1020; on this see J. 
Sagttes, Crisis en el Bahecianismo?: EstEcl 22 (1948) 699-749.

4. On this see H. Schwamm, Magistri Ioannis de Ripa O.F.M. doctrina de praescientia divina (Rome 
1930, Analecta Gregoriana 1); Robert Cowton O.F.M. iiber das gottliche Vorherwissen (Innsbruck 1931, 
Philosophie und Grenzwissenschaften III, 5); Das gottliche Vorherwissen bei Duns Scotus u. seinen ersten 
Anhangern (Innsbruck 1934, Phil. u. Grenzw., V 1-4). On Thomas Bradward see Portal id, Augustinisme: 
DTC 1,2355-2359. On the opinion o f  the authors concerning the controversy about the divine foreknowledge, 
much information has been gathered by De San, 220-225, and Lennerz, 296-335; See also De San, 219-223, 
and L. Baudry, La querelle des futurs contingents (Louvain 1465-1475), Textes inedits (Paris 1950).

5. Mastrius, Disputationes theologicae in Sententias 1 d.3 c.3 a.8 (Venice 1757) p. 131-135; Frassen, Scotus 
Academicus 1 (Rome 1900) tr.2 d.l a.2 q.2.
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designate a medium in which (medium in quo) that is truly such; but the 
divine cooperation (concursus) is not appropriately so named, since there 
can be only one determining cause.

171. Theological note. We hold this thesis as much more probable.

The thesis is proved with the same arguments with which 
predeterminations are rejected as opposed to freedom; those arguments are 
handled in the treatise on divine grace.6 In particular, an argument can be 
made from Matt. 11:21-23, for, supposing the doctrine of predetermination, 
the rebuke of Christ against the inhabitants of Bethsaida and Chorazin 
would have more or less this meaning: if the miracles performed in your 
midst had been done in the presence of the inhabitants of Tyre and Sidon, 
they would have done penance; I know this because I decreed that I would 
have given the predetermination in this case, but I do not wish to give you 
that predetermination.

Here is a general proof. Any medium needed to know futuribles, with 
metaphysical necessity connected with a definite choice of freedom, which 
would be necessary for infallible knowledge of them in that medium, would 
induce antecedent necessity. But antecedent necessity is opposed to the 
active indifference which is essential for the concept of freedom. Therefore 
no medium of this kind in which futuribles are known can be found in God.

I  prove the major. Since the sign o f futuribility considers precisely 
the relation between the first physical act o f freedom and its second 
act, whatever would determine that first act to one of the alternatives of 
freedom, would induce antecedent necessity, as is clear. But the medium 
in which (<medium in quo) of a necessary connection with the second act 
would be exactly that.

The thesis is confirmed by its contrary. Therefore for an absolutely free 
future we can find a medium in which God sees it because, granted his 
middle knowledge (scientia media), the necessity arising from the decree 
is only consequent.

The consequence of the thesis is easy to see from what has been said. 
For if no medium in which, properly so called, can be found, it remains for 
us to understand that futuribles are seen only in themselves.

Moreover, conditioned free future actions have a definite truth in 
themselves.7 For, given the condition, the will will choose one of the

6. They can be seen passim among Molinist authors; in this Summa see the treatise on grace in volume 3. 
Beraza, De gratia 462-468, 523-564; Lange, De gratia 578-599.

7. Suarez, De scientia Dei 1.1 c.2; 1.2 c.5; see Urraburu, 69-75, 103.
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definite alternatives. Therefore futuribles have in themselves a definite 
truth; therefore they can be known immediately in themselves by the 
divine intellect which does not need cooperation on the part of the object. 
Therefore the divine intuition is directed immediately to the thing itself—to 
the being itself that the thing is going to have in its own time, if it is posited, 
namely in the act produced by the created intellect.

172. Objections. Since there are many objections to be solved, we will treat some 
of them briefly but we cannot consider all of them one by one.8

1. The form alfutureness of a thing, whether absolute or conditioned, consists simply 
in this—the thing does not now exist, but it will exist or it would exist. But we think that 
the idea of a formal future which many Thomists propose is completely false, namely: 
“future is what is now  determined that it will have existence at a future time, or would 
have it if the conditions were fulfilled.”9 For whatever has an actual determination, if a 
thing will be, then it is absolutely future; if it would be, it is conditionally future.

2. The future thing and the futurible thing is not something firm ly positioned, but 
only by extension or transference, to use an expression of the logicians10; that is, when 
the word “is” is used about a future or futurible thing, it is extended or transferred from 
the proper and formal meaning o f  present time. Therefore the futurible does not depend 
on God nor is it caused by him, but it would depend on him or it would be caused by him, 
if it were to exist. It is beside the point, therefore, to make an appeal to divine causality 
in order to explain God’s knowledge about futuribles, as if they could not be understood 
without his actual causality. Also, St. Thomas does not mention absolutely future free 
actions in S. Th. I, q. 14, a. 13.

173. The sign of conditioned futureness for divine knowledge ought to be accurately 
defined. As we pointed out in the proof, the sign of futuribility is a precise sign in which 
is considered only the relation between the created will and its determination or action 
in a sign prio r to the absolute decree o f  the divine will with regard to that action. For 
example, the act of the created intellect proceeds at the same time from the first cause 
and from the second cause, but from the latter as from  the only determining cause (as 
we assume against predetermination). God knows it, as he knows everything else, with 
one simple act. But, so that we may distinguish in the knowledge and will of God 
different signs and put them in proper order, we thus rightly consider this sign of divine 
knowledge about the act o f  the free  human will precisely as proceeding from  it as from  
one determining will; and we rightly place that sign in the knowledge previous to the 
absolute divine will regarding that action—a knowledge that directs and illumines the 
divine decrees. The object of this knowledge is the sign o f  conditioned futureness.

8. We are omitting objections that directly touch on concurrence; they will be solved later. We take note o f one, 
“determinism o f  the circumstances,” which some infer from Molinism; this can come about only because o f  
a false understanding o f  this doctrine. For that point o f  view is opposed to active indifference in which we 
rightly place the essence o f  freedom.

9. Thus Billuart, De Deo diss.6 a. 1; see Muncunill, 359-364.
10. See Lossada, Summulae.
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That sign, therefore, is not something complete that transfers to the ideal order 
the total reality de facto existing in a second act. This is a work of our imagination 
which deals with the sign of futuribility as a reality having real being. Therefore the 
sign of conditioned futureness is nothing but an act o f  the created will, precisely as it is 

from  a created free  will, inasmuch as it is the object o fprecise divine knowledge; such 
knowledge is previous to the decrees o f  the will concerning that object.

Therefore for the status of conditioned futureness there is no predefinition and no 
providence; of course it would be given for an absolute state, if it were actually placed 
and under the direction of scientia media. And there is no need for another scientia 
media in order to understand that sign. Thus the difficulty of an infinite process or series 
ceases.

You will say : Therefore it is understood in the sign of scientia media what man 
will do by his innate free will alone; the Thomists often make this argument against the 
Molinists.

I  distinguish the assertion. What a man will do is understood precisely inasmuch as 
the act proceeds from  his innate freedom, conceded; it is understood that man de facto  can 
place a second act by his innate will alone: denied absolutely, because this expression is 
opposed to the Molinistic doctrine about the simultaneous cooperation of God."

174. We will next present briefly two other objections.
1. From the part of the condition, the divine cooperation (concursus) conditionally 

conferred is certainly understood in a futurible. Therefore God can see in it the futurible.
Divine cooperation in the first act is indifferent, therefore it is not an apt medium 

for knowing a definite act. But cooperation in the second act, either is not distinguished 
from the free act of the creature, or at least in whatever way it is explained, it is not 
logically p rio r to the free  act itself, hence it cannot be known in advance—something 
that is actually required for the nature of the medium in which (medium in quo).

2. All truth has its foundation in God. Therefore also the truth of the futurible; 
therefore it can be seen in God.

I  distinguish the antecedent. All objective truth (we are dealing with this), or the 
being o f  a thing  as intelligible, also futurible truth, is founded in God radically, remotely, 
causally, that is, if a fu turib le  is given, it would be founded  in God, conceded; futurible 
truth immediately and form ally or definitely is founded in God, as if the immediate 
reason, for example, for Judas’s decision to betray Christ can be found in God, I  deny the 
antecedent, for it is a fu turib le  and nothing else. For just as the free action of a creature 
does not have anything else determining it but the created will, so it cannot have anything 
else as the immediate foundation  of its truth and knowability except the determination 
of the will. Therefore the futurible is founded in God, as it can be founded, namely 
radically and remotely, inasmuch as God creates this participation in himself, which 
is freedom; not immediately and formally because he cannot. Of course the futurible 
presupposes the divine cooperation conditionally given (that is, if a futurible is present, 
God cooperates with it immediately and simultaneously), but not as determining it. 11

11. Concordia d.52,317.
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Therefore the intelligibility o f  determination as such cannot be found in God, nor can it 
be found for the conditioned state. Truly, this reason alone is considered in the sign of 
conditioned futureness, as we noted above. Further, cooperation conditionally conferred 
is not prior but simultaneous. Therefore it cannot be the medium in which the act is 
known. We point out again what we established in #173—that the sign of futuribility is a 
precise sign (signum praecisivum ) in which is considered only the relation between the 
created will, the unique determining cause, and its act as it is a determination; and that 
the whole reality as “per statum  ” must not be transferred to that sign

Finally, it is sufficiently clear that scientia media, as we have explained it, contains 
no imperfection. Indeed, that method agrees very well with the divine intellect, since it is 
pure act; moreover, with it the order of providence and predestination can be explained, 
as we shall see in Chapter 5. It is sufficiently clear also that it does no damage to the 
divine omnipotence, since the treasury of divine helps is unlimited. And the divine will 
does not offer help precisely because it sees that man will perform some act if he should 
give him that help, but simply because he wills to give it.

175. Scholium 1. That God sees futuribles in h im self or in his essence is established 
by some theologians in a different way, even though they reject predetermining decrees 
and admit scientia media.

a) Since St. Robert Bellarmine12 and Molina13 say that God sees futuribles in his 
knowledge about the created intellect or in his comprehension o f  all reality, they really 
do not seem to mean anything different from what we hold. For they say that with this 
knowledge God sees the act itself as proceeding from the will. But if they think that 
the ffiturible is seen only in the first act of the will, obviously they are proposing an 
insufficient medium.

What a few of them seem to mean--thatthe determination of the will is not something 
really distinct from the will itself,14 is hard to understand. For it is one thing that the 
act of the will (the determination is not something distinct from it) is not something 
subsistent, but something very different that it is not something real, really distinct from 
the willing faculty, which is determined by it to will one thing.

176. b) Some more recent theologians15 do not deny that, in a certain true sense, 
the futuribles are seen by God in themselves; but at the same time they assert that it

12. De gratia et libero arbitrio 1.3 c.8.15.
13. Concordia d.52; see M. Ledrus, La science desactes libres: NouvRevTh 56 (1919) 128-151.
14. Thus Gregoary o f  Valencia, Commentaria in Summam S. Thomae t.l d.l q. 14 p.5; on that see W. Hentrich, 

Gregorvon Valencia undder Molinismus (Innsbruck 1928, Phi. U. Grenzw.ll, 4-5), who calls this explanation 
“Valencianism.” Recently this theory was revived by Th. de Regnon, Bahez et Molina (Paris 1883) and he 
was followed by De San 83, and Mtlller, De Deo uno (Innsbruck 1903) 615. Scheeben, Dogmatikl p. 728, 
proposes something similar.

15. This is placed with the philosophers by Hontheim, 876ff.; Schaaf, 343ff., 367; Rast, 303ff.; Pesch.prop 36 
Schol. 1 n.235, prop 40 and n. 282; Lennerz, th. 9, 336-364; Pohle-Gierens, 200. It is not clear whether or 
not Franzelin should be listed with these, although he makes the general statement in th. 38 that God sees 
everything in his essence. For he does not seek in it a determination for knowledge, as those authors do, and 
he does not consider the matter explicitly, as Loinaz, 685 n. 6, correctly points out. Billot offers a peculiar 
explanation, p. 2 c. 1; for more on this see Muncunill, 477-494.
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must simply be said that God sees all things, even futuribles, in his own known essence, 
which they say pertains to the necessary perfection of the divine knowledge. In fact, 
these authors do not seem to have understood the state of this question as we have 
proposed it. For they do not think that the divine essence is connected with a definite 
choice of freedom. Therefore either they tend to add that a free determination of the will 
must be presupposed by which then the essence o f  God is not the medium  of what is first 
known; or they appeal to a cooperation conditionally conferred, which is not sufficient, 
as has been said in answering the objections.

They also add that the essence, as the species of divine knowledge, necessarily 
represents all truth, including futuribles, to the divine intellect. Therefore they say that 
these are not known by God unless they are represented in the divine essence. This way 
of speaking must be rejected because of what was said above about a species in God. 
Moreover, properly speaking, the species is merely a medium by which {medium quo), 
not in which, for it fructifies the intellect. It must not necessarily be understood as a formal 
image of the object. And this explanation is not sufficient for the authors themselves, for 
they add that the objective truth of the ffiturible must be assumed. Therefore the truth of 
the conditioned future free action is not based form ally and immediately in the divine 
essence, nor is it the medium firs t known in which the ffiturible can be known.

177. These authors in support of their opinion refer to many ancient authors and 
they say that it is a common opinion and almost universal. But this does not seem to be 
sufficiently proved, if they explain the statements of the ancients in their proper mean
ing, as we will now show.16 17 Above all, Suarez cannot in any way be quoted in favor of 
it, as these authors often do, if the question concerns God’s knowledge about all things 
outside of himself, and especially if they want to extend their opinion also to his knowl
edge of futuribles. Certainly they point to a passage in his work, De D eo.11 In fact, in this 
place Suarez is not dealing with all of God’s knowledge, but only with his knowledge of 
possibles, as is stated in the title of the chapter: On the knowledge that God has about 
creatures as possible. Therefore certainly for him God’s knowledge of possibles is only 
in God h im self although he also recognizes the probability of other knowledge of them 
in themselves. But he says nothing about God’s knowledge offutures (nor of futuribles); 
concerning them, he refers the reader to chapter 3 of his little book, On Divine Knowl
edge {De divina scientia). Indeed, in that book not only does the expression “God sees 
futures in himself’ nowhere appear, but he explicitly excludes ways in which it could be 
said, and then he says that they can be seen only in their objective truth.

c) There are some others who, with Ruiz de Montoya,18 retain the formula God  
knows all things in themselves, inasmuch as it merely signifies that the nature of the 
fo rm a l object for God’s knowledge is the essence of God; they explain this reason more

16. Loinaz also makes the same distinction, op. cit.
17. De Deo 1.3 c.2 n. 16.19; in the same way he treats the matter in 1.2 c.25 n.43ff. and in Metaphys. d.30 s. 15 

n.26.
18. De scientia Dei d. 10; d.29 s. 1; d.75 s. 1, etc. The formula adopted by Loinaz seems to come to the same thing, 

namely, that God knows things other than himself only dependently on knowledge o f  himself and “as it were 
through his known essence.”
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or less as it was explained above, but in no way does it constitute the knowability o f  a 
future action or a futurible, which they think is contained in the writings of the ancients 
in the preposition “in” when referring to God’s knowledge. We will treat this question 
in Scholium 2. Therefore the difference between this explanation and ours seems to be 
only a verbal difference.

178. Scholium 2. What it means for St. Thomas that God knows all 
things in his essence or in himself. The holy Doctor speaks this way in 
various places19 and he also explains what it means: “A thing is known in 
itself when it is known by the proper species adequate to the knowable 
object... .A thing is seen in another through the image of that which contains 
it; as when a part is seen in the whole by the image of the whole; or when 
a man is seen in a mirror by the image of the mirror, or by any other mode 
by which one thing is seen in another. So we say that God sees Himself in 
Himself, because He sees Himself through His essence; and He sees other 
things not in themselves, but in Himself; inasmuch as His essence contains 
the similitude [species] of things other than Himself’ (S.Th. I, q. 14, a. 
5). Therefore for St. Thomas it is the same thing that something is seen in 
himself dead to be known by its own proper species. Therefore whatever is 
not known by its own proper species is said to be seen in another.

The identity of the two expressions “by its own proper species” and “in 
himself’ is clear from q. 15, a. 1, where Thomas says in the 2nd objection 
“God knows all things in Himself’ and in the response to the 2nd objection 
he says “God knows Himself and all else by His own essence.” And in q. 
84, a. 5 he says: “One thing is said to be known in another in two ways. 
First, as in an object itself known; as one may see in a mirror the images 
of things reflected therein....Secondly, one thing is said to be known in 
another as in a principle o f knowledge: thus we might say that we see 
in the sun what we see by the sun. And thus we must needs say that the 
human soul knows all things in the eternal types, since by participation of 
these types we know all things. For the intellectual light which is in us, is 
nothing else than a participated likeness of the uncreated light, in which are 
contained the eternal types.”

In explaining this formula St. Thomas always mentions the species, 
never the objective connection of things. This seems to be a sign that he 
is not dealing with the medium in which o f the objective connection. But 
since Thomas, when treating the knowledge of God, mentions the nature

19. S.Th. I, q. 14, a. 5 ,6 ; q. 18, a. 4, etc.
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of the first cause, as Ferrariensis noted,20 he presents the reason why God 
knows all things, but he does not declare the way by which he knows them. 
Therefore when he treats future contingent free actions, as in q. 13, a. 13 
and elsewhere, he does not hesitate to say that they are known by God in 
themselves, but never, so far as I know, in himself. A fortiori he would have 
said the same thing about futuribles, if he had spoken about the way of 
knowing them.

After carefully examining the texts of St.Thomas and those of other 
ancient Doctors, Ruiz de Montoya concludes thus: “In the common way of 
speaking of the [ancient] theologians, to know creatures in themselves.. .is 
to know creatures by the proper species of those creatures...; the preposition 
“in’" denotes the formal object.”21 And please note what he adds, and 
which we covered in part in #167: “it is not the task of the formal object to 
constitute the material objects in being as true and intelligible things, but 
granted their determined truth and intelligibility, to make a determination 
about judging them”22 (from what has been said not in a proper sense about 
the formal object, but must be said about the species that corresponds to it, 
when one is dealing with the divine intellect).

At this time, however, the question about the medium in which, as we 
have pointed out, is exactly about the intelligibility of intelligible material 
things and about the foundation of their truth. Undeservedly, therefore, are 
the words of the ancients, which do not touch on this question, cited in 
order to support these new opinions.

Wherefore we think that the authority of the holy Doctor can in no way 
be quoted as being against our position. On the contrary, it corresponds 
very well with his explicit teaching on the knowledge of contingent futures.

179. V. Divisions of God’s knowledge.23 There are four principal 
divisions of God’s knowledge, following a distinction of reason with a 
foundation in his infinity.

1. By reason of the object known it is divided into knowledge of 
simple intuition and knowledge of vision (S.Th. I, q. 14, a. 9). The former

20. Comment. inSummam contra Gentiles 1.1 c.66 n.5 (Leonine ed. O f the works o f  St. Thomas 13, 186). “Note 
that in this place the mode o f  knowledge o f  non-beings is not investigated, but their absolute knowledge.” 
In some popular editions o f  CG 1, c. 68 in the title after the words, “It is necessary to show that God knows 
the thoughts o f minds and the desires o f  hearts,” these words are added: “in virtue o f the cause, since it is 
the universal principle o f  existence”; in the critical Leonine edition these words have rightly been omitted. 
On the mind o f St. Thomas, see what is said by De San, 224-229 with n. 1 p. 590-745; Muncunill, 452-476; 
Stufler, De Deo operante 159-188.

21. Op. cit., d .l l  n.5.6.
22. Op. cit., d.24 a.3 n.16.
23. On these divisions see the authors passim, for example, Urrdburu, 13-21.



B .l  c.3 A.3 t h . 15 n . 178-179 155

is knowledge of possibles; the latter is knowledge of things that at some 
time exist. With his knowledge of simple intuition God knows, from what 
we have said, all possibles, even those that are not purely such; but some 
authors seem to limit it to purely possibles.24

Between both types of knowledge we establish another type which 
we therefore call middle knowledge (scientia media)25 and which is his 
knowledge of conditioned future free actions without a medium of 
connection. For, although the futurible as such is only one of several 
possibilities, nevertheless since both alternatives of freedom are possible, 
one definite futurible is not knowable in the sign of possibles; hence a 
futurible is not absolutely future and therefore it is not knowable by God’s 
knowledge of vision. For Thomists, however, the knowledge of futuribles 
according to the material object pertains to the knowledge of simple 
intuition, because it is not something that will at some time exist; for them, 
according to the medium o f knowledge, it pertains to the knowledge of 
vision because it is founded on a subjectively absolute decree of God.

2. In God there is absolutely necessary knowledge, which is his 
knowledge about himself and all possibles, and free knowledge about 
created things that will at some time exist; the latter type presupposes the 
free determination of the divine will, and it is not necessary, except on this 
supposition, or hypothetically.

The knowledge of futuribles is also the medium between both types of 
knowledge,26 for it is not absolutely necessary because the creature would 
be able to determine himself differently; hence it does not presuppose a 
free decree of God. It is therefore a middle knowledge (scientia media) that 
is contingent for God, but it is not free.

3. It is customary to distinguish between a knowledge of approbation 
and disapprobation insofar as its object pleases or displeases God, 
according to the way of speaking of Holy Scripture, in which God is said 
to know or to have known things that he approves, and not to know what 
he disapproves: Ps. 1:6; Matt. 25:12; Rom. 8:29; 11:2. It is clear that this 
division of his knowledge is given according as it is joined together with 
his will {ibid., q. 14, a. 8).

4. Finally, God’s knowledge is divided into speculative and practical,

24. Thus many thomists, as it seems, and De la Taille, op. cit.; St. Thomas himself certainly deals with them 
explicitly.

25. Many things have been said about this phrase which seem to be only a dispute about words. Molina certainly 
seems to be the first one to use it, as a member o f  the other division (o f intuition and vision). Suarez rarely 
uses this phrase; see SagUes, Suarez ante la ciencia media: op. cit., 275. However, it was rightly accepted. 
Indeed, frequently now with this phrase not only “scientia media” in the proper sense is meant, but in general 
the knowledge o f  futuribles.

26. In this sense Molina distinguished it from natural and free knowledge, op. cit.
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depending on whether it is centered on the contemplation of truth alone, or 
is ordered to praxis. God has speculative knowledge only about himself. But 
about other things he can have both speculative and practical knowledge 
depending on whether or not the divine knowledge is considered as merely 
concerned with truth, or on the contrary, it has to do both with something that 
can be done and de facto is ordered to doing something {ibid., q. 14, a. 16).

180. VI. On the knowledge of God as the cause of things.27 The
knowledge of God is called practical insofar as it is the cause o f things, for 
an intelligent being operates externally by its intellect directing and the will 
discerning or determining the action. Therefore St. Thomas says that God’s 
knowledge is said to be practical inasfar as “it has the will joined to it,” 
for “the intelligible form does not denote a principle of action insofar as it 
resides in the one who understands, unless there is added to it the inclination 
to an effect, which inclination is through the will” {ibid., q. 14, a. 8; De ver. 
q. 2, a. 14).

God has only speculative knowledge about purely possible things and 
purely futurible things. About created existing things of all kinds God has 
both speculative and practical knowledge. According to the notions given 
by St. Thomas, it must be said that the knowledge that is practical and the 
cause o f things is knowledge about possibles and futuribles that are not 
truly such, for it is this latter knowledge that directs and has the inclination 
of the willjoined to it—it is that which inclines it to operate. The knowledge 
of vision is speculative regarding the object seen, since knowledge by its 
very concept presupposes an object and does not fabricate it; but it can 
be practical with regard to some other object. And it cannot be admitted 
that the knowledge of vision is practical by itself and by intellectual 
command.28 When dealing with the knowledge of God St. Thomas never 
mentions this, and much less does he call it an executive power.29 “Still it 
must be known that knowledge in as far as it is knowledge is not an active 
cause.. .and therefore the effect never proceeds from knowledge unless the 
will is added to it, which by its very nature implies a certain influence on

27. On this point consult almost all the authors who consider questions about the knowledge o f  God, such as 
Molina who is the author o f  Concordia d. 1. From Su&rez see De Deo 1.3 c.4; prolegom. 2 c. 10; Muncunill, 
432-451; Pesch, 296-298. The Thomists want the knowledge o f  vision as such to be what is called the cause 
o f  things. We present in the text the explanation which evidently flows from the words o f  St. Thomas; see 
below in n. 215, and Hellin, 857-865.

28. Thus John o f  St. Thomas, op. cit., d. 18 a.2; Gonet, Clypeus theologiae thomisticae 1.1 d.3 a.2; Billuart, De 
Deo uno d.3 a.3, etc.

29. This would be “operating knowledge “ which M. de la Taille attributes to God as formally one; he also seems 
to advocate a certain formal identification between the divine intellect and will.
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the things willed.” 30
The doctrine about the knowledge of God as the cause o f things is 

expressed often by the statement: “God does not know things because 
they exist, but they exist because he knows them.”31 Contrary to this is 
the statement often used by the Fathers of the Church, especially with 
regal'd to free future actions: “Something will happen not for the reason 
that God knows that it will take place, but because it is future, therefore it is 
known by God.”32 But there is no opposition here, for in the former way of 
speaking the causality of divine knowledge is expressed, while in the latter 
the logical priority of the object with respect to the knowledge is expressed 
(S.Th. I, q. 14, a. 8, On the contrary and ad 1).

On the divine ideas. Therefore since God is the cause of things by 
his knowledge it is clear that the ideas o f the things to be produced must 
be present in the divine intellect; this pertains to his exemplary causality33 
{ibid., q. 15, a. 1). “So far, therefore, as God knows His essence as capable 
of such imitation by any creature, He knows it as the particular type and 
idea of that creature” {ibid., a. 2). Therefore there is an idea in God; it is the 
knowledge that God has about the possibles in his essence. St. Augustine 
considers them when he says: “He does not look carefully at something 
placed outside of himself that according to it he might construct what he 
constructs, for to think that way is a sacrilege” (R 1553).

30. De \er. q. 2, a. 14; S.Th. I, q. 25, a. 1 ad 4; a. 5 ad 1; see n. 212 below.
31. St. Augustine, De Trinitate 1.15 c. 13: ML 41 ,327
32. Origen,. Celsum 1.2 n.20: MG 11,835; St. Jerome, In Ierem. 26,3: ML 24,844, etc.
33. See the treatise De Deo creante.
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C H A P T E R  I V

On the Will of God

The will follows the intellect in the life of a spiritual being. Therefore “After 
considering the things belonging to the divine knowledge, we consider 
what belongs to the divine will.”1 On the will of God we will offer three 
sections: first, the existence and the object of the divine will; the freedom 
with which he wills things external to himself; finally, the divisions and 
moral perfection of the divine will; to these as a complement we will add a 
treatment of the divine omnipotence.

A R T I C L E  I

O n  t h e  O b j e c t  o f  t h e  D i v i n e  W i l l

Thesis 16. There is in God a most perfect will whose object is God 
himself and things external to himself.

S.Th. I, q. 19; Suarez, De Deo 1.3 c.6.7; Metaph. D.30 a. 16; Ruiz de Montoya, De voluntate Dei d.1-6; 
Scheeben, #96; Muncunill, 509-540.

181. Definition of terms. The will is a spiritual faculty that seeks 
the good and shuns evil proposed to it by the intellect. Its act, volition, is 
often designated by the same word of “will.” Its act concerning good in 
general is called love; its shunning tendency in general can be designated 
with the name of hate. Since we assert that there is will in God, it is 
clear, from what we have said about the life and divine intellect, that it 
is not present in God formally by way of a power, but only by way of an 
act which is identified with the divine essence itself. And it is so in such 
a way that, looked at metaphysically, although it has to do with different 
objects and in different ways, it is still simple and unique. But since it has 
many objects and it has to do with different tendencies, we must speak 
about the divine will as if it were a faculty, as the root and sufficient reason 
for the divine will; we do this by making a distinction of reason which 
is indeed imperfect but also necessary. In general the will tends towards 
its object in two ways, either by way of a simple affection o f pleasure 
or dissatisfaction, or as a practical tendency which is the principle of 
its operation regarding outward things. In this way the divine will is the 
cause o f things as determining the active power to perform some action
1. S.Th. I, Intro, to q. 19.
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(S.Th. I, q. 19, a. 4).2
The infinite perfection of the divine will, in addition to its rectitude 

and holiness, also demands that it be immutable, not only physically but 
also morally. For merely moral change, even though it can be reconciled 
with physical immutability, must be excluded from God.3 Finally, complete 
efficacy pertains to the perfection of the divine will, namely, in those things 
that he wills absolutely and entirely {ibid., a. 6). Therefore his will is 
omnipotent or it has omnipotence necessarily joined to it.

182. The object of the will is said to be, as is clear, that which the 
willing subject desires, that to which it is attracted, or wishes to do or to 
produce or to acquire, or on the other hand, to reject. It is usually divided 
into formal object and purely material object. The formal object is what 
is desired for itself and the material object is what is desired because of 
something else. The first is the end of the will and is usually called the 
object that specifies and determines the will; if it is only material, it has 
the nature of a medium. These definitions are properly accepted when one 
is dealing with a produced will, such as a created one. But in the divine 
will they apply only by way of an objective reason or with the addition of 
the qualifying word “quasi.” For since the divine will is not produced, no 
cause can be assigned to it {ibid., a. 5), neither efficient nor final. However, 
one can speak about the end of the divine will, as being about the objective 
reason of the will, by which God is said to will something because of itself 
or because of something else. In this way it happens that things are willed 
because o f the end as a true final cause.4

The object of the divine will is both God himself and all other 
things outside of him, which however are managed by the divine will in 
different ways. The authors disagree on whether or not the love of simple 
complacency towards the purely possibles can be placed in God.5

God is the primary object and in a certain true sense the formal object 
and as it were the specifying object of the divine will, as commensurate to 
it. But other things are the secondary object of the divine will. Especially 
rational beings, however, do not have for the divine will the nature ofpurely 
material object, or a quasi medium strictly speaking, since it does not seem

2. The authors dispute whether or not an innate appetite in the scholastic sense should be placed in God. Cf. 
Muncunill, 510-517; Urrdburu, t.8, 123-125; Hellin, 866-868.

3. Suarez, Metaphys. D.30 s.9 n. 50-61, where you will also find an explanation o f  the distinction between 
knowledge and will in this question.

4. See Suarez, Metaphys. D.23 s.9; Urraburu, 134-137.
5. Muncunill, 551-558; Urrdburu, 134-137.
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possible to reconcile that with God’s love of benevolence.6 In a broader 
sense, inasfar as the loved good in them is founded on the divine goodness, 
rational being are called by many authors the material object.7

But it must be noted, as we said above about God’s knowledge, in fact a 
fortiori, that the quasi determining reason of the divine will properly speaking 
is to be sought completely in his subjective perfection or in the divine essence 
and not otherwise. For the tendency of his will is not quasi receptive, like 
knowledge, but rather impulsive. But if nevertheless divine knowledge, as 
pure act, cannot be understood as being determined by its object, much less 
can that be said about the will, but it must be held that it determines itself, as 
St. Thomas says in I, q. 19, a. 5 and often also in other contexts.

The divine will is also concerned with evils {ibid., a. 9). God indeed 
hates evil as evil and he can in no way approve moral evil, not even 
indirectly or as a means to an end. He can, however, permit it. He can 
indirectly intend physical evil inasfar as it is connected with some good.8

183. Opinions. Of those who believe in a personal God no one is 
mentioned who denies that there is a will in God. Also the traditional 
doctrine about the object and the perfection of the divine will is commonly 
accepted in its substantiate, unless you perhaps make an exception of some 
theologians about the formal object which they locate not in God alone, but 
also in things outside of him. But when they say this they seem to mean 
only this, lest things outside of him are thought to be loved by God only in 
the way of a means in the strict sense.9

Doctrine of the Church. The preaching of the universal Church 
clearly hands on the thesis which is manifestly contained in the doctrine 
which is also universal about the providence and governance of the world. 
The anathemas o f Pope Damasus and Lateran I  (D 172; D 501) teach that 
there is one will in the Trinity. Vatican I  professes that God is infinite in 
will (D 3001), and then adds: I f  anyone says... that God did not create with 
a will free from all necessity, but that he created necessarily, just as he 
necessarily loves himself, a.s. (D 3025).

6. Lessius, De perfeccionibm moribusque divinis 1.14 c.3; J. Dalmau, La bondad divinay la gloria de Dios fin 
de la creacion: EstEcl 20 (1946) 509-533.

7. Muncunill, 522-524; Hellln, 905-910.
8. Th. Molina, Das Leiden in Weltplan (Innsbruck 1929); Pohle, 327-330; Urraburu, 161-167; cf. below n. 

198-199 and what is said about providence in n. 218.
9. Muncunill, ibid. In the opinions o f  the authors on this matter attention should be paid to their ideas about the 

material and formal object; for they are not defined the same way by all o f  them, as Lossada says, Cursus 
philosophicus v .l, 168-177.
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Theological note. Catholic and defined divine faith (De fide divina 
catholica et definita).

184. Proof from Holy Scripture. The holy Scriptures proclaim the 
will of God on almost every page and that nothing can escape his will: Ps. 
135:6. Christ constantly appeals to the will of the Father: Matt. 6:10; Luke 
22:42; John 4:34. The love of God for himself is taught when the end of 
God working outside of himself is said to be God himself: Isa. 43:7,25. The 
Father and Christ bear witness to the divine love within God: Matt.3:17; 
17:5; John 17:24. God is said to be charity: 1 John 4:16. These texts give a 
beautiful expression to the love of God visible in created things: Wis. 11:25- 
27; Isa. 49:15; Jer. 31:3; John 3:16; 1 John4:9.10 11

It is not necessary to cite the holy Fathers. In the following questions 
many testimonies are presented about the will and love of God.

185. Proof from reason. 1. In the life of an intellectual being will 
follows the intellect. For each thing rests in its own good when it has it, 
seeks it with desire when it does not have it. Therefore an intellectual living 
being tends towards the known good in these ways and that is what is 
meant by “will”: S.Th. I, q. 19, a 1.

2. Therefore God necessarily loves his infinite perfection: ibid. God 
loves things apart from himself, because “it befits the divine goodness 
that other things should be partakers therein,” inasfar as it is possible “to 
communicate its own goodness to others”: ibid., a. 2.

3. God’s necessary infinity proves the perfection of the divine will, 
as has been explained. In particular, the immutability of the divine will is 
proved because a change of will cannot be rational unless there has been a 
change on the part of the knower. But the substance and divine knowledge 
is immutable. However, the unchangeable will of God can will change in 
things apart from himself, as it clear: ibid., a. 7.

It is proved that the divine will is the CAUSE of things because doing what 
he does guided by his intellect, he is moved to work only by his will: ibid., a.4.n

Finally, it is clear that the primary, formal and quasi specifying object 
of the divine will is God himself because, given the perfection of the divine 
will, nothing else can be its object except the infinite goodness.

186. Objections. 1. The will cannot be understood except as the motion of the one 
willing. But God is not moved in any way. Therefore will cannot be attributed to God

10. Ceuppens, o.c., 168-174.
11. See what was said about practical knowledge and the cause o f  things in n. 180; S.Th. I, q. 14, a. 8. 16.
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formally, but only eminently.
I  distinguish the major. The will cannot be understood except as a metaphorical 

motion, I  pass over the major, except as a real motion, I  subdistinguish the major, the 
will that is the act of a potential faculty, conceded; a will that is subsistent volition, 
denied. I  concede the minor and deny the conclusion, for volition, since it is a perfection 
most perfect in itself, cannot be contained in a higher perfection that is not formal 
volition. Indeed, the more perfect a created appetite is, the less it shares in real and 
physical motion; therefore it must necessarily be found in a perfect being without any 
motion: ibid., a. 1 ad 3. Therefore St. Bonaventure justly says: “Will exists in God more 
properly and completely than it does in us.”12

2. “When the desired good satisfies the one seeking it, he seeks nothing beyond 
that. But his goodness suffices God and his will is satisfied with that. Therefore God 
does not will things apart from himself’: ibid., a.2, obj. .3.

I  distinguish the major When the desired good suffices someone, he seeks nothing 
beyond that necessarily and because of some other good, I  concede the major; he cannot 
desire anything beyond that freely and by reason of his own goodness which can be 
communicated to others, I  deny the major, ibid, a.2 ad 3.

187. 3. If the will of God is absolutely immutable, it follows that God for all eternity 
hates the sinner, even the converted sinner. But this is absurd and explicitly contrary to Holy 
Scripture: Jer. 28:7; Ezek. 18, etc. Therefore the will of God cannot be said to be immutable.

I  distinguish the major From the immutability of God it follows that God for all 
eternity hates the sinner during the time in which he was a sinner, I  concede the major, 
during the time when he is converted, denied. I  distinguish the minor, for it is not more 
absurd than that God sees for all eternity the sinning sinner at the time he sins. The texts 
of Holy Scripture indicate in an anthropomorphic way the perfect remission of sin on 
the part of God, who at the same time also for all eternity loves the sinner during the 
time when he is not a sinner.

Further objection. But it is still absurd. For it is absurd that a tendency contrary to some 
good should remain, when the thing is good; therefore it seems that the comparison with the 
intellect is not valid. On the other hand, a moral change can be compatible with physical 
immutability, from what has been said about the nature of divine freedom. Therefore it must 
rather be said that the will of God is morally variable depending on the variety of objects.

I  deny the objection and distinguish the added reason in the same way. It is absurd 
to maintain the contrary tendency during the time when it is good, conceded; during 
the time when it was not good, denied-, likewise, it is not absurd at the same time that 
an eternal tendency of good will during the time when the sinner has converted is 
compatible with an eternal aversive tendency when he is in a state of sin. Whatever the 
case is about whether or not physical immutability can be reconciled with moral change, 
since the divine intellect, as was stated in the proof, represents both reasons perfectly 
from eternity, it would be imperfect for the will not to be in the same way both eternal 
and immutable.

12. In 1 d.45 a.l (ed. Quaraachi 1,779).
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A R T I C L E  I I  

On t h e  P r o p e r t i e s  o f  t h e  D i v i n e  W i l l  

Thesis 17: God has free will concerning extra-divine things.

S.Th. I, q. 19, a. 3, 10; Sudrez, Metaph. d.9.16; Ruiz de Montoya, d.7ff.; Muncunill, 541-591; Kleutgen, 
Die Theologie der Vorzeit 1,4.

188. Connection. The property of the divine will that must be especially 
explained and defended is the freedom with which he intends and wills 
things outside of himself.

Definition of terms. Freedom in the full sense, or the freedom of 
indifference, is that property of the will by which the willing subject tends 
towards some thing in such a way that it truly does not have to tend towards 
it; therefore it is a non-necessary volition, antecedently not determined to 
will that thing, neither by reason of the object nor by any internal necessity. 
Freedom therefore implies a certain active indifference in the will which is 
determined to will one thing only by itself.1

The love of God for himself and his goodness is necessary, as we have 
said. The love of complacency for the good and aversion from evil cannot 
be a matter of freedom for the supreme goodness. Divine freedom therefore 
cannot be understood except as a will with regard to things outside of 
himself. Thus it is customary to say that God is free in his actions concerning 
extra-divine things. But this should not be understood as if only his action 
concerning extra-divine things or the formal exercise of omnipotence is free,1 2 
but simply that divine volition itself as an immanent act is free. A necessary 
will, on the supposition of another free will, of course, is not opposed to the 
divine freedom. Therefore divine freedom must be especially defended in his 
will of creating. For all that, even granting creation, there is ample room left 
for divine freedom to arrange things in this or that way, both in the natural 
order and most of all in the supernatural order.

The Scholium on the nature of divine freedom will give a further 
elaboration of this matter.

189. Adversaries. There are many errors opposed to divine freedom. 
All fatalism, cosmic and pantheistic, like that of the Stoics and Spinoza,

1. See Suarez. De gratia, Prolegomenon 1.
2. However it seems that was said by Vazquez, Commentariomm ac disputationum inprimam parten S. Thomae 

(Compluti 1598) t.l d.80 c. 1 n. 1 p. 643 (see G6mez Hellin in note 12 below with referene to p. 231).
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and also some ancient philosophers were of this mind—they all deny 
divine freedom.3 Abelard said that God could not have done anything other 
than what he did.4 Wycliff, Bucer and Calvin said that God acts with a 
necessity of nature.5 Leibniz in his optimism called the divine freedom 
into question.6 Hermes and Gunther established freedom of God in the 
independence of the divine operation from all external influence, but not 
in real active indifference.7 Rosmini places moral necessity in God which 
does not leave room for bilateral freedom.8

Doctrine of the Church. In addition to the common preaching and sense 
of the Christian people, the Church explicitly condemned the errors opposed to 
God's freedom and clearly defined it. The Council o f Sens approved by Pope 
Innocent II condemned the proposition of Abelard (D 726); Pius IX condemned 
the doctrine of Gunther (D 2828) and the Holy Office the opinion of Rosmini (D 
3218). The Council o f Florence professes that God created the world when he 
willed to do it (D 1330), and Vatican I  declared that he created creatures “by a 
completely free decision” (D 3002) and condemned anyone who would dare to 
say that God did not create “with a will free from all necessity” (D 3025).

Pius XII in his encyclical Humani generis (1950) rejects the doctrine 
claiming that creation is necessary because of the necessity flowing from the 
liberality of divine love (D 3890).

Theological note. Defined divine and Catholic faith (De fide divina et 
catholica definita).

190. Proof from Holy Scripture. Often both in the O.T. and in the N.T. 
the divine operation and will concerning extra-divine things is completely 
free. Here are a few examples. Ps. 135:6: Whatever the Lord pleases he 
does, in heaven and on earth. These words, as a way of speaking used by all 
peoples, clearly denote God’s free will. The election of the people of Israel, 
and especially the choice of one tribe to rule over the others, is clearly free: 
Ps. 77:67-68, 70: He rejected the tent o f Joseph, he did not choose the tribe 
o f Ephraim; but he chose the tribe o f Judah, Mount Zion which he loves.... 
He chose David his servant. Everything is in the hand of God like clay in the 
hand of the potter: Jer. 18:1-10; Sir. 33:10-15. The parable about the workers

3. See any good history o f  philosophy, such as E. Gilson, The Unity of Philosophical Experience.
4. Portal i6, Abelard (articles condamnes): DTC 1,46.
5. Their errors are exposed by Bellarmine, De gratia et libero arbitrio 1.3 c. 15.
6. On optimism see Scholium 2, n. 196-199.
7. Kleutgen, op.cit.; K. Feckes: LTK 4, 991-993; P. Godet, Giinther. DTC 6,1992-1993.
8. A. Michael, Rosmini, Propositions condamnees: DTC 13,2398.
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in the vineyard (Matt. 20:1-6) vindicates the freedom of God in distributing 
his gifts; St. Paul makes the same point with great vigor by using the example 
of the potter (Rom. 9:20ff.). Paul says in Eph. 1:11-12: In him, according to 
the purpose (updOsaiv) o f him who accomplishes all things according to the 
counsel (fiovfojv) o f his will (Qelrjpaxoq), we who first hoped in Christ have 
been destined and appointed to live for the praise o f his glory. Here the Greek 
word pouX.fi signifies a deliberation of reason and the word GeXripa means 
active free determination.9

Proof from tradition. The holy Fathers often speak about divine freedom 
in general. Further, they also teach the work of creation and of redemption, 
the order of grace and its distribution from the free divine deliberation. St. 
Irenaeus: “He did not make all things at the direction of another, but he did it 
freely and by his own choice” (R 196). St. Hilary: “Remaining free from the 
necessity of corporeal nature, God produces from himself what he wills, when 
he wills and where he wills.”10 11 St. Augustine: “Because God himself cannot 
sin, must it therefore be denied that he has free will?”11 “They are stupid who 
say: Could the wisdom of God not have freed man in any other way except by 
becoming man?... To them we reply: He certainly could have, but if he had 
done otherwise, that also would displease your stupidity” (R 1577).

Reason demonstrates the freedom of God in many ways (S.Th. I, q. 19. 
a. 3). It will suffice to offer two arguments. 1) God does not need any things 
outside of himself and he is sufficient for himself because of his goodness. 
Therefore it is not necessary for him to desire things outside of himself, but 
he desires them with a will that is perfectly free. 2) In addition to the actually 
existing things, the divine goodness can be participated in an infinite number 
of other ways. But for the fact that they exist rather than others, no other reason 
can be assigned except the free will of God.

191. Objections. 1. God loves creatures insofar as he loves himself. But he loves 
himself necessarily. Therefore also creatures.

I  distinguish the major. The reason for loving creatures is the love of God for himself, 
conceded; he loves creatures in the same way he loves himself, denied.

2. The best craftsman necessarily makes the best product. But God is the best craftsman. 
Therefore he is not free not to choose the best.

I  distinguish the major. The best craftsman necessarily makes the absolutely best product, 
I  deny the major and I  deny the supposition that it is possible; that he must make the relatively

9. Ceuppens, 175-177; Suarez, Relectio de libertate Dei; F. Zorell, Lexicon graecum N. T. (Paris 931).
10. De synodis 44: ML 10,514.
11. The City of God 1.22 c. 30: ML 41,802.
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best, I  distinguish further: if by this formula it is understood only that God make an ordered 
world, conceded; if it is understood in the sense of a certain mitigated optimism, I  again 
distinguish: a created craftsman, pass', an uncreated craftsman who needs nothing and 
who has total control over the manifestation of his perfection, denied. For more on this 
see Scholium 2 below.

3, Hermes and Gunther argue from false principles that freedom comes either from a 
conflict of emotions or from the possibility of choosing between good and evil.

4. If the act of the divine will is free, it is contingent and cannot be present in God, 
at least it could not have been present from eternity. But everything intrinsic to God is 
necessary. Therefore God formally cannot be free, but only eminently.

I  distinguish the major. A free act, considered entitatively, is essentially contingent, I  
deny the major, but only terminatively, I  concede the major, that is, the entity of a free act 
in God is absolutely necessary, but it terminates in its object contingently, in such a way 
that it could have not terminated in it, as will be explained in the Scholium.

192. Scholium 1. On the constitutive o f  divine freedom . The recently proposed 
difficulty of reconciling divine freedom with God’s immutability, or rather with his 
simplicity, is rightly ranked among the most difficult problems in all of theology. And 
some great theologians do not hesitate to admit frankly that so far nothing has been 
found that positively solves the problem. In order to solve the problem they speak about 
the constitutive of the free act of God in which it properly consists or the elements that 
make it up.12 We will touch briefly on what seems to us should be held as more probable.

a) First of all, it must be held that the free act of God is something that is plainly 
intrinsic to God; namely it is the same as the being o f  God and it cannot be constituted by 
any element extrinsic to God. For the denomination of willing something is completely 
intrinsic to the willing subject and it is his immanent act. Therefore the opinion of 
Aureolus13 must be rejected, who seems to have taught that God can be said to be free by 
extrinsic denomination from the positing of his work. For he says that God is free because 
by the necessary volition which he has he can posit or not posit the external act of creation. 
Moreover, this must be rejected because it is in no way true ontologically that God wills 
because he makes something, but rather that he makes something because he wills it.

In almost the same camp are to be found Vazquez14 who was followed by Arrubal,15 
Torres16 and others.17 For they think that the free act of God is constituted indeed by 
the very being of God, but also by a certain relationship to created things or to their

12. See the opinions o f  the authors summarized and explained in Muncunill, 572; and especially in Urraburu, 
172-186; Card. I. de Lugo, De actu libero Dei.

13. St.Thomas, In I Sent, d.47 q.l a .l; Capreolus, Defensiones theologicae divi Thomae Aqninatis (Turin 1900) 
t.2 580-582; Urraburu 172.

14. In I p. d.80c.2 p. 645-647; G6mez Hellin, 230-232.
15. Commentariorum ac disputationum inprimam parten D. Thomae (Madrid 1619) t.l d.54p. 343-347; I. De 

Lugo, Disputatio de volunlate Dei, ed. G6mez Hellin 277-284, 290-342.
16. Diversorum opusculorum Theologiae t.l (Lyons 1621) op.5 d.4.
17. Gomez Hellin, 243-246; Urrdburu, 172, who correctly points out that this opinion is proposed in different 

ways by its advocates. The position o f  I. de Lugo is singular since he does not embrace it, but he explains it 
as easier to defend; see G6mez Hellin, 253-255, 262-267.
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production which connotes something intrinsically constitutive of him in such a way 
that the relation agrees with God “not intrinsically, but by an extrinsic denomination 
alone which to agree with God and not to agree with him is not absurd.” For whatever 
pertains to the doctrine about this relation or habitude, the subtle distinctions adduced 
by the advocates of this opinion do not solve the difficulties raised above.

193. b) Next, the free act, as immanent in God, in reality is identified with the divine 
essence, and in no way can it be said to be a perfection of his being that is separable 
from it, for the simplicity of God demands that. Wherefore the opinion of Cajetan18 
is deservedly rejected by almost all theologians; he says that the free act of God is 
constituted by a certain perfection intrinsic to God which can be absent. But, he says, it 
is an extensive perfection which extends to others the necessary love that God has for 
himself; so then the lack of it does not imply any imperfection in God. If this opinion 
means what it seems to say, then it is really affirming a great imperfection in God, 
namely, the presence in God of some intrinsic reality that can be absent from him.

The opinion defended by Fonseca19 and Salas20 seems similar to that of Cajetan. For 
although they deny that they place a perfection in God that can be absent, still they say that 
his free act is constituted by a certain extension of the act necessary for creatures which 
is a certain mode of relating to creatures. If we are supposed to interpret this concerning a 
free act considered in its ontological reality, as it seems, then it cannot be admitted.

194. c) Therefore the more common explanation21 should be embraced which we 
propose in the clear presentation of Suarez.22 Divine willing, as infinite in the field of 
volition, in its simple entity has whatever of intrinsic determination that is necessary for 
it to be volition of this or that thing—necessarily if the volition is necessary and freely if 
it is free. The infinity of the divine volition, being a great mystery, necessarily requires 
that; it is not a produced act; it does not take its species from the object nor is it an entity 
having only from itself that it is a tendency towards an object. These factors certainly 
necessarily have a place in created volition, but they imply an obvious imperfection that 
cannot be present in God.

From a different point of view they are not absolutely necessary for the notion 
of freedom. For what is necessary to understand the free willing of an object is not 
precisely that the act in its entity is contingent, but that the will terminates contingently 
on this object. That cannot take place in created wills except through the contingent

18. In 1 q. 19 a.2 and 3; in the Leonine edition o f  the works o f  St. Thomas, 4,233-236. On this see Suarez, op. 
cit., n.7-28; Urr&buru, 175, where he presents the different senses which this explanation can have.

19. Commentariorum in libros Metaphysicorum Aristotelis (Lyons 1605) t.3 1.7.
20. Inprimam-secundae Divi Thomae (Barcelona 1607) 1.1 tr.3 p. 673-676; see Urraburu, 176; G6mez Hellin, 232- 

234. It is not clear whether Pallavicinus and Sylvester Maurus should be included with them: Urraburu, 174.
21. There is a long list o f authors quoted in Urraburu, 178, but not all o f them present die opinion with the same clarity. 

Those who present a sufficiently clear teaching are: Toledo, In Summam S. Thomae enarratio (Rome 1869) 1 
q. 19 a.2 p. 252-254; St. R. Bellarmine, De gratia et libero arbitrio 1.3 c. 17. Recent scholastic theologians and 
philosophers who treat this question commonly hold our opinion; see Muncunill, Urraburu, op. cit.; Hellin, 650- 
668.

22. Metaphys. d.30 s. 9 n.35-61.
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reality of the act which cannot not terminate in the object. On the contrary, it is given 
in God necessarily through his own necessary being which terminates in the object 
contingently. Therefore the distinction between created and divine freedom consists 
in this that created freedom implies necessarily the indifference of the pow er to the 
entity of the act; but divine freedom implies the indifference of pure act on this—that it 
terminates or does not terminate in the object.

Here is the meaning of the distinction proposed in the solution of the difficulty. 
Divine freedom, considered entitatively, is something necessary; however, it terminates 
contingently in the object, although it has the ability not to terminate in it.

Objection: Therefore the free act is placed as a certain form necessary in itself, but 
it does not necessarily confer its primary formal effect. But that is inconceivable.

I  distinguish the major. The free act of God is placed as a proper form, namely, a 
certain complete entity with this purpose that it gives this formal effect like the free act 
of a creature, denied ; the absolute entity of God because of its manifest eminence has 
the ability to be as it were moving God to will this or that as he chooses, conceded; the 
absolute entity of God that contingently confers in the way explained that quasi formal 
effect or that denomination, is inconceivable, I  deny the minor.

195. N.B. 1) We can hardly express the eminence of the divine freedom otherwise 
than by way of a certain relation to the object, which however is commonly and truly 
said to exist only as our way o f  speaking or as a rational distinction. Divine freedom, 
however, cannot properly be said to be constituted by a relation of reason to the object. 
For a relation of reason places nothing in God. Many authors, however, are cited who 
are said to have held that position.23 But it seems that at least a large part of them did not 
intend that, but they mean only what we say, namely, that to terminate in the object is a 
relative way of speaking that we cannot avoid.

2) Esparza,24 Viva25 and perhaps some other authors,26 placed a virtual, intrinsic 
distinction between necessary and free volition in God. But, even disregarding the 
repugnance of this distinction, it seems to offer little help in this question. For that 
distinction seems hardly to allow one thing virtually distinct from another to be able 
to be lacking in the divinity, so that free divine volition could be deficient. This type 
of distinction necessarily seems to signify not just the name of a virtual distinction, for 
often it is called a pure distinction of reason. Therefore the parity with the mystery of 
the Most Holy Trinity, which I. de Lugo27 keenly remarks in this regard, does not seem 
to signify that virtual, intrinsic distinction, nor to really touch the intimate nature of the 
divine freedom. But it accomplished this one thing, which all admit, that a contradiction 
is excluded by positing a purely rational distinction between the act considered 
entitatively or terminatively. The foundation for this is nothing other than the eminence 
and infinity of the divine freedom.

23. Su&rez, op.cil., n.47ff.; Urr&buru, 177.
24. De Deo uno q.22.
25. De Deo uno d.4 a.2.
26. See those cited by Urrdburu, 180, from different schools.
27. See G6mez Hellin, op.cit., 256-261 s.4 and 5,298-333.



B .l  c.4 a .2 t h .  17 n . 194-198 169

196. Scholium 2. On optimism. It is evident that God acts and wills subjectively in 
the best way possible. But “optimism” is called a doctrine claiming that God necessarily 
wills and acts also objectively in the best way possible. From this it follows that the 
world created by God is the best possible world. This theory has been advocated in 
various ways.

a) Leibniz28 says that God is simply held to the best, otherwise he would act without 
sufficient reason; therefore, he says, the world is really the best world possible, namely in 
the unity and harmony of its parts, but he does admit that individual things considered in 
themselves could be more perfect. This theory obviously conflicts with God’s freedom, 
for in this opinion God would not be able not to create the world, and this one that he 
did produce. Leibniz does not protect God’s freedom because of the fact that God knows 
that other worlds are essentially possible, or that it is not inconsistent that the world is 
not created at all. For if God cannot create them, or if he cannot not produce the world, 
then he is not free.

b) Ruiz de Montoya29 teaches that God is bound only morally to choose the best 
world, so that otherwise he would be acting irrationally; but, he says, perfect physical 
freedom to choose the opposite remains in him. This opinion must also be said to be false 
and consequently at least to inflict damage on the divine freedom. For it is evident that 
God simply does not have the freedom to operate unsuitably or irrationally. Therefore 
this opinion is rejected by almost all.

197. It is not true that, because God does not choose the best, he therefore acts 
irrationally or without sufficient reason. For a sufficient reason for choosing a less good 
is that the good that is chosen cannot be said to be deficient because some other good 
is greater. This is true especially since the divine will is not specified by the object and 
does not take its perfection from it, as has been said above, but it is most perfect from 
an intrinsic subjective necessity. Therefore whatever he wills, he wills with the best 
will. Then from this it follows that God can in no way will evil nor can his will be made 
perfect by choosing good things.

It cannot be inferred that God is bound to choose the best because of his extrinsic 
glory, which he has as an end (at least as an end by which [quo]) in his extra-divine 
works. For since God does not need those things in any way, he can will his glory in the 
way and to the degree that he wishes. For he is the complete master of the manifestation 
of his perfections. These indeed are infinite, but exactly for this reason they cannot be 
manifested infinitely because all external manifestations are finite.

198. c) Nevertheless, that God de facto willed the best, so that this created world is the 
best, many authors including Fathers and Doctors of the Church, are said to have claimed,30 
though not all in the same way. In this matter, the following points should be held:31

28. Principia philosophica 9,55; Theodicaea\ Malebranche teaches the same thing, Entretiens sur la 
metaphysique 9. See also J. M arshal, Precis d ’Histoire de la Philosophic moderne I (Louvain 1933) c. 7.

29. De voluntate Dei d.9; Granado, Maurus and Viva followed him on this point.
30. See Beraza, De Deo creante 129-131; 1317-1348.
31. Muncunill, De Deo creante 71.72; Hellln, 881-892.
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1) The world is very good (Gen. 1:31) certainly in itself, but not clearly the best or 
better than other possible worlds. For it contains all kinds of things with great diversity 
and beauty; in the supernatural order it contains the best in that category: the Incarnation 
of the Word, the divine maternity, the beatific vision, supernatural grace. And in fact it is 
the best or very good also in reference to the end intended by God, and given the beings 
that he actually willed to create.

2) But this world is not the best possible, and the state of this world is not so good 
that it could not have been better ordered. That seems to be sufficiently clear, for both 
intensively and extensively particular perfections could be increased without the beauty 
and order of the universe suffering any diminishment; in fact, it could be greatly increased.

3) In the world there are many evils but they can be ordered and de facto are ordered 
to the good of the whole by the wisdom of divine providence; otherwise they could not 
be permitted by God. Of course they could have been fewer and of less intensity. They 
do not in any way necessarily contribute to the order and beauty of the universe so that, 
without them the world would have been better. This applies especially to moral evils, 
for merely physical evils which are present with regard to particular beings, can be 
willed directly as a means to the good of others. For it seems rather absurd to say that 
moral evil is necessary for the beauty of the universe. For God cannot permit it, unless 
he can make use of it to effect some other good (not necessarily better). And moral evil 
does not square with what has been revealed about the primary intention of God in the 
creation of the world and in the elevation to the supernatural order of original justice.

199. The reason often put forward is not valid, namely, that moral evils must necessarily 
be permitted in order to make known certain divine attributes, such as longanimity and 
vindictive justice, and lest many good things that flow from them be impeded, such as 
the virtues like the constancy and patience of the saints, the fortitude of martyrs and 
similar virtues and the glory that is given to God in this way. For there is no necessity 
that such attributes be manifested outside of God, nor is it necessary to exercise them in 
order to manifest them, for their manifestation can be obtained in other ways, namely the 
knowledge and praise of God because of them. Indeed, God cannot, having a primary 
intention before the foreseen sin, will the actual manifestation of these attributes. Actually, 
the increase of virtue in the saints and the glory of God resulting from it can be obtained in 
other ways by an increase in divine charity. “One who argues that way compares a home 
in which the father of the family must daily condone or punish or tolerate the evils of his 
children and wife, with another home in which the father never has to reprehend or punish 
or tolerate evils because of the obedience and submission of his wife and children, and 
then he says that the former home is better than the latter.”32

Some statements of the holy Fathers and St. Thomas are quoted that seem to mean 
the same thing. But after they have been carefully considered, they must be said to 
have been written in order to justify actual providence. In general, they do not mean 
that they think that the world full of these evils is better than one without them.33 St.

32. Hellln, 887.
33. That is the way it seems if  the quoted texts are carefully considered; Beraza refers to them at 1321-1329.
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Thomas explicitly says this, and he never retracted it: “There are certain evils which, if 
they did not exist, the universe would be more perfect; namely those by which greater 
perfections are prevented than would be acquired in another world, as is especially the 
case with evils of moral guilt, which deprive one person of grace and glory and confer 
on another the good of obtaining them, or some kind of perfection by which also in its 
absence ultimate perfection can be had.. ..Hence if no man had sinned, the whole human 
race would be better, because even though directly the salvation of one is occasioned 
by the guilt of another, nevertheless he would be able to acquire salvation without guilt. 
However, these evils do not contribute to the perfection of the universe, because they 
are not the causes of perfections but only the occasions.”34

200. On divisions of the divine will.
Various divisions of the divine will are suggested by the authors, which 

refer to an explanation of its efficacy. For there is a problem here: on the one 
hand, the will of God is omnipotent, as is said clearly in Holy Scripture: I  will 
accomplish all my purpose, Isa. 46:10; There is no one who can resist your will, 
Esth. 13:9. On the other hand, there are many things that God wills but they 
do not happen: This is the will o f God, your sanctification, 1 Thess. 4:3; God 
desires all men to be saved, 1 Tim. 2:4. God wants his precepts to be observed, 
etc. How these statements can be reconciled is shown by these divisions.

The divisions of the divine will are, as is clear, the work of our reason, 
but with a foundation in reality, insofar as the simple divine act, as infinite 
and as it chooses to attain this or that, thus can attain different objects in 
different ways. Therefore we can with justice speak about different divine 
wills, depending on the circumstances.

201. There is a distinction in God of a will of good pleasure and a will of 
expression; the first one to make this distinction was Hugo of St. Victor.35 St. 
Thomas explains it in S.Th. I, q. 19, a. 11: the will of good pleasure is his will in 
the proper sense; the will of expression is will metaphorically taken, “inasmuch 
as the sign itself of will is called will.” Therefore, in general the will of expression 
is a sign o f the divine will, and it is customary to assign five of these signs: 
prohibition, precept, counsel, operation and permission {ibid, a. 12). Essentially 
the members of this division are not necessarily opposed to each other, for it is 
very suitable and in fact it is necessary that God truly wills something and that 
he manifest that will. In fact, this distinction was made in order to understand 
that the will of good pleasure—a will truly existing in God—is opposed by a 
will of mere expression that really does not exist in God, but only seems to be

34. In I d.46 q.l a.3 ad 6.
35. Or rather by the author o f  the Summae Sententiarum tr.l c. 13: ML 176, 65-67, although there is a dispute 

about this; see De Gellinck, Le movement du XII siecle (Paris 1914) 117-122.
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there as an expression of his will. This distinction was made in order to explain 
certain facts narrated in Scripture, like the command given to Abraham to offer 
his son as a holocaust (Gen. 22), where it appears that it was not really the will 
of God that seemed to be meant by the command. Certainly, God by tempting 
Abraham, by testing him regarding his blind obedience which he was seeking, 
by conducting liimself towards the man in a human way, signifies that he wants 
something that afterwards, through the sending of an angel, he impedes so that 
it will not happen. The will of expression understood in this way should not be 
extended beyond what we know from Scripture ought to be explained in this 
way. It should be obvious that this doctrine has nothing in common with the 
blasphemy of John Calvin, who teaches that God does not really will in any way 
that men keep the divine commands, but rather the opposite.36

202. EFFICACIOUS AND INEFFICACIOUS WILL. In created beings the 
will is said to be efficacious when it is serious and uses the suitable means to 
obtain the effect, even though de facto it might not be obtained; it is called 
inefficacious when it is almost a velleity because it does not use the means 
suitable to attain the end. But since God is omnipotent, the will in God is 
efficacious that de facto obtains the effect; it is inefficacious when it does not 
actually obtain its effect, no matter how serious it might be, and he provides 
the means that are really sufficient, such as the will by which God wills that 
the sinner keep the commandments which de facto he does not keep.

INTENSE, AVERSE AND PERMSSIVE WILL. An intense or approving 
will is one that takes complacency in its object or it has a positive tendency 
concerning it, whether it be efficacious or inefficacious, and it is often called 
will of good pleasure. An averse will is opposed to the intense will; by this will 
God hates evil, either efficaciously or inefficaciously. The averse inefficacious 
will is a will permissive of evil; in God this implies a positive will of cooperating 
with the creature, but without any intention of approving the evil.

ABSOLUTE AND CONDITIONED WILL. Absolute is the will that simply 
wills or does not will something, either efficaciously or inefficaciously, 
independently of any condition, or at least with this determination, such as 
hatred of sin, love of the good, the will to create the world. A will objectively 
conditioned (a subjectively conditioned will would be velleity which is not 
present in God) is one that wills something given a certain condition, such as 
the will to save men if they die in the state of grace, or to damn them if they 
die in the state of mortal sin. However, the condition on which the conditioned 
will depends cannot come from God’s side, but it comes primarily from the 
side of the free will of the creature. The conditioned will, when the condition

36. Franzelin, t.48. scholium; Pesch, 317.



B .l  c.4 a .2  t h .  17  n . 2 0  1 -2 0 3 173

has been fulfilled becomes an absolute will, and it is surely efficacious. For 
this reason the efficacious will is often called absolute.

203. ANTECEDENT AND CONSEQUENT WILL. St. John Chrysostom 
and St. John Damascene (R 1202, 2358) call the will antecedent or principal 
and of good pleasure that God has from his own nature and from his goodness 
to save all men. But there is a second will, consequent and permissive, that he 
has concerning us, of damning those who sin. According to this explanation, 
those who are saved, are saved by the antecedent will of God; those who are 
damned, are damned by the consequent will of God.

St. Thomas got this distinction from Damascene (S. Th. I, q. 19, a. 6 ad 
1; De. Ver. q. 23, a. 2); he says that the antecedent will is one that deals with 
that which is good in itself in certain circumstances and that the consequent 
will considers the matter taking all circumstances into consideration. Thus 
it is good for man to be saved, and God wills this antecedently; but it is not 
good for the sinner to be saved, but rather to be damned, and he wills this 
consequently. And it is important to note that St. Thomas, like Damascene, 
always explicitly applies the consequent will to the sinner.

Hence the scholastics commonly understand the antecedent will 
positively, that is, a will by which God wills all men to be saved generally 
and insofar as they are men. But they understand the consequent will as that 
which he has absolutely and efficaciously of saving the good and predestined, 
and damning the evil and the reprobate. What the end is with respect to which 
the will of God is said to be antecedent or consequent, which more or less has 
to do with his salvific will, will be handled in a later thesis. However, God’s 
consequent will always presupposes the freedom of the creature.37

THE WILL OF GOD AS LEGISLATOR can be considered either as simply 
a COMMANDING WILL, or as a WILL SANCTIONING the law with rewards 
and punishments. In the first way it is not always obeyed; but in the second 
way it is invincible. “Hence that which seems to depart from the divine will 
in one order, returns into it in another order” (S.Th. I, q. 19, a. 6).

St. Augustine distinguishes God’s SANCTIFYING WILL inasmuch as it 
is looked at according to all the helps that are in God’s power, or according 
to the helps that he actually wills to confer. In the first way no one can resist 
him; in the other way many do resist him.38

Thus it is clear in what sense the will of God may truly be said to be 
fulfilled and that no one can resist it (ibid., a. 6). This is understood directly 
about his efficacious will which, as a way of speaking with antonomasia, is

37. This matter will be treated again in chapter 5.
38. Franzelin, t. 48 explains these distinctions.
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frequently used in dealing with the will, and often is simply called “will.” 
Concerning the antecedent will, of God as legislator, etc., which is his true 
will and his will of good pleasure, even though it is not efficacious, it is still 
valid inasmuch as those who freely depart from it and voluntarily alienate 
themselves from obedience to God, fall into a state of painful subjection 
from which no power can liberate them.

204. On the emotions and moral perfection of the divine will.
In Holy Scripture and in the preaching of the Church many emotions are 

attributed to God. Of these some are formally and properly in the will of God 
and others are there only in a qualified way or figuratively.39

LOVE, JOY, HATE must be attributed to God in a proper sense because 
they imply no imperfection or limitation in themselves. St. Thomas speaks 
about this beautifully in S.Th. I, q. 20. DESIRE, if it just signifies the 
antecedent will with regard to a creature, and ANGER insofar as by this 
word only vindictive justice is meant, are also in God in a proper sense. But 
such emotions are not present if by these words are meant passions in the 
proper sense which, like other emotions of this kind such as sadness, hope, 
despair and fear, according to their proper meaning cannot prescind from 
imperfections that cannot be reconciled with the perfect beatitude and power 
of God. Therefore statements of this kind, when they are attributed to God, 
have a meaning that is metaphorical or metonymical.

God is infinite HOLINESS or moral perfection. Therefore, he is 
manifested as holy when he is praised by the holy spirits (Isa. 6). Because 
of his holiness he is the model and author of our perfections (Matt. 5:48); 
he is the legislator and the vindicator o f the moral order, as is made know 
already in the primeval revelation: Gen. 2:16; 3:9ff.; 4:4-12; 6:18,20-32. The 
absolute IMPECCABILITY of God, which in the common understanding his 
holiness includes, is very well explained by St. Thomas in S.Th. I, q. 63, a.l, 
because “the divine will is the sole rule of God’s act, because it is not referred 
to any higher end.” Therefore it is a contradiction in terms to say that his will 
is opposed to the norm of morality. Among the particular moral perfections 
of the divine will that are celebrated in Scripture are: truthfulness, fidelity,

39. There are many examples o f  this in Scripture (see a Concordance), Ceuppens, 202-219; Heinisch, op. cit., 
92-109, in the Fathers o f  the Church and in ascetical and mystical writings; in this regard one may consult 
St.Francis de Sales’ book on the love o f  God; Scheeben, 9,96-102; Lercher, 201-234. Scholastic theologians 
have written extensively about the divine emotions and virtues and about the way in which they agree with 
God. A  careful treatment o f  this along with the authors will be found in Urrdburu, 167-225. The reason 
for the discussion was that, since in Scripture and the Fathers often in explaining this way o f  speaking is 
metaphorical or figurative, many points can hardly be explained from the sources. Hence it must be decided 
rather by reason whether and how emotions o f  this kind and virtues can completely avoid the imperfections 
with which they are necessarily combined in a created will.
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liberality, ju s tic e  and m ercy {ibid., q. 21).

205. JUSTICE is the co nstan t w ill to g ive  to each  w h a t is due to him . Of 
the species of justice that are customarily proposed, there is no difficulty 
about attributing to God, as the supreme and provident ruler of all things, 
distributive, rem unerative and vindictive  justice according to their proper 
concepts, after having removed all imperfections from them. There is some 
dispute about lega l justice in God. Finally, it seems that this should be said 
about com m uta tive  justice with regard to creatures, while omitting any 
controversy about the way of speaking: if commutative justice is understood 
precisely as it concern equa lity  between both parties, it is obvious that it 
cannot be attributed to God. But if this aspect is taken as not essential to the 
concept of commutative justice, then it can properly be predicated of God, 
certainly on the supposition of the good will of the Creator and Author of the 
supernatural order. For to render to each one the rew ard  a n d  p a y  f o r  h is  w o rk  
and the crow n o f  ju stice , which is often recorded in Scripture, in a true sense 
pertains to commutative justice and is the foundation of the merit for good 
works.40

Finally, MERCY, although in God it cannot imply any sadness at the 
suffering of another, formally and indeed supremely agrees with God in 
accordance with its proper concept as the p ro m p t w ill to com e to the a id  o f  
o th ers  in the ir  tribulations. It has been pointed out with what care in Scripture 
and in the preaching of the Church divine mercy has been acclaimed, and 
rightly so since its effects are most obvious. However, it ought to be made 
clear, according to the sense of Scripture and theological reasoning, that 
mercy has a certain p r im a c y  over justice, because “mercy proceeds from 
the divine goodness proximately and immediately, while justice presupposes 
something on the part of man. In like manner, justice presupposes mercy; for 
God cannot be a debtor, unless his mercy is first presupposed.”41

Since both attributes, mercy and justice, are infinite in God, they ex ist 
toge ther  in perfect harmony. How that can be, remains unknown to us with 
regard to certain things, unless it is made known to us by revelation, which 
perhaps is not given because of God’s infinite wisdom. In general, it is 
necessary to acknowledge that the external manifestations both of justice 
and of mercy cannot be infinite and that God is the absolute Lord of the mode 
and degree with which he reveals both perfections.

40. Suarez, Disputatio de iustitia quo Deus reddit praemia meritis et poenas pro peccatis. Varia opuscula 
theologica op. 5; Muncunill, 612-616; Urrdburu, 206-218.

41. Suarez, De Deo 1.3 c.7 a. 16; S.Th. 1, q. 21, a.4.
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A R T I C L E  I I I

O n D ivine O mnipotence

Thesis 18. God is omnipotent, or an active power over external things 
belongs to God which includes everything intrinsically possible.

S.Th. I, q. 25; Su&rez, De Deo 1.3 c.9; Metaph. d.30 s. 17; Muncunill, 627-665.

206. Connection. After studying the attributes that properly pertain to 
the divine life, it is necessary to consider briefly God’s operative attribute 
regarding things external to himself. For although particular treatises treat 
his operations and effects concerning external things, still the general 
concept and the quasi measure of divine power cannot be omitted here, 
since it is an attribute closely connected with the divine will and the next 
chapter on divine providence presupposes omnipotence.

Definition of terms. He is said to be OMNIPOTENT who can do all 
things. Therefore he has the power to operate. Active potency regarding 
external things is a power producing effects outside of the subject and a 
true efficient cause. Therefore it must be completely distinguished from a 
passive potency, even though it is signified by the same name of “potency,” 
and it does not imply any passive potentiality in itself.1 Active potency 
therefore is a perfection that is absolutely simple and it is immediately 
rooted in the perfection of nature.

The actuation of an active potency is an action in the proper sense, or 
causality, which as such is only the production o f the thing, and from its 
very concept it is extrinsic to the agent, both if it implies passive potency in 
the term and otherwise. Therefore the act of an active potency as such is not 
formally the perfection of the agent, but it is a perfection of the recipient 
and the term. But if the power of operating produces its effect immanently, 
which is a perfection of the agent, that happens because such an action, by 
nature and by tendency, must be received in the agent itself. Therefore in 
God there is no potency of producing immanently an act of understanding 
and willing, but it is only pure act, as has been pointed out.1 2

The perfection of an active potency is measured by the nature of the

1. That must be noted especially in all questions about active potency; therefore the word “potency” can almost 
be said to be equivocal because it is used in the twofold sense o f  active and passive potency.

2. We think that this must be held from metaphysics; see Su&rez, d. 48. And above all a transient action must 
be distinguished from immanent ones with which in us the exercise o f  an active potency is necessarily 
connected.
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agent which is the remote principle of the operation. Therefore, all things 
being equal, it can produce more or fewer things, because the nature is 
more perfect or less perfect. Hence extrinsically and quasi extensively it 
is measured by the number and perfection of the effects or terms that it 
can produce. Therefore the active potency of God, which is infinite, must 
extend itself to all possible things, that is, God can do whatever is not 
intrinsically impossible.3 However, it is not necessary that he produce an 
actually infinite number of effects, for even sidestepping the impossibility 
of an infinite multitude of effects, every manifestation of things outside 
himself of God’s attributes comes from his free will. It is also clear, since 
God is an intellectual being, that the operation outside himself is brought 
about by his intellect and will, as the cause directing and determining the 
performance.

207. Adversaries. Opposed to the omnipotence of God are certain 
pagan philosophers, Manicheans, Wycliff, Spinoza and all pantheists. Of 
these, some limit the active potency of God, while others completely deny 
it. Abelard also seems to have erred on this point (D 726).

Doctrine of the Church. The Symbols or professions of faith state 
in the first article that God is the Father “almighty”; we find this in the 
Apostles’ Creed (D llffi), Nicene Creed (D 125-126), Quicumque (D 75), 
Later an Council IV  and Vatican I (D 800, 3001). The two latter Councils 
add that God created the world “by his almighty power” (D 800, 3009). 
Therefore in the explicit preaching of the Church the omnipotence of God 
is maintained as a fundamental dogma.

Theological note. Defined divine and Catholic faith (de fide divina, 
catholica et definita).

208. Proof from Holy Scripture. Holy Scripture already in the first books 
celebrates and extols the omnipotence of God in many ways, a) The name 
o f God is El Shaddai; in Greek it is TtavxoKpaxcop and in Latin, omnipotens: 
Gen. 17:1, etc.; Exod. 6:3; Isa. 13:6; Job 5:17 and often in other texts, b) 
Omnipotence is signified by many figures o f speech: word and command: 
Gen. 1:1; 2:4; Ps. 148:5; Matt. 8:8; arm or right hand: Exod. 15:6; Ps. 44:2-4; 
89:14; Isa. 33:2; 53:1; breath or spirit: Gen. 1:2; Job 26:13; Ps. 33:6. c) It is 
shown by deeds: in the first creation: Gen. 1; Sir. 18:1; by the flood: Gen.

3. Consult, if you wish, the doubts o f  some ancient authors about the concept o f  omnipotence in Sudrez, 
Metaphys. d.30 s. 17 n.6-23.
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6ff.; by the plagues in Egypt: Exod. 3:20; 7:12-15; by domination over all 
the elements of nature: Gen. 7:12; 19:24; Exod. 3:2; 13:21; 19:16-18; 24:17; 
Job 9:4-12; 38:42. d) omnipotence is attributed to God expressly, for nothing 
is impossible for him: Gen. 18:14; Luke 1:37; Ps. 114:11; Isa. 55:11; Esth. 
13:9-11; therefore he alone is powerful (1 Tim. 6:15), and he has mercy on 
all because he can do all things: Wis. 9:23; 12:16-18.4

Proof from tradition. The holy Fathers in their explanation of the 
symbol or creed, like St. Irenaeus (R 191, 194) and others, very often 
proclaim the divine omnipotence. Here are a few examples: Tertullian 
ridicules Hermogenes who in maintaining that matter is uncreated confers a 
great benefit on God.. .unless [he is maintaining] that God is not omnipotent 
if he is not able to do this: to produce all things from nothing” (R 323). 
Lactantius: “God made matter for himself because he can do it, for to be 
able to do it belongs to God; for if he cannot do it, then he is not God” (R 
628). St.Augustine: “He is rightly said to be omnipotent who cannot die or 
fail. For he is said to be omnipotent because he does what he wishes and he 
does not allow what he does not will; but if that should happen to him, in 
no way would he be omnipotent. Hence on that account he cannot do some 
things because he is omnipotent” (R 1741).

209. Proof from reason. Here is how St. Thomas proves the thesis: 1. 
In God there is an active power. “Everything according as it is in act and is 
perfect, is the active principle of something.. .God is pure act simply and in 
all ways perfect...Whence it most fittingly belongs to him to be an active 
principle” (S.Th. I, q. 25, a. 1).

2. God’s power is infinite. “Active power exists in God according to the 
measure in which He is actual. Now His existence is infinite....Wherefore 
it is necessary that the active power in God should be infinite” {ibid., a. 2).

3. God is omnipotent. He is said to be omnipotent who can do all 
things that are possible, namely, “whatever has or can have the nature of 
being.” “The divine existence, however, upon which the nature of power 
in God is founded, is infinite, and is not limited to any genus of being, 
but possesses within itself the perfection of all being....Every thing that 
does not imply a contradiction” God can do. “Concerning those things that 
imply a contradiction, it is better to say that such things cannot be done, 
than that God cannot do them” {ibid., a. 3).

210. Objections. 1. Act is better than any potency. Therefore active power cannot

4. Ceuppens, 279-284.
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be placed formally in God, but only act.
I  distinguish the major. Act is better than passive potency, conceded; better than 

active power, denied. “Active power is not contrary to act, but is founded upon it, 
for everything acts according as it is actual....Hence active power is not excluded in 
God”(ibid., a. 1 ad 1).

2. “Every power is made known by its effect; otherwise it would be ineffectual. 
If, then, the power of God were infinite, it could produce an infinite effect, but this is 
impossible” (ibid., a .2 ,2nd objection).

I  distinguish the antecedent. A univocal power, ignore antecedent. The power of 
an agent that is not univocal with the effect, denied. “Now it is clear that God is not a 
univocal agent... .Yet even if it were to produce no effect, the power of God would not 
be ineffectual; because a thing is ineffectual which is ordained towards an end to which 
it does not attain. But the power of God is not ordered towards its effect as towards an 
end; rather, it is the end of the effect produced by it” (ibid., a. 2 ad 2). The principle on 
which optimism wishes to be established is solved by the same reasoning.

211. Scholium. 1. On the absolute and orderly power o f  God. The distinction 
between the absolute and the preordained power of God (ibid., a. 5 ad 1) can be understood 
in a twofold sense: the first one is absurd which has been abused by some Nominalists 
and Augustinians, as if God by his absolute power could do something contrary to his 
wisdom and holiness because “there can be nothing in the divine power which cannot 
also be in His just will or in His wise intellect”; the second is good and correct and St. 
Thomas explains it thus: “Because His will cannot be determined from necessity to this 
or that order of things, except on supposition..., neither are the wisdom and justice of 
God restricted to this present order..., so nothing prevents there being something in the 
divine power which He does not will, and which is not included in the order which He 
has placed in things....What is attributed to His power considered in itself, God is said 
to be able to do in accordance with his absolute power... .What is, however, attributed to 
the divine power, according as it carries into execution the command of a just will, God 
is said to be able to do by His ordinary power,” especially what he does according to the 
general laws of nature or of providence, either natural or supernatural.5

212. Scholium 2. On the formal constitutive o f God’s active power. The question is 
raised among theologians concerning God’s power to produce things outside of himself; 
they ask about the formal constituent of that power or the formal active principle. On 
this question there are many who formally identify his active power with his immanent 
acts, either with the intellect or with the will or with both.6 We think, however, that the 
opinion is more probable that formally distinguishes the active power from those acts.7 
St. Thomas clearly favored this opinion: “Power is predicated of God not as something 
really distinct from his knowledge and will, but as differing from them logically;

5. See Urrdburu, 231-232.
6. On the different ways in which this opinion is proposed see, for example, Urraburu, 233.
7. Thus Su&rez, op. cit., n.45ff.; Muncunill, 640-651; Pesch, 437; Hellln, 936-945, and Ruiz de Montoya, De 

voluntate Dei d. 15 s.4, says that that opinion was held by the ancient theologians.
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inasmuch as power implies a notion of a principle putting into execution what the will 
commands and the knowledge directs” (S.Th. I, q. 25, a. 4 ad 4)8; he repeats the same 
idea in a. 5 ad 1: “His power is considered as executing, the will as commanding, and the 
intellect and wisdom as directing": also in q. 19, a. 4 ad 4 and often elsewhere.

This opinion is also recommended by logical reasoning, since God is not 
immediately and formally active and powerful concerning extra-divine things because 
he understands or because he wills, but rather because his infinite essence contains 
eminently the perfections of all possible things; therefore his power should rather 
be constituted in the very nature of God, just as in general nature is the principle o f  
operation. But because in created things there is a faculty distinct from the essence that 
immediately works on external things, which faculty certainly does not pertain to vital 
acts and is not actuated by immanent acts, it pertains to the imperfection of their nature. 
The contrary opinion seems to confuse the formal natures of things with the formal 
object of various faculties. What is often opposed to this has no value, as can easily 
be shown, if the concepts of the active power and its acts are accurately explained. 
But concerning certain statements of Scripture and the Fathers, Vazquez9 himself, a 
proponent of the opposite opinion, admits that the argument is weak; for they prove 
nothing else but that God works at the direction of his intellect and the command of 
his will. Moreover, the common appropriation of the omnipotence of the person of the 
Father, the intellect of the person of the Son, and the will of the person of the Holy Spirit 
is more in conformity with our opinion.

8. The following is added in some editions: “Or we may say, that the knowledge or will o f  God, according as it 
is the effective principle, has the notion o f  power contained in it”; this seemed to Sylvio not to be authentic. 
In the Leonine edition o f  the Summa (t.4, p. 291) this note is added: “The codices om it....”

9. I n M.  102c.3p . 1010.
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C H A P T E R  V

On divine providence, predestination and reprobation

213. Having considered what relates to the knowledge and will of God, 
we must now proceed to “those things which have relation to both the 
intellect and the will, namely providence, in respect to all created things; 
predestination and reprobation...with respect especially to man as regards 
his eternal salvation.” That is what St. Thomas has to say in the Introduction 
to S.Th. I, q. 22. We will also follow the same order, although with many 
authors the questions about predestination and reprobation can also be 
treated in the treatise on grace because of the intimate interconnection of 
these matters.

A R T I C L E  I

On d iv in e  p r o v id e n c e

Thesis 19. God, through his providence, guides all that he has created; 
physical and moral evils do not escape from his providence.

S.Th. I, q. 22; Suarez, De Deo 1.3 c. 10; Ruiz de Montoya, De Providentia Dei; Lessius, De perfectionibus 
moribusque divinis 1.11; Muncunill, 666-686; Beraza, De Deo creante 1228-1357.

214. Definition of terms. PROVIDENCE is defined by St. Thomas as 
“the type of things ordered towards an end”: S.Th. I, q. 22, a. 1; government, 
however, is the “execution of order”: ibid., a. 1 ad 2. God as an intelligent 
and willing being created all things; therefore he established an end or 
purpose to the things he created. Now the order and disposition o f things as 
they are ordered to an end, preexisting in the mind of God, is providence. 
Providence embraces the divine knowledge and will, since it is the wise 
ordering of things; it is not merely possible but efficaciously constituted, 
and therefore it essentially includes his volition; accordingly, St. Thomas 
locates it in the practical intellect.

The question frequently discussed, whether providence formally pertains to the 
intellect or to the will, seems to be not very important.1 Generally Thomists like Gonet 
and Billuart,1 2 place providence in the divine intellect; St.Thomas and many Jesuit

1. “This controversy (there is a similar dispute about predestination) seems to be mainly over the use o f  words 
or names” (Su&rez, Depraedestinatione 1.1 c.17 n. 13). Lessius also says the same thing, Deperf. Mor. Div. 
l . l l c . l n .2 .

2. Gonet, Clypeus theologiae ihomisticae 1 tr.4 d.8; Billuart, De Deo m o  dist. 9 a. 1.
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theologians, Toledo, Molina, Bellarmine, Valencia, Ruiz de Montoya, Beraza3 seem to 
say the same thing. But they do not explain in the same way in precisely which act of 
the intellect it should be placed. Many with the Thomists speak about an intellectual 
command, which is an act that is not properly one of knowing but of commanding. 
This, however, is rightly rejected by others, since it seems to be contrary to the proper 
tendency of the intellect and to place in God a certain anthropomorphism. Wherefore 
others call the command only an intellectual expression of an act of the divine will,4 
or they formally place providence in a divine act that knows the order which the will 
decides. The Scotists along with St. Bonaventure and Scotus5 place providence formally 
in the will. Finally, other with Suarez6 and Muncunill7 say that the act of both powers 
pertains formally to the essence of providence. Struggl8 says that during his time this 
opinion was more common.

215. We think that the latter opinion is more probable and that it contains the true 
mind of St. Thomas, since he says that providence pertains to the practical intellect which 
is not, in his opinion, an act formally distinct from the act of the speculative intellect and 
the will, but rather something that embraces both of them. This view would seem to stand 
out in S.Th. I, q. 14, a. 8 and 16.9 For in article 8 he says that the intellect essentially is 
not practical, and that the inclination towards the effect, which is necessary for it to be the 
cause of things, is had through the will. Therefore he says that the knowledge of God is the 
cause of things “in so far as His will is joined to it.” Now in article 16, after he explained 
how knowledge must be practical on the part of the object and the way of knowing, he 
says simply that it is practical “when it is ordered to the end of the operation,” which 
ordination takes place through the will joined to it. There is no opposition, but rather 
confirmation of the same thing in the fact that providence is considered a part of prudence 
(S.Th. II-II, q. 49, a. 6) which is in the knowing power {ibid., q. 47, a. 1). For article 2 
explicitly says that prudence pertains to practical reason. Therefore he seems to think of 
providence as the knowledge of some possible order, insofar as having been determined 
by the will, it is a practical ordination. This makes it sufficiently clear that both elements 
pertain to its formal nature.

Reason seems to point in the same direction. For providence in its very concept 
includes a disposition that is wise and chooses the means to the end; this makes it 
sufficiently clear that it is something formally existing in the intellect. On the other 
hand, it is clear that this disposition is determined to the effect, which is attained 
formally by an act of the will. Therefore providence consists in the bringing together of 
the knowledge of simple intelligence, by which God sees the order by which things can

3. Toledo, Molina, Valencia, in I q.22; Bellarmine, De gratia et libero arbitrio 1.2 c.9; Ruiz de Montoya, De 
providentia d.3 s.9; Beraza, De Deo creante 1237-1246.

4. Thus Ruiz de Montoya, ibid., n. 2.7; Beraza tends in the same direction, ibid.
5. In 1 d.40 q.2 and 1. The same opinion is held by Helli'n, 1102-1114.
6. Although he leaves the matter undecided, still he really explains it, ibid., n.14-15, and he is usually cited as 

being in favor o f  this opinion.
7. Op. cit., 666; also Loinaz, Theologia naturalis 1195-1197.
8. De Deo uno d.5 q.3.
9. See above on the knowledge o f  God as the cause o f  things: n. 180.
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be wisely ordered to the end (with the presence of “scientia media”), and the will by 
which he decides efficaciously to put that order into effect.

216. By his providence God attains everything he has made, even the smallest 
things, not only in a general sense, but also singularly and immediately. However, that 
does not prevent him from having a special providence with regard to certain things. For 
providence responds to the natures of created things, which tend toward the universal 
end in different ways and times. But on the other hand providence is not so curtailed by 
the natures it has established that it cannot ordain things to the end in different ways, or 
also to provide for them a higher end than the one required by their nature. Therefore 
God has a more special providence for rational and free  beings that are essentially and 
individually ordered to a universal end, than he has for others, that only through the prior 
ones fully reach their end and act or reach their end out of necessity. Finally, God can, 
beyond his usual way o f  acting, ordain all things to special manifestations of his divine 
attributes in certain cases. Although providence extends to all things and each individual 
thing, government can achieve that, at least partially, through secondary causes.

Since evil is something existing in the world, which seems to be contrary to universal 
providence which seeks the good, we note that it also in a special way is subject to 
providence. Evil in general is a privation of a perfection that a being should have; it is 
not just a limitation or lack of a higher perfection, although often the limitation of things 
is like a certain origin of a natural evil. M oral evil, formally as such, is a free deviation 
of a rational being in the moral order, or in immediate relation to its ultimate end. Other 
evils are called physical evils and those that are closely connected with moral evil are 
usually said to be evils that are materially moral.

Divine providence can deal with physical evils as the means to some end, either 
universal or particular. But providence tolerates moral evil only permissively and insofar 
as, when it is done or foreseen, God can order it to some good, such as the cruelty of 
persecutors to the patience of martyrs, or to restore order by inflicting some punishment. 
But the good flowing from that is only a previous condition, without which God could 
not permit the evil. Although God often brings out a greater good from the permitted 
evils, it is still not required for its permission.

217. Adversaries. Those who do not acknowledge a personal God, such as atheists, 
pantheists and monists of all kinds and Manichaean dualists, are opposed to the Catholic 
doctrine about the universal providence of God. The opinion that all earthly events are 
subject to a certain blind necessity is customarily called fatalism-, somewhat like it is 
astrology which the Priscillianists taught. Finally, deism  admits that God is the author 
of the world, but not that he is provident.10

Doctrine of the Church. This truth was always present in the explicit preaching of 
the Church. The Council o f  Braga condemned Priscillianist fatalism (D 459). Innocent 
III, in the profession of faith prescribed for the Waldensians, teaches that universal 
providence over all things pertains to the faith (D 790). Vatican I  defined: “By his

10. See Beraza, op. cit., n.1247.
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providence God watches over and governs all the things which he has made” (D 3003).

Theological note. Defined divine and Catholic fa ith  (de fide  divina, catholica et 
definita).

218. Proof from Holy Scripture. All of Holy Scripture can be called the history 
o f  divine providence. The Old Testament manifests a special providence for the chosen 
people, but it is also mixed with providence for other peoples and for all of nature, as 
the book of Wisdom states explicitly. The New Testament shows especially supernatural 
providence through the redemption and the Church. Moreover, there are many beautiful 
testimonies concerning the universal providence of God, even for the smallest things, a 
special providence for men, and finally about providence concerning physical and moral 
evils.11

a) Providence towards nature. God created nature and he provided for it the laws 
and order of its development, Gen. 1:7, 12, etc., so that God is said to do what nature 
does, Gen. 2:5 and often elsewhere. Therefore Ps. 147:8-9 praises the providence of 
God, He covers the heavens with clouds, he prepares rain fo r  the earth, he makes grass 
grow upon the hills. He gives to the beasts their food, and to the young ravens which 
a y . The same thing is said in Ps. 104; 145:15ff.; Job 38:41; 39:1-8, 13-18. The book 
of Wisdom says, she can do all things, and while remaining in herself, she renews all 
things'. Wis. 7:27, and Thou hast arranged all things by measure and number and weight'. 
Wis. 11:20; often it proclaims his providence towards all things, and concludes: But it is 
thy providence, O Father, that steers its course: Wis. 14:3. Christ beautifully commends 
the paternal providence of God towards men by comparing it with his providence for the 
lilies of the field, for the birds, for the sun and the rain given for the benefit of all men, 
Matt. 6:25-30; 10:28-31: Look at the birds o f  the air....Are not two sparrows sold  fo r  a 
penny... ? The Apostles also preach the same providence to the gentiles: Acts. 14:16-17; 
17:26-28.

219. b) The providence of God towards men and peoples in moral matters. God 
provides for the physical and moral life of man, Gen. 2 and 3:6ffi; he chooses some in 
preference to others. The k in g ’s heart is a stream o f  water in the hand o f  the Lord : Prov. 
21:1; He h im self made both small and great, and he takes thought fo r  all alike: Wis. 
6:7; As clay in the hand o f  the potter... so men are in the hand o f  him who made them, 
to give them as he decides: Sir. 33:13. In many texts the divine providence is taught in 
giving rewards and in punishing iniquity. Ps. 1:1-6; 34:22; 37:13; 112:1-9; 113:7-8, 
etc. Especially the book of Wisdom 10-19, when it explains the providence of God for 
the chosen people, praises it as full of justice and mercy, which it manifested in the 
punishment of the Egyptians and Chaananites (chapters 11-12); it is also shown in the 
threats of the prophets against the Asssyrians, Babylonians, Philistines and Syrians. St. 
Paul teaches the same general providence towards the pagan peoples: Rom. 1-2; Acts

11. L. Walker provides many texts in: Providence: The Catholic Encyclopedia (1909) 12, 511-512; see A. 
Lemonnyer, La Providence dans la Sainte Ecriture: LTC 13,935-940; Ceuppens, 224-237.
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14:16-17; 17:26-28.
c) It is frequently stated in Holy Scripture that physical and moral evils do not 

escape the providence of God. Joseph in Egypt, who had been sold by his brothers, 
says to them: Fear not, fo r  am I  in the place o f  God? As fo r  you, you meant evil against 
me; but God meant it fo r  good, to bring it about that many people should be kept alive, 
as they are today. Gen. 50:19-20. The books of Job and Tobit, Sirach, Ps. 37 and 73, 
Wis. 1-6 treat this matter extensively. In the N.T. Acts 2:22ff. and Rom. 9:11 say the 
same thing. Indeed, the whole teaching of Christ points out forcefully how by divine 
providence things that seem to be evil prepare the way in which the wisdom of God is 
revealed in the disposition of things.

220. Proof from tradition.12 Divine providence is at the head of Catholic 
doctrine; there is hardly any other subject treated more often or more carefully by the 
holy Fathers. Not only do they often simply affirm it, like St. Irenaeus (R 202), St. 
Gregory Nazianzen (R 1014), St. John Chrysostom (R 1134); but a) they demonstrate 
the existence o f  God  from it; but Clement of Alexandria says that it is not necessary to 
demonstrate it: “There are certain ones worthy of punishment; they are the ones who 
seek to know whether or not there is providence” (R 422); they say that providence is 
so connected with the divinity that to deny providence is to deny God, as Athenagoras13 
said; Lactantius: “What is more worthy, more characteristic of God than providence? 
But if he procures nothing, provides nothing, he loses all his divinity,”14 and St. 
Ambrose adds that it would be supreme cruelty to create man and not provide for him15; 
c) therefore this is the first doctrinal element of any religion, as St. Augustine says.16 
Therefore the holy Fathers, moved by the importance of this doctrine and by the assaults 
of fatalism, wrote many outstanding treatises on providence in general, and in particular 
about the evils of the world, for example, St. Gregory Nazianzen, Carmina 5 and 617; 
St. Gregory Nyssa, Dialogus contra fa tum 18', St. John Chrysostom, A d  Stagirium, etc.19; 
Theodoret’s excellent Orationes 10 de providentia20; Synesius21; Lactantius, De ira 
Dei22', St. Augustine’s whole book on The City o f  God23; St. Prosper, Carmen de divina 
providentia24', Salvianus, De gubernatione mundi,25 and others.

12. H. Simonin, La providence selon les Peres grecs: A. Rascol, La providence selon Saint Augustin: DTC 
13,941-984; Beraza, 1252-1286; 1285-1298; 1301; 1308-' 1313.

13. De resurrectione mortuorum 18: MG 6,1009.
14. De ira Dei 4: ML 7,86.
15. De officiis 1.1 n.48: ML 16, 37.
16. De moribus Ecclesiae 1.1 n.10: ML 32,1315.
17. MG 37,424-438.
18. Contrafatum, seu disputatio cum ethnicophilosopho: MG 45,145-174.
19. MG 47,423-494.
20. MG 83,555-774.
21. De providentia: MG 66,1209-1280.
22. ML 7,79-148.
23. ML 41.
24. ML 51,617-638.
25. ML 53,25-158.



186 S acrae  T heologiae Summa I I A

221. Proof from reason. 1. In general divine providence that touches each and every 
thing is proved from the three infinite attributes, wisdom, goodness and omnipotence, 
on which it is founded.

2. St. Thomas (S.Th. I, q. 22, a. 1 and 2) proves providence, one that is immediate 
over everything, from the order of the world, which is a definite good and created by 
God and therefore whose type must pre-exist in the divine mind.

3. Evils also cannot exist without the divine will, at least permissive; “Therefore 
nothing happens unless the Omnipotent wills it to happen, either by allowing it to 
happen or by himself doing it,” as St. Augustine says.26 Therefore those things do not 
escape God’s providence.

Objections. 1. St. Paul says: Is it fo r  oxen that God is concerned? (1 Cor. 9:9). 
Therefore he seems to deny universal providence.

I  distinguish the consequent. He denies the special providence which God has for 
man, conceded; providence in general, denied.

2. Divine providence must be infallible. Therefore it imposes necessity on things. 
But God is said to have left man in the counsel of his own hand (Sir. 15:14). Moreover, 
the universal and infallible providence of God makes human activity useless.

I  concede the antecedent and distinguish the consequent. Consequent necessity, 
conceded; antecedent for free beings, denied. I  distinguish the minor. Man is left in the 
counsel of his own hand insofar as he acts freely, conceded; in such a way that his use 
of free choice is not subject to the rule and providence of God, denied. In no way does 
the providence of God make human activity useless. In fact, he foresees it and requires 
that he take part in the established order.

3. If the providence of God touches evils, then it is not merely permissive regarding 
them, but positively causes them—a point which Scripture seems to make: Does evil 
befall a city, unless the Lord has done it? (Amos 3:6).

I  deny the assertion based on the citation. The statements of Scripture reflect, as is 
proper, the characteristics of the Hebrew language which expresses all divine causality 
of any kind in almost the same words. Moreover, God physically concurs with evil 
deeds and they do not take place without his permissive will.

222. 4. If there were divine providence, it would have to be perfect. But it is not 
so, since there are many evils and disorders which seem to have been able easily to be 
avoided.

I  distinguish the major. Providence must be perfect subjectively, conceded; 
objectively, I  distinguish further: absolutely, denied; relatively according to the desired 
end and in the way intended, conceded. I  distinguish the minor and the added reason. 
There are many evils that could easily have been avoided by God absolutely and in 
themselves, conceded; relatively to the level and way of maintaining order, denied.

26. Enchiridion 95: ML 40,276; see F. Zigon, Providenlia divina et peccalum: EphThLov 10 (1933) 597-617; 
B. Bartmann, Unser Vorsehungsglaube (Paderbom 19310; F. Jansen, La divine providence-. NouvRevTh 60 
(1933) 97-116.
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These evils could have been avoided, but God was not held to that by any of his 
attributes; therefore God could establish this level and way o f obtaining the end in which 
these evils have their place.

In this matter these fundamental points must be held: a) in no way is God held to 
some definite level of manifestation of his glory outside himself, but from the infinite 
possibilities he selects the one that pleases him; often we do not know the particular 
purposes, since they are not clear either from the nature of things or from revelation. 
Therefore St. Augustine is rightly incensed: “In the workshop a man does not dare to 
blame the worker, but in the world he dares to blame God”27; since what God knows in 
general or in particular cases is more than sufficient for a humble and prudent intellect to 
acknowledge the wise providence of God (Rom. 11:32). c) It should be carefully noted 
that the order of divine providence on earth must in no way be thought of as something 
independent of the final end of obtaining beatitude and the glory of God. d) In the 
permission of evil, divine providence shines to such a degree that the great doctors seem 
to have thought that it was as it were necessary for the perfection of the whole universe, 
insofar as without it many good things would have been prevented: thus St. Thomas in
S.Th. I, q. 22, a.2 ad 2; q. 23, a. 5 ad 3. But this should not be understood as if, unless 
evil were permitted, the perfection of the universe could not be obtained in some other 
way.28 And it should not be understood as if these goods were intended by God as his 
primary intention, for otherwise evil would become a means to the end and that would 
not be just the permission of evil. But the matter is like this: foreseeing the possible 
extrinsic ordination of evil to bring about good, God could simply choose this order of 
things, which is a very good order but not the best, in which these goods are obtained in 
this way, and without the permission of evil they would not be obtained.

27. InPs 148 n. 12:ML 37,1946.
28. See above on optimism, n. 196-199.
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A R T I C L E  I I

O n  P r e d e s t i n a t i o n

Preamble on the universal salvific will of God

223. In the supernatural providence of God, the general will of God 
about the final end to which he has destined man should be understood 
as the first sign, namely, of eternal supernatural salvation. Since he has 
destined all men to that end, so that a merely natural final end, which 
man could acquire, is de facto not given, the salvific will of God must 
necessarily be universal, although it is thought of as flowing from his love 
and merciful liberality. But from this will there necessarily follows also a 
liberal pouring forth of sufficient graces, even universal, at least to some 
degree, which certainly does not hinder the manifold and unequal and 
generous distribution of them. This universal salvific will remains even 
after the foreseen fall of the human race. In fact, it is especially manifest in 
the work of redemption by the Incarnate Word, which is the first and most 
magnificent effect of that will.

However, given predestination and reprobation, it is clear that 
supernatural providence cannot be explained by the universal salvific 
will of God alone, in particular his will of choosing the predestined 
and reprobating the damned. The consideration of the whole treatise is 
a necessary preamble of that general will, and it is a matter of supreme 
importance in Catholic doctrine.

Thesis 20. God desires the salvation of all men; infants who die without 
baptism are not excluded.

S.Th. I, q. 19 a.6 ad 1; Suarez, De Deo tr. 2 1.4; Ruiz de Montoya, De voluntate Dei d. 19-21; Franzelin, th. 
49-53; Muncunill, 690-719; Lange, De Gratia th. 25; Lennerz, 391-411.

224. Definition of terms. The meaning of the thesis is clear from 
the words themselves. For there is in God a true and serious will for the 
supernatural salvation of men, which is the end to which he has destined 
all. He desires the salvation of absolutely all men, with no exceptions, and 
also in the present state of fallen humanity, all of which he willed to restore 
through Christ who died for all. The nature of this will will be explained in 
detail in the attached scholium.

In the second part we explicitly deny an exception for the infants who 
die without baptism because there is a special controversy and difficulty
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concerning this point.

Opinions. The opinion of all Catholics is that a universal salvific will 
must be placed in God in a true sense, and it must be efficacious, so that 
sufficient helps for salvation are conferred because of it. However, as we 
shall see in the scholium, a certain diversity in explaining it cannot be denied. 
It was the opinion of a few theologians, among whom was Vazquez,1 that 
infants who are not able to be baptized are not included in that will, or at 
least that the arguments about them are not convincing. However there are 
various opinions about solving the serious difficulty that occurs here.

Adversaries. Those who are called predestinationists, probably 
Lucidus and others in the 5th century and Gottschalk in the 9th century, 
are very much opposed to the universal salvific will of God. Since the 16th 
century many Protestants are opposed, especially Calvinists and Jansenists, 
whose errors are explained and refuted in the thesis on reprobation.1 2 All 
of them in general hold that God does not really desire the salvation of 
all men, but only the salvation of the elect, that is, of those who de facto 
are saved by their predestination to life, since the others are antecedently 
and positively predestined to eternal death. “I could not establish,” Jansen 
said, “any general will by which God desires that all men caught up in the 
damnation of the first sin should be saved.”3

225. Doctrine of the Church. Predestinationism was condemned at the 
Council o f Arles (475 A.D.) and in the Councils o f Quiercy and Valentine in 
the case of the monk Gottschalk (D 623, 624, 626). Trent says that Christ 
died for all (D 1523). Proposition 5 of Jansen was condemned as heretical, 
besides other censures, “understood in this sense that Christ died for the 
salvation only of the predestined” (D 2005): therefore, the Church teaches 
that it pertains to the faith that God desires the salvation of at least some 
others beside the predestined. Many other propositions of the Jansenists 
that deny the universality of God’s salvific will have been condemned, 
whether they restrict the salvific will to the faithful (D 2304), or admit only 
the unique salvific and efficacious will towards the predestined (D 2412, 
2430). The universality of the salvific will is manifestly handed down in 
the preaching o f the Church.

1. In 1 partem d.96 n. 10 (complete works 1597 p. 940).
2. See thesis 25.
3. De gratia Christi c. 10 n.2.
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Theological note. In general the thesis must be said to be of divine faith 
(de fide divina) as clearly contained in Scripture; it is at least proximate to 
faith and definable. From the documents of the Church, as we have seen, 
it is implicitly a truth of faith (implicite de fide) that the salvific will cannot 
be restricted to the predestined alone, by which the basic foundation of the 
adversaries is destroyed. With regard to infants, it does not seem possible 
to justify a theological note greater than certain, at least morally, since 
there is no explicit Church declaration on this matter.

226. Proof from Holy Scripture. The classical and most important text 
is 1 Tim. 2: Iff. from which the wording of the thesis is taken. First o f all, 
then, I  urge that supplications, prayers intercessions, and thanksgivings be 
made for all men....This is good and it is acceptable in the sight o f God our 
Savior, who desires all men to be saved and to come to the knowledge o f the 
truth. For there is one God, and there is one mediator between God and men, 
the man Christ Jesus, who gave himself as a ransom for all.4 There without 
any ambiguity the Apostle teaches the universal salvific will of God. This 
will is true and serious, for because of it Christ is the Redeemer and prayers 
are offered that it be fulfilled. It concerns all men, with no exceptions, as 
St. Paul says explicitly and as he emphatically repeats three times “for 
all men.” Additional reasons assert the same thing because there is one 
God of all things and one redeemer and mediator. Therefore the salvific 
will remains even after the foreseen sin of Adam. Finally, it concerns the 
supernatural salvation of man, for Christ comes into the world in order to 
restore this to us, and through him we come to the knowledge of the truth 
that begins here and is made perfect in glory. The Apostle repeats the same 
idea in the same epistle at 4:10: who is the Savior o f all men, especially o f 
those who believe.

Often elsewhere in Holy Scripture in various ways the universal 
salvific will of God is expressed. Ezek. 33:11:1 have no pleasure in the 
death o f the wicked, but that the wicked turn from his way and live (see 
18:23). Wis. 11:24— 12:18 describes the providence of God in punishing 
gradually the Canaanites and Egyptians that they have a change of heart 
because he has mercy on everything he made. 2 Pet. 3:9: The Lord...not 
wishing that any should perish, but that all should reach repentance. 1 
John 2:2: He is the expiation for our sins, and not for ours only but also 
for the sins o f the whole world. Rom. 5:12ff. where the universality of 
the effect of the death of Christ is clearly the same as that of original sin, 
at least according to a certain efficiency. Also Matt. 18:11; Rom. 8:32; 2

4. Prat, 2, 92-93; G. Bardy, Les epitrespastorales (Paris 1938) 211-213; Ceuppens, 183-185.
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Cor. 5:14: one has died for all.5
There is no difficulty with the fact that in other texts Christ is said to 

have died for most, or rather for many “pro multis”: Matt. 20:28 (Mark 
10:45); Mark 14:24; Heb. 9:28; or for his sheep: John 10:15. For the first 
statement really does not deny that Christ died for all, who are certainly 
many. Moreover, nothing prevents that these other texts, if necessary, be 
understood in a more restricted sense about God’s efficacious will and 
redemption.

227. Proof from tradition. Passaglia cites 200 texts from the holy 
Fathers in which this truth is explicitly and firmly stated.6 In this regard 
there are also many texts about sufficient grace, exhorting sinners to do 
penance and on bringing salvation to unbelievers.

The principles established by the Fathers in this matter are more or less 
these: a) The salvific will is from the divine goodness, by which he wills 
only the good, but the will of condemning is from the sins of men alone; 
thus St. John Chrysostom and St. John Damascene (R 1202,2358).7 b) God 
wills to save all those of whom he is the Creator and of whom Christ is the 
Redeemer, St. Ambrose: “He desires all those to be his whom he made and 
created; would that you, O man, would not flee and hide yourself; he also 
seeks the fleeing, and he does not want the hidden ones to perish.”8 Eternal 
salvation and the crucifixion of Christ are a general benefit; St. Gregory 
Nazianzen: “The law, the prophets and the crucifixion of Christ itself are 
common to all.”9 St. Ambrose: “But that mystical sun of justice rose above 
all and it comes to all....But if someone does not believe in Christ, he 
deprives himself of a general benefit” (R 1313). To the question why all 
are not saved, the universal answer is because many do not will it; see the 
beautiful text of St. Gregory of Nyssa (R 1053).

228. The thesis has to be proved in a special way from St. Augustine, 
since difficulties based on his works have been raised by the Jansenists. In 
his writings against the Pelagians he teaches the universal salvific will of 
God, as in his De spiritu et littera10: “God desires all men to be saved and 
to come to the recognition of the truth; but not in such a way that he takes 
from them their free will by which they are justly judged for using it well

5. Ceuppens, 185-195.
6. Departitione divinae voluntatis (Rome 1851). There are many texts in Lennerz, 399-403.
7. See above n. 203.
8. In Ps. 39 n. 20: ML 14,1066.
9. Or. 33 n.9: MG 56,226.
10. De spiritu et littera c.35 n. 59: ML 44,238. On the importance o f  this text see Dalmau, Not as criticas sobre 

la interpretacion de la doctrina agustiniana de la gratia: EstEcl 17 (1943) 1-31.
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or badly. When that happens, unbelievers act against the will of God...; 
but acting that way they do not avoid his will....for they will experience 
his power in their punishments...” (R 1735). In his Contra Iulianum11 in 
order to force his adversary to admit the universality of original sin, he puts 
great emphasis on the fact that according to the Apostle Paul one died for 
all; therefore all have died. But in his sermons and works directed to the 
instruction of the people he always asserts or supposes this: “The merciful 
God wishing to free men, if they are not his enemies and do not resist his 
mercy, sent his only begotten Son”11 12; “Jesus is the sun illuminating every 
man”13; “He will judge the whole world, not just part of it, because he did 
not purchase a part; he has to judge the whole who paid a price for the 
whole”14; “A sick man comes to a doctor for healing; why is he called the 
Savior of the world unless he saves the world? If you do not wish to be saved 
by him, you will be judged for your action.”15 These points are so obvious 
that those who, for other reasons, want to say that Augustine denied the 
universal salvific will of God in his controversy with the Pelagians, finally 
must say that in him are found opposition between theory and praxis, and 
between his theoretical and pastoral works.16

The true opinion of St. Augustine is proved by his disciples. Among 
the lies attributed to St. Augustine by his Semi-Pelagian adversaries, St. 
Prosper mentions this: “God does not desire all men to be saved” (R 2030). 
He says basically the same thing that the Greek Fathers record. The book, 
De vocatione omnium gentium (The Vocation of All Peoples), whose 
author is probably St. Prosper17 himself, is wholly dedicated to proclaiming 
the universal salvific will of God and to reconciling it with predestination 
and the omnipotence of God: “It is questioned whether God desires all 
men to be saved, and because this cannot be denied, the question is raised 
why the will of the omnipotent one is not fulfilled”18; and elsewhere19 he 
distinguishes between general benevolence and special mercy.

11. Contra Iulianum 1.6 c .4: ML 44,825; Opus imperfectum contra Iulianum 1 .2 c . l4 4 ,175: M L 45,1201-1217; 
De nuptiis et concupiscentia 1.2 c. 16 n.31: ML 44,454.

12. De catechizandis rudibus n.52: ML 40,345.
13. Sermo 78 n.2: ML 38,490.
14. In Ps 95 n.15: ML 37,1236.
15. In Ioannem tract 12 n. 12: ML 35,1490.
16. Thus Jansen, De gratia Christi 1.3 c .2 0 .0 . Rottmanner says something similar: Der Augustinismus (Munich 

1892) 27-29; Franzelin, th.51; De San, 2,25-26.
17 M. Cappuyns, L'auteur du De vocatione omnium gentium: RevBen 39 (1927) 198-226; L. Pelland, S. 

Prosperi Aquitani doctrina de praedestinatione et voluntate salvifica (Montreal 1936) 144-154; E. Portalie, 
Augustinisme: DTC l,2052ff.

18. L. 1 c .l;  see c.12-16, etc.: ML 51,640ff.
19. L. 2 c .l9ff.; ML, 51,706ff.
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229. Theological proof. This truth, which is the common understanding 
of the Christian, is proved convincingly from other definitions and creeds 
of the Church, whose doctrine all men ought to acknowledge. In Nicaea: 
“for us men and for our salvation he came down from heaven” (D 125). 
From Orange c. 25 all can and ought to fulfill the precepts and obtain 
salvation (D 397). From Trent God desires the salvation of all whom he 
adopts as sons (s.6 c .ll D 1536-1539), who are not the only predestined 
ones (c. 17 D 1567); we must all place in God a most firm hope of salvation 
(c. 13 D 1541). But these statements would be impossible and absurd, if 
God did not have a serious will for the salvation of all men. Moreover, God 
has supernatural providence by which he destines and directs men to their 
final end; but the first act of providence, or its necessary presupposition, is 
a serious will of the end; otherwise what would providence be?

It is evident that all of these arguments are also valid for infants, for 
they are also men: “Are they not men, so that they do not belong to what 
has been said: all men?”20 In his book, De vocatione omnium gentium,21 
this truth is asserted and explained in many places.

230. Objections. 1. The text in 1 Tim. 2 does not seem to treat of eternal salvation, 
for in verse 2 it is said that prayers should be offered that we may lead a quiet and  
peaceable life.

This reason is given for special prayers which are offered for kings and civil 
authorities because at that time they began to persecute Christians.

2. The reason given in verse 4 is not valid at least for children: to come to the 
knowledge of the truth.22 Therefore the Apostle is talking only about adults.

Children can come to a knowledge of the truth in glory. Moreover, if perhaps some 
words must be restricted according to the capacity of the subject, that does not mean that 
the salvific will must be limited, for the reasons of the Apostle are universal and they are 
valid also for children.

3. St. Augustine in his fight against the Pelagians seems often to deny the universal 
salvific will of God. For he proposes different interpretations of the statement of the 
Apostle, “God desires all men to be saved,” by which it comes about that the salvific 
will is restricted to the predestined alone; so that it could be understood to mean that 
God desires that we desire the salvation o f  all, or that no one be saved unless God  
wills him to be saved, or that “we understand ‘all men’ to mean ‘every human nation’ 
spread out with many differences,” lest “we be forced to believe that the omnipotent 
God wished to do something and it was not done” (R 1457, 1927, 1962, 1964, 1983).

I  distinguish the assertion. St. Augustine denies the universality of the salvific will 
concerning every divine will, even antecedent and conditioned, denied; concerning

20. St. Augustine, Contra lulianum 1.4 c.8: ML 44,758.
21. L. 2 c.20-24: ML 51,707-710.
22. Thus V&zquez, op. cit.: see Pesch, 348.
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his efficacious and absolute will, conceded; hence, speaking antonomastically, as 
we noted when dealing with the will of God, sometimes he denies that God desires 
the salvation of all. He offers his proposed interpretations as the only ones possible, 
denied; for he himself teaches a literal interpretation for the text offered in the proof; 
he offers his interpretations in order that in some way he might force the Pelagians and 
Semi-Pelagians to admit that, in addition to the universal salvific will, there is another 
and indeed efficacious will restricted to the predestined, conceded. In condemning 
proposition 5 of Jansen, the Church clearly understands that it is not thereby condemning 
the true doctrine of St. Augustine.

But in order that the position of St. Augustine in this matter may be understood, 
it is necessary to know that the Pelagians and Semi-Pelagians distorted the truth 
about the universal salvific will of God in order to deny all predilection toward the 
predestined, and all other efficacious will towards them. Therefore St. Augustine in his 
customary polemical way, and having admitted the possibility of the different meanings 
of Scripture, produces those other interpretations that are rather incongruous. But he 
does not thereby change his mind about the universal salvific will, although he does 
seem to neglect it. Therefore in his Enchiridion,23 where he treats this whole question 
in detail and where he considers a very similar case of a commanding will, since the 
whole book is dedicated to the defense of the invincible and omnipotent will of God, 
seven times he says that it is the will of God that is not fulfilled, even though it is still 
invincible, because ultimately those who do not do his will still fall under the will of 
God considered in all of its amplitude. Wherefore he concludes that St. Paul must be 
understood in such a way that we are not forced to believe that the omnipotent God 
desired something to happen that actually did not take place (R 1927). This is tacit 
confirmation of what we said in the proof from his other book, De spiritu et littera (R 
1735), where he correctly states the whole doctrine. Therefore the distinctions made by 
the theologians offer the correct interpretation of the Holy Doctor.24

4. If God seriously willed the salvation of all, then all would be saved, since his will 
is omnipotent. But not all are saved.

I  distinguish the major. If God desired efficaciously and absolutely the salvation of 
all men, then all de facto would be saved, conceded; if God desires the salvation of them 
all with a will that is antecedent and in some way conditioned, that is, provided that they 
do not reject him, which will of God is accommodated to their free nature, d en ied .25

231. 5. This solution cannot be applied to infants. Therefore since many are not 
saved, God does not will their salvation.

I  distinguish the major. The universal salvific will cannot be explained as dependent 
on the will of the infants, conceded; it cannot be explained as in some way antecedent 
because of the operation of several free causes, denied.

23. Enchiridion c.95-103: 40,275-281.
24. See this question carefully considered in Faure, op. cit. ; Franzelin, th. 52. Also see Petavius, De Incarnatione 

1.13 c.3-4; Portalie. Augustin (Saint): DTC 1,2407-2408; A. d’Ales, Predestination: DAFC 4,213-216; 
Lennerez, 385; Dalmau, op. cit.

25. See scholium, n. 233-234.
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In order to solve this difficulty26 some theologians have said that it does not 
necessarily pertain to the supernatural providence of God, as a general provider and 
given the fact of original sin, to be concerned about individual cases on which depends 
the conferring of Baptism to infants lacking the use of reason.27 But this is totally false 
and is the same thing as to deny the universal salvific will after original sin and at 
the same time to have a perverse idea of divine providence which has care for each 
individual thing, even the smallest.

Others think that a recourse to natural causes is sufficient, for God is not bound to 
perform miracles in order that all infants can be baptized, especially since the order of 
natural causes has been changed by original sin.28 But recourse only to necessary causes 
does not suffice, for this is based on the divine will alone. Therefore if the salvific will 
concerning these infants remains after original sin, it is necessary that it does not depend 
on it alone that these infants are not saved.

Therefore there must be recourse to some intervention o f  free causes in order to 
explain the divine will concerning the salvation of infants.29 30 Indeed, there are actually 
many different kinds of intervention of the free will of other men concerning these 
infants. This intervention has its effect either proximately or remotely in the course of 
nature with regard to their possible baptism. This having been granted, God can be said 
to have provided for their salvation according to the course o f  nature in such a way that, 
because of his salvific will, he is not held to change this course of nature. But in no way 
do we claim to determine what that intervention might be in individual cases on which 
the salvation of this infant depends; nor do we say that this intervention is meritorious or 
non-meritorious; nor can it be established per se that the baptism of this infant is tied to 
some determinate action. Probably, with the author of De vocatione omnium gentium,30 we 
can appeal to the acts of the parents and of those in whose care these children are placed. 
This is in accordance with nature, since these children are cared for necessarily in almost 
all things by their free choice. There is no objection to this explanation from the fact that 
sometimes busy parents do not have time for the baptism of their child, because in no way 
do we intend to determine all the particular details.

6. Given the more common doctrine about the limbo of infants who die without 
baptism, since a certain natural happiness is not denied to them, it does not seem 
necessary to insist on God’s salvific will with regard to them.

I  deny assertion. From this doctrine, properly understood, it surely follows that no

26. We say that it must certainly be held that the only remedy o f salvation for these infants is the real reception 
o f  baptism; nor is there any probability coming from some attempts either from the desire o f  the parents, 
or from some kind o f  illumination, or from the union o f humanity with Christ through the fact o f the 
redemption, even without the subjective application o f  the merits o f  Christ through the sacrament. See F. 
Sold, De sacrammentis baptismi et confirmationis in this Summa, Vol. IV, 63-65.

27. See the Wirceburgs, 202.
28. Ibid., 201.
29. Wirceburgs, 203-207; Muncunill, 708-711; Pesch, 348-352; Franzelin, th. 53; De San, c.3; A Straub, Zur 

Erkldrung des gottlichen Heilswillen beziiglich der Kinder. ZkathTh 11 (1887) 282-237; 12 (1888) 562- 
579; W. Stockums, Das Los der ohne Taufe sterbenden Kinder (Freiburg 1923). See the singular opinion o f  
Cardinal Toledo in A. Segovia, Un tratado del Card. Toledo sobre la voluntad salvifica de Dios. ArchTG 3 
(1940)39-106.

30. De vocationse omnium gentium 1.2 c.23: ML 51,709-710.
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injury is done to those infants if, without their personal guilt, they are deprived of goods 
not due to them. But they are truly damned and excluded from the end for which God 
destined them, and given the reality of original sin, Christ the Redeemer died for them. 
He came for this special purpose that he might restore supernatural salvation to man 
who was lost. Therefore the universal salvific will of God is meant also for them.

232. Scholium. On the nature o f  the universal salvific will o f  God.
1. The universal salvific w ill o f  G od is a true and serious will. We make this 

point not only against the errors of the Calvinists and Jansenists, but also against the 
way of speaking of certain theologians, among whom in Banez,31 who say that the 
antecedent salvific will must be said to be rather a willingness (velleitas) or mere 
complacency or not to be a will of beneficence, but only a will of expression, or not 
to be in God formally but only eminently. These authors, however, differ essentially 
from the Jansenists, for they admit that sufficient graces32 are given to all in their own 
way, which the Jansenists deny.

The assertion is proved with the same arguments by which the thesis is 
demonstrated. Moreover, the conferring or preparation of sufficient grace cannot 
be understood except from a will truly present in God—a will that intends and 
assists the salvation of men. The contrary opinion is against St. Thomas: “Will is 
said properly of God, and this is a will of beneficence, which is distinguished by his 
antecedent and consequent will.”33

233. 2. The universal salvific w ill is antecedent.34 As was explained in the 
presentation of the divisions of the will of God, antecedent will is understood 
by the scholastics as qualified, that is, it is that by which God desires something 
independently of certain circumstances, and his consequent will is that which 
considers all the circumstances found in the thing. In general, God desires the 
salvation of all men insofar as they are men, and in this form of his will he conducts 
himself towards all in the same way. But the will by which he desires to save the 
just is consequent, because he considers them according to all the circumstances 
surrounding them.

This antecedent salvific will is truly purposefu l and effective  for salvation; it is 
also beneficent and in this sense it can be called absolute. However, generally it is 
said to be conditioned, at least equivalently, with regard to the efficacy of actually 
obtaining salvation, because he does not desire salvation in every way in which he

31. In primam partem  q. 19. At least in this way o f  speaking they were preceded by the author o f  the Summae 
Sententiarum: ML 175,65-66; Durandus, In 1 d.47 q .l; Hervaeus, In 1 d. 46 q.2; Biel, ibid.,q. 1. Recent 
Thomists commonly reject it; see E. Hugon, Tractatus dogmatici 2,227; Garrigou-Lagrange, De Deo uno, p. 
419.

32. See Lange, De gratia 670; S. Gonzalez, De gratia in this SUMMA, Vol. Ill, 127.
33. De ver. Q.23 a.3. But that he calls this will a “willingness” (velleitas) in a passing remark cannot weaken 

his doctrine which is clearly stated (see S.Th. I, q. 19, a.6 ad 1). See R Mannens, Disquisitio in doctrinam S. 
Thomae de voluntate salvifica et de praedestinatione (Louvain 1883). However this way o f  speaking should 
be avoided.

34. Suarez, tr.2 1.4 c.2 and other authors generally.
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can desire it, since in that sign he prescinds from efficacy, and that will is not sim ply  
efficacious, but only under a certain condition, that is, provided that the man does 
not reject it. But it is efficacious concerning the sufficient means that are offered to 
all for their salvation; otherwise it would not be a serious will; but not with regard 
to efficacious helps (at least not just them alone), because on the basis of this will 
God is not obliged to procure salvation in every way possible to him.

That the universal salvific will, as the first sign of supernatural providence, is 
antecedent and conditioned, as has been explained, is in conformity with reason 
because such a will is in conformity with the free nature of man, who must obtain his 
end connaturally as the reward for his good works. Hence an absolutely efficacious 
will for the salvation of all men, as antecedent, would be less accommodated to the 
nature of man and for the obtaining of his end.

234. 3. The end before which the universal salvific w ill is sa id  to be antecedent is 
the absolute prevision o f  the fin a l state o f  man, in grace or in sin .3* Since the divine 
will is said to be antecedent or consequent with respect to some end or goal, either 
by ignoring or considering certain circumstances, the question is raised about what 
that end might be, or what is the nature of the circumstances that are considered in a 
consequent will and from which an antecedent will prescinds.

Alvarez35 36 and many with him who follow the Banesian doctrines say that the end 
before which the universal salvific will is said to be antecedent is not the prevision of 
the works of man, but the necessary manifestation of divine justice for the reprobate 
and of greater mercy in the case of the elect, lest the beauty of the universe be impeded. 
However, we think that the certain end before which in general the will of God is said 
to be antecedent and conditioned, or consequent and absolute, is God’s prevision  o f  
the fre e  acts o f  the creature. In particular, we think that the end before which the 
universal salvific will is antecedent, is the absolute prevision o f  the fin a l state o f  the 
rational creature in grace or in sin.

Firstly, the thesis is proved from St. Thomas. Always when the Angelic Doctor is 
dealing with the antecedent and consequent will, he says that the circumstances that 
are taken into consideration in the consequent will and from which the antecedent 
will prescinds are the good and evil will of man: the consequent will “presupposes the 
foreknowledge of works” (1 d.47 a.l); the consequent will is “caused by us,” that is, 
God wills that someone be damned by his consequent will, “because of the sins that 
are found in him” (De Ver. Q. 23 a.2 corp. and ad 2); just as a just judge consequently 
wills the murderer to be hanged, so God “consequently wills some to be damned, as his 
justice exacts” (S.Th. I, q. 19, a. 6 ad 1). In no way, as we shall see when we consider 
reprobation {ibid., q.23, a. 5 ad 3), should that will be explained as an absolute will of 
salvation and damnation previous to the foreknowledge of man’s works.37

35. On this question see Su&rez, op. cit.; Franzelin, th. 47; De San, c .l;  Pesch, 329.
36. De auxiliis d.24 n.3. The same position is now held by Garrigou-Lagrange, op. cit., p. 426; Lennerz, 422- 

423.
37. See Mannens, op. cit.; F. Stegmtiller, Die Lehre von allgemeine Heilswillen in der Scholastik bis Thomas von 

Aquin (Freiburg 1929).
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Secondly, a serious antecedent and conditioned will cannot be placed in God, 
unless it is under a condition that must not be placed by God alone, otherwise it 
would not be a true will, but it is necessary that the condition depend on the free will 
of the creature. The arguments by which the universal salvific will of God and the 
preparation of sufficient grace for all men, even hardened sinners and unbelievers, 
is proved, show that God sincerely desires the salvation of all men, not only before 
the prevision of original sin, but also after having foreseen it and after the prevision 
of actual sins. For all sinners are called to repentance and ought to have hope. The 
Church prays for all of them so that the only reason of willing their damnation is their 
perseverance in sin until their death.

235. Objections. In solving the objections that can be made against the will that 
commands good works and prohibits and detests sins,38 from what we have said so far 
the following points should be noted.

a) The will objectively conditioned supposes that the condition does not depend on 
the free will of God alone; if it is given, no repugnance is shown to be in it; but rather it 
is in conformity with the free nature of man, as has been said. Therefore that will can be 
wholly serious and active, although it foresees that salvation will not take place because 
of defects in the creature.

b) Although God could easily give an efficacious means instead of an inefficacious 
one, still he is not bound to do that from his serious and active salvific will, since the 
inefficacy in no way comes from the nature of the means nor from the intention of the 
donor. Therefore there is no similarity to the doctor who prescribes an inefficacious 
remedy, since the inefficacy of the remedy does not depend on the mere will of the sick 
person. Moreover, bodily health is not offered to the sick person as a reward, as eternal 
salvation is offered to men. But the doctor is bound by his profession and charity to care 
for the sick person to the best of his ability. But in no way is God bound to manifest his 
goodness except in the way he wishes, since he is the absolute Lord of his glory and his 
gifts.

c) God does not have an antecedent will of damning men in the sense already 
explained, although he can be said to have a will of damning men if they die in the state 
of mortal sin. The reason for this is that in his antecedent will God is inclined towards 
salvation and to the condition itself, and he seriously wills it. On the other hand, in no 
way is he antecedently inclined towards the damnation of man, but rather he does not 
will it, nor is he inclined to that condition, but he deters men from that disaster by his 
many powerful means of grace.

38. This is obvious. However it does not seem to be sufficiently evident to those authors who speak about the 
salvific will o f  God in obscure language. But if  it is not allowed to say that the will detesting all evil is not 
formally in God, since it is not efficacious, why for this reason alone can it be said about his salvific will?
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§ 1. The concept, existence and 
certitude of predestination

Thesis 21. The predestination of all who attain salvation must be 
admitted; objectively it is most certain, but not subjectively.

S.Th. I, q. 23, a. 1,4,6,7,8; q.24; Suarez, tr.2 1.1 c.1-7, 17-20; Muncunill, 720-729, 794-809; Pesch, 353- 
369,397-405.

236. Definition of terms. In Catholic theology predestination is called 
divine providence concerning those who obtain supernatural salvation, and 
it is defined by St. Thomas “the type of the direction of the rational creature 
towards the end of eternal life, pre-existing in the mind of God” (S.Th. 
I, q. 23, a. 1). It is defined by St. Augustine as “the foreknowledge and 
preparation of the gifts of God by which they are most certainly liberated 
who are liberated” (R 2000). Hence, Catholic predestination is not a mere 
decree of granting glory, but it is also the preparation of the gifts of grace 
by which the elect are saved.

Predestination, like providence in general, includes acts of the intellect 
and of the divine will, and, as we pointed out in the case of providence, 
the question seems to be of minor importance whether it formally refers to 
one of the two powers, or to both of them.1 Indeed, since questions about 
predestination are concerned with the aspect of will contained in them, in 
practice often predestination is understood as the absolute and firm divine 
will of bringing someone to eternal life.1 2 This will is also called election, 
especially since it has to do with salvation itself, principally by those who 
place predestination formally in the intellect. Hence those who are saved 
are said to be predestinated and elected because they are the object of 
divine predestination and election. According to the more common way 
of speaking in theology, God is said to have predestined men to grace and 
glory, but often grace and glory are also called predestinated.3

Division of predestination. The order of the direction of the rational 
creature to a supernatural end includes the conferring of many efficacious 
actual graces so that, when the concern is about predestination to grace, it

1. On the other hand, Billot says that this question is very important, op. cit.,p. 268, since he thinks because o f  it 
his opinion about election before the foreseen merits without negative reprobation can be saved. This seems 
to be in vain (see n. 252, 259, 273). However, even though in reality this question is o f  minor importance, 
the way o f  speaking o f  individual authors should be carefully considered in the evaluation o f  the different 
opinions.

2. Suarez, De Deo tr. 2 1.1 c. 17 n. 15; V&zquez, In I p. q. 23 c .l p. 829.
3. These points will be clarified by the texts offered in the following theses.
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should be understood as referring to efficacious grace. Moreover, it also 
includes the conferring of habitual grace, special providence, the gift of 
perseverance and finally eternal life. Therefore the distinction is made 
between complete and incomplete predestination. Predestination is called 
complete when it is considered as touching directly the total ordination of 
man to glory. It is taken to be incomplete or qualified when it is considered 
as touching just one particular effect, such as the first grace, some individual 
graces, perseverance, glory.4

237. The words “predestination” and “election” in the theological sources are 
understood in various ways.5 This point, which famous theologians like Banez6 and 
Molina7 address, can be proved easily. Therefore in proving the theses on this matter, it 
is necessary above all to examine carefully what the quoted texts really mean.

In the Holy Scriptures of the N.T. all Christians (at least all who were living at 
the time of the Apostles) are often called predestined, elected, called according to the 
design o f  God. Thus in Rom. 11:5ff. the elect (election in the abstract for the concrete) 
who have been saved through a gratuitous choice are the Jewish converts. Eph. l:3ff.: 
He chose us... that we should be holy...He destined us in love to be his sons. 1 Thess. 
1:4: We know, brethren beloved o f God, that he has chosen you. Matt. 22:14: the chosen 

few  are those who came to the wedding feast and one of them was rejected. Acts 13:48: 
As many as were ordained to eternal life believed. Rom. 8:33: Who shall bring any 
charge against God’s elect? 2 Tim. 2:10:1 endure everything for the sake o f the elect. 1 
Pet. 1:1: To the exiles o f the Dispersion... chosen and destined by God. James 2:5: Has 
not God chosen those who are poor in the world?

But in Scripture it is not supposed that all Christians are efficaciously chosen for 
glory, but rather it is implied that it can happen that some or even many will not attain it. 
For from many exhortations and warnings it appears that the very same ones who were 
chosen are said to be able to fall away from grace and glory. Rom. 11:20-23: provided 
you continue in his kindness, otherwise you too will be cut off. 1 Cor. 10:12: Let anyone 
who thinks that he stands take heed lest he fall. In Matt. 22: llff. of those invited to the 
feast one is rejected. See also Heb. 6 and Rev. 2 and 3.

Therefore often these words in Scripture do not mean predestination in the complete 
sense, nor predestination to glory, as we now use the term. Rather, it means incomplete 
predestination to the efficacious grace o f faith andjustification, which is the most usual 
meaning in St. Paul and in the whole N.T. Of course, this predestination by God’s 
intention is ordered to glory, but whether this intention is absolute, that is, an election to

4. This distinction, which is very common among theologians, is attacked by Billot, op. cit. p 269, as useless 
and opposed to the idea o f  predestination. If predestination is taken only for the total ordination to the final 
end, and precisely as existing in the divine intellect, it is obvious that it can only be accepted as complete. 
But if, as we have said, it is taken for the efficacious will with regard to grace and glory, and it is only about 
this point that we are concerned, then it is well founded and is very important.

5. Pesch, prop. 53, 353ff.; Franzelin, th. 56; De San, 38-40.
6. In 1 p. q.23 a.5.
7. Concordia q.23 a.4 and 5 d. 1 (ed. Paris, p. 425).
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grace that is infallibly connected with election to glory is not stated; rather, the contrary 
is supposed to be able to take place.

Sometimes the holy Fathers take the word “predestination” to mean any ordination 
of God. The Greek and Latin Fathers before Augustine for the most part speak only of 
predestination to glory, as St. Hilary,8 St. Ambrose (R 1272), Theodoret (R 2162).9 St. 
Augustine often understands the word “predestination” to be about predestination in the 
complete sense, as in his books, De correptione et gratia and De donoperseverantiae (R 
1948, 1949,2000). But he also often takes it to mean predestination to grace, especially 
in his book, Depraedestinatione Sanctorum  (R 1985,1989), where in n. 34 (R 1988), if 
the wordpraedestinavit were understood to refer to predestination in the complete sense 
or to glory, St. Augustine would be teaching open heresy, that none are called or justified 
except only those predestined for glory; and we find the same thing in his De dono 
perseverantiae (R 1994, 2003); sometimes he speaks about predestination to glory in 
the same book (R 2005) and in De peccatorum m entis et remissione.10 11 He understands 
the word “election” in his book, A d  Simplicianum, to be about election from justice 
for glory, which he says is twofold—one eternal and the other temporal which is the 
execution of an eternal decree (R 1570); in other texts he understands election of grace 
or gratuity in more or less the same way as he understands predestination. Sometimes he 
calls vocation according to design simply efficacious grace (R 1987, 1991); and often 
the efficacious grace of the predestined (R 1948, 1949, 1999). Also discretion, vessel 
o f  mercy are used in different ways, as in his Epistola ad Optatum n. 9 (R 1447), in his 
book, De dono perseverantiae n. 21, and elsewhere.11 St. Prosper and St. Fulgentius 
speak with the same variety of words (R 2032, 2033, 2246, 2255).

Medieval theologians understand predestination in the complete sense. But they 
also consider it according as it touches different objects (S.Th. I, q. 23, a. 5).12

238. Predestination is said to be most certain objectively; that is, those 
predestined to glory will be saved infallibly. Therefore the number of the 
predestined is certain and definite, and not just formally or concerning how 
many are predestined, but also materially who they are. This certitude must 
be based not on the divine foreknowledge alone by which from eternity he 
sees whatever is future, but also on his will by which he prepared out of his 
efficacious love the gifts of grace and glory for the predestined.

On the other hand, predestination is uncertain subjectively; that is, no

8. InPs. 64 n. 5; ML 9,415.
9. See below, thesis 23.
10. L. 2 n, 47: ML 44,179.
11. See thesis 23 below where we present the texts o f  the holy Doctor. Portalie correctly notes, op. cit.. 2404- 

2406, that for the interpretation o f  St. Augustine it is necessary to compose something like an Augustinian 
Lexicon by which we would have a way o f  determining the meaning o f  the words in each individual context; 
see Dalmau, “Praedestinatio,” “Electio” en el libro “De praedestinatione Sanctorum." Augustinus 
Magister (Paris 1954) 127-136.

12. P. Duplessis D ’Argentrd, De praedestinatione ad gloriam et reprobatione commentarium historicum (Paris 
1710) c.10 #1; Pesch, 367; D ’Ales, Predestination'. DAFC 4,251-253.
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one can know for certain, with infallible certitude that he is in the number 
of the predestined, unless it has been made known to him by a special 
revelation. There are however certain more or less probable signs of 
predestination, and from other sources it is clear that we can “suppliantly 
merit” perseverance.

239. Adversaries. The Pelagians and Semi-Pelagians denied the 
Catholic understanding of predestination. They did not deny the eternal 
decree of giving glory to those who die in grace; but because of their errors 
opposed to the necessity and gratuity of grace they were opposed to the 
Catholic doctrine on predestination insofar as it is “the order of the direction 
of the rational creature to his end,” prepared by God by a free act of his 
will. These errors will be explained in thesis 22. Ambrose Catharinus13 
distinguished two types of those who are saved—some predestined and 
some not predestined. But this surprising way of speaking seems to be 
able to be excused of error. For by the word “predestination” he seems to 
understand a gratuitous election precisely to glory, which he attributes to 
some and not to others. But he does not intend to deny predestination to 
grace or that which other theologians understand by this word.

The Pelagians and Semi-Pelagians denied the objective certitude of 
predestination.14 In particular, as a result of their errors, they attributed it 
at most to the divine foreknowledge alone and in no way to the divine will.

Protestants demanded subjective certitude about predestination, 
especially Calvin who used these words: “He is truly not a believer, unless 
trusting in the promises of divine benevolence towards himself he assumes 
an undoubted expectation of salvation.”15

240. Doctrine of the Church. The doctrine about predestination stands 
out clearly in the preaching of the Church. Hadrian I cites the words of 
St. Fulgentius: “In his eternal immutability God prepared for works of 
mercy and justice... therefore he prepared merits for those who were to be 
justified; he prepared rewards for the same ones who were to be glorified.... 
This is the eternal predestination of the future works of God which...we 
faithfully proclaim” (D 596). The Council o f Quiercy in ch. 1 said: “But 
the good and just God chose from the same mass of damnation according

13. Summa docrinae depraedestinatione (Rome 1550). Almost the same thing was taught by Occam, In 1 d.41 
q .l, and Biel, ibid., q.2, and afterwards Ysambert, In I p. q. 23 d.3.

14. Prosper in a letter to Augustine says o f  them: “they do not agree that the number o f  the predestined elect can 
be either increased or diminished” (ML 44,951). Hilary reports the same thing to Augustine in n. 7: “Hence it 
comes about that they likewise do not accept that there is a definite number o f the elect and o f  the reprobate” 
(ML 44,957).

15. Institutio Christiana 1.3. c.2 n. 16; see Pesch, 403.
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to his foreknowledge those whom through grace he predestined to life and 
he predestined eternal life for them” (D 621). The Council o f Valentine 
in ch. 3 said: “Confidently we profess the predestination of the elect to 
life” (D 628). The Council o f Trent said session 6, ch. 12: “And no one, so 
long as he lives in this mortal life, ought to be so presumptuous about the 
deep mystery of divine predestination as to decide with certainly that he 
is definitely among the number of the predestined....For it is impossible, 
without a special revelation, to know whom God has chosen as his own” (D 
1540); and in ch. 15: “If anyone says that a man who has been reborn and 
justified is bound by faith to believe that he is certainly in the number of 
the predestined: let him be anathema” (D 1565). Contained in these decrees 
is the fact of predestination and its subjective incertitude, and implicitly its 
objective certitude.

Theological note. In general the existence of predestination is a matter 
offaith {defide). It is at least theologically certain that only the predestined 
are saved. The same thing must be said about the objective certitude of 
predestination. That predestination is subjectively uncertain seems to 
be a matter of faith {de fide) from the definition of Trent, or at least it is 
theologically certain.

241. Proof from Holy Scripture. Matt. 25:34: Come, O blessed o f my 
Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation o f the 
world. Eternal life prepared for all the just from eternity is made clear from 
these words of the judicial sentence. Therefore there is predestination of all 
who attain eternal salvation.16

The certitude of predestination: John 10:28: My sheep...shall never 
perish, and no one shall snatch them out o f my hand. 2 Tim. 2:19: God’s 
firm foundation stands, bearing this seal: ‘The Lord knows who are his. ’ 
Christ said to his disciples in Luke 10:20: Rejoice that your names are 
written in heaven. In other texts this truth is implicitly contained in the 
general teaching about the infallibility of the knowledge and efficacious 
will of God.

Subjective incertitude is clear from the many exhortations to vigilance 
and holy fear. Rom. 11:20: But you stand fast only through faith. So do not 
become proud, but stand in awe. 1 Cor. 10:12: Let anyone who thinks that 
he stands take heed lest he fall. Phil. 2:12: Work out your own salvation 
with fear and trembling. Rev. 3:11: Holdfast what you have, so that no one

16. Knabenbauer, at this text with the whole tradition. In thesis 23 we will explain Rom. 8:28-30. On whether 
predestination is taught in the O.T., see Ceuppens, 231-239.
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may seize your crown.

242. Proof from tradition. The holy Greek and Latin Fathers before 
Augustine clearly teach predestination to glory when they comment on 
Matt. 25:34, Rom. 8:28-30 and other texts, for example, Saints Irenaeus, 
Chrysostom, Epiphanius, Cyril of Alexandria, Hilary, Ambrose and 
Jerome.17 And they teach predestination to grace implicitly and virtually in 
what they hold on the necessity of grace. St. Augustine and his disciples, 
Saints Prosper and Fulgentius, and the whole later tradition, most firmly 
assert that predestination pertains to the faith. “I know that no one, unless 
he was in error, was able to argue against that predestination which we 
defend according to the holy Scriptures...And therefore the Church of 
Christ never did not have faith in this predestination which is now defended 
with new energy against new heretics.17* St. Prosper: “No Catholic denies 
the predestination of God.”18 St. Fulgentius (R 2258).

Objective certitude and subjective incertitude are found frequently in 
the same Fathers. St. Augustine: “If one of these perishes, God is in error; 
but none of them perishes because God does not err” (R 1949). “Who from 
the multitude of the faithful, as long as he lives in this mortality, presumes 
that he is among the number of the predestined?” “I say this about those 
who have been predestined for the kingdom of God, of whom the number 
is so certain that no one is added to them nor is anyone taken away from 
them” (R 1959). St. Prosper: “The predestination of God although for us, 
while we are caught up in the dangers of this present life, is uncertain, for 
him who made future things it remains immutable.”18*

243. Theological reasoning. 1. Divine providence touches everything, 
especially what pertains to moral life and in a special way the supernatural 
life of man who has an end given by God to be obtained by means that only 
he can give. This is an end, St.Thomas says (S.Th. I, q. 23, a. 1), to which “a 
thing cannot attain by the power of its nature; it must be directed thereto by 
another; thus an arrow is directed by the archer towards a mark. Hence.. .a 
rational creature, capable of eternal life, is led towards it, directed as it 
were, by God. The reason of that direction pre-exists in God....Hence the 
aforesaid direction of a rational creature towards the end of life eternal is 
called predestination. For to destine, is to direct or send.”

2. Predestination is certain not only on the part of the divine intellect,

17. See the text in thesis 23.
\l* D e  donoperseverantiae n. 48-65 ML 45, 1023.103.
18. Resp.adcap. Gallor. c. 1: ML 51, 157.
18 *Resp. ad obi. Vicent. C.12: ML 51,183.
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but also on the part of the will {ibid., s. 6 and 7). For in general the certitude 
of predestination proceeds from both faculties; therefore, a fortiori 
predestination in which the gifts of grace and glory are prepared by God’s 
efficacious love. Hence the will contained in predestination is a consequent 
will which is always efficacious. This is the view of all theologians, and 
especially Molina and Lessius.19

3. For us predestination is uncertain, unless there is a special revelation. 
For the free decrees of God cannot be made known to us unless it be from 
some fact connected with it, or from a revelation. But there is no such fact 
and there is no general revelation about this, but rather just the opposite. 
“It is not fitting that it should be revealed to everyone; because, if so, 
those who were not predestined would despair; and security would beget 
negligence in the predestined” {ibid., a. 1 ad 4). However that incertitude, 
which fosters humility, holy fear and assiduity, encourages us to place firm 
hope in God who “who does not desert us, if we do not desert him”20 But it 
is certain that we can “suppliantly merit” perseverance.21

244. Pertinent to this matter is what the theologians piously say, borrowing from 
the teaching of the Fathers, about the probable signs of predestination,22 for it is the 
Spirit h im self bearing witness with our spirit that we are children o f  God  (Rom. 8:16). 
Among these can be mentioned: perpetual observance of the commandments (Matt. 
19:17); constancy in prayer; frequent reception of the Sacraments; self-denial and 
constant charity towards one’s neighbor (Matt. 25:35ff); living the eight beatitudes 
(Matt. 5:3ff); perseverance in a religious way of life and seeking perfection (Matt. 
19:29); perfect self-abnegation and an ardent desire of suffering for Christ and for the 
Church; fervent zeal for the salvation of souls; a faithful devotion to the Blessed Mother 
of God and to the Sacred Heart of Jesus which have promises attached to them that are 
worthy of faith. Moreover, in this matter the prudent and “practical wisdom of life”23 is 
the counsel of Thomas A Kempis: “And if thou didst know this what wouldst thou do? 
Do now what thou wouldst then do, and thou shalt be very secure.”24

Concerning the number of the elect, St. Thomas says in q. 23, a. 7 that one must 
simply abide by what the Church says: “To God alone is known the number for whom 
is reserved eternal happiness.” There is no firm tradition concerning the paucity of the 
predestined. But to the useless question, Are only a few saved?, Christ responds: “Strive 
to enter by the narrow door” (Luke 13:23f.).25

19. Molina, Concordia q. 23 a.4.5 d.l m.12 (Paris edition, p. 533-538); in Pesch, p. 400, see his fair complaint 
against Gonet; Lessius, Depraedestinatione s. 6 ass.5.

20. St. Augustine, De natura gratiae c. 26 n.29: ML 44,261; Council o f Trent sess.6, ch. 13 (D 1541).
21. St. Augustine, De dono perseverantiae n. 10: ML 45,999 (R 1993).
22. A. Vega, Espositio decreti Tridentini de iustificatione c.2 n. 11-19; Pesch, 403-405; Premm, op. cit., 226.
23. Premm, op. cit.
24. Imitation of Christ, Bk. 1, ch. 25.
25. See A. Michel, Elus (nombre des): DTC 4,2350-2378.
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245. Objections. 1. The doctrine of predestination is opposed to the freedom of 
man in obtaining his final end. For, given the predestination of some, the predestinated 
are necessarily saved and the non-predestinated cannot be saved.

I  deny the assertion, because the infallibility of providence in general does no damage 
to freedom (ibid., q. 23, a. 6). I  distinguish the added reason', they are necessarily saved 
or not saved, with antecedent necessity, denied', with consequent necessity, conceded. 
Given “scientia media” at least in execution, the matter is sufficiently explained because 
the necessity that flows from it is not antecedent, since all the co-principles of a free act 
are indifferent with regard to execution.

2. The book of life is the same as predestination. But Ps. 69:28 says: Let them be 
blotted out o f  the book o f  the living. Therefore predestination is not certain.

Whatever may be the full meaning of this text,26 it must be said that the book of 
life, just like predestination itself, can be understood either about the predestined simply 
with complete predestination, or about those predestined to grace which a person can 
lose as long as he is in this life.27

26. See Ceuppens, 238.
27. The Book of Life: see S.Th. I, q. 24; Ceuppens, 237-239.
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§ 2. On the cause of predestination

246. Having explained the existence and nature of predestination, we 
now inquire about its cause on the part of man. In this question, as St. 
Thomas remarks in q. 23, a. 5, we are concerned about the absolute and 
efficacious will contained in predestination. However, since the will of God, 
properly speaking, cannot have a cause, the question can be understood 
only with regard to the reason for the divine will; given that, what truly 
is its nature is the cause o f the effect o f predestination. Therefore it has to 
do with the moral crme-either meritorious or beseeching or dispositive- 
-which implies that something is conferred by God, and therefore decreed 
by him, in view o f some work done by man, or, some work is the reason 
why God wills to confer on him this gift. Therefore “this is the question... 
whether God pre-ordained that he would give the effect of predestination 
to anyone on account of any merits.” In this sense, the question is whether 
predestination is gratuitous or on account of some merit. But since the 
effect of predestination is manifold, and the will of God, although simple, 
attains distinctly every single one of its elements, but perhaps not always 
in the same way, it is necessary to inquire into the cause of predestination 
considered in different ways, both complete and incomplete.

In inquiring into the cause of predestination, one must take notice of 
the fact that one should consider only absolutely future merits, not merely 
conditioned future merits, which was advocated by the Semi-Pelagians, 
“giving us to understand that God gives grace to a person, and pre-ordains 
that he will give it, because he knows beforehand that he will make good 
use of that grace,” as St. Thomas says in q. 23, a. 5.

Thesis 22. Predestination to the first grace, and predestination viewed
in its totality is absolutely gratuitous.

S.Th. I, q.23, a. 5; Su&rez, De Deo tr. 2 1.2 c.7.20; Bellarmine, De gratia, 1.2 c. 9-14; Franzelin, th. 58; De 
San, De Deo, p. 4 c.6.

247. Definition of terms. PREDESTINATION TO THE FIRST 
GRACE in this question is the same thing as the divine will decreeing 
efficaciously to confer the first supernatural grace. As is known from 
the treatise on grace, in children this is already habitual grace received 
in baptism; in adults it is the efficacious grace which is given at the 
beginning of faith. This predestination is wholly gratuitous; that is, the 
first grace is not predestined for a man because of some previous work, 
which could only be a natural act.
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PREDESTINATION UNDERSTOOD COMPLETELY, or viewed in its 
totality is also gratuitous; that is, the divine will predestining, inasmuch 
as it is considered as efficaciously decreeing simply the whole order of 
the direction of a rational creature to its ultimate end, is thought of as 
completely gratis and freely coming from God, not because of any natural 
good work.

248. State of the question and adversaries. Given the general salvific 
will of God, it is certain that those are saved who want to be saved, and 
that only those are damned who do not wish to be saved. Certainly the 
Pelagians1 understood it in such a way that they thought that no other 
efficacious divine will could be understood, except a mere judicial will 
of saving those who acted well by the use of their freedom alone; for they 
denied, at least consequently and virtually, beside the necessity of grace, 
all special providence of the elect, in which is included the will to confer 
efficacious grace. The Semi-Pelagians retained the substance of this error, 
for according to their doctrine about the beginning o f faith, the whole order 
of predestination and ultimately the attainment of eternal life would depend 
on some merit or disposition that is purely natural. But having denied the 
first efficacious grace and the gift o f perseverance, namely, the whole order 
by which the justified person obtains salvation, thus they put it in the hands 
of one’s own freedom to such an extent that they removed its attainment 
from God’s special providence and predilection. From that point it came 
about that the question with the Pelagians and Semi-Pelagians turned to 
predestination. This also happened because the Semi-Pelagians, in order to 
firm up their argument, had recourse to the ancient Fathers, who with the 
word “predestination” were dealing only with the eternal will of granting 
glory to the just from their merits, but these merits proceeded from grace.1 2

249. Against these errors St. Augustine defends the Catholic doctrine 
on gratuitous predestination3 which contains these points: 1) Predestination 
to the first grace is completely gratuitous. 2) Accordingly, predestination 
viewed in its totality is also gratuitous. 3) In the order of the graces which 
are conferred on a man towards his salvation, some are given because of 
merit, whether justly (de condigno) or fittingly (de congruo), or by a prayer 
of petition or by some disposition, but in such a way that all these that a man 
receives come from supernatural grace, and the decree o f giving efficacious

1. An historical overview o f the quoted texts is given by Lennerz, 377-431.
2. Su&rez, De gratia prolegomenon 5 c,4-6; Portal id, Augustin (Saint): DTC 1,2380-2383,2398; Augustinisme: 

DTC 1,2519-2520; J. Tixeront, Histoire des dogmes 3 c.8; E. Amann, Semi-pelagiens: DTC 14,1796-1850.
3. Portalie, op. cit., 2399-2400.
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grace instead of merely sufficient grace contains a special gratuitousness. 
4) For a special reason perseverance itself is predestined gratis, insofar 
as it is not given because of condign merit, although certainly it can be 
“merited” by grace and insistent prayers. 5) Hence predestination to glory 
is virtually gratuitous because it depends on gratuitous predestination to a 
series of graces; but in no way does it flow from merits in a Pelagian sense, 
that is, from purely natural merits.

In the thesis we defend the first and second points of this doctrine, 
which are especially important in this matter; the third and fourth points 
are proved in the treatise on grace; finally, we will deal with predestination 
to glory in the next thesis.

Theological note. That the thesis pertains to faith or that it is most 
certain is held by all. The first part is implicitly contained in the de fide 
doctrine about the beginning of faith. The second part is only a corollary 
of the first part. This is the substantial teaching of St. Augustine which has 
been approved by the Church.

250. Proof. The first part is proved by the same arguments with which 
in the treatise on grace the necessity of grace for the beginning of faith 
and the gratuity of that grace are proved.4 St. Augustine presents those 
arguments in his Ad Simplicianum (1.1, q.2)5 and in a whole book, De 
praedestinatione Sanctorum6 (R 1569ffi, 1978, 1985ff); for it is the same 
thing that the first grace is given gratuitously and to be predestined gratis; 
this is the reason why all the justified are called elect.

The second part is a corollary of the first part. For if the first grace 
is predestinated gratis, then the whole series of graces and the attainment 
of glory that is dependent on it, is also predestinated gratis. Moreover, 
predestination viewed in its totality also includes many gifts given for a 
special reason, such as efficacious graces and perseverance. St. Augustine 
proves all of this in his De correptione et gratia7 and De dono perseverantiae8 
(R 1947-1949, 1994, 1999, 2000, 2003).

All theologians9 who explain the matter as St. Thomas does agree (q.

4. Beraza, De gratia 194-207,357-395; Lange, De gratia 56-69,191-246; S. Gonzalez, De gratia in Volume 3 
o f this Summa, 17-26, 80-108.

5. M L 40,111-128.
6. ML 44,959-992; see Dalmau, op. cit.
7. ML 44,915-946.
8. ML 45,993-1034.
9. Molina, Concordia q. 23 a.4 d.l (Paris edition, 439, 456, 509); V&zquez, In 1 p. d. 92 c.2.3 (ed. Complut. 

881-885); Pesch, 364-366.
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23, a. 5): “In another way, the effect of predestination may be considered in 
general. Thus, it is impossible that the whole of the effect of predestination 
in general should have any cause as coming from us; because whatsoever 
is in man disposing him towards salvation, is all included under the effect 
of predestination; even the preparation for grace.”

Given the validity of scientia media, it is explained in this way: by 
his knowledge of simple intelligence and his middle knowledge (scientia 
media) God sees different possible orders of providence, and he freely 
chooses this order in which he foresees that these will be saved through the 
distribution of graces that will be conferred on them; while also he could 
have chosen another order in which they would not be saved. But there is 
no cause on the part of man for the choice of this order rather than the other. 
Therefore the complete predestination of the elect, which is included in this 
election, is totally gratuitous.

Therefore the gratuitousness of predestination viewed in its totality 
means that none of the gifts that bring us to eternal life, not even glory 
itself, is predestinated on account of any natural merits or works, or on 
account o f merits not included in predestination itself. From that, however, 
it does not follow that all gifts of predestination in particular circumstances 
are so predestinated gratis that they are not predestinated in view of certain 
other works which are actually contained in that predestination, that is, 
works done with the help of the grace given.

The objections of the Semi-Pelagians are answered in the treatise on grace (De 
gratia) in questions about the beginning offaith and about the gratuitousness o f grace-, 
they are also dealt with in our following thesis on reprobation.
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Thesis 23. Predestination positively and formally to glory flows from 
the absolute prevision of merits.

S.Th. I, q. 23, a. 5; V&zquez, In I p. D. 89; Lessius, De perfectionibus moribusque divinis 1.14; Franzelin, 
th. 59-63; De San, De Deo uno p. 4 c.7-13; Muncunill, 713-775; Lennerz, 460-511; see 377-431; Lercher, (ed. 
2 1934) 285-302.

251. Connection and state of the question. In the previous thesis 
we considered predestination viewed in its totality, that is, the divine will 
predestining and generally attaining its whole effect; in this way we said 
that it is gratuitous and that it pertains to Catholic doctrine.

Even so, this consideration is to a certain extent incomplete. For the 
divine will, as we noted, does not touch in a confused way all the gifts of 
predestination in general, but it touches distinctly all and each one of its 
parts. It can happen, and it is really the case, that it does not touch them in 
the same way. For it is certain that the first grace is conferred absolutely 
gratis; for subsequent graces there is at least some type of collaboration of 
the human will, also produced by grace and different for different graces; 
finally, glory is given to adults as a reward for their merits.

St. Thomas lucidly explains this: “We must say, therefore, that the 
effect of predestination may be considered in a twofold light—in one way, 
in particular; and thus there is no reason why one effect of predestination 
should not be the reason or cause of another; a subsequent effect being the 
reason of a previous effect, as its final cause; and the previous effect being 
the reason of the subsequent as its meritorious cause, which is reduced to 
the disposition of the matter. Thus we might say that God preordained to 
give glory on account o f merit, and that He preordained to give grace to 
merit glory. In another way, the effect of predestination may be considered 
in general...” (q. 23, a. 5).

Therefore, from the previous thesis it follows that predestination that 
terminates in glory is, as we said, virtually gratuitous. Indeed, now a special 
question can be asked about it considered positively and formally in itself, 
that is, about predestination taken precisely for the absolute will decreeing 
glory for the saved, considered formally as such, not as connected with 
predestination to the graces on which it depends and which demand it. For 
there is no difficulty in the fact that the will decreeing glory is virtually 
gratuitous, and formally gratuitous from the merits acquired by grace.

Therefore, this question seeks to know how the signs o f the divine will 
o f predestination should be ordered, for these signs are distinguished and 
ordered, either from the diversity of objects, or by reason of causality or 
reason—either final, or meritorious or dispositive. Namely, since God has
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predestined man, whether, according to our way of thinking, he first of all 
actually decreed: “I will absolutely to save this man” and afterwards he 
selects the graces by which he infallibly obtains salvation; or whether he 
first selects the graces and then the merits and finally decrees to grant him 
glory.1

252. Opinions. Since the 16th century when this question was distinctly 
proposed, there have been two main opinions among theologians.

Medieval theologians treat predestination in the complete sense and do not explicitly 
address our question; therefore we will not consider them.1 2 3 However, that does not 
prevent them from offering some ideas that can be adduced in favor of one or the other 
opinion. Scoins’ especially at that time raises the question and he states the principle on 
which mainly is based the opinion about predestination before the prevision of merits; 
his disciples followed him in this, while other theologians rejected it.

The authors usually interpret the doctrine of Catharein4 on predestination to the 
effect that he admitted a twofold order of those who are saved, that is, those whom 
God chose positively for glory before the prevision of their merits, and those whom 
he predestined only after the prevision of their merits. If that is his true position, and 
if he did not propose his theory about predestination in the complete sense, it could be 
admitted, although not the way of speaking that he uses. However, we omit this opinion, 
since generally the authors understand that all those to be saved are predestined in the 
same way.

There are also some authors who consider predestination only as complete, or they 
explain it formally with one act of the divine will. It is so with Molina5 along with 
other Jesuit theologians and more recently Billot.6 Truly, in the further explanation they 
agree on one of the proposed opinions. Billot, before predestination properly speaking, 
which he understands as the ordering of means to the end, proposes a gratuitous election 
to glory, therefore he completely agrees with the first opinion. Molina, on the other 
hand, who is especially concerned in this question with establishing scienta media as 
the condition necessarily understood to be prior to predestination, always explains the

1. As should be clear, this thesis concerns adults. Concerning the predestination o f  children, something similar 
must be said, namely, that they are not predestined to glory unless there is prevision o f  their actual baptism 
and death in the state o f  grace, lest the negative antecedent reprobation o f  others would have to be admitted.

2. J. Santeler, Die Predestination in der Romerbriejkommentaren des 13 Jahrh,: ZkathTh (1928) 1-30, 183- 
202; F. StegmUller, Die Lehre vom allgemeine Heilswillen in der Scholastik bis Thomas von Aquin (Rome 
1929); D ’Ales, Predestination'. DAFC 4,230-234; R Vignaux, Justification etpredestination au XIVSiecle 
(Paris 1934).

3. Opus Oxoniense In 1 d.41 q.un. (ed. Quaracchi 1912 1.1 1257-1260; P. Minges, Die Gnadenlehre des Duns 
Scotus (Munster 1906) 3 Iff.; Lennerz, 405-410; De historia principii ,,Omnis ordinate volens prius vult 
finem quam ea quae adfinem sunt" adprobandum gratuitatem praedeslinalionis ad gloriam: Greg 10 
(1929) 238-266.

4. Depraedestinatione Dei adpatres Tridentini 1.2 c. ult.; 1.3 c.9-10.
5. Concordia q. 23 a. 4-5 d. 1 m.8 (ed. Paris p. 483-490) and elsewhere; see G6mez Hellfn, in his book cited in 

n. 254 below, 42-46; X. Le Bachelet, Predestination et grace efficace (Louvain 1931) 1 p. 34.
6. De Deo uno et trino th. 32 p. 231.286ff.
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predestining will in such a way that it obtains its effect in the same way and order in 
which it is conferred in time. Correctly therefore he is usually numbered among the 
principal proponents of predestination to glory after the foreseen merits.

253. Thomists,7 8 Scotistss generally and many Jesuits in the 16th and 17th 
centuries, like Suarez,9 St. Robert Bellarmine,10 11 Ruiz de Montoya," who 
are often called congruists, teach that predestination or election for glory 
is wholly gratuitous and before the foreseen merits; they also teach that 
this will is the first expression of the predestining will, or that it precedes 
it, and is the cause of the complete predestination to glory. The authors of 
this are accustomed to distinguish a twofold efficacious will of conferring 
glory on the elect—one in the order o f intention, which we have said, and 
the other in the order o f execution after the foreseen merits (which must not 
be confused with the temporal carrying out of predestination). But there 
are some among them who admit one order of intention in predestination. 
In this opinion the election of the order of providence is made so that only 
these are saved. Therefore, they generally admit that a negative antecedent 
reprobation for the reprobate corresponds to the expression of the elective 
will to glory for the predestined; however, a few, with Billot,12 deny it.

Toledo,13 Molina,14 Valencia,15 Vazquez,16 Lessius,17 and later most of

7. See John o f St. Thomas, Cursus theologicus in 1 p. d.8; Billuart, De Deo uno d. 9 a.4; R. Garrigou-Lagrange, 
Predestination V. VII (V). VIII: DTC 12,2395-2958, 2383-3022; La predestination des Saint (Paris). 
Holding almost the same position are: L. Janssens, De Deo uno q. 23 a.5 (Friburg 1900); F. Diekamp, 
Dogmatik, J. Van der Meersch, Tractatus de Deo uno et trino (Brouges 1917).

8. See Lennerz, Historia principia... 246-249; B. Mastrius, In I Sent. D.5 q.2 (Venice 1757) 216ff. However 
C. Frassen, De Deo uno tr.2 d.3 a.2 holds the other opinion.

9. De Deotr.2 1.1 c. 8-12; Opusc. 1 1.3 c. 16. 18f.; Le Bachelet, op. cit., passim; N. Karbach, Der allgemeine 
Heilswille Gottes undseine Stellung in Pradestinationsproblem (Simpelveld 1937).

10. De gratia et libero arbitrio 1.2 c. 9-17; S. Tromp, Tractatus S. Roberti Bellarmini invenis depraedestinatione. 
Progressus doctrinalis in tractatibus S. Roberti Bellarmini de praedestinatione: Greg 14 (1933) 248-268, 
313-355: Le Bachelete, op. cit., passim.

11. De providentia, De praedestinatione, passim.
12. Op. cit.
13. In 1 p. q. 23. Although he omits this opinion in his commentary on Rom. 8:28-30, he does not seem to hold 

the opposite view. See F. Cereceda, En el cuarto centenario del nacimiento del P. Francisco Toledo: EstEcl 
13 (1934) 90-110; G6mez Hellln, op. cit., 25-27; in this work the opinions o f  many Jesuit theologians on 
predestination are given.

14. Op. cit:, Epitome de praedestinatione edited by F. Stegmtlller, Geschichte der Molinismus 1: BetrGPhMA 32 
(Monster 1935) 326-355; Lennerz, 427-429; I. Rabeneck, Docuitne Molina praedestinationem ad gloriam 
„ante“ vel „post“ eorumpraevisa merita?: MiscCom 18 (1952) 9-26.

15. In 1 p. q. 23 ((Ingolstadt 1591); De praedestinatione et reprobatione liber unus (Paris 1599); W. Hentrich, 
Gregor von Valencia under Der Molinismus 95; Le Bachelet, Bellarmin avant son cardenalat (Paris 1911) 
272ff.; G6mez Hellln, op. cit., 30-31.

16. In I p. d. 89.90 (ed. Complut. 777-826); StegmUller, Die Pradestinationslehre des jungen Vazquez (Monster 
1935).

17. Opus. De praedestinatione et reprobatione angelorum et hominum (ed. Paris 1878) t.2; Le Bachelet, op. cit:, 
H. Scheemann, Controversarium de divinae gratiae liberique arbitrii concordia initia et progressus (Friburg 
1881) 302ff., 357ff.
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the Jesuit theologians, with others among whom is St. Francis de Sales,18 
hold that predestination to glory, as it has been explained, takes place after 
the prevision of merits, that is, that the elective will to glory is the ultimate 
sign or expression of predestination. Therefore they reject the double order 
of intention and execution present in a different way in predestination, and 
generally hold that the benefits o f predestination are prepared from eternity 
in the same way in which they are conferred in time.

254. The authors of both opinions agree on the essential points. Differences between 
those holding the same opinion do not directly concern this question, but they do touch 
others more or less connected with it. The main difference between the Thomists and 
the Molinists pertains to the explanation of efficacious grace, which the former locate 
in a predetermination, while the latter attribute it to scientia media. Other opinions 
concentrate on the essence of predestination, predefinition of a salvific act, and the 
nature of practical knowledge.

There is also a certain diversity in ordering the signs or expressions o f  predestination, 
which partially proceeds from a different way of conceiving the necessary foundation for 
determining the divisions of the divine will.19 Apart from these accidental differences, 
the order of expressions in both opinions is substantially understood as follows.

In the first opinion, having presupposed the knowledge of simple intelligence, and 
scientia media according to the congruists, and in their own way also the universal 
salvific will,20 in the order o f  intention the first expression is the absolute and efficacious 
will of God of choosing certain ones for glory individually and according to a definite 
number. This election is understood as made either before the prevision of any sin, 
or after the prevision of original sin. The negative reprobation of those not chosen, 
namely the rest of mankind, corresponds to this expression. In a second expression, with 
an absolute will, God formally predefines salvific acts that must be done by creatures 
and the merits by which they can attain glory as the crown of justice—in that grade 
established in the first expression. In the third expression he distributes efficacious and 
inefficacious graces, and he ordains providence, so that the absolute will predestining 
and predefining the effect infallibly takes place; in particular, he decrees to give 
the gift of perseverance to the elect. The knowledge o f  vision follows by which the 
desired effects are presented to the divine intellect as infallibly future. But the order o f  
execution proceeds in the inverse way: first God decrees to give graces and the order 
of providence; then he desires salutary acts done freely and meritoriously; after that he 
decrees the gift of perseverance; finally glory, partly as the reward of merits, partly as a 
response to grace obtained ex opere operato.

18. Epist. Ad P. Lessium; Trade de I’amour de Dieu 1.3 c.5 (edited works, Annecy 1894, 1912) t.4, 184-188; 
1.18,273. See in Lennerz, 430, the words o f  Pius XI in praise o f  him. Scheeben prefers this opinion, Die 
Mysterien des Christentums 617-642; on this point see D ’Ales, op. cit., 254-255; Pohle and especially 
Premm, Glaubenslehre 208-223.

19. See Lange, De gratia 648-649; Lennerz, 464-468.
20. These authors certainly admit this, as we saw in thesis 20. But for them it does not seem to have any 

importance in the matter o f  predestination; therefore Suarez places it in 1.4, De providentia erga reprobos.
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The second opinion understands the matter substantially as follows. The knowledge 
of simple intelligence and scientia media and the universal salvific will are presupposed; 
these are the absolutely essential elements of predestination. From all the possible 
orders of divine providence, God efficaciously chooses a definite one, in which firstly 
he wills the order of efficacious graces and merely sufficient graces along with the other 
elements of providence. Secondly, by this act God is understood to virtually predefine 
the salvific good acts to be made by the creature and the gift of perseverance. Finally, 
those whom God sees by his knowledge of vision will arrive at the end of their life in 
the state of grace, for them he decrees absolutely and efficaciously eternal glory; but 
those whom he sees will die in the state of mortal sin he decrees to damn. It is only in 
this expression that the antecedent universal salvific will then becomes absolute and 
consequent, either for salvation or for eternal punishment. There are certainly some who 
say that the predefinition of salvific acts is formal or quasi-formal, but not very suitably 
as we will explain in thesis 24.

P. Arrubal21 and I. de Lugo22 have taken a position between Suarez and Vazquez. 
It admits a special antecedent predilection towards the elect, but either formal or 
virtual (he says that both opinions more or less agree on this point). But it established 
a threefold order of the elect: for some God wills glory independently of their merits; 
for most he wills glory dependent on the conferred efficacious graces; finally, there are 
those for whom predestination and salvation depend also on permitted sins, either their 
own or those of others. But God cannot choose these formally for glory before their 
foreseen merits. Whatever may be said about the value of this inquiry, it seems to move 
sufficiently in the direction of predestination after the foreseen merits.23

255. Theological note. We embrace the second opinion as more 
probable. Its probability is usually acknowledged by the prudent theologians 
of the opposite opinion, such as Suarez24 and Bellarmine,25 and St. Francis 
de Sales commends it as “excellent in great age, sweetness and basic 
authority of the Scriptures...more true and lovable, more in conformity 
with the mercy and grace of God.”26

Proof from Holy Scripture and from Catholic doctrine in general. 
Eternal life is proposed as the reward and crown of good works, and also

21. Inprimam partem D. Thomae (Madrid 1619) d.65 c .21 .1,394.
22. In unpublished lectures; concerning them see L. Gomez Hellin, Praedestinatio apud Ioannem Cardinalem 

de Lugo, Doctrinae de electione ad gloriam in theologis S.I. saec. XVI et XVII historica evolutio: AnalGreg 
12 (Rome 1938).

23. G6mez Hellin thinks (op. cit., 153ff.) that the view o f Cardinal de Lugo had a rather large influence on 
the promotion o f  the opinion about predestination after the foreseen merits. See the singular opinion o f R 
Ripalda in A. Arbeola, La doctrina de lapredestinacion y  de la gracia eficaz en Juan Martinez de Ripalda 
(Pamplona 1950).

24. Op. de auxiliis 1.3 c.16 n.8.
25. De gratia et libero arbitrio 1.2 c. 15. On this censure see Dalmau, Breves notas criticas: EstEcl 21 (1947) 

361-363.
26. Epist. adP. Lessium, op. cit., 26 Aug. 1618.
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as an inheritance, but with the condition that we suffer with Christ, that we 
cooperate with grace, etc.; this concerns all who are exhorted to fight and 
so to win the crown. It is presented in such a way that the absolute election 
for eternal life seems to be presented as quasi suspended and uncertain, 
until the condition of good works is understood to have been fulfilled; and 
it is not certain except because of the eternity of the divine foreknowledge 
and predestination to grace. Note then the kindness and severity o f God... 
but God’s kindness to you, provided you continue in his kindness; otherwise 
you too will be cut off (Rom. 11:22). Therefore, brethren, be the more 
zealous to confirm by good works your call and election (2 Pet. 1:10).27 So 
run that you may obtain it....lest after preaching to others I  myself should 
be disqualified (2 Cor. 9:24-27). Hold fast what you have, so that no one 
may seize your crown (Rev. 3:11), etc. Therefore it is certain that he wills to 
give glory on account of foreseen merits, and unless the opposite is proved, 
it must be said that he does not have the absolute will of decreeing glory 
before the prevision of merits.

It is proved especially from the judicial judgment of Christ in Matt. 
25:34ff.: Come, O blessed o f my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for 
you from the foundation o f the world; for I  was hungry and you gave me 
food....In this sentence preparation for the kingdom made because o f merits 
is shown. For according to the obvious meaning of the words, since the 
execution and the preparation are manifested by one statement, the reason 
given must affect both. This is confirmed by the parallel statement about 
the damned in Matt. 25:4 Iff.: Depart from me, you cursed, into the eternal 
fire prepared for the devil and his angels; for I  was hungry and you gave 
me no food...; for damnation is prepared neither for angels nor men except 
because of demerits. And this is the way the Fathers explain the passage.

256. Proof from tradition. The holy Fathers, almost spontaneously, 
when they are explaining Matt. 25:34, Rom. 8:28-30 and other texts, say 
that election to glory is a consequence of the prevision of merits, so much so 
that the Fathers before Augustine by the word “predestination” understood 
election to glory to be based on merits. From the Greeks: St. Irenaeus: 
“Having knowledge of all things, God prepared suitable dwellings for 
both.”28 St. John Chrysostom: “For before you existed, he said, already they

27. Bover translates is thus: Por lo cual mas bien, hermanos, procured ahincadamente asegurar vuestra 
vocacion y  eleccidrr, in a note he adds: “The addition by the Vulgate, based on many Greek codices, o f  
the words ‘by good works’ is an excellent gloss” (Sagrada Biblia, edited by Bover-Cantera [Madrid 1951] 
2004). Based on what we said above, we do not emphasize the word election.

28. Adversus Haereses 1.4 c.40: MG 7,1112.
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were prepared for you because I knew that you were going to be such”29; 
“In charity he predestined us, but also because of our virtue, for if it were 
from charity alone, all would have to be saved.”30 St. Epiphanius: “It is not 
mine to give it to you, but if you have worked at it, it will be prepared for 
you by my Father.”31 St. Cyril of Alexandria: “He predestined those whom 
he long ago foresaw would be faithful in the future”32; “It is more just that 
the reward be given to those for whom the foreknowledge of the Father has 
prepared it because of the excellence of their virtues.”33

From the Latins: St. Hilary: “Election is not a matter of indifferent 
judgment, but discernment takes place from the selection of merits.”34 St. 
Ambrose: “He did not predestine before he foreknew, but for those whose 
merits he foreknew he predestined a reward” (R 1272). St. Jerome: “This 
(inherit the kingdom prepared for you) must be accepted on account of the 
foreknowledge of God, for whom the future is already a fact.”35

257. From St. Augustine. St. Augustine in the controversy about 
predestination is concerned about the necessity and gratuitousness of grace 
which is ordered to glory. Therefore he defends complete predestination 
as gratuitous, and on that account predestination to glory as also virtually 
gratuitous, but he does not discuss our question directly. Nevertheless from 
him we can gather some arguments for our opinion that are not negligible.36

a) The general principle—the gifts o f Godfor salvation are predestined 
in the same way and for the same reason as they are granted in time—he 
clearly uses in his controversy with the Semi-Pelagians. For from the fact 
that grace is conferred gratis, he argues that predestination is gratuitous. In 
fact, he establishes the difference between predestination to the first grace 
and predestination to final perseverance on the fact that they are conferred 
at different times. “Now since it is clear that God gives some even to those 
who do not pray, such as the beginning of faith; others he has prepared

29. In Mt hom. 80 n. 2: MG 58,719.
30. In Eph. hom. 1 n.2: MG 62,13.
31. Panarion haer. 69 n. 58: MG 42,293.
32. In Rom hom. 8,30: MG 74,828.
33. Thesaurus assertionum 26: MG 75,415.
34. In Ps 64 n. 5: ML 9,415.
35. In Mt 25,34-39: ML 26,189.
36. All authors who deal with predestination make use o f  St. Augustine’s doctrine. See Portalie, Augustin (Saint), 

La predestination augustinienne: DTC 1,2398-2408. Among the older authors who interpret the matter in 
our sense, after a careful examination o f  the texts, the following can be consulted: Vazquez, op. cit., d.89 c.6- 
8; Lessius, op. cit., s.2 c.4. Among more recent theologians, those giving an accurate account are: Franzelin, 
th. 61-63; De San, 100-171; Muncunill, 736-750. 765. Also see J. Schwanne, Dogmengeschichte p. 3 c.2 
#71-75; J. Baltzer, Die heiligen Augustinus Lehre iiber Pradestination und Reprobation (Vienna 1871); 
Portalie, op. cil.; D ’Ales, op. cit., 205-216; C. Crevola, La interpretacion dada a SanAgustin en las disputas 
„de a u x i l i i s ArchTG 13 (1950) 5-171.
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only for those who pray, such as perseverance until the end....”37 But that 
does not correspond with predestination to glory before foreknown merits, 
from which, according to its advocates, there follows a wholly equal and 
on the same level gratuitous predestination of all graces. According to 
St. Augustine: “Between grace then and predestination there is only this 
difference that predestination is preparation for grace, but grace is the actual 
donation.”38 Therefore we can rightly conclude that, until the contrary is 
proved, according to the mind of St. Augustine, glory is predestined in the 
same way that it is conferred in time, namely, for the merits of grace.

b) Therefore in his Ad Simplicianum,39 which is the only place in which 
St. Augustine clearly deals with election alone to glory, he places it after 
the foreseen merits. “Therefore it is not on account of election that the plan 
of God remains, but the election flows from the plan; that is, not because 
God finds good works in the men he chooses, therefore the plan of their 
justification remains, but because it remains in order to justify believers, 
therefore he finds works that he chooses for the kingdom of heaven. For 
unless there were an election, there would be no elect....However, election 
does not precede justification, but justification precedes election. For no 
one is chosen unless he is already distant from him who is rejected. Hence 
it is said that he chose us before the foundation of the world; I do not know 
how he could say that without foreknowledge” (R. 1570). In this place, after 
he clearly asserts the gratuitous plan of justification, he acknowledges a 
twofold election because o f justice (he admits this only here), one temporal 
and the other eternal, which is posterior because of his foreknowledge, 
because it is prior on account of merits.40 But what he wrote in this book he 
did not change later, which is clear from the strong commendations he uses 
in speaking about the teaching of this book, not only in his Retractions, but 
especially in his books against the Semi-Pelagians.

c) When St. Prosper proposed to St. Augustine an objection of 
his adversaries taken from the ancient Fathers, who understood from 
foreknowledge and not as gratuitous, the holy Doctor responded: the 
ancient Fathers dealt very little with grace, since there were no errors at the 
time about this matter; but since they understood predestination to glory to

37. De donoperseverantiae c. 22 n. 60: ML 45,1029.
38. Depraedestinatione Sanctorum c. 10 n. 19: ML 44,974.
39. De diversis quaestionibus ad Simplicianum 1.1 q. 2: ML 40, 115.
40. This text was considered difficult by his adversaries: see Suarez, op. 1 1.3 c. 18 n.3-5, and Bellannine, op. 

cit., thought that this doctrine was later abandoned by Augustine. See the difficult explanation o f  the whole 
work in T. Salgueiro, La doctrine de Saint Augustin sur la grace d ’apres le traite Ad Simplicianum (Porto 
1925).

40*  St. Prosper, Epist. adAugustinum n.8: ML 44, 953; St. Augustine, Depraedest. Sand. N. 27: ML 44, 980. 
See Franzelin, th. 61.
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depend on the merits of grace, by the word “foreknowledge” they really 
held predestination to grace, which is what St. Augustine was preaching.40’

Therefore he implicitly agrees with what those Fathers said, and it is 
clear how false the view of Jansen is who said that in this matter the witness 
of the other Fathers could be neglected.

d) Therefore the disciples of St. Augustine, Saints Prosper and 
Fulgentius, teach clearly enough predestination to glory from foreseen 
merits. The former says: “Because those who will fall are foreknown, they 
are not predestinated. However, they would be predestinated if they were to 
turn back and remain in holiness and truth” (R 2033). St. Fulgentius: “He 
does not perfect in work in any other way than what he has arranged in his 
eternal and immutable will” (R 2246). “Just as by his mercy he prepared 
for them the gratuitous gift of justification, so by his justice he prepared the 
reward of eternal glorification.”40”

Objection: What has been presented from Scripture and the Fathers should be un
derstood about the order of execution, not the order of intention; therefore those texts 
do not prove anything in favor of the thesis.

First response: There is no indication in the sources concerning the distinction be
tween the order of intention and execution in predestination. Therefore there is no foun
dation for saying that the texts have value only in the order of execution. Also if this dis
tinction were valid, it would ruin St. Augustine’s argument against the Semi-Pelagians.

Second response: Surely the intention or predestination is distinguished from its 
temporal execution. But to place in the divine will that twofold order sounds like an 
anthropomorphism. It is even displeasing to some authors with a contrary opinion, such 
as Ruiz de Montoya.41

258. Theologians of the 12th and 13th centuries treat predestination 
as taken in the complete sense.42 But while they are explaining it, they 
say things which clearly reveal their mind about predestination to glory 
from merits. For they say that the will to save is a consequent will, with 
the foreknowledge that they will make good use o f grace, because it sees 
something in our work. Thus Alexander of Hales,43 St. Albert the Great,44 
and St. Bonaventure who adds: “For if there were another reason why God 
chooses this man and not that one, unless because it pleased him, then 
certainly the divine judgments could not be said to be hidden, but manifest,

40. ** De veritatepraedestinationis 1.3 c.5: ML 65,655.
41. De praedestinatione d. 12 s. 7. See also Lennerz, 476.
42. DeSan, 172-178;N. Schupp, Die Gnadenlehre des Petrus Lombardus (Freiburg 1932) 110-152; StegmUller, 

Die Lehre des allgemeinen Heilswillen in der Scholaslik bis Thomas v. Aquin (Rome 1929); Santeler, op. cit.
43. Summa theologica p. 1 tr. 5 m. 3 c .l (ed. Quaracchi t. 1 [1924] p. 322).
44. Summa theologica 1 tr. 16 q. 63; In 1 d. 40 a. 11.
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since anyone could understand this reason; nor would they be called 
wonderful, but voluntary.”45 We have made reference to the sufficiently clear 
words of St. Thomas on this point who, moreover, in the On the contrary 
(sed contra) establishes the same general principle, and he says that the 
consequent will “which is included in the intellect of predestination” (1
d.46 a. 3 ad 5) presupposes the foreknowledge of works (1 d.46 a. 1 ad 1). 
Therefore “predestination with respect of the ultimate effect has the nature 
of distributive justice, that is, with respect to glory; and therefore we can 
say that God...wills that this one should have it and not that one, because 
this one is worthy and that one is not” (1 d.41 a.3).46

259. By theological reasoning predestination to glory before the 
foreseen merits is rejected.

1. From the universal salvific will. The predestination of some before 
the foreseen merits has joined with it the antecedent negative reprobation, or 
something wholly equivalent concerning the reprobate, namely, the willed 
non-election or the omission o f their election. But this cannot be reconciled 
with a serious universal salvific will for the salvation of all men. Therefore 
predestination to glory before the foreseen merits cannot be admitted.

The major is generally admitted by our adversaries who expressly 
hold for negative reprobation. A few, like Billot,47 who reject that, cannot 
not admit that the reprobate are not elected, which is sufficient for the 
strength of the argument. Moreover, what he says—that reprobation does 
not respond to the sign or expression of election—is clearly contrary to St. 
Thomas who says: “reprobation is not directly opposed to predestination, 
but to election (to glory)” (De ver. q. 6 a. ad ult.).

Proof o f the minor. From the opposed opinion it follows that the 
reprobate do not obtain salvation from the activity of the divine will, 
because concerning them there was not a divine will wholly antecedent to 
their foreseen merits, and a will immediately concerned with their salvation, 
freely determined by God as necessary for salvation. But it is manifest 
that this cannot be reconciled with a serious will for the salvation of all. 
Especially since it follows from that—a point which those authors openly 
admit—that election in the order of providence and the selection of graces 
depends on the elective will and on the opposed negative reprobation.

45. In I d. 41 a.l q.2 (ed. Quaracchi t .l 1882) 733; Limbourg, Die Praedestionslehre des hi. Bonaventura: 
ZkathTh 16(1892) 581-652.

46. Franzelin, th. 64; Muncunill, 766-775, and especially the long discussion in De San, 179-271, and Mannens, 
Disquisitio in doctrinam S. Thomae de voluntate salvifica et praedestinatione (Louvain 1883). See also E. 
Leserteur, Saint Thomas et la predestination (Paris 1888) and D ’Ales, op. cit., 277-230.

47. Op. cit., 288-289.
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Therefore in the conferring of sufficient grace to the reprobate a serious 
desire for their salvation is not present. Therefore in this expression an 
antecedent universal salvific will ceases.

260. 2. From the orderly will o f God.48 God wills absolutely to give 
glory on account of merits. But it is not well decided that it should be 
given as a reward or from merits, because already antecedently to their 
foreknowledge it is absolutely and formally decided that they should be 
given to some, especially if it is decided that it should be given only to 
those as a reward who have been chosen independently of their merits. This 
moral repugnance between the two wills is not removed, as is clear, by the 
fact that God is all-powerful to infallibly obtain man’s merits. Therefore 
if the nature of things demands that an absolute reward should not first 
be decided before the foreknowledge of merits, it must be said to be so 
established by God. The obvious example can be put to the test.

In order to avoid the force of this argument many with Suarez49 have said that God 
wills gratuitously to give glory from merits, so that the gratuitousness is only subjective 
and not objective, or objectively it does not prescind from merits.

Certainly, in this formula, understood in the sense of predestination before the 
foreseen merits, the contradiction appears even more clearly. For it is contradictory 
for one and the same will, concerning the same object, in the same way absolutely and 
efficaciously to be moved and not to be moved by merits. But the proposed formula 
affirms that. Thus, for the will to be moved gratuitously is for it not to be moved by 
merits; to will to give glory from merits is for it to be moved by merits. Therefore this 
formula in no way can express the opinion of our adversaries, but it is suitable to signify 
the universal salvific will, or predestination taken in the complete sense.

Therefore it must be said that, in the opinion of predestination before the foreseen 
merits, the choosing will in no way considers glory as the crown of justice; many 
arguments used by its advocates point sufficiently in that direction.

But you say. In no way is it repugnant that glory be given under a twofold title— 
from grace and from justice. One can also gratuitously will to benefit another by the 
sale of a horse.

I  distinguish the assertion. It is not repugnant that glory be given virtually from 
grace, and formally from justice, conceded-, formally under both titles, denied. The 
proposed example is rebutted: for if, on this supposition, someone does not wish to 
benefit another except by the sale of the horse, his absolute and efficacious will is 
directed immediately to the sale of the horse and not to its donation.

48. This argument is strongly advocated by Vdzquez, op. cit., d.89 c.9.
49. De Deo tr. 2 1.1 c.8 n.26.27; Op. 1 1.3 c. 19; Ruiz de Montoya, op. cit.,etc. It can be noted that many authors 

in their argumentation make a gradual transition from predestination understood in the full sense and to 
formal predestination to glory; see De San, 103ff.
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261. Objections. 1. The adversaries often argue from Holy Scripture just from the 
name of the elect, by which they are called predestined. They do this especially from 
Rom. 8:28-30 and chapter 9.

The firs t p a rt: There is no argument from the word “elect,” as was pointed out in 
note section 237, because in Holy Scripture almost always the elect are all Christians. 
In Matt. 24:22-24, so as to lead astray, i f  possible, even the elect....but fo r  the sake 
o f  the elect those days will be shortened: it is not certain that this text is dealing with 
predestination in the theological sense, but rather, as elsewhere, it concerns all Christians 
in the time of the Antichrist. But if these words are to be understood as referring to the 
predestined, still Christ is speaking only about the temporal execution of predestination, 
and how this is to be done is not explained. Moreover, in addition to gratuitous election, 
there is also election from justice, as we saw was pointed out by St. Augustine.50

The second part: We can respond briefly to the second part above by denying  
the supposit, namely, that in these texts he is dealing with predestination to glory as 
understood precisely and formally.51 In Rom. 8:28-30 it is not evident that he is dealing 
with predestination in the theological sense, for the Apostle wants to encourage the 
hope of all the faithful, at the least of the just.52 But if he were dealing with them, 
based on the interpretation of many Fathers we would be able to argue for our opinion, 
since foreknowledge comes before predestination. Therefore, since the meaning of 
this passage is uncertain, a theologian can hardly in our question deduce anything 
certain from it with any kind of probability, except perhaps this negative conclusion: 
considering the context, it is not possible to establish from it the predestination to glory 
before the foreseen merits. In chapter 9 he is evidently dealing only with predestination 
to the grace of faith. For more on this see thesis 25 on reprobation.

2. From the Fathers they cite St. Augustine53 whose opinion is to be preferred to the 
statements of the other Fathers.

We deny, until it is proven otherwise, that St. Augustine held predestination to glory 
before the foreseen merits; in fact, the contrary is more probably true, as we suggested 
in the proofs. As we said, in the controversy against the Pelagians, St. Augustine is so
licitous only about the gratuity of grace, and about those things that are connected with 
it. What is quoted from him in no way proves the point, if they are understood in the

50. Consult the sophistries o f  some authors, if  you please, in Pesch, 386-389.
51. This difficult passage is understood differently by the interpreters; see Comely, Lagrange on this text; Bover, 

La Teologia de San Pablo 223-233; especially Prat, 1,284-299. See Lange, 655; Lennerz, 483-485; D ’Ales, 
op. cit., 197-199; Santeler, op. cit.; Platz, Der Romerbrief in der Gnadenlehre Augustins. In this Summa we 
cannot delay on the exegesis o f  this passage; from other sources we assume that it is accurately treated in the 
study o f  Holy Scripture.

52. Ceuppens, op. cit., 265-276, who sees and proposes this difficulty against his own explanation, but he seems 
to leave it unresolved.

53. Besides the theologians o f the opposite opinion, see O. Rottmanner, Der Augustinismus (Munich 1892); 
Tixeront, Histoire des dogmes 2,504ffi; J. Saint-Martin, La pensee de St. Augustin sur la predestination 
gratuite a la gloire d ’apres ses derniers ecrits (Paris 1930), and Predestination 3: DTC 12,2832-2896. 
Petavius, after he said through many chapters (De Deo 1.9 c.6ff.) that he wanted to show that, according to 
St. Augustine, glory is predestined gratis, finally concedes in Chapter 15, n. 1 that he “truly” thinks from the 
opinion o f  Augustine “that God has destined glory dependent on merits and ordered with them, not precisely 
and absolutely, but as a reward and from merits, which he foresaw as future.”
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context and scope of the holy Doctor. Above all, what he says should be noted: “in this 
preaching of predestination what constitutes an obstacle is precisely that most destruc
tive error by which he says that the grace of God is given according to our merits.”54 
Therefore although sometimes he said that glory was predestinated gratuitously, that 
was to be understood virtually, not formally; or that also predestination to glory is not 
from natural merits, as the Pelagians and Semi-Pelagians said. The present question, 
which preserves the gratuity of grace unharmed, in no way should be reckoned with 
these views. It does not correct the opinion of the other Fathers, but rather completes 
it and silently confirms it. Concerning what he hands down to us in the doctrine of the 
damned and the reprobate see thesis 25.

262. 3. St. Thomas in S.Th. I, q. 23, a. 4 and elsewhere teaches that predestination 
presupposes election. But election from St. Thomas is an efficacious will of glory, 
previous to the providing of means. Therefore he teaches that election to glory is 
previous to the foreseen merits. But what he says in article 5 must be understood as 
pertaining to the order of execution.

I  distinguish the major. Predestination presupposes election, just as election 
presupposes love, but these are not two wills formally different, conceded; it presupposes 
election as if predestination would contain a new will about the means, or an expression 
of reason equally diverse, denied. I  distinguish the minor concerning the first part: 
election from St. Thomas is a will o f  the end only, denied; it is a will o f  the end together 
with the means, and also a unique predestinating will, conceded. I  also distinguish the 
second part of the minor: the efficacious will of glory is previous to the efficacious will 
of the means, denied; it is previous to the provision of the means in a formal sense, 
which is located in the practical intellect, conceded. St. Thomas says nothing about a 
twofold order of intention and execution.

Predestination is understood by St. Thomas completely, and it is constituted in 
the practical intellect which, as we pointed out, is nothing but speculative knowledge 
determined by the will, as if it were composed of both elements, and logically after them ; 
he calls it the formal ordination of man to his final end by the means. Therefore election, 
which is the will included in predestination (a. 5 corpus) has for its object not only glory, 
but also graces, as the holy Doctor says explicitly: “Thus in the conferring of grace and 
glory election is implied” (a. 4 ad 1). Wherefore the ordination of man to his end or 
formal predestination is not to be thought of as taking place by way of consultation and 
determination of the means, given the efficacious will of the end, as the opinion which 
we oppose holds, which some famous Thomists explicitly acknowledge.55 However, 
that the election is called the will of the end does not prevent it from also being the will 
of the means because the whole coordination of motions receives its name from the last 
motion.56

See thesis 25 on reprobation concerning objections based on S.Th. I, q. 23, a. 5 ad 3.

54. De donoperseverantiae n.42: ML 45,1019; see the authors mentioned above in #257.
55. Thus Gonet, Clypeus theologiae thomisticae. Depraedestinatione d. 1 a.3 n. 53-54.
56. See the authors mentioned in #258, especially Mannens, 151-153.
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Other texts quoted from St. Thomas clearly are speaking about complete predestination

263. 4. One who desires in an orderly way, desires the end before the means. But 
glory is the end and graces are the means. Therefore glory is decreed first absolutely and 
afterwards the graces in order to obtain glory.57

I  distinguish the major. One who desires in an orderly way, desires the end with a 
serious and intense will, conceded; with an absolute and efficacious will, I  distinguish 

further; if the end is to be obtained by the desirer himself and especially by physical 
means, conceded; if the end is given to another as a reward because of his merits, 
denied; see what we said in the proofs above. The end absolutely intended by God and 
his glory, in the way and to the extent it is willed by God, is always obtained. Moreover, I 
ask according to what purpose does God will efficacious graces given to the reprobate.58

5. The predilection of God for the elect must be admitted. But this cannot be 
explained except by gratuitous election to glory itself. Therefore predestination to glory 
before the foreseen merits must be admitted.

I  distinguish the major A predilection must be admitted that accompanies total 
predestination, conceded; an antecedent predilection, I  distinguish further, predilection 
contained in the predestination of grace, conceded, as we will explain in thesis 24; 
antecedent predilection with respect to glory, denied, based on the arguments for our 
thesis. For such predilection must be proved which does not endanger God’s general 
benevolence towards all, as is the case if it proceeded from predestination to glory 
before the foreseen merits. For “the predestination of God for many is the cause of their 
standing fast; for none is it the cause of falling,” as St. Prosper says (R 2033).59

Objections made from the connection of predestination to glory with final 
perseverance prove only that it is virtually gratuitous.60

57. For more on this argument, which the adversaries say is fundamental and most effective and on which they 
especially depend, see Lennerz, De historia applicationis principii. . .: Greg 10 (1929) 238-266. There he 
shows that this principle was first applied to this question by Scotus, whom his disciples have followed, 
while others rejected it; it was not attributed to St. Thomas until the 17th century; it was rejected by Baflez.

58. See Franzelin, th. 60, 650-654.
59. Lessius, De praedestinatione a.5 and 6; Franzelin, op. cit., 654-657.
60. We are omitting many things in this question that are proposed in a rhetorical rather than a scientific way.
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§ 3. On the predefinition of a salvific act

Thesis 24. God predefines all salvific acts; not with a formal predefinition, 
but generally with a merely virtual predefinition.

Muncunill 776-793; Beraza, De gratia 603, 635-642; Lange, De gratia 645-658.

264. Connection. To the order of salvation, by which a man is led 
to his supernatural end, besides the gifts of grace and glory pertain also 
salvific acts that are freely posited by man and have a certain proportion 
to eternal life; they are either dispositions by which he prepares himself 
positively for justification, or meritorious acts of the justified person that 
increase grace and glory. Therefore divine predestination concerns them 
also. Predestination, however, or the will included in it, according as it 
deals with salvific acts, since the 16th century is called predefinition. This 
idea is also treated in the treatise on grace in the explanation of efficacious 
grace.

265. Definition of terms. Predefinition can be defined with St. 
Augustine as the predestination o f a salvific act.; and it is the divine will 
that is in some true way efficacious regarding the positing o f a salvific 
act, antecedent to the absolute prevision o f the free choice o f the creature. 
In general, predefinition includes two elements: a) the divine will truly 
intending a good act performed by the creature; b) the divine will from 
eternity knowingly and freely making this act infallibly future. The nature 
of that intention, and in what way God makes the act infallibly future, is 
explained differently in formal predefinition and virtual predefinition.

Formal predefinition is an act of the divine will directly, immediately 
and efficaciously intending a salvific act. Granted this decree, God wills 
to give efficacious grace by which the act infallibly takes place. Formal 
predefinition can be understood, either as totally independent of scientia 
media, as they say who do not admit this kind of knowledge, or dependent 
on it, at least in execution, as they say who explain efficacious grace on the 
basis of scientia media.1

In merely virtual predefinition grace, which is foreseen in scientia 
media to be efficacious, is decreed directly and immediately by God, and

1. These authors who are called strict congruists are sometimes said to defend a predefinition that is totally 
independent o f  scientia media. But Sudrez explicitly warns (Op. I 1.2 n.3) that predefinition cannot be 
admitted unless it is based on the supposition o f  scientia media as the required condition in the order o f  
execution. But what is true in this opinion is that the predefining decree does not consider it as the reason for 
the divine will; this is also admitted by those who hold for a merely virtual predefinition.
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also with an efficacious desire, but not precisely because it is foreseen to be 
efficacious, by which, once the decision has been taken, the act infallibly 
happens in the future. This act, however, is intended before the decree of 
conferring grace, not efficaciously but with a simple affection; when that 
has taken place, the act is virtually predefined, for there is present in God a 
true intention o f the act and the will to make it infallibly future. Therefore 
virtual predefinition is not a divine act that is formally simple, as is formal 
predefinition; rather, it is a complex act composed of three elements— 
salvific will, scientia media, and the absolute will of conferring grace on 
the man whom God foresees will accept it, if it is given.

Some authors add another element between the two types of 
predefinition, but this seems logically to be reduced to one or other of the 
members mentioned.

This middle opinion, which is described and advocated in different ways, places 
some kind of intention antecedent to the salvific act, but so dependent on scientia media 
that it takes place only within certain graces, not according to the whole treasure of 
divine omnipotence. But this view scarcely seems to be in agreement with the divine 
omniscience, which is understood to be prior to God’s will. This is so in spite of certain 
anthropomorphic statements which are sometimes found in ecclesiastical authors.2

266. Opinions. All who teach predestination to glory before the 
foreseen merits defend formal predefinition.3 Some Jesuit theologians also 
hold it or that middle opinion between the two major types; they place 
predestination to glory after the foreseen merits, such as Viva, Platel and 
Kilber of Wirceburg.4

Those who defend this last system about predestination to glory more 
commonly hold for merely virtual predefinition, such as Molina, Vazquez, 
Lessius5 and the greater part of Jesuit theologians.

There are some among them who reject all formal predefinition, as not 
reconcilable with freedom, such as Vazquez and Muncunill.6 But since it 
does not seem to be opposed to freedom, provided that it is considered 
as dependent on scientia media in its execution, as actually the Jesuit 
theologians hold, we do not reject it for this reason. In fact, we admit that 
it can be given in special cases, but not as a general rule, namely, that

2. Beraza, 603-635. About the possible origin o f  this opinion in a decree o f  P. Aquaviva see Lange, 650, 657, 
658. About this decree and the history o f  its explanation by P. Vitelleschi see Le Bachelet, Predestination et 
grace efficace. Controverses dans la Compagnie de Jesus a ia  temp d'Aquaviva (Louvain 1931).

3. Sudrez, De Deo tr.2 1.1 c. 13 ,Op. 1 1.2 c.7; 1.3 c. 17; De gratia, 1.5c.50.
4. D. Viva, De Deo 1 p. D.4 q.2; I. Platel, Synopsis, De Deo c.4; Wirceburgs, 209ff.
5. Molina, Concordia q.23 a.4 d. 1 m. 13; Vdzquez, In I p. d.99 c.7 and elsewhere; Lessius, Depraedestinatione 

n. 112; De gratia efficaci c.4.
6. Vazquez, op. cit.; Muncunill, 783.
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no salvific act is done unless it is formally predefined. On the contrary, 
we hold that in general salvific acts, even those o f the predestined, are 
predefined by God merely virtually.

All theologians, however, admit that all salvific acts are in some way 
predefined by God, perhaps with the exception of those who follow the 
system of the Sorbonne in the explanation of efficacious grace.

Theological note. The first part is certain', the second part is more 
probable.

267. Proof of the first part. It is proved from Scripture and the Fathers 
with the argument that St. Augustine used against the Semi-Pelagians “who 
are afraid to attribute the merits of the saints to the divine activity,” as St. 
Prosper says.7 For God promises us good works; he prepares and gives 
them; he chooses and leads us to them. I  will cause you to walk in my 
statutes'. Ezek. 36:27. For we are his workmanship, created in Christ Jesus 
for good works, which God prepared beforehand, that we should walk in 
them: Eph. 2:10. He chose us in him before the foundation o f the world, that 
we should be holy: Eph. 1:4. Do you not know that God’s kindness is meant 
to lead you to repentance?'. Rom. 2:4. Augustine interprets these texts as 
dealing with the predestination of salvific acts and so he often repeats “the 
will is prepared by the Lord.” “What the Apostle says...created in Christ 
Jesus for good works, is grace; but what follows, that God prepared them 
so that we might walk in them, is predestination.”8 “Therefore we were to 
be such in the future because, predestining us, he chose us that we might be 
such through grace” (R 1989).

Proof from reason, a) Without doubt God intends the good acts that 
are done by a creature, at least with a simple affection, for he also intends 
the acts that are not done, b) God freely makes these acts infallibly future; 
for, at least with the foreknowledge of scientia media by which he knows 
what will happen in the future under any conditions, he freely determines 
the order of causes and graces. Therefore he freely makes this act to be 
infallibly future. Therefore, from the given description, God predefines all 
salvific acts.

268. Proof of the second part. 1. Formal predefinition as a general law 
cannot stand with the salvific will and general benevolence of God. For if

7. Epistola ad S. Augustinum n.6: ML 44,951.
8. Depraedestinatione Sanctorum c.10 n. 19: ML 44,974.
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from a general law it is established that no good act can be done unless 
it is formally predefined, then the whole reason for selecting efficacious 
or inefficacious graces would be their efficacy and inefficacy, as the 
necessary means of fulfilling the decree predefining these good acts alone 
to be performed by a creature. Therefore God would really seem to select 
purposely efficacious graces because they are efficacious, and inefficacious 
ones because they are inefficacious.

2. The predefinition of a salvific act and the nature of a formal 
benefit found in an efficacious grace is explained sufficiently by virtual 
predefinition. For God truly intends the efficacy of grace, which is totally 
conformed to his salvific will. And having granted that, he truly virtually 
intends the efficacy of grace, and therefore the salvific act itself. Therefore 
in this way God truly predefines the salvific act.

269. Objections. 1. In merely virtual predefinition, God is so disposed that, if 
he sees by scientia media that a man will not consent to this grace, he still does not 
therefore seek another grace. Therefore he does not have a special desire for a good act.

I  concede the antecedent and deny the consequent. If someone gives an alms to 
a beggar, provided that the beggar fulfills a certain condition, and he is prepared not 
to give it unless the condition is fulfilled, does he not confer on him a special benefit, 
especially if he knows for certain that the condition will be fulfilled?

2. In the system of virtual predefinition no reason is assigned for the selection of 
efficacious graces rather than inefficacious ones.

I  deny the assertion. The only assignable reason is assigned, namely, the free will of 
God who, from among many different goods, freely and in a holy manner selects what 
he wants. I want to know what the reason is for electing these men instead of those, or 
these acts instead of those, or of the predefinition of the salvific acts that the reprobate 
perform.
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A R T I C L E  I I I

O n  R e p r o b a t i o n

270. The notion.1 Reprobation properly and simply defined is a part 
o f that supernatural providence in regard to those who do not obtain 
salvation: S.Th. I, q. 23, a. 3. Hence it can be said to pertain to inefficacious 
supernatural providence, that is, to that which does not arrive at the end 
intended by God which is the salvation of men. Therefore reprobation, 
according as it is opposed to predestination in the strict sense, embraces only 
those acts that are concerned exclusively with the damned, and not those 
acts common to all, such as the universal salvifc will and the preparation of 
grace sufficient of itself, and also of many efficacious graces.

For they are called reprobate who fail to attain the supernatural end 
and are damned inasmuch as they are rejectedhy God. For their damnation 
is not removed from the providence of God. Certainly, God also has a 
beneficent supernatural providence in regard to them in accordance with 
which he sincerely wills for them the end and the means, but these factors 
do not pertain to reprobation. For reprobation does not per se pertain to 
providence, but only on the supposition of some evil not intended by 
God, namely, mortal sin. “The evil [of guilt],” says St. Thomas, “is not a 
part of providence as caused by it, but only as foreseen and ordained” (1 
d.40 q.4 a.l).

Reprobation contains the judgment about the deliberate evil of man 
and the will of giving him what he deserves; but it presupposes the will 
to permit the evil of moral guilt. But the one intending will in reprobation 
is the will of imposing punishment after the foreseen guilt. Therefore the 
reprobate are said to be foreseen, not predestined properly speaking, and 
reprobation is almost understood, or at least principally, for the will o f 
damnation.1 2 Hence reprobation means the will consequent to the prevision 
of demerits, or generally the prevision of death in the state of mortal sin, 
whether personal or original.

This is the reprobation that must be admitted as a matter of implicit 
faith (de fide implicita) (see the Councils o f Quiercy and Valentine: D 621, 
628-629),3 that is positive or a will of damning, and consequent to the

1. S.Th. I, q.23, a.3 c. and ad 2; 1 d.40 q.4 a.l; Sudrez, De Deo tr.2 1.5 c .l; c.4 n. 11. In explaining the notion o f  
reprobation certain authors are considerably involved who hold for antecedent reprobation, which we reject. 
Therefore we ascribe to that idea those notes that really constitute reprobation, and we absolutely deny that 
the conferring o f  sufficient grace is the effect o f any kind o f  reprobation.

2. Toledo, In Ip . q.23 a.3. See the fourth conclusion.
3. The Council of Valentine, along with some other older sources, still calls reprobation predestination to death; 

but rightly this expression is reserved only for election to the goods o f  salvation and to eternal life.



230 Sacrae T heologiae Summa IIA

prevision of moral guilt lasting until the moment of death. This is certainly 
clear from the revealed doctrine about the damnation of those who die in 
mortal sin; and it is explained in various ways in the N.T., as in the sentence 
of the final judgment in Matt. 25:32 and 41; sinners are called children of 
hell (Matt. 23:15), and vessels o f wrath made for destruction (Rom. 9:21f.); 
Judas is called the son o f perdition (John 17:12).4

Thesis 25. There is no antecedent reprobation, either positive or negative.

S.Th. I, q. 23, a. 3; Toledo, In 1 p. q.23 a.3; Franzelin, th. 54, 55; Muncunill, 815-841; Pesch, prop. 60-63; 
Lennerz, 391-399,412-419.

271. Connection. In order that the doctrine about predestination and 
reprobation and in general the supernatural providence of God in regard 
to the salvation of men might be correctly understood, it is necessary to 
reject the opinions that are circulated around under the name of antecedent 
reprobation, and that either deny or seem to explain incorrectly the universal 
salvific will of God.

Definition of terms. Antecedent reprobation is said to be the absolute 
divine will excluding some from glory, antecedent to the prevision o f sin 
that lasts until death. Positive antecedent reprobation is called the will to 
damn\ negative reprobation is called the will to exclude from glory, or o f 
not electing some for glory before the prevision of their merits, in contrast 
with the absolute antecedent will of electing some for glory before the 
prevision of their merits. It is not therefore said to be negative because 
there is an omission of the divine will, for that is a positive act, but because 
its object is not positive damnation but a mere exclusion from glory, or an 
efficacious negation o f election for it.

272. Adversaries. What is called predestinationism taught positive 
antecedent reprobation and was rejected by Saints Prosper and Fulgentius. 
The Semi-Pelagians accused St. Augustine of this error. Predestinationism 
holds that the damned are predestined to evil and to eternal punishment 
before their foreseen demerits; and therefore it denies a universal salvific 
will, at least before the foreseen original sin. In fact, it also holds for the 
necessity of grace, but says that it is given only to those predestined to life. 
It seems that the priest Lucidus, who presented a document of subjection to 
the Council o f Arles, and a few others in the 5th century held this doctrine.5

4. See Ceuppens, 277-279.
5. Lange, 669; Lennerz, 388-389; Portali6, Augustinisme: DTC 1,2522-2524.
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It seems to have been repeated in the 9th century by Gottschalk who 
taught a twofold predestination to life and to eternal death, both related 
to God’s will in the same way, and he also denied the universal salvific 
will.6 Thomas Bradward in the 14th century, from whom Wycliff and Hus 
learned their error, taught positive antecedent reprobation and necessitating 
predetermination.7

Many Protestants held the same thing, especially Calvin, who says that 
eternal death is preordained for the reprobate and that they are addicted by 
God to guilt “in order to manifest his glory by their damnation.”8 Among 
the Calvinists, some following Gommaro are prelapsarians, while others 
with Arminio are postlapsarians. The former think that the division into 
the predestined and the reprobate was made before the prevision of all 
sin, the latter after the prevision of original sin.9 Jansen holds positive, 
antecedent, postlapsarian reprobation, because those whom God does 
not separate from the group of the damned because of original sin, by 
their gratuitous election to glory, he wills positively to damn; wherefore 
as a result he denies an antecedent salvific will after the prevision of 
original sin.10 11

273. Almost all theologians who teach predestination or election to 
glory before the foreseen merits consequently admit negative antecedent 
reprobation. But Scotus and Billot,11 with a few others, reject that, and they 
say that, in his expression of election to glory, God has a negative will with 
regard to the reprobate; but this is still their non-election to glory.

Among modem Thomists negative reprobation is understood in three 
different ways, more or less12: a) Many with Alvarez, John of St. Thomas 
and the Salamanca theologians define it as the will o f excluding from 
glory or of not admitting them to it, insofar as it is an unowed benefit, 
and it is prelapsarian. b) Gonet, Gotti, Massoulie and others say that it is 
postlapsarian, but antecedent to the prevision of personal sins, and they

6. Hefele-Leclerq, Histoire des Conciles 4,137-235; Portalie, op. cit., 2527-2530; B. Lavaud, Predestination, 
La controverse au siecle IX: DTC 12,2901-2935; Lange, op. cit.; Lennerz, 393-396; G. Morin, Gottschalk 
retrouve: RevB6n 43 (1931) 303-312; C. Lambot, Oeuvres theologiques et grammaticales de Godescalc 
d'Orleans: SpicSacrLov 20 (Louvain 1945).

7. K.Werner, Der Augustinismus der spdteren Mittelalters (Vienna 1883); Portalie, op. cit., 2536-2542; G. 
Hahn, Thomas Brandwardin undseine Lehre von der Willensfreiheit (Monster 1905); Lennerz, 412; Lange, 
op. cit.

8. Calvin, Institutio religionis christianae 1.3 c.21; see his words in Pesch, 409; Lennerz, 418; Lange, op. cit.; 
H. Otten, Calvins theologische Anschauungen von der Prddestination und Reprobation (Munich 1940).

9. Pesch, 419-410; Lennerz, 419.
10. Augustinus t.3 1.3 c.20-21; 1.10; see J. Carreyre, Iansenisme, II L ‘Augustinus: DTC 8,397-399, 441-447; 

Portali6, op. cit., 2546-2549; Pesch, 412.
11. Op. cit. in thesis 23.
12. Gazzaniga, 2 diss.6 c.9; Pesch, 419-425; there you will find the texts o f  the authors.
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say that it consists in a just abandonment to the group o f the damned, c) 
Finally, others with Goudin, Graveson and Billuart, having rejected the 
previous two forms, say that negative reprobation is only the will to permit 
guilt, but understood in such a way that it is the will to exclude from the 
efficacious election to glory as being an unowed benefit; this happens by 
permitting man to give in to his own weakness.

Among Jesuit theologians who admit negative reprobation, some are 
prelapsarian, like Suarez,13 while others with Bellarmine14 15 arepostlapsarian, 
but they all understand it as a mere non predestination, or a non-efficacious 
election to glory. However they add explicitly that negative reprobation in 
its own way is the cause or reason for not giving to the reprobate the means 
that are perceived as suitable and infallible for obtaining glory.

274. Doctrine of the Church. The Church has condemned antecedent 
positive reprobation. The Council o f Arles (D 330-339) and the Second 
Council o f Orange: “We do not believe that some are predestined to evil by 
the divine power; and, furthermore, if there are those who wish to believe 
in such an enormity, with great abhorrence we anathematize them” (D 397). 
The Council o f Quiercy, chapter 1: “However the others, whom he left to 
the judgment of justice in the group of the damned, he foresaw as going to 
perish, but he did not predestine them that they should perish; but because 
he is just, he predestined them to eternal punishment” (D 621). The Council 
o f Valentine, chapter 3: “We confess that, in the damnation of those who 
will perish, their willed evil precedes their just judgment....but in regard 
to evils we confess that he foreknew their malice, because it is from those 
evil deeds, but not that he predestined them because that is not from him” 
(D 628).15 The Council o f Trent: “If anyone says...that all the others who 
are called, are indeed called, but do not receive grace, inasmuch as they are 
predestined to evil by the divine power: let him be anathema” (D 1567).

The Church has not passed a judgment on negative reprobation.

Theological note. The first part is a matter of faith (de fide). The second 
part is more probable (probabilior).

275. Proof of the first part. Positive antecedent reprobation is 
contrary to frequent statements of Holy Scripture, such as Ezek. 18:23fF.; 
Wis. ll:24ff.; Matt. 23:37; Luke 19:41f., and it is directly opposed to the

13. De Deo tr.2 1.1 c.8-12; 1.5 c.4 n.8; c.5.
14. De gratia et libero arbitrio 1.2 c. 19.15.
15. See in D 625 about the teaching o f  the two Councils, Quiercy and Valentine.
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universal salvific will of God. This doctrine makes God mendacious, unjust 
and cruel. For in it the will to damn is prior, afterwards follows the will that 
they sin in order that the end may be obtained. Therefore this is not just a 
mere permission of sin.

From the holy Fathers. In addition to what was presented in the 
proof for the universal salvific will, prestinationism was explicitly rejected 
with severe words by St. Augustine, and also by his disciples Prosper and 
Fulgentius as an unjust calumny of their teacher. St. Augustine: “God is 
good, God is just.. .he cannot damn anyone without evil merits because he 
is just” (R 1901), “and he is the most just recompenser of punishment for 
those whom he predestined to eternal death” (R 1882). St. Prosper: “They 
are not predestined because they were foreknown to fall. But they would 
have been predestined, if they were to return and to remain in the truth. 
And therefore the predestination of God for many is the cause of their 
standing; for no one is it the cause of falling” (R 2033). St. Fulgentius: “But 
that from being good they should become evil men, or from just become 
wicked, if the cause is said to be divine predestination, would be (may it 
never happen!) to blame God’s justice. Rather, justice will not be said to be 
just, if it is said that the guilty one to be punished was not found, but was 
made by him...But it would be an even greater injustice, if God imposes 
punishment on a fallen person whom, when he was standing, it is said that 
God predestined him to ruin....but God did not promise, but foretold the 
punishment by which the unjust are punished. But not as he predestined 
the saints to accept justice, did he in the same way predestine the wicked 
to lose that same justice... he was never a worker of wickedness.. .God did 
not predestine the one about to fall, although the divine knowledge knew 
who was going to fall” (R 2257, 2258)

276. Theological reasoning. 1. Predestinationism is contrary to the 
universal salvific will.

2. Positive antecedent prelapsarian reprobation is rejected, because 
God cannot will the manifestation of vindictive justice, unless sin has taken 
place; otherwise he would will sin as a means, and therefore he would 
intend it.

3. Against postlapsarian reprobation one argues from Rom. 8:1 and 
Trent (D 1515): “In those who are reborn God hates nothing.” But according 
to postlapsarian reprobation the baptized reprobates are reprobated before 
their personal sins because of original sin alone. Therefore God, according 
to this opinion, persists in hate when he hates them because of original sin.
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That is, original sin cannot be the cause of reprobation of any man, at least 
of positive reprobation, precisely as contracted, but only because it lasts 
until death.

277. Proof of the second part. 1. Antecedent reprobation, even 
negative, is contrary to the universal salvific will because, as was shown in 
thesis 23, a will excluding from glory or not choosing for glory antecedent 
to foreseen evils (even the mere omission of such will, if only a new 
elective will is made immediately and efficaciously for glory as absolutely 
necessary for salvation) cannot be reconciled with a salvific will. Therefore 
in this expression of will a serious desire for the salvation of the reprobate 
is absent. Therefore sufficient grace given to the reprobate is not a formal 
benefit, because it cannot proceed from a serious desire for salvation.

This reasoning is confirmed. Negative reprobation, as its authors 
usually admit, and it really cannot be denied in their system, is the cause 
or reason why suitable helps are denied to the reprobate, by which they 
would be infallibly saved. Therefore actually the unsuitable helps which 
are conferred on them, are given because they are inefficacious. For the 
inefficacy of the helps is the absolutely necessary means of obtaining 
exclusion from glory, decreed immediately (or wholly consequently) in 
negative reprobation. Who can put up with that?

278. 2. Negative reprobation morally is equivalent to positive 
reprobation because there is no middle possibility between salvation and 
damnation. Therefore Prosper and Fulgentius, when they want to exclude 
positive antecedent reprobation, use expressions that manifestly also 
exclude negative reprobation (see above #275). St. Prosper, concerning the 
seventh of the objections of the Vincentians, which he calls “prodigious lies 
of certain inept blasphemers”: namely “that God to some of his children... 
for this reason does not give perseverance, because they are not separated 
from the mass of the damned by the foreknowledge and predestination of 
God,” responds: “For this reason they are not predestined, because they are 
foreknown to be such by their own voluntary transgression...he foreknew 
that they would fall into ruin by their own will, and because of this he 
did not separate them from the sons of perdition by any predestination... 
he did not predestine him because he foresaw that he would renounce 
obedience.”16 Clearly therefore he refers all non-predestination to glory to 
the foreknowledge of demerits.

16. ML 51,158,160,167.
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279. 3. Against negative prelapsarian reprobation, at least according as 
the Thomists propose it, it can be argued from the fact that they explain it 
as the exclusion from an unowed benefit in order that the vindictive justice 
o f God can be manifested. But the mere exclusion from an unowed benefit 
is not suited to manifest vindictive justice, except insofar as it implies some 
guilt. For vindictive justice cannot be manifested except in punishment for 
guilt. Therefore in this opinion God would seek, in order to manifest his 
justice, by the means of negative reprobation, the guilt of a man with the 
purpose that it could be manifested. On the other hand, it cannot be said 
in any way to be good and willed by God that someone is excluded from 
glory, even though it is an unowed benefit, except on account of his guilt, 
if God has ordained all men to glory as their final end, and indeed as their 
unique end.

The points that Billuart17 argues strongly against Alvarez are valid also 
against him (who, as he himself admits, does not disagree with them except 
in the way of speaking), for he also says that God, with the intention of 
manifesting his justice, excludes some from efficacious election to glory 
and thus abandons them to their weakness.

280. It can be argued against negative postlapsarian reprobation in the 
same way as against the positive form from Rom. 8 and Trent. For also in 
this opinion the reborn are reprobated out of hate for original sin which has 
already been forgiven. Certainly many things remain from original sin in 
the reborn—concupiscence and the evils of this life, but, as the Council o f 
Trent says, they remain as a test and in order to obtain the crown. However, 
negative reprobation, which excludes from salvation, cannot pertain to 
that. Therefore, given the reality of redemption and God’s salvific will 
remaining after prevision of original sin, the latter as something contracted 
cannot be for anyone the cause or immediate reason for any reprobation.

It is not useless to point out that all those forms of negative reprobation are strongly 
attacked by some Thomists as opposed to St. Thomas, who certainly nowhere makes 
any mention of negative reprobation.

Finally, it will help to take note of the fact that, in the system of formal predestination 
to glory before the foreseen merits and of negative antecedent reprobation, the universal 
salvific will of God, preached in the Church with such emphasis, is a wholly useless 
element for the explanation of the supernatural providence of God. The reason is that 
for the predestined the whole reason of their salvation rests in the elective efficacious 
will of God; but for the reprobate the whole reason of providence is found in negative 
antecedent reprobation.

17. De Deo uno diss.9 a.9 #2.
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281. Objections. Against the first part. 1. In 1 Pet.2:7f. St Peter says: but fo r  those 
who do not believe... a stone that will make men stumble, a rock that w ill make them fall; 
fo r  they stumble because they disobey the word as they were destined to do.

It is not said that they were destined by God, but by themselves, as Oecumenius 
correctly explains: “As they were destined to do, is not said as it were by God, as if they 
were destined to this by God...but unbelief has followed those who made themselves 
a vessel of wrath, and in the situation they prepared for themselves, that is where they 
have been placed.”18

2. Objection to the thesis is proved especially from Rom. 9.
I  deny the supposit, for in this chapter he is not dealing with reprobation from 

glory.19 The general meaning of this chapter, which must be interpreted in conjunction 
with chapters 10 and 11, is that it is not contrary to the fidelity of God’s promises nor 
against the justice of God that the Jews as a whole people  do not accept the faith. The 
Apostle proves this from various texts of the O.T. by which figuratively it is shown that 
the efficacious election fo r  the grace o f  the N.T.is a work dependent on the gratuitous 
mercy o f  God, not on the law of descent or from works of the law without grace, which is 
granted efficaciously to some and not to others. Therefore these are said to be hardened 
by God, that is, by his permission. But the Apostle in 9:30-32 and 10 blames their 
hardness of heart on their own guilt because they refused to accept righteousness from 
faith, but wanted to have it from works of the law as such.

Certainly it is necessary to note what St. Paul says in chapter 11—that the rejection 
of Israel is not universal, nor absolute, nor perpetual, because the people of Israel will 
eventually come to Christ. Therefore he rightly says in 11:32: For God has consigned  
all men [Jews and Greeks] to disobedience, that he may have mercy on all. Therefore 
the words of the Apostle cannot in any way directly be applied to the reprobation of 
individuals, which certainly does not in any way pertain to his mercy towards them!20 
This however cannot prevent us from applying the principles established here by the 
Apostle to supernatural providence regarding individual men. Here are the main ones: 
a) the beginning of salvation is from God who freely bestows his gifts; b) God owes 
no one anything before his merits; c) after demerits he can freely and justly punish, or 
mercifully pardon.21

Some statements in chapter 9 are explained in this way: a) Jacob and Esau (v. 
11— 13) are taken as types of those elected for the grace of faith and of the Jews at that 
time not coming to faith; before the merits of both, Jacob is chosen for the promises 
instead of Esau (Gen. 25:23); after demerits, Jacob is mercifully loved gratis, while 
Esau is justly punished with a wasteland (Mai. 1:2-3). b) So then he has mercy upon 
whom he wills, and he hardens the heart o f  whomever he wills (v. 18), that is, generously

18. Oecumenius: MG 119,554. “Having been destined to this is not referred to indocility, but to blundering” 
(Bover-Cantera, Sagrada Biblia, at this place).

19. See Toledo, Comely, Lagrange, at this place; Prat, 1,300-321; Bover, La Teologia de san Pablo 234-251; La 
reprobation de Israel en Rom 9,7/.EstEcl 25 (1951) 63-82; Ceuppens, 232-253; A. Charue, L'incredulite 
desjuifs dans le N.T. (Paris 1929); Lange, 561, and the theologians mentioned at the beginning.

20. Ceuppens, 243; Bover, op. tit., 234; Prat, 300.
21. Bover, op. tit., 239-241; J. Gonzalez Ruiz, Justiciay misericordia divina en la electiony reprobation de los 

hombres: EstBibl 8 (1940) 365-377.
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conferring graces, even great ones (v. 17, 22), but foreseen to be inefficacious because 
of man’s guilt, c) Has the potter no right over the clay, to make out o f  the same lump 
one vessel fo r  beauty and another fo r  menial use? St. Paul is not saying that God works 
in this way, but if the potter does work in this way, cannot God freely dispense his gifts? 
The O.T. often uses this comparison in order to commend humble obedience to God. 
d) In v. 22 vessels o f  wrath made fo r  destruction, that is, made by themselves, God 
has endured with much patience, so that he may finally restore to good order what is 
disordered; and in v. 23 (which is missing in the Vulgate) he wills to make known the 
riches o f  his glory fo r  the vessels o f  mercy, which he has prepared beforehand fo r  the 
glory of his grace (intended certainly for heavenly glory, but he does not say exactly 
“efficaciously”; but if it must be understood in that way, it is not said how this direction 
may take place); it is necessary to add this: I f  God wills to do this, who are you, a man, 
to answer back to God? (see v. 20).

282. St. Augustine often teaches that the whole human race by original sin became 
a mass of the damned. But some are freed or separated from this fate by gratuitous 
predestination, while the others are left in it to be punished by the just judgment of God, 
and in that way he explains the reprobation of all the damned. Therefore he teaches 
antecedent postlapsarian reprobation22 (see, for example, R 1447, 1946, 1949, 2000).

I  deny that St. Augustine ever said that all reprobates are reprobated because of 
original sin alone as inherited, or that because of it those are reprobated concerning 
whom it has at some time been remitted.23 The cited texts deal with those who are still 
infected with original sin. But since, in order to explain the reprobation of those who 
were once justified, he returns to the doctrine of the damned (massa damnata), and 
says that they are justly left in that group, he takes it as a principle in order to argue 
against the Semi-Pelagians lest they complain about God concerning why he elects 
some and not others (R 1447). For if God without injustice could have left all men in 
that state, we should not complain that he extracts some permanently from the mass of 
the damned, but does so for others only for a time and then allows them in one way or 
another to fall back into it, namely, not exactly into the mass of the damned because of 
original sin, but simply into the mass of the damned, which was justly damned because 
of original sin alone. For he says that the positive reason of this permission is “the 
inscrutable judgments of God” (R 1949). Therefore he does not indicate the cause of 
their reprobation, but the cause that is sufficient of itself, so that it suffices for the 
children who die without baptism; he does not say that efficacious graces are denied 
to them out of hatred for original sin already forgiven but, given the non-granting of 
efficacious grace which he could give, that they remain in the hatred due to sin.

Moreover, original sin really is the remote cause of reprobation and “from it begins

22. Thus many after Jansen; see Rottmanner, op. cit., and concerning him, Dalmau, Notas criticas sobre la 
interpretation de la doctrina agastiniana de la gratia: EstEcl 17 (1943) 1-31; E. Amann, Lucidus, 
Predestinatianisme: DTC 9,1020-1024; 12,2804-2808.

23. I. Fame, In Enchiridions. Augustini, notes in c.24, 53 ,98  p. 57,114-187, where he accurately compares the 
doctrine and interpretation o f  Jansen with the authentic Augustinian doctrine; Portalie, 2375-2376, 2398- 
2408; the Wirceburgs, 254, and theologians mentioned earlier.



238 S acrae  T heologiae Summa I I A

the damnation of all the reprobate,” as Bellarmine says.24 The reason for this is that from 
concupiscence, which remains in the reborn even after the remission of original sin, 
come many sins of men. Because of original sin it happens that, according to ordinary 
providence, many important graces, which are given, are inefficacious. Hence from 
damnation, which occurs at least remotely because of original sin, only the predestined 
are entirely removed', others are allowed to suffer its effects.

283. Against the second part. 1. St. Thomas in q. 23, a. 5 ad 3 teaches predestination 
to glory before the foreseen merits and he also teaches antecedent reprobation, for 
he says: “God wills to manifest his goodness in men; in respect to those whom he 
predestines, by means of his mercy, as sparing them; and in respect of others, whom he 
reprobates, by means of his justice, in punishing them.... Yet why he chooses some for 
glory, and reprobates others, has no reason, except the divine will.”

I  deny the assertion. Certainly if he were teaching antecedent reprobation in this 
passage, he would not make it negative, but positive, for he says that God wills to punish. 
It is evident that St. Thomas is talking about predestination understood in the complete 
sense, and about reprobation according as in general it is opposed to it, as is clear from 
the whole article and at the end of his response to the objection: “This would be altogether 
contrary to the notion of justice, if the effect of predestination were granted as a debt, 
and not gratuitously. In things which are given gratuitously a person can give more or 
less, just as he pleases, provided he deprives nobody of his due.” Therefore he is not 
considering the elective will for glory as understood precisely and formally, nor is he 
dealing with antecedent reprobation. Therefore the Angelic Doctor says that the basic 
reason or necessary condition for the fact that God can reprobate some is that God can 
manifest in them his goodness by means of his punishing justice, that is, as a consequence 
of their demerits (see article 3); but why he chose this order in which these are saved and 
those are damned, has no reason, except the divine will.

284. 2. The arguments advanced against negative reprobation can be turned 
back against us. For given gratuitous predestination to salvific acts and given virtual 
predefinition, by which efficacious grace is denied, they cannot be saved by the will of 
God antecedent to foreseen demerits. Therefore the difficulty from the salvific will is a 
strong argument against predestination no matter how it is understood.

I  deny the antecedent and distinguish the reason given. In our explanation, those to 
whom efficacious grace is denied cannot be saved by an antecedent will of God which 
is concerned with glory itself, denied; by an antecedent will which is concerned with 
efficacious grace, I  distinguish further, by an absolute antecedent will, which equivalently 
or virtually can be said to be intended as inefficacious, and is opposed to an antecedent 
salvific will, denied', by an antecedent will which, inasmuch as it is absolute and efficacious, 
only determines to give this grace which of itself entices one to consent, although it is 
foreseen that it will be rejected because of the evil will of man, conceded.

Objector insists: Efficacious grace is the only means to actually obtain salvation. But

24. De gratia 1.2 c.16.
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even in our opinion this is denied to the reprobate, at least to some, before the foreseen 
demerits. Therefore our explanation is not in agreement with God’s salvific will.

I  distinguish the major. Intrinsically efficacious grace is the only means suitable for 
salvation, I  deny the major and deny the supposit that such a grace is given; extrinsically 
efficacious grace and in relation to the foreseen consent (although not because of the 
consent, as is taught in the treatise on grace), conceded. I  distinguish the minor. Efficacious 
grace is denied with the intention neither virtual nor equivalent of inefficacy, denied; 
grace is given with the sincere intention of gaining consent and merely permits rejection, 
I  concede the minor. Therefore in a proper sense efficacious grace is not denied. Further, I  
deny the consequent, for the salvific will only demands that, in the conferring of sufficient 
grace, it is not obstructed by any opposite affection, antecedent to the foreseen demerits, 
either formally or virtually or equivalently.

Objector says: Therefore why does God not give efficacious graces to all, since he can 
do that; and what is the reason for the distribution of efficacious grace or inefficacious?

Response. To the first question: because God is the Lord of his gifts and of the 
manifestation of his glory. To the second question: because he wills it so and his will is 
most holy and he has not revealed his counsels or plans: O the depth... who has known the 
mind o f  the Lord? Or who has been his counselor? (Rom. 11:33f.).

285. Corollary. Reprobation from efficacious grace cannot be admitted; and  
permission o f  sin must not be included in reprobation as one o f  its elements, but only as 
something presupposed.

Some authors who hold for formal or quasi-formal predefinition of salvific acts 
speak about a certain reprobation from efficacious grace.25 Many who hold for negative 
reprobation locate it in the permission of sin.26 Finally, sometimes the discussion concerns 
the denial of efficacious grace as a punishment for sin, either personal or even original. 
But these statements do not seem to be correct. With these ways of speaking, a certain 
intention of inefficacy may be at the root of them, which cannot be reconciled with a mere 
permission of sin, and it is not in agreement with divine holiness.

Therefore the permission of sin must be explained in such a way that God, in 
conferring grace which he foresees will be inefficacious, conducts himself as merely 
permissive with regard to its inefficacy. Therefore the intended efficacious will contained 
in this permission is only that of conferring this grace in these circumstances and he also 
affectively intends its efficacy. Otherwise sufficient grace would not be a formal benefit. 
Therefore God never denies efficacious grace precisely as efficacious.

However, that some professors say that God denies efficacious grace in punishment 
for sin, should only be understood in this way: as punishment for personal sins God 
denies greater and more effective graces which he certainly foresees as efficacious in the 
future, but he does not deny them inasmuch as they are efficacious, but inasmuch as in 
their being they are greater. Likewise, surely not in punishment of original sin that has 
already been remitted, but because o f  its consequences (concupiscence), according to the

25. Wirceburgs, 225-260.
26. Billuart, op. cit.
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ordinary course of nature that remains (as we noted in #282) it happens that many graces 
are inefficacious. Of course God could, in an extraordinary way, remedy this evil, but he is 
not bound to do it from his ordinary providence, even that which is supernatural.

Finally, the manifestation of God’s vindictive justice and other goods which take place 
when sin has been permitted, are surely the end  which he intends by giving his permission, 
but it is not the end that is intended antecedently and with primary efficacy, otherwise it 
would mean that God intends guilt as a means to the end, as we argued in #277. Therefore 
this matter ought to be conceived in this way: antecedent to the permission of guilt, that 
God can order it to some good, is only the prerequisite condition, not the quasi-moving 
reason for the divine will. However, the end of the manifestation of his justice, or other 
good results, is not efficaciously intended except after the prevision o f  guilt.

286. Predestination and reprobation are certainly a mystery; the Council 
of Trent (D 1540) calls it “deep” {Arcanum)—something man cannot 
comprehend and therefore should not try to do it. Surely it is necessary not 
to make that more difficult than it really is. But we find this greater difficulty 
in the theory of negative reprobation and of formal predestination to glory 
before the prevision of merits because it establishes a repugnance between 
the twofold divine will, namely, the one being the universal salvific will 
and the other being the predestining and reprobating will, which seems to 
affirm it as consequent in name only, not in reality; our argumentation in 
theses 23 and 25 runs chiefly in that direction.

Therefore we do not oppose this theory from a principle of freedom, 
since freedom remains uninjured, and that surely from the general reason 
that divine providence does not impose necessity on things, which at least 
by scientia media can be sufficiently explained. Thus, this axiom easily 
responds to this difficulty which in general seems to oppress men: “If you 
are not predestined, then make yourself predestined.” It may sound absurd, 
but it is clear and it is only a figure of speech in order to express another 
great truth: “Do what you can, and you are predestined.” Namely, it is 
sufficient for man to know that he has been predestined, unless he falls 
of his own free will—something that is always a possibility [even] with 
the grace of God, which is never lacking to him if in fact he prays for 
and perseveringly asks for perseverance. “According to Catholic faith we 
also believe that after grace has been received through baptism, all the 
baptized, if they are willing to labor faithfully, can and ought to accomplish 
with Christ’s help and cooperation what pertains to the salvation of their 
souls” {Second Council o f Orange, D 397); “For God... will not permit, in 
accordance with his infinite goodness and mercy, anyone who is not guilty 
of a voluntary fault to suffer eternal punishment” (D 2866). St. Augustine 
often teaches the same thing: “It is prepared for others; you be like the
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others and it is prepared for you.”27 “And he wants to be chosen? Let him 
become less.”28 And in the heat of the controversy with the Semi-Pelagians 
he said: “How little will those free themselves who will say: we do not 
accept perseverance.. .since it can be said: O man, in what you have heard 
and understood, you will persevere in it if you so desire”29 (R 1945).

Finally, our opinion agrees with natural reason and with God’s 
antecedent universal salvific will. Therefore it shows divine providence as 
accommodated to the natures of things in the highest degree, so that they 
are manifested as they are. Also the supernatural order does not change 
nature, but rather elevates and perfects it. And given this providence, we 
can know that connaturally.

27. Jn Ps 126 n.5: ML 37,1671.
28. In Ps 136 n.18: ML 37, 1772.
29. De correptione et gratia n.14: ML 44,923.



242



b .2 c.l a . 1 n .287-288 243

B O O K  II
O n t h e  T r in i ty  a c c o r d in g  t o  t h e  P e r s o n s

C H A P T E R  I

On the existence of the mystery of the Holy Trinity

A R T I C L E  I

T h e  o p p o s e d  e r r o r s  a n d  t h e  d o c t r in e  o f  t h e  c h u r c h

287. The notion of the mystery of the Holy Trinity. The first and most 
simple enunciation of the mystery of the Holy Trinity is this: since God is 
unique, so that it is repugnant for there to be many gods as there are many men, 
nevertheless there are three, Father, Son and Holy Spirit, really distinct, who 
are that one God by a real identity. Since however that by which something is 
constituted in a certain order of being is called its essence, substance and nature, 
but a subject of an intellectual nature distinct from others is called a “person,” 
therefore in the formulas of faith the mystery is expressed in this way: IN GOD 
THERE IS ONE ESSENCE OR NATURE, AND THREE PERSONS; or, GOD IS 
ONE IN NATURE, TRIUNE IN PERSONS. But the name TRINITY (Greek xpiaq) 
in use since the 2nd and 3rd centuries,1 designates at the same time, as it were 
collectively, three persons in the unity o f essence. The following treatment will 
present other terms that occur in the clarification and explanation of the mystery.

Since further propositions and definitions of the dogma of the Trinity 
have been proposed especially in order that the way might be closed to new 
errors, it is first of all necessary to deal with them.

288. Heresies and errors concerning the Trinity can be distributed in 
such a way that they become clear from the explanation of the mystery. 1. 
The unity of the divine nature is either denied or destroyed, either openly or 
indirectly, so that a certain tritheism is proposed. 2. A true Trinity of persons 
in God is denied. That can take place in two very different ways: a) either 
because a real personal distinction between the Father, the Son and the Holy 
Spirit is denied, while retaining only a distinction that is minor, or modal or a 
mere logical distinction; this is the position of monarchianism and modalism\

1. The Greek word Tpidtq is found in Theophilus o f  Antioch, Ad Autolycum 2,15: MG 6,1077 (R 180);Tertullian 
had already used the Latin word “Trinitas” in Adversus Praxeam 2: ML 2,156 (R 371).
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b) or because the true divinity of the second and third persons is denied 
explicitly or implicitly, openly or hiddenly; hence they are subordinated to 
the first person who alone is the true God; that is called subordinationism.

These errors originated from the difficulty of the mystery itself and from 
a complete confusion between nature and person. They are also joined with 
some false ideas about the divinity itself. For in the first Christian centuries 
emanatistic doctrines became popular about the so-called eons and certain 
intermediaries between God and created things; they came mainly from Stoic 
and Neo-Platonic philosophy and the Gnostic heretics tried to adapt them to 
Christian dogma.2 From these theories came many errors, not only against the 
Trinity but also against the simplicity of God and against creation. The result 
was that an orthodox Trinitarian doctrine preserved intact the true notion of 
God known by reason and by revelation.

Since however the revelation of the Holy Trinity was given especially in 
Christ, the God-man, and by him, it is not surprising that the first Trinitarian 
heresies were Christological, and that the main controversies concerned the 
Word, the Second Person.3 Only by our explanation will it be sufficiently 
clear that it is wrong to conclude from that cause that it concerns only the 
Son, as if Christians were professing a mere dualism in the divinity, as some 
recent rationalists have dared to say.4 * *

Moreover, those errors have been proposed in many different ways 
and often in a confusing way. There is nothing surprising in this because 
the mystery of the Holy Trinity, although hidden from human reason, has 
been proposed very clearly by the light of divine revelation. Therefore 
the heresies and errors, which according to natural reason were seen to 
be very obvious, disappeared quickly; but some of the controversies were 
more troublesome and more permanent, either concerning certain opinions 
that were illogical or associated with some false philosophical theories, 
or concerning terms used in the explanation of the mystery that exceed 
the capability of the created mind. But because of this it turned out that, 
under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, in the Church a more accurate 
understanding of this mystery was obtained.

289. A chronological series of errors. Already at the end of the 1st
century certain Judaizers, like Cerinthus and the Ebionites, denied the divinity

2. Consult histories o f dogma written by Catholics, especially J. Lebreton, Histoire du dogme de la Trinite 
(Paris 1927-1928); see the introduction to both volumes.

3. Lebreton, loc. cit.
4. That what is concluded from Pastor Hermes regarding the identification o f the Son and the Holy Spirit is

in no way certain, see Lebreton, 2,383 with note 2; J. Tixeront, Histoire des dogmes7 (Paris 1915) 1,127; P.
Galtier, De Sanctissima Trinitate in se et in nobis (Paris 1933) 80, note 2.
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of Christ. Also many Gnostics in the 2nd century fell into the same error. It 
hardly seems necessary to list Gnosticism among the Trinitarian heresies. 
However it is mentioned in the history of dogma, since many Gnostic sects 
placed Christ or the Word and the Paraclete among the eons.5 Marcion, who 
introduced a dualism between the God of the Old and New Testaments, does 
not say anything about the Trinity.

At the end of the 2nd century and throughout the 3rd century monarchianism 
under various forms was spread abroad; it received that name because its motto 
was: “We hold for a monarchy,” that is, because they wanted to protect the 
uniqueness of the divine principle, which they did not know how to reconcile 
with a Trinity of persons. The Theodotians, followers of two men named 
Theodotus, one a tanner and the other a money-changer, who are now called 
by many adoptionists,6 7 denied the divinity of Jesus. But they say that there 
were in him certain divine powers, Christ and the Spirit that are impersonal, 
or personally distinct from the Father. Therefore their system is rightly called 
dynamic monarchianism.

The patripssionists, Praxeas, Noetus and Kleomenes, held for a 
modalistic monarchianism. They are given that name because they said 
that the Father and the Son are one person, and that therefore the Father 
suffered in Christ. The most famous modalist is Sabellius,1 because after him 
modalism was referred to under the name of “Sabellianism.” For modalism 
the Father, Son and Holy Spirit are only modes by which the unique divine 
person reveals himself, as Creator, as he appears in Christ, and as he is given 
to the Church and to the Apostles. Paul of Samosate most scientifically, as 
it seems, joined modalism with the denial of the divinity of Christ. For he 
said that in God only one person can be distinguished as reason and wisdom; 
therefore the Word is indeed uttered by God, but it is impersonal just like a 
human word and it dwelt in Jesus, who is only a man, by a special union.8 
It is well known from the letter of Pope St. Dionysius that there were some 
tritheists and subordinationists at that time. Certain adversaries of modalism 
were suspected of subordinationism, such as Hippolytus and Novatian.

290. At the beginning of the 4th century a stricter form of subordinationism 
appeared. Arius, from whom comes the name Arianism, denied directly that 
the divine Word is true God. For Arius the Word is the first created being,

5. St. Irenaeus, Adversus haereses 1.1 c.29-31; MG 7,691-706. On Gnosticism, see Lebreton, 2,81-121;
Tixeront, 1,192-206.

6. Thus many after Harnack, such as Tixeront, 1,349; but Novatian, De Trinitate, 30: ML 3,94 lists them among
the monarchianists; see I. Puig de la Bellacasa, De divinitate, Jesu Christi ex N.T. (Barcelona 1918).

7. L. Duchesne, Origines chretiennes282;Tixeront, 1,353-356; G. Bardy, Monarchianisme: DTC 10,2194-2209.
8. The main works on Paul o f Samosate are: F. Loofs, Paulus von Samosata: TU 44,5 (Leipzig 1924); G.

Bardy, Paul de Samosate/ SpicSacrLov 4 (Louvain 1929).
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made before the ages, but having a beginning of his duration with reference 
to the creation of the world. Therefore he said that the Word is not generated 
and not eternal.9 His later followers, Eusebius of Nicomedia, Aetius and 
Eunomius were called “anomaeans” because they said that the Word is not 
equal to the Father. After Arianism was condemned at the Council o f Nicaea, 
from its remains there appeared what is called “Semi-Arianism,” which was 
totally dedicated to opposing the word “consubstantial” (opoonoiov).10 11 Among 
the Semi-Arians many were really subordinationists, at least at the beginning, 
since they denied that the Word is perfectly equal to the Father, but only similar 
to him (opoiohaiov); but others, it seems, were arguing only about words.

In the middle of the Arian struggle Photinus invented “modalism,” 
teaching that the interior Word is wholly identical with the Father, but 
different from the spoken Word, who is Christ.11

Subordinationism concerning the person of the Holy Spirit appeared 
among the real Semi-Arians. The pneumatomachists, especially under the 
leadership of Macedonius,12 said that the Holy Spirit was created by the 
Word. All of these errors were condemned by Pope Damasus at the Council 
o f Rome (380) and also at Constantinople I  (381).

In Spain in the 5th century the remains of Sabellianism, which had been 
introduced by Priscillianus,13 co-existed with the Arianism of the Visigoths. In 
the 6th century some monotheletists and semi-Christian philosophers like John 
Philoponus promoted tritheism, saying that the Father, Son and Holy Spirit are 
three individuals of a divine nature, like three men of human nature.14

291. In the 11th and 12th centuries in the controversy about universals the 
nominalists Roscellin and Abelard erred concerning the Trinity. The former 
advocated tritheism and the latter modalism. For Roscelin held that the three 
persons are three substances, like three men, but that they are called one God 
because of their perfect identity. But Abelard, confusing the appropriations

9. X le. Bachelet, Arianisme: DTC 1,1779-1799; Tixeront, 2,14-31; Petavius, De Trinitate 1.1 c.7ff.; J. 
Newman, The Arians of the Fourth Century (London 1876); J. Gwatkin, Studies of Arianism (Cambridge 
1882); J. Schwanne, Dogmengeschichte (Freiburg 1892) t.l § 24, t.2 § 9fT.; Hefele-Leclercq, Histoire des 
Conciles (Paris 1908) t.l and 2.

10. Le Bachelet, loc.cit., 1799-1849; Schwanne, Hefele, loc.cit.; J. Gummerus, Die Homousianische Partei bis 
zum Tode Konstantins (Leipzig 1900); G. Rasneur, L'homoiousianisme dans sa rapport avec I ’orthodoxie: 
RevHistEccl 4 (1903) 189-206,411-431.

11. St. Epiphanius, Panarion haer. 61: MG 42,373-382; Tixeront, 2,41; M. Chenu, Marcel d ’Ancyre: DTC 
9,1991-1998; Th. Zahn, Marcellus vonAncyra (Gotha 1867).

12. Tixeront, 2,47-48; Bardy, Macedonius et les Macedoniens: DTC 9,1464-1478.
13. Le Bachelet, loc.cit., 1799-1849; Ktlnstle, Antipriscilliana (Freiburg 1905); Tixeront, 2,231-243; Z. Garda 

Villada, Historia eclesiastica de Espaha t.l p.2 (Madrid 1929) 91-145; Bardy, Priscillien: DTC 3,391- 
399; D ’Ales, Priscillien'. RechScRel 23 (1933) 1-44,129-175; J. Rivera, Doctrina trinitaria en el ambiente 
heterodoxo del primer siglo mozdrabe: RevEspT 4 (1944) 195-210.

14. Galtier, 9.
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with the personal properties of God, seems to have taught that the Father, 
Son and Holy Spirit are nothing but three divine attributes of power, wisdom 
and goodness. Among the realists Gilbert of Poitiers, having established a 
real distinction between the nature and personality, was accused of placing a 
quatemity in God. Abbot Joachim of Fiore placed a mere collective unity of 
similarity between the divine persons.15

Although the main Protestants embraced the Catholic doctrine on the 
Trinity, in the 16th century Unitarianism and Arianism appeared among 
them; thus Servet, Laelius and Faustus Socinus, after whom they are called 
Socinians, many in Transylvania and also some in England.16

In the 19th century the rationalists and liberal Protestants rejected, as is 
well known, the dogma of the Holy Trinity. But in particular they deny that 
the earliest faith of the Church was catholic.

Gunther attempted to explain the Trinity with Hegelian evolutionism. 
Therefore in a confused way he mixed together almost all of the ancient errors. 
But he did admit a merely formal or organic unity among the persons, who 
however in his system are really only one absolute person.17 Rosmini proposed 
some strange things about the person of the Word and the Holy Spirit which 
were condemned.18 Finally, in the 20th century the Modernists agree with the 
rationalists; the Trinity of persons in God and the divinity of Christ cannot be 
retained, except insofar as religious sentiment is fostered by these formulas.19

292. Ecclesiastical documents on the Holy Trinity. It is abundantly clear 
that the doctrine on the Trinity is of divine, Catholic and defined faith (de fide 
divina, catholica et definita) and it has always been proposed in the symbols 
and professions of faith. It will help to refer at least to the principle documents 
of the ecclesiastical Magisterium.

DEFINITIONS PROPERLY SO CALLED. The Council o f Nicaea defines 
the consubstantiality of the Son of God with the Father, by the addition to the 
Symbol of the word homousion and the anathema of Arianism (D 125); the

15. T. de Regnon, Etudes de Theologie positive sur la Sainte Trinitate 2 (Paris 1892) 54-108; Portalie, Abelard. 
DTC 1, 44-48; F. Vemet, Gilbert de la Porree: DTC 6,1350-1358; P. Fournier, Etudes sur Joachim de Fiore 
et ses doctrines (Paris 1909); De Ghellinck, Le mouvement theologique du XII siicle (Paris 1914) 108-109, 
159-163; A. Landgraf, Untersuchungen zu den Eigenlehren Gilberts de la Porree: ZkathTh 54 (1930) 179-213; 
Ruf-Grabmann, Ein neuaufgefundenes Bruckstuckder Apologie Abelards (Munich 1930); I. ROzycki, Doctrina 
Petri Abelardi de Trinitate (Poznan 1938).

16. Le Bachelet, loc. cit., 1859-1860; Galtier, 11; Puig de la Bellacasa, loc.cit., 10-11; St. Dunin-Borkowski, 
Die Gruppierung der Antitrinitarier des 16 Jahrhunderts: Schol 7 (1932) 481-523; A. Michel, Trinite: DTC 
15,1766-1802.

17. Franzelin, th. 18; Pesch, 604; Kleutgen, Die Theologie der Vorzeit t.l (MUnster 1865) 331-350, 363-379, 
435-461; E. Winter, Gunther (Anton): LTK 4,748-749.

18. D 3226; Michel, Rosmini-Serbati Antonio): DTC 13,2317-2552.
19. See the decree Lamentabili and the Encyclical Pascendi: D 3426-3431; 3481-3483; 3488-3498;
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anathematism by St. Damasus (D 152,155); the damnation of Macedonianism 
against the Holy Spirit and of other en*ors against the Trinity in the Council of 
Constantinople I  with additions to the Symbol about the third person (D 151, 
152); canon I of Lateran Council /  under Martin I (D 501); the definition of 
Lateran TV under Innocent III (D 800,801); the definitions about the procession 
of the Holy Spirit from the Father and the Son in the Council o f Lyons II (D 850) 
and in Florence (D 1300,1330,1332).

SYMBOLS AND PROFESSIONS OF FAITH. Universal are the 
Apostles’ Creed (D Iff.), Nicea (D 125) and Nicea-Constantinople (D 150),20 
and Quicumque, which is popularly called “Athanasian” 21 (D 75-76 ); the 
profession of faith proposed to the Waldensians (D 780, 790); the Symbol of 
Leo IX (D 680, 683); the profession of faith prescribed for the Jacobites (D 
1333-1335); the Tridentine profession of faith (D 1862-1863); the professions 
of faith required of the orientals (D 1985-1987,2525, 2527,2534).

Particular Symbols accepted in the universal Church. The explanation of 
the faith by St. Gregory Thaumaturgus (R 611); the Symbol of Epiphanius (D 
44); many French and Spanish Symbols against the Arians and Priscillianists, 
such as the ones called the Faith of Damasus (D 71), Clemens Trinity (D 73- 
74), the Symbol of the Councils o f Toledo I  and II (or the Libellus of the Pastor 
D 188,208); Toledo XT (D 525),XVandXVI (D 566,573),22 and the anathemas 
of the Council o f Braga (D 451 -452).

DAMNATIONS of special errors: of Abelard (D 721, 734), of Gilbert 
of Poitiers (D 389, 392), of Abbot Joachim (D 803-806), of the Socinians 
(D 1880), of the Jansenists (D 2695-2698), of Gunther (D 2826), and of 
Rosmini (D 1897, 1915).

Finally, outstanding expositions of the dogma of the Trinity are handed 
down in the letter of the Roman Pontiff, St. Dionysius in the case of St. 
Dionysius of Alexandria (D 112, 115) and by Leo XIII in his Encyclical 
Letter about the Holy Spirit, Divinum illud. 23

Because of the great importance of this matter, we will propose positive 
proofs for the Catholic doctrine about the Trinity and its relation to natural 
reason in distinct theses and articles.

20. On the apostolic and Nicene Symbols see below theses 27-29.
21. About the origin and author o f this Symbol many things have been written, but nothing certain about it can be 

affirmed; seeTixeront,Athanase (Symbolde Saint): DTC 1,2178-2187; B. Altaner, Patrologie (vers. Ital. Turin 
1940) 185.

22. According to Hahn, Bibliothek der Symbole (Breslau 1897) and Kllnstle, Antipriscilliana (Freiburg 1905); 
Eine Bibliotek der Symbole Forschungen 1 (Mainz 1910); these should be consulted: Garcia Villada, op. cit. 
t.2, 150-160; J. de Aldamma, El Simbolo "Clemens T r in i ta s Greg 14 (1933) 485-500; idem, El Simbolo 
Toledano T. Analecta Gregoriana 7 (Rome 1934); J. Madoz, La Teologia de la Trinidad en los simbolos 
toledanos: RevEspT 4 (1944) 457-477.

23. ASS 29 (1897) 644-658. F. Cavallera presents the main points o f  this encyclical. Thesaurus doctrinae 
catholicae (Paris 1920) 608-610, 540-548, 810.
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A R T I C L E  I I

T h e  m y s t e r y  o f  t h e  h o ly  t r in it y  in  h o ly  s c r ip t u r e

Since the mystery of the Holy Trinity is called by the holy Fathers “the 
substance of the New Testament,” something the Church has accepted 
explicitly, and since the clear revelation of it by Christ pertains to the N.T., 
we derive the proof mainly from there. What seems to be held about the 
revelation of it in the O.T. we will treat in the Scholium.

Thesis 26. The Trinity of persons in the unity of the divine essence is 
proved from the N.T.

Franzelin, De Deo trim  th.2.3; De Incarnatione, th.8ss.; Galtier, De SS. Trinitate 33-36; De Incarnatione 
12-67; Lebreton, Histoire du dogme de la Trinite t.l; Ceuppens, Theologia biblica v.2 B; G. Bardy, Trinite: DTC 
15,1571-1615; R. Amou, De Deo Trim c.2; and Catholic exegetes o f Holy Scripture.

293. Even lightly paging through the N.T. it is evident there that one finds 
in divine things, in addition to God the Father, also the Word or Son and the 
Holy Spirit. These are the names by which the divine persons are designated. 
The first person is called: Father, God, God the Father, God and Father, the 
Lord our God. The second is: Son, Word, Jesus, Christ, Jesus Christ, Lord, 
the Lord Jesus, the Lord Jesus Christ, our Lord, the Son o f man, the Son o f 
God. The third is: Spirit, Holy Spirit, Spirit o f God, the Spirit o f him who 
raised Jesus, the Spirit o f Christ, the Spirit o f truth, the Spirit o f wisdom and 
revelation, Paraclete, Promise o f the Father.

The name “Father” for God is present fifty times in the Synoptics (not counting 
parallel citations) and 102 times in St. John. Often in the Synoptics the name of the Father 
says a relation to men, either to all or especially to the justified (which is also found in 
the other books of the N.T.). This revelation has no small significance as a preparation 
for the clear revelation of the mystery of the Holy Trinity. For it says that the adoptive 
paternity of God towards us is intimately dependent on our union with the natural Son of 
God.1 Moreover, often also in the Synoptics God in a special way is said to be the Father 
of Christ. That happens in such a way that Christ and men are never said to be on the same 
level with regard to the divine paternity. Therefore St. Paul says, the God and Father o f  
our Lord Jesus Christ (Eph. 1:3 etc.), something that is also affirmed by St. Peter in 1 Pet. 
1:3.

We will prove by careful analysis the significance of natural and divine sonship in the

1. Lebreton, 261; Ceuppens, 71.
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texts in which Christ is said to be the Son of God.
The word “Spirit” is not used exclusively for the third person, for, as its usage will 

show, sometimes it means the wind, the human soul, an angel, and sometimes even the 
divine nature (John 4:24). Even with the addition of “Holy” it does not always refer only 
to a divine person, but it can also refer to his created gifts, which is usually clear from 
the context. More often, however, in the sacred writings it is the proper name of the third 
person.

294. Not only in the N.T. is it a matter often of dealing with the persons 
individually, but also frequently, more than forty times, they are mentioned 
together or at the same time.2 The main Trinitarian texts are: Matt. 3:16-17 
(Mark 1:10-11; Luke 3:22), the theophany at the baptism of Christ. Matt. 
28:19, the command to baptize. Luke 1:3 5, the annunciation of the Incarnation. 
John 14:16, 17, 23; 15:26; 16:7-11, 12-15, the promise of the Holy Spirit at 
the Last Supper. Acts 2:33, 38-39; 5:31-32, Peter’s first sermons. Rom. 8:9- 
11, 14-17; 1 Cor. 2:10-16; Eph. 1:17; 2:17-22, the divine action in the heart 
of the just. 1 Cor. 6:15-20, Christians as the temple of God. 1 Cor. 12:3-6, the 
distribution of charisms. 2 Cor. 13:13, benediction and greeting. Gal. 4:4-16, 
the mission of Christ. Eph. 3:14-19, the prayer of Paul. Eph. 4:4-6, the unity 
of the Church. Tit. 3:4-6, our regeneration. Hebr. 9:14, the sacrifice of Christ. 
Hebr. 10:29-31, the evil of apostasy. 1 Pet. 1:1-2, greeting and benediction. 1 
Pet. 4:14, reproach in the name of Christ. 1 John 4:11-16, charity. With this 
summary alone it is clear with what care the whole religion and Christian 
life is connected with the mystery of the Holy Trinity and how true is what 
we have inherited from the Fathers, namely, that the doctrine about the Holy 
Trinity is “the substance of the N.T.”

Indeed we are not claiming from these texts alone, taken one by one, or 
even from them mainly to prove that the mystery of the Holy Trinity has been 
revealed. For it is better to prove clearly and explicitly in different ways that 
its revelation is contained in the whole context of the N.T. Namely, given that 
there is only one God, which has already been proved in the treatise on the 
oneness of God, we contend that a) the Father, Son and Holy Spirit are three 
persons really distinct, and b) each one o f them is true God. Now we will 
consider several Trinitarian texts.

295. It is the teaching of all Catholics that the revelation of the Trinity 
is contained in the N.T. and that it has always been affirmed and explained 
in the preaching of the Church. It is sufficient to recall the words of St. 
Augustine and St. Thomas: “The Catholic writers,” says St. Augustine, “on

2. See the Trinitarian texts o f  St. Paul in Prat, Theologie de Saint Paul 2,157-165, and Bover, Teologia de son 
Pablo (Madrid 1946) 168-179.
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all the divine books of the Old and New Testaments, who before my time 
wrote about the Trinity which is God, intended to teach according to the 
Scriptures that the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit of one and the same 
substance with inseparable equality constitute a divine unity; therefore there 
are not three gods, but one God; although the Father generates the Son, and 
therefore the Son is not who the Father is; and the Son is generated by the 
Father and therefore the Father is not who the Son is; and the Holy Spirit is 
neither the Father nor the Son, but only the Spirit of the Father and the Son, 
and he is also co-equal to the Father and the Son and pertaining to the unity of 
the Trinity.”3 The Angelic Doctor also says: “In the time of grace the mystery 
of the Trinity was revealed by the Son of God himself’ (S.Th. II-II, q. 174, 
a. 6).

Adversaries. As is obvious, the heretics who are opposed to the Trinity 
deny the thesis. Especially in our days rationalists and modernists contend 
that the Trinitarian doctrine is completely alien to the N.T. and they proposed 
different sources for the idea. In a special way they attack the divinity of 
Christ as the first stage in the revelation of the mystery.4 In the following 
theses we will briefly consider some of their theories.

Doctrine of the Church. No explicit definition of the revelation of the 
Holy Trinity in the N.T. has been given because it is not necessary, but in 
the preaching of the Church it is constantly asserted; hence it is the evident 
mind of the Church. The propositions of the modernists about the divinity of 
Christ were condemned explicitly in the decree Lamentabili 27.28.31.62 (D 
3427ff., 3431, 3462).

Theological note. The thesis is critically and historically certain, and at 
least a matter of implicit divine faith (he who reveals implicitly says that he 
is revealing) and Catholic.

296. Proof of the thesis. The proof contains two parts:
A. THE FATHER, SON AND HOLY SPIRIT ARE THREE PERSONS 

REALY DISTINCT;
B . EACH ONE OF THEM IS TRUE GOD, WHO IS UNIQUE.

The proof of the mystery of the Holy Trinity from the N.T. can be proposed in two

3. De Trinitale 1.1 c.4: ML 42,824.
4. M. Nicolau, De revelatione Christiana, volume I in this series o f  Sacrae Theologiae Summa (Madrd 1952) 

430-431; R. Amou, De Deo trino 15 mentions what J. Turmel made public under the false name o f Coulange 
and KrUger.
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ways: a) in a comprehensive way and quasi-synthetically, while proposing what the N.T 
contains concerning the elements by which the mystery is established; b) singly and 
analytically, while considering what the different authors or group of authors hand on 
concerning the mystery, that is, the Synoptics, St. Paul, St. John and other authors. The 
latter method, which is more proper to biblical theology and to the history of revelation or 
dogma, is common today. But we will follow the prior method as more apt and suitable 
for treatment in a SU M M A  of theological doctrine.

A. The Father, Son and Holy Spirit are three persons really 
distinct.

Personal distinction includes a real distinction of supposita or subjects, 
and their intellectual nature; therefore both have to be proved: that both 
the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit are really distinct, and that they are 
supposita or subjects of an intellectual nature. 5

The personal distinction between the Father and the Son is clear in the 
very names by which they are signified. But since the Son is Christ, who is 
also called the Word, and since there is a twofold nature in him, divine and 
human, it is necessary to show that there is given a real personal distinction 
between him and the Father, not only by reason of the human nature of 
Christ, but also according to the divine element that is present in him. But 
that is made clear in the treatise on the Incarnate Word, where proof is given 
for a unique person in Christ, and one that is divine.6 But here also we have 
to present the special documents of the proof. Therefore, we will prove that 
Christ according to the divine element, that is, SON OR WORD, IS REALLY 
AND PERSONALLY DISTINCT FROM THE FATHER.

1. Christ is a unique subject concerning whom divine and human things 
are predicated. But Christ is clearly shown as a person and subject distinct 
from the Father. Therefore the Son or Word in divine things is a person 
distinct from the Father. From other sources that the Father is a person does 
not need proof.

I  prove the major. John 1:18: The only Son, who is in the bosom o f the 
Father and utters divine things, is the man Christ where “the personal identity 
between the pre-existing Word and Christ is strongly affirmed.”7 In John 8:58 
Christ says: before Abraham was lam. In John 17:5: Father, glorify thou me 
in thy own presence with the glory which I  had with thee before the world 
was made. ” In Phil 2:6: Christ Jesus was in the form o f God.

The minor is clear from the whole N.T. and from the very name of Son.

5. Amou, 17-20.
6. J. Solano, De Verbo Incarnato, in volume III in this series o f the Summa (Madrid 1953) 35-37; I. Muncunill, 

De Incarnatione (Madrid 1905) 166-175.
7. Lebreton, 1,507.
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2. Christ is the Son of God in the proper sense, or the natural Son, which 
in the second part of the proof is shown in the demonstration of the divinity 
of Christ. But a natural son in any nature is a suppositum distinct from the 
Father. According to the probable reading in John 1:18 he is called povoyevfi<; 
0eo<;, the only begotten God.8

3. The Word is a person distinct from God (the Father). For the Word 
was with God (7ipo<; rov 0sov) in John 1:1,9 which indicates a communion of 
intimate life with the Father, and therefore he is talking about two persons. 
Moreover, the Word became flesh in John 1:14, so that the name of Christ is 
the Word of God (Rev. 19:13) and the Word of life (1 John 1:1); but Christ is 
a person distinct from God the Father. Therefore.

297. THE HOLY SPIRIT IS A PERSON DISTINCT FROM THE FATHER 
AND THE SON. In order to prove this it suffices to show that the Holy Spirit 
is really distinct from the Father and the Son, and that he is a personal being 
or subject manifesting himself and operating as a being of an intellectual 
nature. And it is not necessary that he have operations exclusively his own; 
but that his distinct personality might be manifested more clearly certain 
divine works are appropriated to him.

The proof. 1. From the rather frequent numbering with the Father and 
the Son, who are distinct persons, in the Trinitarian texts, such as Matt. 28:19 
and 2 Cor. 13:13 that are not doubtful.

2. FROM ST. JOHN. The personal distinction of the Holy Spirit is clearly 
taught in the discourse at the Last Supper in John 14-16.10

The Holy Spirit is a person. F or because of the operations that are attributed 
to him he is clearly presented as a personal being, in exactly the same way as 
Christ. Thus he is called Paraclete (passim) and indeed another (14:16), who 
takes the place of Christ; he is sent, just as Christ was sent (14:6, 16; 16:13) 
and he receives knowledge (16:14); the Holy Spirit will teach, suggest, give 
testimony, argue, he will lead into all truth, he will speak, he will hear, he will 
announce all truth, he will clarify (14:26; 16:8,13-15 (see John 5:6)—all of 
these things are also said of Christ (3:11-3; 8:38; 17:4; 5:19ff.; 7:16; 8:26, 
40); he will give testimony like the Apostles (15:26-27). With this final phrase 
it appears that the Holy Spirit is a witness who is different from the testifying 
apostles.

The Holy Spirit is distinct from the Father and the Son. For he is given

8. Ceuppens, 226.
9. Lebreton, 419; Ceuppens, 212; J. Bonsirven, Epitres de St. Jean (Paris 1936) 79.
10. Lebreton, 534; Galtier, 57-59.



254 Sacrae T heologiae Summa IIA

by the Father; he is sent by the Father, at the request of the Son, and by the 
Son himself, and also when the Son returns to the Father. He will teach what 
the Son said, and he will give testimony about the Son', he will glorify him, he 
will accept from him, he will convict the world about sin against the Son, he 
proceeds from the Father (14:16-26; 15:26; 16:7-11, 13-15).

298. FROM ST. PAUL it is proved almost the same way.11 The Holy 
Spirit is a person. For he gives testimony, helps our infirmity, pleads for us, 
desires (Rom 8:16, 26-27), cries (Gal. 4:6), he expressly says (1 Tim. 4:1), 
he searches even the depths o f God (1 Cor. 2:10), he distributes gifts as he 
pleases (1 Cor. 12:4-6), he is sent into our hearts (Gal. 4:6), he dwells in us 
and we are his temple (Rom. 8:9, 11; 1 Cor. 3:16; 6:19; 2 Tim. 1:14); things 
are said about him as about Christ and God (Rom. 8:10, 34; 1 Cor. 3:16; 
14:25; 2 Cor. 6:16).

He is distinct from the Father and the Son. For he is from God (1 Cor. 
2:12), he is sent by God (Gal. 4:6); he is poured out by God through Jesus 
Christ (Tit. 3:6), he is often called the Spirit o f God (1 Cor. 2:14; 3:16,; 7:40; 
12:3; 2 Cor. 3:3; Eph. 3:16; Rom. 8:9); and the Spirit o f Christ, sometimes 
in the same places as Rom. 8:9; Eph. 3:16 and elsewhere (2 Cor. 3:17f.; 
Gal. 4:6; Phil; 1:19); this way of speaking taken in the context of the Bible 
and assuming that it concerns a personal being, clearly shows the personal 
distinction from the other persons of whom he is said to be the Spirit.

4. FROM THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES, a book that has been called the 
Gospel o f the Holy Spirit, and describes his action in the body of the Church, 
as St. Paul says that he acts in the interior supernatural life.

The personality ofthe Holy Spirit is clearly expressed when he is described 
as the author and director o f the whole activity o f the early Church.11 12 He gives 
eloquence to the Apostles (2:4); to lie to Peter is to lie to the Holy Spirit (5:3- 
4); he is a witness along with the Apostles (5:32); he spoke through the mouth 
of David 1:16) and through Isaiah (28:15); he speaks (21:11); he directs the 
mission o f Philip, speaking (Rom 8:29, 39); about Cornelius he said to Peter: 
I  sent them (10:19-20; 11:12); in the mission of Paul and Barnabas he spoke 
to the disciples (13:2), and he sent them (13:4); he forbids them and does not 
allow them to preach in certain places (16:6-7); he testifies to Paul (20:23); 
he appoints guardians (20:28); the Holy Spirit with the disciples gives a 
decree in Jerusalem (15:28).

The distinction o f the Holy Spirit from the Father and the Son is taught 
when he is called the Spirit o f the Lord and o f Jesus (5:8; 8:39; 16:7), and

11. P. van Imschoot, Bibelsch Woordenboeck (1941); see Geest (heilige).
12. Bover, 179-197,202-204; Lebreton, 435-437; Galtier, 40, 43.
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he is said to be given by God (5:32); to be poured out by Christ (2:33); that 
God anointed Christ with the Holy Spirit (10:38); that the Spirit appoints 
guardians to govern the Church o f God (or of Christ) (20:28); finally, where 
the Holy Spirit is said to be the object o f special teaching before Baptism 
(19:1-7).

5. FROM THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS.
The Holy Spirit is shown as a person. For Simeon receives an answer 

from him (Luke 2:26); Christ exults in the Holy Spirit (Luke 10:21); the Spirit 
speaks in the disciples (Matt. 10:20; Mark 13:11); he will teach them what 
they must say (Luke 12:12); blasphemy against the Holy Spirit is connected 
with blasphemy against Christ (Matt. 12:31-32; Mark 3:28-30).

The distinction from the Father and the Son is sufficiently apparent in the 
baptism and temptation of Christ (Matt. 3:16; 4:1) (in Mark 1:10, 12; Luke 
3:22; 4:1, Jesus, who is full o f the Holy Spirit, is moved by the Spirit).

299. The texts cited from the baptismal formula, from St. John and from the Acts of 
the Apostles are certain for all Catholics regarding the personal distinction of the Holy 
Spirit from the Father and the Son. But there are some authors for whom the matter is not 
all that clear from St. Paul and the Synoptics.13 But it must be held that from these sources 
also a certain argument can be made.

a) St. Paul 1). Clearly establishes a distinction between the Holy Spirit and the Father 
and the Son in the pertinent texts.14 For the Spirit o f  God and o f  Christ, who is sent by 
God, who gives testimony to our spirit that we are children of God and co-heirs with Christ 
(Rom. 8:9, 11, 16-17), is obviously distinct from the Father and the Son. 2). Statements 
about the Holy Spirit cannot be understood as mere personifications of divine power, nor 
about a created gift alone, nor about the intellect of the Father. Not the first one, because 
personification should not be affirmed unless it is clearly such, as is the case with sin or 
the law in Rom. 7:17-23, and even that is not frequent; for the Holy Spirit is often and in 
very different circumstances presented as a person. Not the second one, for although it is 
true that often the word “Spirit” also signifies a created gift, this does not square with the 
distribution of gifts, nor with missioning, both of which are predicated of the Holy Spirit. 
Not the third one, for the comparison introduced by 1 Cor. 2:10-11 with the human spirit 
is not presented in order to explain how the Spirit is related to God, but only in order to 
explain that the Spirit can search the depths o f  God.15 3). Finally, Trinitarian formulas 
appear frequently in St. Paul (1 Cor. 12:4-6; 2 Cor. 13:13, etc.); in them the personal 
distinction is clear, and in them the same distribution of tasks or actions among the divine 
persons is stated as other texts show that are dealing only with the Spirit. The objections 
of the rationalists who claim that there is an identification of the Spirit and Christ will be 
handled in our answers to the objections.

13. See Lebreton, 374-377; Galtier, 36-39.
14. Ceuppens, 176, says that “no doubt can remain concerning the personal character o f  the Holy Spirit.
15. Galtier, 44.



256 Sacrae T heologiae Summa IIA

b) The Synoptics speak, though less frequently, like St. John (Matt.l0:20; Mark 13:11; 
Luke 12:12), and they also have Trinitarian texts; therefore they should be understood in 
the same way. Especially the texts about blasphemy against the Holy Spirit (Matt. 12:24- 
32;Mark 3:22-30; Luke 1:15-22; 12:10) clearly state a personal note of the Spirit as distinct 
from Christ and the Father; and Beelzebub, in whose name the Jews blasphemed that 
Christ worked signs and expelled demons, was something among the Jews fully personal.

B. Father, Son and Holy Spirit are true God.

300. THAT THE FIRST PERSON, THE FATHER IS TRUE GOD does not 
require proof.

The Father is called the living God (Matt. 16:16); he alone is the (one) 
true God (John 17:3); the Lord o f heaven and earth (Matt. 11:25); to him all 
the divine predicates are attributed and what has been revealed in the O.T and 
the N.T. about the divine nature; in the Sermon on the Mount alone (Matt. 
5-7) is taught the highest perfection of the Father, his omniscience, paternal 
providence towards all, the necessity o f doing his will so that one can enter 
life, to direct ones prayers to him, etc.

Certainly the name of God (6 0so<;) is so specially applied to the Father, 
especially in the apostolic writings and also in the trinitarian texts that it is 
given to him by appropriation, because, as is noted in its place,16 on it is based 
the fact that the Father in the divinity is the principle of the other persons. 
Wherefore in Him is manifested in a special way the nature of divinity by 
which God is the principle of other things.

301. THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST really pervades the whole N.T., proposed 
in different ways by the man Christ himself by his words and deeds, and by 
the testimony of the Apostles. And it is not just an abstract proposition, Jesus 
Christ is true God, that was asserted (even though that is not absent); but 
many amazing relations that Christ had, as both God and man, to the Father 
and to men, for whose redemption and sanctification he became man, had to 
be proposed in a vivid way that was accommodated to forming and fostering 
a religious way of life. In that way the revelation of Christ about himself and 
his divinity is much more vivid and admirable. The strict monotheism that 
is proper to the revelation of the O.T. should also be taken into account—an 
important point that is confirmed in the N.T. Therefore from the beginning any 
diminished or degraded participation in divinity both from Sacred Scripture 
and from the thinking of the Jews is excluded, one which the philosophical- 
religious systems advocated and by which they scientifically explained the

16. See below n. 552. Moreover, even 0e6q without the article in the N.T. signifies a true and unique divinity, 
Ceuppens, 212.
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polytheism of popular religion.

St. John Chrysostom says: “For if he had said immediately: You have heard that it 
was said to the ancients: 1 am the Lord your God, and beside me there is no other; but I 
say to you, that you should adore me just as you adored him, it would have had the result 
that all would have considered him out of his mind.”17 To be sure, the testimony of Christ 
about himself has all the more value because he always conducted himself in a humble 
and modest manner towards the Father and towards men. Lagrange comments truly and 
beautifully: “One who does not try to penetrate the profound humility of Jesus will not 
understand the gospel.”18

Since in the treatise On Christian Revelation (De revelatione Christiana)19 the 
testimony of Christ about his divinity is critically and apologetically considered, we refer 
the reader to it for this special part of the proof.

302. Proof. 1. FROM THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS, 
a) Christ is presented as the center and end o f the religious and moral life, 

which is proper to God alone. For he claims for himself legislative power 
equal to divine power, perfecting the law given by God, and revoking certain 
parts of it, such as the repudiation of one’s wife and the law of retaliation 
{lex talionis); but I  say to you (Matt. 5:21-42); he is the Lord o f the Sabbath 
(Matt. 12:8); he is the judge of the moral and religious life, and really, the 
universal judge (Matt. 9:3-6; Luke 7:48-50; Matt. 13:41ff.; 25:3 Iff.; 26:64); 
he is the center o f love and the object o f the religious life o f all who demands 
renunciation (Matt. 10:2739; 16:24; Luke 14:26-27); the sins o f the sinful 
woman are forgiven because she loved Jesus (Luke 7:47); he demands faith 
in himself under the punishment of damnation (Matt. 10:33); blessed is he 
who is reviled because o f him (Matt. 5:11).20
b) Christ attributed divine knowledge to himself, for he knows the Father as 
the Father knows him (Matt. 11:27; Luke 10:22); this text has been called 
Johannine by the rationalists. It is a great mystery that the Father has re
vealed to the little ones, that all things have been handed over to the Son by 
the Father (Matt. 11:26-27; Luke 10:21-22).21

c) Christ is the proper, beloved Son of God, and in a word, his natural 
Son.22
17. In Maltaeum homilia 17,1: MG 57,255; see Lebreton, 480.
18. Evangile seIon saint Marc 140.
19. M. Nicolau, De revelatione Christiana, loc. cit., 428-445.
20. 1. Puigde la Bellacasa, De divimtate lesu Christi ex N. T. (Barcelona 1919) 39-41; Galtier, De Incarnatione 29-33.
21. Nicolau, 437; L. de Grandmaison, Jesus-Christ: DAFC 2,1351; Lebreton, 307-308: “This word is sufficient 

o f itself to substantiate the Christian d o g m a . H .  Schumacher, Die Selbstoffenbarung Jesu bei Mt. 11,27 
(Luke 10:22) (Freiburg 1912).

22. P. Richard, Fils de Dieu: DTC 5,2390-2395; H. Lesetre, Fils de Dieu\ DB 2,2253-2355; B. Jansen, Die 
Gottheit Christi bei der Synoptiker: ZkathTh 33 (1909) 248-272; P. Batiffol, L 'enseignement de Jesus (Paris 
1910); Lebreton, 300-330; H. Schumacher,op. cit.
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The Father solemnly declared it in Jesus’ baptism and transfiguration, 
Matt. 3:17; 17:5; Mark 1:11; 9:7; Luke 3:22; 9:35: This is (you are) my beloved 
Son, 6 vldg, 6 6.yamjx6q. In the N.T. this saying is never applied to the Son in 
a broad sense or as an adopted son, but only in reference to a natural son and 
it is equivalent to the Hebrew iahid, that is, unique or only begotten. 23 The 
reading in Luke 3:22 that in a few codices crept in from Ps. 2:7, Today I  have 
begotten thee, does not change the meaning, as is clear from other texts of 
the N.T. where it is really used (Acts 13:33; Heb. 1:5; 5:5). Christ attributes 
to himself this saying and he gives it the same meaning. It is certain that he 
often teaches his disciples that God is their Father, but he never includes 
himself with them in sonship, but he always distinguishes himself from them 
by saying that God is his Father (Matt. 7:21; 10:32; 11:27; 12:50; 15:13; 
16:17; 18:10-35; 20:23; 25:34; 26:53; Luke 2:49; 10:22; 22:29; 24:49).23 24 25 26

In fact, there are some special statements of Christ about his own divine 
sonship.

303. Matt. 16:16-17, the confession of Peter, You are the Christ, the Son o f  the living 
G od (Tu es Christus Filius Dei vivi), is praised by Christ as received from  a revelation 
o f  the Father. 25 It is clear that the testimony of Peter is not about only, as they say, his 
messiahship, that is, only about a type of divine legate which doubtless the Apostles 
already knew, without expecting a special revelation of the Father (see Matt. 8:29; 9:1-8; 
14:23 and parallels), but about a true, natural and strict sonship o f  God which was really 
included in the revelation of the O.T about the dignity of the Messiah, even though it 
was not proposed with full clarity. For the Jews could know from the the O.T. that the 
Messiah is true God; however, in fact they did not perceive it. Therefore they did not 
call the Messiah the Son of God, at least commonly, but rather the son o f  David, or the 
king o f  Israel, or the prophet. 26 Therefore the meaning of Peter’s confession is: You are 
the Messiah, the Son o f  the living God. All the circumstances confirm that and also the 
theophany at the Transfiguration which followed shortly thereafter.

In the parable o f  the vinedressers (Matt. 23:33-46; Mark 14:60-64; Luke 22:66-71) 
Christ presents himself in the house of God as the only beloved son in the family, xov uiov 
pot), xov dyamixov, in opposition to the prophets whom he calls servants (every creature is

23. R. Kittel, Theologisches Worterbuch zum N.T. 113-129; L. Marchal, Evangile de S. Luc ed. Pirot (Paris 
1935) 60; Lebreton, 268; Ceuppens, 59-60.

24. Galtier, De Incarnatione 34-59; Puig de la Bellacasa, op. cit., 42-44.
25. Nicolau, 439-440; Lebreton, 316; Bover, El Evangelio de San Mateo (Barcelona 1945) 328-332; L. Kfisster, 

Unser Christusglaube, Das Heilandsbild der katholische Theologie (Freiburg 1937); Prat, Jesus Christ 
(Paris 1933) 1,460; H. Diekmann, De revelatione 697-699; Ceuppens, 79-95.

26. What the rationalists and modernists at first held fast to, namely, that the name o f  the Son o f  God means only 
his earthly messiahship (see Loisy, LEvangile etL'Eglise 1908,74), Franzelin brilliantly refuted in advance 
(De Verbo incarnato th. 3) and with him some well known Catholics; finally, forced by overwhelming 
evidence, Loisy himself had to recognize the falsity o f  his former opinion (Les Evangiles synoptiques 1923, 
2 ,3 -4 ) along with Holzmann, Dalman and others. Then he found no other refuge than in desperation to deny 
the authenticity o f  the text.
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essentially a servant of God) who, however, were sons of God in a wider sense.27
In the trial before Caiaphas (Matt. 26:62-66; Mark 12:1-12; Luke 20:66-71) at the 

adjuration of the judg e, I  adjure you by the living God, tell us i f  you are the Christ, the Son 
o f  God, Christ replies affirmatively, adding that he possesses the glory o f  the one seated 
at the right hand o f  God (Ps. 110:1) and cowing in the clouds o f  heaven. Here one should 
note that in Luke in the morning trial there are two different questions of Caiaphas: Tell us 
i f  you are the Christ and, after Jesus spoke about his seat at the right hand of the power of 
God, Are you therefore the Son o f  God? The members of the Sanhedrin considered that the 
greatest blasphemy and worthy of death; but the mere attribution of the messianic dignity 
could not have the character of such a horrible blasphemy28; nor was the name “Son of 
God” merely messianic. And the interrogation of Caiaphas carried a special significance 
in view of the words of Christ in the recent controversy in the temple (Matt. 22:41-46; 
Mark 12:35-37; Luke 20:42-44), since he silenced the Jews, by quoting Ps. 110:1 where 
David in the Spirit calls the Messiah Lord, when he is his son. 29

d) Finally, in the Synoptics are found statements about Christ which in the
O. T. are clearly applied to Yahweh. About John the Baptist, as the precursor 
of Christ, Matt. 3:5; Mark 1:2£; Luke 7:27; Matt. 11:10; Luke 3:4£; what 
Isa. 4:3 and Mai. 3:1 are said about the one who must prepare the way o f the 
Lord’, therefore Christ is Yahweh. Christ himself in the question about fasting 
(Matt. 9:14f.; Mark 2:18-20; Luke 5:33-35) calls himself the spouse’, already 
in the O.T. God is the spouse of the people of Israel.30

304. 2. FROM ST. PAUL. St. Paul excellently proposes the divinity of 
Christ on the same points of doctrine.31

a) Christ is the center of the religious life. For he is the life of the faithful 
(Col. 3; Gal. 2:20); by baptism in the name o f Christ (Acts 19:5), that is by 
consecration to Christ, they put on Christ (Gal. 3:27). Religious life is in 
Christ Jesus, by which formula in 164 places it means the same thing as to 
be in the Spirit, who clearly is something divine.

As is well known, out of reverence the Jews did not wish to pronounce 
the tetragrammaton name of Yahweh', therefore everywhere they read 
Adonai, which means “Lord.” Hence it came about that the name of Lord 
had the character of a divine name, when there was talk about religious 
matters. Therefore that this name simply as the proper name of Jesus Christ

27. Lagrange, Evangile de S. Marc (Paris 1911) 291; J. Huby, Evangile de S. Marc (Paris 1924) 271; S. Gozzo, 
Disquisitio critico-exegetica in parabolam deperftdis vinitoribus (Rome 1930) 66-87; Ceuppens 95-99.

28. See H. Strack-P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch (1922) 1,1017; 
Lebreton, La vie et I ’ensseignement de J. C. (Paris 1935) 2,380; K6sters, op. cit., 134-135; Ceuppens, 99- 
103.

29. Lebreton, 328.
30. Puig de la Bellacasa, 45.
31. Concerning this argument almost all Catholic authors who write about St. Paul can be consulted.
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is constantly used by St. Paul (86 times),32 and is already found in the Acts 
of the Apostles, is a clear testimony of the true divinity recognized in him.

The relations o f man to God in the O. Thy the Apostle are called relations 
to Christ, as to call upon the name o f the Lord (Joel 3:32; Rom. 10:9, 13); 
therefore the summation of apostolic preaching and confession of salutary 
faith is Christ the Lord (Acts 16:31; Rom. 10:9; 2 Cor. 4:5).33

b) Divine attributes and operations are predicated about Christ: he pre
existed before the creation of the world, and all things were created through 
him and in him all things hold together (Col. 1:15-17); Heb. 1:2, 3, 10-12 
where Ps. 102:26-28 says things about Christ that are manifestly divine; he 
was bom o f a woman and he was sent by God (Gal. 4:4-5); he is adored by 
the angels (Heb. 1:6); every knee bows before him (Phil. 2:10-11); king of the 
universe over all the angels he is seated at the right hand o f God (Heb. 1:13 
[Ps. 110:1]).34

305. c) Christ is the proper and natural Son o f God: the name “Son of 
God” is just as proper to Christ as the name of God is the God and Father of 
our Lord Jesus Christ (1 Thess. 1:1, 10 and passim); but Christ is the proper 
Son (Rom. 8:32) in contrast to those who through him become adopted sons 
of God (Rom. 8:15; Gal. 4:5); the Son is the glory of the Father and the stamp 
o f his nature (Heb. 1:3) so superior to the angels that the name o f Son is given 
to him alone (Phil. 2:7); finally, he is the first-born ofall creation (Col. 1:15), 
that is, begotten before every creature and as the Lord of creation, as the heir 
and first-bom in the family of the whole universe.35

These testimonies are so powerful that Lebreton rightly says that St. John’s Prologue 
is hardly clearer for the divinity of Christ.36 Especially chapter 1 of the Letter to the 
Hebrews presents a demonstration very much accommodated to the mentality of the Jews 
and in the controversy with the Arians it was very important.

The author begins by asserting the true divinity and natural sonship of Christ (1:2). 
Christ is the Son and this name, i)i6<;, is a quasi proper name for him, as Lord, Kupioq, is 
in the other letters. He is the heir or lord of the universe. His nature or origin is described 
in verse 3. He is the splendor o f the glory, djr&yauapa xijt; 8ô q<; (see Wis. 7:26); he 
is the illumination of the shinning majesty of God (light from light) who possesses 
consubstantiality and eternal generation, and he is the stamp o f his nature, yap a Kipp rf|<; 
tmoaidasocx; auiou, the sign of his divine being, as a perfect image of God where his

32. Prat, 2,137-147; Lebreton, 405-412; consult the careful study o f  the name o f the Lord, ibid., 354-369.
33. Amou, De Deo trim  21-23.
34. Prat, 2,155-156.
35. See Bover, Teologia de S. Pablo (Madred 1946) 307-311, who harmoniously joins the interpretations o f  A. 

Durand, Le Christ “premiers-ne": RechScRel 1 (1910) 56-66 and F. Prat, 1,400-401; 2,196-197.
36. Prat, 1,400-401; Lebreton, 445-448; Bover, op. cit., 297-307.
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distinction from the Father is taught; and it must be noted that St. Paul says that the Son 
really is, and not that he has, the stamp of the divine substance.37 Finally, divine actions 
are attributed to the Son: through whom he created the world (1:2); that is, creation is by 
the Father but through the Son, who receives his nature and activity from the Father; there 
is also conservation (1:3) upholding the universe by his word o f  power, or by his powerful 
word (in him all things hold together, Col. 1:17). Therefore divine honors are given to him, 
He sits at the right hand o f  God (Ps. 110:1), having the same glory as God.

Paul confirms this from the O.T. because of Jesus’ superiority over the angels. He 
does this in verse 4f. from the name of Son (Ps. 2:7 and 2 Sam. 7:14); here he explains both 
the literal and the typical meaning. Then from the fact that he must be adored by the angels 
(1:6) where he says that it is clearly a divine text about Christ (Ps. 97:7). Finally, officially 
the angels are ministers (1:14), since Christ is King and God sitting at the right hand o f  
God (Ps. 45:6-7; Ps. 110:1), where the word God, 6 Bedq in the vocative case, is applied to 
Christ twice (l:8f)\ But to the Son he says: “Thy throne, O God... therefore God, thy God, 
has anointed thee.... Therefore the divine attributes, creation, eternity and immutability, 
given expression in Ps. 102:26-28, are simply attributed to the Son.

306. d) Finally, although Paul appropriates the name of God to the 
Father,38 nevertheless in various places he calls Christ “God” in the proper 
sense. Christ is God who obtained the Church with his own blood (Acts 
20:28). Christ is God over all, blessed forever (Rom. 9:5); in Tit. 2:13 Paul 
says that we are awaiting the appearing o f the o f the glory o f our great God 
and Savior Jesus Christ; finally, before the Incarnation Christ was in the 
form o f God, he had the right to divine honors from which he freely emptied 
himself, but God the Father restored them to him and exalted him as the Lord 
o f glory (Phil. 2:5-8).

Christ is God over all (Rom. 9:5). In this place, which has been called the cross of 
rationalists,39 where St. Paul begins to deal with the reprobation of Israel, he mentions first 
the prerogatives of the chosen people, of whom the greatest and special one is that from it 
was bom Christ according to the flesh, who is God over all, blessed fo r  ever. Amen, 6 cbv 
am 7ravT0)v 0soq £ic; rout; aicbvac; Apf|v. The apposition is clear by which he who is called 
God over all is Christ.

But in order to avoid the strength of this argument the rationalists proposed a different 
punctuation by putting a period either after the word “Christ” or after “over all”; in this 
way they made the word “God” to be said of the Father, and this expression Who is God 
over all or, God blessedfor ever. Amen to be a doxology to the Father. But it is obvious that 
both changes in punctuation are arbitrary and contrary to the arrangement of the sermon. 
Therefore, with the exception of Tischendorf, all recent critical editors reject it and use

37. Bover, op. cit., 304-307.
38. Bover, 287-288.
39. Pohle, 378; Galtier, De Incarnatione 24; V. MacNabb, Essais sur la christologie de St. Paul: RevBibl 42 

(1933) 321-327, etc.
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the traditional punctuation. Really one cannot think here about a doxology to the Father. 
For all doxologies begin with the word “Blessed,” EMoyr|T6<;. Moreover, in this place it 
is clearly contrary to the psychological context of this pericope, where Paul is filled with 
bitter sadness (9:2f.) because of the rejection of the Jews.40

In Tit. 2:13 St. Paul says that we are awaiting the appearing, GTricpdvEiav, o f  the glory 
o f  our great God and Savior Jesus Christ. The apposition, without the repeated article, xiĵ  
So r̂iq rou peyaXou 0sou kcu acorijpo<; ljpcov 'Ir|oou Xpioxou, clearly indicates that he is 
talking about one and the same person. Since Paul wishes to distinguish between God the 
Father and the Son, he states it clearly in Tit. 1:4. Moreover, the expression “great God,” 
as in Rom. 9:5, God over all, in no way squares with the Apostle’s way of speaking about 
God the Father. Finally, appearing, sjricpavetav, is always used by Paul in reference to 
Christ, since it is the glory of his Second Coming (1 Tim. 6:14; 2 Tim. 4:18), and he never 
applies it to the Father. But the expression, God our Savior, concerns divinity (Tit. 1:3; 
3:4); at that time kings and pagan emperors arrogated it to themselves.41

307. In Phil. 2:5-7 St. Paul teaches that Christ pre-existed in the divine nature; that 
divine honors are due to him; that after his humiliation he was exalted as Lord in the glory 
o f  the Father.

In this sublime pericope, which the authors42 admire as more or less in passing it 
is inserted into the middle of a moral exhortation (which certainly implies a traditional 
doctrine that is known and familiar to the faithful). In order to recommend charity to the 
Philippians, he proposes the example of the abnegation and exaltation of Christ.

Verse 6: Though he was in the form  o f  God, cb<; ev poptpij 0soi3 U7rapxow. The participle, 
imapxcDV, in opposition to yevopevog in v. 7 indicates a permanent status, “Since he was 
and is” (Estius); therefore Christ existed before the Incarnation.

Mopcpij 0so6 is, as the Greek Fathers say, the divine nature, a divine way of existing. 
For the fo rm  popcpf| in the N.T. always signifies something pertaining to the essence, in 
opposition to a habit ayppa in v. 7, an external aspect, as in the same v. 7 the form of a 
servant, popcpij SouiVou signifies human nature essentially as a servant. Therefore, Christ 
was God before the Incarnation, and he remains God, as it obvious.

However, he did not count equality with God a thing to be grasped, oify apriaypov 
syijacxTO to eivai iaa 0ecb. This expression, to sivai iaa 0ecb, means rather to be like unto 
God, to have divine honors, which his nature demands; Tertullian translates it “to be equal

40. Prat, 2,150-152, who correctly rejects the opposite interpretations o f  this text; Bover, 270-275; A  Viard, 
Epitre aux romains, ed. Pirot (Paris 1938) 254; A. Durand treats the unanimous exegesis o f  the Fathers, La 
divinite de Jesus-Christ dans St. Paul: RevBibl (1903) 350-370.

41. Prat, 2,152 notes that even non-Catholics are returning to the traditional exegesis, as Godet, Introduction 
au Nouveau Testament 1 (Paris 1893) 65-66; Franzelin, De Verbo incarnato th.5; Galtier, De lncarnatione 
18; Bover, 294-297; Ceuppens, 164-166; M. Meinertz, Die Pastoralbriefe des hi. Paulus (1931) 11-12; G. 
Bardy, Les epitrespastorales ed. Pirot (Paris 1938) 254.

42. Prat, 1,371-378 n. 1,533-543, where the exegesis o f the Fathers is weighed; Lebreton, 416-421; Bover, 275- 
293, where you will find critical examination and exegesis o f  this periscope; Ceuppens, 156-164; Puig de 
la Bellacasa, 29-31; H. Schumacher, Christus in seiner Prdexistenz und Kenose (Rome 1921) 2,211 -239; P. 
Jotlon, Notes sur Phil 2,6,11: RechScRel 28 (1938) 223-233; Meinertz, Die Gefangenbriefe des hi. Paulus 
(1931) 140-142; J. Huby, Les Epitres de la captivite (Paris 1947) 307; L. De Grandmaisan, Jisus-Christ 2 
(Paris 1927) 205-210.



b.2 c.l a .2 t h . 26 n .306-308 263

to God.” The Latin Fathers take the word bpjrctypdv in an active sense and translate it as: 
he did not think it was robbery or theft to have divine equality, that is, “he did not consider 
it as arrogating to himself what was not his by saying that he was equal to God”; but now 
usually the exegetes, following the Greek Fathers, understand it in a passive sense: he did  
not consider the divine honors to be like a plunder to be greedily held on to, even though it 
was due to him. This interpretation fits in better with the literary style of the letter and the 
context, since he is recommending self-abnegation and humility. However, the theological 
meaning for the divinity of Christ is the same: Christ had a right to divine honors.

Verse 7: But he emptied h im self SKevcooev, he emptied or despoiled himself, taking 
the form  o f  a servant, popcpqv SouLou Xaf3(bv, namely a human nature, which essentially 
like every created nature is under the absolute rule of God; in his nature he is like other 
men. And being found  in human form, oxfipaxi, even in his external appearance as a man 
(v. 8), he humbled himself even unto death on a cross. Kevoxnq therefore consists in the 
assumption of a human nature, assuming the condition and external appearance of other 
men, deprived of his divine honors. Therefore he did not despoil himself of his divine 
nature, as the “foolish” interpretations of many Protestants have imagined.43

Verses 9-10: Therefore God has highly exalted him and bestowed on him the name 
which is above every name, that is, power and divine majesty, according to the meaning 
that in Hebrew is given to the word “name.” That at the name o f  Jesus every knee should  
bow, attributes to him divine worship; and every tongue confess that he is Lord, on Kupiog 
'Iqooug Xpioxoq, the divine name ofYahweh, existing in the glory of God the Father. In 
this way divine honors are given to him.

308. 3. FROM ST. JOHN. It is well known that St. John teaches that Christ 
is really and truly God, and it is most apparent in his whole Gospel and in his 
first letter. In fact, the divinity of Christ in St. John shines forth not in just a 
few texts, but it intimately permeates his whole presentation of the doctrine 
and life of Christ.44

a) The author himself tells us what the purpose is of the fourth Gospel 
in v. 20:31: these are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, 
the Son o f God, on Tqaotx; scnv 6 ypioroq 6 uloq xoi3 0eoi3; it is clear that 
this must be understood as pertaining to the true and natural Son of God. 
For these words are said after the confession of faith by Thomas in 20:28: 
Thomas answered him, “My Lord and my God, ”  6  Kupioc; poo k cu  6  Oeoq 
poo; this was approved by Christ as a confession of faith in himself, where 
Thomas is clearly acknowledging the true divinity of Christ.45

John shows clearly the same purpose at the end of his first letter, which is a quasi 
introduction to his Gospel, where one reads in Greek at 1 John 5:20: iva ytvcbaKopev 
tov cdqOivov, kou eapev ev tod dLqOivob, ev xcb mcb aurou 'Iqaou Xptaxw, ouxoq eoxiv

43. They are called “folles ^lucubrations” by Prat, 1,534, where you will find them spelled out; see A. Gaudel, 
Kenose: DTC 8,2339-2349.

44. See Lebreton, 474-490, where you will find an outstanding introduction to the Gospel o f  St. John.
45. Puig de la Bellacasa, 21; see Maldonado, at this place.
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6 aXr|0iv6<; 0s6<; kcu ĉor) atcovtoq, to know him who is true; and we are in him who is 
true, in his Son Jesus Christ. This is the ti-ue God and eternal life. The integrity of the 
passage requires that the pronoun “this” refers to the Son, that is, to the immediately 
preceding substantive, and the whole style of writing of St. John certainly confirms it. For 
6 dXqGvvoq, “true” with the article and £o)f| afcovioq, eternal life, are personal names of 
Christ (Rev. 3:7; 19:11; John 11:25; 14:16; 1 John 1:2; 5:11-12). John’s purpose was not 
to prove that the Father is true God (which he had already said), but that Christ the Son 
is God.46

309. b) The divinity of Christ shines forth in the first words o f the Gospel 
in the sublime prologue where the doctrine about the divine Word is revealed. 
This text is “both the summit and the compendium of the whole doctrine 
about the divine person, Jesus Christ.”47

Verse 1: In the beginning... the distinction o f the Wordfrom the Father is 
taught (see above n. 296), and also his eternity and divinity. 'Ev ap%f| refers, as 
it seems, to the creation of the world (Gen. 1:1); therefore, when God created 
the world, the Word already existed, r/v, so he was not made; therefore he pre
existed in the immutable divine eternity. The name “Word,” 6 foyer;, is found 
only in this chapter, and also in 1 Johnl: 1 and Rev. 19:13, as a proper name; 
in v. 14 he became flesh, the only-begotten of the Father (v. 18), and he dwelt 
among us, namely, Jesus Christ (v. 17).48 And the Word was God, 9so<; f|v 6 
koyoq, the Word (subject) was God (predicate), which, for emphasis and that 
the way of the construction of the whole verse be preserved, is placed before 
the subject, since the main purpose is to teach the divinity of the Word. &eo;, 
however, without the article signifies the divine nature or the one possessing 
it.49

Therefore verse 3: All things were made through him. Namely, the Word 
is Creator like the Father, where 7rdvia says that all things and each singular 
thing was created through him; Si'auxou because God “operates through his 
intellect.”50 For the same reason (v. 4) in him was life and light, which those 
receive who become the children o f God, isicva 0eoi3, born o f God; for grace 
and truth (v. 17) came through Jesus Christ, o f whose fullness we have all 
received.

Verse 18: The Word is the only-begotten o f the Father, the only-begotten

46. Bover-Cantera, Sagrada Biblia (Madrid, BAC 1951) 2017 note at this place; Pohle, 379-382.
47. Franzelin, De Verbo incarnato th. 8; Maldonado, Knabenbauer, Lagrange on the prologue o f  St. John; 

Lebreton, 490-496; Amou, 57-58.
48. Prat, Logos: DB 4, 323-329; P. Fouard, Vie de Jesus-Christ t.l app. 2; W. Wandensperger, Der Prolog des 

vierten Evangeliums (Freiburg 1898) etc.
49. Thus also Westcott in ed. 1 John notes that 6 0e6q signifies a person, but 0e6<; without the article refers to 

the divine nature.
50. Ceuppens, 212-214.
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Son, or according to a probable reading the only-begotten God, povoyevf|<; 
Qeoq, who having become man spoke divine things, which no one created ever 
saw, because he was in the bosom of the Father. Here the title, povoycvf|q, as 
proper to the natural Son, distinguished him from those who become xeicva 
0sou by participation; but the glory of Christ is that which belongs to the 
Only-begotten Son of the Father.51

St. John repeats this idea in the first letter 1:1-3 (see John 3:18). The Word 
o f life, eternal life, which was with the Father and was made manifest to us, 
so that our fellowship is with the Father and with his Son Jesus Christ, who 
in 4:9 is the Only-begotten Son of God.

310. c) In the whole course of the preaching of Christ recounted by John, 
in many different ways he claims for himself divinity and natural unity o f life 
and operation with the Father.

He demands for himself and for the Father the same devotion, namely, o f  faith, every 
one who sees the Son and believes in him should have eternal life (6:40), he shall never die 
(11:26); believe in God, believe also in me (14:1; 17:3 );ofhope, on which prayer is based, 
whatever you ask the Father in my name I  will do (14:13-14; 15:5-7); that in me you  may 
have peace (15:33); in charity, he who loves me will be loved by my Father... (14:21-28); 
and divine honors, that all may honor the Son, even as they honor the Father, he who does 
not honor the Son does not honor the Father (5:22-23).52

Christ often affirms his eternal pre-existence. He descendedfrom heaven (3:13; 6:38- 
41, 50, 51, 62), which John the Baptist had already said many times (1:27-30; 3:31-32). 
Christ concludes a bitter dispute with the Jews with a solemn declaration: Amen, amen 
I  say to you, before Abraham was, I  am (8:58), where one should note the significant 
contrast between before Abraham was, Jtpiv Appaap ysvsaOai, and la m , eyco dpi, which 
alludes to the divine name of Yahweh, expressed in the first person. Therefore the Jews 
wanted to stone him because he made himself out to be God. Jesus recalls the same 
eternal pre-existence of the Father in the priestly prayer: Father, glorify thou me in thy 
own presence with the glory which I  had with thee before the world was made (17:5; see 
16:28 and 17:8).53

Christ has activity that is divine and one with the activity o f  the Father. Christ teaches 
this in his dispute with the Jews (5:17): my Father is working still, and I  am working-, 
therefore the Jews accused him because he called God his Father, making him self equal 
to God (5:18). To this he again responds affirming, whatever he does, that the Son does 
likewise (5:19); indeed, the Father has given all divine judgm ent to the Son, in order that 
he might have divine honors (5:22-23). In the discourse at the Last Supper several times 
he asserts the unity between himself and the Father in the procession and mission of the

51. Ceuppens, 221-227.
52. Lebreton, 526.
53. Bover, Commentario al sermon de la cena (Madrid 1951) 181-186; Arnou, 59-60; Ceuppens. 232-237.
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Holy Spirit (14:15-16,26; 15:26; 16:7, 13-15), because everything the Father has is his.54

311. Finally, Christ vindicates for himself the unity o f nature with the 
Father. In the presence of the Jews in the temple (10:24-38), who were 
demanding that he say openly whether or not he is the Christ, after first 
denouncing their incredulity and appealing to the testimony of the works 
of his Father and after having asserted the supreme power of himself and of 
the Father over his sheep, Christ says: I  and the Father are one, eycb Kofi 6 
7raxf|p ev eapsv (10:30).55 Unity here should be understood simply as a unity 
in nature of those who are distinct as persons because, by saying this, Christ 
gives the reason for the unity of power, which he had already often affirmed 
and repeated (10:28-29). That is why no one shall snatch the sheep out o f 
my hand, because the Father is greater than all.56 When the Jews wanted to 
stone him because of blasphemy, because you, being a man, make yourself 
God (10:33), he first rejects the verbal scandal (10:34-36), where he says, 
you say o f him, “You are blaspheming, ” because I  said, “I  am the Son o f 
God”; and he appeals again to the works of his Father that you may know 
and believe that the Father is in me and I  am in the Father (10:38). Here 
Jesus speaks out three times in order to proclaim this unity of nature: I  and 
the Father are one (v. 30); lam  the Son o f God (v. 36); the Father is in me 
and I  am in the Father (v. 38). The first expresses consubstantiality or unity 
o f nature in two persons; the second states his natural sonship; in the third 
the mutual existing in one another is immediately signified.

Before his disciples in the discourse at the Supper (14:7-11), when Christ 
had said, if  you had known me, you would have known my Father (thus more 
probable in Greek, ei syvcoaKaxs pe, Kai xov 7iaxepa poo yv6aso0s, v. 7), 
to Philip who wanted a greater and immediate manifestation of the Father, 
Jesus replies: Have I  been with you so long, and yet you do not know me, 
Philip? He who has seen me has seen the Father (v. 9), because I  am in 
the Father and the Father is in me (v. 10-11), where he says, the Father 
who dwells in me does his works; that is, because of the unity of nature and 
mutual inexistence, both the words of Christ are from the Father, and the 
Father dwelling in the Son does his works. Therefore the disciples could 
understand what Jesus Christ quite often affirmed (5:17; 14:8,15,17,23). “It 
can be difficult to find in the N.T. anything more explicit about the unity of 
the Father and the Son.57

54. Maldonado, at this place; Lagrange, 130-145; Ceuppens, 245-249.
55. Maldonado, at this place; Puig de la Bellacasa, 20.
56. Bover-Cantera, op. cit. in a note at this place, p. 1748.
57. Ceuppens, 257; Bover, Commentario al sermon de la cena, 45-49.
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Finally, in the priestly prayer (17:20-23) he proposes the perfect unity between the 
Father and Son in nature, as thou, Father, art in me, and I  in thee, even as we are one, as a 
model of the unity of all Christians among themselves and with Christ.58

312. Having considered these testimonies, it is not surprising that the Evangleist John 
(12:37-41), in order to explain why the Jews did not believe in the preaching of Christ and 
the evidence of so many miracles, makes a reference to Isa. 53:1 and the theophany of the 
opening vision of the same prophet in 6:1 and adds: Isaiah said this because he saw his 
glory and spoke o f him (v. 41).

The book of Revelation as a Johannine work often presents Christ as God: divine 
titles are given to Christ (1:17-18): lam  the first and the last (Isa. 44:6) and I  have the keys 
ofDeath and Hades', 22:13 \ lam  the Alpha and the Omega (the first and the last), and the 
honor of adoration (5:8,12-14), which belongs to God alone (22:9).

In the other apostolic writings there are also explicit testimonies about the divinity of 
Christ. We made reference above to the name of Lord, Kupioq and Acts 20:28. In 1 Pet. 2:3 
and 3:15 texts in the O.T. about God are attributed to Christ, and many things are found 
that repeat what the Synoptics said. In 2 Pet. 1:1 Christ is our God and Savior, the letter 
ends with a doxology to our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ (3:18). In James 2:1 Christ is 
the Lord o f  glory. In Jude 5-6 Jesus is said to have saved the people o f Israel out ofthe land 
o f Egypt and to have damned the sinning angels', given these statements, something more 
explicit for the divinity of Christ cannot be said.

313. THE DIVINITY OF THE HOLY SPIRIT is clearly shown in the N.T. 
For he is described as something so divine that his distinct personality has to 
be proved. Where this is asserted, his divinity is also clear.59 For

1. What is said in John 14:16 about the Holy Spirit places him in the 
community of life with the Father and the Son. The fullness and perfection 
of the work of Christ are attributed to him in a way that is clearly divine. The 
Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father (15:26) and from the Son he receives 
knowledge by an eternal procession (16:13); he will be sent from the Father 
at the request o f the Son, and from the Son himself when he will already have 
been glorified, and he will remain eternally with the Apostles (14:16); he is 
the Spirit o f truth who will teach you all things (14:17,26), even those things 
which the Apostles cannot bear now (16:12).60

2. The action of the Holy Spirit in the spiritual life is completely divine. 
The divine life of man is the fruit of the Spirit (Rom. 8:11); because o f the

58. Bover, op. cit., 216-218.
59. In proving the divinity o f  the Holy Spirit the Fathers in the 4th century proceed at length, while they seem  

to be little concerned about also establishing his distinct personality. But this different way o f  proceeding is 
based on the different position o f  the adversaries against whom they were contending. For the pneumatics 
did admit a distinction o f  the Holy Spirit from the Father. In fact, they stressed it beyond limits, for they 
attributed to him a diversity o f  nature, but they rejected his true divinity. See Amou, 77.

60. In the proof for the procession o f  the Holy Spirit these texts will be considered.
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Spirit o f God dwelling in us (Gal. 5:19-23); we are in Christ and sons o f God 
by the Holy Spirit (Rom. 8:14; Eph. 1:13); everything that takes place in 
Christ, also takes place in the Spirit, justification, sanctification, sealing (1 
Cor. 6:11; Rom. 15:16; Eph. 1:13; 4:30), and elsewhere passim; he distributes 
charisms (1 Cor. 12:4-6)—this text is understood by some interpreters to be 
about the Holy Spirit, who is also called God and Lord; but if, which seems to 
be more probable, the text is trinitarian, then clearly the Holy Spirit is placed 
in the same divine order as the Father and the Son. From this it follows that 
we are temples o f the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. 6:19-20). Do you not know that your 
body is a temple o f the Holy Spirit within you, which you have from God?... 
So glorify God in your body.; where either the Holy Spirit is called God, or (if 
v. 20 should be referred to the Father) at least the Holy Spirit has a temple, 
which is something divine. Moreover, the action of the Holy Spirit in the 
body of the Church, as described in the Acts of the Apostles, is wholly divine, 
free and independent.61

314. 3. Divine attributes are attributed to the Holy Spirit by both St. 
Paul and the Acts.62 The Spirit searches the depths of God, or he has divine 
knowledge (1 Cor. 2:10-11); for just as what belongs to a man no one knows 
except his own spirit, so also no one comprehends the thoughts o f God except 
the Spirit o f God, but God reveals them through his Spirit; this person is 
distinct from the Father, for what is proper to a distinct person is to search the 
depths of another. The Holy Spirit inspires the prophets and speaks through 
them (Acts 1:16, 21:11; 28:15; 2 Pet. 1:21). The charisms of the Holy 
Spirit are signs of God dwelling among the faithful (1 Cor. 14:24-25). I f  all 
prophesy, and an unbeliever or outsider enters, he is convicted by all, he is 
called to account by all, the secrets o f his heart are disclosed; and so, falling 
on his face, he will worship God and declare that God is really among you. 
In acts 5:3-4, when Ananias lied to Peter, Peter said to him: Ananias, why has 
Satan filled your heart to lie to the Holy Spirit... You have not lied to men but 
to God. When Paul preached to the Roman Jews and they did not believe him 
he said in Acts 28:25-27: The Holy spirit was right in saying to your fathers 
through Isaiah the prophet...you shall indeed hear but not under stand...he, is 
referring to Isa. 6:9-10, where these words are said by the Lord.

3. What the Synoptics say about the Holy Spirit shows his divinity. For 
the Incarnation is attributed to him (Luke 1:35); Christ himself (Luke 4:18) 
attributes his own mission to him as one dwelling within him, just as also

61. Amou, 31-32. Hence especially the Greek Fathers prove the divinity o f  the Holy Spirit from his work of  
sanctification, which is attributed to him. The main principles o f  the demonstration are briefly stated by St. 
Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 31,29-30: MG 36,165-170; Didymus, De Trinilate 1.2 c. 25: MG 39,747-750.

62. Lebreton, 434.
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(Heb. 9:14) his sacrifice is said to have taken place through the Holy Spirit, 
in the Holy Spirit and by his power he casts out demons (Matt. 12:28); also, 
blasphemy against the Holy Spirit is more serious than blasphemy against 
Christ the man (Matt. 12:32). In Revelation 22:1 the Holy Spirit is said to be 
a river of the water o f life flowing from the throne o f God and o f the Lamb.

4. Finally, the veiy reckoning together with the Father and with the Son 
in the trinitarian texts is a manifest description of the divinity of the Holy 
Spirit.63

315. The mystery of the Holy Trinity is proved from the trinitarian 
texts.

Having proved the mystery from the N.T in general, it is now sufficiently 
clear that this doctrine is contained in the trinitarian texts quoted at the 
beginning. For those texts give expression to the revelation handed down to 
us in different ways in the various books of the N.T. Now however we plan 
to offer a special proof that is, in a certain sense, independent of them. In this 
way the divine plan of revealing the trinitarian mystery as such will shine 
forth more clearly. Our purpose is to show that the formulas elaborated later 
in the creeds and in the preaching of the Church are only a more developed 
explanation of the trinitarian doctrine already clearly set forth in the N.T. 
In order to do that we have selected four of those texts already quoted: the 
command to baptize in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the 
Holy Spirit (Matt. 28:19); the theophany at Christ’s baptism (Matt. 3:13-16 
[Mark 1:10-11; Luke 3:22]); the distribution of charisms (1 Cor. 12:4-6; and 
a blessing 2 Cor. 13:13).64

316. THE PRECEPT OF BAPTISM. Matt. 28:19: Go therefore and make 
disciples o f all nations, baptizing them in the name o f the Father and of 
the Son and o f the Holy Spirit. There is no text in the N.T. that has so great 
an impact on trinitarian controversies, which is very much in tune with the 
connection that it has with the rite of baptism. The Fathers very frequently 
invoke it against the Arians and the pneumatics.65 Regarding the authenticity 
of this verse that in absolutely all codices and versions is uniformly foimd,

63. Pohle, 382-388.
64. To these should be added the places in John 14-16 about the Holy Spirit; we referred to them when dealing 

with the third person. For they are rightly considered as very clear expositions o f  the unity o f  nature and 
distinction o f  persons in God; see Lagrange, Evangile de S. Jean 423; A. Wikenhauser, Das Evangelium 
nach Joannes (1948) 244.

65. Early it was Tertullian and Hippolytus against the monarchians; later St. Athanasius, St. Hilary, St. Basil, 
both Gregories, Didymus, St. Jerome, St. Augustine, etc.
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there is no place for any doubt. The suspicion of Fr. Conybeare,66 contrary to 
all the rules of literary criticism, abandoned by almost all rationalists, quickly 
faded away.

a) The personal distinction between the Father and the Son is clear. But 
the distinction of the third person becomes clear from its being reckoned with 
the others. In Greek, however, the distinction is noted by the repetition of the 
article and the conjunction, etc; ovopa xoi3 7raxpo<;, Kai xoi3 uioi3, Kai xoi3 ayioo 
7rvsupaxo(;. Moreover, what is implied in the formula, I  baptize in the name 
of, can be used only for a personal being.67

b) Father, Son and Holy Spirit have divine nature and power. For to be 
baptized in the name of someone as a religious rite means to be dedicated, 
to be consecrated to his worship, and to be under his mighty power for the 
purpose of sanctification (Rom. 6:3-13; 1 Cor. 1:12-15, etc.). Moreover, 
die Father is God; therefore also both the Son and the Holy Spirit who are 
constituted on the same level.68

c) In the phrase “in the name of,” in the single case, by which in the 
Hebrew language essence and power is signified, the Fathers see expressed 
the uniqueness o f nature of the three persons, and therefore their perfect 
equality, as has been noted elsewhere.69

317. THE THEOPHANY AT THE BAPTISM OF CHRIST. Matt. 3:16-17; 
Mark 1:10-11; Luke 3:22. When Christ was baptized by John the heavens 
were opened and he saw the Spirit o f God descending like a dove, and a voice 
from heaven saying, “This is (you are in Mark and Luke) my beloved Son, 6 
uioc; poo 6 dya^qxog, with whom (in you) lam well pleased. The Father with 
a voice coming from heaven, the Son in his own person, and the Holy Spirit 
in the form of a dove are manifested. So in this manifestation the mystery of 
the most Holy Trinity is revealed.

a) The Father and the Son are really distinct persons, as is clear. The Holy 
Spirit is a person really distinct from the Father and from the Son. For there 
is a clear intention of manifesting him as something distinct from the Father 
and from the Son, but at the same time as something that exists in the same 
order and in the same way as the Father and the Son. In this way the Father 
by a physical voice, which he does not have, and the Son in his assumed 
nature are manifested. Therefore the manifestation of the Holy Spirit in the

66. The Eusebian Form o f the Text Mt 28,19: ZNeutWiss 2 (1901) 275-288. See how this suspicion is fully 
demolished by Lebreton, n.E 599-610; Arnou, 50-57; Ceuppens, 62-66; and the decree o f the Biblical 
Commission, 1911 (D 3567).

67. So already Tertullian, Adversus Praxeam 26: ML 2,213; St. Basil, Epist. 210 4: MG 32,773.
68. Strack-Billerbeck, Kommentar 1,1054-1055; Arnou, 52.
69. St. Athanasius, Epist. 3 ad Serapionem 6: MG 26,634; St. Augustine, De Trinitate 1.15 n. 51: ML 42, 1027- 

1098.
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form of a dove takes nothing away from his personality, but has to do with 
physically pointing out his activity in Christ. Moreover, the Holy Spirit is 
a person who leads Jesus into the wilderness (Matt. 4:1), and directs the 
mission o f Christ (Luke 4:18, 21).

b) This manifestation is a theophany, similar to the theophanies in the
O.T.; therefore the ones manifested have divine nature. In other texts the 
Father is God; the Son is declared God from his divine sonship which is 
asserted here. Therefore the Holy Spirit is also God because he is clearly 
shown to be something divine.70

318. THE DISTRIBUTION OF CHARISMS. 1 Cor. 12:4-6. Now there are 
varieties o f gifts, but the same Spirit; and there are varieties o f service, but 
the same Lord; and there are varieties o f working, but it is the same God 
who inspires them all in every one. Graces or charisms xapfapaia, services 
SiaKoviai, and varieties o f working evepyppaxa, either signify different 
divine gifts, or rather the same gifts are under a different aspect of graces 
freely given, of ministry in the Church and of working miracles. Under the 
former aspect they are attributed to the Holy Spirit, under the next aspect to 
Christ the Lord, and under the third to God the Father. But even though they 
are many, they have only one author and that is God, because charisms are 
divine works.

Therefore three pertain to the divine order, the Spirit, the Lord and God. 
Since however Lord and God in St. Paul are the personal names of the Father 
and of the Son, he certainly seems to be dealing here with three persons, not 
with the one person of the Holy Spirit under different names. Therefore three 
distinct persons in the divine nature, which is evidently one, are taught here.71

THE BLESSING. 2 Cor. 13:13. The grace o f the Lord Jesus Christ and the 
love o f God and the fellowship o f the Holy Spirit be with you all.

Gifts strictly divine are desired; therefore the three to whom they are 
attributed pertain to divinity. The distinction of the three persons is clear from 
the diverse attribution. The perfect equality of the three, by which the Holy 
Spirit is a person just like the Father and the Son, is evident also from the fact 
that elsewhere these same qualities are attributed to the other persons: charity 
to the Son and to the Holy Spirit (Rom. 8:25; 15:30); grace to the Father 
(Rom. 3:24); fellowship to the Son (1 Cor. 1:9).72

70. Lagrange, Evangile de S. Marc 15; de S. Luc 115; Huby, S. Marc 12; Marchal, S. Luc 60.
71. Bover, 173-175; Prat, 2,160; Lebreton, 435; Ceuppens, 125-127; Pohle-Gierens, 245.
72. P. Gachter, Zum Pneumabegriff des hi. Paulus: ZkathTh 53 (1929) 345-408; Lebreton, 436; H. Lietzmann, 

An die Korinther (Leipzig 1931) 159 thinks that the trinitarian salutation pertains to liturgical use in the 
Pauline churches.
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N.B. THE JOHANNINE COMMA. There are three who give witness in heaven, the 
Father, the Word and the Holy Spirit, and these three are one (1 John 5:7). In the text 
of the Vulgate, the formula is trinitarian, expressing the unity of nature in three distinct 
persons; this is evident from the uniqueness of God, and it was stated explicitly by Christ 
about himself and about the Father (1 John 10:28). However, it is not necessary to propose 
a scriptural argument from this text, since the genuinity of the text is not sufficiently 
established; for from a declaration of the Holy Office in 1927 regarding a decree in 1897 
(D 3681-3682) it is clear- that the question has not been resolved by the Church.73

319. Objections can be made either against the personal character of the Holy Spirit 
and his real distinction from the other two persons, or against the divinity of Christ.

A. AGAINST THE DISTINCT PERSONALITY OF THE HOLY SPIRIT.
1. The Holy Spirit is said, especially by St. Paul, to be given, to be poured out, to be 

something that bears fruit, that can be extinguished, and other similar expressions (Rom. 
8:15; Gal. 5:22; Eph. 5:28; 1 Thess. 5:19, etc.). But these are opposed to a true personality, 
and rather point to an impersonal power or force, or also a created gift.

I  deny the minor. Even the Son, a true person, is said to be given to us (John 3:16), and 
to be put on by us like a garment (Rom. 13:14). The Holy Spirit is revealed to us especially 
by his created effects which he produces in us—grace and other gifts. Therefore in a 
pregnant way of speaking that is characteristic of St. Paul, the Holy Spirit is signified by 
being identified with his gifts. That is especially the case since the Holy Spirit really does 
communicate himself to us, as the Father and the Son do, and not his created gifts alone.74

2. In many ways it seems clear that Paul does not distinguish the Holy Spirit from 
Christ. For a) it is the same thing for St. Paul to be in Christ and to be in the Spirit (1 
Cor. 6:11 taken together with Gal. 2:17; Eph. 1:11 with 4:10; 2:21-22, etc), b) Christ is 
designated Son o f God according to the Spirit o f holiness (Rom. 1:4); therefore the Holy 
Spirit is only a divine element of Christ, the person of the Word; c) Just as the first Adam 
became a living being, thus also the last Adam became a life-giving Spirit (1 Cor. 15:45); 
therefore the Holy Spirit is only the soul of Christ inasmuch as he possesses sanctifying 
power, d) In 2 Cor. 3:17 it is said clearly that the Lord is the Spirit, 6 8s Kupioq to Twsupa 
eanv, where from the twofold use of the article it seems that identity is expressed between 
Christ and the Holy Spirit.

I  deny the assertion. To the proofs: concerning a) I  deny the consequent. From these 
texts follows only the uniqueness of the operation and of the quasi-formal effect of both 
persons, which the unity of the divine nature necessarily implies. In this way St. Paul 
speaks about the mystical Christ whose head is Christ the God-man and whose soul is the 
Holy Spirit. Therefore from both is derived, but in different ways, the spiritual life of the 
members.75

Concerning b) Some exegetes, like Comely, understand the Spirit of sanctification as 
the divine nature of Christ, but it should be said to be about the Holy Spirit with his gifts.

73. Pesch, 462-467; Lebreton, n.K 645-652; T. Ayuso, Nuevo studio sobre el “Comma Iohannaeum": Bibl 28 
(1947) 83-112,216-235.

74. Amou, 35-36.
75. Amou, 36-37.
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Namely, Christ is declared to be the Son of God according to the measure of grace and 
holiness which the Holy Spirit pours out in him, and which appeared in the resurrection 
through the external glory that belongs to divine sonship.76

Concerning c) The whole chapter in 1 Cor. 15 is about the resurrection of the dead. 
Already St. Paul, in order to prove that there can be a spiritual body, that is, one endowed 
with the gifts of a glorified body, says: just as the first Adam became a living being, thus 
also the last Adam became a life-giving Spirit, elq 7rvev/ua (coonoioov, vivified and vivifying 
through the Holy Spirit; that is, he has the fullness of supernatural life in the Holy Spirit, 
which was manifested in the resurrection, and he has the power of communicating it to 
us, in its total fullness, which includes the vivification of the mortal body in imitation of 
the glorious body of Christ, through the Spirit who dwells in us (Rom. 8:11,23; Phil 3:20- 
21).77

Concerning d) The text of 2 Cor. 3:17 must be explained in its context. For there 
Paul is not dealing with the nature of Christ, but with his ministry which, because it is 
now in the N.T., is contrasted with the old letter of the law. However, the statement is 
metonymous, like Christ our peace (Eph. 2:14), our life (Col. 3:4, etc.), and it means 
that Christ has received the fullness of the Holy Spirit, who is the principle of life in the 
mystical body; but that is the whole substance of the new economy, which is opposed to 
the letter of the old law. Indeed, the personal distinction of the Holy Spirit from the Son 
appears in v. 18, where, as in other places, he is said to be the Spirit of the Lord.78

320. B. AGAINST THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST.
1. St. John’s doctrine about the Word is borrowed from Philo. But in this author 

neither the personality nor the divinity of the Word is defined. Therefore the true divinity 
of Christ is not proved by it.

I  deny the major. This assertion, which was proposed by many rationalists and 
modernists more than fifty years ago, is now almost forgotten, so that even Hamack said 
that there is almost nothing in common between the Word of John and the Word of Philo, 
except the mere word.79 What is said in the minor is certainly true—that the Word in Philo 
is neither personal nor true God. Thus it is clear that there is a huge difference between 
the two authors. For Philo was a monotheistic Jew, but, having been influenced by pagan 
philosophical theories from Alexandria, in a confusing way he mixed together the religion 
of the O.T. with doctrines about intermediate beings between the transcendent God and

76. Bover, 77; Prat, 2,512-513.
77. Galtier, 48; Prat, 2,204-208. St. Thomas explains the passage thus: “Just as Adam achieved the perfection o f  

his being through the soul, so also Christ achieved the perfection o f his being, insofar as he is a man, through 
the Holy Spirit. Therefore since his soul can vivify only his own body, so Adam became a soul that is not 
vivifying, but only living; but Christ became a living spirit and also a vivifying one” (Commentary on the 
Letter o f St. Paul at this place).

78. Thus Bover, 197-202. On the interpretation o f  this text see Prat, 2 n.T. 522-529; Lebreton, n.F 611-615; 
Galtier, 47; Ceuppens, 179; Arnou, 37; B. Schneider, “Domimis autem Spiritus est" (1 Cor. 3:17a) (Rome 
1951).

79. Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte 1,109. On this matter see especially what Lebreton said at great length 
about the Greek logos and Philo 5684,209-251, and also about his difference from the doctrine in Hebrews 
1 and John 1 n.G 615-627, n. J 636-644; Puig, 22-28; Ceuppens, 228-232.



274 Sacrae T heologiae Summa IIA

the world, in creation, and in man’s knowledge of God. Aoyo<; for him is the noblest idea, 
or place or complex of ideas or intelligible world, manifesting as it were the archtypical 
exemplars in the mind of God; hence, it reveals God to us. But his statements that seem to 
attribute a certain personality to the Word are allegories, which Philo himself makes light 
of, as another name for God which he uses twice. On the other hand, John’s Word is very 
clearly God, and a person distinct from the Father. Even Loisy admits that the Johannine 
Christ is divine.80

2. Christ himself seems to put a distance between his sonship and the divinity. For in 
order to take away something scandalous for the Jews in John 10:34-36 he says: according 
to the Scriptures he called them gods to whom the word o f God came.

I  deny the assertion. In this place not only does Christ not distance himself from true 
divinity, nor does he say that he does not call himself God, which he really should have 
said if he had not affirmed that he is true God, but rather he proves that he is rightly called 
God. The argument however is from the minor to the major: if they could be called gods, 
which suffices to take away the verbal scandal, much more whom God consecrated and 
sent into the world. Here he gives the reason why he calls himself the Son of God, namely, 
because preexisting in heaven he was the Son of God. Finally, in v. 37-38 he appeals to 
his works that they might believe the mutual circuminsession of the Father and the Son.81

Objector insists. Christ says that eternal life consists in this, that they know that the 
Father is the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom he has sent (John 17:3). Therefore he 
distances himself from true divinity.

The meaning of the passage is this: that they may know you who are the only true 
God, os tov  povov &Ax|0ivov 0sov. Therefore he excludes from eternal life the knowledge 
of any other god, but he does not exclude himself from divinity. Actually, he affirms it, 
for he joins himself to the Father as the object of knowledge in which eternal life consists. 
But a little farther on he says in v. 5: Father, glorify thou me in thy own presence with the 
glory which I  had with thee before the world was made. 82

321. 3. Christ often, and very especially in St. John, presents himself as subordinate 
to the Father, he beseeches the Father, he receives a command from the Father, the Son 
cannot do anything by himself; the Father manifests everything to the Son, and he gives 
judgment to him (John 14:16; 10:18; 5:19, 23, 30, etc.); Indeed, he says, the Father is 
greater than I  (John 14:28).

He says all of these things according to his humanity, as a man. However these words 
in chapter 5 hint at his origin from the Father which, in a human way of speaking, can be 
signified by words of dependence, unless the danger of a false understanding stands in the 
way. But the last quote has been understood by many of the most orthodox Fathers to be 
about the Son according to his divinity with regard to his origin. But from the context it 
seems rather to refer to his humanity.83

4. Christ responds to the youth who calls him “Good Teacher”: Why do you call me

80. Simples reflexions {1908) 158.
81. Maldonado, at this place; Galtier, De Incarnatione 52-53; Puig, 29-30; Amou, 67; Ceuppens, 228-232.
82. Mandonado, at this place.
83. Arnou, 62-67, where he cites the words o f  the Fathers; Lebreton, 522; Lercher, 3,327.
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good? No one is good but God alone (Mark 10:18). Therefore he denies that he is God.
With this response Christ leads that youth, who is concerned only with his good 

human qualities, to the fount of all goodness, God, from whom alone the way of eternal 
life must be sought. But immediately he said to his disciples: every one who has left 
house...for my sake...will inherit eternal life (Matt. 19:29); in this way he proclaims that 
he is God.84

5. Christ the Son was ignorant of the day of judgment. Therefore the Son is not God. 
I  distinguish the antecedent. Christ the Son was simply ignorant of the day of 

judgment, either as God or as man, denied; he says that he does not know the day of 
judgment as man or as the Son who has been sent, conceded, “Our Lord Jesus Christ.” 
says St. Augustine,85 “said that the Son of man does not know that day because it was not 
part of his teaching authority to make that known to us. For Christ, in the human way of 
speaking that he often used, denied that he had or said that he did not possess, whatever 
did not belong to his mission: I  did not come to judge the world (John 12:47). Indeed, 
even divine attributes, received from the Father by his eternal generation, speaking in a 
human way he could say that he did not have, that is, he did not have them from himself. 
Elsewhere, as we have seen (Matt. 11:27; and see Col. 2:3) he claims for himself perfect 
equality of knowledge with the Father.86 87

322. Scholium. On the revelation o f the Most Holy Trinity in the O.Tsl 
Since the O.T. is a preparation for the full revelation of the N.T., the question naturally 

arises, whether and how it includes a manifestation of the primary mystery of our faith, 
the Most Holy Trinity. For it pertained to the sweet disposition of divine providence that 
mankind should first be taught clearly those things that pertain to the unity of the divine 
essence, especially given the fact regarding the errors of polytheism into which a large 
part of humanity had fallen. However it was also necessary that the revelation of the 
Trinity might not seem to be so new that its acceptance would be too difficult, since even 
in itself it greatly exceeds the power of comprehension of the human mind.

Therefore we say: the mystery of the Most Holy Trinity is not proposed in the O.T. in 
such a way “that it pertained to the common faith of the people of Israel,”88 but certainly 
in it they are being prepared to receive the revelation o f the N. T. in such a way that the 
N. T. presents an excellent exposition o f the teaching actually contained in the O. I ,  at least 
with regard to some of its elements. Particularly, the divinity of the Messiah as a person 
distinct from God the Father is clearly communicated in various places. “The second 
person,” Franzelin says, “without doubt has been revealed”89; therefore the teaching of the 
N.T. regarding this point is not simply like a new revelation of a truth never expressed, but 
rather it should be taken as an explanation and more distinct determination of the previous

84. Galtier, 57; Huby, S. Marc 230-231; Lagrange, S. Marc at this pleace.
85. InPs 36 1: ML 36,355.
86. Maldonado, at this place; Muncunill, De Incarnatione 123; Galtier, 333-347; Lagrange, Huby, at this place; 

Lebreton, 306-312 and n.C 559-590, where you will find the explanations o f  the Fathers and the theologians.
87. Franzelin, th.6f.; Pesch, 468-475; Galtier, De Trinitate 19-32; Lebreton, 100-142; Ceuppens, 9-54; Heinisch, 

Teologia del Vecchio Testamento 109-138.
88. Franzelin, 88.
89. Loc. cit., 97.
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revelation. At least this seems to be the mind of the holy Fathers, who on the one hand 
often say that the Trinity was revealed only in the N.T., and on the other hand they bring 
forth many statements of the O.T. in order to prove it.90 The opinions of almost all Catholic 
theologians and exegetes agree on this latter point.

A distinction must be made between the hints and insinuations of the whole trinitarian 
mystery and certain statements which either in the light of the N.T. or simply in the very 
text of the O.T. pertain to the mystery. In this matter, the texts quoted by the authors of 
the N.T. books must be carefully analyzed, and also certain texts understood to refer to 
the Trinity by the common consent of the fourth century Fathers in the controversies with 
the heretics. For since Christ himself quoted the O.T. to prove his divine sonship, and 
since the Apostles and the Church had received the charism or gift of understanding the 
Scriptures, it must be said that with these quotes the meaning of the teaching revealed in 
the O.T. is not magnified, but simply explained and declared, namely where the mind of 
the N.T. author or the consensus of the Fathers or the authority of the Church is clearly 
apparent.

323. 1. To the first type of proof, the following points should be considered: a) 
probably the plural form  by which God is named Elohim, or is quoted as speaking about 
himself, as in Gen. 1:26 Let us make man in our image, after our likeness; Gen. 3:22 
Behold, the man has become like one o f us; Gen. 11:7 Come, let us go down, and there 
confuse their language, and many similar passages in which a certain plurality of persons 
is indicated. For the Fathers quite frequently argue from these texts and reject contrary 
explanations as false.91 However the matter is not sufficiently proved by exegesis alone, 
for a plurality of deliberation or majesty can underlie this way of speaking; but, as is clear, 
it is in no way excluded.

b) The number three sometimes used in divine matters, like the holy, holy, holy in Isa. 
6:3. But this place, even with the omission of the threefold repetition, or rather the whole 
theophany in the initial vision of Isaiah is applied in the N.T. to Christ (John 12:41), and to 
the Holy Spirit (Acts 28:25-27), as we saw above. Therefore it seems it must be admitted 
that this theophany contains a manifestation of the Holy Trinity.

c) Many of the ancient Fathers, not just the pre-Nicene but also the Greek Fathers 
of the 4th century, attribute the theophanies o f the O. T. generally, especially those by the 
angel o f Yahweh,92 to the Word. But it seems that this explanation was abandoned by St. 
Augustine and after him it was omitted.93 In O.T. texts considered by themselves, it is 
not clear who the angel of Yahweh is; for sometimes he is identified with Yahweh, as in

90. Lebreton, 552; F. Schmid, De adumbratione SS. Trinitatis in V.T. secundum S. Augustinum (Mundelein 
1942).

91. St. Augustine, Contra sermonem arianorum 16: ML 42,695; The City of God 1.16 c.6 n.l: ML 41,484; St. 
Epiphanius says that this explanation is common, Panarion haer. 23 n.l: MG 41,383. Consult Lebreton, 553 
n. 1 a long list o f Fathers on this matter.

92. Many things have been written about the angel o f Yahweh and they are listed by Lagrange, L 'ange de Iahve: 
RevBibl (1903) 212ff.; Touzard, Ange de Iahve: DBS l,42fF.; J. Rubonsky, Der Mal'akh Iawe (Paderbom 
1930).

93. Franzelin, 91; D. Legeay, L ’Ange et les Theophanies dans la sainte Ecriture d ’apres la doctrine des Peres: 
RevThom 10 (1902) 138, 185, 405-420.
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Gen. 16:7, 13; 31:11-13 where he says to Jacob that he is the God of Bethel, Exod. 3:2-6 
in the apparition to Moses in the burning bush, Judg. 6:22 in the history of Gideon; but 
elsewhere he is clearly distinguished from God: Gen. 24:7; Exod. 23:20-23 Behold, I  
send my angel', 2 Sam. 24:16, etc. The interpretation regarding the Word, which by these 
apparitions were a prelude to the Incarnation, could have been based on the expression 
Angel o f great counsel, which is said of the Messiah in Isa. 9:5 according to the LXX. 
But from the N.T.—Acts 7:30-35, 53; Gal. 3:19; Heb. 1:1-2; 2:1-3; 13:2—it seems to be 
sufficiently established that all of those apparitions, even the most solemn, including the 
covenant on Mt. Sinai, were accomplished immediately by angels who spoke in the name 
o f God and in his person', thus it is a privilege of the N.T. that God speaks to us through 
his Son. We have a clear example in Rev. 22 of this speaking of an angel in the person of 
God. Hence it seems that the interpretation of St. Augustine and of St. Thomas, which the 
scholastics followed, must be admitted.94

d) The Holy Spirit is evidently proposed as something divine in Isa. 11:2 and Wis. 
1:6fifi, but his distinct personality is not all that clear.95 But the pouring out of the Spirit on 
the Messiah in Isa. 61:1 -2 and on all flesh in Joel 2:28 is ascribed to a third person in Luke 
4:17-20 and Acts 2:16ff.

e) Three persons seem to be meant in Wis. 9:1-7; and Ps. 33:6 By the word o f the Lord 
the heavens were made, and all their host by the breath o f his mouth is often explained 
by the Fathers and the Liturgy to apply to the second and third persons; but it is not 
sufficiently clear whether they are mere accommodations or applications.

324.2. To the other type pertain the things said about the second person as the Messiah 
and begotten wisdom.

a) The Messiah from the O.T. is true God, but a person distinct from God the Father, 
as his true Son.96 The Messiah surely is a man sent by God, but already in Isa. 35:4 it is 
said that God himself will come and save you, and 40:3-10 prepare the way o f the Lord ... 
Behold, the Lord God comes with might, which is referred to in Mark 1:3 (and parallels); 
Isa. 7:5; Ps. 45:6-7; 110:1 are referred to in Matt. 1:14; Heb. 1:8 and Matt. 22:41-46 (and 
parallels). It is mainly proved from Isa. 9:6 and Ps. 2:7 (Acts 13:13; Heb. 1:5). The names 
given to the Messiah in the prior place can be applied only to God, especially Mighty God, 
El-gibbor,97 a name that is always truly divine; and the other names are too— Wonderful 
Counselor and Prince o f Peace, which are not said of any man, and Everlasting Father 
who is Yahweh alone. Ps. 2:7, You are my son, which from the nature of things and as said 
by one person to another, can be said only to one’s own son, and is never said by God to 
anyone else; today I  have begotten you—this word of generating, said again to one person, 
signifies generation in the full sense and is found only twice, here and in Prov. 8:22-25. 
It is also found implicitly in Mic. 5:2 and, according to the more probable reading, in Ps.

94. St. Augustine, De Trinitate 1.3 c. 11: ML 42, 881; St. Thom. I-Il, q. 151, a. 2 etc.; Suarez, De angelis 1.6 c.20, 
where he carefully treats the whole question.

95. Heinisch, 124ff.; Lebreton, 11 Iff.
96. Among the many treatments o f  this argument, see especially Heinisch, 383-385; A. Vaccari, De Messia Filio 

Dei in V.T.: VerbDom 15 (1935) 48-55, 77-86.
97. This passage “cannot be escaped by any subterfuge” (Vaccari, loc. cit., 84).
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110:3.98
b) The descriptions of begotten Wisdom in the wisdom books cannot be explained as 

mere poetical personifications, but there a clear personal note of Wisdom is proposed, and 
surely as something divine, and distinct from God and proceeding from him. Prov. 8:22ff. 
and 9:1 ff.: The Lord possessed me, in Hebrew kanani, he created me, he possessed me by 
generation (see Gen. 4:1 on the name given to Cain by Eve), and also forever, before the 
hills I  was brought forth, I  was beside him, like a master workman-, it gives direction and 
discipline to men. Sirach 24:3ff.: I  came forth from the mouth o f the Most High, the first
born before every creature... I  dwelt in high places, ...,From eternity, in the beginning, he 
created me (that is, as in Prov. 8:22, produced): here he describes the mysterious origin of 
Wisdom with many metaphors as something proceeding from God, and leading to divine 
activities that exceed the limits of personification. In Wisdom 7:21—8:1-3 the spiritual 
and divine nature of Wisdom is taught, as a person emanated from God who stands on 
his own, who creates, rules and gives knowledge to men. Wisdom is the fashioner o f all 
things, a spirit that is holy, unpolluted, all-powerful, overseeing all, she is a breath o f  
the power o f God, and a pure emanation o f the glory o f the Almighty, she is a reflection 
o f eternal light, a spotless mirror o f the working o f God, and an image o f his goodness, 
though she is but one, she can do all things, she is more beautiful than the sun, compared 
with the light she is found superior, she reaches mightily from one end o f the earth to the 
other, and she orders all things well... and the Lord o f all loves her. That praise is of such a 
nature that it has been well said that the only thing lacking is to say explicitly that Wisdom 
was God, as St. Johns said, the Word was God. 99

If these statements are considered not only in themselves, but also in light of the 
unanimous tradition of the Church since the 4th century, where in the disputes with the 
Arians they are simply understood by all as being clearly said about the Word, it really 
must be said that this is the meaning of the teaching revealed in these texts. Therefore, Pius 
IX in the dogmatic Bull, Inejfabilis Deus, on the Immaculate Conception of the Blessed 
Virgin Mary, justly and simply says: “The very words themselves with which the divine 
Scriptures speak about uncreated Wisdom portray his eternal origins.. .”100

98. On Ps. 2:7 and Ps. 110:3, see below n. 394 on the generation o f  the Son.
99. Heinisch, 120. On texts from the wisdom books, see especially this author, 115-124 and Lebreton, 122-131; 

also see below n. 394-426.
100. Acta Pii IX 1,600.
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A R T I C L E  I I I

T h e  m y s t e r y  o f  t h e  h o ly  t r in it y  in  t h e  t r a d it io n

325. From the beginning of the 5th century the matter is so certain 
concerning the perpetual faith of the Church about the Trinity of persons in 
the unity of the divine nature that no one has dared to call it into doubt; it is 
sufficient to read the Symbols and professions of faith and the Fathers from 
the time of St. Augustine and St. Cyril of Alexandria. For this reason it is a 
dogmatic argument of prescription that is more than sufficient concerning 
the revelation of the mystery of the Holy Trinity because of the infallibility 
of the Church. However since recent rationalists in many ways have been 
attacking the tradition of the early centuries and say that not only before the 
Council of Nicaea but also during the whole 4th century the doctrine of the 
Church was not what Catholic faith now professes, it is necessary in a matter 
of such great moment, which affects the fundamental dogma of the Christian 
religion, to defend the perpetual and unadulterated faith of the Church in the 
Trinity.

We will do that with three theses. In the first thesis we will consider 
positive arguments concerning the ante-Nicene faith; in the second the 
difficulties that are raised against it, and in the third the doctrine of the Fathers 
of the 4th century.

Thesis 27. The trinity of persons in the unity of the divine essence is 
established by the perpetual and genuine tradition of the Church 
before the Council of Nicaea.

Franzelin, th. 8. 10; Galtier, 68-89; D ’AJes, De Deo trim  58-74; Lebreton, 2; Tixeront, Histoire des dogmes 
v. 1; Amou, De Deo trim, 78-102.

326. State of the question. At the Council of Nicaea in 325 A.D. 
Arianism was condemned and a symbol or creed was published in which 
was added to the ancient symbols what pertains to the consubstantiality of 
the Son and to his generation from the Father, after having anathematized 
the Arian ways of speaking (D 125-126). In this way the doctrine of the 
Trinity was made safe against the errors of the subordinationists and others 
opposed to orthodoxy. With regard to the Holy Spirit, however, there was no 
controversy, and having established the true divinity of the Son, there was 
no difficulty about admitting a third person in God, since the Holy Spirit, 
as we have seen, appears so clearly in Holy Scripture as something divine. 
Therefore when Macedonianism came on the scene it was immediately
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rejected towards the end of the 4th century. Therefore our task here is to deal 
primarily with the tradition of the first three centuries of the Church.

327. Adversaries. In every possible way the rationalists attempted to 
find the origin of the trinitarian dogma anywhere except in the true fount 
of revelation. The historians of comparative religion appealed to almost all 
the known religions, using the data in a forced manner in support of their 
theories.' They attribute the apotheosis of Christ either to the imperial cult 
itself or especially to the philosophical -religious syncretism in the early 
days of the Church while she was advancing through the Roman Empire.1 2

The Modernists explained the inner development of the Christian faith from the 
historical Christ as a mere man to the Christ of faith, through their theory of transfiguration 
and deformation of the religious life that manifested itself in the man Jesus.3

Historians of dogma of the liberal school, like Hamack,4 maintain that before the 
Council of Nicaea there was no definite and fixed doctrine in the Church about the Trinity, 
but that the minds of Christians wandered back and forth between a monarchianism more 
or less conscious and definite, which, they say, was especially strong in the West—so 
that some did not hesitate to assert that modalism in the 3rd century was the quasi official 
doctrine in the Roman Church especially under the form of an economic doctrine—and 
subordinationism which was held rather by the Oriental Churches, not however without a 
mixture of a certain obscure modalism, and also many occidental writers, but in a different 
way and not very definite. The whole trinitarian doctrine arose in Christianity from 
different causes not at all religious, and contrary to the mind of Jesus, partially in order 
to oppose something new to the Jewish formulas,5 and partly from the multiform influx 
of various religions and pagan philosophy in a period of syncretism. Hence, gradually in 
the 2nd century an apotheosis of the Son or Word took place and in the 4th century the 
divinization of the Holy Spirit as a distinct hypostasis was added to it.

328. Catholic doctrine. Long before the 16th century the Fathers in the 
4th century refuted these wholly gratuitous assertions, when they proclaimed 
in clear words that the prior tradition of the Church was universal and

1. In the middle o f  the 19th century the rationalists placed the origin o f  the Trinitarian dogma often in the Indian 
“trimurti,” or in the Babylonian or Egyptian triads; A. Vicherot, Histoire critique de Vecole d ’Alexandrie 
(Paris 1846); H. Ritter, Geschichte der Philosophie (1865); H. Havet, Le christianisme et ses origins (Paris 
1878); also S. Reinach, Orpheus (Paris 1909); J. Frazer, The Golden Bough (London 1912).

2. R. Reitzenstein, Poimandres (Leipzig 1904); F. Picavet, Hypostasesplotiniennes et Trinite chretienne (Paris 
1917-1919); A. Nielsen, Der dreieinige Gott in religionsgeschichtliche Bedeutung (Berlin 1922), and passim 
in rationalistic histories o f  dogma.

3. See the critical method o f  the Modernists clearly described in the Encyclical Pascendi o f  Pius X (D 3475- 
3483,3498); and their teaching on the divinity o f  Christ in Puig de la Bellacasa, op. cit., 11-17.

4. A. Hamack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschicte4 (Tubingen 1910) 1; Loofs, Kruger, etc. in their 
Dogmengeschichte.

5. This hypothesis has been correctly called “gratuite, indfficace et bizarre”; J. de Ghellinck in a lithograph 
course, Histoire du dogme de la Trinity 28.
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perpetual. Thus St. Athanasius: “Likewise let us consider this tradition from 
the very beginning and the doctrine and faith of the Catholic Church, which 
the Lord handed on, the Apostles preached, and the fathers preserved.... 
Therefore the holy and perfect Trinity is what is recognized in the Father, the 
Son and the Holy Spirit’ (R 782). St. Epiphanius: “They [the Antiochenes] 
confess that the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit are consubstantial, three 
hypostases, one essence, one divinity, which surely is the true faith which 
has been handed down by the Fathers—it is prophetic and evangelical and 
apostolic, which our fathers and bishops, who were gathered together at the 
Council of Nicaea, professed” (R 1107). We quoted St. Augustine on this 
point above (R 1650). Theologians and Catholic historians of dogma, after 
careful study, show with critical exactness that these errors are fictions: “An 
hypothesis of this kind,” says Lebreton,6 “ is demolished by contact with 
the ancient authors, especially with the books of the N.T., and also of the 
apostolic Fathers.”

We maintain, therefore, that the Church believed in the mystery of the 
Holy Trinity according to its essential elements and that there is one God in 
three persons really distinct, Father, Son and Holy Spirit. Special testimonies 
about faith in the uniqueness of God, which was treated in the treatise on the 
oneness of God, occur also in the sources that will be offered here.

Theological note. The thesis is critically and historically absolutely 
certain; dogmatically it is at least theologically certain.

329. Proof 1. FROM ARIANISM AND ITS CONDEMNATION IN THE 
COUNCIL OF NICAEA.

a) From the moment Arianism came on the scene there was great 
commotion in the Church, and the Arians were accused of a new blasphemy. 
“Who ever heard such things? cried St. Alexander of Alexandria7; and 
St. Athanasius rebuked them: “But you, O modem Jews and disciples of 
Caiaphas, how many Fathers can you assign to your phrases? Certainly you 
will never bring forth any pmdent or wise one” (R 757). In fact, they did 
not begin to seek the support of antiquity before 350 A.D., as St. Athanasius 
himself says.8 When however the pneumatics began to deny the divinity of 
the Holy Spirit, immediately St. Athanasius said that they must be called 
atheists.

b) The Arians were arguing from philosophy and reason, and from certain

6. Op. cit., 2, intro. 17.
7. Epistola 2 ad omnes Episcopos 4: MG 18,574.
8. De sententia Dionysii 1: MG 25,480. Thus also St. Ambrose, De Spiritu Sancto c.7: ML 16,820, and 

Theodoret, In 2 Cor c. 7: MG 83,420.
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texts of Scripture understood in a perverse sense and by these subtleties 
they attracted simple souls to their position. Therefore at the Council of 
Nicaea itself they attempted to bring it about that no new formulas would be 
composed by which would clearly be opposed to their deceptions.

c) Therefore it was necessary to add to the ancient creeds some new 
words—consubstantial, opoouaiov and from the substance of the Father, sk 
xr(<g ouaia<; xou Ilaxpoq, by which both the true divinity o f the Son is affirmed, 
and the real reason of his procession of generation, and the unity o f divinity 
in the Father and the Son from generation without division o f the substance. 
In this way all the suspicions of the Arians about ditheism, about modalism 
and about division of the divine substance were excluded.9 Therefore the 
meaning of the word homoousion at Nicaea is evident, and it was, as St. 
Athanasius said, “a strong defense against all heresies,” 10 11 “which the ancient 
faith gave birth to,” according to St. Augustine.11

Confirmation from Gnostics and heretics in the 2nd century.12 The Gnostics, in order 
to introduce their errors into the Church, included Christ or the Word and the Paraclete 
among the eons of the divine pleroma (fullness); in this way they are witness both to the 
divinity of Christ and his distinction from God the Father, which the early faith of the 
Church held. But the heretics, besides the Cerinthians and the semi-Jewish Ebionites, saw 
the divinity of Christ recognized by Christians as so important that either the docetists 
denied his true humanity, or like Marcion they held that the God of the N.T. is opposed to 
the God of the O.T., or like the patripassionists and modalists they confused him with the 
Father. In that situation even Novatian argued for the faith of the Church in the Trinity.13

330. Proof 2. THE WITNESS OF THE COMMON FAITH is shown:
a) In the baptismal liturgy, both by the form “in the name of the Father, 

and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit,” and by the triple immersions, according 
to the testimony of the Didache (R 4), St. Justin (R 126), St. Irenaeus,14; 
relying on that, Tertullian,15 St. Cyprian (R 596) and Origin16 make the same 
argument; because of that formula adult converts saw their religious life 
begin with a consecration in the name of the three persons.17

9. De decretis Nicaenae Synodi 19: MG 25,460.
10. Ad Afros 11: MG 26,1049.
11. Contra Maximinum 2,14: ML 42,722.
12. Galtier, 74.
13. De Trinitate 23: ML 3,931-932.
14. Epideixis 3. 7: RechScRel 6 (1916) 373.
15. De baptismo 5: ML 1,1314.
16. De principiis 1.3.2: MG 11,147.
17. On the importance o f  the baptismal liturgy in early Christianity see Lebreton, 138-140.
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b) In the baptismal symbol1 H (or creed) and the rule o f faith that explained 
it: the Fathers often refer to it and explain it, such as St. Irenaeus (R 191), 
Tertullian who quotes it in opposition to the monarchianists (R 371), St. 
Gregory Thaumaturgus (R 611), etc.

c) In prayer which is commonly directed to the Father (as it still is in the 
liturgy), but also almost always together with the Son and the Holy Spirit. 
With this fact Novatian18 19 proved the Trinity, since the Son especially is 
invoked not only as the Mediator and eternal Priest, but also as Lord, teacher 
and Savior.

Prayers were also offered directly to Christ, as even the pagans testify: 
for example, Pliny in a letter to Trajan, “they were accustomed on a certain 
day before dawn to gather together and sing a song to Christ as to God”20; 
Lucian who ridicules Christians because “they adore their crucified sophist”21; 
Celsus complains about the Christians because they profess monotheism to 
such an extent that they even adore a man whom they say is God’s Son; to 
him Origen replies, “If Celsus had known this: ‘The Father and I are one,’ 
and something else that the Son of God said: ‘Just as you and I are one,” it 
would not have occurred to him to think that we worship anyone else but the 
supreme God.”22 23 Some good examples are the Evening Hymn of the Greeks, 
®gk ILapov (R 108), and the prayer of Clement of Alexandria (R 414).

d) In a special way in the doxologies, which give expression to divine 
worship, and in which with many different formulas there is given an explicit 
faith in Christ as God and in the whole Holy Trinity. Thus in the martyrdom 
of Polycarp (R 80), in the acts o f Saints Perpetua and Felicity f  in the 
celebration of the Eucharist, according to the testimony of St. Justin,24 in 
blessings, according to the rule of St. Hippolytus,25 often in Origen and St. 
Dionysius of Alexandria,26 and often in the preaching of homilies. In remote

18. This Symbol, called the “Apostles’ Creed,” seems to have arisen from the fusion o f  two early symbols, 
one Trinitarian and one Christological, composed in Rome towards the end o f  the 2nd century. Regarding 
its origin, you will find a summary o f  recent studies in P. Batiffol-A. Vacant, Apotres (Symbol des): DTC 
1,1660-1680; E. Vacanard, ibid.: DAFC 1,274-279; H. Litzmann, Symbolstudien: ZNeutWiss 21-26 (1921- 
1927); J. de Gellinck, L ’histoire du Symbole des Apotres'. RechScRel 18 (1928) 118ff.; Les origins du 
symbole des Apotres apres cinq siecles de recherches'. NouvRevTh 67 (1945) 186-201; Les recherches sur 
I’origine du symbole des Apotres: Muss.Less. sect. hist, n.6 (Brussels 1949); J. Lebreton, Les origins du 
symbole baptismal'. RechScRel 20 (1930) 97ff.; J. Ruiz Goyo, Los origenes del Simbolo apostolico: EstEcl 
13 (1934) 316-337.

19. De Trinitate 14: ML 3,909.
20. Epist. Af 96.7.
21. Peregrinus 11,13.
22. Contra Celsum 8,12,14: MG 1,1533,1536.
23. ML 3,60-62.
24. Apologiaprima 65: MG 6,427.
25. Connolly: Journal ofTheol. Stud. 24,144-146; Texts and Studies VIII 4,154.
26. “To God the Father and to the Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, with the Holy Spirit be glory and majesty forever 

and eve r. Amen” (MG 32,202).
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antiquity two doxologies were in use; the major one was “Glory to God in 
the highest” {Gloria in excels is), and the minor one in two different forms: 
“Glory be to the Father, through the Son and in the Holy Spirit,” and, “Glory 
be to the Father and to the Son and to the Holy Spirit.” Also, as St. Basil 
pointed out, the latter form was the most ancient.27

St. Basil himself had already proposed against the pneumatics the 
liturgical argument for the common faith: “As we baptize so also do we 
believe, as we believe so are we also glorified... we are glorifying the Holy 
Spirit together with the Father and the Son, because we are convinced that 
he is not foreign to the divine nature; for he would not be participating in the 
same honors, if he were foreign according to nature.”28

331. Proof 3. FROM THE AUTHORITY OF THE CHURCH AGAINST 
THE HERETICS.

The Roman Pontiffs Saints Victor, Zephyrinus and Callistus condemned 
the monarchians and the Sabellians; moreover, they feared lest their opponents 
would fall into the opposite extreme, as is clear from what Hippolytus29 
reports; for Zephyrinus professed that there is one God, that Christ is God, 
but that the Father did not die; but Callistus said that the Father and the Son 
are one God, but not one person. The Council of Antioch condemned Paul of 
Samosate in 260.30 In particular, the Roman Pontiff, St. Dionysius, in the case 
of St. Dionysius of Alexandria,31 lucidly condemned all the anti-trinitarian 
errors, and in an excellent way proposed the doctrine of the Trinity (D 112- 
115).

332. Proof 4. FROM THE TESTIMONIES OF ECCLESIASTICAL 
AUTHORS.

Almost all of the ante-Nicene authors are outstanding witnesses of the 
trinitarian faith; many of them explained and defended it scientifically against

27. De Spiritu Sancto 29,71: MG 32,199.
28. Epist. 159: MG 32,619. On this point see Lebreton n. A 618-630.
29. Philosophumena 9: MG 16,3379-3386. We know this from an account o f  Hippolytus full o f  passionate rage 

against Zephyrinus and Callistus. Therefore there is room for doubt that the words are faithfully reported; 
but whatever the case may be, even granted the tenor o f  the words, the plain and orthodox meaning is not 
doubtful. On this whole matter see Franzelin, th. 10 p. 134-135, 143; Galtier, 80-81; D ’A16s, La Theologie 
de saint Hippolyte (Paris 1906) 10-12; B. Cappelle, Le cas du Pape Zephyr in: RevBdn (1926) 321-330; 
H. Dieckmann, Lehrentscheidungen romischer Bischdfe nach Hippolyt: ZkathTh 48 (1924) 320-322; K. 
Preysing, Echtheit und Bedeutung der dogmatischen Erklarung Zephyrins: ibid., 52 (1928) 225-230; P. 
Richard, Fils de Dieu: DTC 5,2429.

30. Hefele-Leclercq, Histoire des Concils l,195ff. and related words n. 289 Loofs and Bardy; see also Galtier, 
L’opooOcno? de Paul de Samosate/ RechScRel 2 (1922) 30-45; H. de Riedmatten, Les Actes du process de 
Paul de Samosate (Fribourg 1952).

31. We know the history o f  this case from St. Athanasius, De sententia Dionysii: MG 25,479ff, and De decretis 
Nicaenae Synodi: DTC 15,1645-1649.
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the pagans and heretics of that time. In their writings, besides assertions of 
the common doctrine, these points should be noted: they maintain very firmly 
the uniqueness o f God; the distinction o f persons, which they had to protect 
against the opposite errors of modalism and they derived it substantially from 
procession alone, and so they already in advance refute the most important 
parts o f Arianism. We will cite here a few witnesses.

Since we are dealing with the Trinitarian faith of the first authors of the Church, one 
should not forget that they had at hand the Holy Scriptures, where they found the revealed 
doctrine vividly expressed, so that they hardly needed a new way of expressing it That is 
so in the few writings that have survived, unless on the occasion of errors that arose there 
was a need to defend the true meaning of revelation and to explain it intellectually.

ST. CLEMENT OF ROME: “God lives, and the Lord Jesus Christ lives, 
and the Holy Spirit, the faith and the hope of the elect” (R 28), which is the 
formula of an oath and adjuration from the O.T.32 St. Ignatius: “There is one 
doctor, both carnal and spiritual, begotten and unbegotten, God existing in 
the flesh and in death true life, from Mary and from God...our Lord Jesus 
Christ” (R 39). “Our God Jesus Christ was nurtured in the womb by Mary 
according to the plan of God, from the seed indeed of David, but by the Holy 
Spirit” (R 42).

St. Ignatius is the most distinguished witness of the divinity of Christ, so that it is 
surprising that in this matter doubts have been raised by some critics. For he insists on 
it to such an extent that the Bishop of Antioch appears rather to other critics to have 
foreshadowed monarchianism.33 However, as Lebreton34 says correctly, in the writings of 
St. Ignatius there is nothing but consubstantiality.

ARISTIDES (R 112) expresses the divinity of the three persons. St. Justin 
declares the distinction and divinity of the persons, and the generation of 
the Word without a separation (R 117, 137); and about the Son he says this: 
“Those who say that the Son is the Father prove that they do not know the 
Father, and they do not acknowledge the Son to be from the Father of all 
things. Since the Word is the first-bom of God, he also is God” (R 127). 
Athenagoras: “Therefore who is not astonished, when he hears that they are 
called atheists who say that the Father is God and the Son is God and the 
Holy Spirit, and demonstrate both their power in union and their distinction 
in order?” (R 164). Theophilus of Antioch was the first one to use the word

32. Concerning the importance and character o f  this testimony see Lebreton, 249-250, 277-280.
33. Lebreton, 296-313.
34. “From the 2nd century to the 4th the theological language changed, but the thought is the same” (ibid., 311).
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xpidg: “Those three days, that before were shining lamps, are an image of the 
Trinity, xf|<; xpiddoq, of God, of his Word, and of his Wisdom” (R 180); “The 
Word was always existing and dwelt in the heart of God... since he is God 
and bom from God...” (R 182).35

St. Irenaeus is outstanding in his explanation of the doctrine of the 
Trinity36; he rejects suspect theories about the bringing forth o f the Word, 
he defends his eternal generation and concerning the Holy Spirit he teaches 
clearly the same thing that the Fathers of the 4th century taught (R 191,200, 
235, etc.); “This is the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ through his Word who 
is his Son....But the Son is always coexisting with the Father...” (R 205); 
“One God the Father is shown, who is over all and through all and in all. 
Indeed the Father is over all and he is the head of Christ; the Word is through 
all and is the head of the Church; the Spirit is in all of us and he is living 
water” (R 256).

333. TERTULLIAN was the first to shape the technical Latin terminology, 
though not perfectly; for example, the words Trinity and person-, unity o f 
substance-, consubstantial, the three are one essence, not one person; for they 
are one and another, not separated because o f procession, not by diversity nor 
by division, but by distribution and by distinction-, the Father and the Word 
are both one. In his Apologetics: “We say that this one [Son] came forth from 
God and was generated by speaking, and therefore he is the Son o f God and 
called God, from the unity o f substance.... Therefore what came forth from 
God is God and the Son of God and both are one” (R 277). Against Praxeas: 
“Also as if not all are thus one person [Father, Son and Holy Spirit], while all 
are one essence, that is, through the unity o f substance..., but the three not in 
state but in degree, not in substance but in form, not in power but in species, 
but they are o f one substance and of one state and of one power, because God 
is one, from whom those degrees and forms and species are considered in the 
name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit” (R 371); “Therefore 
whatever the substance of that Speech was, I call it a person and I claim for 
it the name of Son” (R 374); “Behold, for I say that one is the Father and 
the other the Son and the other the Holy Spirit.. .not however with diversity 
that the Son is other than the Father but by distribution, nor is he other by 
diversity but by distinction.. ..Thus the Father is other than the Son.. .since it 
is one who generates and another who is generated” (R 376); “77ze three are 
one essence, not one person, as was said: The Father and I are one, in a unity

35. On the apologists see Tixeront, 245-248; P. Richard, Fils de Dieu: DTC 5,2414-2417.
36. See Lebreton, 614; you will find a full treatment o f  St. Irenaeus in pp. 517-614; see also Th. Rtlsch, Die 

Entstehung der Lehre vom Heiligen Geist bei Ignatius v. Antioch, Theophilus v. Antiochia it. Irendits v. Lyon 
(Zurich 1952).
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o f substance, not according to the singularity of a number” (R 378).
ST. HIPPOLYTUS says the same thing: “When God was alone...being 

alone he was many... .In addition to those things that were made he generated 
the Word as leader, counselor and worker” (R 391). “And thus another stood 
beside him. Since I say another, I  am not saying two gods; but as light from 
light, and water from a fountain, or a ray from the sun” (R392). “This Word 
alone is from him; therefore it is also God, since it is the substance o f God’ 
(R 398). “Christ is God above all things ” (R 399).

NOVATIAN: ”We do not speak thus about the substance of his body [of 
Christ], so that we say he is only a man, but having joined the divinity o f the 
Word together with matter, we hold according to the Scriptures that he is 
God” (R 605). “Urging them [heretics], like Christ the son of man, that they 
might understand that he is also the Son of God, and as man the Son of God, 
that is, that they accept the Word of God (as has been written) as God’ (R 
606). “This one [the Holy Spirit] ...is a certain seed of divine generation” 
(R 607). By generation and procession he reconciles the unity of God with 
the plurality of persons: “Surely he is God proceeding from God, making a 
second person after the Father, by which he is Son, but not snatching it away 
from God because God is one. For if he had not been born, being unborn 
compared with him who is unborn, thus making equality between both, that 
would make two unborn, and therefore it would make two gods” (R 608).

334. CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA: “Both [God and the Word] are one, 
namely God” (R 409). “When he says that he was from the beginning he 
touches on generation without a beginning of the Son existing together with 
the Father... .For the Word (this is the Son) which according to the equality of 
substance is one with the Father, is eternal and uncreated” (R 442).

ORIGEN to a great extent developed the Greek terminology concerning 
the Trinity, took the beginning of the explanation from the apostolic 
preaching (R 445), and with great vigor rejected what the Arians taught 
later. St. Athanasius (R 757) says the same things against them37: “For we 
do not say, as the heretics think, that a certain part of the substance of God 
was turned into the Son, or that the Son was procreated by God from no 
substances, that is outside o f his substance, as if there were a time when 
he was not...but before all time, and before all ages and before all eternity 
those things must be understood that are said about the Father and the Son 
and the Holy Spirit” (R 470). “He did not say that God the Father is one 
God in such a way that God the Son is not believed... .But one and both are 
God, because there is not a beginning of divinity for the Son that is other

37. Prat, Origene (Paris 1907) 29-67.
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than that of the Father, the fountain of the one paternity, as Wisdom says, 
the Son is most pure flowing forth. Therefore Christ is God over all....For 
he is not after the Father but from the Father. But the Wisdom of God also 
gave the same thing to be understood about the Holy Spirit.. .Evidently it is 
made clear that the nature o f the Trinity and the substance are one, which 
is over all things” (R 502). “For that nature [divine] is known only to itself. 
For only the Father knows the Son and only the Son knows the Father, and 
only the Holy Spirit searches the depths of God.”38 The word consubstantial 
means this: “And thus Wisdom proceeding from him [God] is begotten from 
the very substance o f God. So nevertheless and according to the similarity 
with a bodily emanation (aporrhoeae) it is said to be a certain pure and 
sincere emanation o f omnipotent glory. Both of these similitudes show very 
clearly that there is a communion o f substance of the Son with the Father. For 
emanation {aporrhoeae) seems to be homousios, that is, o f one substance 
with that body from which it is the emanation or vapor” (R 540).

335. The disciples o f Origen have given us brilliant explanations of the mystery. 
Adamantius39: “I believe.. .that there is one God; and God the Word, who was bom from 
him and is consubstantial with him.. ..I also believe in the Holy Spirit, who always is” (R 
541); Theognostus: “For the substance of the Son was not found to be from the outside, 
nor produced from nothing, but he was bom from the substance o f the Father.. ..Again he 
is not something foreign, but he is something emanating from the substance of the Father, 
but in such a way that the same substance of the Father did not suffer any division” (R 
545); St. Dionysius of Alexandria: “There never was a time when God was not Father.... 
Since the Son is the splendor of eternal light, he himself is also absolutely eternal.. ..For 
if he is a begetter, there is also a Son.. ..But both are, and both always are.. ..Thus Father 
and Son are one” (R 609, 610); especially St. Gregory Thaumaturgus: “One God, the 
Father of the living Word, perfect begetter of a perfect Son, Father of the only-begotten 
Son, one Lord, alone from the alone, God from God.... True Son of true God.... eternal 
from the eternal. And one Holy Spirit, having his substance from God, and who through 
the Son appeared to men...Aperfect Trinity, with glory and eternity and reign undivided 
and unseparated. There is nothing created or subject in the Trinity or introduced, as if it 
was not there before and afterwards it was present. Thus the Son was never lacking to 
the Father, nor the Spirit to the Son; but the same Trinity was always unchangeable and 
immutable” (R 611).

Therefore the profession of the trinitarian faith is clear and without 
ambiguity in all the ante-Nicene authors, since they give witness to the 
doctrine of the Church, which is their main function.40

38. Deprincipiis, 4,35: MG 11,409.
39. Recently B. Altaner (Patrologie 180) maintained that Adamantius was not a disciple o f  Origen.
40. See what Lebreton, 395-404, says about the apologists. See also Arnou, 92-102; Galtier, 90-99.
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Thesis 28. Objections from some ante-Nicene authors are not opposed
to the genuine and universal tradition of the Church.

Franzelin, th. 11; Galtier, 90-112; D ’Ates, 75-100; Lebreton, II;Tixeront, v. 1 ,244-257,303-310,390-403; 
Amou, De Deo Trim 102-111.

336. Connection. This thesis is only the solution of difficulties that are 
opposed to the previous thesis arising from the way of speaking and from 
the theories proposed by some of the ante-Nicene authors about the Trinity.

The difficulties can be summarized under two headings:
1 In many of those authors there is present a way ofspeaking that smacks 

of subordinationism, which was abused by the Arians and the Semi-Arians.

a) They say that the Father is superior to the Son and the Holy Spirit, who are 
worshipped in the second and third place. St. Justin: “Jesus Christ... we were taught that 
he is the Son of the true God, and he is in the second place, while we have the prophetic 
Spirit in the third order...” (R 117). Tertullian: “And thus the Father is other than the 
Son, since he is greater than the Son...while I acknowledge the Son, I defend him as 
second from the Father” (R 376, 374). Origen and others speak often in the same way.

b) Tertullian calls the Word a derivation or a portion of the whole: “The Father is 
the whole substance, but the Son is a derivation of the whole or a portion” (R 376).

c) Origen calls the Father tov  0sov , but the Son 0sov without the article, the second 
God Ssutspov 0£ov, and others say the same.

d) They say that the generation of the Word is voluntary. Tatian: “The Word sprang 
forth from the will of his simplicity” (R 153); Novatian: “This one therefore when the 
Father willed it, proceeded from the Father” (R 608).

e) The Son served the Father in creation, and followed his will. Theophilus of 
Antioch: “He used this Word to carry out his works” (R 179). Hippolytus: “At the 
command of the Father to make the world, the Word accomplished each thing in a way 
pleasing to God” (R 398). Origen: “The Word, however, as he was commanded made 
all things” (R518).

337.2. When they hand on the explanation of the dogma, they produce 
theories that seem to be infected with subordinationism or also modalism.

a) They explain the generation of the Word in reference to the creation of the world. 
For they seem to distinguish the internal Word (some call it innate) in the mind of God 
himself, and the spoken Word like external speech; and they call this discourse generation 
or perfect generation. Thus the apologists of the 2nd century, such as Theophilus: 
“Therefore God having his own Word innate in his inner being, he generated it by his 
wisdom, placing it above all things” (R 179); and the theologians of the 3rd century, 
such as Tertullian: “This is the perfect nativity of the Speech, since it proceeds from
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God. Established by him first of all for thought in the name of wisdom...from there 
generated for effect” (R 375).

b) Western theologians, Tertullian, Hippolytus and Novatian, call the Trinity 
“economy, dispensation, disposition, administration of a monarchy” (R 371, 373); they 
also oppose this notion to the monarchianists, but it is an idea that does not sufficiently 
protect the personality of the Word and the Holy Spirit, or it indulges in a certain 
subordinationism, inasmuch as it concedes to them only participation of the divinity.

c) They usually refer the theophanies in the O.T. to the Son, because the Father is 
invisible by reason of his immensity, but the Son is visible according to his own operation. 
Theophilus: “The Word... assuming the person of the Father and Lord of the universe, 
entered into Paradise in the person of God and spoke with Adam” (R 182). Tertullian: 
“The Son was visible before the flesh, according to the way in which he speaks to Aaron 
and Maria.”1

d) Origen seems to attribute to the Son not complete simplicity, because he contains 
ideas of things to be created1 2; he has less knowledge than the Father3; he circumscribes 
the operation of the Son and of the Holy Spirit with strict limits: “of the Son less than 
the Father, attaining finally rational things, still less the Holy Spirit having recognized 
only the saints4; he says that in a proper sense only the Father should be prayed to: “it is 
not necessary to pray to the generated one.. .but only to the Father to whom he prayed.”5

338. Opinions. For rationalists these theories are a sign of the wavering 
and confused Christian mind about the Trinity in the early centuries. For 
following the model of these explanations, which they consider closely 
connected with the philosophical-religious syncretism of that time, they 
interpret the testimonies of the Christian faith that are presented as proof. 
To them these are really not at all important.

Catholic theologians and writers on the history of dogma, obviously, 
reject these inferences, and they establish, whatever may be said about 
their imperfect way of speaking and speculating about the Trinity, that 
their faith in the Church and the genuine tradition is not weakened. Indeed, 
even to the authors who are infected with these defects, one cannot deny 
substantially their correct profession of dogma.

But in forming a judgment about those authors Catholic interpreters 
differ considerably. There are those who say that they are really infected 
with subordinationism and that their teachings are contrary to the Trinitarian

1. Adversus Praxeam 14: ML 2,170.
2. In loannem 2,12: MG 14,56.
3. Deprincipiis 4,35: MG 11,410.
4. De principiis 1,35: MG 11,150.
5. De oratione, 15,1: MG 11,464.
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dogma.6 Others however think that these theories and ways of speaking, 
even though they are imperfect, deserve a more benign interpretation.7

How carefully one should proceed in evaluating the trinitarian doctrine of the ante- 
Nicene authors is shown not only by the different judgments by different critics, but 
also what is said very differently by one and the same author at different times, and the 
softening of a previous judgment in later treatments of the same matter. Petavius offers 
a good example of this, for in his first book on the Trinity he chastised the ante-Nicene 
writers with a very severe censure. But then he placed a preface to his work which was 
written later in which almost everything he had condemned he excused as an imperfect 
way of speaking.8 We find a similar change of opinion in Tixeront who, starting with the 
seventh edition of his book, Histoire des dogmes, defends all the authors as free of error 
whom he had formerly attacked.

It seems therefore that one should adhere to a different opinion9; so we 
will divide the thesis into two propositions:

A. ALTHOUGH IT IS TRUE THAT SOME OF THOSE AUTHORS 
ERRED IN EXPLAINING AND DEFENDING THE DOGMA OF 
THE MOST HOLY TRINITY, THE FAITH OF THE CHURCH DID 
NOT SUFFER ANY DAMAGE FROM THEM.

B. ALMOST ALL OF THE WAYS OF SPEAKING AND OF THE 
THEORIES ABOUT THE TRINITY PROPOSED AT THAT TIME 
BY CATHOLICS, EVEN THOUGH THEY DO NOT EXPLAIN IT 
PERFECTLY, ARE FREE FROM ERROR.

6. Thus after Petavius, De Trinitate 1.1 in the body o f  the book, Huet, Origeniana (on Origen): MG 17,709-796; 
Newman, The Arians ofthe Fourth Century (1833); J. Schwange, Dogmengeschichte 1 p.;L. Duchesne, Les 
temoins anteniceens du dogme de la Trinite (Amiens 1833); 0 . Bardenhewer, Geschichte des altchristlichen 
Literatur (Freiburg 1913) 1 and 2; A. Feder, Justins des Martyrers Lehre vom Jesus Christus (Freiburg 
1906); J. Praetisch, Der Einflus Platos auf die Theologie Justins des Martyrers (Paderbom); A. D ’Ales, 
Prima lineamenta tractatus dogmatici de Deo Trim (Paris 1934) 75-100, who however in special articles 
Theologie de Tertullien, Theologie de St. Hippolyte, Novatien, gave a less harsh judgment about them.

7. G. Bull, Defensiofidei Nicaenae (Oxford 1685), against Petavius; Bossuet, Advertissements auxprotestants 
(ed. Paris 1827) v. 35f.; P. Maran, S. Justini et aliorum PP. opera: MG 6,23ff.; Baltus, Defense des saints 
Peres accuses de platonisme (Paris 1711); Franzelin, th. 11; Prat, Origene (Paris 1906); Lebreton II on the 
writers o f  the 2nd century; Galtier, 101-117; Tixeront, cit. ed 7 1,244-254,303-310,390-403, see others cited 
below; Petavius in the preface.

8. On this see Galtier, Petau et la preface de son De Trinitate'. RechScRel 21 (1931) 462-475; Lebreton, 14- 
18. Therefore the judgments o f  many authors, especially recent ones, are less definite, and quite frequently 
mitigated by many attenuations; as J. Riviere, S. Justin et les apologistes du IIsi'ecle (Paris 1907); Freppel, 
Tertullien (Paris 1864), Clement d ’Alexandrie (1865), Origene (1868); J. Stier, Die Gottes und Logoslehre 
Tertullians (1893); Ph. Monceaus, Histoire litteraire de I’Afrique chretienne l,180ffi; A. Puech, Les 
apologistes grecs', P. Richard, Fils de Dieu: DTC 5,2418-2443; G. Bardy, Trinite: DTC 15,1616-1645; R. 
Amou, De Deo Trim  102-111; and see the articles in DTC on the individual ante-Nicene writers.

9. Franzelin, Galtier, loc. cit.
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Theological note. The first part is historically and theologically 
certain; the second part is more probable.

339. Proof of the first part. 1. The faith of the early Church is not 
based on these authors alone, and not primarily on them. For those about 
whom one can raise a doubt were not Fathers of the Church in the strict 
sense, in fact many at another time were heretics or schismatics, such 
as Tatian, Tertullian, Hippolytus and perhaps Origen. Actuallly, at that 
time suspicions were raised concerning their teachings; this is a fact that 
confirms the authentic faith of the Church. Thus St. Irenaeus seems to 
reprehend the theories of the apologists concerning the producing of the 
Word. Tertullian and Origen declare that not everything they said can be 
proved. Hippolytus himself reports that Popes Zephyrinus and Callistus 
accused him of a certain ditheism.

2. From Catholic principles it is certain that in the unerring Church 
there was always a distinct Catholic understanding of the principal dogma, 
at least according to its essential elements, namely, the true uniqueness of 
God, the real distinction of the persons, and their true divinity.10 11

3. Those authors could with complete sincerity profess their faith in the Holy Trinity, 
and understand it substantially in the right way, and at the same time offer explanations 
and speculations about it that logically do not seem to be in accordance with it. The 
same thing takes place also in other cases. Therefore errors cannot be attributed to them 
that directly deny the very substance of the mystery.

340. Proof of the second part. 1. The ways o f speaking of these authors 
considered in themselves can be explained as formulas perhaps less apt 
in order to explain the order o f origin among the divine persons, or they 
should be understood metaphorically Indeed, unless there is a problem 
with that for some other reason, they ought to be explained in that way, 
given the admirable firmness with which at the same time the same authors 
hand on the faith of the universal Church, and since especially in such a 
profound matter almost all ways of speaking are more or less imperfect. 
Wherefore until certain terms were fixed, one could not demand from those 
writers that they speak with the care and exactness that was established 
later.11

Therefore the Arians and Semi-Arians, true subordinationists, in a

10. Thus Franzelin, th. 10, p. 146-149; it seems that these points should be firmly held; therefore we think that 
it is not possible to admit what was said against it by A. Amor Ruibal, Los problemas fundamentals de la 

filosofia y  del dogma (s.a.) t. 5 c.8, p. 317-326.
11. See Petavius in the preface.
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very unjust way made use of the statements of these early authors.12 This 
misuse explains the rather harsh judgments made by some of the Fathers 
against some of the ante-Nicene writers, especially against Origen, such 
as St. Jerome13 and St. Epiphanius,14 while others, such as St. Athanasius15 
defended them. The case of Dionysius of Alexandria can be an example of 
the use of a word, 7ioir|pa, in dealing with the Word; in his defense he says 
that he did not use that word, but that it could be defended.16

Let us run through the forms of expression mentioned above:
a) That the Word is worshipped in the second place, or is second after the Father, 

can be explained simply from the way o f speaking that must be used.
b) That the Father is greater than or superior to the Son can mean merely a priority 

of origin, and even the Fathers of the 4th century use this way of speaking.17
c) Tertullian’s word, derivation, refers to origin, and the word,portion, must be said 

to be used in the same sense, according to the very singular terminology of that author.
d) That the Father is called by Origen 6 0so<;, or autoGecx;, but the Son just 0eo<; 

is suitable for designating the originlessness (innascibilitas) of the Father; and that 
he is the second God bemxpoc ©sot; among strictly monotheistic authors cannot mean 
anything else but a second one having divinity.

e) The generation of the Word can be said to be voluntary, not because it is free, but 
because he is born from the Father, not by compulsion, but by a very well disposed will, 
as even the Fathers in the 4th century say.18

f) Finally, that the Word served the Father and was subject to his will in the creation 
is a metaphor that was used and explained by St. Irenaeus19; for since the Word is the 
idea o f  the Father, who accomplishes everything through the Word, he is said to be his 
quasi minister and counselor.

341. 2. In judging the theories of the apologists of the 2nd century and 
of the theologians of the 3rd century, it is important to note that they are 
not acting as philosophers, even though they were philosophers, but as 
apologists and expositors and defenders of dogma against the pagans and 
modalistic heretics, or as interpreters of Holy Scripture. But those theories, 
no matter what similarity they may have to the pagan syncretism of the

12. Galtier, 113-115.
13. AdAvitem epist. 124: ML 42,1059-1072; Apologia contra Rufinum: ML 33,397-402.
14. Panarion haer. 64: MG 41,1068-1200.
15. De decretisNicaenae Synodi 27'. MG 25,465, and elsewhere.
16. See St. Athanasius, De sententia Dionysii 20-21: MG 25,509-512.
17. The Fathers in the 4th century, as was pointed out in thesis 26, often understand as said about Christ 

according to his divinity: The Father is greater than I.
18. Thus St. Athanasius, Contra arianos 3,66: MG 26,462.
19. Contra haereses 4,7: MG 7,993.
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time, actually contain a doctrine that is completely different.20

These points have been established:
a)The generation of the Word as something temporal in reference to the creation 

of the world, according to the mind of the ante-Nicene writers can be explained in this 
way: with the use of a twofold comparison, both with the mental word and the oral 
word, and with human generation, which has two aspects—conception and birth, and 
they offer this example in order to explain Scripture, and in order to assert the subsistent 
personality of the divine Word, namely, that he is not something accidental or a blowing 
of air.

And certainly the innate Word and the spoken Word are not distinguished, as if the 
former were the knowledge of the Father, and only the spoken Word were the generated 
person. For it seems to be sufficiently clear that these are only two states of one and the 
same Word; for they say that the Father never was without the Word, which he had in his 
heart from eternity as his counselor21; and we see the eternity o f the generation o f  the 
Word handled by them explicitly. Wherefore they evidently speak about the Word also 
in his prior state as about someone distinct and generated.

Therefore by the word “generation” it seems that two very different things are 
designated, both the eternal generation o f the Word by way of conception, and his 
temporal manifestation in reference to the creation of the world by way of his nativity, 
as creation in the Scriptures is said to be accomplished by the Word and also prepared 
by him: When he established the heavens, I  was there... Prov. 8.22

There is no obstacle in the fact that this temporal generation is called perfect, in a 
certain sense in opposition to the prior generation, or that they speak about it in particular. 
For this can come from the said twofold comparison-, with the human word, which is 
not really perfect unless it is pronounced externally, and with human generation, which 
is made perfect in external birth. Wherefore if, as is clear from the Scriptures, the Word 
is generated as Word, it can be said to be fully generated when it is uttered externally.

Therefore what these authors explicitly teach about the generation of the Word does 
not touch directly and explicitly the eternal procession and internal life of God, even 
though they presupposed it (or also affirm it), but its temporal manifestation or quasi 
mission.23

20. In making different judgments about the same ante-Nicene writers it often happens that some treat them 
more as philosophers and as really giving in to the philosophy o f the time, while others think that their 
philosophical theories are nothing more than a “garment” by which they offer Christian doctrine to their 
contemporaries. Consider what Lebreton rightly says about St. Justin: “The philosophical speculations he 
uses are only the clothing over his faith, but they are not the soul. A careful study o f  his theology will make 
that clear to us very soon” (op. cit., 429).

21. Theophilus,^t//Jw/o/yc«m2,10,22R 1 7 9 ,182);H ippolytus(R398);seeG altier, 108.108 twice; Arnou, 105.
22. Tertullian, Adversus Praxeam 7 (R 373).
23. Franzelin, 166-168; Galtier, 108,104, where he notes that for Hippolytus generation is a “showing.”
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342. b) The economy in the Trinity is explained thus.24 This word as used by Tertullian 
means dispensation or communication of unity, which does not divide the unity, but 
places it in the Trinity. In this way he can adapt the word to the eternal generation. But it 
exists fully and perfectly only in its manifestation. It is like a distributive manifestation 
o f  divine activity externally (ad extra) according to the personal characteristics o f each 
person, among whom there is a certain hierarchy and order of origin. Wherefore these 
doctrines seem to be hinted at by a certain form of mission or attribution of a certain 
modality in external actions, which was developed in a more perfect way by the later 
Greek Fathers. Here it also becomes clear why they call the generation of the Word 
voluntary. And because the Word accepted the will of creating from the Father through 
generation, he can be said to be commanded by him, and to obey him.25

c) The teaching about the Theophanies attributed to the Word can be explained in a 
similar way. For they say that the Word is not visible except according to his assumed 
human nature, or according to the forms under which he appeared as sent by the Father 
and so revealed himself and the Father to us, which office is like something proper to 
the Word as manifesting him. Thus they think that de facto in the present dispensation 
of providence he does not appear except as a person sent.26

343. d) The theories of ORIGEN are certainly difficult.27 However even omitting 
the complaint about interpolations in his works made by heretics, and granted that he did 
not function just as a philosopher, many difficult passages seem to be open to a probable 
explanation. An inferior simplicity attributed to the Son as containing the ideas of the 
Father seems to be metaphorical; but that on which it is based is appropriated. Many 
things said by him about the Son can be understood to be about him as a man, as what he 
says about his inferior knowledge. Other statements can be referred to appropriations, 
as what he says about the distribution o f divine operation among the divine persons,28 
or to explain liturgical practice, as his theory about prayer.29 Finally, in judging him 
the rule of St. Athanasius should be observed: in judging the troubled Origen one must 
distinguish between what he says when he is disputing and questioning, and what he 
says confidently when he is affirming and defining.30

N.B. What can seem to have to be rejected chiefly in those authors at first sight, must 
be judged more fairly and accepted in a good sense after a more careful and prudent

24. This word, ofcovopfa, which by the Fathers is often applied to the mystery o f  the Incarnation, is applied 
to the Trinity first by Tatian, and frequently by Tertullian, who preserves the Greek form (R 3 7 Iff.), and 
by Hippolytus and Novatian who translates it as dispensationem; afterwards it disappears; see D ’Ales, 
Novatien 115 n. 2; De Deo trino 89-94; Galtier, 107 n .l.

25. Galtier, 112.
26. Galtier, 111, with n. 2.
27. It is well known that there have been and are many controversies about the teaching o f  Origen; see Prat, 

Origene 9-63, 188-213. His works in a fragmentary way and in versions that are not always accurate have 
come down to us; therefore it is very difficult to attain an accurate judgment about him.

28. Prat, op. cit., 64.
29. Prat, 60; Amou, 106-108; Galtier, 111; Lebreton, Le disaccord de la foipopulaire et de la theologie savante 

dans iEglise chretienne du III siecle: RevHistEccl 20 (1924) 19-33.
30. De decretis Nicaenae Synodi 27: MG 25,466; seeTixeront, 304-310; Bardy, Origene: DTC ll,1518ff.



296 Sacrae Theologiae Summa IIA

inquiry—this can be illustrated by two extraordinary statements of St. Hippolytus: “He 
called the Word Son because it was going to happen that he would have a birth.. .For the 
word without flesh and essentially perfect was not the Son, even though he was a perfect 
Word, the only-begotten” (R 393). Namely, Hippolytus says: “Since he is called Son, 
he accepts the common name of love towards men, to icoivdv ovopa xf|q eiq dvBpomouq 
(pdoaiopyiaq (ibid.).3' Therefore the name of Son has a human meaning, and it also 
signifies the dependence of sacrifice. And elsewhere he says: “For if he wanted to make 
you a god, he could do it; you have an example in the Word” (R 398). Even so, this 
follows: “wanting a man he made you a man; but if you also want to be a god, obey him 
who made you...” “For it can be asked whether this example is taken from the mere 
generation of the Word as Word, or rather from the Incarnation, in which man by his 
assumption to the Word becomes God....For in the following considerations there is 
extensive treatment of that man whom the Word assumed and put on.”31 32

31. See B. Capelle, Le Logos Fils de Dieu dans la Theologie d ’Hippolyle: RechThAncMed 9 (1937) 109-124.
32. Galtier, 104 n. 1.
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Thesis 29. The thinking of the Fathers of the 4th century about the 
consubstantiality of the Trinity is wholly genuine and catholic.

Franzelin, th. 9; Galtier, 118-160; Tixeront, t. 2, 67-89; Arnou, 112-129.

344. Connection. Finally, the genuine trinitarian faith of the Fathers of 
the 4th century must be vindicated against the suspicions of the rationalists.

State of the question. After the condemnation of Arianism and the 
definition of the consubstantiality of the Son of God in the Council of 
Nicaea (325), soon a large anti-Nicene movement begins, which gives 
birth to Arianism redivivus and semi-Arianism, which greatly disturbed the 
Church during almost all of the 4th century1; to a great extent it depended 
on the perfidy of the Arians aided by the help of Emperors, Constantius 
and Valentine. It was also helped by the difficulty of finding a better 
understanding of the mystery and in the terminology used in explaining 
the Trinity. Joining the strict Arians (calles anhomoians, because they said 
that the Son is not similar to the Father), Eusebius of Nicomedia, Aetius 
and Eunomius, in the fight against homousion, were the homoiani (the 
Word is similar to the Father), and the semi-Arians, who said that the Son 
is homoiusion or wholly similar to the Father. Some of these writers were 
truly subordinationists, such as Eusebius of Caesarea and Basil of Ancyra; 
from them the pneumatomachi took their beginning. Also, many others, at 
least after the middle of the 4th century, seemed to have argued only about 
words. They were moved by the strong rebukes of the adversaries, and 
they feared the danger of Sabellianism in the word homousion, which was 
actually revived by Photinus of Sirmium and his followers.

At this time many synods were convened, and many new symbols 
or creeds were proposed; this led to more confusion. Saints Athanasius 
and Hilary, restored from exile at the death of Constantius, in order to 
establish peace in the Church and to bring back the homoiusians, worked 
tirelessly. Then the Cappadocian Fathers began to flourish, and through 
their writings and the works of the former authors the Macedonian heresy 
was overcome. Also the trinitarian doctrine was imbued with new light in 
the East. In the West St. Ambrose and St. Damasus accomplished the same 
thing in the Roman councils. Finally, in 381 the Council o f Constantinople 
/condemned the pneumatomachi and affirmed the consubstantiality of the 
Word.

1. X. Le Bachelet, Arianisme, II La reaction anti-niceenne: DTC 1,1779-1830; Cyrille de Jerusalem (Saint): 
DTC 3,2527-2577; Galtier, 120-122; J. Lebon, Saint Cyrille de Hierusalem et I'arianisme: RevHistEccl 20 
(1924) 181-210,357-384.
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Therefore the question is raised about what really was the mind of the 
Fathers of the Church during all this time regarding the consubstantiality 
of the divine persons, which they defended with all their strength. We 
respond with all Catholics that all the orthodox Fathers understood it as 
consubstantiality in the strict sense, in the unity of one divinity.

345. The idea of consubstantiality. Consubstantiality means 
communion or unity of substance and essence of beings that otherwise 
are really distinct. In created things consubstantiality can only be specific, 
because each individual has his own nature or substance really distinct 
from others; therefore their consubstantiality is said in a less proper sense, 
because the unity and community of substance is only a logical difference. 
But in divine things consubstantiality cannot be just specific, because of 
the uniqueness of the divine nature. Thus the consubstantiality of the 
divine persons is their real unity in nature, and therefore in a more strict 
sense it simply retains the name of consubstantiality.2

The Greek word for consubstantial is opoouoiov and based on this idea 
the divinity of the Son was defined against the Arians in the Council o f 
Nicaea. The word opoouaiov means communion of ouaiaq or essence, and 
taken strictly it means the same thing as the Latin “consubstantial,” that 
is, the unity of the divine nature in the Father and the Son who are really 
distinct. But this is the full and clear meaning of the Nicene definition, as 
is clear from the controversy with the Arians, and from the history of the 
definition which was described by St. Athanasius.3 For their efforts had to 
do with strengthening in the profession of faith the true divinity of the Son 
against the cunning of the heretics, who tried to insert their errors into the 
ancient formulas. Therefore a word was sought which would clearly and 
without ambiguity close the way to error.

This word was used previously to explain divine things, although not always 
with the same meaning because of different ideas of the philosophers about essence 
and communion or the unity of many in one notion.4 As used by the Gnostics and 
Neo-Platonists it took on a rather indefinite meaning of derivation or participation 
of the divine nature in the eons and in the beings imagined to exist between God and

2. H. Quilliet, Consubstantiel: DTC 3,1604-1615; Franzelin, th. 8 at the end, th. 9; Galtier, 118-123.
3. In his works, De decretis Nicaenae Synodv. MG 25,415ff.; Epistola ad Afros: MG 26,1029ff. It is very 

probable that Osius, the Bishop o f  Cordova who presided at the Council, is the author o f the accepted formula 
dpooumov, as Athanasius seems to hint at; see G. Bardy, Trinite, Le concile de Nicee: DTC 15,1654-1657; 
Quilliet, loc. cit., 1609-1611; Dalmau, Lesformulesformatiques a Nicea: AnalSacrTarrac 2 (1926) 336-342. 
F. Cavallera, Saint Athanase (Paris 1908) 167-188; Hefele-Leclerq, Histoire des Conciles t. 1 c .2 ,43 Iff.

4. F. Loofs studies the meaning o f  the word 6pooumov, Das Nicaenum, Festgabe fiir Karl Muller (Tubingen 
1922) 69-71; see Quilliet, loc. cit., 1605-1607; Bardy, Paul de Samosate (Louvian 1929) 326-328.
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created things, but in these speculations the concept of divinity deviated from the truth. 
However the word was useful for orthodox Christians, because what is consubstantial 
with another was said to be that which, as proceeding from God, has the same nature 
as he, just as in a similar way in human affairs a son has a community of nature 
with the one who generates him. On the other hand, created things have a substance 
different from that of their Creator.5 Therefore even before Nicaea the Word was called 
opoouatov, consubstantial with God; this was explicitly denied by Arius.6

This meaning, as St. Athanasius explains, was also retained in the Nicene 
definition, in which the true generation of the Son, which Arius rejected, and from 
which his true divinity is established, was added to the creed: “born from the Father, 
that is, from the substance of the Father,” eK xij<; oualaq xoi3 naxpoq. Wherefore the 
Son is consubstantial with the Father because internally he proceeds from him and 
is generated by him. And in the way of speaking of the Fathers it can be noted that a 
person can be said to be consubstantial with another from whom he proceeds, but not 
vice-versa.

Afterwards the word “consubstantial” was applied to the Holy Spirit7; and the 
three divine persons are simply said to be consubstantial.8

In the middle of the 4th century it was said that opoouaiov was rejected in the 
Council of Antioch (269 A.D.) against Paul of Samosate. Hence many were looking 
for a Sabellian meaning in the word, because it so happened that this word was used by 
Paul of Samosate and later by Photinus and others. But this whole matter still remains 
quite obscure.9

346. Adversaries. Many rationalists, led by Zahn and Harnack,10 impute 
to the Fathers of the 4th century a new explanation of consubstantiality 
which they designate with the name, Neo-Nicenism. To these authors it 
is very obscure in what sense the word homousion was understood in

5. In the Latin Church “consubstantial” was used at least in the middle o f  the 3rd century (which seems to be 
established in the case o f  Dionysius) and it was borrowed from Tertullian; in the East it is found in Origen 
and his disciples (see above, n. 334f.), and it is clearly confirmed by Eusebius, Epistola ad Caesarienses MG 
20,1541; See Quilliet, loc. cit., 1610-1613; Bardy, op. cit., 328-332; Dalmau, loc. cit., 344ff.

6. In Thalia in St. Athanasius, De synodis 15: MG 26,7050708.
7. Quilliet, 1613-1615.
8. Thus already in the Council o f Constantinople I a. 381; see Toledo XI (D 526).
9. Many have dealt with this matter and a summary o f  it is given by Bardy, Paul de Samosate 325; see the 

same, 333-351; Galtier, L' dpoouaux; de Paul de Samosate: RechScRel 12 (1929) 30-45; Dalmau, loc. 
cit., 346-348; recently Prestige, op. cit., edit. 2" (1952) 204, from the cited work o f  Riedmatten, denies this 
damnation and he says that there is no evidence in the 3rd century for a Sabellian meaning to the word 
homousion.

10. Th. Zahn, Marcellus von Ancyra (Gotha 1867); A. Harnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichtev (Tubingen 
1910) 2,184, 260-275; F. Loofs, Der authentische Sinn der nizdnischen Symbols (Leipzig 1905); Das 
Nizaenum (Tubingen 1922); Leitfaden der Dogmengeschichte (Halle 1906); Seeberg, Lehrbuch der 
Dogmengeschichte (Leipzig 1907) 2,24fifi; Gwatkin, Studies o f Arianism (Cambridge 1900) 274-260; J. 
Gummerus, Die hombusianische Partei bis zum Tode des Konstantins (Leipzig 1900); J. Turmel, under the 
assumed name, Coulange, Metamorphose du consubstantiel: RevHistLittRel (1922) 168-214, etc.



300 Sacrae Theologiae Summa IIA

the Council of Nicaea.11 Although actually the concept of the immanent 
consubstantial Word in the unique God (in opposition to an economical 
concept), and also although because of its difficulty it was only gradually 
accepted in the Church, it seems to have been truly accepted by some, 
especially by Westerners. Thus in the conflict that broke out after the 
Council, those who call themselves “Palaeonicenes” defend the word 
“homousion” in the sense of the numerical identity of the divine nature 
in the Father and the Son; thus Saints Athanasius and Hilary before the 
middle of the 4th century.

A little later, however, in the controversies with the semi-Arians 
among the orthodox theologians there arose a new interpretation of 
consubstantiality, which really understands it in the sense of a certain 
homousionism, namely, about a merely specific consubstantiality, or quasi
specific: now we have neo-Nicenism. The forerunners of this movement 
were, even though they were not fully aware of it, Athanasius and Hilary 
themselves. Those who defended that view with all their strength, and 
finally after a short time imposed it on all in the East, were the Cappadocian 
Fathers, especially Saints Basil and Gregory of Nyssa. The formula they 
defended was this: o f one essence and three hypostases, pta ouaia, xpsiq 
xmoGiaosiq. Thus it came about that homousion seems to have been 
understood in this sense at the First Council of Constantinople. In the 
meantime, however, the Latin mentality, already accustomed to absurdities, 
converted the minds of all to the classical concept of consubstantiality, as 
it was proposed by St. Augustine.

This absurd theory is not new. Already in the 17th century proposed 
by some Anglicans (Cudworth, Clericus) and accepted by Faydit and 
the Abbot Sturmer, it was rejected by the Wirceburgs,11 12 and having been 
revived in the 19th century by Gunther, it was strongly and firmly attacked 
by Franzelin.13 Recent Catholic authors, it is clear, agree with him.14

11. Loots, Das Nicaenum 82 dares to say that the Council deliberately chose a very ambiguous term: “Therefore 
what is the original meaning o f Nicaea?— One that is deliberately ambiguous”; H. Kraft, Ogoouoioq 
ZeitKirchS 66 (1955) 1-24.

12. Wirceburgs (Kilber), De Deo m o  et trino, 357.
13. Th. 9.
14. F. Cavallera, Le schism d'Antioche (Paris 1905) 300-323; O. Bardenhewer, Geschichte der altkirchlichen 

Literatur (Freiburg 1912) 3 c.2; Tixeront, 2 ,81ff; G. Rasneur, L'homooiousianisme dans ses rapports avec 
Vorthodoxie: RevHistEccl 4 (1903) 189-206; Galtier, 125-158; Arnou, De Deo trino 112-129; Bardy, Trinite: 
DTC 1659-1681; J. Lebon, Le sort du consubstantiel niceen: RevHistEccl 47 (1952) 428-529,48 (1953) 632- 
682, etc. Also the Anglican, J. Bethune-Baker, The Meaning o f “homoousios " in the “Constantinopolitan ” 
Creed, Texts and Studies VII1 (Cambridge 1901); G. Prestige, God in Patristic Thought (London 1936), 
about which A Segovia, Elpensamiento trinitario de los Padres, a proposito de un libro reciente: ArchTG 1 
(1939) 139-151.
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Theological note. The thesis is historically and dogmatically entirely 
certain.

347. Proof of the thesis. In order to prove the integrity of the post- 
Nicene tradition in the 4th century we establish three points that are 
abundantly clear.15

1. THE CONSUBSTANTIALITY OF THE FATHER AND THE SON 
WAS UNDERSTOOD BY ALL ABOUT THE NUMERICAL UNITY (as the 
scholastic theologians say) OR THE SINGULARITY OF THE DIVINE 
NATURE IN TWO PERSONS REALLY DISTINCT, NOT ABOUT A UNITY 
OF UNIVESALITY, OR OF A SUBORDINATING QUASI-UNIVERSALITY.

As should be clear from the nature of the case, all the Fathers were 
strict monotheists; they did not admit that there are inferior gods or 
anything like that, and above all it is known from the history of the Nicene 
Council. In particular, it is proved from St. Athanasius and St. Hilary who 
exclude all suspicions with explicit words.16

St. Athanasius often, like some of the other Fathers later, to explain 
consubstantiality used the expression identity o f essence or of divinity, 
xauxoTrn; xf]<; ouataq. For the Son is not only similar to the Father, but 
he is the same and inseparable from his essence, which exists without 
composition, and therefore the Son is other than the Father without 
division; for divine generation does not imply division of the essence or 
separation. Therefore two gods are not introduced, since the form and 
divinity o f the Father is the same as that o f the Son, and “he and the Father 
are one with one and the same divinity”; “otherwise several gods would be 
introduced, if a divinity were thought to be extraneous £,evr|<;-—something 
in addition to the divinity of the Father” (R 768, 769).17

348. St. Hilary uses the same formulas, and in the same way he corrects 
the comparison with human generation, for in God there is no transfusion 
o f one to another, but unity o f the same nature in both: “This is the mystery 
of the nativity that the Father and the Son exist in the unity of nature”; it is 
not a mystery by which “spirit is divided,” the substance of God. God the 
Father is in the Son, because what he is that also by nativity is born in God

15. See the proof abundantly and accurately presented by Galtier, 125-158.
16. Galtier, 132-151; Rasneur, Lebon, loc. cit.
17. L. Atzberger, Die Logoslehre des hi. Athanasius (Munich 1880); Le Bachelet, Athanase (Saint): DTC 

1, 2171-21-73; A. Beck, Die Trinitatslehre des hi. Athanasius (Mainz 1903); Cavallera, Saint Athanase 
(Paris 1908); E. Weigl, Untersuchungen zu Christologie des h. Athanasius (Paderborn 1914); Ch. Hauret, 
Comment le defenseur de Nicee a compris le dogme de Nicie? (Bruges 1936).



302 Sacrae T heologiae Summa IIA

(see R. 866).18 “Therefore God is one (since both the Father is God, and 
the Son is God) because originlessness belongs only to one. But the Son 
is God for this reason—because he was born from the originless essence” 
(R 880).

Therefore when it came to reconciling the orthodox homousions, who 
defended the divinity of the Son in the full sense, and they questioned 
“homousion” because of a possible Sabellian meaning, Athansasius 
allowed them to omit “homousion,” provided that they admit that he is 
from the substance o f the Father, because opoiouaiov, completely equal 
with the equality of one nature, along with eic xf|<; ouaiaq xoi3 riaxpoq, 
means the same thing as the Catholic homousion. And St. Hilary accepts 
opoouaiov if it is referred to the unity of substance: “it is one substance of 
the property of the generated nature,” which is not “either from the portion 
[division], or from the union [with a personal union in the Sabellian sense], 
or from communion [logically common to a distinct nature]” (R 881).

349. 2. THE TRUE DIVINITY OF THE HOLY SPIRIT AND HIS 
CONSUBSTANTIALITY WITH THE FATHER AND THE SON WAS 
DEFENDED AGAINST THE PNEUMATOMCHI (= combators against the 
Spirit); ON THIS ACCOUNT THE WHOLE DOCTRINE ABOUT THE 
HOLY TRINITY WAS FULLY EXPLAINED.

As soon as the pneumatomachi appeared, they were immediately 
opposed by St. Athanasius, and afterwards by the Cappadocian Fathers, 
by Didymus and others with their own writings, where the divinity of the 
Holy Spirit is copiously proved from the Scriptures, and especially from 
the work of sanctification attributed to him. In this way they establish his 
absolute likeness of nature and equality with the two other persons, and 
his consubstantiality and communion of essence with them.19

On this occasion they explain admirably the lack of division and the 
unity of the Trinity. Thus St. Athanasius says this: “For the Trinity is 
undivided, and its divinity is one, and there is one God over all, through 
all and in all” (R 782, 784). St. Basil: “Therefore the identity o f operation 
in Father, Son and Holy Spirit clearly shows the absolute similitude of

18. De Trinitate 7,28; 8,52-54: ML 10,221, 276-277; see S. Palumbo, Unita e distinzione in Dio secondo S. 
Hilario de Poitiers (Naples 1940); P. Smulders, La doctrine trinitaire de St. Hilaire de Poitiers'. AnalGreg 
32 (Rome 1944).

19. St. Athanasius, Epistolae IVadSerapionem: MG 25,529ff. (R 111, 784); St. Basil, De Spirita Sancto: MG 
32,67-218 (R 934, 954); St. Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 31, theologica 5: M G36,153-172; St. Gregory o f  
Nyssa in many works: MG 4 5 ,Iff.; Didymus, De Trinitate, De Spiritu Sancto: MG 39,269-992, 1034-1086 
(R 1064, 1076); see A. Palmieri, Esprit Saint, La Divinity. DTC 5,717-750; Th. Schermann, Die Gottheit 
des hi. Geistes nach der griechischen Vatern des IVJahrhunderts (Freiburg 1901); Bardy, Didyme I’aveugle 
(Paris 1910).
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nature. Wherefore even though the name of divinity refers to the nature, 
nevertheless in a proper sense the communion o f essence demonstrates 
that that title is suitable also to the Holy Spirit” (R 920). “In order that 
unity be absolutely preserved in the confession of one deity” (R 928). St. 
Gregory Nazianzen: “The Godhead is, to speak concisely, undivided in 
separate Persons ” (R 996, 997). St. Gregory of Nyssa: the Holy Spirit “is 
separated neither by distance nor by a difference of nature from the Father 
or the Only-Begotten” (R 1040), and he uses the same Athanasian ways of 
speaking about the unity of deity, nature and essence.

It is also clear from the documents o f the Church against the 
Macedonians: from the anathemas of St. Damasus (D 155, 168, 172, 176) 
accepted by the First Council of Constantinople, and from the Nicene- 
Constantinople Creed,20 in which, having retained the “homousion” with 
regard to the Son, what pertains to the divinity of the Holy Spirit was 
added: the word Lord, the divine name of Christ, who proceeds from the 
Father against the pneumatomachi, who said that the Holy Spirit was 
created by the Son—“who is adored and glorified with the Father and the 
Son” (D 151). Finally, in 381 the Council o f Constantinople speaks about 
the consubstantial Trinity.

350. 3. THE FORMULA, ONE ESSENCE, THREE HYPOSTASES pla 
ouaio, zpslg UTioaidasiQ, WAS UNDERSTOOD ABOUT THE TRUE UNITY 
OF SINGULARITY OF THE DIVINE NATURE, NOT ABOUT MERELY 
SPECIFIC UNITY, OR QUASI-SPECIFIC UNITY IN THE HETERODOX 
HOMOIUSION SENSE.

The formula of “three hypostases”21 was proposed by Origen, and by 
Dionysius of Alexandria against the Sabellians, who either confused the 
three persons or denied the real personality of the Word and the Holy 
Spirit. But the Arians abused it; the semi-Arians opposed it to homousion; 
and for many it was difficult, especially for the Latins, who translated 
“hypostasis” as substance and by this word they meant “essence.” In the 
middle of the 4th century it was again defended in the East because it 
avoided the danger of understanding “homousion” in a Sabellian way, as 
it was understood by Photinus and the Appollinarians. Because there was

20. It has been doubted whether the Council o f  Constantinople I published this symbol or creed; at least since the 
time o f the Council o f  Chalcedon it has been attributed to the Second Ecumenical Council and has been used 
in the universal Church; see J. Lebron, Les anciens symbols dans la definition de Chalcedoine: RevHistEccl 
32 (1936) 809-877.

21. S. Gonz&lez, La formula fjia ouala, rpeh; unomaaeiq, en San Gregorio de Nisa: AnaGreg 21 (Rome 1939); 
Introduccidn 1. Evolucion historica de la formula 1-9; Galtier, 143-147. Almost all the quoted authors deal 
with this formula.
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a great dispute over this formula, at the Council o f Alexandria in 362,22 
the orthodox homoiusions were asked in what sense they understood the 
formula, and they said that they proposed it in order that they might profess 
the Trinity not just in name only, but as truly subsistent, but in no way do 
they tolerate three gods, but one divinity and one beginning principle. But 
those who spoke about one hypostasis wanted to declare that in God one 
undivided essence must be admitted. Wherefore, after having once again 
condemned the Sabellians and the Arians, permission was given for both 
formulas.

Therefore it is established that the formula “one substance, three 
hypostases” was understood in the Church about the real individual unity 
of the undivided divine nature, not about a mere specific unity. For the 
ouoia of this formula is equivalent to the sense of hypostasis of the other; 
at that time “hypostasis” never designated a second substance, made only 
one by rational abstraction, but it meant the first singular substance alone.

Later, however, especially through the writings of the Cappadocian 
Fathers, in the East and finally also in the West the formula of the three 
hypostases gained more and more acceptance; it was really the best 
formula, and they understood it in the same way, as is evident from their 
teaching.23

351. ST. BASIL explicitly excludes a merely quasi-specific 
consubstantiality: for he says, “not even the insane,” could possibly think 
“that God is a kind of community, intelligible by reason alone, and divided 
into several subjects,” as man is divided into Peter, Paul and John.”24 
“Do not divide him into a multitude of gods, but confess one nature in 
both. One God and Father, one God and Son, not two gods, since the Son 
has identity xauTOiriTa with the Father...” (R 970). “But when I say one 
essence, be on your guard about understanding two divided from one.... 
But identity is the essence Tauxoiriq” (R 971). For Basil the one and simple 
essence is so common to the three that not even mentally can he discern 
in it a distinction: “Do not imagine in your mind that there are three, 
like undivided parts of one thing.”25 Also, clearer than had been proposed 
before, he distinguishes two persons from the one property of generated 
and ungenerated.26

22. Le Bachelet, Arianisme: DTC 1,1832-1834.
23. K. Holl, Amphilochium vom lkonium in seine Verhiiltnis zu den grossen Kappadozieren (Tubingen 1904).
24. De Spiritu Sanclo 17,45: MG 32,144.
25. Homilia contra Sabellianos et Arianos 4-5: MG 31,609.
26. Epistola 38,4: MG 32,332; see below c .3 ,5. Nager, Die Trinitdtslehre des hi. Basilius des Grossen (Paderborn 

1912); L. Lohn, DoctrinaS. Basiliideprocessionibusdivinis: Greg 10 (1929)492-500; A. G r a n d sirNature 
et hypostases divines dans St. Basile: RechScRel 13 (1923) 130-152; Lebron, op. cit.
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ST. GREGORY NAZI ANZEN: “When I say God you grasp him under one 
light and three; three with regard to properties or hypostases.. .or persons, 
one with regard to the idea of substance or divinity.... For the indistinct is 
distinguished, so to speak, and it is connected with the distinct. For one in 
three is divinity, and the three one, I mean those in which there is divinity, 
or to speak more properly, who are divinity” (R 1008).27

ST. GREGORY OF NYSSA says that the profundity of the mystery 
is “how the same thing is both numbered and flees numeration...and is 
distinguished regarding hypostasis and is not separated in the subject” 
(R 1029). “Professing the nature without difference, we will not deny 
a distinction of the cause and the caused, in which alone we apprehend 
that one is distinguished from the other’'’ (R 1038), “since the simple and 
immutable divine nature rejects all distinction with regard to the essence, 
because it is one to such an extent that it does not admit in itself any sign 
of plurality,” as if “there were a division of the essence of the subjects.”28

352. Objections, or the foundations of the theory of neo-Niceneism.
1. In general they argue that in the 4th century a great confusion of ideas about the 

Trinity flourished, which is proved by the struggles against the Council of Nicaea that 
followed.

However it is historically certain that those struggles were caused in part by the 
technical difficulty of expressing something that is most difficult in itself, and which 
could become even more difficult from both the different philosophical systems and 
from the deceits of the Arians (but this was not the only or the main source of the 
controversy). It is also certain that there was no vacillation regarding the idea of the 
mystery, but rather that it was very clear. This is pointed out by the Fathers, such as 
Hilary (R 881) and Gregory Nazianzen (R 1008).

The main confusion was in the different understanding of the terms ousia, 
hypostasis andprosopon  among the Orientals.29 Ousia30 meant either second substance, 
which is common and universal, or the first individual substance; hence it was excellent 
for signifying the divine nature that is at the same time common and singular. But to

27. J. Hergenrother, Die Lehre von der gottlichen Dreieinigkeit des hi. Gregor von Naziance (Regensberg 
1850).

28. Ad Ablabium: MG 45,133. See F. Diekamp, Die Golteslehre des hi. Gregor von Nyssa (MUnster 1896); 
S. Gonzalez, op. cit., 31-33, 47-70, etc.; G. Isaye, L'unite de I'operation dans les ecrits trinitaires de St. 
Gregoire de Nysse: RechScRel 27 (1937) 422-439; M. Gomez de Castro, Die Trinitatslehre des hi Gregor 
von Nyssa (Freiburg 1938).

29. R. Arnou, Unite numerique et unite de nature chez les Peres apres la Concile de Nicee: Greg 15 (1934) 242- 
254; L. Martinez G6mez, Elproblema de la unidady trinidad divina en los Padres: EstEcl 20 (1946) 347- 
398; A. Segovia, Equivalencia de formulas en las sistematizaciones trinitarias griegay latina: EstEcl 21 
(1947) 435-454; Th. De Regnon, Etudes de Theologie positiv sur la Sainte Trinite (Paris 1892) 1,129-163, 
242-254; J. Tixeront, Melanges de Patrologie et d'Histoire des dogmes (Paris 1921) 210-227; M. Schmaus, 
Die Psychologische Trinit&tslehre des hi Augustinus (MUnster 1927) 10-22.

30. C. Passaglia, De ecclesiastica significatione njq ovaiaq (Rome 1850) theor. 1; Petavius, De Trinitate 1.4 c. 1.
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some it sounded like something not subsisting, since second substance as such does 
not exist in reality outside the mind; and the Sabellians had abused the composite word 
“homousion.”

“Hypostasis”31 was used to signify the first substance, and also the suppositum, 
or what is distinct in a common nature. But to the Latins, who translated it with the 
word “substance,” it seemed more suitable to be used for the divine nature, and many 
Greeks also thought the same thing. Even so, when the meaning of the word “ousia” 
was settled, hypostasis was considered the best word to designate the three persons, as 
many of the Orientals maintained.

Prosopon,32 the word used by the Greeks to translate the Latin person, was not 
pleasing to the Orientals because of the origin of the word which the older Modalists 
had abused; but when the error was corrected, it was found most suitable and for a long 
time it has been used by the Roman Church.

353. 2. They argue from St. Athanasius and St. Hilary that they advocate against 
the Arians only a specific consubstantiality, as it is found in human generation—an 
example that they often use. Therefore one can understand why it was easy for them to 
accept the semi-Arians who professed only the “homoiusion” (= similar in substance).

I  deny the assertion. For there is not one place where the Fathers say that they 
are content with merely specific consubstantiality in the divine nature. Against the 
Anhomoians, who said that the Word was created and of a nature different from the 
Father, they argued that he is generated, and therefore truly consubstantial with the 
Father, as in general consubstantial beings are generated by those who generate them. 
Therefore they urged against them a true consubstantiality, which from the nature 
of the case is sufficiently known. When one is dealing with the divine nature that is 
absolutely simple and not multipliable, it could not be anything other than what we call 
“numerical.” It was evident to the Fathers that the comparison with human generation 
does not hold in all cases. Indeed, they explicitly correct it, as we saw in the proof, 
since divine generation excludes a change o f  substance, and therefore a division o f  
individuals in whom the nature is multiplied. These points recur hundreds of times 
in the works of the Fathers, especially in the writings of St. Athanasius against the 
objections of the Arians.

The way of operating of Athanasius and Hilary with the semi-Arians proves the 
excellent critical sense with which they saw—something the rationalist critics do not 
see—that semi-Arianism is a very unstable doctrine. For “homoiusion” was either a 
mask for Arianism or it could not mean anything other in reality than what is meant by 
the true “homousion.” And they did not accept them without a certain caution, as we 
say in the proof.

31. A. Michel, Hypostase: DTC 7,371-385; Petavius and Regnon, loc. cit.; F. Stentrup, Zum Begriff der 
Hypostase: ZkathTh 1 (1877); Fr. Erdin, Das Wort Hypostase, seine bedeutnngsgeschichtlichen Literatur bis 
zum Anschluss der Trinitdrischen Auseinandersetzungen (Friburg 1939); Cavallera, Le schisme d ’Antioch 
199-205.

32. Braun, Der Begriff “Person ” in seiner Anwendung auf die Lehre von der Trinitdt und Incarnation (Mainz 
1876); Michel, Tixeront, Petavius, loc. cit. See below ch. 4.
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And there is no substance in what the rationalists seem to suppose—that the nature 
of the similitude between the divine persons argues for a distinction of essence. For a 
personal distinction suffices for that, by which the greatest and most eminent similitude 
is had—a similitude in all things, which Hilary demanded, namely identity.33

354.3. The Cappadocian Fathers, Basil and Gregory of Nyssa, teach that the divine 
essence is something common in the way in which human nature is common to many 
men, and they use this example often. In fact, Gregory of Nyssa in explaining the unity 
of the deity in three hypostases, goes so far as to say that, according to the principles of 
the Platonists, three men are said in an improper sense, since in the proper sense there 
is only one human nature, and that it is not to be used in this way except because of 
accidental differences which occur in men in a common nature.

From what was said in the proof it is clear that the Cappadocian Fathers, especially 
St.Basil, who is said to have indulged greatly in neo-Nicenism, “explicitly and 
vigorously excluded the theory that was thrust upon him.”34 Therefore they introduce 
the comparison with common human nature to make a distinction in general between the 
concepts of ousia and hypostasis, which are then applied to singular natures according 
to the proper nature of each; again, this comparison does not hold in all cases.

The same thing should be said about the explanation proposed by St. Gregory of 
Nyssa by way of a philosophical attempt.35 In it there is a philosophical error of extreme 
realism, but no theological error about the merely specific unity of the divine nature, 
which this theory explicitly excludes. For this theory wishes to introduce complete 
substantial unity and one that is more than specific. And it does not urge a comparison 
in all ways, but rather it carefully corrects it from the unity o f  the divine operation-. “In 
the multitude of operators the name of operation is not divided” and from  the simplicity 
o f  the divine nature (R 1037, 1039). In fact, against the Anhomoians he proves the 
equality of the persons from their unity. Where would the mystery of the Trinity be, 
that he spends so much mental effort considering it?

355. 4. It is also surprising that St. Basil rather often did not want to give the name 
of God to the Holy Spirit. And it is not used in the Nicene-Constantinople Creed.

Because St. Basil, an outstanding defender of the divinity of the Holy Spirit, often, 
but not always omitted giving the name of God to him, it came about that he explains 
this in his letter to Epiphanius,36; and St. Gregory Nazianzen37 in a panegyric oration 
does the same, out of a prudent strategy lest the Arians, who in the time of Valens 
wanted to take over the churches of Cappadocia, stir up the crowds and drive him 
from the Church under the pretext of a novelty; therefore he demanded the reality even 
though he did not use the word. Back again in Constantinople the matter is clearly

33. Galtier, 138-140; Amou, De Deo trim  122-124; and the other works cited in notes 17 and 18.
34. Galtier, 149-152; Amou, 117-152; and note 26.
35. Gonzalez, 37-52, 134-136; Amou, Platonisme des Peres'. DTC 12,2258-2392; M. Chemiss, The Platonism 

o f Gregory o f Nyssa (Berkeley 1930); see note 28.
36. Epistola 71: MG 32,436-440; see Galtier, 158 D.
37. Oratio 43,68-69: MG 36,587ff.; see Pesch, 479.
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taught. And of course the rationalists act unfairly; for if the name of God is not used, 
they argue that the divinity of the Holy Spirit is denied; but if the name is used, they 
say it is a lesser divinity.

5. In the Council of Constantinople the formula “that is, from the substance of the 
Father” was omitted; this formula was so important to Athanasius that he absolutely 
demanded it from the semi-Arians.

The omission of this formula cannot raise any suspicion, which in the Nicene Creed 
is a certain superabundant addition of “that is...” against the Arian “e^ ouk ovtcov,” 
then not necessary. Certainly it was not admitted because of homoiusianism, because 
the orthodox semi-Arians had already admitted it for twenty years. St. Athanasius 
demanded it from the semi-Arians who did not want to admit “homousion,” because 
joined together with homoiusion it was equivalent to homousion. This was retained in 
the Constantinople Creed.38

Moreover, it is no argument to speak hundreds of times about the homoiusian 
formula ofthree hypostases, as if this formula did not also have the orthodox homousion 
meaning, which the holy Fathers held.39

N. B. Evagrius Ponticus (for the letter to Caesareans is said to be his, the eighth 
under the name of Basil) precisely in order to reject tritheism, says: “we confess one 
God not in number but in nature. For everything which is called one in number is not 
one absolutely, nor yet simple in nature; but God is universally confessed to be simple 
and not composed” (R 911). That is, he calls one in number, not incorrectly, one in 
composition, in opposition to one simply, which is supremely one, and he derives the 
unity of the Trinity, like the other Fathers, from God’s simplicity. Therefore in his 
thinking “one in number” does not mean something singular in opposition to one, with 
a unity of mere universality, as it is among the scholastics.40

38. Galtier, 153-159; Cavallera, op. cit., 306-313; Holl, Amphilochius... 116-119.
39. Cavallera, op. cit., 314.
40. Some other Fathers also use this way o f  speaking; see Amou, 115-116.
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A R T I C L E  I V

N a tu r a l  r e a s o n  a n d  t h e  m y s t e r y  o f  t h e  h o ly  t r in it y

Thesis 30. The mystery of the Holy Trinity, which is a mystery in the 
strict sense, is not opposed to natural reason.

S.Th. I, q. 32, a. 1; q. 28, a. 3 ad 1; Suarez, De Deo tr. 3 1.1 c. 11,12; 1.4 c. 3; Ruiz de Montoya, De Trinitate 
d. 41 ,43; Franzelin, th. 17, 18-20; Muncunill, 912-946; Pesch, 488-504; Galtier, 162-202.

356. Connection. The demonstration from the sources of revelation 
of the existence of the Trinity of persons in the unity of the divine essence 
must be completed by a study of the relation of this revealed doctrine to 
natural reason. This relation is twofold: on the one hand reason by its own 
powers can in no way reach this mystery; on the other hand it is not opposed 
to reason.

Definition of terms. By a mystery in the strict sense we understand, 
from Vatican Council I (D 3016, 3041) mysteries which “of their very 
nature so excel the created intellect that even when they have been given 
in revelation and accepted by faith, that very faith still keeps them veiled 
in a sort of obscurity,” and therefore in no way can they “be understood 
and demonstrated from natural principles.” Therefore, according to the 
explanation of theologians, by the use of natural reason neither their existence 
nor their essence or possibility can be proved positively. However, reason 
can, especially once revelation has been given and under its leadership, 
find some probable reasons by which the mind is more easily brought to 
faith in them. It can also, evidently, sufficiently understand the terms in 
which they are expressed, explain them to some degree with analogies, 
and scientifically propose their nature. Finally, it can and ought to show 
that they are not opposed to natural reason, which it does negatively, so to 
speak, namely by showing that reasons raised against the mysteries are not 
certain.

We propose this explicitly with two parts of the thesis:

1. THE DOCTRINE ON THE HOLY TRINITY IS A MYSTERY 
IN THE STRICT SENSE;

2. THIS MYSTERY IS NOT OPPOSED TO NATURAL REASON.

357. Adversaries. In the middle ages Abelard, Richard of St. Victor 
and Raymond Lull seem to be opposed to the first part, and in the 19th
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century Hermes, Gunther, Rosmini and Schell. Abelard proves the Trinity 
from the three divine attributes of power, wisdom and goodness.1 Richard 
proves it from charity and from the supreme divine happiness which can 
be had only between distinct persons.1 2 Lull argues from the necessary 
communication of God and his beneficence.3 Hermes with the general 
direction of his method contends that all Christian mysteries ought to be 
proved by natural reason. Gunther attempted to do it from a process of 
the conscious evolution of xou eyco.4 Rosmini holds that, after revelation, 
the Trinity pertains to the philosophical disciplines, and he proved it from 
three forms of esse—subjetivity, objectivity and the unity of both, which 
in an absolute esse or being cannot be conceived except as three subsistent 
persons (D 3225f.). Finally, Schell deduces the Trinity from the positive 
aseity by which God is the cause of himself.5

Heretics who deny the Trinity, and deists and rationalists of all kinds, are 
opposed to the second part. Catholic theologians, as is clear, affirm the thesis 
with unanimous consent, and they apply grave censures to contrary opinions.

The Doctrine of the Church is clear from the condemnation of the 
opinions of Hermes, Gfinther and Rosmini (D 2738, 2780, 2826, 3225- 
3226) and from Vatican I  {D 3016, 3041) where with explicit words it is 
stated that in revelation there are mysteries in the strict sense. Surely from 
the sense of the Church, if there is any mystery, the Trinity is the greatest 
of all. On the other hand, the Church explicitly defines that “there can never 
be any real disagreement between faith and reason” (D 3017).

Theological note. The first part is at least theologically certain, and 
according to many theologians it is proximate to faith. The second part 
is o f faith (de fide), at least implicitly, based on the revelation itself of the 
mystery, and from Vatican I.

358. Proof for the first part. Holy Scripture, in opposition to those 
things which can be known about God naturally (Rom. l:19f.), attributes

1. Theologia Christiana 1,2; ML 178,1123ff. See De Regnon, op. cit., 1,65-87; Portalie, Abelard (Pierre): DTC 
1,45-46 and works cited in n. 291 in note 15.

2. De Trinitate 1.3 c.2: ML 116,916-917; see De Regnon, 2,315ff.
3. Many things have been written about the meaning which Lull gives to his “necessary reasons”; see E. 

Longpr6, Lulle (Raymond): DTC 9,1124-1125; there is a more extensive bibliography in F. Klimke, Historia 
de la Filosofia (Spanish version, Barcelona 1947) 282. On the strength o f  the arguments that Lull presents, 
see Vazquez, In 1 p. d. 133.

4. J. Kleutgen, Die Theologie der Vorzeit (Munster 1867) 1,435-451; Franzelin, th. 18,260-268; Pesch, 494- 
495.

5. Pesch, 495 note 1. See M. Scheeben, Los misterios del cristianismo § 5-8 1 ,26-51.
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what pertains to the mystery of the Trinity to one divine revelation (Matt. 
11:27; 16:17).

The Holy Fathers with great profundity teach the ineffable mystery of 
the Trinity. Thus St. Irenaeus: “Irrationally proud and rashly you say that 
you know the ineffable mysteries of God....Therefore since his generation 
is ineffable, whoever tries to explain his generations and words is out of his 
mind, when he promises to explain those things that are ineffable” (R 204). 
From among the others it will suffice to quote St. Hilary: “I must undertake 
something that cannot be limited and venture upon something that cannot 
be comprehended, so that I may speak about God who cannot be adequately 
defined. He fixed the names of the nature—the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Spirit. Whatever is sought over and above this transcends the meaning of 
words, the limits of perception, and the concepts of understanding. It may 
not be expressed, attained, or grasped. The nature of this subject exhausts 
the meaning of words, an impenetrable light darkens the vision of the 
mind, and whatever is without limits is beyond the capacity of our power 
of reasoning” (R 859). St. Gregory of Nyssa: “And so one who diligently 
studies the depths of the mystery...is unable to explain clearly in words 
the ineffable depth of this mystery. As, for instance, how the same thing is 
capable of being numbered and yet rejects numeration, how it is observed 
with distinctions yet is apprehended as a monad, how it is separate as to 
personality yet is not divided as to subject matter” (R 1029.

359. Theological reasoning, a) Natural reason cannot demonstrate the 
Trinity: “Man cannot obtain the knowledge of God by natural reason except 
from creatures. Now creatures lead us to the knowledge of God, as effects 
do to their cause. Accordingly, by natural reason we can know of God that 
only which of necessity belongs to him as the principle of all things.. ..But 
the creative power of God is common to the whole Trinity [D 428, 703]. 
Hence it belongs to the unity of the essence, and not to the distinction of 
the persons. Therefore by natural reason we can know what belongs to the 
unity of the essence, but not what belongs to the distinction of the persons” 
(S.Th. I, q. 32, a. 1).

360. b) Natural reason cannot positively show the possibility o f the 
Trinity.

1. A complete nature and individual essence cannot naturally be 
understood except as incommunicable as such, and therefore as a 
suppositum (i.e., a person of an intellectual nature). But the Trinity is the
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mystery of an individual nature really communicated to three persons. And 
even though there is a logical distinction between nature and suppositum, 
it is not apparent to natural reason that there can be persons really distinct 
in the same nature, for it does not see that it is possible to affirm a real 
communication of one nature in several persons, or the multiplication of 
persons without the multiplication of nature. That is especially the case 
because of the great difficulties that occur from the principles that are seen 
from the evidence of reason.

2.1nfinity itself and the simplicity of the divine nature, insofar as they are 
naturally known by us, create rather a difficulty, since they direct the mind, and they 
do it truly, to the individual unity and it does not see positively how this unity can be 
reconciled with the Trinity; although on the other hand, infinity really is the reason for 
the communicability of the divine nature, and simplicity demands generation without 
separation and the communication of the whole nature to individual persons.

3.Attempts to prove the Trinity by reason, proceed either from false principles or 
they pervert the dogma itself. Therefore St. Thomas rightly said: “Whoever tries to 
prove the Trinity of persons by natural reason, derogates from the faith” (loc. cit.). Thus 
Abelard introduces a veiled Sabellianism and erroneously confuses the appropriations 
with the personal properties. The reasons of Richard of St. Victor, at least concerning 
divine things, are false because of God’s infinity. The argument of Lull (whatever the 
case is with his thinking) according to which the Trinity is perfectly good, lovable 
and beneficent, if it were to accomplish anything, it would complete the Trinity with 
one procession, and it would make the third person a product of the second person. 
The reasoning of Gunther would accomplish the same thing, for according to him the 
knowing subject, the object known and the identity of both are subsistent and distinct. 
Moreover, he errs gravely both in conceiving divine cognition as produced, and in his 
concept of the person as consciousness of itself, by which the divine unity is constituted 
in a certain relative unity of three absolutes; this concept is diametrically opposed to 
Catholic doctrine. In the same way the assertion of Rosmini is erroneous, and the result 
is that the Holy Spirit is the Word itself insofar as it is loved. It is directly opposed 
to correct doctrine. Other attempts at a quasi-demonstration are not without danger in 
which the Word and the Holy Spirit seem to be confused with formal divine intellection 
and will.

361. Proof of the second part. 1. There cannot be any true opposition 
betweenfaith and reason, “because it is the same God who reveals mysteries 
and infuses faith and has put the light of reason into the human soul. Now 
God cannot deny himself any more than the truth can ever contradict the 
truth.” Thus Vatican I  {D 3017).

2. From the incomprehensibility o f God. In order that reason can prove
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that a Trinity of persons in the unity of the divine essence is repugnant, 
it would have to show that it is repugnant to the proper way of existing 
of God, or at least that it is opposed to the most universal principles of 
reason, according as they are legitimately in agreement with absolutely 
every being. But reason cannot prove that. Not the first, because by natural 
reason we do not know the proper way of divine existing, except inasmuch 
as analogically and with negative concepts we assert the greatest eminence 
of the divine being over and above anything thinkable. Not the second, 
because the analogy of being rightly understood should make us very 
cautious in determining the evidence by which the first principles based 
on it are known, lest gradually a certain transition or illegitimate extension 
occurs in applying them to the supreme being.

It is confirmed by the difficulty of reconciling in God all the predicates 
that are asserted of him by natural reason.

362. 3. By the solution of difficulties, which is negative, but at the same 
time sufficient. In general the solution of the difficulties of reason against 
the Trinity is based on a distinction of reason which has to be shown to 
exist between the nature and the persons or relations.6 For by the revelation 
of the Trinity it is established that the divine Being (esse) is a being that is 
completely singular, subsisting in three persons really distinct, or singular 
being at the same time also common, “a certain one supreme reality” (D 
804), which insofar as it responds to our concept of nature is one, but insofar 
as it responds to our concept of person is a Trinity, that is, there are three 
persons. Wherefore the predicates that are attributed to God according to 
his real status must be taken in a formal sense.

Therefore there is no logical difficulty against the Trinity from the principle o f  
contradiction, since there is never an affirmation or negation of the same thing about the 
same thing and in the same sense. Nevertheless, what in created things would imply a 
contradiction can be predicated of God, such as to be generated and not to be generated, 
which are said about the Son and the divine essence that are really identified, but it is 
done according to a reason that is formally different.

In syllogisms that are made about divine things, the aspect of community proper to 
the divine nature must be taken into account, both if this is a major or minor term, and 
especially when it is the middle term that is compared with personal or notional terms; 
in this case the rules of categorical syllogisms must be applied and also the principles 
said about all, said about none (dictum de omni, dictum de nullo), but not the rules of 
the expository syllogism and the principle of real identity, even though the divine nature 
is really singular, because it is at the same time common (to three persons). For the

6. See ch. 3, thesis 43.
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expository syllogism demands full incommunicability of the middle term. In this way 
the logical difficulties are solved.

363. Objections. AGAINST THE FIRST PART. 1. Every necessary truth can be 
demonstrated with necessary arguments. But the Trinity is a necessary truth. Ergo. Thus 
argues Richard of St. Victor, loc. cit.

I  distinguish the major. A natural necessary truth, that is, one logically connected 
with naturally known principles can be demonstrated, conceded-, a necessary supernatural 
truth not so connected, denied. I  further distinguish the minor and deny the consequent.

2. Whatever in God is possible, is necessary. Again, whatever says perfection, must 
be attributed to God necessarily. But the Trinity is possible, since it de facto exists, and 
says infinite perfection. Ergo.

I  distinguish the minor. We know this positively by natural reason, denied-, by 
revelation alone, conceded.

3.Infinite goodness is infinitely communicable, and perfect happiness and charity 
essentially require association with others. Therefore in God there must be several persons, 
as the term of the communication of infinite goodness, and as the object of the love of 
charity and of perfect happiness.

I  distinguish the first part of the antecedent. Infinite goodness is communicable in an 
infinite way, which happens in creation, as St. Thomas remarks in q. 32, a.l ad 2, conceded-, 
it is communicable to an infinite term, I  distinguish further, if such communication is 
possible, which reason does not see, conceded-, if it is not possible, in which reason is more 
dominant, denied. I  deny the second part concerning an infinite being, with St. Thomas in 
the same place.

4.Intellection and volition are divine activities. But it is repugnant to have activity 
without a produced term. Therefore there must be in God a Word and a Spiration which 
are necessarily subsistent.

I  distinguish the major. Intellection and volition are immanent divine activities, 
conceded-, they are transient, denied. I  distinguish the minor: a transient activity without 
a produced term is repugnant, conceded; an immanent activity, denied. Indeed, the more 
perfect the immanence of activity is, the produced term, even in the case of created things, 
has less of being. Moreover, this argument would not lead one to a revealed Trinity, for it 
would suppose a term produced out of necessity as a requirement of the intellection and 
volition, and it would introduce another Word and another Spirit produced by the Son and 
the Holy Spirit who certainly understand and love. In no way is this the doctrine which is 
called the psychology of the divine processions.

With this, however, the value of a certain harmony is not denied, either of probable 
or even of true reasoning which, given the fact of revelation, can attract the mind to more 
easily admit the mystery. In our effort to do this we will describe the divine processions.

364. AGAINST THE SECOND PART first of all the fundamental difficulty must be 
solved which seems to arise from the principle o f fixed identity.

Objection 1. Two things equal to a third, are equal to each other. But Father, Son and



b .2  c .l  a . 4  t h . 3 0  n .3 6 2 - 3 6 4 315

Holy Spirit are identified with the divine nature. Therefore they cannot be distinguished 
between themselves.

One can respond to this difficulty in many ways, even though the different responses 
perhaps are not so different among themselves as it may seem at first sight.7 We offer 
the way of solving it that was used by P. Suarez who was followed in this by others.8

In particular the meaning must be accurately determined according to which this 
principle raises an objection against the mystery of the Holy Trinity. For this principle, 
which concludes to the identity of two things or ideas from their identity with some third 
thing, can be understood in a twofold way:

1. On formal identity: “two things that are equal to a third in a formal reason, 
are equal to each other in the same formal reason.” In this sense it is very evident 
and universal, for it is immediately reduced to the principle of contradiction, since 
the formal identity of two motions necessarily implies that one can be substituted for 
the other in that area in which they are identical. A particular case of the principle 
understood in this sense is the principle of mathematical equality. In this sense, 
however, nothing is yet said about the identity or real distinction of those notions, and 
hence there is no difficulty against the Trinity.

2,On real identity, “two things really identified with a third, are really identified 
with each other.” Now concerning this real identity, it can be explained in two ways: 

a )On real identity in one formal reason', “two things really identified with a third 
thing in one formal reason, are really identified with each other in that formal reason.” 
In this sense also it is evident and universal, for the same reason. And because of that 
there is no difficulty against the Trinity, for it is certainly true that the three persons 
are really identified in the idea of nature, since they are one God.

b)Simply on real identity. “Two things really identified with a third, so that they 
are not really distinguished from that other, are really identified with each other so 
that they are not really distinguished from each other for any reason.”9 It is commonly 
understood in this sense, and without doubt it holds true in created things; but in this 
way it is objected against the Trinity, for from the fact that the persons are really 
identified with the divine nature, it is denied that they can be distinguished really from 
each other.

7. B. Xiberta collects and evaluates the solutions o f many theologians: Enqiiesta historica sobre elprincipio 
d ’identitat comparada: Estudis Franciscans 45 (1933) 291-336; others are added to this by J. Hellin, El 
principio de identidad comparada segun Suarez: Pensamiento 6 (1950) 435-463; 7 (1951) 169-192; see also 
J. de Aldama, Ruiz de Montoya y  el problema teoldgico del principio identitatis comparatae et mysterio SS. 
Trinitatis secundum Concilium Lateranense IV: EstEcl 27 (1953) 301-316.

8. For the explanations that are given are really only limitations o f  the universal meaning o f  the principle. 
Therefore it is declared to be invalid in the whole realm of being, if  it considers the principle in the sense of 
real identity, see Hellin, loc. cit., 463.

9. Suarez, De Trinitate 1.4 c. 3 n. 1. It should be noted with what great care Suarez defines the meaning o f the 
principle, inasmuch as it could be a hindrance to the mystery. This is a point that many o f those who attack 
him ignore, and therefore their objections are in vain; see Dalmau, El principio de identidad comparada 
segun Sudrez: EstEcl 5 (1926) 92-93. Also, the solution o f  P. Suarez and P. Vdzquez is simply admitted by 
famous Thomists, such as John o f  St. Thomas, Cursus theologicus d. 12 a. 3 n.31, and recently by A. Maltha, 
De divinarum relationum existentia, quidditate, distinctions. Ang 7 (1940) 22.
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365. We deny therefore that the principle so understood can be admitted as universally 
true in the whole breadth of being. This must be held absolutely regarding the mystery of 
the Trinity.10 11

This can be shown because the principle understood in this sense is not a formal 
principle. Now the principles of reason are universally valid in a formal sense by being 
reduced to the principle of contradiction. Hence St. Thomas says: “the principle holds in 
things that are identical really and logically with some third thing, but not if they differ 
logically” (q. 28, a. 3 ad 1). For if two, let us say the Father and the Son, are really 
identified with one deity in the idea of nature, but are distinguished from it with a logical 
distinction regarding the nature of a person, then a formal contradiction does not occur 
in the fact that they are really distinguished according to this reason. For here there is 
no affirmation or negation of the same thing in the same sense; and it can happen that 
the formal reason by which they are distinguished from the common term (= deity), is a 
principle of a real distinction between themselves.11

Therefore what in creatures is verified as a principle in the given sense, that is, that 
two things really identified with a third can in no way really be distinguished between 
themselves, can take place because of the limitation of the creature, and cannot legitimately 
be extended to an infinite being.12 Therefore the principle, understood simply about real 
identity, is not valid in the total breadth of being when taken universally and analogically.

You say: Two things really identified with a third must simply be identified among 
themselves in the order of actual existence, to which logical distinctions add nothing.

I  respond: Nevertheless really no formal contradiction will follow, even though they 
are really distinguished. Therefore, I  distinguish the assertion: if they are identified in 
the order of created existence, which we know sufficiently well, conceded; if they are 
identified in the order of divine existence, or in the order of being taken universally, denied.

366. This solution is fundamental, necessary and sufficient. It is necessary, for otherwise 
whatever things are said are weakened from the principle itself; for its strength would be to 
exclude any possibility of a real distinction in those things identified with some third thing.13 
It is sufficient, for the solution of this difficulty does not have to explain how or why there are 
in God things that are really distinguished among themselves, even though they are identified 
with some third thing. Rather, it only has to show how, if this is the case in God, it is not 
repugnant to the valid principles of reason. And it is not the task of the theologian to explain 
why this principle is verified in created things, or even what the nature is of this principle.14

10. Suarez, loc. cit., n. 7; 1.1 c. 11 n. 20; Metaphys. D. 7 s.3 n. 8.
11. “When those two are distinguished by a logical distinction from some third tiling, although they are really 

identified, it is not evident that they are really identified with each other; for by the fact that those two have 
formal reasons different from that by which they are identified, it can be that they agree in something that is 
a principle o f  a real distinction” (I. Granados, In primam partem tr. 3 d.3 a.3).

12. Suarez, loc. cit., n. 7, where you will find the note o f  a negative solution; see A. Teixidor, De valore 
scholasticism! P. Francisci Suarez hac nostra aetate (Barcelona 1917) 37.

13. Suarez, loc. cit., n. 1-6.
14. Consult the defenses o f  this Suarezian solution in the authors cited above; see also E. Guerrero, Afirma 

alguna vez el P. Sudrez que losprimerosprincipios son inductivos?: EstEcl 12 (1933) 5-32; J. Alejandro, La 
Gnoseologia del Doctor Eximio (Comillas 1948) 166-178.
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However, to provide some initial explanation of these questions, by using some 
points of doctrine that will be studied later, we can clarify the proposed solution.15

From the trinitarian doctrine we know that only the relations, although identified with 
the divine nature, are distinguished among themselves; they bestow incommunicability 
on the supposita. And for the same reason we know that all absolutes are really identified 
among themselves, and also with all the relatives. Wherefore the only case in which de 
facto that principle is not verified, even in divine things, is the case in which formally 
relative ideas are compared; they are subsistent and bestow incommunicability to the 
supposita with absolute reasons that are common to the three persons. But when absolute 
reasons are compared with other absolutes, or when the third term of a comparison is an 
incommunicable notion, the principle is de facto always verified in a real sense.

367. However this is shown without paying any respect to the strength of this 
principle. For the divine infinity is the foundation of the processions and relations or 
origin, concerning which only relative opposition does not imply limitation in the 
subjects and is the reason for the Trinity of persons in the unity of the essence. On 
the other hand, that infinity and simplicity demand the real identity of all absolutes 
among themselves and with the relatives. For a different reason, when the third term of 
the comparison is something incommunicable, then things or reasons identified with it 
exclude a real distinction between themselves, because they are identified with the third 
term under the aspect of a way of existing that excludes it. Therefore in this case the 
principle of identity seems to be applied in a formal sense.

Now in created things, for an opposite reason, that is, because of their limitation 
in perfection, there are no subsistent relations, and the distinction of the subjects in 
nature and their incommunicability is given by absolute reasons that multiply nature. 
Therefore when two real relations are compared with a third one, actually absolutes 
are always brought together, and in fact with an incommunicable third term, or under 
the formality of a real incommunicable existence, which therefore excludes a real 
distinction of the extremes. Hence it can be explained why the principle of identity, also 
understood concerning a fully real identity, is true and universal in created things, not 
only materially, but also formally, namely, it is valid only with regard to created being.16

N.B. Examples from created things sometimes proposed by the authors, as if in 
them a certain limitation of the principle were to be found, offer little help in this 
difficult matter. They are refuted by the excellent observation of St. Thomas: “And it is 
not necessary in this matter to look for something similar, because in no created thing 
can one find something similar to the divine simplicity...for all similar things that can 
possibly be proposed...have more dissimilitude than similitude and therefore they lead 
one more away from the truth than they lead to true understanding” (1 d.33 q.l a.l ad 
2).17

15. See Molina, Inprimam parten q. 28, a. 3 d. 2; Ruiz de Montoya, d. 15 a.3 n.2; Aldama, loc. cit.
16. See Dalmau, Metafisicay Teologia en Suarez: EstEcl22 (1948)559. Somwhat different. Hell in, loc. cit., 178-186.
17. What is adduced anywhere as an example, that the same road is very different for one going up and another 

coming down, really contributes nothing to the matter, because there in addition to the road there are distinct 
and very different actions o f  the one ascending and the one descending.
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368. This whole doctrine can be explained by distinguishing the principle in this 
way:

“Things that are the same with a third term are the same among themselves.” I  
distinguish. Things that are the same with a third term in some formal reason, are the 
same among themselves in the same formal reason, conceded; what are really the same 
with one third term are the same really among themselves, I  distinguish further, in the 
formal reason by which they are really identified with the third term, conceded; abso
lutely, so that under no formal reason can they be distinguished among themselves, I  
make another distinction: if the two are identified really with a third incommunicable 
term and are not opposed purely relatively among themselves, which always happens in 
created things, conceded; if they are identified with a third communicable term and are 
opposed purely relatively among themselves, as happens in the divine persons who are 
identified with the essence, denied. Therefore the principle in the real sense is not valid 
in the whole breadth of being.

369. 2. Some examples of objections in a fallacious syllogistic form:
a) All of the divine essence is the Father. But the Son is the divine essence. There

fore the Son is the Father.
The major can have a double meaning because of an unsuitable way of speaking. If 

it is understood as everything that is the divine essence is the Father, I  deny the major, if 
it is understood as the total divine essence is the Father, I  concede the major, but in this 
sense I  also concede the minor, I  deny the consequent, for the syllogism sins against the 
fourth rule of a syllogism (that is, undistributed middle term).

b) The Father is opposed to the Son. But the deity is the Father. Therefore the deity 
is opposed to the Son.

I  concede the major; I  explain the minor (which does not present a formal predica
tion): someone who is deity is the Father, and in this sense it is true. I  distinguish the 
consequent. Someone who is deity (namely the Father) is opposed to the Son, conceded-, 
deity as such, and therefore everything that is deity is opposed to the Son, denied.

c) This divine essence is the Father. But the Son is this divine essence. Therefore 
the Son is the Father.

The syllogism is not expository, but quasi-categorical, because the middle term is 
common, even though it is singular. Therefore it sins against the fourth rule, because it 
is not fully distributed.

370. 3. A trinity of persons cannot be reconciled with divine simplicity, which is 
singular unity.

The Trinity includes no real composition, since there is no real distinction between 
the nature and the personalities. Therefore, speaking more properly, it cannot be said 
that the persons are united in nature (for union is the unity of distinct things inasmuch 
as they are distinct), but that they are one in the idea o f essence or nature-, but the divine 
persons, insofar as they are distinguished, are not one, and insofar as they are one they 
are not distinguished. That way of speaking, however, which is actually traditional, is
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admissible, inasmuch as by it the whole mystery of the Trinity is expressed. Even a 
logical composition in God is excluded, as we shall see in its own place.18 Simplicity is 
indeed supreme unity and opposed to composition. Therefore, if there is no composition, 
there is no lack of supreme unity; unity however is opposed to number in its order and 
nature, but not in another.

4. The infinite is unique. But in divine things everything is infinite. Therefore in 
divine things there cannot be any number, not even in the case of a person.

The infinite is unique in its own order. Therefore one God, one Father, one Son, one 
Holy Spirit. But there is not therefore only one person, because the relations by which 
the divine persons are constituted are of a different relative reason; therefore the nature 
of a person in God does not have a fellowship that is ultimately quasi-differential.

5. If number pertains to perfection, then in God there would have to be number 
and multiplicity in the highest way and not only in the nature of a person, nor just the 
number three, but an infinite number; but if it does not pertain to perfection, then no 
number should be affirmed in God.

Number and real distinction of themselves say neither perfection, nor imperfection; 
but in individual cases that will depend on the foundation or nature of the distinction 
and number. In fact, however, in nature number implies limitation and is opposed to the 
essential uniqueness of God. But a number, and of course only the number three, with 
regard to persons pertains to the perfection of the infinite fecundity of God in reference 
to intellection and volition. As will be pointed out later, persons are not multiplied 
except by immanent processions proper to the divine nature.

A P P E N D I X

T h e  m e a n i n g  o f  t h e  t e r m s  u s e d  i n  t r i n i t a r i a n  t h e o l o g y

371. Since the mystery of the Holy Trinity is elevated so far above human reason, 
great effort had to be given to find the right words with which its sublimity could be set 
forth and explained, especially because the heretics abused a battle of words in order 
to disseminate their errors in public. St. Augustine considered this difficulty at great 
length.19 Therefore it will be helpful to explain briefly the meaning and use of the terms 
that have been established in trinitarian theology, both in the documents of the Church 
and in the vocabulary of the great Doctors. It will also help to offer at the same time a 
brief summary of the theological doctrine that will be presented in the whole treatise.

In general, the words, which signify that by which a thing is constituted in a certain 
order o f being, in divine matters are used singularly, because God is unique, and they 
are predicated of the three persons in the singular number. These words are essence 
(ouoia), nature ((puaiq), which is the essence itself as the principle of operation, and 
substance (Latin: substantia), the way by which a thing exists by itself (for in God there

18. Ch. 3, art. 2.
19. De Trinitate 1.7 n. 9-11: M L42,941ff.
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cannot be anything accidental). These words signify what was explained in the treatise 
on the oneness of God, or the body o f attributes and absolute predicates that are applied 
to God. In the Symbol known as Quicumque this is noted singly about the names—God, 
Lord, uncreated, immense, eternal, omnipotent; it does admit however that the three 
persons are said to be coeternal and coequal (D 75-76).

But those things that are necessary for their distinction are said in the plural about the 
divinity and in the singular about the single persons. But there are the words suppositum 
and hypostasis (uTTboxacic;), a complete subject distinct from others in a particular 
nature, about which all predications are made; and person (7tp6oa>7tov)—a suppositum 
of an intellectual nature. Suppositality and personality is said by the scholastics to be 
the formal reason constituting a suppositum and a person as such. In the same sense 
in theology the Latin word subsistentia (subsistence) is used, (derived from the Greek 
u7r6oxacn<;, otherwise than substance), and therefore there are in God three subsistences 
(relative); at first however this words was used concretely for persons or for supposita 
(D 501). There are also theologians who use this word to signify the way of existing 
proper to God, as a being per se subsisting (esse per se subsistens), and they speak about 
the unique absolute subsistence in God.20

372. The divine persons are not distinguished among themselves except by relations 
o f origin, according to the dogmatic axiom: “in God everything is one where there is 
no opposition of relationship” (D 1330). Therefore there is present in God a procession 
(7rpoPacnc, 7ipo|3oXf|), or the origin of one person from another, or from others, which 
by theologians is also called a production. The divine processions are immanent and 
with a metaphysical immanence of identity of substance; it is most perfect, without 
causality and dependence. Even though the Greeks use the words cause and caused 
(am a, afxiaxov), in Latin theology these words are not used, but only principle and 
aim, in order to designate a person from whom another proceeds, and one who is from 
another. In God there are two processions, the generation o f the Son from the Father 
who is an unproduced person, and the procession o f the Holy Spirit from the Father 
and the Son as from one principle. In the divine processions there is a communication 
in the strictest sense of only one divine nature. Therefore the divine persons are said to 
be consubstantial.

Therefore there is given among the divine persons a relation (cxpcic;, Jipoq xi), an 
order or respect of one to the other, and indeed real and from origin, by which the divine 
persons are referred to each other as producer and produced; therefore there is present 
among them a relative opposition, or the necessity of a real opposition between them, 
for a real relation necessarily implies that. In God there are four relations, two in each 
procession: paternity and filiation, by which the Father and the Son are referred to each 
other, and active spiration, common to the Father and to the Son, and passive spiration, 
by which the Father and the Son act as one principle of the Holy Spirit, and the Holy 
Spirit is referred to the Father and to the Son. Divine relations are subsistent, that is, they 
are not predicated of absolute subjects that are referred to each other, but the relations

20. See ch. 4, a. 12 Scholium, n. 520-525.
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themselves are related subjects.

373. From the very statement of the mystery it is clear that with regard to the divine 
persons what is common and what is proper must be distinguished, for really and truly 
they agree in nature; but also they are really distinguished from one another, therefore 
there is something real in each one by which he is distinguished from the others. 
These are the properties (\bm\iaxa)—those things that are predicated formally only 
of each individual person. The personalities themselves are often said to be personal 
properties and they are three—paternity, filiation and passive spiration, all formally 
relative; therefore the relations are true properties. A predicate that belongs to only one 
person can also be called a personal property, even though it is not properly his formal 
constitutive, and in this sense there is another property of the person of the Father, 
originlessness (innascibilitas, dyevvrjola).

A notion or notional property (idicopa yvcopioxiKov) is called in trinitarian theology 
a predicate not common to the three persons, inasmuch as it makes known the Trinity or 
some person, whether it is formally relative or proper of one person only, or otherwise. In 
God there are five notions: originlessness, or the notion of being ungenerated, paternity, 
filiation, active spiration and passive spiration (if any other is found, it is reduced to one 
of these). In general, in God the notional is opposed to the essential, as proper and not 
common to three, and as opposed to that which is common.

In the order of activity there is in God an essential power of producing things 
externally, such as creating, which is common to the three persons, and a notional power 
of producing something internally, such as the power o f generating in the Father and 
spirating in the Father and the Son. Likewise there are essential acts of understanding, 
of willing, of creating, etc., and notional acts, such as the formal processions which 
are called origins— active generation, passive generation, or birth, active spiration and 
passive spiration.

374. Between the divine persons there is perfect equality and likeness, that is, 
unity in quasi-quantity and quasi-quality of perfection, because of their identity in the 
same divine nature; their different relations of origin are not opposed to this. Therefore 
in God there is no such thing as priority and posteriority, neither of duration nor of 
nature, as was defined in the Athanasian Creed (D 75-76). There is, however, an order o f  
origin because of the processions, and therefore a priority and posteriority just o f  origin 
between the divine persons is commonly admitted. These words mean nothing else but 
that some persons are the principle of others, and the latter proceed from them; but they 
are all eternal, and some do not properly depend on others. But a logical priority in the 
proper sense, which is called a consequence o f  subsisting, between relatives, or between 
absolutes and relatives, is not admitted, because the relatives are at the same time in 
cognition and they do not completely prescind from the absolutes; but an imperfect 
logical priority, by which nothing is properly thought about the thing itself, can be 
admitted in God.

Circuminsession and circumincession (jrepixchpqoiq) means mutual inexistence and
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a type of vital recirculation of the divine persons, because of consubstantiality and the 
immanence o f  the processions, and also because of the simultaneity of the relations by 
which the divine persons are constituted.

Although the absolute attributes of the divinity, and therefore the external works, 
are common to the three persons, nevertheless certain ones are attributed to some persons 
rather than to others, or, as they say, they are appropriated.

Persons proceeding truly and properly are said to be sent. But a mission is the 
communication of the will to accomplish some external effect, which in God cannot 
take place except through procession. The special missions are the mission o f the Son 
in the Incarnation and the mission o f the Holy Spirit in the work o f sanctification and in 
the body o f  the Church.

375. Logical terms, mental and oral, by which divine things are expressed, are 
distinguished into essential and notional, and they can be abstract and concrete, 
substantive and adjectival (Deity, God, Paternity, Father, generating, generates, is 
generated, Spiration, Spirator, Spirating). In using these terms it is commonly required 
that the predication be formal, and that the mode ofsignifying also be taken into account. 
Still because of the divine simplicity identical predication is also possible, unless a 
special difficulty hinders it.

In this matter many rules are recommended by theologians, which in general 
provide protection lest something be innovated “against the way of speaking, either what 
has been approved by the Church, or sanctioned by the common consent of Catholic 
theologians,” by which the danger is avoided, even apparently, either of destroying the 
unity of nature or of denying the plurality of persons. Moreover, under the appearance 
of a logical question often are hidden, in things proposed by the early theologians, 
matters of great importance in the area of dogmatic theology.21

21. On the proper way o f  speaking and preaching see S.Th. I, q. 30, a. 3; q. 31, a. 2-4; q. 39, a. 3-6; Suarez, 1.3 
c. 5-9, 11-13 and 14; Wirceburgs,, 364; Muncunill, 1217-1221; Pesch, 614-648.
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C H A P T E R  I I

On the divine processions

376. The mystery of the Holy Trinity is not inferred from what has been 
considered up to this point from the theological sources, by which the way 
o f existing of the divinity is revealed as it is in itself, and not according as 
it can be attained from creatures, namely, of one nature subsisting in three 
distinct persons. For it is a mystery not only of essence, but also of life and of 
immanent activity in the nature of God. For the plurality of persons in God 
in made known to us in revelation as resulting from the infinite fecundity 
of its immanent, ineffable and vital activity.1 For the second person, Word 
and Son, proceeds from the Father by a true generation; the third person, 
the Holy Spirit, has his origin from the Father and the Son, but he is not 
begotten: “Divine Scripture,” as St. Thomas says, “uses, in relation to God, 
names which signify procession....and thus the Catholic faith understands 
procession as existing in God” (I, q. 27, a. 1).

These processions, however, which, as is clear, also pertain to the 
Trinitarian dogma, are absolutely necessary for the further explanation 
of the same mystery in whatever way it is developed. For because “the 
divine persons are distinguished according to relations of origin,” and only 
through them can the persons be distinguished in a way that fully preserves 
consubstantiality (as we have already hinted and will now explain more 
fully), this is something that theology, following the lead of revelation, can 
stutter forth about the greatest mystery, namely “the order of doctrine [that] 
leads us to consider firstly, the question of origin or procession; secondly, 
the relations of origin; thirdly, the persons” (I, q. 27, Intro.).

This chapter on the divine processions is divided into three articles: 1) 
on the existence of processions in God; 2) on their formal principle; 3) on 
their origins or notional acts.

A R T I C L E  I

T h e  e x is t e n c e  o f  p r o c e s s io n s  in  g o d

Thesis 31. In God there are two immanent processions.

S.Th. I, q. 27; Suarez, 1.1 c.4; Ruiz de Montoya, disp.1,3; Galtier, 203-224.

1. Scheeben, Los misterios del cristianismo § 10,59-60; see. § 9,52-59.
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377. Connection. Although the existence of processions is proved later 
from the sources of revelation about the generation of the Son and the 
procession of the Holy Spirit, it will help to present here a general thesis in 
which is set forth the concepts to be developed more at length in subsequent 
theses and the general theological ideas

Definition of terms. Procession (Greek: 7cpo(3oA,ri, 7tp6(3aai<;, 
SK7r6peoaic), a word which Scripture uses in John 8:42; 15:26, is the same 
thing as a true production or the origin o f one from another. Procession 
or production always involves a real distinction between the proceeding 
term and the principle from which it proceeds. A transient procession 
is one whose term goes outside of the producing principle, as the world 
proceeds from the creating God. An immanent production or procession is 
one whose term remains within its principle, as intellection remains within 
the one knowing.

Procession in God cannot be transient, because it cannot happen that 
the produced term is God and that it remains outside of God producing 
it. Therefore the divine processions are immanent. In fact, if this word is 
taken in a more general sense, by which it simply means that the produced 
terms are not outside of God, or outside of the producing person, so that 
they would have a distinct essence, this is certainly a matter o f faith. For 
the consubstantiality of the divine persons and the uniqueness of the divine 
nature imply this. But they are also immanent in another sense, inasmuch 
as the divine processions are “according to the operations of intellect and 
will,” which are immanent and vital in every spiritual nature. However 
the immanence of intellection and volition in God, and therefore of the 
processions according to intellection and volition, is most perfect or 
metaphysical, that is, o f identity with divine nature.

378. In created substantial production, namely in generation, the nature 
is said to be communicated, but this communication, which is only specific, 
is had only to the extent that a new nature is produced that is similar in 
nature to the producing principle. In the divine processions, however, 
there is a perfect communication o f the very same nature, that is, of the 
divine nature, the principle producing the produced term. Therefore the 
term, the person, is produced, but the nature is not produced, but only 
communicated. Moreover, the divine processions are not processions of 
the operation o f intellection and volition, which are not produced and are 
unique in God, since they are really identified with the divine essence, 
but rather by way o f having been operated (per modum operati), by the
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activities of understanding and loving.2
The processions in God are most perfect and they take place without 

any dependence or causality in the proper sense; therefore among the 
Latins the word “cause” is not admitted, but only the word “principle.” 
But the Greek authors, as we have already said, use the word avria equally 
with the word ap%f|, which has been permitted by the Church (D 1300- 
1302). For production in God is not a transition from potency to act, but 
the communication o f a pure act. And it does not introduce a transition 
from non-being to being, or something that becomes in the order of time, 
as is clear, nor in the order of nature, because there is no causality or 
dependence, nor in the order of reason, because the being (esse) of the 
proceeding person is the divine being itself, and moreover, the persons are 
constituted by the relations which are logically simultaneous.

379. Adversaries. As St. Thomas notes in q. 27, a. 1, both the Arians 
and the Sabellians erred in this matter, because they denied a true internal 
procession; the former said that the proceeding persons are outside of the 
divinity; but the modalists, having denied a real distinction among the 
persons, necessarily had to reject the real origin of the Word and the Holy 
Spirit.

All Catholics, clearly, place necessary processions in God, as the one 
way in which the persons can be multiplied.

The doctrine of the Church is uninterrupted in the symbols and 
definitions, as we shall see in the following theses.

Theological note. It is divine, catholic and definedfaith concerning the 
notions of the generation of the Son and the procession of the Holy Spirit.

380. Proof of the thesis. It will be proved in the following theses from 
the sources of revelation, as we have said. The word proceeds concerning 
the Son is found in John 8:42 and concerning the Holy Spirit in John 15:26. 
However, we do not prove the thesis just from this word alone.

Theological reasoning. Origin or procession is the unique reason why 
several persons can subsist in the divine nature. But there are three persons 
in God. Therefore there must be two processions in God.

The major is evident from the dogmatic and theological axiom: “in 
God everything is one where there is no distinction by relative opposition,”

2. Billot, De Deo uno et trino4 q. 23, 326-329.
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which cannot be anything else but a relation of origin, as will be explained 
in what follows.3

The consequence about the two processions will be proved in the next 
thesis.

381. Natural reason cannot prove the thesis. The very possibility of 
procession “is held more by faith, than it is proved by reason.”4 However

reason can show that no contradiction has been proven with regard to 
divine processions, that the mind can be led in a certain way to admit the 
divine processions, and to solve the opposing reasons.

1.PROCESSION IN GOD IS NOT REPUGNANT. Procession is not 
contrary to the supreme divine perfection from the part o f the producer, for 
generally “to produce” is a mark of perfection. Therefore divine procession 
would be repugnant, either from the part of the produced term, because 
then it would have its being from another, or from the part of the production 
itself. But it is repugnant on neither account.

The minor, a) Procession in God on the part of the proceeding term is not 
repugnant. “That production include no imperfection, it is necessary that 
the product should receive exactly the same being that is in the producer, 
for if it received something else, then there would be in the product a 
participated being, which understandably includes some imperfection. 
Therefore this production must be of such a nature that, through it, the 
same being is communicated. This however is not repugnant because that 
being is infinite, and therefore is communicable to all the persons with 
whom it does not affirm opposition”; or, it can be in that nature which, 
because of its infinity, can be really identified with the producing principle 
and with the produced term that are really distinct.

“Therefore if we accept this truth that it is not repugnant that the product 
receives the same nature that is in the producer, then it is easy to understand 
both that the true God can be produced and that such a production does 
not contain any imperfection. The first part is clear because whoever 
possesses divine nature is true God, and he has it either from himself 
or as communicated from another. The second part is clear because the 
divine nature itself excludes all imperfection because it contains supreme 
perfection.”5

3. This dogmatic axiom (D 1330) will be affirmed and explained in chapters 3 and 4. In the meantime see Ruiz, 
d.l a. 4 and 5.

4. Suarez, 1.2 c.2 n. 4.
5. Suarez, 1.2. c. 2 n. 4.
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b) It is not repugnant on the part of the production or of the procession, 
for the same reason, because no dependence or causality is implied, as was 
explained regarding the idea of this procession. The processions themselves 
or the origins are pure acts, as will be explained in what follows.

382. 2. In divine productions perfections are present in an infinite way that in 
created productions can be found only imperfectly. For:

a) It is commonly held that the ability to produce pertains to perfection; but that 
the produced term is caused, is an imperfection which is based on the production itself. 
But in God there is a perfect production of an infinite term without dependence and 
causality.

b) An immanent production is more perfect than a transient one; but immanence in 
created productions cannot be perfect. But in divine productions there is a most perfect 
immanence of identity of nature.

c) Now the more perfect the immanent created production is, by that degree the 
produced term has less being, as is clear in the intellectual and volitional life. But what 
is more perfect by reason of the produced term, namely the generation of a living being 
from a living being, is very imperfect in the area of immanence and is like a transient 
production. In divine productions, however, terms of infinite perfection are produced by 
operations that are perfectly immanent.

383. Objections. 1. The production of a thing of any kind is a transition from at 
least objective potency to act. Therefore it cannot be found in God.

I  distinguish the antecedent. If it is had by the communication of pure act, denied; 
otherwise, I  concede the antecedent. For by the fact that a nature that is pure act is 
communicated in a production, the produced term cannot be thought to be in purely 
objective potency.

2. A product is from another. Therefore it is not from itself. Therefore it is not God.
I  distinguish the antecedent. The product is necessarily from another suppositum, I

concede the antecedent; it is necessarily from another in nature, I  deny the antecedent. 
Therefore God is produced from another who is the same God, not from another God. I  
deny thefirst consequent, or for the sake of clarity, I  distinguish. The product necessarily 
has being from another suppositum, conceded; the product cannot be a being essentially, 
but necessarily is a contingent being, which means that it does not exist from itself, 
denied.

A further objection-. A product accepts its being from another. Therefore it is 
contingent.

I  distinguish the antecedent. A  product receives from another necessary or 
contingent being, conceded-, absolutely contingent being, denied. I  distinguish further 
the consequent, A  product is contingent, if its nature is contingent, conceded-, if its nature 
is necessary, denied-, or also, if the communicated being is new or caused, conceded', if 
an uncaused being is communicated, I  deny the consequent.

3. A divine person, since it is simple, if it is produced, the whole person is produced.
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Therefore also the divine nature must be produced, if a true production is given.
I  distinguish the antecedent. The whole divine person is produced according to the 

idea of a person, conceded; according to the idea of nature, denied. (See what was said 
above about predication concerning God.)

Therefore according to a more accurate way of speaking in theology, the Fourth 
Later an Council formally approved the formula of Peter Lombard: “there is a certain 
one supreme reality.. .the divine substance, essence or divine nature... .it does not beget, 
nor is it begotten, nor does it proceed” (D 804). Nevertheless, because of the divine 
simplicity one can admit statements or predications such as “generating essence, nature 
from nature” that are found in the Fathers and, as St. Thomas says in I, q. 39, a. 5 ad 1, 
they should be explained “as abstract names should be explained by concrete names, or 
even by personal names...we should take the sense to be: the Son who is essence and 
wisdom, is from the Father who is essence and wisdom.” Therefore with the Council o f  
Toledo XIV  he said: “will generated will,” and that was not well received in Rome; but 
after the explanation of Toledo XV and XVI (D 566, 573) the Supreme Pontiff accepted 
their statements6; now however these expressions cannot be used.

384. Scholium. On priority and posteriority in God. Since the concept of procession 
seems to imply a certain priority and posteriority between the principle and the 
principled, a further explanation of these terms with regard to God cannot be omitted.

It is clear that there is no priority and posteriority o f duration in God, and it is a 
matter of faith (de fide) that it is explicitly defined in the symbol Quicumque (D 75-76). 
In the same way a priority of dignity and perfection is excluded, and also a priority 
o f nature in the proper sense, because in God there is no such thing as causality and 
dependence in being.

However, by the very fact that there are processions, there is in God an “order 
of origin” (see I, q. 42, a. 3), and therefore a priority and posteriority o f origin, as is 
commonly held.7 But this priority and posteriority says nothing else except that which is 
said that the first in origin is the principle o f the posterior, but not vice versa, or that which 
is called posterior in origin has its origin from the prior, and not vice versa.8 However, 
priority and posteriority of origin is given only between persons formally as such, or 
between the principle which and the term of each procession, as also between the notions, 
which are formally identified with them, since they are respectively relations and origins. 
But this priority and posteriority is real, but at the same time it is connected with perfect 
opposition o f  reason; and the reason is because those things between which it is given are 
relative to each other, which are simultaneous in the order of reason: I, q. 42, a. 3 ad 2.

6. Ruiz, d. 80 s. 4; Petavius, 1.6 c.12; De Rdgnon, 2 ,252-266; Pesch, 511; Theologische Zeitfragen 2 (Freiburg 
1901) 7-16; J. Madoz, La Teologla de la Trinidad en los simbilos toledanos: RevEspT 4 (1944) 472f.; San 
Julian de Toledo EstEcl 26 (1952) 50-51. Lateran IV defined the consubstantiality o f the persons against the 
veiled tritheism o f  Abbot Joachim, and did not want to condemn the way o f  speaking o f the early Fathers, 
which at that time Richard o f  St. Victor was defending, De Trinitate 1.6 c. 22: ML 196,986-987. But in truth, 
as Pesch mentions, loc. cit., that way o f  speaking o f  Peter Lombard, who stood alone in this, was not touched 
by this definition.

7. See Ruiz, d. 105 s.2-5.
8. Suarez, 1.7 c.7 n. 13.
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385. ON THE PRIORITY AND POSTERIORITY OF REASON IN GOD.9 A threefold 
priority o f reason must be distinguished: perfect or as a consequence o f subsisting, 
imperfect, and priority merely in the order o f our knowledge o f God.

Perfect priority, which is had when one notion stands without the other, but this 
latter does not stand without the prior one, is present in God between certain essentials, 
such as intellection and volition, and between different expressions o f providence-, 
because there is a foundation in reality (fundamentum in re) for this priority, and it is not 
removed by the opposite priority or opposition of reason in the same line. But it is not 
given between the notional acts, because, as was said recently, they are formally relative 
and simultaneous in the order o f reason', and it is not given between the essentials and 
the notionals, because although it has a certain objective foundation, as we shall see, 
inasmuch as the notionals are demanded by the essentials, still, from another point of 
view, the essentials do not subsist personally except in the notionals, which therefore 
are logically presupposed.

Imperfect priority and posteriority arises from any distinction whether real or 
logical, and it can be mutual; but this latter can be admitted in God and it is based on our 
imperfect way of conceiving the divine notions, without a foundation in reality properly 
speaking. Wherefore, even though it is useful in order to organize our concepts about 
God, we cannot deduce anything from it, as we will point out in some special questions.

Finally, with reference to our knowledge about divine things, the essentials are 
simply prior to the notional, because they can be known by natural reason, and revelation 
itself first made them clearly known: I, q. 33, a. 3.

9. Ruiz, d. 94 s.2.
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Thesis 32. The Father alone in the divinity does not proceed; hence the 
notion of “Unbegotten” is proper to him.

S.T h. I, q. 33; Suarez, 1.1 c.4; 1.8 c. 1,2; Ruiz, d.52 s.1-4; Muncunill, 935-960,1222-1239; Pesch, 508-511.

386. Connection. Granted that there are processions by which the 
divine persons are multiplied, there is a question about whether or not all 
three persons have an origin. Catholic doctrine responds to the question 
that the first person, the Father, does not in any way proceed, and he alone; 
therefore the Son and the Holy Spirit have an origin. From this it follows 
that there are only two processions in God. As a corollary, the patristic 
and theological doctrine about the notion of the Unbegotten or of being 
Originless (ayewriTOt;) will be explained.

Definition of terms. What a NOTION is in trinitarian theology was 
stated above, namely, an objective reason that is not suitable to the three 
persons, and therefore apt to signify something about the mystery of the 
Trinity, whether it is formally relative or not.

The word “unbegotten” (dycwrixov)1, not generated, as used by the 
authors can mean:

a) What since it is subsistent is not made or produced by an extraneous 
principle and one that is distinct according to its nature, which is generation 
in the general philosophical sense—a substantial production (see n. 391). 
In this sense, God and the divine nature, whatever is identified with the 
divine nature, is unbegotten; therefore in this sense the three divine persons 
can be said to be unbegotten.

b) What is not produced by the generation o f living beings properly so 
called, whether it is not produced in any way, or produced in some other 
way, or with causality, or without causality and dependence. In this sense 
nature in divine things can be said to be unbegotten, the Father and the 
Holy Spirit; in created things, the angels, Adam and Eve, the human soul, 
non-living beings.

c) What is not produced by any real production, and in this way agrees 
with the divine nature and the person of the Father, but with this difference, 
that the divine essence is so unproduced that it is not repugnant to it to be 
identified with produced persons—the Son and the Holy Spirit. However,

1. Ruiz, d.52 s.1-2; Petavius, 1.5 c.5; De Rdgnon, 3,185-259; Lebreton, 2 not.C 634-647; D ’AI6s, De Deo 
Trino 128-130; P. Stiegele, Der Agennesiebegriff in der griechischen Theologie des vierten Jahrhunderts 
(Freiburg 1913); L. Prestige, Ay6v[v]r|TOC and yev[v]qr6q and Kindred Words in Eusebius and the Early 
Arians: Journal Theolog. Stud 24 (1923) 486-496; J. Bilz, Die Trinitdtslehre des hi, Joannes von Damascus 
(Paderbom 1909) 180ff.
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the Father is unproduced in such a way that he cannot be identified with a 
produced person.

d) Wherefore more properly and by antonomasia the Father is said to be 
unbegotten because it is repugnant for him to be really identified with any 
term no matter how produced. “Unbegotten” is understood in this sense, 
since it means a notion that is proper to the Father.

387. Adversaries. That the Father was not produced in any way does 
not have any adversaries among true theists; that he alone did not proceed 
internally does have some adversaries who are anti-trinitarians.

What concerns the notion of “unbegotten,” the Anans and especially 
the Eunomians abused the confusion according to which in the use of the 
authors a proper distinction was not made between the words dyevr)TOV (not 
made) and ayewrjTov (not generated), so that it is often difficult to know 
whether they mean it in the first sense of in the second sense, that is, which 
of these words was actually used by the Greek authors. And since the word 
“unbegotten” dyswr|TOV was used already since the first centuries, by both 
philosophers and Christians, to signify divine things, they used the notion of 
“unbegotten” as a characteristic of divinity, or for aseity; therefore they denied 
true divinity in the generated Son.2 However, the Fathers in the 4th century 
accurately distinguished both senses, not generated, not made. Finally, St. 
John Damascene technically distinguished between both words, ayewr|TOV 
and dyevr)xov, so that the first would be applied to the Father alone.3

The doctrine of the Church for the first part is contained in the 
definitions of the Symbol, Quicumque (D 75), Lateran IV  (D 800), Florence 
(D 1330-1331) and in the profession of faith of Toledo XI (D 525), etc. The 
word “unbegotten” is said of the Father alone already in Toledo I  (D 19; D 
188).

Theological note. The first part is defined faith often {de fide saepe 
definita). The second part is at least theologically certain.

388. Proof of the first part. Holy Scripture never says that the Father 
proceeds, as it speaks about the other persons. But, since God is from 
himself {a se), it cannot be asserted that something divine is produced, 
unless it says that explicitly.

2. De Rignon, op. cit., 196-203,219-227.
3. De Rignon, op. cit., 204-216, 227-242, 249-254.
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The Holy Fathers explain and prove this in different ways, and in this 
sense they use for the Father the words originless or unbegotten  d y ew r |x o v , 
a principle without a principle  ap%f) avap^oc;, although sometimes avap%ov 
signifies only being without a beginning of duration, y e w r |a iv  avap%ov (R  
679), and they say that the Father is the principle o f  the whole deity, but in 
a non formal sense. But in the use of the word ayewr|XO<;, although at times 
they do not distinguish it clearly from ayevr|xov, nevertheless in using it the 
Fathers obviously intend to exclude from the Father alone all procession; 
indeed, because one is unbegotten, they prove that the divine uniqueness 
is preserved, as we already pointed out in the tradition about the Trinity.4

Thus Alexander of Alexandria: “Therefore concerning the unbegotten 
Father we protect his proper dignity, saying that for him there is no cause 
of his being” (R 679). St. Basil: “For we know one unbegotten.. .the Father 
of our Lord Jesus Christ” (R 917); and against the Eunomians, like the 
other Fathers, he says that the unbegotten is not the divine essence (R 932). 
St. Gregory Nazianzen: “One Father unbegotten” (R 983); “The Father is 
Father, and is Unoriginate, for He is of no one; the Son is Son, and is not 
unoriginate, for He is of the Father” (R 1009). St. Hilary: “It is impious to 
confess that the Son is originless. For then there will not be one God, because 
the nature of one originless God demands that one God be affirmed. Since 
therefore there is one God, there cannot be two originless persons, since on 
that account there is one God (since both the Father is God, and the Son 
of God is God), because originlessness belongs to one only” (R 880). St. 
Augustine: “The Father.. .has no one of whom to be.. .but the Father is from 
no one” (R 1657). “The Father alone is not from another, and therefore he 
alone is called unbegotten” (R 1681).

Theological reasoning. Granted the mystery of three persons, and that the nature of 
a person cannot be multiplied in God except by productions, a) one person in God must 
be unproduced; for if all were produced, the first would not be able to be understood 
except as produced from the divine essence; therefore it would be really distinguished 
from another, which would utterly destroy the mystery, b) Only one person can be 
unproduced, for two unproduced persons could not be distinguished, either by absolute 
attributes which are common to the three, or by the relations, for there would not be 
given between them a relation of producing and product, only one of which can be 
admitted in God: I, q. 33, a. 4 ad 4.5

389. Proof of the second part. That “unbegotten” is a notion  (fStcopa 
yvcopiaxiKov), an attribute by which the Father is made known as distinct

4. Above, n. 332-348.
5. Suarez, 1.1 c.4 n. 12-14; J. Rabeneck, Das Geheimnis des dreipersonlichen Gottes (Freiburg 1950) 67,79-81.
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from the other persons in the sense explained, both the Greek and the 
Latin Fathers often taught, as is pointed out in proper places, and St. 
John Damascene says: “We believe in one Father...who is without cause 
avamov or generation ayewr|TOv” (R 2342).

St. Thomas gives the reason: “Thus therefore the Father is known both 
by paternity and by common spiration, as regards the persons proceeding 
from Himself. But as the principle, not from a principle, He is known by 
the fact that He is not from another; and this belongs to the property of 
innascibility, signified by the word unbegotten”: I. q. 33, a. 4. And although 
“Unbegotten” formally does not say anything about relation, since rather it 
only denies a relation of being generated, nevertheless reductively and by 
supposition it does imply a relation, for in God a non-produced principle 
must necessarily be producing: ibid., ad 2 and 3. Therefore it is not usually 
said to be a personal property, because the latter are formally relative; and it 
has the special characteristic that it is only a notion, since the other notions 
are formally relative.

390. Objections. That the difference of proceeding and not proceeding does not 
imply in God any unequal perfection will be explained in what follows.

1. Unbegotten according to St. Thomas (I, q. 33, a. 4 ad 2) says in a certain way 
privation. But privation means a lack of perfection that should be present. Therefore the 
notion of “unbegotten” cannot be attributed to the absolutely perfect Father.

I  respond. Because St. Thomas says that “unbegotten” means privation “in a certain 
way,” it is clear that he is not dealing with privation in the strict sense. Therefore I  dis
tinguish the major. “Unbegotten” says a privation in the strict sense, denied; “unbegot
ten” says privation in a less proper sense, inasmuch as it affirms something not gener
ated, since to be generated is proper to the Son, who has the same nature as the Father 
(something therefore that is not repugnant to the divine nature, and owed to him as in 
some subject), conceded. I  distinguish the minor. Privation in the strict sense implies 
the lack of a perfection due to a subject, conceded; a privation in a less proper sense, 
denied.6 Now innascibility in the Father says the lack of generation and of any proces
sion whatsoever; this lack implies a perfection in that person of the Trinity to whom it 
is attributed.

2. The notion of unbegotten says negation. But no negation can be placed in God. 
Therefore it cannot be admitted.

I  distinguish the major. Unbegotten in God says negation formally and explicitly, 
conceded; fundamentally and implicitly, I  deny the major, for it assumes a positive rela
tion of paternity; this is the more probable opinion of St. Thomas in q. 33, a. 4 ad l.7

6. Ruiz, d.53 s.3.
7. Suarez, 1.8 c.2 n.9-12.
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Thesis 33. The Son or the Word proceeds from the Father by a true 
generation.

S.Th. I, q. 27, a. 2; Ruiz de Montoya, d.4 s. 14; Franzelin, til. 10; Muncunill, 968-972; Pesch, 512-517.

391. Connection. Now we proceed to the real existence of processions 
in God which will be proved from the sources of revelation. First of all 
we will prove the generation o f the second person, namely, that the Son 
or the Word truly and simply has his origin from the Father, as in general 
sons take their origin from their parents (having removed, obviously, all 
imperfections). In this way it is shown that a true internal production is 
signified by the name of “procession” in the sources, and not something 
else, such as a mere external mission. We are not saying anything yet in the 
thesis about the nature or essence of divine generation; that will be handled 
in the following article.

Definition of terms. The name of “generation” and other words with 
the same root are often used by the philosophers, both with regard to 
natural things and to divine things. Aristotle called generation a production 
or substantial conversion of a pre-existing subject, in contrast with an 
accidental alteration, “and so generation is a change from non-being to 
being”: q. 27, a. 2. The origin of all things from God was often called 
generation in the Hellenistic schools. Finally by the Neo-Platonists and 
Gnostics in a special way by this name the bringing forth or emanations 
of the eons and of other entities were honored. Finally, the appearances or 
emanations of the eons and other beings were adorned with this name in a 
special way by the Neo-Platonists and Gnostics; these middle things were 
given a place between God and created things with a certain disorderly and 
confused existence.1 However, with these exceptions, in the proper and 
strict sense it is commonly accepted by all.

392. GENERATION is understood as the propagation o f a living being 
from proper and univocal principles, or the vital production by which a 
living being is produced by another living being of the same nature by the 
communication of the substance of the producer, and it is usually defined: 
the origin o f a living being from a living being, from a connected principle, 
in a likeness o f nature? In this definition the phrase “from a connected 
principle” indicates a special immanence peculiar to generative activity. 1 2

1. St. Irenaeus describes them, Contra haereses 1,24,3: MG 7,675-676; see Lebreton, 2, especially 94ft'.
2. Suarez, 1.9 c .l n.4; Ruiz, d.6 s.1-3; and commonly among other theologians.
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For generation, as a vital action, takes place in the acting subject, even 
though it is the production of a new individual. Wherefore the new living 
being is produced from the substance o f the generator, and there is in it the 
communication o f his own substance, and the generating principle is joined 
to the offspring by something that is proper to himself, which is or was in 
the generator and remains in the generated, so that the generator “moves 
himself’ (see CG 4, 11). The words “in a likeness of nature” mean that not 
only the produced term is similar in nature to the producing principle, as 
an individual of the same nature, but also that the generative production 
tends formally to the likeness o f nature in the newly formed term, so that 
this likeness is not as it were accidental, but by the power of the origin 
and because of the intention of the production. Many express this idea by 
adding to the definition the phrase “by the power of the production” (vi 
productionis).

Divine generation is ineffable, and it agrees only analogically with 
created generations, which the holy Fathers explain in many different ways. 
For first of all divine generation is eternal', it is also obviously immaterial, 
as characteristic of a spiritual nature. It does not take place by a decision or 
a flowing out of the substance, since the divine nature is absolutely simple. 
On the contrary, the communication o f the nature is most perfect because 
the nature of the Son is not something new and distinct from the nature of 
the Father, but it is exactly the same nature.

393. Adversaries. As has been said, all the anti-trinitarian heretics are 
opposed to the Catholic doctrine on the generation of the Word. The Arians 
in particular directly attack this dogma. For they claimed that the Word 
was produced, but created and not generated. Therefore they said that he is 
called the Son metaphorically only and as a gift of grace.

Doctrine of the Church. In the early Symbols the generation of 
the second person is expressed by the simple formula of faith “in Jesus 
Christ the only Son of God” (D 1-2). St. Dionysius of Rome explains it 
(D 113-114). At Nicaea the words chosen were consubstantial and o f the 
substance o f the Father (opoohaiov, sk  xf|<; ohoiaq xoo Flaxpoq), along with 
some anathemas, in order to strengthen the concept of a true generative 
production (D 125-126). The same doctrine is found in other Symbols— 
Quicumque (D 75), Chalcedon (D 301-303) which expresses both births of 
Christ, Lateran IV (D 800, 804-806) and Toledo XI (D 525-526), where the 
Catholic doctrine is explained in greater detail.



336 Sacrae Theologiae Summa IIA

Theological note. Of divine and catholic faith often defined.

394. Proof from Holy Scripture. 1. Christ is called the only-begotten, 
true and proper Son o f God, as was proved in thesis 263; in particular, 
John 1:14-18 can be taken into consideration, where the probable reading 
in Greek is the only-begotten God, who is in the bosom o f the Father 
(povoyevr^ Bsoq, oq d>v el<; xov koAjtov tou naipoq ) and John 3:16, 18. 
But a son, truly and properly named and also the only-begotten, is called a 
living product by generation.

2. Ps. 2:7: The Lord said to me: You are my Son, today I  have begotten 
you. The Psalm is messianic, as is clear from verse 2 and from the N.T., 
Acts 13:13; Heb. 1:5; 5:5. But in v. 7, from the context itself and from 
unanimous interpretation of the Fathers, the eternal generation of Christ is 
taught.4

The name “Son of God” in the O.T. is certainly given to others than 
to a proper and natural son; thus a) in the plural, bene elohim, applies to 
angels in Job 1:6 etc., as a class of heavenly beings; b) in the singular but 
collectively to the people of Israel—Exod. 4:21, 23; Deut. 32:6, 11, 19, 
etc., from a special benevolence and by way of adoption, as a figure of the 
future adoption through grace; c) in a singular way to King Solomon in 2 
Sam. 7:14 (Ps. 89:27ff.), where the very formula, I  will be his father, and 
he shall be my son, diminishes the full significance of filiation. But in the 
form of Ps. 2:7 no one according to the use of all languages seriously calls 
someone his son unless he is his own truly generated son.

The meaning is strengthened by the second hemistich: Today I  have 
begotten you. The Hebrew word yalad signifies generation from oneself in 
the strict sense. Other things are said to be born from God more or less in 
the sense in which the name of son is used less strictly (Deut. 32:18), and 
especially inanimate things inasmuch as they are created (Ps. 90:2); this is 
a mode of expression found also among the philosophers, but when it is 
said to one individual it always and everywhere means natural generation. 
Therefore the connection of both hemistichs strengthens totally the one 
possible meaning of this text.

Therefore generation in the full sense of the Messiah as the Son of 
God is taught explicitly in this Psalm. The word “today” however refers 
naturally to the preceding “The Lord said to me,” as if to say: “When 
Yahweh generated me, then he declared with these words...that I am his

3. See above n. 301-311.
4. A. Vaccari, DeMessiaFilioDei in VT. \ VerbDom 15 (1935) 48-55,77-83; E. Panier-H. Renard, LesPsaumes 

ed. Pirot (Paris 1950) 61-63. It does not seem to be admissible whatCeuppens (2 ,28 . 171) along with others 
teaches about this passage.
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son.”5 Correctly therefore the Fathers are understood to say that the eternal 
generation of the Son is made known by this saying.

3. From the text that is much more probable, Ps. 110:3: Dominion is yours in the day 
o f your rising in the splendor o f holiness; before the daystar like the dew I  begot you; 
from this text the Fathers also commonly make and argument. The Psalm is messianic, 
as is clear from the N.T in Matt. 22:43 and elsewhere. The masoretic text of verse 3 
runs like this: Your people will offer themselves freely on the day you lead your host 
upon the holy mountain; from the womb o f the morning like dew your youth will come 
to you. This text is difficult and it differs greatly from the Greek, Syrian, Vulgate and 
other versions, which are by far more ancient and have this meaning: To the Messiah is 
ascribed a holy rule based on the eternal generation through which he proceeds from 
God in a hidden way, just as before the dawn the morning dew is brought forth.6.

4. The Fathers also on the generation of the Word in the Arian controversy interpret, 
and later this was used unanimously by the Church, texts from the wisdom books that 
speak about the origin of hypostatic wisdom from God with words that pertain to 
generation: Prov. 8:22-25: The Lord created me (kanani, by generation he possessed 
me)... I  was broughtforth... before the hills I  was broughtforth. S irach 24:5:7 came forth 
from the mouth o f the Most High, the first born before every creature. Now this wisdom, 
bom in this way from God, “evidently must not be sought from men.”7

395. Proof from Tradition. The HOLY FATHERS affirm, explain and 
defend against the Arians the generation of the Word in all the ways with 
which it can be explained and signified, since they know that they are dealing 
with a most difficult matter. The main points of the doctrine proposed by 
them are more or less these: a) in catechesis and in their explanations o f the 
faith they assert and prove from the Scriptures that the Son of God takes 
his origin not from nothing, not by creation and not by free will, but from 
substance and nature; b) in order to explain the procession of the Son they 
use almost all the words relating to generation, such as conception, birth, 
bearing, etc.; c) they compare the eternal generation of the Word with the 
temporal birth of Christ; d) they strive especially hard to remove from divine 
generation, which they call ineffable, all imperfections, so that the Son is 
not made, his generation is eternal (which they deny absolutely with regard 
to creation), and immaterial since the Word proceeds from mind; against 
the objections of the Arians, they often explain that the divine generation 
does not take place by a decision of the will or by an overflow from the 
substance of the Father, but through the communication of the same total

5. Vaccari, loc. cit., 82.
6. Liber Psalmorum cura Professorum Instituti Biblici (Rome 1954) 234-235; Petavius, 1.5 c.7; Franzelin, 397 

with n. 1; Pohle, 413.
7. Vaccari, loc. cit., 79; see thesis 26, n. 324.
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substance and in order to explain this they offer comparisons of light and 
splendor emanating from the sun; e) finally, from the true generation of the 
Son they prove his divinity and the plurality of persons in God.8

Since many texts of the Fathers have been cited in order to prove, from 
tradition, the Trinity of persons in God, it will suffice to mention a few 
selected from a large number to testimonies. St. Justin: “His Son, who 
alone is properly called Son, the Word...was begotten” (R 130). Tatian: 
“The Logos, not coming forth in vain, becomes the first-begotten work of 
the Father....But he came into being by participation, not by abscission; 
for what is cut off is separated from the original substance, but that which 
comes by participation...does not render him deficient from whom it is 
taken” (R 130). Athenagoras: “We also acknowledge the Son of God. And 
no one should think it absurd for God to have a Son...” (R 164).

Clement of Alexandria: “When he says, ‘That which was from the 
beginning,’ he touches upon the generation without beginning of the Son, 
who is co-existent with the Father. There was, then, a Word importing an 
unbeginning eternity...” (R 442). Eusebius of Caesarea: “’’The theology 
proposed by us, which is beyond all comparison, does not offer anything 
similar to bodily things, but it presents to sharp thinking a begotten Son 
who...before time was eternal and precedes it, and as a Son was always 
with the Father; he is not unbegotten, but he is begotten from the unbegotten 
Father; and the unbegotten teaches us that the Son was not produced by 
division or by cutting or by separation from the substance of the Father” 
(R 668).

396. St. Athanasius is well known for constantly stressing these 
arguments against the Arians (see R 755, 756, 760, 761). St. Cyril of 
Jerusalem in his Catechesis: “Believe also in the Son of God, one and 
only...who was begotten God of God...eternally and incomprehensibly 
begotten of the Father...” (R 816); “God then is in an improper sense the 
Father of man, but by nature and in truth of One only, the Only-begotten 
Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, not having attained in course of time to being 
a Father, but being ever the Father of the Only-begotten” (R 823); “The 
Father generated the Son, not as among men the mind produces a word.... 
But we know that Christ was begotten as the Word, not a spoken word, but 
a subsistent and living Word, not pronounced and diffused with lips, but 
eternally and ineffably and subsistently begotten of the Father” (R 825); 
“But the Father, having begotten the Son...is not changed...neither did 
He lose anything Himself by diminution or change; nor has He who was

8. Galtier, 257.
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begotten anything wanting. Perfect is he who begat, Perfect that which was 
begotten: God was He who begat, God He who was begotten; God of all 
Himself, yet entitling the Father His own God” (R 826)

St. Hilary: “First of all I raise the question: What new element could the 
birth have introduced into the nature of the Son so that He is not God?.... 
What madness is it, I ask, to connect the birth of the only-begotten God with 
a spurious nature, since birth comes only from the essence of the nature, 
and there will no longer be a birth if the essence of the nature is not in the 
birth?” (R 866). “The apostolic faith, therefore, does not have two gods, 
because it does not have two fathers and two sons... nor does the truth 
of God from God result in two gods, nor does the birth of God admit of a 
unique God” (R 867). St. Ambrose: “The Son lives by the Father, because 
He is the Son begotten of the Father—by the Father, because He is the 
Word given forth from the heart of the Father, because he came forth from 
the Father, because He is begotten of the ‘bowels of the Father,’ because the 
Father is the Fountain and Root of the Son’s being” (R 1271).

Theological reasoning does not of course try to prove the thesis, but 
rather to explain the nature of the divine generation and so in that way to 
clarify perfectly the nature of the generation.9

397. Objections. 1. Ps. 2:7 speaks about the Messiah as a man, and from Acts 
13:33 it is clear that this text of the N.T. refers to Christ in his resurrection. Therefore 
the eternal generation of the Word cannot be proved from it.

I  distinguish the antecedent. It is said of Christ the man, but also the eternal 
generation is said, namely, inasmuch as it terminates in Christ the incarnate Word, or 
even in the Incarnation itself, or in its full manifestation in the resurrection, conceded; it 
is said of the Messiah not as the Word truly begotten of the Father, or of Christ merely 
with regard to his humanity, denied. From the first moment of the Incarnation Christ the 
man is begotten of the Father, inasmuch as in that instant and afterwards the humanity of 
Christ remains hypostatically joined to the Word whom the Father eternally generates. 
Therefore the word “today” as applied to the Christ-man can be applied at any moment 
to the life of Christ, just as each moment of time coexists with his eternal generation. But 
in a special way it refers either to the moment of the Incarnation, or to the resurrection 
when Christ was manifested fully as the Son of God (see Rom. 1:4).10 11

2. Theories about the generation of the Word in the ante-Nicene authors do not 
seem to express what at first sight they seem to say, namely, a true internal eternal 
generation in God. Therefore their statements do not prove the thesis.

Setting aside the antecedent," I  deny the consequent, for those theories were

9. See below Thesis 40; S.Th. I, q. 27, a.2.
10. Fr. Patrizi, De interpretatione S. Scripturarum 1.1 n.36; Franzelin, 397-398.
11. See thesis 28.
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developed to explain the doctrine handed on in revelation about the true generation 
of the divine Word, and they are founded on that; therefore the affirmations of those 
authors are excellent testimonies to Catholic doctrine.

3. St. Ignatius calls Christ the unbegotten God &y£vvr|Tov and the only generated 
one ysvrixov inasmuch as he is a man (R 39). Therefore he does not admit the eternal 
generation of the Word.

I  distinguish the antecedent. St. Ignatius refers to Christ as God ayewiyrov, having 
taken this word in the sense of uncreated or not-made, conceded; in the sense of not 
generated internally, denied. As we saw in a previous thesis, the word ayswr|Tov at that 
time did not yet have the definite meaning of innascibility, but rather it was used much 
more commonly with the meaning of “aseity.” For other reasons the eternal filiation of 
Christ was not unknown to Ignatius.12

12. Lebreton, 2,312-319, 643-647. On the way in which the eternal generation is expressed by the Fathers, 
see A. Segovia, Natus est: nascitur. La eterna generation del Hijo de Dios y  su enunciation verbal en la 
literaturapatristica: RevEspT 8 (1948) 385-408.
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Thesis 34. The Holy Spirit proceeds eternally, not indeed by generation, 
but truly from the Father and the Son.

S.Th. I, q. 27, a. 4; q. 36, a. 2,3; Suarez, 1.10 c. 1.2; Ruiz de Montoya, d.65ff.; Franzelin, th. 32-41; Galtier, 
341-370; Muncunill, 1282-1294, 1302-1311.

398. Connection. We proceed now to prove the existence of a second 
procession in God, namely, the true origin of the Holy Spirit from the Father 
and the Son, but it is not a generation. We join the two points together, 
which pertain to the faith and are connected with each other.

Definition of terms. The meaning of the thesis is sufficiently clear. The 
Holy Spirit, the third person in God, is really distinct from the Father and 
the Son and truly God like the other two; he takes his origin from both o f 
them by an immanent procession and by the communication of one divine 
essence. Therefore the name “procession” does not signify a mere temporal 
mission, or something else, but a true production like the procession of the 
Son from the Father. However this ineffable procession is not a generation, 
and therefore the Holy Spirit is not a son, of either the Father or the Son. We 
are not yet dealing with the difference between the two processions. Hence 
from the acknowledged difficulty of distinguishing both processions, not 
just of the word “procession,” it is a matter primarily of considering the 
true origin, since for other reasons this mysterious procession has been 
revealed for the most part with the mission of the same person.

399. Adversaries. The pneumatomachi (= combators against the Spirit), 
since they denied the divinity of the Holy Spirit, said that he was made by 
the Son, as a creature, and therefore implicitly or even explicitly, they denied 
that he proceeded immanently from the Father. Therefore the Fathers, who 
opposed them, and the definition of the Council of Constantinople that was 
published against them, had to insist on defending the divinity of the Holy 
Spirit in his eternal origin and procession from the Father. In their writings 
they taught that the third person was not created as a creature by the Son. 
However they did not deny that he proceeded also from the Son, and in fact 
they affirmed it.1 And since some pneumatomachi objected that he would be 
a son if he took his origin from the Father, the Fathers denied that, and they 
said that he proceeded but that he was not generated.

1. See Franzelin, th. 38.
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400. The Greek schismatics, under the leadership of Photius, obstinately 
hold that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father alone, not from the Son.2 It 
seems that Theodore of Mopsuestia and Theodoret of Cyre already held that 
position against St. Cyril of Alexandria.3 But the beginnings of the controversy 
about the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Son are found in observations 
of the monothelitists against the synodal letter of Pope St. Martin, because in it, 
according to the Latin formula he simply said that the Holy Spirit proceeds also 
from the Son, while the Greeks said rather that he proceeds from the Father 
through the Son. But St. Maximus Confessor shows that the same doctrine is 
expressed by both formulas. In the beginning of the 9th century the question 
was again raised, when the Carolingian theologians in the West were suspicious 
of the formula of the Greeks, through the Son (per filium), which the Supreme 
Pontiffs defended as orthodox, and those in the East did not accept the addition 
of the word filioque added to the Creed by the Latin monks in Jerusalem who 
were following the example of the West.4

Photius however above all promoted the error denying the procession of 
the Holy Spirit.5 The promoters of the eastern schism embraced his opinion as 
a sign of orthodoxy. So that this was always one of the main questions and it 
led to schism. Photius, and with him almost all the separatists up to the present 
time, denies that the Son has any part in the eternal procession of the Holy 
Spirit, so that he does not even admit that he proceeds from the Father through 
a certain mediation of the Son, and he considers the position of the Latins to be 
erroneous. Therefore in no way do they admit that the Holy Spirit can be said 
to proceed (eiauopebeoGai) from the Father and the Son. At most they allow 
him to proceed from the Father through the Son( per filium), or also to come 
forth, to flow forth (jrpoeivai, 7tpo%eeiv) from the Father and from the Son, 
but with these words they do not want an eternal immanent procession to be 
understood, but only a temporal mission.

More recently there are many who allow the Latin doctrine, not as something 
pertaining to the faith, but as a theologumenon, that is, just a theological opinion.

2. There is a large number o f  authors on this question. Among the more recent ones, in addition to all 
theologians, see De Rdgnon, 4, 6-108; A. Palmieri, Esprit Saint 2: DTC 5,762-929; Filioque'. DTC 5,2309- 
2343; Franzelin, Examen doctrinae Macarii Bulgakow et Iosephi Langen de Processione Spiritus Sancti 
(Rome 1876); M. Jugie, Theologia dogmatica christianorum orientalium ab Ecclesia catholica dissidentium 
(Paris 1926-1933) 1,154-223; 2,296-502; M. Gordillo, Theologia dogmatica comparata (Rome lith. 1933) 
3; Compendium Theologiae Orientalis (Rome 1939) 97-133.

3. Gordillo, Comp. 99; Jugie, 1,154-157; De Rdgnon, 182-185; Franzelin, th. 38, 515-519; L. Lohn, Doctrina 
graecorum et russorum de processione Spiritus Sancti a solo Patre (Rome 1934) 1-15.

4. Tixeront, 3,518-527; De R6gnon, 187-212; Jugie, 1,158-179; Gordillo, 100-112; Lohn, 15-38.
5. Photius did not always teach the same thing about the procession o f  the Holy Spirit. See J. HergenrOther, 

Photius (Freiburg 1867-1869); Animaadversiones in librum de Spiritus Sancti Mystagogia: MG 102,399- 
542; Jugie, 1,180-223; Schisme byzantin: DTC 14; J. Slipyi, Die Trinitdtslehre des byzantinischen Patriarch 
Photius (Innsbruck 1919); Lohn, 31-57; Gordillo, 102-106.
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Finally, all are bitterly opposed to the addition o f the word “Filioque” to the 
Creed, which they say is an error, although the doctrine contained in it can be 
allowed.6 However an explicit denial of the procession of the Holy Spirit from 
the Son is not found in their liturgical books and symbols.7

401. Doctrine of the Church. That the Holy Spirit is not generated is 
proclaimed by the symbol Quicumque (D 75), Toledo XI (D 527), and 
equivalently Lateran IV (D 800), and by all the documents that call the Son the 
Only-begotten.

That he proceeds from the Father is pronounced against the pneumatomachi 
in the anathemas of Damasus (D 168) and in the Nicene-Constantinople creed 
(D 150). The procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father and the Son has 
been defined, and also according to the Latin formula in Lateran IV (D 800), in 
Lyons II (D 850,853), and in Florence (D 1300,1330-1331).

Theological note. Definedfaith (de fide definita).

THE FIRST PART.
THE PROCESSION OF THE HOLY SPIRIT IS NOT GENERATION.

402. Proof from Scripture. The Son is called Only-begotten in John 1:18. 
Therefore the Holy Spirit is not begotten. Thus, even though it is not explicitly 
stated, since the second person is always mentioned with words expressing 
filiation, but the Holy Spirit is never so mentioned, the written word of God 
clearly intends that his origin should be conceived in another way.

Proof from tradition. The HOLY FATHERS often teach the same thing, 
although they confess that it is difficult to explain the difference between the 
two processions. Thus St. Athanasius: “No one, unless he is out of his mind, 
will say or think that the Son has a brother and that the name of grandfather 
belongs to the Father. Hence nowhere in the holy Scriptures is the Spirit said to 
be a son, lest he be thought to be a brother, just as he is not the son of the Son, 
lest the Father be thought to be a grandfather” (R 778). “Nor do we speak of 
the Holy Spirit as begotten, for by the tradition of the faith we have been taught 
one Only-begotten” (R 917). St. Augustine: “Therefore the Spirit of both is not 
begotten of both, but proceeds from both” (R 1681).

Origen says, when he hands on “the particular points clearly delivered in the teaching of

6. Gordillo, 106-108; Jugie, 2,449-481; Oil an est la question de la procession du St. Esprit dans I'Eglise 
greco-russe?\ EchOr 19 (1929) 252-277; Le Filioque: Russie et Chr6tient6 4 (1950) 123-244.

7. See Jugie, 2,482-484, where he says that an argument can be made from this against the main principles o f  
the Photians.
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the Apostles”: “But in his case (about the Holy Spirit) it is not clearly distinguished whether 
he is to be regarded as bom or innate, or also as a Son of God or not” (R 445). However, 
whatever may be said about the opinion of Origen, at most it would follow that the Holy 
Spirit not being generated at that time was a teaching not present in those things which were 
handed down explicitly in the rule of faith. For he is considering only these points, as is clear 
from the title.8

THE SECOND PART.
THE HOLY SPIRIT PROCEEDS FROM THE FATHER AND FROM THE SON.

403. The Photians contend that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father 
and from him alone according to John 15:26. From this one text they want 
the eternal procession of the Holy Spirit to be handed on to us by the word 
SK7topeu8a0ai. But we, although we do not deny that in this text, and also in 
others, Scripture teaches the procession of the third person, nevertheless do 
not admit that the matter is settled with this one text, but rather with arguments 
by which we show that he proceeds from the Father and from the Son. It is 
clear from the universal sense of the Church, and from the difficulty mentioned 
recently of understanding the distinction of this procession from the generation 
of the Son, that we are considering here, under the notion of “proceeding,” the 
eternal origin of the Holy Spirit.

It is proved by the argument of prescription. From the doctrine of 
the Roman Church before the controversy with the schismatics. Before the 
Greeks opposed the doctrine on the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Son, 
through many centuries often in creeds and professions of faith the procession 
of the Holy Spirit from the Father and from the Son was handed down. It was 
so in the churches of Spain (D 71, 188), of Africa, of Gaul and of Germany,9 
and in the symbol Quicumque, in the use of the Church at least since the 7th 
century as a rule of faith (D 75). In fact, the word Fiiloque was added to the 
Nicene Creed, and although Leo III did not approve the custom of singing 
the creed with this addition,10 11 nevertheless he expressed the doctrine of the 
procession of the Holy Spirit from the Son in explicit words in the symbol that 
he sent to the Easterners.11 But when the controversy arose with the Easterners, 
the Roman Church under Leo IX persisted in this profession of faith (D 682). 
Therefore the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father and the Son enjoys 
theological prescription.

8. On this text see Prat, Origene 18-19.
9. J. de Aldama, Elsimbolo Toledano I: AnalGreg (Rome 1934); J. Madoz, La Teologia de la Trinidaden los 

simbolos Toledanos: RevEspT 4 (1944) 457-477; Pesch, 535; Franzelin, 609; D ’Ales, 167-170; Amou, 144- 
146.

10. Palmieri, Filioque 2309-2317; Jugie, 2,502ff.; Gordillo, 132; Lohn, 34-38.
11. Lohn, 32; Cav., 589.
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404. Proof from Holy Scripture. N.B. that the opinion that the procession 
of the Holy Spirit from the Son “does not by any means flow from the very 
words of the Gospel” was condemned by Pius X as a grave error.12

1. The Holy Spirit is the Spirit o f the Father and the Spirit o f the Son. 
Therefore he proceeds from the Father and from the Son.

The antecedent is clear in many places: The Spirit o f the Father (or who is 
from the Father) is said in Matt. 3:16; 10:20, etc.; Rom. 8:9; 16:7; 2 Cor. 2:12; 
the Spirit o f the Son (or of the Lord or of Jesus) is found in Acts5:9; 16:7; 2 
Cor. 3:17f.; Gal. 4:6; Phil. 1:19; Rom. 8:9-11. It is proven from thesis 26 and 
from the interpretation of the Fathers that in these texts Scripture speaks about 
a divine person, not about a mere created gift.

I  prove the consequent. By speaking about the Spirit of the Father, the Spirit 
of the Son, a relation ofquasi-belonging is indicated; wherefore the Fathers are 
accustomed to explain these texts by saying that the Holy Spirit is something 
proper of the Father and of the Son. But in God there can be no relation unless 
it is a relation o f origin, that is, no person can be said to be of another unless by 
reason of his origin from him. Therefore T he word “Spirit” applied to the third 
person has a passive meaning, as it were breathed (spiratum), and the Fathers 
see the procession of the Holy Spirit as manifested by the” breathing” on the 
Apostles of Christ in John 20:22.

The Fathers, both Greek and Latin, often use this argument. St. Athanasius: 
“Seeing the Only-begotten breathing in the face of the Apostles and saying: 
‘Receive the Holy Spirit,’ we are taught that the breathing of the Son in his own 
life and substance is the Spirit, and we say that he is not begotten or created 
by the Son.. ..Nevertheless, taught by the Holy Scriptures that the breathing of 
the Son is the Spirit, we say that he [Christ] is the fountain of the Holy Spirit 
and the Son of God.”12* St. Augustine: “Since therefore just as there is one 
Father and one Lord, that is the Son, so there is also one Spirit who is really 
of both.. ..Why, then, should we not believe that the Holy Spirit proceeds also 
from the Son, seeing that he is likewise the Spirit of the Son?....For what else 
was signified by such a breathing upon them, but that from him also the Holy 
Spirit proceeds?” (R 1839)

405. 2. From the mission o f the Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit is sent by the 
Father and by the Son. But mission in God includes procession. Therefore the 
Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and from the Son.

I  prove the major. The word of a mission from the Father is given in John 
14:26; Gal. 4:6; from the Sonin John 15:26; 16:7.

12. D 3553-3556;
12' De Trinitate et Spiritu Sancto, 5,19: MG 26,1212.
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The Minor. A mission truly and properly speaking of some person is the 
indication or communication of the will of the person sending to the missioned 
person in order to achieve some external effect. The things Christ said about 
his mission from the Father can be consulted in John 5:43; 7:28; 8:42; 12:49. 
But the communication of will in God cannot be understood except by the 
procession of one person from another.

Therefore St. Cyril in his explanation of anathema 9 against Nestorius (D 
260) derives the mission of the Holy Spirit by the Son from his procession 
from the Son: “Because the Word made man remains God, and is, excluding 
of course paternity, everything that the Father is, he also has as his own the 
Holy Spirit, who is from him and is substantially in him”; therefore it is not 
surprising that Christ “with supreme power sends him who is from himself 
and belongs to him... since he naturally lives in himself and from himself.”13 
However, since the Photians do not admit that principle, they really abolish the 
mission properly so called of the person of the Holy Spirit.

406. 3. From John 16:13-15: When the Spirit of truth comes, he will guide 
you into all the truth; for he will not speak on his own authority, but whatever 
he hears he will speak, and he will declare to you the things that are to come. 
He will glorify me, for he will take what is mine and declare it to you. All that 
the Father has is mine; therefore I  said that he will take what is mine and 
declare it to you, in a special way the procession of the Holy Spirit from the 
Son is proved and the second argument is strengthened.14 In this text Christ 
describes in a human way the mission o f the Holy Spirit from Christ himself. 
Namely, the Spirit will teach the Apostles what Christ wants, because he will 
speak what he hears from Christ; in this way he will glorify Christ because, 
Christ says, he will take what is mine, that is, from my knowledge inasmuch as 
it is mine. But this agrees very well with the fact that the Holy Spirit is sent by 
the Father, because everything the Father has belongs also to the Son.

Therefore the Holy Spirit is said to hear from the Son, to take what belongs 
to the Son, or to take knowledge from the Son, as the Fathers say often in a 
marvelous consensus: Thus, St. Athanasius: “The Holy Spirit accepts this from 
the Word” (R 770). St. Cyril of Jerusalem: “The Father gives to the Son, and 
the Son communicates it to the Holy Spirit,” and he makes a reference to this 
text of St. John (R 834). Didymus: “It must be recognized that the Holy Spirit 
receives from the Son what was his by nature” (R 1067). St. Epiphanius: “The

13. Explicatio duodecim capitum 9: MG 76,308; De recta fide ad Theodosium 36: MG 76,1188; See Galtier, 
361.

14. The Photians argue a great deal over this passage; but the Catholic interpretation is very well proved from 
the Fathers; see Petavius, 1.7 c.6; Palmieri, La processione dell Spirito Santo: Bessarione 7,8 (1900-1901); 
Pohle, 418-420; Gordillo, 114;
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Spirit.. .proceeding from the Father and accepting from the Son” (R 1099). St. 
Cyril of Alexandria says that the words “he will take what is mine” refer to 
the “natural property” which he has from the Son, just like the Son from the 
Father.”15

But the Holy Spirit cannot hear or accept something from another person 
except by the communication of essence, with which knowledge he is 
identified, namely by procession from that person. Therefore the Holy Spirit 
proceeds from the Son.

CONFIRMATION. In the book of Revelation the relation of the Holy Spirit 
to the Son is often mentioned, as in 1:4; 3:1; 5:6; 19:10; 21:6; 22:1, where the 
word “proceeding” SKTropsnopsvov is applied to the flowing water going out 
from the throne of God and the Lamb.16

407. Proof from the Fathers. The Greeks themselves admit that the Latin 
Fathers hold for the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father and from the 
Son. Thus Tertullian: “The third is the Spirit from God and the Son” (R 375). 
St. Hilary: “The Holy Spirit must be confessed as being from the Father and 
Son as originators.” St. Ambrose: “The Holy Spirit, since he proceeds from the 
Father and the Son, is not separated from the Father, is not separated from the 
Son.” St. Augustine: “For if the Son has of the Father whatever He has, then 
certainly He has of the Father, that the Holy Spirit proceeds also from Him” (R 
1681; see 1678,1840).

That the GREEK FATHERS really assert the procession of the Holy Spirit 
not only from the Father but also from the Son, in addition to what has already 
been noted in the argument from Scripture, is proved in many ways, so that 
from thence an excellent argument can be made.17

a)They say that the Holy Spirit is from the Son physically (cpumKcbc;), 
essentially (bk xfj<g oumaq to o  moo), who poured forth the Holy Spirit from  
his inner bowels', therefore the Holy Spirit is from him as he is from God 
the Father, and since the Father gives him, the Son also gives him; thus St. 
Epiphanius and St. Cyril of Alexandria.18 Therefore they describe the persons 
of the Trinity with beautiful comparisons, which are such as the sun, root and 
splendor, fountain, flow ing water, river; a spring o f  bubbling water, a fountain  
and water, root, a bush and fruit, or also the Son and the Holy Spirit are called 
arm  and finger, a blossom  and the odor o f  a flower, honey and sweetness; fire

15. De Trinitate dial.6: MG 75,1010.
16. Lebreton, op. cit., 1,538.
17. Palmieri, loc. cit., and Franzelin, th. 33-37, offer abundant proof from the Fathers. On the Latin Fathers 

see D ’Ales, 162-167. The proof is present briefly by Amou, 142-144, 147-156; see also M. Simonetti, La 
processione dello Spirito Santo secondo i Padri graeci: Aevum 26 (1952) 33-41.

18. St. Epiphanius, Panarion haer. 62 n.4: MG 41,1053; Anchoratus 7: MG 43,27-29; St. Cyril o f  Alexandria, 
Thesaurus 34: MG 75,576-600, 608; De Trinitate dial. 6: MG 75,1000-1013; see Franzelin, th. 38,438.
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and heat; water and cooling; the mouth o f the Father and the breath from his 
mouth. Thus Tertullian, Saints Gregory Nazianzen and Nyssa, and St. Cyril of 
Alexandria; and St. Athanasius calls the Holy Spirit tine good odor and form of 
the Son (euoSia Kai popcpf| to o  uiou).19

408. b) The Greek Fathers agree with the Latin Fathers on the general 
principle—in divine matters to distinguish nothing except by reason o f a cause 
or o f having been caused; thus for example, St. Gregory of Nyssa (R 1038). 
Therefore there is the same relation o f the Holy Spirit to the Son, as that o f the 
Son to the Father, except for filiation. St. Athanasius: “We know what type of 
property there is of the Son to the Father, and we know for certain that the Spirit 
has the same to the Son” (R 783), and St. Basil: “Just as the Son is related to the 
Father, so the Spirit to the Son.. .except for this that the Father is not the Son, 
and the Son is not the Father.20 And St. Cyril admonishes: “Everything that is 
in the Father naturally and necessarily passes over into the Word that proceeds 
from him.”21 Therefore there were not lacking Fathers who called the Holy 
Spirit the image o f the Son, such as St. Irenaeus, St. Gregory Thaumaturgus (R 
611) etc., just as the Son is the image of the Father.

c) St. Athanasius proves against the Macedonians the procession o f the 
Holy Spirit from the Father and his divinity from the fact that he is from the 
Son: “Therefore if the Son because of his relation to the Father and that he is 
the proper child of his substance, is not a creature but consubstantial of the 
Father, so also the Holy spirit is not a creature; and of course the one who does 
not say this is impious, because of the Spirit’s relation to the Son, and because 
he is given to all from him, and what he has is from the Son” (R 783).

The text of St. Basil in Book 3 against Eunomius is noteworthy; it is given 
in two forms, one longer than the other: “Pious talk hands on to us that in 
dignity he is second from the Son, as one who has his being from him, and he 
takes from him and announces to us and totally depends on that cause”; the 
other is briefer and the word “perhaps” is added: “and thus really the Holy 
Spirit, although with order in dignity is second from the Son, so that finally we 
also concede this” (R 940); Bessarion at the Council o f Florence proved that 
this was interpolated and mutilated by the Greeks.22

409. ON THE TWOFOLD FORMULA FROM THE SON AND THROUGH

19. St. Cyril, Thesaurus 34: MG 75,560, 588, 593; Franzelin, th. 36,489; Tixeront, 3,200-201.
20. De Spiritu Saucto 17,43: MG 32,148.
21. Thesaurus 14: MG 75,238.
22. Mansi 31,732; on this point see L. Lohn, Doctrina S. Basilii Magni de divinis processionibus: Greg 19 

(1929) 329ff. A. Kranich, Der hi. Basilius und seine Stellung zum Filioque (Brauunsberg 1882); F. Nager, 
Die Trinitdtslehre des hi. Basilius (Paderborn 1912).



b .2  c . 2  a . 1 t h . 3 4  N.4 0 7 - 4 0 9 349

THE SON (A FILIO VEL PER FILIUM).23 In the way of speaking about the 
procession of the Holy Spirit a twofold formula is found: “The Holy Spirit 
proceeds from the Father and from the Son ” and “the Holy Spirit proceeds 
from the Father through the Son.” The former is most frequent among the 
Latins, both in the Fathers and in the creeds; but the other one is also used, 
as in Tertullian (R 372, 375, 378) and St. Hilary (R 878). The second form is 
more common among the Greeks expressed with different words, but they also 
use the first formula, frequently with the words swat, 7ipoievai, etc., as in St. 
Ephrem (R 714), St. Epiphanius (R 1082), St. Cyril of Alexandria (R 2079).

There is another difference because the Latins use almost always only the 
word proceeding (procedendi) to signify the origin of the Holy Spirit, while the 
Greeks use the word SK7topebea0ai about the Holy Spirit proceeding from the 
Father :; but when they speak about the procession from the Son or through the 
Son, they prefer to use the words 7ipoievai, Ttposivai, but St. Cyril of Alexandria 
pointed out that with these words no other meaning is given than is found in 
SKTropsusaOai24; moreover they reserve the word carta for the Father alone.

However it is clear that under these different formulas the same doctrine 
substantially is being expressed. For

a) The Greek Fathers use the words 7tpotsvai or stvai not only when they 
are considering the mission, but also about the immanent procession alone, as 
in St. Basil: “May the innate goodness and natural sanctity and royal dignity 
from the Father through the Son to the Spirit remain” (sk too raxxpoc; 8ia 
rob povoysvouq 8if|Kct) (R 953). St. Cyril of Alexandria: “Since the Holy 
Spirit.. .proceeds from the Father and the Son, it is manifest that he is of the 
divine substance, substantially in it and proceeding from it” (7rposicn. 8s icai sk 
naxpoq Kai tou. ... ulou.... obaioSccx;.... 7ipoiov, R 2079).25

b) Why the Greek Fathers use that way of speaking, they state explicitly, 
namely to reserve to the Father by that language the nature of a primordial 
principle, or of a principle without a principle; thus St. Basil: “So the 
expression ‘through whom’ contains a confession of an antecedent cause” 
(rf|<; 7ipoKaxapnKf|<; R 943, 949), and St. John Chrysostom says that the 
Spirit is said to be through the Son, lest someone should suspect that the Son 
is unbegotten.26 Now the Latins clearly say the same thing, as Augustine: 
“Nevertheless in this Trinity it is not in vain that it is not said.. .from whom 
the Word is begotten and from whom the Holy Spirit mainly proceeds except

23. Franzelin,th. 36; Examen...\ 17-124,257-264; DeRegnon, 80-104; Gordillo, 115-125; h\g\z, De processione 
Spiritus Sancti ex fontibus revelationis et secundum Orientates dissidentes (Rome 1936); A. Segovia, 
Equivalencia de formulas trinitarias griegas y latinas: EstEcl 21 (1947) 454-460.

24. Epist. 55: MG 77,316.
25. Gordillo, 121.
26. In Ioannem homil, 5 n.2: MG 59,56.
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from God the Father.. ..Therefore I added the word “mainly” [not more than 
mainly], because the Holy Spirit is believed to proceed also from the Son. But 
the Father gave this also to him....Therefore he begot him [the Son] in such 
a way that the common gift should proceed also from him and that the Spirit 
should be of both” (R 1678,1662,1681, 1840).

c) What is more, it is manifest that the formula “The Holy Spirit proceeds 
through the Son” does not exclude from the Son the power of being a principle 
of the Holy Spirit, as the Greek Fathers ought to have insisted on in explaining 
against the Macedonians that the mediation (pemxeiav) of the Son in the 
procession of the Holy Spirit does not take away from the Father the nature 
of a principle of immediately and truly producing, as St. Gregory of Nyssa 
maintains (R 1038).27 Now the Greek Fathers also say that the world was 
created by the Son, and therefore they teach explicitly that true creative activity 
cannot be denied to him, as St. Basil says (R 943). Therefore St. Maximus 
the Confessor, while rightly defending the opinion of the Latins, teaches that 
there is no difference in doctrine between the two churches, which was also 
defined by the Council o f Florence (D 1300-1302; see S. Th I, q. 36, a. 2 & 3).

410. Theological reasoning. 1. From St. Augustine, loc. cit., and 
Florence (D 1300-1302). Everything the Father has he communicates to 
the Son, except paternity. But the Father is of such a nature that the Holy 
Spirit proceeds from him. Therefore he also communicates that to the Son. 
Therefore the Holy Spirit proceeds also from the Son.

2. From St. Thomas q. 36, a. 2. The only reason for a distinction in God 
is the relative opposition of origin between the producing principle and 
the terminal product. But the Holy Spirit is distinguished from the Son. 
Therefore he proceeds from him, since it is manifest that the Son does not 
proceed from the Spirit.

The major will be explained and examined in what follows. The 
different way alone of proceeding by generation and spiration cannot, with 
Scotus,28 be opposed. For that twofold way is really not different, unless 
on the supposition for other reasons of a real distinction between the two 
processions, which is not proven by a different formal reason alone.

Confirmation: in God a formal reason alone, even a relative one, does

27. Galtier, 363-367; Gordillo, 117-120; Jugie, Quelques temoinages nouveaux ou peu connus sur la procession 
du Saint Esprit: EchOr (1939) 369-375.

28. Opus Oxoniense In 1 d,22 q.2. See Suarez, 1.10 c.2; Ruiz, d.68; Franzelin, th. 40; M. Schmaus, Der Liber 
propugnatorius des Thomas Angelicus und die Lehrunterschiede zwischenThomas von Aquin und Duns Scotus: 
BetrPhMA 39,1 (MQnster 1930) 2 Th. Vol. I 251-279 (see 280-376); V. Grummel, S. Thomas et !a doctrine des 
grecs sur la procession du Saint Esprit: EchOr (1927) 257ff.; J. Slipyi, Num Spiritus Sanctus a Filio distinguitur 
si ob eo non procederet (Bohoslovia 1927); E. Candal, Nilus Cabasilas et Theologia S. Thomae de processione 
Spiritus Sancti: StudieTesti: 116 (Vatican City 1945); on the medieval theologians see also D’Ales, 171-183.
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not introduce a real distinction, as is clear in the Father, who has a twofold, 
active and diverse relation, paternity and spiration, which however are not 
really distinguished from each other.

411. Objections. FROM SCRIPTURE. 1. The main objection of the Photians is this. In 
John 15:26 the Holy spirit is said to proceed (£K7rap£uexai), from the Father, which is never 
said about the Son. Therefore equivalently Scripture denies that the Holy Spirit proceeds 
from the Son. Accordingly they interpret the text of St. John to apply to the Father alone.29

1) From the word sKiropsusTai alone the eternal procession cannot be proved, as has 
been said; even though in this place it is taught not immediately, but as in other places 
as it was proved in n. 405. For, as A. Wenzer29* noted, in Greek the particle ek’ does not 
immediately signify origin, but 7iapa, which designates a mission. Now it appears how 
efficacious that observation is against Photius and his followers, since it destroys their only 
argument. Moreover, in this very place the Holy Spirit is called the Spirit o f truth, and many 
Greek Fathers say that the Son is truth, and that it is said because the Spirit is from the Son.

2) I  distinguish the antecedent’s second part. In Scripture it is not said that the Holy 
Spirit proceeds from the Son with this word SKjropsuEaBai, conceded; equivalently and in 
other ways, as has been proved, denied. But it is also not said in Scripture that the Holy 
Spirit proceeds from the Father alone. Indeed, as St. Thomas says: “It is also a rule of 
Holy Scripture that whatever is said of the Father, applies to the Son, although there be 
added an exclusive term; except only as regards what belongs to the opposite relations, 
whereby the Father and the Son are distinguished from each other. For when the Lord 
says, No one knows the Son, but the Father, the idea of the Son knowing Himself is not 
excluded. So therefore when we say that the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father, even 
though it be added that He proceeds from the Father alone, the Son would not thereby be 
at all excluded; because as regards being the principle of the Holy Spirit, the Father and 
the Son are not opposed to each other, but only as regards the fact that one is the Father, 
and the other is the Son” (q. 36, a. 2 ad 1).

2.Against the argument from John 16:13-15 (omitting the ridiculous interpretation of 
Photius that to the words he will take what is mine (de meo accipiet) the word Father must 
be added; for obviously the words what is mine must be understood as my things, that is, 
my knowledge)30 one can argue thus: verse 15 can be understood: he will take knowledge 
from the Father alone, which is also mine, because everything the Father has is mine. 
Therefore from that it cannot be proved that the Holy Spirit takes anything from the Son.

1) Nevertheless all the Greek Fathers say that in this text it is taught that the Spirit 
takes from the Son, as is clear from the argument.

2) I  deny the assertion. For the purpose of Christ in this whole discourse is to show 
the perfect equality between the Father and the Son, even in relation to the Holy Spirit and

29. Lohn, Doctrina graecorum et russorum... 57-60, who points out that Photius contradicts himself; Franzelin, 
Examen 14-24, etc.

29* Revue des Etudes byzantins, 10(1952) 161.
30. J. HergenrOther, Animadversiones...: loc. cit., 429-437; De Regnon, 280; P. de Meester, Etudes sur la 

Theologie orthodoxe: RevBdn 24 (1907) 86-103; Lohn, 61-64. More recent Photians omit this exegesis.
30* Galtier, 353.



352 Sacrae T heologiae Summa IIA

his mission. Therefore the meaning of the text is this: because everything that the Father 
has is mine, I can communicate what the Father communicates, or I can send whom the 
Father sends; therefore “since the Holy Spirit takes what belongs to both, he cannot not 
proceed from both.”30*

Moreover, the objections of the Photians because the verbs “he will take” and “he 
will announce” (accipiet, loquetur) are in the future tense are of no importance, since the 
discourse is about eternal things in reference to a temporal mission; in fact, in Greek they 
appear in the present tense.31

412. FROM THE FATHERS whom the learned Photius in the beginning passed over 
in silence,32 they argue:

1. The Greek Fathers never said literally (Kata Xs t̂v) that the Holy Spirit proceeds 
(sK7iop£usc0ai) from the Father and the Son.

And they do not say that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father alone; but many 
say that he proceeds or goes forth from the Son, as was proved.

2. Since the Greek Fathers say that the Holy Spirit is or flows forth from the Son, or 
from the Father and the Son: a) either they are not dealing with the eternal procession, 
but only with the temporal mission, or not even with a divine person but only with a 
created gift; b) or they are only expressing consubstantiality, as if they were to say that 
he is from the substance which is also the Son; c) or the preposition through (per, Sia) 
means at the same time (simul, a pa); d) or by this formula they say nothing else but that 
the Father who spirates is a true Father by generating the Son.

These points do not need a response since they are clearly absurd and arbitrary and 
demonstrate that the schismatics are driven by ignorance or impudence, as St. Thomas 
says in q. 36, a. 2. Moreover, more recently after the conference in Bonn with some 
old Catholics, they now permit the doctrine of the Latins as a theological opinion, and 
acknowledge that the Photian statements are contrary to tradition.33

3. St. Maximus and St. John Damascene, repeating his expressions, deny that the 
Holy Spirit proceeds from the Son, although they do concede that he does proceed 
through the Son (R 2348).

Cardinal Bessarion at the Council of Florence explained these expressions 
concerning the way of speaking of the Greeks by which they said technically that one 
Father is the cause and that the Holy Spirit is from that one eK7topei3so9ai, in order to 
designate in the Father the reason of the original principle, as was said above. And of 
course St. Maximus, as we pointed out, proved the Latin doctrine against the objections 
of the Greeks. And in St. John Damascene the schismatics find a difficulty, because he 
used the word eKTropebeaGai in explaining procession as through the Son.34

31. On the new interpretation proposed by Procokovich see Franzelin, Examen 47-59; Gordillo, 111; Theologia 
dogmatica comparata 61-65; Lohn, Doctrina S. Basilii...: Greg 10 (1929) 329-364,461-500.

32. Wergenrbther, Animadversiones... :loc.cit.,457-462;Jugie, l,216-226;Gordillo, 124-125;Theologia.. AT-49.
33. See the report on this in Jugie, 2,296ff.; Franzelin, Examen 92-167; Gordillo, 108; Le Filoque: Russie et 

Chretianite, loc. cit.
34. Tixeront, 3,486ff.; S. Tyskviewicz, Der hi. Joannes von Damaskus und die russische Theologie: ZkathTh 

(1919) 78-106; Jugie, Jean de Damas (saint): DTC 8,719-722; Gordillo, 119-123; Theologia 58-61; 
especially J. Bilz, Die Trinitatslehre des hi. Joannes von Damaskus (Paderbom 1909) 152-195.
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413. THE OBJECTIONS FROM REASON according to Photian principles are more aptly 
solved in the following thesis.

Scotus argues against the argument of St. Thomas.351. Even if we remove the procession 
of the Holy Spirit from the Son, it is certain that the Son is begotten, but not the Holy Spirit. 
But the same person cannot be at the same time begotten and unbegotten. Therefore they 
are distinguished by this alone, namely by a different relation of generation and spiration.

I  deny the major. For it is established that the Holy Spirit, who really also proceeds 
from the Son, is spirated, not begotten; but it is not established that a spirated term as such 
cannot be begotten. I  concede the minor, but I  deny the supposition. For if the Son and 
the Holy Spirit were one person proceeding by a double formal reason of generation and 
spiration, then it would be at the same time both begotten and spirated, as the Father is 
both begetting and spirating, and one would have to deny that he is not begotten or not 
spirated; for one is a mere different formal reason, the other is a real distinction.

2. That by which something is constituted in being is that by which it is distinguished 
from all others. But the Son is constituted in personal being by filiation. Therefore by that 
alone he is distinguished from every other person, and therefore it is not necessary that he 
be distinguished from the Holy Spirit, since he proceeds from the Son.

I  concede the major (or I  pass on the major, for some do not concede that principle 
unless it is about an absolute constitutive). I  distinguish the minor. The Son is constituted 
by a filiation abstractly conceived, according to which it says only relative opposition to 
the Father, denied', by a filiation that is o f such a nature that it demands to be identified 
with active spiration, conceded.36

3. ST. ANSELM SAYS: “When one is bom, he who through this is other than he cannot 
be bom with him, because he is not simply bom but he proceeds... .For although through 
another there would not be many Sons and Holy Spirits, by this alone they would be 
different.”37 Therefore St. Anselm does not admit the argument of St. Thomas.

I  deny the consequent. For it is sufficient to point out that this is found in a place 
where St. Anselm is totally concerned about proving the necessity of the procession of the 
Holy Spirit from the Son, since the Son does not proceed from the Holy Spirit. Already in 
the course of this demonstration (which St. Anselm keenly develops from the uniqueness 
of God), granted the concession from the Greeks that the Son is begotten and not spirated, 
and that the Holy Spirit is spirated and not begotten, he responds firmly to this objection 
against the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father: that if he proceeds from the 
Father, he will be begotten just like the Son, which cannot stand because of what they have 
already conceded; therefore it does not pertain to our case. Actually for other reasons, it 
is as it were materially true that the two persons are distinguished by this different mode 
or proceeding; and also formally, but only on the supposition that one proceeds from the 
other.

35. C. Frassen, Scotus Academicus tr.3 d.3 a.2 q.2; see note 28.
36. See below Chapter 4 on the constitutive principle o f  the divine persons.
37. De Spiritu Sancto c.4: ML 158,292; see Slipyi, Num Spiritus Sanctus... 8-10; B. Bouche, La doctrine du 

Filioque d ’apres saint Anselme (1938).
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414. Scholium. On the addition o f the word “Filioque” to the Creed. The Photians 
bitterly complain about the addition of the word “ Filioque” to the Nicene-Constantinople 
Creed in the western churches: so that they consider it to be wholly illegitimate and also 
erroneous. It was defined at the Council o f Florence that it is an “explanation,” which 
was added to the Symbol “legitimately and with good reason for the sake of clarifying 
the truth and under the impact of the need of that time” (D 1300-1302). That is was added 
legitimately is evident from the supreme authority of the Supreme Pontiff; and with good 
reason, because of the opposite errors. It is clear from the teaching of Holy Scripture and 
from tradition that it is not really an addition, but only an explanation.

It is not completely certain when it was added to the Symbol and approved by the 
western Church. In Spain in the middle of the 7th century it was already common, as 
is clear from the Mozarabic Liturgy. It appeared first in the Fourth Council o f Braga in 
675, and it traveled from there to Gaul and Italy towards the end of the 7th century. And 
although at the beginning Leo III opposed this addition, later the Roman Church embraced 
it at an unknown date. However it was not imposed on the Easterners, as Clement VIII and 
Benedict XIV expressly declared.38

The Photians argue against it from the decrees of the Council o f Ephesus (D 266-266) 
and Chalcedon (D 301-303) by which it is forbidden “to bring forward or put into writing 
or devise any other faith.” But it is evident that these Councils in no way wished to or were 
able to deny that the Supreme Pontiff or the universal Church had the power to propose 
new additions to the Symbol. And in the Council o f Ephesus there was a question about 
the Nicene Symbol, which did not have a profession of faith in the procession of the Holy 
Spirit from the Father; but at Chalcedon they did not consider the Symbol. Historically 
however it is certain that the meaning of that prohibition was so that, by the occasion 
of a new formula of faith or of an addition to the Symbol, proposed by private persons, 
a doctrine different from that of the Church would not be introduced. The Council of 
Ephesus itself approved the formula of the priest Charisius denouncing the heretics, and 
a little later St. Cyril agreed with the Easterners on a new Symbol of union. Finally, the 
Council o f Chalcedon, having edited the Nicene-Constantinople Creed, added several 
things to the Nicene Symbol, and that was after the prohibition of the Council of Ephesus. 
Given that the schismatics oppose with such great confidence the addition of the word 
“Filioque” approved by the Roman Church, you will then surely be amazed, if you study 
the controversies among the Russians about the Symbol. And surely it is ridiculous to 
argue from Ephesus against faith in the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Son, which 
St. Cyril clearly taught against Nestorius. However Photius contends that the Symbol 
of Nestorius, which the Fathers at Ephesus call “perfidious,” was actually accepted by 
them.39

38. Palmieri, Filioque'. DTC 5, loc. cit.; De Meester, Etudes sur la Theologie orthodoxe (Maredsous 1911); 
Gordillo, 126-133; Theologia 58-80; La questione morale. La questione storica nella controversia sul 
Filioque'. C iv ile  Cattolica 80,3 (1929) 199-210, 495-508; Jugie, Origines de la controverse sur I’addition 
du Filioque au Symbol'. RevScPhTh 28 (1939) 369-385.

39. H. du Manoir, Le Symbol de Nicee au Concile d ’Ephese: Greg 12 (1931) 104-137; Jugie, Le decret du 
Concile d ’Ephese sur lesformules de foi: EchOr 30 (1931) 257-270.
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Thesis 35. The Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and from the Son 
as from one principle and by one spiration.

S.Th. I, q. 36, a. 4; Suarez, 1.10 c.5-7; Toledo, in q. 36; Ruis de Montoya, d. 70.

415. Connection. Having proved the procession of the Holy Spirit 
from the Father and from the Son, the question is rightly raised about the 
unity o f the spirating principle and of the spiration itself, since at first sight 
with two persons producing it may seem that there are two principles of 
spiration. Actually this one difficulty of some importance raised by the 
separated Greeks against the Catholic doctrine, but which had already been 
solved by the Fathers, was clearly explained by the unity of the spirating 
principle, which was defined by the Councils of union.

Definition of terms. The formula of this thesis is taken from the 
definition of the Council o f Lyons II (D 850), which Florence repeats in the 
decree of union (D 1300-1302); and in it the word “as” means that there 
is simply one principle of spiration and only one spiration, even though 
there are two persons from whom the Holy Spirit proceeds. Therefore in 
no way can the explanation of this word be tolerated as if it would attribute 
a diminished meaning, or a meaning in a less proper sense, to the asserted 
unity of principle, by which, as Ruiz wisely points out,1 the definition 
against the schismatics would lose its force. Therefore, Florence itself, in 
its decree for the Jacobites, clearly teaches that the Father and the Son are 
not two principles, but one principle of the Holy Spirit (D 1331).

416. We understand the principle of a production simply as that which 
truly and properly produces the term, and therefore it is not just a principle 
of attribution or denomination, but that from which truly and properly the 
term takes its origin. Therefore it includes formally the productive power, 
and everything that must necessarily be understood as production, or the 
origin of the term, that it may be truly and simply from that principle. It is 
usually called the principle which (principium quod), in opposition to the 
productive power or the formal reason by which it can produce something, 
which is called the principle by which (principium quo).

The principle which of production generally and without doubt is the 
suppositum, and hence we have the axiom “actions are of supposita.” But 
the separated soul is truly the principle which of its own actions, although it 
is not a suppositum; therefore a principle which can be called a suppositum,

1. D, 70 a.l n .16-21.



356 Sacrae T heologiae Summa IIA

inasmuch as the subsistence requisite for operation commonly is given 
only in the suppositum, not because supposition as such is necessary for the 
formal reason of the principle which o f production, or for the constitution 
of the principle which? Therefore if the form constituting several supposita 
is one in the nature of an operating principle, then truly one principle which 
of operation is simply given; that is, the unity o f the operative principle does 
not necessarily require the unity o f the operating suppositum. Therefore the 
three persons of the Most Holy Trinity are one principle o f creation, as 
Florence teaches (D 1331).

In this sense, therefore, we understand the Father and the Son to be 
simply one principle, or principle which, ofspiration, even though there are 
two spirating persons, and of course both are per se required for spiration. 
The unity of spiration obviously follows the unity of the spirative principle.

417. Opinions. Since the thesis has been defined, it is clear that all 
Catholics hold the formula of the Council o f Lyons, namely, that the Holy 
Spirit proceeds from the Father and from the Son “as from one principle.” 
However before Florence Durandus3 and Gregory of Armenia4 said that, 
properly speaking, the Father and the Son are two principles of the Holy 
Spirit, because they are two persons producing him; but that also, in a less 
proper sense, they could be said to be one principle. That position even then 
could not escape being designated as extremely temerarious, but after the 
decree for the Jacobites it had to be said to be at least erroneous. Biel5 says 
that it could be said to be one principle or two principles under different 
respects; this also is at least temerarious.

There are some theologians who do not want to go further in the way of speaking 
about the principle of spiration, and they are either silent about or make little account 
of the distinction between the principle which and the principle by which (principium 
quod and quo). Others seem to explain the thesis by a mere unity of the principle by 
which, and they do not seem to think that it is necessary to say that the Father and the 
Son are one principle which of the Holy Spirit.6 But this way of speaking seems to 
be quite imperfect, for properly speaking a produced person does not proceed from 
a principle by which, but from a principle which, and it seems evident that the Father 
and the Son are one in the order in which both persons are a principle, namely, as a 
principle which. Therefore it seems that one must hold that the Father and the Son are

2.

3.
4.
5.
6 .

See Billot: “the principle which refers to the suppositum inasmuch as the suppositum is subsistent, not 
precisely inasmuch as it is a suppositum or incommunicable” (q. 36, a. 4 th. 27 ad 1, p. 532).
In I d.29 q.2.
In 1 d .12 q .l.
In I d. 12 a.2,3.
See Casajoana, 232; Muncunill, 1296; D ’Ales, 153; Galtier, 372.
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simply owe principle which of spiration, just as the three persons are one God and one 
principle which of creation. It is something else that the unity of the principle by which 
is sufficiently explained dogmatically by the unity of the principle by which, since it is 
the form included in the naming of the principle which, that is probable. Still it seems 
more probable that it is better explained by a relation of active spiration, as we shall see 
in its proper place.7

Theological note. From the formula of the Councils it is an article of 
defined faith (file fide definita). It seems to be certain that the Father and the 
Son are simply one principle which of spiration. The unity of spiration is 
also a matter of faith (fie fide).

418. Proof of the thesis. In Holy Scripture the unity of the spirative 
principle is indicated by the way in which the Holy Spirit is proposed as 
proceeding from the Father and the Son. For it is presented as the same 
thing that the Holy Spirit is the Spirit of the Father and the Spirit of the Son, 
that the Holy Spirit is sent by the Father in the name of the Son and that the 
Son sends the Holy Spirit; this is especially so in John 16:15, where, when 
the reason why the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father is given, it is said 
that all that the Father has belongs to the Son, even including the fact that 
the Holy Spirit proceeds from him. Correctly therefore does the Church 
understand with the Fathers and theologians that the Holy Spirit proceeds 
from both persons inasmuch as they are one in the nature of a spirative 
principle.8

From the Greek Fathers it is proved by the care they have of preserving 
for the Father the immediacy and the proper nature of the principle in the 
procession of the Holy Spirit, which does not take away the mediation 
(psavreia) of the Son, as St. Gregory of Nyssa explains it: “because the 
mediation of the Son, both saves for him the property of being the only- 
begotten, and it does not exclude the Spirit from a natural relation to the 
Father” (R 1038). They wish to express the same thing in the formula “the 
Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father through the Son,” in which it is said 
that the production of the Holy Spirit is communicated from the Father to 
the Son, and therefore it is something common to both; and the one thing 
that distinguishes the two persons in the procession is that the Son is from 
the Father and he has the power o f spiration from the Father. Therefore 
with this formula, by which especially in God they mean that the one 
Father is the afrlav or principle without a principle, they express a dogma

7. Toledo, In I p. q. 36 a.4; below chapter 4, art. 4. One will perhaps say that the doubts o f  some theologians in 
this matter are connected with the question about subsistence in the divinity; see chapter 4, art. 1.

8. D ’Ales, 156.
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that is certain among the Greeks, namely, that there is one principle o f the 
Holy Spirit. This is like the truth that the three persons are one principle of 
all external operations (ad extra).

The Latin Fathers, especially St. Augustine, excellently and clearly 
explain it with the formula which was used later by all and also in the 
Council o f Florence (D 1300-1302, 1331; D 704): “If, therefore, that also 
which is given has him for a beginning by whom it is given, since it has 
received from no other source that which proceeds from him; it must be 
admitted that the Father and the Son are a Beginning of the Holy Spirit, 
not two Beginnings; but as the Father and the Son are one God, and one 
Creator, and one Lord relatively to the creature, so are they one Beginning 
relatively to the Holy Spirit. But the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit is 
one Beginning in respect to the creature, as also one Creator and one God” 
(R 1662). And St. Anselm: “Just as we do not believe that the Holy Spirit 
is from that from which the Father and the Son are two but from that in 
which they are one, so also we do not say that he has two principles, but 
one principle.”9

419. From reason it is explained by the theologians along with St. 
Thomas in q. 36, a. 4: “The Father and the Son are in everything one, 
wherever there is no distinction between them of opposite relation. Hence 
since there is no relative opposition between them as the principle of 
the Holy Spirit it follows that the Father and the Son are one principle 
of the Holy Spirit.” But that this way of speaking is correct, without the 
distinction of the supposita of the Father and the Son opposed to it, is clear 
from the logical axiom: “concrete substantives are not multiplied by the 
multiplication alone of the subjects, unless the form signified by that name 
is also multiplied.” But the form signified by the name of the principle is 
something common, at least the spirative power. “Therefore, as the Father 
and the Son are one God, by reason of the unity of the form that is signified 
by this word God; so they are one principle of the Holy Spirit by reason 
of the unity of the property that is signified in this word principle” (ibid.).

Wherefore there is a difference between the name spirator or the 
principle of the Holy Spirit and the name spirating, which because it refers 
to the actual spiration itself is taken rather as a quasi- adjective. Now 
concrete adjectives are multiplied only by the multiplication of subjects; 
therefore it can be said that the Father and the Son are two spirating (ibid., 
ad 7).

9. De process ione Spiritus Sancti 18:ML 158,311.
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420. Objections. 1. The Father and the Son are the principle of the Holy Spirit in 
a different way. For the Father has it from himself, but the Son has it from the Father. 
Therefore they simply cannot be said to be one principle.

I  distinguish the antecedent. The Father and the Son are the principle of the Holy 
Spirit in a different way, with a difference concerning the nature of a spirative principle, 
denied; with a difference concerning only the way in which they have the spirative 
power—the Father without an origin, the Son through generation, conceded. The Father 
and the Son possess the divinity and the creative power in the same way, without thereby 
being two gods or two creators (q. 36, a. 3 ad 2).

2. The Holy Spirit proceeds immediately from the Son and mediately from the 
Father. Therefore he proceeds from them in a different way.

I  deny the second part o f the antecedent', for he proceeds from both equally 
immediately. A certain mean is only between producing persons as related among 
themselves according to origin, and therefore the Holy Spirit can be said to proceed 
from the Father through the Son (per Filium), but not according to the nature of the 
spirative principle (q. 36, a. 3 ad 1).

3. Photius argues against the procession from the Son: the Holy Spirit proceeds 
perfectly from the Father. Therefore it is superfluous to say that he proceeds from the 
Son.

I  deny the consequent. “Not only is it not superfluous... but rather it is absolutely 
necessary because one power belongs to the Father and the Son” (q. 36, art. 2 ad 6). I 
respond also by pointing to creation.

4. Photius denies that any common notion can be given to the two persons, but he 
says that whatever is not common to the three persons is personal, and proper to just 
one person.

His denial is gratuitous and there is no theological principle on which this negation 
can be based. Moreover, Photius also admits that the mission of the Holy Spirit is 
common to the Father and the Son; therefore the church Fathers along with Scripture 
say that the Spirit is proper to both.

5. The spiration by which the Father spirates, counters Photius, is not an act of the 
nature of God, but of the person. But the person is incommunicable. Therefore also his 
act.

Every operation is both of the nature and of the person, but for different reasons; 
that is, it is of the nature as the principle by which in the proper sense; but it is not 
repugnant for the principle which to be communicable, and therefore not the suppositum, 
by reason of the nature or even by reason of the common property (see q. 36, art. 4 ad 
1). Moreover, it is true that in God creation is an operation of the nature and of the three 
persons as the principle which, but spiration is a notional operation and of two persons 
also as the principle which.

Therefore I  distinguish the first part o f  the major. The spiration by which the Father 
spirates is not of the nature, but of the principle by which, denied; of the principle which, 
conceded. I  distinguish the second part. The spiration by which the Father spirates is 
of the person properly as the principle which, denied; because it is an operation of the
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Father as Spirator, which is not something personal but notionally common to the Father 
and the Son; the spiration by which the Father spirates is of a person as per se required 
for spirating and in which the nature of a spirator is necessarily verified, conceded; but 
that holds true in the same way for the Son, conceded. I  deny the consequent which is 
not valid, for it is in no way repugnant that two persons operate with the same action.

6. Finally, Photius argues: The Father is the principle of the other persons as he 
is Father, not as he is God. But paternity is incommunicable. Therefore also spiration 
cannot be communicated.

I  pass over the second part o f the major and distinguish the first part. The Father is 
the principle of two persons as he is the first person, that is, according to the two notions 
that he has, conceded; according to his paternity precisely conceived, denied, for in this 
way he is the principle of the Son only, otherwise the Holy Spirit would be begotten. 
But again I  deny the consequent.

One can also respond according to the mind of the Greek Fathers: I  distinguish the 
major. The Father spirates as Father, if the Son also spirates as Son, through a spiration 
accepted from the Father, conceded', namely, the Father spirates on the supposition 
that he is the Father generating the Son and communicating to him everything he has, 
including the spirative power; the Father would spirate as Father if he alone spirated, 
denied, for thus he would generate the Holy Spirit because production from the Father 
as Father is generation. Hence it is clear that the Photian principles are destructive of 
the Trinitarian economy.10

Further points will be made when we consider the constitutive nature of the Spirator.

10. On the Photian arguments from theological reasoning see HergenrOther, Animadversiones...'. MG 
102,462-496; Jugie, 1,192-205; De Meester, op. cit., 44ff; Gordillo, Theologie... 19-27; Lohn, Doctrinae 
graecorum... 97-123; B. Leib, Rome, Kiev elByzance a la Jin duXI siecle (Paris 1925) 331-344; Candal, op. 
cit. ', Wl. Lossky, La procession du Saint Esprit dans la doctrine trinitaire orthodoxe (Paris 1948).
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A R T I C L E  I I

O n  t h e  f o r m a l  p r in c ip l e  o f  t h e  d iv in e  p r o c e s s io n s

421. Having proved the existence of processions in God, it is certain 
that also the producing principle, the principle which, as it is called, or the 
suppositum or the subsistent being from which the proceeding term takes 
its origin, is the Father in the generation of the Son, but the Father and the 
Son as one principle in the procession of the Holy Spirit. But in order to 
reach some further understanding of this mystery, one can ask: in the divine 
processions what is the formal principle, or the principle by which, by way of 
a productive power, that is, what is it that explains in some way the nature of 
those processions? Relying on revelation Latin theology answers that question 
with a consideration of the formal principle of the divine processions.

In this matter there are some elements about which one cannot have either 
a dogmatic or theological doubt, since they are certainly based on revelation; 
but there are some other points, when it come to a further explanation, that are 
limited to being just a theological position that is either certain or probable.1 
First of all the procession of the Word by intellect and the procession of 
the Holy Spirit by will will be examined. The further explanation of the 
divine processions by analogy with the word and love in created spirits, the 
scholastic question about the real nature of the principle by which in God, 
and the explanation of the distinction between the two processions—these 
points pertain to a different level of certitude.

That the two processions are by intellect and will is proved separately in 
the following theses. Now however it will help to explain briefly the meaning 
and the general theological nature of this chapter.

422. Theologians commonly teach with St. Thomas in q. 27 that the divine 
processions are according to the particular operations o f the divine nature,

1. These points must be carefully distinguished: Franzelin presents them in th. 26 and 27. The first he proposes 
thus: “The mode o f  the procession o f  the Word by intellect, o f  the Holy Spirit by will is demonstrated from 
Scripture and from the teaching o f  the Fathers”; the other point he explains in this way: “Having assumed 
faith in the real procession o f  the Word and the Holy Spirit, and having assumed the mode o f procession 
by intellect and will, following the guidance o f  the Fathers and Doctors, in the created spirit can be found 
an analogy and image from which faith seeks some understanding and a more distinct concept o f the Holy 
Trinity” (p. 360-372). See also Scheeben, Dogmatik 1,846; Le Bachelet, Etudes 82 (1900) 560-563; Alstruey, 
De Sanctissima Trinitate 114. With the help o f  these one can judge what has been said recently about the 
“psychological theory,” as it is called, o f  St. Augustine and the scholastics about the divine processions. See 
the Appendix n. 579ff.; Schmaus, Die psychologische Trinitatslehre des hi. Augustinus (Mtlnster 1927) p. 
177,412-414,416ff; M. Penido, Prelude & la theoriepsychologique de la Trinite: EphemTheoLov 8 (1931) 
5-16; R. Remblay, La theorie psychologique de Triniti ches Saint Augustin: Etudes et Recherches 8 (1952) 
83-109.
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which seems to be sufficiently clear, since in them is found the infinite activity of 
the divinity. From elsewhere in revelation it is clear that the divine processions 
are not free, but necessary and natural, which very early was explained often by 
the Fathers concerning the generation of the Son against the Arians, and later 
against the Macedonians about the procession of the Holy Spirit.2 Therefore 
nothing remains except that they be “according to the actions that remain in the 
agent” (q. 27, a. 5), that is, the vital operations of knowing and willing.3

That being the case, these points should be properly noted: a) Intellection 
and volition in God are something essential and not produced, and common 
to the three persons. Therefore the Word in God is not formal intellection, 
nor is the Holy Spirit formal volition or love, that is, they are not that by 
which the Father understands, or that by which the Father and the Son 
mutually love each other. But the Word is the term or object produced by 
intellection, out of the infinite fecundity of the divine nature with regard to 
understanding, and the Holy Spirit is the term or object produced by the 
will, out of the infinite fecundity of the divine will with regard to loving. 
Certainly divine intellection and volition are really identified, but they are 
distinguished logically, which suffices so that in some way one can explain 
that it is possible for there to be two processions, really distinct, but under a 
different formal reason (see q. 27, a.3 ad 3). For in the procession of the Word 
the divine nature is communicated inasmuch as it is intellection, but in the 
procession of the Holy Spirit inasmuch as it is love.

b) Since the divine productions, each one in its own order, have an 
infinite object and are absolutely equal to the productive power, they cannot 
be multiplied, but both are unique, each one according to its own particular 
reason. Therefore there are only two processions in God (q. 27, a. 3).

c) The essential difference between the divine processions by intellect 
and will, and the production of a mental word and an act of love in human 
beings, is that we produce the word in order to understand, and we elicit an 
act of love in order to love. But in God the eternal Father understands from 
himself and essentially by an act identified with himself, and he produces 
the Word because he understands out o f the infinite fecundity o f the divine 
intelligence. The Father and the Son love themselves essentially with the 
same love that is identified with themselves, and they produce the Holy Spirit 
out o f the infinite fecundity o f the divine nature as it is volition. In this sense 
the divine processions are not natural operations of thinking and willing, but 
by way of something produced by these operations.

2. See the texts o f  Saints Athanasius, Hilary, Basil, Epiphanius and Cyril o f Alexandria in Rouet de Joumel, 
Index theol. 154-156.

3. See the explanation o f  this doctrine in Scheeben, Die Uysterien... § lOf.
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Thesis 36. The Son or Word proceeds from the intellect.

S.Th. I, q. 27, a.l; q. 34, a. 1-2; Suarez 1.1 c.5,6; 1.9 c.2,3,9,10; Ruizde Montoya, d.2,55- 
58; Franzelin, th. 24-27; Galtier, 227-238.

423. Connection. Since the divine processions are natural, it is clear that 
their formal principle, at least remotely, is the nature; but in both processions 
the divine nature is communicated by identity, and both of them flow from 
the exigency of the infinite fecundity of the divine nature. In this the two 
processions agree, but they are distinct; therefore it is necessary to seek what 
is the immediate formal principle of both of them. Since the second person 
is called the Word, which seems to be referred to the intellect, the question 
arises whether the immediate formal reason by which the Word proceeds is 
the intellect. The common opinion of theologians does assert that it is; they 
also hold that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the will.

Definition of terms. It is certain from the written and inherited divine 
word that the Son and the Word are the same person in God.4 That this second 
person proceeds from the intellect means that the procession of this person 
is had in God precisely because the divine nature is intelligent; or what 
comes to the same thing, that the formal reason, by which it is produced 
and the divine nature is communicated to it, is immediately intellection, in a 
way that is analogous to the way in which a word is produced in the human 
intellect through an intellectual operation. We deny therefore that the divine 
processions are based immediately on nature as such, but on nature according 
to the particular immanent operations of a spiritual nature. That is what we 
say in this thesis about the procession of the Word from the intellect; later 
we will prove this also about the procession of the Holy Spirit from the will.

424. Opinions. Durandus teaches that the divine processions are 
immediately from nature, or based on the fecundity o f the divine nature as 
such, especially the first procession, which as generation is based in living 
things, even intellectual ones, in nature, not in intelligence; but he explicitly 
denies that the divine processions can be according to the operations of 
knowing and loving. Consequently he dared to say that the Son is not properly 
said to be the Word, but only metaphorically.5

4. See above chapter I.
5. In 1 d.6 q.2 “one against all” (Scheeben); it seems that this opinion was favored by Gregory o f Armenia, In 1 

A.l q.l a.2; d.10 q.l a.l. On the opinion o f Durandus see M. Philippe, Les processions divines selon Durand de 
Saint-Pourcain: RevThom 47 (1947) 244-288. He admits, however, that in some sense it can be said that the Son 
proceeds by way o f  intelligence, because his procession is first; see Philippe, loc. cit., 265; see below, n. 436.
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Some more recent authors seem to hold something similar, at least regarding 
the negative part of Durandus’s opinion. For they seem to hold the procession 
of the Word from the intellect and even more the procession of the Holy 
Spirit from the will as a mere theory or analogical explanation, like some 
comparison without any dogmatic foundation. Indeed, they hold that with 
these theories nothing is gained regarding the way in which the processions 
really are in God. For they place those theological teachings on the same 
level with the trinitarian traces found in creatures.6

Certainly it is the common opinion of theologians that the Word truly 
and really proceeds from the intellect and that the Holy Spirit proceeds from 
the will, whatever the case may be concerning a further comparison with the 
human word of the mind and with created love. As the common view and 
founded on the very name of the Word and of love it is nevertheless excellent, 
so much so that many great theologians characterize the opinion of Durandus 
with a grave censure of temerity or even of being proximate to error.7

Doctrine of the Church. This thesis is common in explanations of 
the trinitarian dogma, and in the Catechism of the Council o f Trent it is 
clearly assumed. Leo XIII in his Encyclical Letter, Divinum illud, when he 
commends the trinitarian appropriations based on the affinity which takes 
place between the divine works and the persons, says: “Most fittingly was 
the Church accustomed to attribute to the Son those works of the divinity... 
in which wisdom shines forth.”8 Pius VI in his condemnation of the Synod 
of Pistoia approves the sayings of St. Augustine and St. Thomas, “because 
he is Son, he is also Word,” and “in the name of Word the same property is 
introduced as in the name of Son” (D 2698).

Theological note. The thesis is theologically certain. Thus it is held by 
almost all theologians, and we think that the same qualification must by all

6. It is especially held by De Rignon in his work, which on other points is outstanding, and is often quoted: 
Etudes de Theologie positive sur la Sainte Trinite, in which this assertion is often repeated, and it permeates 
his whole investigation. There are other authors, dependent on him, who repeat many o f  his sayings, but 
it is not apparent that they agree with all the conclusions o f  the same author, such as A. Amor Ruibal, Los 
problemas fundamentals de lafilosofiay del dogma t.5,345-395.

7. Suarez says: “The opinion o f  Durandus must be considered temerarious and proximate to error” (1.1 c.5 n.4); 
Ruiz thinks that “the censure o f the authors is just, who call the opinion o f  Durandus not only temerarious 
and dangerous, but also erroneous” (d.2 a.3 n .l l) .  Molina, Valentia, Vdzquez, Bdftez and John o f  St. Thomas 
hold the same thing. So also more recent authors, as Scheeben, Dogmatik 1,843; Pohle, 435, who applied the 
same note to Hirscher and De Regnon.

8. Cav., 610. It is most desirable that in future editions o f  the Enchiridion Symbolorum (D) there be not lacking 
at least the principle sections o f  this Encyclical.
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425. It is proved from Scripture, from the documents of the Church 
and from the Fathers from the names of Word, Wisdom and Image by which 
the second person is designated, and especially from the name of Word.

1. Word is the proper name of the Son of God. But by the name of Word is 
signified something pertaining to the order of intellect and having its origin from 
the intellect. Therefore the procession of the Word is from the intellect.

Major, a) John 1; Rev. 19:13 and 1 John 1 the Son o f God is called the 
Word, b) Thus also by Dionysius of Rome (D 112, 117-121), by St. Damasus 
in the anathemas (D 159,160, 164) and by the Council o f Chalcedon (D 301- 
303). c) The Fathers frequently designate the second person with the name of 
Word as a proper name, not less than by the name of Son. Thus St. Ignatius (R 
45), St. Irenaeus: “The Son is the Word of God” (R 200, 203, 205); and it is 
known that the ante-Nicene writers preferred the personal name of Word to that 
of Son, because the latter expresses only that he is generated. And even though 
the heretics, especially the Arians, abused this name and interpreted it badly, 
nevertheless the Fathers of the 4th century did not abandon this appellation, 
such as St. Athanasius (R 754, 770, 787, etc.), St. Cyril of Alexandria (R 2070, 
2083), and St. Augustine.

The Minor is clear as it stands, but the Fathers teach it explicitly again 
and again. It is known that the ante-Nicene authors based the whole doctrine 
concerning the generation of the Son on the fact that the Word is the expression 
of the paternal mind. This fundamental point was never denied or called into 
doubt by the later Fathers, and in fact it was explicitly taught.

Thus St. Clement of Alexandria: “The Word of God is the legitimate son 
of the mind.”9* St. Dionysius of Alexandria said that the Word is an efflux of 
the mind, which St. Athanasius approves and says: “And He too is the Father’s 
Word, from which may be understood the impassible and impartitive nature of 
the Father, in that not even a human word is begotten with passion or partition, 
much less the Word of God” (R 754). St. Basil: “Why the Word? That it may be 
evident that he proceeded from mind.. .like our word...” (R 969). St. Gregory

9. Suarez, loc. cit.: “certain in theology”; Ruiz: “absolutely certain and proximate to faith” (d.2 s.2 n.5); the 
older theologians qualified the thesis in the same way, with very few exceptions, such as Estio, 1 d.27 a.3; 
Frassen, d. 1 a.3 q. 1 and Toumely, De Trinitate q.2 a.3. Thus also modem authors who have written theological 
treatises; o f  them Scheeben says that it is not only the one sufficient hypothesis, but also that it is a thesis that 
is sufficiently contained in the word o f God and in the whole tradition from the very beginning (loc. cit.)', 
Pohle, loc. cit.', Premm, Glaubemlehre 1,265; Alastruey, 117; Schmaus, Katholische Dogmatik 1,547. D ’Ales 
defends it as proximate to faith, 183; also Lercher, 315: “At least theologically certain, unless it is better said 
to be implicitly revealed and defined.” M. Penido, although he opposes the theories o f De Regnon, with a 
certain hesitation he proposes the certitude o f the thesis: Le role de I ’analogie... 311, La valeur de la theorie 
“psychologique de la Trinite: EphThLov 8 (1931) 16.

9* Cohort. Adgraec. 10: MG 8,212-214.
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Nazianzen: “ He is called the Word, because He is related to the Father as Word 
to Mind; not only on account of His passisonless Generation, but also because 
of the Union, and ofHis declaratory function ”(R 994). St. Cyril of Alexandria: 
“But my dear friend, what do you think about John, who calls the Son the Word 
and attributes this very appropriate name to him and one that is very revealing 
o f his essence?... It suffices to say “Word” in order to signify the essence of the 
Son” (R 2070). Finally, St. John Damascene summarizes the teaching of the 
Greek Fathers by saying that the Son is called the Word “because he is to the 
Father what the word is to the intellect”; it is “a physical motion of the mind.”9** 
In fact they come out often against the Arians and those opposed to the Logos 
whom they accuse of error, because the Father without the Word would be 
without wisdom.

You see therefore with what justification it can be said that the thesis of the 
Latins in no way depends on the Greek Fathers, since not only the argument, 
but also the thesis itself was expressed with these words. St. Augustine, as is 
known, explains this matter at length in his book, De Trinitate (R 1667,1678, 
1816, etc.).10

426. 2. From the name Wisdom. If the Son proceeds from the intellect, it 
can be understood why he is shown in the wisdom books (Prov. 8; Sir. 24), 
as they are commonly interpreted by the Fathers and the Church, as begotten 
and hypostatic Wisdom; thus St. Athanasius (R 787) and St. Augustine (R 
1460), etc. For, as St. Augustine explains, since all the persons are wise, and 
wisdom itself is substantial, the one reason why the Son is specially called 
Wisdom is because by this name is signified the mode of his origin; but the 
principle of wisdom is the intellect.

3. The thesis can also be argued with many theologians, like St. Thomas 
in q. 35, a. 1 and 2, from the name of image, which in Scripture is said of the 
Son alone. For in order for something to be the image of some other thing, it is 
necessary that it proceeds as similar to that in species or an expression of the 
species. Hence in God it is said conceptually, and certainly about the Son, who 
proceeds as the Word; the nature of this is a similitude of form or species with 
regard to that from which it proceeds with the intention of such similitude.

427. Theological reasoning. 1. The principle reason is the one we gave 
from St. Thomas in q. 27, a. 1, that the divine processions must be according 
to the immanent operation proper to a spiritual nature. But the first operation 
of this nature is intelligence. Therefore the first procession in God is from the

9** De fide orthodoxa, 1,6,13: MG 94,857.
10. See the proof developed more at length in Ruiz, d.2 a.2; Galtier, 231-238; D ’Ales, 133-146.
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intellect.
2. An intellectual nature of itself manifests or expresses what it 

understands, and it is a great perfection to have the ability to so manifest 
oneself, and this is certainly not lacking in God."

WHAT THE WORD IS IN GOD IS EXPLAINED. The special task of 
theological reason with regard to the mysteries is, by analogy with those 
things the human mind knows naturally about God and created things, to 
seek some fruitful understanding of them (D 3016). The theology about the 
divine Word does exactly that.11 12

Just as the human mind by understanding forms a likeness o f the thing 
understood which is called the word, because by it the mind in some way 
speaks with itself, so also in his own way the Father in God, understanding 
with his infinite intellect, produces a term that is a certain expression of the 
thing understood, which is rightly called the Word, because “word in general, 
by the fact that it responds to speaking, is something produced in the nature of 
a sign that is intellectually representative, and therefore it has some order to an 
intellectual nature as such as its principle.”13 Therefore the divine Word agrees 
with the internal human word insofar as it is spiritual, permanent, immanent 
and representing naturally and by right of procession the object known.

However the divine Word differs from the human word a) because the 
human word is accidental, and the divine Word is a subsisting person; b) 
the created word is produced from the lack of understanding and constitutes 
it in the being of understanding; but the divine Word is produced because 
of the infinite perfection and fecundity of the divine intellection itself, and 
therefore it presupposes an understanding principle already in the second act 
of understanding; c) the created word as a representative form has a being 
different from the intellectual power which is its principle; but in the divine 
Word the formal representative reason is the divine understanding itself by 
which the Father understands and which in him is the reason for the production; 
for the understanding of God is his very being; therefore the production of 
the Word is a communication of pure act itself under the formal aspect of 
intellection. Therefore the divine Word says a real relation o f origin to the 
person of the Father from whom he proceeds; but as intellectually representing 
the understood object, it says a relation only as a way o f speaking (relationem 
tantum secundum did) to the things represented, as a formal divine intellection.

11. See John o f  St. Thomas, d. 12 a.4 n.24ff.; a.6.
12. St. Thomas desires this, loc. cit., not to prove the existence o f processions in God; therefore the questions 

raised among the interpreters o f  the holy Doctor about the value or intention o f  the principle from which 
his stated position proceeds seem to be o f  less importance; see Penido, Le role de I 'analogie en Theologie 
dogmatique (Paris 1931) 267-280; H. Paissac, Theologie du Verbe. Saint Augustin et Saint Thomas (Paris 
1951); B. Lonergan, The Concept ofVerbum of St. Thomas Aquinas: TheolSt 7-10 (1946-1949).

13. Suarez, 1.9 c.2 n.9.
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N.B. The diversity of opinions in explaining the human word is not relevant in explain
ing the divine Word, since it is wholly concerned with the task that it performs in constituting 
a knower in the second act of knowing. Now the divine Words already presupposes that, or, 
as has been said, it is not produced so that the Father can understand, but because he under
stands.14 15

428. Corollaries. 1. The Word in God is not said except nationally (q. 34, a. 1). 
For concerning the nature of the word it is not sufficient that it is a formal intellectual 
representation, but also it is something produced in that line, or under that formal reason.

2. Other words pertaining to the order of intellect are said essentially, wherefore 
in particular they are not attributed to the Son except by appropriation. Nevertheless, 
the name, Wisdom of the Father, especially if the words begotten or hypostatic are 
added to it, according to the use of Scripture and the Fathers is a personal name.

3. The Father cannot properly be said to be wise with a begotten wisdom,15 for this 
would mean that the Word is an attribute by which the Father is formally wise. But if 
these or similar sayings are found in the Fathers, either they signify against the Arians 
that the Father is not wise except with the wisdom that identically and necessarily is 
the Word, or they take the name of wisdom as antonomasia or as an appropriation. 
The same thing must be said about the exemplary idea and about the saying that “God 
and the blessed saints see all things in the Word.”

4. The production of the Word is also called to speak, especially when the divine 
Word agrees also with the externally spoken word, which follows from intellection. 
Wherefore to speak, by antonomasia and internally, is said notionally about the Father. 
To be said (did), about the spoken word, is also notional and is proper to the Son; just 
as concerning the thing said has to do with everything that God knows.

429. Objections. 1. The Greek Fathers in the quoted texts present only a 
comparison of the Son with the human word in order to assert the immateriality of the 
divine generation. Therefore nothing can be deduced from that to prove the procession 
of the Son from the intellect.

Ifirmly deny the antecedent, since it is clear from the texts themselves. Surely 
they assert and prove the spirituality of the divine generation; but the foundation was 
assumed and explicitly handed down that the Son is truly the Word of God and that 
he proceeds from the Father’s mind. But if they had understood the name of the Word 
only metaphorically, what kind of an argument would they have against the heretics? 
Wherefore the nature of the argumentation is not lacking which the Fathers use against

14. We are thinking especially about the controversy concerning the word— whether in a created intellect it 
is that in which, or by which the mind understands; for in God the divine persons do not understand in the 
Word, or by the Word, that is, the divine Word is not that in which or by which God understands.

15. St. Augustine permitted this way o f  speaking in De diversis queslionibus 83 q. 23: ML 40, 216; later he 
rejected it, Retractiones 2,16: ML 32,625.
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the Arians and the anti-logos heretics that the Father without the Word would be without 
wisdom. For essential wisdom must be identified with the produced Word.16

2. Durandus objects: The divine processions are from the fecundity of the 
divine nature, and especially generation is called by the Fathers a natural procession. 
Therefore they must be explained immediately from nature.

/  distinguish the antecedent. The divine processions are from the fecundity of 
nature according to the operations proper to the divine nature, conceded, otherwise or 
immediately, denied, and in particular the divine nature as such cannot be a generative 
potency or possess it independently of the operation of the intellect, since it cannot 
be propagated. The Fathers say that generation is a natural process in opposition to a 
free procession of creation, which the Arians maintained. Moreover, procession from 
nature and from the intellect in God is the same thing (see q. 30, a.2 ad 2).17

3. Durandus insists: In created beings generation or natural production is not from 
the intellect, not even in intellectual beings, but immediately from nature. Therefore 
divine generation must be understood in the same way.

I deny the parity.18 Parity with created things, if it is pushed too far, would 
have to deny divine generation, for no [created] thing that is purely intellectual can 
communicate its own substance. It should be added that generation in created things 
is from the nature, but by a special power directed to this effect.

430. 4. The main difficulty on which Durandus insists is that from the doctrine 
of the theologians it follows that the Son and the Holy Spirit should also generate or 
produce a Word, since they also understand with an infinite intellection. Therefore 
why is it that only the Father produces it?

1. I  rephrase the argument of Durandus: the divine nature is the same in the three 
persons. Therefore the three persons also should generate. Moreover, in the opinion 
of Durandus, it cannot be explained why the divine nature is fecund in two ways, 
generative and spirative. In fact, it would be impossible because of the infinity of the 
term in the first procession.

2.1 distinguish the antecedent. The Son and the Holy Spirit ought also to produce 
a Word, if the divine persons understood with distinct or different infinite intellections, 
I  pass on the antecedent; since they understand with one intellection, I  deny the 
antecedent. The reason why the Father produces the Word is the fecundity of the 
divine intellection, which the procession of the infinite tenn in the first production 
as it were exhausts; hence there is no reason why the Son and the Holy Spirit should 
produce a new word; really it is impossible, since the infinite is unique in its own 
field.19

16. See Pesch, Theologische Zeitfragen 2,16-24; Galtier, 234.
17. See thesis 40.
18. See Philippe, loc. cit., 265-267.
19. Kleutgen, De ipso Deo 971.
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Thesis 37. The Word proceeds per se and formally from the necessary 
knowledge of God, but only concomitantly from his contingent 
knowledge.

S.Th. I, q. 34, a. 3; Suarez, 1.9 c.4ff.; Franzelin, th. 29; Muncunill, 1254-1268; Pesch, 524-528.

431. Connection. After proving the procession of the Word from the intellect, 
the scholastics pose a more subtle question about the type of knowledge by which he 
proceeds. It seems that this point should be touched on briefly to complete the teaching.

State of the question and definition of terms. Since the Word proceeds from the 
divine intellect, which is one and the most simple and comprehensive of all things, it is 
clear that he proceeds by a knowledge that de facto touches all truth; and since it belongs 
to the internal word to represent the known objects to the one who is understanding, by 
which he as it were speaks with himself, the Fathers and Doctors say that God speaks all 
truth by his Word (q. 34, a.l ad 3). Nevertheless, as is known, they distinguish different 
logical expressions in the divine intellection, insofar as it attains different objects. There 
is a question, therefore, whether the divine Word proceeds properly speaking, or per se 
and formally, from the total divine knowledge, or rather from some one type or from 
several types of those into which it is customarily divided.

Per se and formally the Word proceeds from that knowledge that absolutely and 
in every hypothesis must be understood so that the most perfect Word may proceed. 
It proceeds only concomitantly from other knowledge, which possibly might or might 
not be given in God, so that a most perfect Word would be produced. That is, the Word 
proceeds per se and formally from that knowledge that is absolutely necessary to 
explain the procession of the divine Word; but he proceeds only concomitantly from the 
knowledge that does not contribute to this explanation.

Necessary knowledge in God is knowledge of himself, namely, of his essence and 
of the relations or divine personalities, of paternity, filiation and spiration and also the 
knowledge of all possibles; contingent knowledge is knowledge of future free acts and 
of futuribles.

432. Opinions. The opinion we defend in the thesis is more commonly held by 
theologians and it is much more probable, namely, that the Word proceeds per se and 
formally from adequate necessary knowledge; it proceeds only concomitantly from 
contingent knowledge.1 We admit however that the knowledge of the divine essence and 
of paternity is necessary primarily for the procession of the Word; but the knowledge of 
filiation, spiration and of possibles is necessary only secondarily, although also formally 
and per se.

But because of certain difficulties there are many theologians who think otherwise. 
All indeed hold that the Word proceeds formally from the knowledge of the divine 1

1. On many authors from all the schools in favor o f  this opinion see Muncunill, 1255.
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essence, as is evident. But Scotus2 denies that he proceeds from the knowledge of the 
relations and of possibles, and many Scotists follow him in this, and also others like 
Vazquez,3 although he holds the thesis about the knowledge of paternity and filiation. 
The position of Scotus is based on the priority that seems to be given in the production 
of the Word with regard to his knowledge of himself—at least that which is intuitive; 
therefore the Word cannot proceed from knowledge of himself. But since relative 
things are simultaneous in cognition, the Word cannot proceed from the knowledge of 
paternity; a fortiori it cannot proceed from the knowledge of spiration and of possibles.

Troubled by this difficulty, some Thomists4 say that the Word proceeds from 
knowledge of himself that is quasi-abstractive. However that must be rejected, 
for abstractive knowledge in God can be admitted only concerning some thing that 
essentially prescinds from existence and can be merely possible.

In opposition some, like Valentia5 and Ruiz de Montoya,6 teach that the Word 
proceeds per se and formally from the total divine knowledge, not just from the 
necessary, but also from the contingent.

Theological note. The thesis is more probable.

433. Proof of the first part: THE WORD PROCEEDS PER SE AND FORMALLY 
FROM THE ADEQUATE NECESSARY KNOWLEDGE.

The Father produces the Word from perfect, intuitive and comprehensive knowledge 
o f the divinity, and he does it per se and formally, that is, from the exigency o f  the 
production itself But comprehensive knowledge of the divinity attains intuitively and 
perfectly not only the essence itself, but also the relations, and moreover it attains also 
very distinctly all possibles. Therefore the Word proceeds from adequate necessary 
knowledge.

I  prove the major. For the procession of the Word is given in God because of the 
fecundity of the infinite intellect as such, inasmuch as it attains perfectly the divinity 
itself.

The minor is proved from the concept of comprehensive knowledge, for the relations 
are identified with the essence, and the possibles are contained in that knowledge 
virtually.

Primarily however the Word proceeds from the knowledge of the essence and of 
paternity, for that is required from the very nature o f the produced Word, which is the 
Word of the Father and his perfect image. But the knowledge of filiation, spiration and 
possibles is required only from the essence o f comprehensive knowledge, by which the 
Word proceeds.

2. In 2 d. 1 q.2 a.2 together with 1 d.27 q.3.
3. D. 142c.3.4;d . 143.
4. Thus they are not named by Ruiz, d.61 s.l n.10; Suarez, 1.9 c.5 n.8, and the Salamancans, d.2 dub.l n.31 

refer to them vaguely; Vazquez adds that they got this opinion from Cajetan, d. 142 c.2 n.6.
5. In 1 p. d.2 q.8 p.2.
6. D.63 s.4, who however says that the Word proceeds from contingent knowledge “not absolutely, but by 

supposition.” But since the production o f  the Word is absolutely necessary, that cannot be admitted; see the 
State o f  the Question.
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Proof of the second part: TH E W O R D  P R O C E E D S O N LY  C O N C O M IT A N T L Y  FR O M  

T H E  C O N T IN G E N T  K N O W L E D G E  OF G O D .

The procession of the Word is necessary. Therefore it cannot per se be based on 
contingent knowledge. Hence the divine Word would be perfect in the same way, if 
contingent knowledge were other than it now is, namely, because God created things 
different from those which he actually did create.

434. Objections. In order to solve them it is necessary to keep these points in mind: 
a) The object of divine knowledge is in no way its principle, b) Divine intuition does 
not presuppose its object as existing at all times, either of origin or also of duration, by 
which the cognition is had, as is clear in the knowledge from eternity of future free acts.
c) Between the divine relations, and between them and the essence, there is no perfect 
logical priority, and the real priority of origin between the relations stands with the 
rivalry of reason; but imperfect logical priority teaches us nothing about the thing itself.
d) The principle by which does not imply a real distinction, nor a perfect logical priority 
from the produced term.7

A G A IN S T  TH E  F IR ST  PART. 1. The production of the Word is prior to its knowledge 
of itself, at least of intuitive knowledge. Therefore the Word cannot be produced from 
the intuitive knowledge of itself.

I  distinguish the antecedent. With a certain real priority or perfect priority of reason, 
denied; with an imperfect priority of reason, conceded.

2. The principle of production is before the produced term. But the knowledge of 
the Word would be the principle of the production of the Word itself. Therefore it would 
be prior to the Word.

I  distinguish the major. The principle which in divine things is before the origin, but 
not logically before the produced term, conceded; a principle merely by which, denied, 
unless at most with an imperfect logical priority of reason.

3. In this opinion, the Word and the Holy Spirit, and even creatures as possibles 
would be the principle of the Word itself, or at least prior to the Word, for the object of 
knowledge is prior to it and is its principle.

I  deny the assertion based on what we have said, for the object of divine knowledge 
is not its principle (see q. 34, a.3 ad 3), and therefore at most a certain imperfect logical 
priority can be conceded.

A G A IN S T  T H E  S E C O N D  PART. 1. The knowledge of futures pertains to the perfection 
of divine knowledge. But the Word proceeds from perfect knowledge. Therefore it also 
proceeds from the knowledge of futures.

I  distinguish the major. Hypothetically, and on the supposition that they exist, 
conceded; absolutely, denied. I  also distinguish the minor. From perfect knowledge that 
is absolutely necessary, conceded-, from contingent knowledge, denied.

2. Whatever the Word represents, he represents by the power of his procession. But 
he also represents existing creatures. Therefore he proceeds from a knowledge of them.

7. On this see above n. 164ff., 384-389, and below thesis 39.
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I  distinguish the major. Either formally or identically and concomitantly, conceded-, 
precisely formally, denied.

There is nothing contrary to the thesis from q. 33, a. 1, for since St. Thomas places 
the Word as expressive and operative of creatures, he is dealing with the knowledge of 
simple intelligence.

435. Scholium. On the voluntary in the generation o f the Word. It has already been 
said that it is established from faith that the divine generation is not free, but necessary; 
this is a point often taught by the Fathers against the Arians. However there is no doubt 
that the Father generated the Son not by compulsion but wholly voluntarily, as the 
very same Fathers often assert against the same heretics.8 But since the Word proceeds 
from the intellect and not from the will, it is clear that the divine will is not the formal 
principle of the generation.

Once these points had been grasped by all, the theologians then asked by what 
logical order the will of the Father must be conceived in the generation of the Son. 
For on the one hand it seems that it should be placed prior to the generation itself, 
since essentials are said before the notions, and the Father generates fully and perfectly 
constituted, as Scotus9 and Cajetan10 11 thought along with others; but on the other hand 
intellection is prior to volition, and generation immediately as it were follows it, and 
therefore the will of the Father seems to be posterior to the production of the Word, as 
Capreolus,11 Suarez12 and many other think.

Both opinions seem to have their own probability, and there is no difficulty in 
admitting a certain mutual logical priority between generation and the will to generate. 
For there it can hardly be thought, as we suggested while dealing with priority and 
posteriority in God, unless it is with an imperfect logical priority, since between the 
things being compared no other priority can be thought.13

8. See D ’Ales, 147-148.
9. In 1 d.6 q.unic.
10. In 1 p. q. 14 a.2; thus also Toledo, at this place; John o f  St. Thomas, d. 16 a.2; Muncunill, 1059 etc.
11. In 1 d.6 q. 1; Ferrariensis, in 4 CG c. 11.
12. L.6 c.4 n.3; Vazquez, d. 160 c.3; Molina, in 1 p. q.41 a.2 d.2; Ruiz, d.94 s.2 etc.; recently Alstruey, 392ff.
13. See Philippe, loc. cit., 256-265.
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Thesis 38. The Holy Spirit proceeds from the will.

S.Th. I, q. 27, a. 3; q. 36, a. 1; q. 37 and 38; Suarez, 1.1 c.5.6; 1.11 c,l-4; Ruiz de Montoya, d.2,74-76; 
Franzelin, th. 26.29; Pesch, 561-577.

436. Connection. What we proved in thesis 36 about the procession 
of the Word, namely that his immediate formal principle is not the divine 
nature, but his immanent operation, we will now establish the same thing 
about the procession of the Holy Spirit—that the third person proceeds by 
the other immanent operation of a spiritual nature, the will.

Definition of terms. Therefore the meaning of the thesis is established 
from what has been said, that is, that the procession of the Holy Spirit is 
given in God inasmuch as there is a volitional operation in him, or that the 
formal reason by which the third person is produced is the will, and that the 
divine nature is communicated to him precisely insofar as there is volition.

Adversaries. As we have said, Durandus is opposed to the common 
doctrine, and also some more recent authors who at least do not want to 
see in this theological thesis anything but a certain comparison, and who 
also strangely insist on a lesser dogmatic foundation that this part of the 
psychological theory of the divine processions has. Durandus however, 
although he certainly holds that the procession of the Holy Spirit is 
not from an operation o f the will, nevertheless, in order to make some 
distinction between generation and spiration, says that the first is only by 
way of nature, but the other is “by way of the will,” namely, because he 
proceeds from two persons. But this is only “the use of a name” why it is 
so called, that is, according to a certain adaptation to those things found in 
a created image.1

437. Doctrine of the Church. Like the procession of the Word from the 
intellect, so also the procession of the Holy Spirit from the will is taught in 
the Church. Toledo XI repeats the saying of St. Augustine: “The Holy Spirit 
proceeds from both... because he is known as the love or sanctity of both” 
(D 527). The Catechism o f the Council o f Trent says that the works of love 
are appropriated to the Holy Spirit because “the Holy Spirit proceeds from 
the divine will as from inflamed love.”1 2 Leo XIII repeats the same thing 
in his Encyclical Letter, Divinum illud, in which he proposed the whole 
doctrine about the Holy Spirit to the universal Church as based on this

1. See Philippe, loc. cit., 256-265
2. Catechism o f the Council o f Trent, p. 1 c.9 n.7.
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point—that the Holy Spirit proceeds “from the mutual love of the Father 
and the Son,” and therefore he calls him vivifying love, divine charity and 
the love o f the Father and the Son between themselves, uncreated love, the 
first and the supreme love, substantial loved

Theological note. The more or less common note of theologically 
certain4 ought to be retained, especially after the Encyclical Letter of Leo 
XIII.5

438. It is proved from Holy Scripture and tradition from the names 
by which the Holy Spirit is designated and at the same time from the 
offices and works attributed to him. The names from which we argue are: 
HOLY SPIRIT, CHARITY and LOVE, GIFT and similar words. The offices 
attributed to him are THE WORKS OF SANCTIFICATION.

1. Holy Spirit is the proper name of the third person, although it is 
accommodated to him, for the other persons can also be named in that way 
(q. 36, a.l ad 1). But from this name is deduced his procession from the 
will.

I  prove the minor, a) The word “spirit” indicates the essence of a person 
by way of a certain impulse and moving force (q. 36, a. 1 & 2) and, as we 
have noted, among the Fathers it has a relative and passive meaning, as 
spirated{q. 36, a. 1 ad 2; D 1300-1302, 1986). But in a spiritual nature the 
impulse and moving principle is the will and its affection; for love impels 
the will of the lover towards the loved one, as is clear from the frequent way 
of speaking both sacred and profane. Therefore by this word is meant that 
the third person proceeds from love, and that the divine nature is formally 
communicated to him insofar as he is love.

b) The third person is called the Holy Spirit so that the works of 
sanctification might be appropriated to him, and also so that the very attribute 
o f sanctity and moral perfection in the divinity can be said specifically about 
him.6 Thus according to Scripture which, as has been noted, attributes our

3. Cav 540-548.
4. The older theologians held this thesis with the same note, as at least theologically certain, as thesis 37 on 

the Word proceeding from the intellect; thus also now the greatest part, as among others, Scheeben, 927; 
Pesch, prop. 77; Galtier, 229; Pohle, loc.cit.; Premm, 289; Lercher, 351, who says: “it is at least theologically 
certain; perhaps it can be said to be implicitly revealed and defined.” There are some who reduce the note, 
like D ’Ales, who calls it only a common doctrine, 183; Boyer says that it is a common opinion and seems 
to be theologically certain, 126; Alastruey says it is a theological conclusion, 129; and Schmaus that it is a 
doctrine that is held by almost all theologians, 575.

5. 1. Filograssi, De processione Spiritus Sancti secundum operationem voluntatis in Encyclica Leonis XIII 
"Divinum illudmunus"'. Greg 16 (1935) 448-451; not without cause he complains about other theologians 
who give less importance to this outstanding document than it deserves.

6. See De Rdgnon, 4 Etude 24, especially p. 352.
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sanctification to the Holy Spirit,7 the Fathers, especially the Greeks, call the 
Holy Spirit “Holiness,” for example St. Gregory Thaumaturgus (R 611), 
“whose nature is holiness” (St. Basil R 941). In fact, in association with the 
other persons he is called “holiness itself’ (auxoayioxric;) by St. Gregory 
Nazianzen (R 983), and from that they derive the attribution of the works 
of sanctification: “The Holy Spirit because holy in essence is called ‘fount 
of holiness’” (R 914). Thus also St. Augustine: “Since the Father is spirit 
and the Son is spirit, and the Father is holy and the Son is holy, nevertheless 
he is properly called the Holy Spirit, as a sanctity that is substantial and 
consubstantial with both of them” (R 1750).

But holiness formally pertains to the will. Therefore since with this 
word it is said that the Holy Spirit proceeds from a formally holy principle, 
it is indicated that he proceeds from the will. For all things that are said 
about the divine persons exclusively or by appropriation express in one 
way or another the nature of their origin. Thus, the scholastics commonly 
argue, for example St. Bonaventure: “To spirate in spiritual beings is from 
love alone, and since love can be spirated correctly and properly, so it is 
pure.. ..Therefore the person that is love, is not only called Spirit, but also 
the Holy Spirit.”8 9

439. 2. CHARITY, LOVE, DILECTION. With this name the Holy Spirit 
is not designated in Scripture, and also not by the Greek Fathers, but he 
is often by St. Augustine: “Either he is the unity of both, or holiness, or 
charity, or therefore unity because charity, and therefore charity because 
he is holiness...” (R 1665),9 and after him by the Latin Fathers, such 
as St. Gregory the Great: “The Holy Spirit himself is love.”10 In the 
Liturgy: “Living fount, fire, charity”; so that in the way of speaking of the 
Christian people it is the principle characteristic by which the Holy Spirit 
is recognized. At the same time he is called by St. Augustine goodness, 
dilection, etc., and therefore he says: “Will begins to insinuate the person 
of the Holy Spirit, and he insinuates the charity by which the Father and 
the Son love each other; hence if in a proper sense something of these three 
should be named charity, what is more apt than that it be the Holy Spirit? 
Therefore the love of God is poured forth in us by the Holy Spirit, who

7. See the many texts in Franzelin, th. 26.
8. In I d.10 a.2 q.3 (ed Quaracchi 1,204). On the trinitarian doctrine o f  St. Bonaventure see Alejandro de 

Villamonte, El argumento "ex caritate" en la doctrina trinitaria de San Buenaventura'. RevEspT 13 (1953) 
522-547; Investigacion de la Trinidad en el libro de las criaturas: EstFranc 53 (1952) 235-244.

9. See Cavallera, La doctrine de Saint Augustin sur Vesprit Saint apropos du "De Trinitate RechThAncMed 
2 (1930) 365-387; 3 (1953) 5-19; Schmaus, Diepsychologische... 230-282, 369-399.

10. Homil. 30 in Evang. n.l: ML 76,1270.
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kindles in us charity and the gifts of grace.”11 But charity is from the will. 
Therefore the Holy Spirit proceeds from the will.

3. The Holy Spirit is called “gift” often by St. Augustine (R 1561,1670, 
1678) and “present” by St. Hilary (R 858). In this same way St. Thomas 
admirably proves that his procession is through love, because by this name 
it is made clear that the Holy Spirit proceeds inasmuch as he is something 
that is given, and that he proceeds through love, because a gift is given as a 
gratuitous donation; hence love itself is the first gift (q. 38, a. 2).

440. By theological reasoning the thesis is proved from the general 
doctrine already given about the processions according to the immanent 
operations proper to the divine nature. But the Word proceeds from the 
intellect. Therefore nothing remains but that the Holy Spirit proceeds from 
the will (q. 27, a. 3).

However the procession of the Holy Spirit (q. 27, a.3 and 4; q. 36, 
a. 1; q. 37, a. 1) is explained by a similitude of love, which is something 
like the impression of the thing loved in the lover and the impulse of the 
lover towards the one loved, by which a union of affection takes place. In 
created beings the love itself is produced by which one formally loves; but 
in God, out of the infinite fecundity of his love, a subsistent and infinite 
term is produced, to which is communicated the divine nature formally as 
love, and it is as subsistent and hypostatic love}11 2 Hence to the Holy Spirit 
charity and divine love is not so appropriated, as if it were (appropriatively 
or by antonomasia) a loving person, which in Scripture is said rather of the 
Father (John 3:16; Rom. 5:5; 2 Cor. 13:13; 1 John 3:1), but rather it is the 
love itself of God the Father, or of the Father and the Son, inasmuch as he 
is the hypostatic term manifesting divine love as an impulsive principle.

441. Corollaries. 1. Because of the poverty of vocabulary, as St. Thomas says in 
q. 37, love in God is taken both essentially and personally. It is taken essentially to 
designate the act itself o f  love-, it is taken personally for the term produced by love, who 
is the person o f the Holy Spirit. Other words also pertaining to the will are more easily 
taken essentially and notionally, like dilection (diligere), by which both the act of love 
and the production of the third person in God can be signified.13

11. Cavallera, Schmaus, loc. cit.
12. Whatever the case may be with volition in created beings, it suffices that there is always at least a produced 

act; from that an analogy is sought with regard to the procession o f  the Holy Spirit. Questions raised by 
many commentators on St. Thomas regarding this point do not seem to add anything to the matter; see 
Penido, Glosses sur la procession d  'amour dans la Triniti and A propos de la procession d ’amour en Dieu: 
EphThLov 14 (1937) 38-48; 15 (1938) 338-340.

13. This way o f  speaking must not be confused with what many authors say about notional love: see below n. 
448.
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2. Therefore the saying “The Father and the Son love each other by the Holy Spirit” 
is usually admitted, not by taking dilection essentially, whereby the Holy Spirit would 
be said to be the formal di lection of the two persons, but nationally, for the word “to 
spirate” (spirare) in a sense equivalent to the saying that “the Father speaks by his 
Word” (q. 37, a. 2).

3. The Holy Spirit proceeds per se and formally from the love of God necessarily, 
as we said likewise about the Word. But he proceeds primarily and as his own quality, 
as the common dilection of the Father and the Son, and as the mutual love of both. It is 
explained in this way by St. Augustine (R 1665) and after him by all the ecclesiastical 
writers; it also pertains to a fuller explanation of the procession of the Holy Spirit from 
both o f  them.'4 Hence the Holy Spirit is called unity, bond, connection, kiss of both, and 
sometimes he is presented as the middle point between the Father and the Son (although 
the Greek Fathers insist on the traditional order, like St. Basil in R 917, and this is 
certainly correct so that the origins are properly understood); namely, the Holy Spirit, 
since he proceeds by love, represents hypostatically all the properties o f love and their 
formal effects.

N.B. Cornelias14 15 proposed a new and further explanation of the procession of the 
Holy Spirit by love, which is difficult and it seems that it cannot be admitted. For it is 
based on a certain love of concupiscence “to possess the good,” which he understands 
uniquely as spirative love. Now this seems to imply a certain deficiency in God. 
Therefore he also deduces that the Holy Spirit in a certain formal sense is the unity o f  the 
Father and the Son by a certain “unity of the transfusion of being” between the Father 
and the Son; this point is not intelligible. In this theory it seems that active spiration, by 
which the Father and the Son are truly one, is confused with passive spiration, which 
is really distinct from the persons of the Father and the Son. The name of union or the 
unity of the Father and the Son is certainly attributed to the Holy Spirit, but only, as has 
been said, as the term hypostatically representing the essential love of both persons.

442. Objections. 1. What the Greek Fathers say about holiness, as a distinguishing 
mark of the Holy Spirit, they bring forth only to prove the divinity of the third person; 
but they never say that he proceeds from the will or from love. Therefore this way of 
proceeding is not sufficiently proved.

I  distinguish the antecedent. So that because in the ways stated they place holiness

14. Whether the love o f  the Father and the Son can properly be said to be mutual can be doubted (see Galtier, 
374; Penido, loc. cit., 60-61), since this expression seems to imply the presence o f  a distinct act in both 
persons; but it can be retained, as St. Thomas does in q. 36, a.4 ad 1, inasmuch as they are considered as two 
persons who love each other with the same love. But those go too far who explain the procession o f  the Holy 
Spirit from this love alone, as with some Thomists, D ’Ales, 195-197; see Penido, loc. cit., 48-68, 340-344; 
A. Kapiec, Inquisitio circa S. Thomae doctrinam de Spiritu Sancto prout amore: DivThom (Pi) 53 (1950) 
474-495.

15. De mysterio Sanctissimae Trinitatis dissertatio (Celsonae 1867), which A. Munnarriz edited again, D. 
Antonio Cornelias y  Cluet, Pbro. (1832-1884). Nueva y  original explication de las Processiones divinas. 
Exposicion critica (Comillas 1947, MiscCom 8,1,86); El discurso inaugural de Contellas y  Cluet y  la 
Sagrada Congregacidn del Indice (ibid. 1948, MiscCom 10,141-154); Respuesta a una replica sobre el 
discurso inaugural de Corneliasy Cluet (ibid. 1951), MiscCom 17,119-134); L. Pont, Procesion del Espiritu 
Santo segun Antonio Corneliasy Cluet, Pbro. : VerVid (1950) 41-72.
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as a personal characteristic of the third person, they point sufficiently to the way of 
procession, conceded; otherwise, I deny the antecedent. It should be noted that almost 
all the revelation about the Holy Spirit was made by his sanctifying mission and by the 
appropriations deduced from that. Therefore there is present a sufficient foundation to 
establish the thesis. Since the thesis is theologically certain, it is not necessary that it be 
explicitly handed down.

2. The Holy Spirit is called the Spirit o f  truth (John 14:17; 15:26); by Theophilus 
of Antioch (R 180), St. lrenaeus16 and others he is sometimes called wisdom; also in 
the Liturgy he is invoked to ask for wisdom and knowledge with understanding and 
counsel—these are listed as his gifts. Therefore there is rather a foundation for saying 
that he proceeds from the intellect.

St. Cyril of Alexandria says that he is so named because he is the Spirit o f the Son, 
who is truth.'7 But especially, as is apparent from the texts themselves, he is so called 
because of the office that he has to perform in his mission to the Apostles, which is a 
work of the infinite love of God, as Leo XIII brilliantly explains from the Tradition of 
the Church.18 Indeed truth and knowledge from the Holy Spirit are communicated from 
anointing (1 John 2:20,27). Therefore theologians usually with St. Thomas (II-II, q. 45) 
join the gift of wisdom with the virtue of charity, because this wisdom proceeds from 
charity, as something connatural with it. Therefore we beseech heavenly wisdom and 
knowledge from the Holy Spirit. Elsewhere it has been noted that in St. John truth means 
the fullness of holiness and grace, as opposed to the deceitful spirit of the world. Those 
very few texts of the Fathers that seem to have arisen from the distinction between the 
Word and wisdom in the wisdom books can be explained in almost the same way. But 
since they are single occurrences they can in no way contradict the explicit doctrine 
transmitted by them about the unique Word of God.

16. Contra haereses 4,20: MG 10,32.
17. See above, n. 411.
18. Cav., 542.
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Thesis 39. The proximate principle by which [principium quo] in the 
divine processions is intellection and volition.

S.Th. I, q. 41, a. 1; Toledo, in q. 41, a. 5; Suarez, 1.1 c.5-8; 1.6 c.5; Ruiz de Montoya, d.100; Muncunill, 
1007-1021; Galtier, 243-256.

443. Connection. From the theological sources it has been proved that the 
processions in God are from intellect and will; therefore the intellect and will 
cannot be excluded from the nature of the formal principle. But because of 
certain difficulties theologians ask further whether intellection and love should 
be simply taken as the principle by which or the productive power properly 
speaking, or how this idea ought to be understood, when it is applied to God.

Definition of terms. As we have already pointed out, in the production 
a distinction is made between the principle which and the principle by 
which. The principle which is the suppositum or subsisting thing, truly 
and simply producing the term; therefore whatever is required so that the 
produced term proceeds from it truly and simply is included in its concept. 
The principle by which, or formal principle, of the production in general is 
called that which in the agent explains the existence and nature of such a 
production, but by way of a principle, not of action, in other words, “that 
by which the agent acts” (q. 41, a. 5 ad 1).

It is subdivided into a principle by which that is remote and proximate. 
The nature of the producer is remote or radical, especially in a natural 
production, for the nature is the essence itself as the principle of production. 
The proximate principle is the power or the quasi productive power, as the 
faculties are in the production of vital acts; for example, the intellect is the 
immediate reason why a man understands. In created beings the productive 
power or the proximate principle by which is a part or quasi-part, either 
substantial or accidental, of the suppositum or agent.

And it must be noted that the principle by which in created agents is not 
called that because it is merely by which, so that it does not really produce the 
term; actually therefore the principle which is said to act, because truly and 
immediately the principle by which acts (as is clear in intellection), which 
truly is the principle that acts, naturally of course as a part of the suppositum, 
not as something operating independently by itself. Therefore the suppositum 
as such and as distinguished from the nature is only a principle of attribution.1

1 A created suppositum is just one thing, but it acts through its parts that are really distinct; therefore, even 
though the faculties in no way should be considered as beings standing apart on their own, nevertheless truly 
and simply intellection does not proceed except from the intellect, and love only from the will (assuming a 
real distinction o f  the faculties).
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444. State of the question. Therefore theologians, with a few exceptions, 
such as Aureolus and Gregory the Armenian and perhaps some more recent 
authors,2 ask what is the principle by which in the processions of the Holy 
Trinity. All admit that the remote principle by which is the divine nature itself, 
since the processions are based on its infinity.

But the question about the proximate principle by which is more difficult. 
For on the one hand it seems that something pertaining to nature should be 
designated as the proximate principle by which, since intellection and volition 
cannot be excluded from the nature of a formal principle, and in general the 
productive power is a part or complement of nature. But on the other hand 
not all the persons have the power of producing, and therefore the generative 
and spirative powers are notional, and generally the principle of production 
is distinguished really from the produced terminus. Hence it seems that the 
principle by which, at least the proximate one, must be placed in something 
relative or notional, since the essentials are common to all the persons.

In order to clarify this matter, it is necessary to remember the essential difference, 
already mentioned here at the beginning, between divine and created productions. Namely, 
in created being the nature of the terminus is produced, and therefore the terminus is 
produced because its nature is produced; but in substantial generative production the nature 
is said to be communicated, because a new nature is produced, really distinct from the nature 
of the producing principle, although it is specifically the same. But in the divine processions 
a terminus is produced, but not its nature, which is the same divinity of the producing 
principle, but it is communicated fully and perfectly by identity. Hence it seems that a radical 
distinction must be made regarding the nature of the principle by which, when it is applied 
to the divine productions, that is, all those distinguishing marks must be excluded from 
its concept which are really founded on the special character that belongs to it in order to 
produce the nature of the produced terminus, as we will establish in the proof of the thesis.

Moreover it should be noted here, recalling the treatise on the oneness of God, that in 
God intellection and volition are formally present by way of a second act, not by way of 
a power or faculty.

445. Opinions. Durandus,3 as we saw, excludes the intellect and the will 
from the nature of the principle by which of the divine processions, and he 
teaches that they are from the nature; however he places the relations as 
the immediate principle by which, his foundation is the complete separation

2 Reference is made to Aureolus, 1 d.7 q. 1 a.2, and Gregory the Armenian, 1 d.7 q.2 a.2 (Suarez, 1.6 c.5 n. 1-3). 
Billot, th. 27 ad 1 p. 532, says that it is not proper to put in God a distinction between the principle which and 
the principle by which. This would surely be true, if  the principle by which necessarily had to be a faculty 
really distinct from the substance; but the nature o f  the principle by which can prescind from this; this is 
helpful in order to explain many things about the divine processions, as the theologians generally admit.

3 In I d.6 q.2; see Philippe, loc. cit.,241-256. But why Durandus says that, assuming the general principle that 
the processions spring forth from the fecundity o f  the divine nature as such, is not at all clear.
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between the essential order and the notional order. Scotus4 attributes the 
divine processions to the intellect and the will, not to formal intellection and 
volition, which are common to the three persons, but to notional operations 
concomitantly related to them, to speech and to spiration, which he attributes 
to the intellect of the Father and to the will of the Father and the Son. However 
a doubt remains whether he places speech and spiration as a mere notional 
operation, or as a principle by which of the procession of the Word and the 
Holy Spirit. There are many theologians, both old and more recent, who say 
that the two persons are produced from the notional intellect and will, as the 
proximate principle by which, which they distinguish in various ways from 
the essentials. A frequent formula is that the notional intellect is the intellect 
according as it is in the Father, and the will according as it is the mutual love 
o f the Father and the Son.5 St. Bonaventure,6 whose opinion is explained 
by the Wirceburgs,7 takes the nature as the very remote principle by which, 
the intellect and the will as the remote principle by which, and the relations 
of the persons producing as the proximate principle by which of procession 
in God. But Kilber adds that the principle by which of the communication, 
even proximate, is something essential, namely the common intellection and 
volition itself. All of these opinions are based on the distinction which, it 
seems, must be established between the principle and the terminus of the 
production, and on the fact that the power of generating and spirating is 
notional.

However the more common opinion holds that the proximate principle 
by which, no less than the remote one, or the productive power, is something 
essential, that it is intellection and volition, since the processions are given 
in God because of the fecundity which is implied by their infinitude. But 
the relation o f the producing person, as a condition, is required, because 
intellection and volition cannot exercise as it were their own power, except in 
a person that is not produced, or at least not produced by that formal reason. 
For on account of the infinity of the produced terminus, the productive power 
in both cases is as it were exhausted by one production. Because of that 
we have the explanation why the Father alone produces from the intellect, 
and the Father and the Son only from the will. This opinion is held by St. 
Thomas (q. 41, a. 5), when he teaches that the power of generating directly 
signifies the essence, and indirectly the relation; agreeing with him are the 
Thomists generally, Toledo and Suarez along with most of the theologians 
of the Society of Jesus. Many of those who propose the notional intellect

4 In 1 d.2 q.7; d.27 q.l and 2; see Suarez, 1.4 c.6.
5 See Corollary 3, n. 448.
6 In I d.7 q.l (ed. Quaracchi 1,134-138).
7 Op. ci„ 368-370.
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and will as the principle by which seem actually not to disagree with that 
position; and perhaps Scotus is not opposed to it, if he considers speech and 
spiration merely as operations, and not as principles.

446. Theological note. The thesis is more probable.

Proof of the thesis. Since it has already been shown against Durandus 
that intellection and volition pertain to the formal principle of the processions 
in God, it suffices now in general to prove that the nature of the principle by 
which cannot be placed in the notions, but must be placed in the essentials.

1. The principle by which cannot be placed in something relative, but 
it must be something absolute. For in every production that is the principle 
by which in which the product is assimilated to the producer, especially in 
a substantial production and it is with this type in particular that the divine 
processions must be compared. Therefore the generator is formally capable 
of generating through that which is communicated. But in God the product is 
assimilated to the producer in nature, which is communicated as intellective 
and volitive, and not in the relations, which are of a different nature and 
incommunicable. Therefore relation, as relation, cannot be a formal principle 
of production. Therefore the principle by which in God is something essential, 
namely, the formal principle itself of communication, which can in no way 
be distinguished from the formal principle of the production (q. 41, a. 5). But 
relation as supposition is opposed to the nature of the principle by which, 
because “the individual form constitutes the person begetting, but it is not 
that by which the begetter begets, otherwise Socrates would beget Socrates” 
(ibid.).*

2. A productive power, even one not operating, is a complement of nature. 
But the divine nature has in all the persons all the complements owed to 
them, otherwise there would not be perfect equality among them. Therefore 
the productive power is essential, not notional.

447. 3. From the proper essence of the principle by which in God. In created agents 
the principle by which truly acts and produces the terminus because it is produced by its 
nature; and therefore the principle by which really and truly must be distinguished from 
the produced terminus. But in God the nature of the terminus is not produced, but the 
production is formally the communication of the nature to the relative terminus. Therefore 
there is no reason why the principle by which should be distinguished from the produced 
terminus. In fact, the contrary is necessary; for the more perfect the production is, then 
there is less distinction between the terminus and the principle, which in God is nothing 8

8 See Toledo, loc. cit., praenotanda ante primam conclusionem.
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but a distinction of relative opposition. Therefore the power or the principle by which “is 
not said univocally about created and about divine things, because our agency produces an 
effect that is not consubstantial, but the divine produces a Son of the very same substance 
with the Father.9

In God therefore the principle by which must be understood only as the formal reason 
under which the terminus is produced and the divine nature is communicated to it, or 
merely as the by which, but in no way as producing as what. In creatures, on the contrary, 
there cannot be a formal reason of the production, except as producing the as what of the 
one producing a new nature of the same nature.

Therefore in God, the Father by understanding, produces the Word; the Father and the 
Son by loving produce the Holy Spirit. In this way is excluded a double operation that is 
merely concomitant which was introduced by Scotus in both cases, that is, to understand 
and to speak, to love and to spirate, as will be explained in what follows.

This opinion was proposed in the Council o f Florence by John of Ragusa, a theologian 
for the Latins: “I said the Son is from the Father and is generated from the substance of the 
Father, in such a way however that the Father is generating, but the principle by which the 
person himself generates is that which alone is communicated.”10 11

448. Corollaries. 1. Therefore the principle by which and the power o f generating 
or spirating are not formally the same, since the principle by which is essential, and the 
power of generating or spirating is notional. Nevertheless what is directly signified in the 
power of generating is essential, the principle by which-, but the relation of the person 
producing is connoted indirectly (q. 41, a. 5 ad 3).

2. Therefore relation has a double function in the divine processions: it is both the 
required condition on the part of the principle by which, and it is constitutive of the 
principle which. But an accurate distinction must be made, as Toledo11 says, between the 
principle by which of the procession, and that by which the principle which is constituted 
in its own nature; the former is essential, but the latter is a relation conferring formally on 
the produced principle the necessary distinction from the terminus.

3. Notional understanding and willing, about which many theologians speak,12 cannot 
mean anything else but the essential understanding and willing, which is the unique 
understanding and willing, having added the relation of paternity and spiration (or of 
paternity and filiation) as the condition requisite not to understand and to will, but to

9 Toledo, loc. cit., 4.a conclusion; Suarez, 1.6 c.5 n.4.8.
10 In the Council ofFlorence, sess. 19.AnothertextreportsthewordsofJohnthisway: “Therefore the substance 

o f  the Father is the principle by which he generates, and it is the reality that is given and communicated to the 
Son by generation, and which the Son accepts as communicated to him self... .This essence, taken absolutely, 
the power o f  generating, is the principle by which the Father generates” (Msi 31,754-762).

11 Loc. cit., 3.a conclusion.
12 This expression was used already by Henrico Gandavensi (Quodl. 6) and afterwards often by theologians, 

but not always with the same meaning; on this see Suarez 1.1 c.7. And also this expression “notional love” 
should not be confused, as we said above, with that way o f  speaking by which Love is said nationally, 
because o f  the poverty o f  vocabulary, in order to designate a term produced by love. Concerning our thesis 
it is necessary not to so speak as if  essential love and notional love were something different in the order 
o f love (D ’Ales, 195-196,208); that cannot be admitted (see Suarez, loc. cit., n.4-8); the notional in God is 
something formally speaking about relation (or supposing it in the word “Ungenerated”).
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produce; that is, the notional does not affect the understanding or willing, for that by 
which the Father formally knows is the intellection common to the three persons; and 
that by which the Father and the Son love each other is the love common also to the Holy 
Spirit; but only as something maintaining itself from the side of the condition requisite for 
generating and spirating. Therefore in this complex, as in speech, the intellection o f the 
Father, or according as it is in the Father, or the mutual love o f the Father and the Son, or 
love according as it is in the Father and the Son, now is not merely the principle by which 
of the production that is signified, but the principle together with the requisite condition.13 
In this sense it seems to be understood by some authors who adhere to this opinion, and so 
actually they do not differ from the doctrine proposed in the thesis.

4. From this teaching about the principle by which is understood the full meaning 
of the expression “the Son is from the substance of the Father” (D 125-126, 163, 722), 
because the essentials are the formal principle of the notionals. With that expression the 
Fathers and the Councils wanted to emphasize especially the consubstantiality of the 
divine persons from the processions, and the true nature of the generation of the Word, 
because the generated is from the substance of the generator.14

5. The same thing must be said proportionally about the formal object of the divine 
processions as about the principle, namely that the intellection and the love are essential, 
while the relation of the person produced is denoted as the condition.

449. Objections. 1. The principle of production generally is distinguished from the 
produced object. Therefore also the principle by which.

I  respond: in the remote principle by which, which the adversaries acknowledge as 
the common nature. Therefore I  distinguish the antecedent: the principle which, I  concede 
the antecedent; the principle by which, I  distinguish further, in a production by which the 
nature of the produced object is produced, conceded; in a divine production by which the 
nature of the object is not produced, but only communicated by identity, denied.

2. If the productive power is something essential, since not all the persons can produce, 
then power in them is impeded. But that is absurd, for an impediment is something coming 
from outside or beside nature, which cannot take place in God. Therefore this opinion 
cannot be admitted.

I  distinguish the major. The productive power in persons who do not produce is 
impeded properly or by a privation, as if it lacked the required principle itself or one owed 
to the person, I  deny the major; improperly or negatively, inasmuch as there is not present in 
all the persons the condition necessary for production, and also from the intrinsic exigency 
of the divine nature which demands precisely this, I  pass over the major. I distinguish the 
minor and the added reason. An impediment in the proper sense is something coming

13 Whether this way o f  speaking is proper can rightly be doubted (Suarez, loc. cit., n.9). We can consider the 
intellect as it is in the Father; but we can also consider the essence; and nevertheless no one speaks about 
the notional essence. Therefore one sense in which the notional intellect can be used is to signify that the 
intellect (like the essence) is present in a different way in the divine persons— in the first person without an 
origin, in the others by their origin; and similarly with notional love (Suarez, loc. cit., n .10-12); but that does 
not seem to contribute anything to explaining the question about the principle by which, except by way o f  a 
requisite condition. On the way o f  speaking about this by St. Thomas see I, q. 37, a. 1 ad 4.

14 Galtier, 255.
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from outside and beside nature, conceded', a merely negative impediment in the way 
explained, I  deny the major, for since it is something that the divine nature requires, it is 
very natural and it pertains to the infinite perfection of the produced persons themselves.15

450. 3. Where a distinction is founded on a production, it formally and immediately 
produces what formally and immediately distinguishes, because a principle of distinction 
is given inasmuch as there is a principle of production, and also the principle which is 
distinct because of the principle by which. But the relation alone of the person producing 
formally and immediately distinguishes in God. Therefore the relation alone formally and 
immediately produces, or is the formal principle of the procession.16

There is an equivocation in the word “formally,” which can signify what is the formal 
andproper reason o f  the distinction and the true principle that produces, and it can mean the 
formal principle o f  production. Therefore I  distinguish the major. If “formally produces” 
means that he properly and truly produces, I  concede the major, for what truly and properly 
produces is the principle which', but if “formally produces” means the formal principle of 
the production, I  deny that in God that formally produces which formally distinguishes. 
And I  retort concerning the remote principle of production and I  distinguish the first added 
reason. The principle which of the distinction is given inasmuch as the principle which 
of the production is present, conceded', the principle by which, I  distinguish further, in 
created agents, conceded', in divine agents, I  again distinguish: as the formal reason of the 
production, conceded', as truly producing, denied. Next I  distinguish the second reason. 
The principle which is formally and immediately distinct because of the principle by which, 
I  deny, for it is distinct because of the relation; radically, conceded. Therefore I  distinguish 
the consequent. The relation or rather the person constituted formally by relation truly and 
properly produces, conceded', relation is the formal principle of the production, denied. 
Since the object to be produced is relative, the principle of the production is also relative, 
and made fruitful by the absolute that is communicated.

4. St. Ambrose says: “Generation is a paternal property, not a power.”17 Therefore 
he seems to imply that the property or relation of paternity is the principle by which of 
generation.

St. Ambrose is not addressing this question, but just opposes internal generation to the 
power of producing things externally as an argument against the Arians.

Other points that are introduced from the Fathers by the Wirceburgs18 obviously do 
not concern our thesis.

15 Suarez, loc. cit., n.9. Somewhat different: E. Saurus, La infecundidad del Verbo y  del Espiritu Santo: 
RevEspT 4 (1944) 59-92.

16 Thus the Wirceburgs, 369.
17 D efd e  ad Gratianum 1.4 c.8 n.81: ML 16,658.
18 Loc. cit.
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Thesis 40. The reason why the procession of the Word is generation, 
but the procession of the Holy Spirit is not, must be deduced from 
the formal principle, intellect and will, of both processions.

S.Th. I, q. 27, a. 2, 4; Suarez, 1.11 c.5.6; Ruiz de Montoya, d.5-7; Muncunill, 1034-1043; Pesch, 578-588.

451. Connection. After we have explained the formal principle of the 
divine processions, we can then take up the question about the difference 
between the two processions, namely, why the procession of the first person 
is generation, but the procession of the third person is not. Namely, it seems 
that a more solid explanation of this difference can be arrived at from the 
formal principle as such, or from the actual tendency of the intellect and 
will by which the Son and the Holy Spirit proceed in the divine nature.

The difficulty of this question. It is clearly known by faith, as we 
have seen, that the Word is generated, but not the Holy Spirit. But the 
reason for this diversity has always been seen as most difficult, so much so 
that some Fathers almost seem to have forbidden us to make this inquiry. 
Thus St. Athanasius: “For how [say the Macedonians] if he is from the 
Father, is he not said to be generated and to be a Son, but simply the Holy 
Spirit? These wicked men make jest of this and they inquisitively try to 
investigate the deep things of God that no one knows except the Spirit 
of God whom they calumniate.”1 And St. Augustine said: “When one 
is speaking about that most excellent nature, who can explain what the 
difference is between being bom and proceeding?...I do not know how, 
I am not able, I am not sufficiently qualified to distinguish between that 
generation and this procession.”1 2 But when they say these things against the 
heretics, who, confronted with the obscurity of the mystery, did not wish 
to admit it, they do not disapprove of a pious and humble understanding of 
it, as St. Augustine himself says: “Certainly, since they firmly believed... 
they conduct themselves by praying and seeking and living well in order 
that they might understand, that is, that as much as possible what is held 
by faith may be seen by the mind. Who can forbid this, indeed who is not 
exhorted to do this?”3

The reason for this difficulty is obvious. For since generation, as we 
have seen, is “the origin of a living being from a living conjoined principle 
in a likeness of nature,” it is difficult to explain why not all the elements of 
this definition apply to both processions. For in both cases the end result is

1. Epistola 1 adSerapionem 15: MG 26,566.
2. Contra Maximinum 1.2 c. 14: ML 42,770.
3. De Trinitate 1.15 c.27 n.49: ML 42,1096. Consult the other Fathers in Ruiz, d.5.
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from the substance o f the producer by the communication of one and the 
same nature; therefore it is from a principle perfectly joined with it. At first 
sight it also seems that both are in a likeness o f nature, for by the power of 
the procession the divine nature is communicated in both processions.

452. Solutions that must be rejected. Many solutions to this problem have been 
proposed by various theologians or even by the Fathers by way of an attempted solution; 
these however cannot be admitted, since they are not in accordance with theological 
principles.

That the Holy Spirit is not called a Son because he proceeds from two, because 
in this way the two producing persons would be called father and mother, which St. 
Augustine at one time mentioned (R 1840), does not seem to contribute anything to the 
solution of the problem; for the Father and the Son are one simple principle with one 
undivided power, not two principles with partial powers, as in the case of a father and 
mother.

The proposed question is not well explained, when the third person is said to be 
less similar to the Father than the second, because he receives an infecund nature, 
but the Son a fecund nature, from which it follows that the procession of the Word is 
perfectly assimilative, but the procession of the Holy Spirit is not. Richard of St. Victor4 
and others defend this opinion. For similitude in divine things, as St. Thomas rightly 
teaches (q. 42, a. 4 ad 2,3), is given only according to the essentials, not according to 
the notionals. Indeed, even if a greater similitude were granted between the Father and 
the Son than between the Father and the Holy Spirit, because of the power of spirating 
[in the Son], this similitude would be completely irrelevant to the nature of generation; 
for the similitude that must be considered in this is a similitude in nature; it is not a 
question about whether the end product is more or less similar, but whether or not there 
is a similitude in nature based on the formal nature of the production.5

Finally, that the procession of the Son is natural and not voluntary, and the 
procession of the Holy Spirit is voluntary and not natural, which Scotus and Durandus6 
along with others hold, is false, because both processions are natural and voluntary, 
although neither is free; and so it must be explained why the first procession in particular 
is natural in such a way that it is generation.

Also many scholastics belong here, because from the time of St. Thomas they 
explain the difference between the two processions from the formal principle, but they 
really use different foundations which seem rather to obscure the whole matter.

This is the case with those who suggest the nature of an image in order to explain

4. De Trinitate 1.6 c . l l  n.l8ff.: ML 196,975,982-985. Holding almost the same position are Alexander Alensis, 
Summa 1 q.61 m.3 a.2; St. Bonaventure, In I d.31 a.l q.2 (ed Quaracchi 1,541-543).

5. Therefore what Pesch (p. 586) proposes in favor o f  this opinion does not seem to resolve the matter.
6. Scotus, In I d. 10 q. 1, unless his position is explained as being in accord with St. Thomas (as perhaps can be 

done, Ruiz, d.6 s.4 n.7); from his disciples see Frassen, d.l a.2 q.4; Henno, De Trinitate, q.6. On Durandus 
see thesis 39, note 3. On Alexander Alensis, q. 43 m .l; q.45 m.7, see Ruiz, d.6 s.4.
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the generation of the Word, such as Vazquez7 8; his position is ambiguous, unless it is 
simply reduced to the explanation of St. Thomas.

What Suarez and Arriagas along with some Thomsts add about intellection as the 
specific difference of the metaphysical essence of the divinity, usually is not admitted, 
whatever may be the case whether or not it really adds something to the nature of 
generation.

But the notion of a perfect assimilation in personal being in the procession of 
the Word that was advanced by the Wirceburgs,9 or the communication of the nature 
still fecund by way of the will, proposed by Viva,10 11 is the same as the already cited 
explanation of Richard of St. Victor.

453. The solution of St. Thomas. We think therefore that the solution 
of St. Thomas should be adopted, which Suarez, Ruiz de Montoya11 and 
many others with famous Thomists explain and declare. In order to explain 
it we propose the thesis thus;

A. THE PROCESSION OF THE WORD IS GENERATION, BECAUSE 
SINCE IT IS FROM AN INFINITE INTELLECT THERE IS 
PRESENT IN IT FORMALLY AS SUCH THE INTENTION OF 
ASSIMILATING IN NATURE THE PRODUCED OBJECT TO THE 
PRODUCING PRINCIPLE.

B. THE PROCESSION OF THE HOLY SPIRIT IS NOT GENERATION, 
BECAUSE SINCE IT IS FROM THE WILL, THERE IS NOT 
PRESENT IN IT FORMALLY AS SUCH THAT INTENTION.

Comments before the proof, a) In created generations the communication o f  the 
nature to the produced object is had precisely inasmuch as a new nature is produced  of 
the same nature as that of the producing principle; but that takes place through a special 
immanent action and through a power destined for that by nature from the intention o f  
propagating the species. In this way the notion of generation is verified in the production 
of a new individual, which is the unique way by which naturally in created beings the 
nature of a living being is communicated to another living being. For such a production 
cannot not intend a similitude in nature, and essentially it is a procession that proceeds 
under the formal reason of similitude.12

7. In 1 p. d. 113 c.7, who follows Torres, q. 27 a.2 4.“ p.; see Suarez, 1.11 c.6 n.9-14. It is true that the idea o f the 
image is put forward by many Doctors (see Ruiz, d.6 s.2-4, who explains it the way St. Thomas does; see 
below n. 454).

8. Suarez, 1.11 c.5 n. 16; c.6 n.14; Arriaga, De Deo trino d.47 n.8. Moreover in Suarez this reason is only the 
confirmation o f  the idea o f  St. Thomas which he explains.

9. Op. cit., 374-380.
10. De Trinilate q.4. On this see Muncunill, 1035-1037.
11. Suarez, 1.11 c.5.6; Ruiz, d.7.
12. Therefore they do not seem to be exactly stated by Pesch, 585, beginning.
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In God however the nature of the end or object is not produced, but only 
communicated, and then not immediately under the idea of the nature, but under the idea 
o f  intellection and volition. And the communication of the nature in God cannot intend, 
as is clear, the conservation of the species, nor is it had by a power destined particularly 
for this by nature.

b) Immanent operations, by which nature in God is communicated, are of the 
intentional order, intellection and volition, which have a diverse formal nature, and as 
they are generically in the intentional order, they do not as such intend to communicate 
a nature. Therefore in God it cannot yet be said that a procession is generation, from 
the fact that by it the divine nature is perfectly communicated. For although other 
conditions are present in it infinitely more perfect than in a created generation, it is not 
yet understood whether it is really in a similitude o f  nature by reason of the procession.

Therefore to assert or deny the idea of generation in the divine processions, it is 
necessary to refer to the proper mode o f  perfect intellection and volition, precisely and 
formally as they are such, as St. Thomas well points out (q. 27, a. 4 ad l) .13 14 That is, the 
question must be asked whether in either o f  the formal reasons under which the divine 
persons proceed there is present the intention o f  assimilating the produced object to the 
producing principle.

Therefore we assert this about the production from the infinite intellect, but deny it 
about the production from the will.

454. Proof of the thesis. This explanation, according to a general 
principle, that the procession o f the Son is generation because he proceeds 
as the Word, without doubt has its foundation in many statements of the 
Fathers, who affirm on many occasions the intellectual nature of the 
generation of the Word, as we have seen. Certainly this point in the theories 
of the ante-Nicene authors is clearly present and must be retained. St. 
Augustine refers to the same thing when he says, “because he is Son he is 
also the Word,” which Pius VI approved (D 1597).

The first part. We assume from thesis 37 that the Word by his 
procession receives formally the knowledge of the Father and primarily 
the knowledge that the Father has about himself; hence the Father is at the 
same time the producing principle and the object primarily known, and this 
is per se and essentially, or from the intention o f the processionf Now the 
argument proceeds in this way:

The intellect produces a terminus or object under the formal notion 
o f similitude, or it intends to produce a similitude, surely intentional, as 
perfect as possible, of the object that is primarily known; therefore the 
term or result produced by the intellect, the word, is a formal similitude

13. Suarez, 1.11 c.5 n.11-13; Ruiz, d.7 a.3.
14. It seems that this point should be carefully noted in order to understand well the strength o f  St. Thomas’s 

reason.
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of the thing known. Therefore the Father in the divinity by understanding 
himself through an infinitely perfect intellect produces a term or result, 
the divine Word, precisely by intending perfect intentional similitude of 
himself or infinitely perfect as a type of similitude, certainly intentional. 
But an infinitely perfect similitude in the nature of a similitude, also 
intentional, is such a similitude that it is not merely intentional, but also 
natural. Therefore the Father, by understanding himself, produces a term 
similar in nature to himself, by intending by the power of the procession a 
similitude in nature. Therefore the Father by his understanding generates 
the Word (q. 27. a. 2).

Proof o f the minor. 1.° Intellection of its very nature tends toward 
assimilation, namely to producing a similitude of the thing known; and 
therefore from its very concept it requires a perfect similitude, if it is to be 
perfect. But what frequently happens through intentional similitude alone, 
takes place either from the imperfection of the thing known, or from the 
imperfection of the knower; but when both the intelligible object and the 
knowing subject is absolutely perfect, it is accomplished by a natural and 
perfect similitude.15 For a merely intentional similitude is only a certain 
substitute of the thing known, which the intellect wants to have within itself. 
Therefore in God or in the divine Word the intellectual representation is the 
very substantial existence of God (q. 27, a. 1 ad 2; a. 2; a. 4 beginning; see 
q. 34, a. 1)

2.° The nature o f the perfect intellectual representation o f the divine 
nature demands it; for the divine nature cannot perfectly intentionally be 
represented intellectually, except by the divine nature itself (q. 27, a. 2 ad
2).16 Therefore the nature of an image can explain the generation of the 
Word (q. 35, a. 2).

455. The second part. On the other hand, the will in the production 
of love does not intend immediately and formally to produce a similitude 
of the object loved, but rather a movement o f the lover towards the loved 
one. Therefore the term or object produced formally and immediately by 
the will, whether love itself, or the object formally receiving love because 
o f the procession, is not a similitude of the thing loved, but the movement 
of the lover towards the object loved. Therefore even though the terminus 
produced by love in the divinity is God, and therefore as perfectly similar 
to the Father in nature as the Son, still the nature of the similitude is not 
of itself formally according to the way in which the Holy Spirit proceeds.

15. Suarez, 1.11 c.5 n. 15.
16. Muncunill, 1036.
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Therefore his production cannot be said to be in a similitude o f nature, nor 
is it generation (q. 27, a. 4).

456. Objections.17 Therefore generation in created beings is generation, because it 
tends formally to the communication o f  the nature. But the procession of the Holy Spirit 
also tends formally to the communicaton of the nature. Therefore it is generation.

I  concede the major, but this tendency is present in created generation because the 
nature is produced by the power intending the propagation of the species, as has been 
explained. I  deny the minor, based on the above proof.

He objects further. Wherever nature is communicated essentially and not 
accidentally (per se et non per accidens), even if it is not produced, there is present 
an intention o f  similitude in nature, for the intention of communicating the nature is 
present. But that takes place in the procession of the Holy Spirit. Therefore this also 
tends to a similitude of nature.

I  distinguish the major. If the nature is communicated immediately by way of the 
nature, conceded-, if it is communicated by way of an intentional operation, I  distinguish 
further, if this latter tends to a similitude of nature, conceded-, otherwise, denied. 
Wherefore, that in God the communication of intellect and will necessarily is also a 
communication of the nature, is the reason why the produced term or object is God, and 
therefore it is similar in nature; but it is not the reason affecting the form al reason itself 
o f  the tendency, which, from what has been said, must be considered in order to assert 
the nature of generation.

2. The intention of similitude in nature in the procession from the intellect is present 
because the terminus has infinite perfection. But also in procession from the will the term 
has infinite perfection, and therefore it is similar in nature. Therefore also in procession 
from the will the intention of a similitude in nature is present.

I  deny the major, for the reason given is because the tendency of the production 
from the intellect from itself demands a perfect similitude, and one in nature; this is not 
present in the procession from the will, which is by way of an impulse or movement.

457. 3. The Holy Spirit by the strength of his procession is God. Therefore by the 
strength of his procession he is similar in nature to the Father and the Son. Therefore he 
is generated.

I  distinguish the major. The Holy Spirit is God by the strength of his procession, 
which proceeds under the formal notion of similitude, denied-, under the notion of an 
impulse, conceded-, in the same way the first consequent can be distinguished. In a 
similar way generally the generated terminus is a being by the strength of the procession, 
and nevertheless generation is not said to proceed under the idea o f  being (sub ratione 
ends).

4. Love also proceeds under the formal notion of similitude. For if something is

17. Suarez, 1.11 c.5 n.9, says well that the objections that are proposed by the authors against the explanation o f  
St. Thomas are not directed so much against his explanation as they are against the teaching and therefore 
they have to be solved by all.
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produced by the will and love, it is produced to assimilate the lover with the thing loved.
The reason itself given by the objector contains the solution. For the similitude that 

must be attended to in the idea of generation is the similitude of the terminus produced 
with the producer, not a greater similitude, which is not present, between the lover and 
the thing loved. Moreover this similitude is not an immediate term, but a mediated one 
of love; and it is false that in created things this love is not produced, and that in God a 
terminus is not produced to which is communicated love itself under its own tendency, 
namely, an impulse (q. 27, a. 3 ad 2).

The objector insists. Love is the union of the lover with the loved one. But the most 
perfect union is unity, and therefore in God the most perfect similitude in nature of the 
produced terminus with the producing principle. Therefore also the procession from the 
will in God tends under the formal notion of similitude.

I  distinguish the major. Love is the union of affection of the lover with the loved 
one, presupposing, if it is perfect, a perfect similitude of the lover with the one loved, 
conceded; love is formally the union o f  love itself with the lovers, I  deny the major, or 
make a further distinction: love when it is perfect, is the union or unity of love itself 
with the lovers, produced under the idea of the union itself with the lovers and of a 
similitude in nature with them, I  deny it; for it does not affect the formal tendency of 
the procession in such a way that a similitude in nature affects the tendency itself or the 
procession from the intellect; divine love, and precisely as divine, is something one in 
nature with lovers, I  concede it.

458. 5. The reason advanced for generation from the intellect is based completely 
on the similitude with the tendency of the production of a created word. But this does 
not seem to be able to be adapted to the production of the divine Word. For a word is 
produced in creatures as a similitude fo r the purpose o f  understanding. But the divine 
Word is not produced in order to understand, as has been said.

Although the divine Word is not produced in order to understand, the divine nature is 
communicated to it under the formal notion o f  intellection, which is always a similitude 
of the thing known, whether it is produced or whether it is not produced. Therefore the 
comparison with the created word can justly be applied to God.

6. Finally, the produced terminus is a relation of filiation, for essentials are not 
produced. But the relations of paternity and filiation are quasi-specifically diverse. 
Therefore the produced terminus cannot be said to be generated, because the generating 
principle and the generated product must be of the same species.

I  pass on the major, because properly speaking the produced terminus is the Son.18 
I  concede the minor. But I  deny the consequent, for the similitude that is attended to in 
the notion of generation is a similitude in nature; and for other reasons the relations of 
paternity and filiation pertain formally to the nature of the generating principle and of 
the generated terminus.

18. See chapter 4 on the constitutive o f the divine persons.
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A R T I C L E  I I I

On t h e  o r i g in s  o r  n o t i o n a l  a c t s

459. We have proven the fact that immanent processions are present in 
God, and we have also touched on some questions about their principles 
and ends or objects. Therefore nothing remains except to consider those 
productions according to the way they take place. We will do this briefly 
as the completion of this chapter, while explaining in some sense their 
essence. For what the connections are between the origins and the relations 
and persons will be treated expressly in the following theses.1

Since there are productions in God, it must necessarily be thought that 
the exercise of producing is also present, which “cannot be designated,” 
as St. Thomas says (q. 41, a. 1 ), “except by certain acts.” Therefore those 
formal productions and the quasi exercise o f a productive power are called 
the origins, because through them the proceeding persons have their origin, 
and they are also called notional acts, and they are thought of as the way of 
the actual production, and they are not common to the three persons, but 
they make them known and show them to us as distinct.

Now, it is common doctrine that there are in God four origins, two in 
each procession: active generation and passive generation (birth), active 
spiration and passive spiration (procession); and they are really distinct 
among themselves. It is also common doctrine that the active spiration 
is not really distinguished from active and passive generation, as will be 
explained in the exposition of both processions.1 2

460. In order to explain this doctrine, a question raised by the scholastics must be 
briefly considered: namely, whether some action is present in the divine processions.3

An affirmative answer must undoubtedly be given to this question, if by the name 
of action is understood only the exercise o f activity.4 However, as always happens in 
theology, when ideas taken from created things are applied to divine things, they have to

1. S.Th. I, q. 40, a.2 and 4; q. 41, a. 1; Suarez, 1.1 c.8; 1.6 c.1.2; 1.7 c.6.7; Ruiz de Montoya, d.83-85; Muncunill, 
1022-1033,1044-1048.

2. Muncunill, 1046.
3. You will see the different opinions o f  different theologians proposed by the authors; this difference seems 

to arise either from a different metaphysical concept o f  action or from a different meaning with which the 
name o f  action is accepted. Therefore it will help to define precisely the idea o f  “action” and to propose what 
seems more probable.

4. Thus clearly all theologians. And it is not true that Suarez and Molina thought o f  the divine processions by 
way o f  a simple “intelligible emanation” and that they denied that they “share in the nature o f  an immanent 
operation,” as the Salamanca theologians say, d.2 dub. 1 a. 127 and others (“les minors qui se font remarquet 
par eux,” as Penido says, Le role de I’analogie... 266 n.3). Suarez does use, like St. Thomas and others, the 
word “emanation”; but he calls the divine procession a “real emanation,” and he says that there is in it “a real 
influx” (1.6 c.2 n.8).
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be polished or cleansed, and from them must be excluded whatever in any way implies 
imperfection. Therefore the question thus far comes to this: whether the metaphysical 
concept o f action, insofar as by the name of action is signified “the ultimate formal 
determination o f the active power to produce the terminus, and of the terminus that is 
produced by that power,” can completely prescind from those imperfections with which 
in created causality it is associated.

Moreover, even after having removed in any way dependence and causality in the 
proper sense, there seems to remain in the concept of action, as it has been defined, the 
connotation of a certain indifference in the active power, which is taken away by action 
since it is the ultimate determination. Now indifference of this kind does not seem in 
any way to be able to be attributed to the principle of producing internally (ad intra) or 
immanently in God, namely, to the power o f generating and spirating. For whatever is 
divine is a pure substantial act.5 Therefore the power of generating and spirating, even 
as such or in the order of activity, should be thought of as actuated by itself, not by some 
other element, even one distinct with a logical distinction; it should also be held that the 
notion of an internal productive power contains unavoidably whatever perfection the 
first and second act connote, after having removed the imperfections.

Therefore in God there is an exercise o f activity, there is an active and actual influx 
of the producing principle on the produced terminus, but it is not distinct, not even with 
a logical distinction, from the producing principles themselves. That is, in God there 
are no subjects, with a certain kind of prior nature, that operate; but there are subsistent 
operations, or operating subjects formally as such.6

However, since the formal reason in the divine processions is intellection and 
volition, these divine activities, just as they are the principle by which of the processions, 
so they are what is given in place o f the action by way of the formal reason itself o f  the 
actual production. For what is given in God in place of action must not be distinguished 
from the principle by which, as happens in created beings; for in God the action does 
not flow from this principle. Therefore the active influx must be identified with the 
producing principle; and it cannot be conceived as a mode in the terminus or object that 
is received as is action in created things.7 Surely passive influx, or a passive origin, for 
the same reason is identified with the produced person.

However according to our imperfect way of conceiving and signifying divine things, 
we understand origins as actions, inasmuch as, as has been said, there is given in divine 
things an exercise of activity and a real influx of the producer on the one produced.

461. St. Thomas manifestly teaches this (q. 41, a.l ad 2), when he says that in 
the concept of action, having removed all motion, nothing remains but the relations o f  
the producer and the produced, which, as we shall see, formally constitute the divine 
persons, or the producing principles and the proceeding aims or objects. Therefore 
the notional acts are formally the very relations o f  paternity and filiation, active and

5. “The act is perfect essentially and per se, and therefore it does not proceed or flow from another” (Suarez, 
1.7 c.6 c.5); and therefore there is no objective reason that it should be conceived in that manner.

6. Suarez, loc. cit. See c.3 de relationibus.
7. Suarez, 1.6 c.2 n.7.8.
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passive spiration, conceived of course as being the way. According to the nature of their 
origin, they include intellection and volition by way of the formality under which they 
are productions in God.s Moreover, the exercise o f  activity, especially intellective and 
volitive, belongs formally to the one who truly and properly produces. But in God the 
persons truly and properly produce. Therefore the active origins must be identified with 
them even formally.

However, since the notional acts are subsistent, it is clear that in God the active 
and passive origins are really distinguished in the individual processions; therefore 
there are four such relations mutually distinct among themselves. But active spiration 
is not distinguished really from active and passive generation, since there is no relative 
opposition of origin between generation and spiration.8 9

With these points it seems that we have satisfied the foundation according to which 
some theologians call intellection and volition the actions or quasi-actions in the divine 
processions.10 11 But since action is the second act of a really acting power, if it is admitted 
in God, it is less suitably distinguished from a notional act.

462. YOU SAY: 1. Action in general is a determination of an active power. But in 
God the active power is intellection and volition. Therefore action must be placed in 
God.

I  distinguish the major. Action is a determination o f an active power truly and 
properly producing, as happens in created agents, conceded-, if the active power is 
merely the formal reason of the production, or the principle merely as by which, which 
is the case in God, denied.111 contradistinguish the minor. I  deny the consequent. For 
since in God the principle by which is merely that by which and in no way is it what 
produces, therefore the second act is a quasi determination of the principle which, 
namely, the notional act.

2. The production of the Word or speech is an operation of the intellect. But the 
operation of the intellect is to understand. Therefore speech or direct generation says 
intellection which therefore is like an action.

I  distinguish the major. The production of the Word is an operation of the intellect 
as a principle by which, as we have explained, conceded', as a principle which, I  deny 
the major. I  also distinguish the minor. The natural or essential operation of the intellect 
is to understand, conceded; the notional operation is formally to understand, I  deny 
the minor. Of course this is not unconnected with understanding, as Scotus said12; but

8. P. Vanier, Theologie trinitaire chez St. Thomas d ’Aquin. Evolution du concept d'action notionelle (Paris 
1953). So also Suarez, loc. cit:, Molina, In 1 p. q. 27 a.3 d.4; Ruiz, d.83 s.2-4, etc.

9. This is the teaching o f  all the theologians; see Ruiz, d.84 s.4.5. In this matter there is the greatest difference 
between divine and created origins; the latter imply a true action that is identified with passion; see chapter 
3, article 1.

10. Thus Muncunill, 1024ff. with John o f  St. Thomas, d.2 a.5; Salamancan theologians, d.2 dub.l and others.
11. See above, n. 443ff.
12. In 1 d.2 q.7; see above n. 445; Suarez, 1.1 c.6 n.2.10ff. It seems that this opinion o f  Scotus is justly rejected; 

but a notional operation, as speech is, must not be changed into an essential operation, as understanding is, 
which is implied in it only indirectly.
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it is truly and formally distinct from it—it is an exercise o f  paternity13 and therefore 
it is formally notional. That is, the Father by understanding produces the Word as the 
tenninus of his infinite fecundity in this particular case. The same thing must be said 
about Spiration.

N.B. It will help for the explanation of these origins to pay attention to the difference 
that exists between the active power internally (ad intra) and the power over external 
things (adextra), as it was explained in the treatise On the One God. For an active power 
over external things, even one that is not exercised (that is, not actually producing), 
above all agrees with the notion of pure act, nor is it more perfect if it is actuated or 
if it is not actuated. For its second act is extrinsic to it, that is, the production of the 
effect. Therefore when it is actuated, it remains unchanged, even according to our way 
of thinking. On the other hand, the power of producing internally, since it is immanent, 
must receive the end result within itself, and therefore unless it is conceived as actuated, 
it cannot be conceived as pure act. Therefore only according to our imperfect way of 
understanding divine things, as has been said, can we distinguish the active origins from 
the producing principles. For implicitly the first act already contains the second act.

13. See Sauras,Lct infecundidad... loc. cit., 63.
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C H A P T E R  I I I

On the divine relations

463. How important in trinitarian theology the consideration is of the 
divine relations, should be sufficiently clear from the frequent references 
to it that necessarily occurred in the previous theses. For neither the 
theological study of the mystery nor the solution of the difficulties can 
make any progress unless there is a consideration of relation. Long ago 
the holy Fathers, both Greek and Latin, already acknowledged this point. 
In order to destroy “the most cunning machinations of the Arians,” as St. 
Augustine says, it is necessary to build this fortress solidly.1

We will divide this chapter into three articles: in the first, after having 
examined the main ideas in this matter, from authority and theological 
reasoning we will establish the reality of relations in God. Next we will 
consider what kind of a distinction must be admitted between the relations 
and the divine essence. Finally in the third place we will briefly discuss 
some further questions about the nature of a divine relation.

A R T I C L E  I

T h e  e x is t e n c e  o f  r el a t io n s  in  g o d

Thesis 41. Real internal (ad intra) relations of origin are present in 
God.

S.Th. I, q. 28, a. 1; Suarez, 1.5 c.1.2; Ruiz de Montoya, d.9-10; Franzelin, th. 21-22; Muncunill, 1072-1089; 
Pesch, 590-595; Galtier, 264-271.

464. Connection. The connection of this thesis with the previous ones on 
the divine processions is sufficiently evident. For origin or production cannot 
be conceived, unless it is understood by a formally relative concept, unless the 
relations between producing and product are well thought out. Immediately 
therefore the question occurs, whether those relative concepts imply some 
reality in God, which is signified by the name of relation.

Definition of terms. Keeping the more subtle questions about relation to 
the third article of this chapter, here we will present the ideas that seem to be

1. Ruiz, d.9 s.3 n.l.
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the most important in dogmatic theology.
Among all theologians, those are said to be relative predicates, which 

are predicated about subjects in reference to another, or which cannot be 
said of subjects, unless there is some reference to another; thus the father 
of someone is a father, what is similar to another is similar. Hence relatives 
in concrete reality are defined by Aristotle as: “whose being is to have an 
ordination to another,”2 to another, that is, from a related subject, for what 
has the ordination to another is the subject, not immediately the relation itself. 
Hence the axiom: “relatives (as such) are simultaneous in cognition,” which 
is a property signified by the Fathers also as very essential for relative things. 
Therefore relation in the abstract is a form or quasi-form which constitutes 
relative things as such, and it is usually defined: the ordination or respect o f 
one thing to another.

The elements that belong to the concept of relation are: the subject 
(subiectum), the aim (terminus), the foundation o f the relation (fundamentum). 
The subject is that which is referred; the aim is that to which the subject is 
referred; the foundation of the relation is the objective reason on account 
of which the subject is thought to be in ordination to the aim. A relation is 
mutual, since on the basis of the relation the aim is said to be also, whether 
with the same name or with a different one, in ordination to the subject, like 
the relations of father and son, similitude, of greater magnitude or of lesser 
magnitude. It is not mutual, when the ordination of the aim to the subject does 
not respond to the relation of the subject to the aim, on the basis of the relation 
itself.

465. A distinction is made in relations between the being-in (esse in) and 
the being-to (esse ad). For a relation is thought of as a form inhering in a 
subject. For that which is in a certain manner has a respect to another happens 
to the subject as it were accidentally; and therefore the reality of a relation is 
to inhere in a subject, in which relation agrees with the other accidents, and 
that is its genus, and it is customarily called “being-in” (esse in). Properly 
however the quasi difference o f relation, by which it is distinguished from 
other accidents, is a certain reference to the aim (terminus), or holding itself 
in reference to another, and this is called its “being-to” (esse ad). As is clear, 
this esse in and esse ad are not two distinct things, but only two aspects of one 
and the same relative entity.

Although according to our way of thinking relation always signifies 
something as inhering in a subject, nevertheless it is well thought of as a mere 
logical inherence; for in no way is there an implication in the concept of a

2. Categories, c. 5.
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relative being that it is referred to something by the addition of something 
else, but it can happen that by itself it says this relation, for example as the 
creature is referred to God by his whole existence. Concerning the esse ad 
of relation, it should be noted that, since it is being, it cannot prescind from 
the nature of transcendental entity, and this must be adverted in the axiom: 
“Relation according to its esse ad says only a respect” (namely, according 
to what is signified explicitly by the name of relation); according to another 
axiom is goes like this: “exclusive diction does not remove concomitancy.”3

466. That there are real relations in created things, or relations independent 
ofthe consideration ofthe mind, is known from philosophy.4 For objectively and 
not from the consideration of our mind, things are similar among themselves, 
effects have an origin from a cause and are dependent on it; therefore the 
relations of similitude and origin are real. However a real relation necessarily 
from its very concept implies an aim or object that is really distinct from the 
subject, since a relation is the ordination of one thing to another; this necessity 
is called relative opposition.

But since there are different opinions about the reality which a relation 
implies, we will make just this point that touches our question very much. 
The reality o f a relation does not necessarily demand that its entity, as a form, 
is really distinct from every absolute being, just as the way in which divine 
goodness, which is the example given by St. Thomas,5 is real, even though 
it is not really distinguished from his wisdom; otherwise there could not be 
relations in God. In order for a relation to be simply real, it is certainly required 
that there be a real subject and a real foundation o f the relation. But the other 
conditions that are required by many authors for the reality of relations—that

3. See article 3.
4. Therefore among the main errors o f  the Nominalists mention is rightly made concerning their doctrine on 

relations, for given that relation is not distinguished really from every absolute being, it is false to assume 
that it is not something real. Moreover some o f them seem to have progressed further and to have prepared 
the way for contemporary subjectivism. On this matter see P. Vignaux, Nominalisme: DTC 11,746-747; 
Enciclopedia Espasa, Relation Relativismo t.50, 447-450, 512-515; P. Doncoeur, Le nominalisme de 
Guillaume d ’Ockam. La theorie de la relation. RevNeoscolPhil 23 (1921) 6ff.; A. Pelzer, Les 51 articles de 
Guillaume d'Ockam censures a Avignon. RevistEccl (1922) 240-270; N. Abbagnano, Gugliemo d ’Ockam 
(Lanciano 1931); E. Hochstetter, Studien zur Metaphysik und Erkenntnislehre Wilhelms von Ockam (Berlin 
1927); Ph. Boehner, The Realistic Conception o f William of Ockham: Tradition (New York 1944) 465-480; 
The Traclatus de successivis attributed to W. Ockham (New York, 1944), and many articles in Franciscan 
Studies 1946-1951; G. Mohan, The Quaestio de Relatione attributed to W. Ockham: FrancStud 2 (1951) 
273-303; M. de Gandillac, Le movement doctrinal du IXau XIVsiecle, in Fliche-Martin, Histoire de I ’Eglise 
13 (Paris 1951) 417ff.; R. Guelluy, Philosophie et Theologie de Guillaume d ’Ockham (Louvain 1947); L. 
Baudry, Guillaume d ’Ockham: Etudes et Philosophie medieval 39 (Paris 1949); G. Martin, 1st Ockhams 
Relationstheorie Nominalismus?: FranzStud 32 (Paris 1950) 31-49.

5. “Even though relation does not add anything to the essence, but only a reason, nevertheless relation is 
some thing just as goodness is also some thing in God, although it does not differ from the essence except 
logically, and the same thing applies to wisdom” (De Pot. q.8 a.2 ad 3).
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the aim be also really existing, that the subject and the aim be in the same 
order of being, that the relations be mutual—these clearly have their place in 
the divine relations, whatever might be said about whether or how necessary 
they are in relations between created tilings.6

467. A relation of reason or logical relation (relatio rationis) is that which 
the mind fashions or creates but not without some foimdation, although for 
various reasons it cannot be said simply to be real. For it suits our intellect, 
which understands things better by comparing some things with others, to 
make distinctions and also relations of reason. But a relation of reason cannot 
establish, as is clear, a distinction between the subject and the aim, nor exhibit 
those formal effects which a real relation can exhibit. And there is a question 
about whether certain relations must be reckoned among real relations or 
relations of reason.7 8

It is similar to a logical relation, and it is simply called that by many 
authors, but which others by chance more accurately call a relation as a 
way o f speaking (relatio secundum dici)s; for there are certain entities or 
denominations that the mind sees to be something absolute and free from all 
references, but which can hardly be expressed with words except in a relative 
form, such as the denomination of creator, and knowledge and will in God. 
Therefore we do not admit that in God there is a real relation to created things. 
Nor is that relation real, as is clear, which the mind can invent as existing 
between the divine attributes which are simply identified with each other.

Therefore we assert that in God there are real relations or origin internally, 
namely, between the divine persons, so that the subjects, aims, the foundation 
o f the relation and whatever else is required for the reality of a relation, is 
given within the divine order independently of the consideration of the human 
mind. There are relations that are involved in the processions or origins that 
we have so far considered.

All Catholics who admit the reality of the processions in God consequently 
hold and defend the divine relations and they also hold that they are simply 
real relations.

468. Adversaries. William of Auvergne is mentioned as one who denied

6. Pesch, 500-502; Marxuach, Compendium Onlologiae (Barcinone 1927) 131; Espasa, loc.cit., 447.
7. In the thinking o f  many doctors a relation is said to be logical, and not real, from the fact alone that it does 

not place in the subject any inclination towards the aim (see St. Thomas I, q. 28, a .l), even though there is 
not lacking a real foundation for the relative predicate; others however seem to think that every relation is 
real whose foundation is real (De Pot. q. 8, a.2 ad 3); see Krempel, La doctrine de la relation chez St. Thomas 
(Paris 1952).

8. Suarez, Metaphys. d.47 a.3 n.6-9.
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the reality of relations in God.9 But he seems rather to foreshadow the opinion 
which in general holds that even real relations do not affirm a reality according 
to the esse ad.

The Nominalists also, although in their philosophy they deny the reality of 
a relation, place its formality in the consideration of the mind, according to the 
formula “for two things to be similar in whiteness is for me to see two white 
things”; nevertheless in theology they seem to admit the reality of relations, 
such as Ockham.10

Doctrine of the Church. The Council o f Florence proposed the dogmatic 
axiom (“everything in God is one where there is no opposition of relationship” 
(D 1330). Toledo has much to say on this: “In the relative names of the persons, 
the Father is related to the Son, the Son to the Father, and the Holy Spirit 
to both.” “For in the relationships of the persons there appears number.... 
therefore they imply number only in so far as they are mutually related.” “For 
the relation itself...forbids separating the persons” (D 528, 530, 531). With 
these statements it is clearly handed down to us that in God there are relations 
truly and properly such, and indeed relations that are simply real. For the 
distinction of persons is real, which is founded on relative opposition alone.

Theological note. Although the thesis is not a defined dogma of faith, 
nor is it handed down explicitly with these words, perhaps because of the 
special difficulty which surrounds the very concept and reality or relations, 
still it is at lease theologically certain, or most certain according to the faith, 
so that it would be a serious error to call it into doubt. For as St. Thomas says: 
“following the sense of the faith, it is necessary to say that the relations in God 
are real” {De Pot. q. 8, a. 1). All the scholastics agree.

469. Proof from Holy Scripture, a) The names by which the persons 
of the Holy Trinity are revealed are relative and signify a relation, for “The 
Father is denominated only from paternity; and the Son only from filiation. 
Therefore if no real paternity or filiation [relations by which the Father and the 
Son are referred to each other] existed in God, it would follow that God is not 
really Father or Son, but only in our manner of understanding; and this is the 
Sabellian heresy” (q. 28, a. 1, On the contrary).

b) In God there are real productions by which the persons of the Son and

9. De Trinitate c.9; see Dionysius the Carthusian, In 1 d.26 q.2; Ruiz, d.9 a.l n.3; I. Kramp, Des Wilhelms 
von Auvergne “Magisterium divinale Greg 1 (1920) 538-584; 2 (1921) 42-78, 174-187; A. Masnovo, Da 
Gulielmo d'Auvernia a San Tomaso d'Aquino (Milan 1930-1933).

10. See Vignaux, loc.cit., 777-778; Ruiz, loc. cit., n.4-5 and among the works mentioned in note 4 especially 
Boehner, Martin and the text edited by Mohan.
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the Holy Spirit proceed. But between producing and product there is a real 
mutual relation, at least if both are in the same order of being and if certain 
conditions required for a real relation are present; and these are not lacking in 
God, since the principle and the aim are God himself (q. 28, a. 1 ad 4).

470. It is proved from the Fathers of the 4th and 5th centuries, both 
Greek and Latin, as the theologians at the Council of Florence pointed out (D 
1330). a) For the Fathers teach often and with the greatest thoughtfulness that 
the teaching about divine relations is necessary in order to explain and defend 
the mysteiy against the objections of the Eunomians and the very cunning 
machinations of the Arians. b) It is necessary because the divine persons are 
signified with relative terms, and the nature of a relative term, as such, is 
formed in order to say a mutual habitude alone, or because Father, Son and 
Holy Spirit are said not according to the substance, and not to themselves, but 
to the other, c) and of course they are relative at the same time in knowledge, 
so that when one of the relatives is mentioned, it is necessary to think of the 
other one; d) therefore the unity and total substantiality and inseparability, 
even mental, is preserved in the Trinity.11

We offer a few texts as examples. St. Basil: “He who perceives the Father, 
and perceives Him by Himself, has at the same time mental perception of the 
Son; and he who receives the Son does not divide Him from the Spirit, but, in 
consecution in so far as nature is concerned, expresses the faith commingled 
in himself in the three together...” (R 915). St. Gregory Nazianzen: “Father 
is not a name either of an essence or of an action, most clever sirs. But it is 
the name of the relation in which the Father stands to the Son, and the Son 
to the Father” (R 990). “We assert that there is nothing lacking—for God has 
no deficiency. But the difference of manifestation, if I may so express myself, 
or rather of their mutual relations one to another, has caused the difference of 
their Names” (R 996). St. Cyril of Alexandria: “The relative names signify 
each other mutually and both produce knowledge of the other.. ..For Father is 
a relative name, and so is the Son” (R 2085).

St. Hilary: “When it acknowledges the Father it has acknowledged 
the Son....Nor are they not one who are interchangeable. But they are 
interchangeable since the one is from the one” (R 867). St. Augustine frequently: 
“For with these names [Father, Son and Holy Spirit] that is signified by which 
they are referred mutually to each other, not the substance by which they 
are one” (R 1459). “Among the many things that the Arians are accustomed 
to argue against the Catholic faith, they are seen to propose this supremely 
cunning machination when they say: Whatever is said or thought about God,

11. See the many texts o f  the Fathers in Ruiz, d.9 a.2-5.
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is said not according to accident, but according to the substance....But in God 
nothing is said according to accident..., and yet everything that is said, is not 
said according to substance. For it is said in relation to something.. .which is 
not accident” (R 1659, 1660). “Let us believe.. .a Trinity of persons mutually 
interrelated, and a unity of an equal essence” (R 1672). From these texts came 
the axioms: “relation multiplies the Trinity” (Boethius)12; “everything in God 
is one where there is no opposition of relationship.”13

471. Theological reasoning explains these sayings of the Fathers. The 
divine persons cannot be distinguished by absolute perfections, because 
infinity consists in the sum of all the perfections by which a being becomes 
simply better. Otherwise a purely numerical multiplication cannot take place, 
since it presupposes a limitation in nature, but the infinite is unique in its 
own order. But they can be distinguished by the relative properties, for the 
reality of relation as such does not say, according as it brings in something 
new, a modification that is simply intrinsic, but it says only a respect to the 
other. Therefore in God there necessarily are real relations by which the divine 
persons are distinguished, since a real relation requires a real distinction 
between the subject and the object.14

472. In order to refute the objections the following questions are asked. Now we will 
briefly propose two.

1. A relation is something coming accidentally to a subject and it is very weak in being. 
Therefore it cannot be formally placed in God who is perfect being.

I  distinguish the antecedent. A relation merely and simply predicamental, conceded; 
a relation by its very concept cannot be subsistent, as the divine relations are, as will be 
explained later, denied.

2. The relations of Father and Son in God follow from an operation of the intellect. But 
relations that follow from the operation of the intellect are logical relations. Therefore at 
least the principle divine relations are not real.

I  distinguish the major. The relations of Father and Son follow the intellectual 
operation by a true and real production of the Word, conceded; they take place only by 
the consideration of the intellect, denied. I  distinguish the minor. Relations that the mind 
invents in things are logical relations, conceded: relations that result from the production of 
a word even in created intellects are only logical, denied (q. 28, a. 1, ad 4).

12. De Trinitate c.6: ML 64,1252.
13. This axiom seems to be taken from St. Anselm: “The unity does not lose any o f  its consequence where 

some opposition o f  relation does not hinder it” (De processione Spiritus Sancti c.7: ML 158,285; but really 
it is much older, as is clear from Boethius and Toledo; also St. Gregory Nazianzen prepared for that axiom, 
Orationibus 20,34-41: MG 35,1073; 36,253.441.

14. Ruiz, d.9 s.6; J. Bittremieux, L'Absolupeut-il-etre relative? (Louvain 1922).
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Thesis 42. There are four divine relations; three of them are really 
distinct from one another.

S.Th. I, q. 28, a. 3-4; Suarez, 1.5 c.4-7; Ruiz de Montoya, d. 16-18; Casajoana, 53-60; Muncunill, 1092- 
1101,1119-1126.

473. Connection. Having established the existence of relations in God, 
the next question concerns the number of them and the distinction there is 
between them, for relation according to the axiom of Boethius “multiplies 
the Trinity.”

Definition of terms and state of the question. The number of relations 
in general is computed, from the proper nature of a relation, according to 
the “reference to ” (esse ad). Therefore wherever a new reference is given, 
there a new relation must be admitted. Therefore since the divine relations 
are relations of origin, in which the producer and the product are referred 
to each other, but in a different way, in each procession there must be two 
relations; and they are distinct not in number only, but also by being of a 
different type. Therefore in the two divine processions four relations must 
be counted, mutually distinct and different from one another: paternity and 
filiation, by which the Father and the Son are related to each other; active 
spiration and passive spiration, by which the Father and the Son as one 
principle, and the Holy Spirit, are also referred to each other. Therefore, 
at least by denomination, as it is called, that is, according as the relations 
denominate the aims or objects about which they are predicated and are 
relatively opposed to them, or demand their real distinction, the relations of 
both processions are really distinct from one another (q. 28, a. 3).

But there is a further question about the real distinction that the divine 
relations have. For as St. Thomas notes (q. 28, a. 4), the formally relative 
entity, which in a different way denominates relatively the Father and the 
Son, can seem to be one thing; but we say that those formally relative 
entities of both processions are really mutually distinct from one another— 
paternity and filiation, active spiration and passive spiration. However 
active spiration, even though it is the fourth relation, and of a different type 
from paternity and filiation, is not really distinct from them, but it is really 
identified with them, in the way in which the divine nature is identified with 
the three persons. Therefore we say that there are three divine relations 
really distinct from one another—paternity, filiation and passive spiration. 
The doctrine proposed in the thesis is common among theologians.



406 Sacrae T heologiae Summa IIA

474. Adversaries. Some Nominalists denied, or doubted that active 
spiration should be numbered with the other relations, or even that it is 
a real relation. Albinus Flaccus1 and Hugo Etherianus1 2 are said to have 
held the same thing previously. Durandus seems to have held that active 
spiration is distinct from paternity and filiation.3

Doctrine of the Church. There is no explicit declaration in the 
documents of ecclesiastical Magisterium about the number of the divine 
relations. But what Toledo XI said about this matter from St. Augustine and 
St. Fulgentius virtually contains this theological thesis. “In the relationships 
of the persons there appears number.... Therefore they imply number only 
in so far as they are mutually related.. .but his own property remains with 
each person” and it is relative (D 530-531).

Theological note. It is theologically certain that there are at least three 
divine relations—paternity, filiation and passive spiration. The thesis as 
proposed is common and certain.

475. It is proved from Holy Scripture, like the previous thesis. For the 
Father is named from paternity and the Son from filiation. But the Father 
and the Son are really distinct. Therefore also paternity and filiation from 
which they are so named. The same must be said about both spirations.

Proof from the Fathers. In a similar way, what the Fathers say about 
the relations as properties by which alone the persons are distinguished, 
clearly they are affirming that they are distinct, and indeed really distinct 
in the realm of being.

But concerning the fourth relation of active spiration it is true that there 
is not explicit mention of it in the Fathers, as there is about the other three, 
according to the formula of Toledo XT. “In the relative names of the persons 
the Father is related to the Son, the Son to the Father, and the Holy Spirit 
to both” (D 528). But the fourth relation is deduced clearly from what they 
themselves say—that the divine relations are mutual: “Therefore they imply 
number only in so far as they are mutually related” (D 530). Therefore if 
the Holy Spirit is referred to both as to one principle by passive spiration, 
then the Father and the Son as one spirative principle are referred to the 
Holy Spirit by one relation of active spiration.4

1. De Trinitate 1.5, in Suarez, 1.5 c.4 n.2, and Ruiz, d. 16 s. 1.
2. De haeresibus graecorum 1.3 c.3: ML 202,342.
3. In I d. 13 q.2; see Suarez, 1.5 c.5 n.2; c.6 n.1-4; c.7 n.2; Ruiz, d. 17 s .l n .l.
4. Ruiz, d. 16 s.2 provides many quotes from both the Greek and the Latin Fathers.
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476. 1) The divine relations are relations of origin. But in each 
production there are two opposite relations of the producer to the product 
and of the product to the producer, which are really distinct, at least by 
denomination, and they are of a different type. Therefore in God there are 
four real relations.

2) Divine relations are subsistent. Therefore the relations in both 
processions, also actually as relative forms, must really be distinguished 
mutually from one another—paternity, filiation and passive spiration.

3) The relation of active spiration is a new relation, distinct from 
paternity and filiation as a type o f relation. For by paternity and filiation 
as such only the Father and the Son are mutually opposed, as producer and 
product by generation. But the Holy Spirit proceeds from both by a new 
and different procession. Therefore there is in the Father and the Son a new 
relation to the Holy Spirit, active spiration, by which immediately the two 
prior persons are opposed relatively to the third person.

4) Nevertheless this new relation is not distinguished really from 
paternity and filiation. For “in God everything is one where there is not 
opposition of relationship.” But the relation of active spiration does not 
affirm any relative opposition with paternity and filiation, because it does 
not proceed from them. Therefore it is really identified with them.

477. Objections. 1. Relations of origin are founded on production and action; 
in fact, they really consist in that productive action. But productive action is unique, 
denominating in a different way the producer and the product. Therefore the divine 
relations are not distinguished mutually one from another.

After transmitting the major, which with regard to the first part really is not true 
except in relations in created things, as we will see later, I  distinguish the minor. 
Production or origin is unique or one of a kind in created beings, conceded; in God, 
denied, as we saw,5 since the divine origins are also subsistent.

2. “The total being of a relation is, as is said, to have a regard to the other.” Therefore 
if active spiration is a new real reference different from paternity and filiation, then it 
should also be really distinguished from them.

I  distinguish the antecedent and the meaning of the axiom. The total essence of 
relation as such is to affirm the reference of the subject to the aim or object, conceded; the 
related entity itself cannot have any other predicate, denied. A nd  I  deny the consequent, 
for the regard to {esse ad) of a relation, because it is such, says noting explicitly about 
the essence of the related entity, which therefore can be identified with an absolute or 
with another relation (see q. 28, a. 2).

3) Relation, as is usually said, cannot refer beyond itself to another relation. 
Therefore paternity and filiation cannot be identified with active spiration.

5. Chapter 2, article 3, n. 459-462.
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I  distinguish the antecedent. A relation purely predicamental and accidental, /  
ti-ansmit the antecedent; a subsistent relation, I  deny the antecedent.

4) If active spiration is not really distinguished from paternity and filiation, rather 
than being a new real relation it must be said to be only a new aspect of paternity and 
filiation.

I  deny the assertion based on what we said in the proof; for real relations are 
evaluated according to the reference to another, therefore where there is a new basis of 
a relation, there is a new reference that is simply real, but in fact, the foundation of the 
spirative relation is different from that of paternity and filiation.

478. Scholium. Whether identity, sim ilitude and equality am ong the divine 
persons are real relations.

We have proved that relations of origin are present in God, which are like 
predicamental relations o f  the second genus, which result from action and passion. But 
besides those in created things there are real relations o f  the firs t genus, which are based 
on nature, on quantity and quality, like identity, similitude and equality, etc. There is a 
question about whether or not real relations of this kind are present in God.

That between the divine persons there is the most perfect identity and indeed 
numerical in nature, and likewise absolute equality and in the most eminent way perfect 
similitude, is something pertaining to the faith, as was said, and St. Thomas deals with 
these points (q. 42, a. 1,2, 4, 6). Nevertheless it is a common and certain doctrine that 
these denominations do not imply real relations in God, but that they are only logical, 
or according to a way o f  speaking.6

The reason is because where denominations of identity, similitude and equality 
imply a real relation (except that similitude and equality in created things are founded 
on quality and quantity properly speaking), the unity in those perfection is a logical 
unity only, not a unity of numerical identity. For the nature of Peter and Paul, like the 
perfection which similitude and equality imply, are distinct really in both subjects. 
Therefore relations of the first genus in created things demand not only the distinction 
of the subject and the aim, but also a distinction in the foundation o f  the relation, and 
the unity of this relation and of these relatives is only logical. But in God the unity of 
perfection, both natural as well as quantitative and qualitative, is a unity of numerical 
identity. Therefore there is lacking in these denominations the necessary condition 
so that they could be said to be real relations. Therefore St. Thomas says: “Therefore 
equality and likeness in the divine persons is not a real relation distinct from the personal 
relations: but in its concept it includes both the relations which distinguish the persons, 
and the unity of essence. For this reason the Master says that in these it is only the terms 
that are relative” (q. 42, a. 1 ad 4).

6. See Suarez, 1.4 c. 15; Ruiz, d. 103 where you will see a certain diversity among the older theologians in their 
way o f  thinking about this.
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A R T I C L E  I I

O n  t h e  d is t in c t io n  b e t w e e n  t h e  r e l a t io n s  a n d  t h e
DIVINE ESSENCE

Thesis 43. Between the divine essence and the relations there is no real 
distinction, but only a virtual or logical distinction.

S.Th. I, q. 28, a. 2; Suarez, 1.4 c.4-8; Ruiz de Montoya, d. 11-14; Casajoana, 115-128; Muncunill, 898-911; 
Pesch, 615-622; Galtier, 272-287.

479. Connection. Having proved the existence of relations in God, the 
question naturally presents itself: what kind of a distinction must be thought 
to exist between them and the divine essence? In this matter, there must 
be some reason for both the divine simplicity and a truly real distinction 
between the relations.

Definition of terms. A real distinction simply and properly speaking is 
one which is completely independent of the mind’s abstract consideration, 
and it has no relation to the mind or foundation, so that one who has full 
and perfect intuition of things will say with truth and certainty: “this is not 
that.” It is called actual because it is really given in the nature of things. 
Another distinction is one that is simply given between this thing and that 
thing-, its signs, at least the main and obvious ones, are mutual separability, 
and the relation that results is real between those things. But another type is 
modal, which is given between a thing and its physical mode. This implies 
non-mutual separability, for the thing can exist without the mode, but the 
mode cannot exist without the thing.1

480. A logical distinction (distinctio rationis) is made formally by our 
concepts, by which we know things, without it actually being in the thing. 
It is called logical on the part of the one thinking (rationis ratiocinantis) 
when there is no proper foundation for it, which is understood in the case of 
synonyms, such as a saber and a sword. But it is called logical on the part o f 
the thing thought {rationis ratiocinatae) when the thing itself, in one way or 
another, offers a foundation for making it. And the remote foundation, or the 
first reason for this distinction, is something subjective, that is, an imperfect 
and limited way of thinking of the human intellect. But having granted this, 
the known thing itself offers a foundation for the logical distinction of the

1. Suarez, Metaphys. d.7.
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thing thought. Because of its perfection it can be thought, or necessarily must 
be thought, with different concepts that are inadequate.

Hence it is clear that the foundation for a logical distinction can be 
more or less. A perfect logical distinction is present when two concepts 
about the same thing are so different that neither pertains to the definition 
or explanation of the other, as the one present between the animality and 
rationality of man. In this case the logical distinction is mutual. But when 
one concept pertains to the definition of the other, but not vice versa, as 
happens between the thing defined and a part of the definition (v.g,. animal 
pertains to the definition of man, but man does not pertain to the definition 
of animal), then the logical distinction is non mutual. The distinction 
which is called concerning the explicit and the implicit (penes explicitum 
et implicitum), as is given between the thing defined and its full definition, 
can be called a kind of “middle” between both types of logical distinctions.2

The mutual formal inclusion, which according to the common opinion is given 
between the absolute attributes of the divinity, by reason of its infinity, does not get in the 
way of the logical distinction of the thing thought. Sometimes also a logical distinction is 
not made to explain the objective concepts that are really diverse in the same thing, but for 
diverse modalities of one and the same concept which, because of the supreme perfection 
of the thing being considered, cannot be explained by us except with different modes. The 
most important instances of this are found in the theology of the Trinity.3

481. A formal distinction from the nature o f things is accustomed to be 
thought of as a middle between a real distinction and a logical distinction; 
this distinction was invented by Scotus and his school.4 This is one that

2. See these notions distinctly and clearly explained in Losada, Logica tr.2 d.l c.6 (ed. Barcinone 1883 t.2 p. 
65-76).

3. Many modem authors call the logical distinction major, which we said is perfect and mutual, minor 
whenever it is not fully mutual; in the former they say that objective precision is given, but not in the latter. 
But the phrase “objective precision” is not used by these authors in the same sense in which it was argued 
about by the scholastics in the 17th and 18th centuries.

4. There does not seem to be full agreement on the meaning o f  the Scotistic distinction. Here are some 
references to it. From Scotus, In I d.2 q.7 § last (ed. Quaracchi 1912 1.1,279-286), who uses it often. From 
his disciples see I. Merinero, De univeralibus d.l q.2 s .l;  Mastrius, De Deo m o  d.2 a.2; Frassen, Scotus 
Academicus, De Deo uno tr.l d.2. See also John o f  St. Thomas, De Deo d.4 a.7; Lossada, Logica tr.2 d.l c.2 
(ed. Cit. 2,19ff.); Urraburu, Ontologia 117; De San, De Deo uno 97-100. Concerning recent studies see P. 
Minges, Die distinctionformalis des Duns Scotus: TheolQuart (1908) 409ff.; E. Longpre, Laphilosophie du 
B. Duns Scotus (Paris 1924); B. Jansen, Beitrdge zur geschlichtlichen Entwicklung der distinctio formalis: 
ZkathTh 53 (19239) 317-344, 517-544; Scoti doctrina philosophical et theologica (Quaracchi 1930); T. 
Grajenski, The Formal Distinction of Duns Scotus (Washington 1944); J. Roig, Algunas distinciones sobre 
la distinction modal y  sobre la distinctidn escotlstica “formalis ex natura rei": EstEcl 18 (1944) 301- 
215; M. Oromi, Teorla de las distinciones en el sistema escotista: VerVid 5 (1947) 257-282; E. Gilson, 
Eire et essence (Paris 1948); M. Schmaus, Der Liber propugnatorius des Thomas Angelicus und die 
Lehrunterschiede zwischen Thomas von Aquin und Duns Scotus. II Th. Die Trinitdrischen Lehrdijferenzen. 
I Bd.: BeitrGPhM 29 (MUnster 1930).
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is not given between things, but between the formalities of some one 
thing, and it places it among the metaphysical grades of the same thing, as 
between animality and rationality in man. This distinction, however, which 
is also called formal non-identity, is defended as preceding every abstract 
operation of the human intellect, and because of it propositions, by which 
the identity of both formalities is asserted, are simply false.

In general a logical distinction is often called a formal distinction, 
because the form constituting it is the formal abstract concept of our 
intellect. But a distinction that has a foundation in reality, or a distinction of 
the thing thought, is said to be also virtual in the thing itself, in opposition 
to a real distinction, which actually is in the thing. Inasmuch as in the 
thing itself there is present the equivalence o f a distinction in order to 
verify opposed propositions about one and same thing, as animality is the 
reason for assimilating man to a horse, and rationality is the reason for not 
assimilating a man to a horse; therefore our intellect deals with one and the 
same thing as if there were many.

482. Adversaries. No one who admits the Trinity in God placed a strictly 
and fully real distinction between the divine essence and the relations, for a 
distinction of this kind would immediately destroy the Trinity itself.

However Gilbert of Poitiers seems nevertheless to have admitted a 
certain real distinction between the divine nature and the personalities or 
relations, in the way in which he distinguished in created things, and in 
fact really as it seems, the subject or the individual and what he calls the 
subsistencies, namely, the essential predicates of the things. Therefore he 
said, as the accusation against him at the Council o f Rheims has it: “The 
divine nature is not God, but the form by which God is; therefore Father, 
Son and Holy Spirit should not be called one divinity, but only that they are 
by one divinity’'’ (D 389-391 with n. 3).5

Durandus placed a modal distinction, not simply a logical one, nor 
simply a real one, so he could say that the essence and the relations differ 
as to the thing and the mode of having the thing.6

5. Commentaria in Boethium de Trinitate: ML 64,1280ff. See Vazquez, d. 120 c.1-2; De Regnon, 2,87-108; F. 
Vemet, Gilbert de la Porree: DTC 6,1351-1356; A. Landgraf, Untersuchungen zu den Eigenlehre Gilberts 
de la Porree: ZkathTh 54 (1930) 180-213; Einfuhrung in die Geschichte der theologische Literatur der 
Fruhscholastik (Regensburg 1948) 79ff.; A. Hayen, Le concile de Reims et I’oeuvre theologique de Gilbert 
de la Porree; ArchHistDoctrLittMoyAge (1935) 23-102; R. Silvain, Le texte du commententaire zur Boece 
de Gilbert de la Porree: ibid. (1946) 175-189; M. Williams, The Teaching o f Gilbert Porre tan on the Trinity 
as Found in his Commentaries on Boethius: AnalGreg 56 (Rome 1951); A. Forest, Le movement doctrinal 
du IXauXIVsiecle, in Fliche-Martin, Histoire de I ’Eglise 13 (Paris 1951) 81-85, 163-165.

6. In 1 d.33 q. 1; d.24 q.2 and 3; S. Guichardon, Leprobleme de la simplicity divine en Orient et en Occident au 
14 et 15 siecle (Lyons 1933).
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Scotus distinguished the essence and the relations with his formal 
distinction from the nature o f the thing, which precedes all operation of the 
created and the uncreated intellect. However this formal non-identity really 
renders the propositions false by which the identity between the essence 
and the relations is affirmed.7

On the contrary, the Eunomians did not want to admit any distinction 
in God, not even a logical one; therefore they denied the Trinity.8 Aureolus 
seems to have denied, at least as a way of speaking, a true virtual distinction 
between the essence and the relations.9

483. The common opinion must be held firmly, for it denies every 
actual distinction between the divine essence and the relations. It admits 
only a true virtual distinction, which most of the authors understand as a 
logical distinction based on the thing thought. In the Scholium we will treat 
the distinction that some theologians call virtually intrinsic.

Theological note. That the divine essence and the relations are not 
really distinguished is to be held as a matter of faith (de fide). The modal 
distinction must certainly be rejected, if a mode is truly proposed as actually 
distinct from the thing whose mode it is said to be. The Scotistic opinion 
is not burdened with a theological censure, but it seems that it cannot be 
admitted. But it is theologically certain that there is a logical distinction 
based on the thing thought between the nature and the divine relations; and 
the opinion of the Nominalists is at least temerarious.

484. Proof from tradition. The holy Fathers who defend the mystery 
of the Trinity against the Eunomians with measured words: a) on the one 
hand assert that the divine essence and the persons are the same in reality, 
b) at the same time however they say between them a distinction in the 
mind and in signification must be admitted, and in fact not merely an 
imagined distinction, but one with a foundation in reality, which we call a 
logical distinction o f the thing thought. For the Eunomians said that in no 
way could a distinction be made between the divinity and generation, and 
therefore they denied that the Son could be a generated God. To which the 
Fathers responded that the name of deity signifies one thing, and the name 
of having been generated is something else.

St. Basil notes that great confusion arises, unless we understand a

7. In 1 d.2 q.7; see note 4 above. As holding the same opinion the following are mentioned: Ockham, d.2 q. 1;
Marsilius de Ingrem, 1 d.2 q.6; Biel, 1 d.2 a.3 and other Nominalists.

8. See c .l n. 290-244, etc.
9. In I d.2.
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different reason with different names10 11; and in his 38th letter To His Brother 
Gregory (of Nyssa ),u which is completely about the difference between 
essence and hypostasis, he says that these differ “in signification and 
nature.” St. Gregory Nazianzen says: “Since the natures are distinguished 
with the mind and with thought, they also receive different names.. ..If each 
one of them is considered God separately, that is, separating mentally those
things that cannot be separated.....In order to assist our way of thinking the
simple essence of God seems to undergo partition because of our way of 
speaking.”12 St. Cyril of Alexandria often repeats this: “The nature of God 
is not one thing, and God himself something else; he is simple and without 
composition” (R 2066,2067).13 St. Augustine explains repeatedly, both that 
because of simplicity what the essence is in God is the same thing as what 
the person is; and something is said relatively that is not said according to 
substance.14 Therefore the Fathers solve all the difficulties of the Arians by 
reduplication.15

485. They do that when they explain the ways of speaking and 
predicating that the Fathers use and that Gilbert denied; but they also admit 
predication by identity between the essentials and the notionals, both in the 
concrete and in the abstract, which would be false, if some actual distinction 
before the mind’s consideration could be admitted between the essence and 
the relations, either strictly real or even modal. St. Basil said: “Father, Son 
and Holy Spirit are an uncreated nature”16; St. Gregory Nazianzen: “They 
adore the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit as one power and divinity,”17 
and Lateran IV  approved the formula of Peter Lombard (D 432). Rightly 
therefore did St. Bernard argue against Gilbert in the Council o f Rheims 
and in his book, De consideratione.18

These points seem to be valid also against the formal distinction from 
the nature o f the thing, whatever the case is regarding the true meaning 
of this distinction, if it claims that the predications by identity concerning

10. Contra Eunomium c .l n.5: MG 29,515.
11. MG 32,325-340.
12. Oratio 30, theol. 4 n.8: MG 36,114f.
13. Thesaurus assertionum de sancta Trinitate'. MG 75,Iff. Pseudo-Athanasius gathers together this doctrine o f  

the Greek Fathers in Dialogus I de Trinitate contra anomaeos: “The hypostasis is something, the divinity 
is something; not as one thing and another thing; but that the hypostasis signifies something and the deity 
something” (MG 28,113 5-113 8).

14. De Trinitate 1.7 c.4.6; 1.15 c.6, etc.: ML 42,933-946, 1063-1064.
15. See Ruiz, d .ll  s.3.
16. Homily 15 defide: MG 31,681.
17. Oratio hltheol. 5 a.33: MG 36,171; R 1008; in Pseudo-Athanasius dial. 2 de Trinitate it is said: “Father, Son 

and Holy Spirit are an innate essence” (MG 28,1190; see Ruiz, d .ll s.6; d. 12 a.3).
18. De consideratione 1.5 c.7: ML 182,792-799.
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different formalities like “animality and rationality” are false before the 
consideration of the human mind. For consequently one would also have to 
hold that this proposition is false, “paternity is the divine essence.”19

486. Proof by theological reasoning. A. With absolute divine simplicity 
no distinction is possible which supposes that the essence and the relations 
are actually distinct elements before the consideration o f the mind, as is 
evident. Therefore a real distinction between the essence and the relations 
must be rejected, whether strictly real or just modal. The same must be said 
about the Scotistic distinction, if it is imposed also on the divine intellect; 
for the most intuitive intellect cannot distinguish things that in reality are 
not distinct.20

B. But concerning the essence and the divine relations different things 
are predicated and even opposed to each other, as “The Son is distinguished 
really from the paternity, but not from the essence.” Therefore in the 
divinity there is a foundation so that reason can distinguish between the 
essence and the relations. For if there is a logical distinction of the thing 
thought between the absolute attributes o f God, a fortiori one must be 
given between the essence and the relations. Therefore as St. Thomas says, 
“Thus it is manifest that relation really existing in God is really the same as 
his essence; and only differs in its mode of intelligibility; as in relation is 
meant that regard to its opposite which is not expressed in the name of the 
essence” (q. 28, a. 2).

487. Objections. 1. Relation in God is not said “according to substance,” as St. 
Augustine says (R 1659). Therefore it is distinguished really from the essence.

I  distinguish the antecedent. Relation is not said by St. Augustine according 
to substance because it is not predicated of the divine substance, that is, it is not a 
substance that is referred to another internally, but it is a person, conceded; because the 
holy Doctor understands it to be something really distinct from the substance, I  deny 
the antecedent, as is clear from the proof. Relation also cannot be said according to 
substance, because “it is not predicated under the mode of substance, as existing in Him 
to Whom it is applied; but as a relation” (q. 28, a. 2 ad 1).

2. St. Augustine says: “Everything that is said relatively, is also something that is 
not relative.21 Therefore there is something in God, the essence, that is other than the 
relations.

I  concede the antecedent and distinguish the consequent. There is something in

19. See Ruiz, c. 11 s.6n,3.
20. Suarez, 1.4 c.4 n. 17; V&zquez, d. 118; Ruiz, d. 12 s.6; Wirceburgs, 366.
21. De Trinitate 1.7 c.2: ML 42,931-936; J. Chevalier, Saint Augustin et la pensee grecque. Les relations 

trinitaires (Fribourg 1940); La theorie augustinienne des relations trinitaires. Analyse explicative des textes: 
DivThom (Frib.) 18 (1940) 317-384.
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God logically distinct from the relative, conceded; really distinct, denied. “In God there 
is no distinction, but both are one and the same; and this is not perfectly expressed by 
the word relation, as if it were comprehended in the ordinary meaning of that term” 
(ibid., ad 2).

3. “The essence of relation is the being referred to another....So if relation is 
the divine essence, it follows that the divine essence is essentially itself a relation to 
something else; whereas this is repugnant to the perfection of the divine essence, which 
is supremely absolute and self-subsisting” (q. 28, a. 2, objection 3).

I  distinguish the antecedent. Relation according to its being- to is only a respect, 
transmit or concede the antecedent; according to its being-in, I  deny the antecedent and 
I  deny the consequent.22 There is some verbal confusion in the objection concerning the 
different meaning of being (esse), which, as has been noted, is used in many different 
ways. Moreover, as St. Thomas says, “If the divine perfection contained only what is 
signified by relative terms, it would follow that it is imperfect, being thus related 
to something else....But as the perfection of the divine essence is greater than can be 
included in any name, it does not follow, if a relative term or any other name applied to 
God signify something imperfect, that the divine essence is in any way imperfect; for the 
divine essence comprehends within itself the perfection of every genus” (q. 28, a. 2 ad 3).

488.4. A logical distinction places nothing distinct in the thing itself. Therefore it is 
not sufficient to explain how what necessarily seems to demand really distinct realities 
can be said about the essence and the relations, such as actually to be distinct from  
others, as the relations are, and actually not to be distinct, as is the essence. Therefore 
an actual distinction must be placed in God.

I  concede the antecedent and distinguish the consequent. A logical distinction does 
not explain the positive intrinsic reason why these are given in God, I  concede the 
consequent, and deny the supposition; a logical distinction of the thing thought does 
not suffice to explain negatively that a contradiction is not implied, if these are given 
in God, I  deny the consequent; but it is that and no other function of the established 
distinction between the essence and the relations. And lesser actual distinctions, such 
as the modal or the formal distinction, do not explain positively how the relations really 
identified with the essence are fully distinguished from one another as a supposition 
from another supposition.

5. A logical distinction of the thing thought can be admitted between the essence 
and the relations. For on that supposition, at least metaphysical composition must be 
placed in God. But this is also repugnant in God.

I  deny the major, for, as will be explained, the logical distinction between the 
essence and the relations is not mutual; but metaphysical composition demands two 
different elements that are distinct with a mutual logic.

489. Scholium 1. On the virtual intrinsic distinction.
A logical distinction of the thing thought is said to be virtual, as we said, and

22. See above n. 465, and below, article 3.
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extrinsic, because formally the whole distinction is outside of the thing, namely, in 
our inadequate concepts of things; but one thing is equivalent to many in establishing 
the diversity of concepts, or it presents the foundation in order to provide a basis for 
inadequate concepts and to appear to the mind as many-sided. In a special way by the 
authors it is usually called a virtual distinction which is given between the essence and 
the divine relations, when what in created things demands a real relation is predicated 
of God. Therefore the foundation for this logical distinction is the greatest, although for 
other reasons, because it is not mutual, by some authors it is likened to a distinction that 
they call minor.

Therefore some authors, not content with the logical distinction o f  the thing 
thought between the essence and the divine relations, establish another greater one that 
is not merely extrinsic, which they call virtual intrinsic. Thus, after R. Lynce23 some 
authors in the 17th and 18th centuries, both among the Thomists and among the Jesuit 
theologians, and recently Casajoana24 and Muncunill25 who lists many in favor of this 
opinion. However it is not necessary to evaluate their thinking. But we must exclude 
at least some of those mentioned, as Franzelin26 and Pesch27; for it is not sufficient that 
they call that distinction virtual, unless at the same time, at least equivalently, they 
hold that it is intrinsic not ju s t  fundamentally. Its advocates define this virtual intrinsic 
distinction thus: “as the capacity and equivalence of a distinction in order to verify 
without contradiction predicates that are of themselves contradictory,” and they say that 
this distinction is given between the essence and the divine relations, when predicates 
of themselves contradictory are applied to them, such as to generate or to be generated, 
and not to generate and not to be generated.

490. We think however that this distinction cannot be admitted.
a) First of all, the virtual intrinsic distinction as it is proposed, as it seems, should 

be rejected. For it seems to imply that predicates o f  themselves contradictory can be 
verified without a contradiction. Therefore it would have to be said that there is given in 
God the capacity to verify predicates, which in created things demand distinct realities, 
lest in them there be found a contradiction. For of themselves generally to generate and 
not to generate are not contradictories, unless they are affirmed under the same aspect.

b) However what is said about God is true; but why it is not repugnant the name 
alone of the virtual intrinsic distinction does not say, but it must explain it, because there 
is no affirmation and negation of the same thing about the same thing under the same 
form al reason. In this case, as we noted from Franzelin,28 with this distinction a reason 
why it is present in God does not have to be given, but only how, and indeed merely

23. Metaphysica 1.2 tr.4; see Lossada, Logica tr.2 d. 1 c.4 (ed. Bare. 2,43ff).
24. De Deo m o  d.5 c.2 a.3.
25. Op. cit., 898-911.
26. He is mentioned by Casajoana, Franzelin, th21; but there with clear words the author proves the explanation 

of Cajetan, Suarez and Ruiz, p. 312.
27. Pesch, n. 621is quoted by Muncunill; but in n. 619 he calls this distinction logical, and in the same n. 691 he 

says very well: “By the divine intellect relation is not distinguished from the divine essence, but it is called 
only a virtual distinction by reference to the human intellect which forms inadequate concepts.”

28. Th. 20, p. 297 and in other places.



b .2  c .3 a .2  t h . 4 3  n .4 8 9 - 4 9 1 417

negatively, it is not repugnant.
c) It is not true that the capacity of verifying these predicates is totally independent 

o f  the abstract consideration o f  the mind, for if that were the case, a certain kind of 
actual distinction would be placed really in God. Indeed with this fact that the capacity 
of verifying predicates is said, a relation to the consideration of the mind is included, 
which forms or can form concerning the most simple thing different concepts definable 
in different ways. That is, the whole difficulty in this matter is in our concepts about 
God, or in God according as he responds to our concepts about nature and relation or the 
person. Therefore the virtual distinction is never intrinsic in the sense intended by these 
authors; therefore with the fully intuitive divine intellect there is no logical distinction; 
nor related to that can it be said that a virtual distinction is given in God. For it seems to 
be repugnant to posit objectively a real distinction that is not actual, and is independent 
of our concepts. For, as Ruiz de Montoya says, before the work of the intellect nothing 
else can be understood “except that the thing in itself has that perfection, which can 
be understood with many concepts better than with one...the other...is completely 
fictitious.29

491. They say however: 1. A virtual intrinsic distinction in the Trinity must be 
admitted, and the logical distinction is not sufficient. For the latter is given also among 
absolute attributes. But this is not sufficient that those things that are predicated of the 
essence and the relations can be predicated of the different absolute attributes. Therefore 
for these there must be a greater distinction.

I  distinguish the minor. A logical distinction between the absolute attributes is 
not sufficient for those predications, because of the necessity o f  the divine simplicity, 
which requires that those things among which there is no relative opposition be really 
identified, conceded; it is not sufficient because of the insufficiency of the logical 
distinction, I  deny it or I  subdistinguish-, it is not sufficient to affirm de facto that 
that which urges us to affirm those propositions is de facto given, conceded-, it is not 
sufficient so that, having granted the same thing being said about the same thing, but 
with a different meaning, must be affirmed and denied, a contradiction can be avoided, 
I  deny it. For this is the function of the distinction made by us between the essence and 
the relations, and no other as we have pointed out. And lesser distinctions of any kind 
cannot give a positive sufficient reason for a greater distinction of the persons, who are 
really identified with the essence, as we have also said. Moreover, as has been noted, 
those attributes in created things that require a real distinction are predicated about the 
divine absolute attributes that in reality are identical.

2. Before the operation of the mind these propositions are true: “the essence is 
really filiation,” and “paternity is really not filiation,” and such truths are known by 
God. But no Catholic says that a logical distinction is necessary for these propositions 
to be true. Therefore there is in God a virtual distinction that is more than extrinsic.

a) I  rebut by saying that it holds in any logical distinction of the thing thought, 
even in created things, b) I  deny the supposition that those propositions, as they are

29. D12 s.2 n.3.
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formulated, are independent of our limited concepts. God certainly knows that what we 
affirm in these ways and with our concepts is true; but he does not know himself with our 
concepts, but intuitively.30 All Catholics know that these formulas do not make sense, 
unless insofar as we know divine things with our limited concepts. But propositions of 
this kind are true, not because we make a logical distinction, but because in God there 
is a foundation  for us to make it.

3. To be generated and not to be generated, and other things that are predicated 
of God, in themselves are really contradictory, if they are said about one and the same 
thing. Therefore there is present in God a virtual intrinsic distinction.

/  distinguish the antecedent. These and similar predicates really are of themselves 
contradictory, if they are said really of one and the same being in the same sense, 
conceded; if they are truly said in a diverse sense, denied. Now in created things, as we 
said when dealing with the principle of identity, these predicates are really said about 
the same thing in the same absolute sense; in God however they are not predicated 
under the same respect, but in a different sense—absolute and relative.

492. Scholium 2. Whether the divine nature is o f  the essence o f  the relations and  
the relations in turn are o f  the essence o f  the nature.

Given the essence of a divine relation, which will be proved in the following article 
as more probable, it is clear that the logical distinction between the essence or divine 
nature and the relations is non-mutual, since the divine nature pertains to the essence o f  
the relations, but the relations do not pertain to the essence o f  the nature. Hence it seems 
sufficiently clear what the answer should be to the proposed question. However, in 
this matter the authors disagree among themselves, also those who agree with us about 
what constitutes a relation,31 perhaps because the proposed question can have different 
answers. Therefore:

1. If the nature or physical essence o f  God, as we pointed out in the treatise On 
the One God,32 is taken in the philosophical sense, for the real status of the divinity, 
in the way in which the physical essence of a thing is called its real substantial status, 
then it must be said that the relations pertain also to the divine essence. However this 
acceptance, even though it is not very frequent, has its foundation in the Fathers, who 
often by the name of deity understand the whole divine reality.33

2. But if we take nature in the sense which we call theological, as it is customarily

30. See Ruiz, d.2 a.7 n.6ff.
31. Many Thomists hold that the divine nature is o f  the essence o f relations and the relations are o f  the essence 

o f the nature: Valentia, 1. P. d2 q.4 p.l; Franzelin, th. 21; Galtier, 285-287; Pesch, 632 tends in that direction. 
That the nature is not o f  the essence o f the relations and the relations are not o f  the essence o f  the nature, 
beside those who hold a distinction that is not just logical, is held by Molina, In I p. q.28 d.6; Vazquez, 
d.121. Holding that nature is o f  the essence o f relations, but relations are not o f the essence o f the nature are 
Suarez, 1.4 c.5ff.; Bellarmine, De Christo, 1.2 c.9; Ruiz, d. 13 and 14; Wirceburgs, 51-55, who distinguish a 
twofold philosophical and theological understanding o f  the word nature. Others, like John o f  St. Thomas, 
d. 13 a.2 n.4-6, 14, admit a mutual exclusion o f  nature and o f  the relations according to a formal concept, 
but a mutual inclusion according to a transcendental concept o f  essence. On this matter see A. Maltha, De 
divinarum relationum exsistentia, quidditate, distinctione: Ang 17 (1940) 17-18.

32. See above, On the One God n. 77.
33. See Ruiz, d. 14 s.5 and 6.
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understood in Trinitarian theology, with an abstract concept, according as it signifies 
“that by which a thing is something in the order of beings,” which in God is common 
to the three persons, that is, the accumulation of all the absolute attributes by which 
God and the three persons are God, then one must respond to the proposed question in 
a twofold way, according to the twofold sense which the expression to be o f  the essence 
o f  some thing can have.

a) If “to be of the essence of some thing” signifies to pertain to its form al concept 
and quiddity, it must be said that the divine nature is o f  the essence o f  the relations, but 
the relations are not o f  the essence o f  the nature, on the basis of what we just said. For 
otherwise nature cannot be predicated by identity about the three really distinct relations 
that are logically diverse, without the other two at the same time being predicated by 
identity, just as if a determined individuation were of the essence of man, there would 
be only one man.

b) But if “to be of the essence of some thing” signifies only to be predicated  
necessarily about that thing, even though it does not pertain to its formal concept and 
quiddity, in this sense certainly both the nature is o f  the essence o f  the relations, and the 
relations are o f  the nature o f  the essence.

The arguments proposed by some that paternity is in the Son and vice-versa, as 
perfecting  the other relation, do not prove anything.34 For although this way of speaking 
may be admitted, it cannot be denied that paternity does not constitute filiation, and 
that neither constitutes the nature formally and essentially, but only that they mutually 
demand one another. That the divine nature cannot be conceived by an adequate concept 
without also conceiving the relations,35 does not prove that they belong to the abstract 
concept and essence of the nature, not even implicitly, but only exigently; otherwise the 
other relations would also pertain to the constitutive concept of the others, which these 
authors do not admit.

34. Thus Pesch, loc. cit.
35. Galtier argues this way, 287.
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A R T I C L E  I I I

On t h e  e s s e n c e  o f  t h e  d iv in e  r e l a t i o n s

493. The chapter on the nature or essence of relation has always been 
considered among the most difficult questions in philosophy. Therefore it 
should not be surprising that difficult questions arise in its application to 
God, and that there are different opinions about it among theologians.1 We 
will briefly propose what seems more probable.

Thesis 44. The divine relations formally affirm perfection, even 
according to their reference-to (esse ad).

S.T h.I,q. 28, a. 1 ;DePot. q. 7, a. 9; Suarez, 1.3 c.9.10; 1.5 c . l \Metaphys. D .47s.2s.3 .5 ;R u izd e Montoya, 
disp. 9.29.30; Muncunill, 1074-1089, 1125-1130; Pesch, 623-635; Galtier, 288-293.

Connection. The main question that arises, after having proved the 
existence of real relations in God, is what degree of reality or perfection 
they imply according to this new relative concept. But there is a difficulty 
here, because on the one hand if true reality and perfection is placed in the 
individual persons that the others do not have, their full identity in nature 
seems to be called into question. But if that is denied, then it is not apparent 
how the reality of the three persons can be maintained. Therefore the 
importance of this question is obvious, both in forming a correct concept 
of the divine relations, and in explaining the perfect equality of the persons, 
and in explaining logically the reality and the nature of the persons.

494. Definition of terms and state of the question. There is no 
controversy that a real relation in general, and in a special way the divine 
relations, affirm reality and perfection according to their being-in (esse in). 
In God, however, the being-in is only their identity with the divine nature. 
For a relation, even generally, in order for it to be real, does not necessarily

1. The metaphysical treatises o f  the scholastics can be consulted. But some o f  the things discussed there are 
o f less importance for trinitarian theology, since they deal with relations as they are found in creatures, 
or with relations o f  the first genus which cannot be adapted to the divine relations. Here are some recent 
works on this matter. A. Horvath, Metaphysik der Relationen (Gratz 1914); E. Commer, Streiflichter auf die 
Welt der Relationen'. DivThom(Fr) (1916) 129ff.; F. Robles Ddgano, La relaciony la Santissima Trinidad'. 
Espaiia y America (1922) 31-47,114-121; M. Penido, Le role de I’analogie en Theologie dogmatique (Paris 
1931) 311-323; P. Descoqs, Thomisme et Scolastique (Paris 1935) 218-226; A. Michel, Relations divines: 
DTC 13,2135-2; A. Maltha, De divisione relationum in ordine ad questionem de relationibus divinis. De 
divinarum relationum exsistentia, quidditate, distinctione: Ang 14 (1937) 61ff; 17 (1940) 3-31; J. Manyd, 
Metafisica de la relacion "in divinis": RevEspT 5 (1945) 249-284; J. Rabeneck, Das Geheimnis des 
dreipersonlichen Gottes (Freiburg 1950) 45-57,93-116, and related works cited in n. 466-467.
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imply a reality really distinct from all absolute being. For it is one thing 
to be something real, and something else to be really distinct from another 
real being, as St. Thomas explained it,2 when he used the example of the 
divine goodness and his wisdom.

The question therefore concerns the being-to (esse ad), or the as it 
were differential predicate of a relation inasmuch as it says a respect to 
something else. In this matter a twofold question is distinguished by many 
authors: whether a relation according to its being-to, or reference to another, 
affirms a reality, and whether it also affirms some perfection, so that there 
are many authors who have an affirmative opinion regarding the first part, 
but a negative opinion regarding the second part.3 But unless the question 
is just about a way of speaking, if perfection is taken transcendentally, it 
is the same thing as reality. In God however it seems rather that that must 
be said, for a reality cannot be predicated of God that is not infinite and 
therefore most perfect.

495. Opinions.4 5 It is the opinion o f many theologians, which should 
be mentioned as quite common among Thomists and Scotists, - that relation 
in general, even a real relation and the divine relations themselves, do not 
affirm reality and perfection. We follow Billot6 in explaining this. Relation 
in general according to its being-to, since it says only a respect to another, 
does not say any reality, so that in this predicate a real relation and a logical 
relation completely agree. Therefore a real relation is real from another 
source or from another title, namely, according to its being-in, and from 
another source it is a relation, according to its being-to or respect to another. 
For being-in and being-to are conceived as two formalities mutually and 
formally affecting each other. Hence in the divine relations the whole 
nature of the reality is the being-in, in which they are really identified, but 
the whole nature of the reference-to and the distinction is the being-to.

However there are many Thomists who in general hold that a relation 
according to its proper concept does not say a reality; but when its reason 
is restricted to a real relation, they say that the being-to says a reality, not

2. Above, n. 466.
3. See in Muncunill, loc. cit.; also below, n. 495-498.
4. In this question we cannot delay by carefully evaluating the opinions o f  many authors. For here there is a 

certain ambiguity, which the obscurity o f  the matter brings with it and which was pointed out by Ruiz de 
Montoya, d.30 s.2 n.5. Therefore we will explain the main points from those authors who seem to present 
them more clearly.

5. Thus Suarez, 1.3 c.9 n .l \Metaphys. d.47 s.2 n.Iff.; Ruiz, d.9 s .l n.7-8.
6. De Deo uno et trim 1 q.28, especiallyDe relatione preambula disquisitio p. 380-392, and Quaestionis 

conclusio p. 422-426.
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indeed explicitly, but certainly implicitly. Thus the Salamanca theologians,7 
Billuart8 and Garrigou-Lagrange,9 who however in the course of the treatise 
seem to agree with the proposed theory. At the same time however they 
usually assert that the divine relations according to the being-to do not 
imply any perfection, at least nothing but a perfection of the divine essence.

Suarez10 11 holds the opposite opinion that a real relation in general and 
much more the divine relations imply formally as such reality and perfection; 
agreeing with him are most o f the Jesuit theologians and many Thomists o f 
the 16th and 17th centuries, such as Banez11 and John of St. Thomas.12 For 
he denies that the being-to of a relation prescinds from the being-in, at least 
inasmuch as it says a reality, and indeed that it implicitly includes it. He 
also denies that a real relation and a logical relation can agree in some kind 
of univocal concept, not even with regard to the being-to, but only by a 
certain metaphorical similarity. And Suarez13 defends this position in such 
a way that he asserts that the divine relations affirm a perfection precisely 
as distinct, and therefore he acknowledges three relative perfections. Ruiz 
de Montoya14 and others say that it constitutes only one perfection. We 
embrace the opinion of Suarez and we defend his main assertion in our 
thesis. Other aspects of the opinion will be treated in the Scholiums.

Theological note. The thesis seems to us to be much more probable. 
Also, there are some serious theologians who do not hesitate to say that the 
opposite opinion, especially the negation of the reality of the divine relation 
according to its being-to, is either completely false or also dangerous and 
proximate to error.15

496. Proof of the thesis. A. Philosophically the opinion denying that a real relation 
according to its being-to says some reality and perfection seems to be completely false. 
For

1) A relation as a relation has only a regard to, namely, it does not add to the being 
a new perfection that is simply intrinsic, like absolute predicates, but only a regard to 
another. But that regard to itself is real in a real relation, as St.Thomas says (q. 28, a. 1),

7. De Sanctissimo Trinitatis mysterio d.4 dub.2; d.6 dub.2.
8. Tractatus de Sanctissimo Trinitatis mysterio d.3 a. 1; a.5.
9. De Deo trim  et creatore p. 81 -89, 92-96.
10. Loc. cit. Suarez often invokes as in favor o f  this opinion among the ancients, Hervaeus Natalus.
11. In 1 p. q.28 dub.l.
12. De sacro Trinitatis mysterio d. 13 a.3. G. Alstruey also holds this, De Sanctissima Trinitate 221, and A. 

Maltha, loc. cit.: Ang (1940) 4-5.
13. L.3 c.9.10.
14. D.29 s.2.6; d.30 s.2-5; so also V&zquez, d. 122.
15. Thus Ruiz, d.9 s.6 n.14. Franzelin, th.22 p. 317, mentions this censure. According to Billuart “on both sides 

it is defended faithfully, even in the school o f  St. Thomas” (d.3 a.5).
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who says (Depot. q. 7, a. 9) that the good and perfection must be attended to in things 
not only according to what is absolute, but also according to what is relative: “The 
perfection and goodness that are in things outside of the mind is attended to not only 
according to something absolute inhering in things, but also according to the order of 
one thing to another.. .but this order is a certain kind of relation.”

2) The nature of being formally transcends all differences and quasi differences; 
therefore the nature of reality is involved implicitly in any predicate of real being; 
therefore also in the being-to of a relation. Therefore the concept in and the concept to 
cannot be mutually and perfectly separated from each other.

3) A real relation and a logical relation cannot quasi univocally'6 agree on any point, 
not even with regard to the to (ad); for a logical relation does not stand for the formal 
effects that the being-to of a real relation stands for, so as to demand a real distinction 
of the extremes, which all authors agree the real relation according to its being-to stands 
for. Therefore the being-to of a real relation formally says reality, which the being-to 
of a logical relation does not say. Moreover, it seems very difficult for a real being to 
be constituted in some order of real being by some aspect that does not affirm reality.

4) Since the reality of relations is defended against the Nominalists, doubtless it 
has to do with the reality of relations according to their being-to, that is, inasmuch as it 
says a respect or reference. Therefore to assert in relations that the being-to does not say 
some reality seems to be the same thing as to hand the victory to the adversary.

Wherefore perhaps this way of speaking does not intend anything else but that a 
real relation does not imply some entity really distinct from the basis of the foundation, 
which St.Thomas explains (Quodl. 9, a. 4) when he says: “a relation has being from 
the fact that it causes a relation.” But this is not the same as to assert that relation does 
not say reality. And the authors of the rejected opinion cannot draw from this idea the 
consequences which flow from their theory. And surely it is amazing that our adversaries 
accuse us of denying a real relation, because we do not give it a reality really distinct 
from every absolute, even though we assert that it formally says reality and perfection; 
since they do not with explicit words confer on it any reality according to the proper and 
distinct concept of respect or reference to another.

497. B. The proposed arguments are also valid with regard to the 
divine relations. Whatever may be said about the philosophical question, 
theologically in the doctrine of the Trinity it must be asserted that the divine 
relations formally affirm reality and perfection. For

l)The formal and immediate reason for distinction in God, and the 
only predicate by which the divine persons can be really distinguished, is 
relation, and indeed not according to the being-in, in which according to all

16. In the rejected opinion there is really a certain univocation between a real being and a logical being, which 
can seem to be surprising among authors who extol analogy so highly. In this whole question it should be 
noted that Suarez often refers to “the great analogy” (see. L.2 c.10 n .l; 1.5 c .l n.6.7, etc.). Therefore he is 
unfairly accused o f univocation (Penido, op. cit., 319-320, following others); see Ruiz, d.9 s. n.10-18; s.7 
n.2.
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authors the three persons agree, but according to the being-to. Therefore if 
the being-to does not say some reality, then the real distinction between the 
persons is destroyed.

Explanation o f the antecedent. A relation in created things, especially a 
predicamental one, is not the reason formally and immediately distinguishing 
the subject and the aim, but it is only something requiring their distinction, 
which is had formally and immediately by the proper absolute entities. But 
in the divine persons no absolute predicate can be present by which they 
are distinguished.

The consequence therefore is clear. If the being-to of the divine 
relation formally as such does not say some reality, then they are not really 
distinguished by any predicate. For how can that which does not say some 
reality be the formal reason of a real distinction?

2) As we will prove, the divine relations constitute the divine persons 
according to the being-to, the regard to another. But the constitutive of a 
divine person is formally real and it says a perfection. For person, as St. 
Thomas says (q. 29, a. 3) is most perfect in nature; he also says that the 
persons are distinguished and constituted by the relations, because it is 
necessary that the very distinguishing factors are what constitutes them (q. 
40, a. 2,3).

3) If the divine relations formally as such and as distinct, and therefore 
according to their being-to, did not say reality and perfection, the Trinity of 
persons would not say reality and perfection, formally as such. But that is 
absurd. For it is evident that whatever is in God formally is to say formally 
perfection, and indeed under its own proper concept. Moreover that would 
be contrary to the express and frequent sayings of the Fathers, who say 
that without relations and productions God would be imperfect, which St. 
Thomas also mentions and accepts (De pot. q.9, a.5 ad 23), and in the 
Summa (q. 40, a. 3 ad 1) he says: “the distinguishing property is one of 
dignity.”

498. Corollaries. 1. Since the reality that the divine relations include or say 
according to the being-in is a divine reality, it is clear that they formally say an infinite 
perfection.

2. Each relation has its own perfection, and indeed really and formally distinct 
from the others, although identified with the one absolute perfection. For each divine 
person has his own real entity, by which he is distinguished from the others, which 
is nothing but the being-to proper to each personal relation. Therefore there are three 
infinite perfections, each one in its own field, as is explained in what follows; this seems
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evident from what has been said, unless it is a question just about a way of speaking.17
N.B. The solution of this question is similar to that by which Suarez in his 

Metaphysics holds at the same time the transcendence of being and the unity of its 
concept by the use of a non-mutual distinction between being and its differences. Once 
this is granted, then in the very concept of being, all things are both one and distinct.18 
And that is not surprising, since in our case one is dealing with the transcendence by 
which the divinity necessarily is included formally in any predicate that is affirmed of 
God. For example, just as aseity formally says perfection, and indeed the greatest, from 
its very concept (not just the perfection of being as such), and also as different from 
being from another (alietate), so also the relations say perfection in God according to 
its proper concept and as distinct, not just insofar as they are identified with the divine 
nature.

499. Scholium. 1. On the nature o f the perfection that the divine relations say.
From what has been said it follows that the divine relations say formally perfection, 

inasmuch as they do not prescind, at least implicitly, from the divinity. But now the 
question is about the proper quiddity that the relative perfections affirm, according to 
the fact that they are distinct, and also have a different reason, because the respect of 
Son to Father and Father to Son is different; almost, as we said recently, just as aseity 
and being from another say a perfection that is completely different in the realm of 
being. Therefore we say:

a)The perfection which the divine relations say formally as such is a relative 
perfection. For just as the being of relation as such is to be a regard to an aim, so its 
perfection consists in a reference to an aim, and it is to be evaluated and measured 
from its aim and its essential perfection. “Just as the being of paternity,” Suarez 
says,19 “consists in a regard to the Son, so also its perfection....Therefore in its type 
of perfection it is also relative.” Therefore the perfection of a divine relation must be 
measured wholly from the divinity of the aim to which it is directed; paternity therefore 
is so perfect because it has regard to such a Son. Therefore the perfections of the divine 
relations, although diverse among themselves, are completely equal to one another, and 
also of the divine essence (see q.42, a. 4 ad 2).

For relative perfection must not be thought of by way of an absolute perfection, 
by which a thing becomes simply better, because a relation does not confer anything 
absolute, that is, it does not add any new determination simply intrinsic to the subject, 
but it only refers it to another. That in fact arguably can signify an absolute perfection in 
a subject, which we otherwise cannot know, as it really is in God, namely, the aspect o f  
internal fecundity, which the infinity brings with itself.

17. Authors who do not in any way admit the three relative perfections, seek their own concept o f  perfection 
which fits their preconceived thesis; thus Ruiz, d.30 s.4ffi; see Suarez, 1.3 c.9 n.5-13.

18. Metaphys. d.2 s.2 and 3; d.28 s.2; see Dalmau, M etafsicay Teologia en Suarez: EstEcl 22 (1948) 550-557.
19. L. 3 c.9 n.18; Ruiz, d.30 s.8 n. 5.
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500. b) The divine relations are simple perfections, not simply simple.20
A simply simple perfection, according to St. Anselm,21 is said to be that which 

in any subject, in the whole breadth of being, “is itself better than what is not itself,” 
or better than whatever is repugnant to it, by whatever reason it is not in agreement 
with it; therefore by it the being is simply better. But there are simply simple absolute 
perfections which constitute the divine essence. It does not seem therefore that the 
relative perfections should be called simply simple, not even in God. For although they 
exclude imperfection and are identified with the divine substance, which they formally 
determine, nevertheless according to them immediately and through their intrinsic 
place, as is said, the thing is not simply better; hence formally and constitutively they 
can exclude, and de facto do exclude, in the same suppositum about which they are 
predicated, another perfection opposed to themselves, which is equally perfect, hence 
among themselves they are not better than their opposites. Therefore they are called not 
simply simple perfections', simple, because they do not say any imperfection; but not 
simply, at least concerning the persons about which they are predicated, because they 
exclude from themselves another equal perfection.

And it seems that they should not be called simply simple with respect to the divine 
essence. For the divine essence as such is a being that is simply infinite, therefore neither 
according to the thing, nor according to our thinking, can anything be added to it that 
would make it simply better, and because the nature of those perfections is such that 
through them in no way could the being become simply better. And there is no obstacle 
in the fact that, if relative perfections were not present in God, God would be imperfect, 
as the Fathers say22; therefore it seems better for the divine essence to have them rather 
than not to have them. For if the relative perfections were not present, imperfection 
would be present in God arguably and through their extrinsic place, inasmuch as the 
infinity would not be truly such from a defect of fecundity, not formally and through its 
intrinsic place.

501. c) Therefore the relations do not add anything to the divine essence that pertains 
simply to perfection; but the unique perfection simply simple o f the divinity is as it were 
extended from the infinite fecundity to the three subsistent relations in the same deity, 
but without thereby increasing its perfection; and therefore the complete equality among 
the divine persons remains. Moreover, that the relative perfections do not add perfection 
to the perfection of the divine essence, is also explained because they do not form any 
composition with it, not even a metaphysical one, because of the formal inclusion of the 
essence in the relations. Also, the addition of perfection and metaphysical composition 
suppose a mutual distinction between the composing elements.

With these comments the frequently quoted theological axiom is more fully 
explained: “in God everything is one where there is no distinction by relative opposition,”

20. Suarez, 1.3 c. 10 n.4; Thus also E. Sauras, La infecundidaddel Verboy del Espiritu Santo: RevEspT 4 (1944) 
86.

21. Monologion c. 15; ML 158,162-164; see R. Perino, La dottrina trinitaria de Sant ’Anselmo nelquadro delsuo 
metodo teologico e del suo concepto di Dio (Rome 1952).

22. See texts o f  the Fathers in Ruiz, d.29 a.2-5.
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namely, why the divine persons cannot be distinguished by absolute properties, but 
they can be distinguished by relative properties. For since absolute perfections make a 
being simply better, the lack of one of them according to its proper concept supposes a 
limitation in the subject; therefore all absolute perfections pertain to the formal concept 
of the divinity and must be found in every divine person. On the other hand, relative 
perfections, since they do not make a being simply better, are not contained formally 
and essentially in the formal concept of divinity, even though they are contained in it 
as a requirement, and therefore must not necessarily be identified with each person, but 
each one can have a relative perfection by which it is distinguished from the others.

502. Scholium 2. How the relative perfections are contained in the divine essence, 
and consequently some o f  the relative perfections in others.

Simple perfections, although really identified with the divine essence, are not formally 
contained in it, as we said recently, since they do not pertain to the formal concept and 
the essence of the divinity, as such, inasmuch as it is common to the three persons. On the 
other hand, infinity itself must contain them in some way, since it also contains eminently 
mixed perfections. Therefore it is necessary to see how it contains them.

From what has been said often, since the divine essence as infinitely fecund in the 
field of intellection and will, requires them and gives them roots, it can be said to contain 
them quasi-virtually, eminently, and exigitvely; this containing, according to what we 
have said, excludes all imperfection and in fact pertains to the infinite perfection, both 
of the essence and of the relations, and it is the divine essence itself.

Having established this, then some of the relations themselves or relative 
perfections are contained in the others: a) by the power o f  the essence, quasi-eminently 
and exigitively, inasmuch as any relative perfection identifies the divine essence with 
itself, in which all relative perfections are contained in that way; b) equivalently and 
exigitively, and from the proper concept o f a mutual relation, which requires that it be 
terminated to another which is wholly equivalent; c) finally, a quasi-formal containing 
can be added by reason of circumincession and mutual in-existence; this will be treated 
later. But formally and constitutively some relations are not contained in the others.23

503. Scholium 3. Whether the divine relations are transcendental orpredicamental.24
A predicamental relation is called that which is placed in its own predicament and

it is accidental in the genus of relations, or it is predicated accidentally about its subject. 
Examples in created things are relations of similarity and dissimilarity, and those based 
on action and passion. Therefore the constitutive element of a predicamental relation is 
distinguished, at least inadequately, from its subject.

Opposed to it is a transcendental relation, whose notion is explained in different 
ways. It is so called, either because it is included in the nature of all predicaments, or 
because it is intimately involved in the concept of a related thing. There are those who

23. Suarez, 1.3 c.10 n.7-11. Nevertheless how the attributes in the proper sense are not multiplied in God is 
sufficiently clear because they are absolute; see Suarez, 1.3 c.11,12.

24. See the different opinions in Muncunill, 1090.
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do not want to consider transcendental relations as real relations: we do not agree with 
that at all. For certainly real are, for example, the relation o f being from another and 
the relation that an action says transcendentally to the principle and to the aim of the 
production. In contrast to a predicamental relation, a transcendental relation can be said 
to be that which is adequately identified with the related subject.25

Given this situation, to the question whether the divine relations should be counted 
among the predicamental or among the transcendental, it seems that one must respond 
with Suarez that properly speaking they should not be placed in either genus, but that 
they are “relations of a higher order eminently including whatever perfection there is 
in the transcendental respect and in the predicamental respect, after removing all the 
imperfections.”26

a) First of all, the divine relations are in no way accidental, as is clear, and therefore 
they cannot be said to be simply predicamental; for they are identified with the divine 
substance (q. 28, a. 2) and moreover they are predicated substantially and formally of 
their subjects, namely of the persons to whom they refer. Therefore according to this, 
since they are subsistent, they are more like transcendental relations, and considering 
their essence they can be called quasi-transcendental.

b) From another point of view they are different from the transcendental relations 
of creatures inasmuch as they are not said “according to the substance,” as St. Augustine 
says, or they are not predicated of the divine essence, nor are they said of the persons 
according to essential predicates; therefore they do not transcend the total entity of the 
subject.

c) But since they are relations of origin between the producer and the product they 
are like predicamental relations that are based on action and passion, and according to 
the way of predicating they can be said to be quasi-predicamental. But they are very 
different from them, because they do not refer to absolute subjects that produce and 
are produced, but they are themselves the related subjects, as will be explained in the 
following chapter.

Therefore they are properly called subsistent relations', there are no examples of 
this to be found in created beings.

N.B. For a full treatment of the divine relations one must deal with the nature o f  
their foundation. This will be discussed more at length in chapter 4.

504. Objections against the teaching defended here were to some extent anticipated 
in our explanation. But in this difficult matter they can be directed back against the 
contrary theory. For the divine simplicity and the consubstantiality of the three persons 
is so firmly established that their reality and their real distinction remain logically intact. 
But we will propose some objections:

1. St. Thomas is opposed to the explained theory. For both in q. 28, a. 1 and 2, and 
especially in De pot. q.2, a.5 he seems to deny that the being-to (esse ad) of a relation 
says any reality. “The true idea of relation is not taken from its respect to that in which it

25. See Suarez, Metaphys. d.47 s.3 n. 10-13 and s.4; Enciclopedia Espasa, Relacion t.50,447.
26. Loc. cit., s.4 n.21.
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is, but from its respect to something outside.” But in this way he often solves difficulties. 
Moreover he says that relation does not add being, but a reason.

I  deny the assertion, as is clear from the places cited in the text. But what the holy 
Doctor intends with these and other similar statements is, on the one hand, to assert 
that a relation as such does not imply or add to the subject simply a new and absolute 
perfection, but in no way does he deny that there is a real respect in a real relation, as 
we have seen; but on the other hand he intends to strengthen the possibility o f relation 
truly such and at the same time subsistent, because a relation from its nature truly can 
be such without it being properly and physically inhering, as are the other genera of 
predicamental accidents; therefore its entity can be substantial and can be found in God, 
according to its proper reason, which does not happen in the others. The “to add a 
reason” of St. Thomas does not mean to add a logical being (ens radonis), or something 
that does not say formally reality, but to add a real predicate not really distinct from  
others, as is clear from his example of divine goodness.27

2. According to the proposed explanation, a perfection is placed in each person that 
is not in the others, and the perfection of the others is denied to the individual persons. 
Therefore the consubstantiality and the infinity of the persons are lost.

I  deny the antecedent properly speaking, for the negation of perfection in someone 
implies that it is not contained in him in any way, just as like one who would deny 
that there are mixed perfections in God. Now some relative perfections are contained 
in others, in the way already explained. Therefore for the sake of clarity, I  distinguish 
the antecedent. Relative perfections are not contained in the others in any way, denied; 
for they are contained quasi-eminently, as a requirement and quasi-formally; some are 
not contained in others formally and constitutively, conceded', but they are not absolute 
perfections that make the thing better, they are only relative perfections; but if the 
nature of being is analogous, why is it that analogy in the concept of perfection cannot 
be admitted between absolute and relative perfection? And I  deny the consequent, 
for consubstantiality, as the name itself indicates, demands only identity in absolute 
perfections that constitute the divine substance. But the infinity of the persons certainly 
demands that they have formally and constitutively all absolute perfections, relative in 
the way suitable to them, which way is had from the exigency o f infinity itself.

505. 3. A not simply simple perfection cannot be admitted. For all pure perfection 
is itself better than what is not itself. “For being and good are converted; but good of its 
very nature is itself better than not itself. Therefore if it happens that some perfection 
is not itself better than what is not itself, this cannot be except from the nature of some 
defect that is mixed in with it.”28

I  deny the assertion and I  distinguish the proof Every pure perfection is better

27. See the explanation o f  the statement o f  St. Thomas in John o f  St. Thomas, d. 13 a.3 n.8-15; Ruiz, d.9 s.7; 
Casajoana, 148. Moreover the holy Doctor says this: “A relation according to its proper nature places 
something in that o f  which it is a relation, although what it places is not absolute” (1 d.25 q .l a.4); “There 
are many subsistent things if  the relations are considered; but there is only one subsistent thing, if  the essence 
is considered” (4 CG c.4 ad 5; S.Th. I, q. 39, a. 3 ad 3).

28. Billot, loc. cit., th.6 ad 2 p. 397.



430 Sacrae T heologiae Summa IIA

than what is not itself, if by “not itself’ is understood a defect, or a mere and absolute 
denial of it, conceded; if by “not itself’ is understood another perfection, not absolute 
but relative, wholly equivalent and not composable with it because of the relative 
opposition, denied. Concerning the added reason, I  concede the major and distinguish 
the minor. Absolute good is absolutely better than what is not itself, conceded', a merely 
relative good in God is better than what is not itself in the way explained, I  deny the 
minor and deny the consequent.

4. Our opinion that has been attacked does nothing else but articulate in the real 
distinction of persons, which are distinct, the concepts of distinction and reality, and it 
attributes to each person what should be attributed to it—number to the distinction and 
unity to the reality. Therefore there is no reason why it should be rejected.

I  distinguish the antecedent. The opposite opinion articulates these concepts in a 
way that is suitable for the thing, denied; in a way that seems to be repugnant, conceded. 
For this opinion is opposed, as we pointed out, to the transcendence o f being, which 
its authors hold without doubt in their Metaphysics. Therefore a perfect precision 
cannot be admitted between both concepts; for the concept of reality is included, at 
least implicitly, in the concept of distinction, if this latter is real. And of course it is 
sufficiently evident that a distinction cannot be said to be real unless there is a real 
note or title for the distinction. Therefore since these authors say: “relative elements 
as such are not opposed by the fact that they are real, even though things that are real 
are opposed,”29 in saying this they seem to be involved in a battle of words; for if as 
real they are one, then there is no room for saying which ones are real. Likewise, “if 
not-opposites are established by the fact that they are real,”30 then they are really not 
opposed.

29. Ibid., p. 391.
30. Ibid., p. 426.
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C H A P T E R  I V

ON THE DIVINE PERSONS

506. “Having premised what have appeared necessary notions 
concerning the processions and the relations, we must now approach the 
subject of the person,” says St. Thomas in the Introduction to q. 29. For the 
theological treatise on the divine persons could not be initiated, unless those 
points had been covered first, since the whole role of distinction in God 
must be based on them. And now, since almost everything that concerns the 
individual persons was touched on in the chapter on the processions, what 
remains in general is to consider the persons and to compare among them 
the notions or origin, relation and person in God. This will complete what 
we have already covered. To this will be added what pertains to the first 
two persons inasmuch as they are the principle of the Holy Spirit.

This matter will be handled in five chapters: in the first chapter we will 
explain the notion of person; next we will deal with main question concerning 
the constitutive element of the divine persons; in the third place we will 
compare with one another the origins, relations and persons; fourthly we will 
fill out the notion of Spirator and of the relation of active spiration; finally, 
in the fifth chapter we will briefly explain the circumincession of the divine 
persons.

A R T I C L E  I

T h e  c o n c e p t  o f  p e r s o n  in  g o d

The name and concept of person pertains to the dogmatic exposition 
of the mystery of the Trinity, as we saw in the first chapters. Synonyms for 
person in an intellectual being are the words hypostasis and suppositum. 
For with these words in the dogmatic documents of the faith three distinct 
persons are designated—Father, Son and Holy Spirit. In this way, without 
doubt, the Church wants us to understand in accordance with our concept 
of person, in an analogical way of course, how we should think about the 
three.
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507. The notion of person.1 1. The more general notion of person is 
a suppositum o f an intellectual nature; and a suppositum is the ultimate 
subject o f predication and attribution; it is existing ultimately and simply, 
inasmuch as it is completely determined and as it were of its own right in 
that particular nature. Person is said to pertain to dignity, inasmuch as it 
is the suppositum of a rational nature (q. 29, a. 2 ad 1; a. 3 ad 2), and also 
from this it is an individual by a special reason because it has dominion 
over its own acts (q. 29, a. 1).

2. The definition of Boethius,1 2 commonly accepted by the scholastics 
and applied to the divine persons, is: a person is an individual substance o f 
a rational nature. In this definition, as explained by the Doctors, rational 
nature means the same thing as “intellectual.” By the word substance 
are excluded from the nature of a person, or hypostasis and suppositum, 
accidents, which are predicated of the substance in a concrete case, as 
something existing in it and for its good. The phrase individual substance, 
which requires further explanation, means first of all that the suppositum 
is a substantial individual, namely, a first and singular substance, in 
opposition to a second and universal substance, which does not simply 
subsist or exist in itself, as such, but only in individuals about whom it is 
predicated by identity, so that it can be multiplied and is as it were divided 
in them. Further, excluded from the nature of a person or suppositum are 
the substantial parts, essential and integral, which by their coming together 
form the individual, but they are not the individual itself, and therefore they 
are not predicated of it unless as having them. Therefore the suppositum 
and person is an individual in the fullest and strictest sense—something 
complete and existing in its own right in the metaphysical order (q. 29, 
a. 1). But in the natural order with these characteristics we simply have a 
person.

But if some nature complete in itself can exist, but which as such is 
united as a part to another suppositum in order to form with it a substantial 
whole of greater perfection; or if a certain nature is present, complete and

1. S.Th., 1 d.23 q.I a.3; De pot. q.9 a.4; I, q. 29, a. 1; Suarez, 1.1 c .l;  Ruiz, d. 32; Vazquez, d. 123; John 
o f  St. Thomas, d. 14 a. 1; Salmanticenses, d.9 dub. 1; G. Nottenbaum, De personae vel hypostasis notione 
apud Patres theologosque (Susati 1852); C. Braun, Der Begriff Person in seiner Amvendung auf die Lehre 
der Trinitdt und Inkarnation (Mainz 1876); F. Stentrupp, Zum Begriff der Hypostasis: ZkathTh 1 (1877); 
Scheeben, Dogmatik § 114; Die Mysterien § 12; Kieutgen, Die Theologie der Vorzeit 1,314-320; De Regnon, 
1,167-245; J. Tixeront, Melange de Patrologie e td ’histoire des dogmes (Paris 1921); A. Michel, Devolution 
du concept de personne dans les rapports de la philosophic chretienne avec la theologie: RevPhil (1919) 
350-393, 487-515; Hypostase: DTC 7,369-429; Galtier, 296-300; J. Rabeneck, op. cit., 23-28,117-134.

2. De persona et duabus naturis c.3: ML 64,1343. For the explanations ofthe scholastics see loc. cit. andS.Th., 
1 d.25 q .I; De pot. q.9 a.2; see Schmaus, Der Liber propugnatorius... 375-385; V. Schurr, Die Trinitdtslehre 
des Boethius im Lichte der skytischen Controversen (Paderbom 1935); M. Nedoncelle, Les variations de 
Boece sur la personne: RevScRel 29 (1935) 201-238.
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singular and not multiplied in individuals, but for other reasons because 
of its infinite perfection it is identified with many others really distinct, to 
which it is communicated, it is clear that these natures cannot be said to 
be a person or a suppositum. In the first case, because by the assumption it 
loses its totality in itself, as the hand of a man separated from him would 
be a suppositum, but not when it is a part of him; in the other case, because 
such a nature is truly common to the subjects and is predicated of them 
by identity, just as in a certain way the nature is predicated of individuals; 
therefore rather those to whom the nature is communicated are persons and 
supposita. Therefore in the definition of Boethius the person is not just any 
kind of a singular individual, but it is that which is not communicated to 
another, neither as an accident, nor by way o f a part or quasi part, nor as a 
universal substance, or common substance although without multiplication.

508. 3. In many ways St. Thomas3 4 explains the different aspects under 
which the nature of person and suppositum can be considered. From these 
an excellent definition can be taken, especially for the theology of the 
Trinity: a person is what is subsisting, distinct and incommunicable in a 
rational nature,4 that is, that which is really distinct from others of the same 
spiritual nature; it is fully subsisting and existing by itself, inasmuch as it 
excludes all inherence in another and the idea of being a part or quasi part. 
Finally, it is fully incommunicable, both by way of a quasi part and by way 
of a real identity with another in that nature.

4. Richard of St. Victor wanted to substitute this definition of person in God for 
that of Boethius: person is the incommunicable existence o f the divine nature,5 which 
St. Thomas also quotes (q. 29, a. 3 ad 4) without either rejecting it or recommending it. 
Whatever may be the case with the mind of Richard, the scholastics usually consider it 
to be equivalent to the other definitions.

Today the many things said about personality by philosophers and psychologists 
have hardly any use in Trinitarian theology because they are dealing with very different 
things. Often person is contrasted with nature as a rational and free being compared to 
beings lacking rationality.6 Often by the phrase psychological personality the character 
of an individual person with all his emotions is designated. However our question 
concerns the concept of the person as it is distinguished from an individual and complete 
rational nature in the order of nature.7

3. See Dalmau, De ratione suppositi etpersonae secundum S. Thomam (Barcinone 1923).
4. De pot. q.9 a.4 he says that a divine person is “subsisting and distinct in the divine nature... incommunicable.”
5. De Trinitate 1.3 c. 18 and23: ML 196,941-946; See Vdzquez, in q. 29 a.l; Ruiz, d.32 s.3; De Regnon, 2,244- 

250; A. Ethier, Le de Trinitate de Richard de S. Victor (Paris 1939).
6. Schmaus, Dogmatik 1,263-273.
7. F. Palmes, Lapersonalidad-cardcter (San Cugat, Barcelona 1949); Penido, L role de I'analogie... 323-345.
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Gunther’s idea of the person as “a being conscious of itself,” if it is taken 
formally, is destructive in theology. For if the formal nature of personality is placed in 
consciousness, then there would be two persons in Christ, and only one in God, which 
eventually Gunther explicitly maintained, when he said that “the three divine persons 
are nothing else but three elements of one absolute divine personality.”8

509. THE IDEA OF PERSON AGEES WITH GOD. It is clear that 
this is a matter of faith (de fide) that flows from the mystery of the 
Holy Trinity. It is also evident from natural reason (q. 29, a. 3). For the 
maximum determination is suitable for God. Therefore, although reason 
cannot comprehend the way in which the idea of person agrees with God, 
nevertheless it really must be asserted that it is not lacking in God (see n. 
136). For, if the divine nature were not communicated to three subjects by 
identity, then in the strictest sense it would be just one person. But since it 
is de facto so communicated, reason knows that the divine nature demands 
that those three subjects be identified with one another, and that to them, 
not to the nature, the idea of person belongs, based on the accepted notion 
of person.9

Since the name “person” is applied to the three in God, it is clear that 
it is in some sense common to them. St. Thomas explains by what kind of 
community it belongs to them (q. 30, a. 4); namely, not with the community 
of a real thing as the essence is common to them “because thus it would 
follow that there is only one person instead of three, just as the essence is 
one; but it is common “by a community of idea, not as genus or species, but 
as a vague individual thing,” which “signifies the common nature with the 
determinate mode of existence of singular things.. .but this name person is 
not given to signify the person on the part of the nature, but the subsistent 
reality of that nature.”

8. Vorschule 2,537; see Kleutgen, Die Theologie der Vorzeit 3,60-103; Michel, 3,60-103; Michel, Hypostase: 
DTC 7,369-429.

9. J. Ulmann, Die Personlichkeit Gottes und ihre modernen Gegner (Freiburg 1906); A. Zacchi, Dio (Rome 
1925); R Descoqs, Individu etpersonne: ArchPhil 1 (1938) 253-268; Schmaus, Dogmatik 1,273-280.
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A R T I C L E  I I

On t h e  n a t u r e  o f  p e r s o n  in  g o d

Thesis 45. The divine persons are constituted formally by relations, 
and indeed according to their being-to (esse ad).

S.Th. I, q. 29, a. 4; q. 40, a. 2; Suarez 1,7; Ruiz de Montoya, disp. 86-91; Franzelin, th. 23.24; Muncunill, 
1161-1184; Pesch, 597-604; Galtier, 296-310.

510. Connection. As we have already said, this is the main question 
that must be dealt with in general regarding the divine persons in order 
to obtain a more complete explanation of the way in which the idea of 
person is verified in God.

Comments about the divine properties. We have to presuppose that 
personal properties in God must be admitted; they are suitable to only 
one person, and they distinguish that person from the others, and it is 
signified both by the abstract word of property, and by the concrete word 
of person. For there is a foundation for both uses, not only in our way 
of thinking, but also in the reality itself, since there are three subsistent 
persons in one divine nature, and therefore there is something in them 
really common to the three, but also something truly proper to each one, 
by which they are distinguished. All theologians agree on this point, 
against the old opinion of Praepositus1 (q. 32, a. 2; q. 40, a. 1).

In the sources the properties of the divine persons are often mentioned. 
Lateran IV  says that the Trinity according to the personal properties 
is distinct (D 800). In the Preface o f the Trinity the Church says “the 
distinction of persons...is adored.” The holy Fathers, especially the 
Greeks, after the example of St. Basil, greatly insist on the distinction 
between what is common and what is proper in order to explain the 
mystery of the Trinity, and in fact more often under the name of property 
than under the name of relation, even though they explicitly assert that 
the properties are relative, as we have seen. Thus St. Basil: “It has this 
note of Its peculiar hypostatic nature... (ifiicopa)”; (R 915). “If we have 
no distinct perception of the separate characteristics.. .we cannot possibly 
give a sound account of our faith” (R 926), and in a brilliant way he 
pursues that elsewhere (R 939), and with him St. Gregory Nazianzen (R

1. Summa Theologica fol.18; see Schmaus, Der Liber propugnatorius... 388-389. Almost all medieval 
theologians, and afterwards all o f  them, refute Praepositus.
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983, 1009) etc., and among the Latins St. Hilary (R 896), St. Augustine 
(R 1670), St. Leo the Great (R 2212).

511. Definition of terms and state of the question. The question 
about the formal constitutive nature of some thing can be posed in three 
ways: a) It can be asked what reality is necessary that some notion can be 
said to be real; in this sense in philosophy the question is raised about the 
constitutive element of a predicamental relation; b) or by what essential 
predicates is something established; c) and finally, what is the quasi 
differential predicate, and therefore with a particular formal sense, of 
some thing or notion.

In the second and third way the question is asked about the constitutive 
principle of a divine person. Understanding the question in the second 
way, from what has been said about the personal properties, we can 
correctly think that “the persons are constituted by the divine substance 
and a property,” as John of Ragusa said, who was a theologian for the 
Latins at the Council o f Florence;2 but this constitution, inasmuch as it 
is signified by way of a quasi composition, is just a work of reason; but 
with regard to the thing signified it is truly contained in the thing itself, 
although it is most simple; or there are truly present in the divine persons 
both the common essence and the properties by which in the formal idea 
of a person they are distinguished and constituted.3

In our thesis the question is understood in the third way. For granted 
that the divine essence is common to them, the question is raised about 
what it is in God that ultimately verifies the nature o f a person or, which 
is the same, what does a divine person signify formally and in a strict 
sense. However since a person is subsisting incommunicably in some 
intellectual nature, the formal constitutive principle of a divine person 
is that which formally verifies the idea of subsisting incommunicably, 
opposite to the communication o f the divine nature, or that by which 
the individual persons, formally as such subsisting subjects, cannot be 
identified with the others.

512. Here above all it must be noted that the formal constitutive 
principle of a divine person and of a created person is different, because 
the communicability is different that an individual and complete nature 
has in created persons and in divine persons. For in created persons

2. Council o f  Florence, s. 19 at the end: Msi 31,767.
3. Suarez, 1.7 c.3 argues against the doubts o f  Gregory the Armenian, Adam Wodham, Robert Holkot and 

others; see Schmaus, loc. cit., 550-551 in the notes.
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the individual nature retains the communicability of being assum ed  or 
of the possibility of being assumed, which must be taken away (either 
by something positive or by something negative) so that a suppositum 
can be formally had.4 5 But in God the communicability of the nature is 
a communicability o f  iden tity  w ith  m any rea lly  d istinct. Therefore in 
order for there to be in God a suppositum or a person it is necessary 
to understand a positive predicate that is not contained formally and 
constitutively in the nature. Wherefore in God everything that pertains 
in the notion of a suppositum to the complement, totality, independence 
and se lf-ex istence  o f  subsisting  (perseita tem  su b sis ten d i), is given in the 
divine essence itself formally as such, and surely infinitely more perfect 
than it is in created supposita. However, because it is communicated by 
identity without multiplication, it is not a suppositum; this does not imply 
any imperfection in it, but rather it p e r ta in s  to its infinite p e r fe c tio n , as in 
contrast the communicability of a complete nature to another suppositum 
in created beings implies im perfectiond

513. We say therefore that the formal constitutive principle of a person 
in God is a relation, or a formally relative predicate: and that it cannot be 
something formally absolute; and also that it is a relation according to its 
being-to , which is the proper characteristic of a relation, not according 
to the being-in  taken in a positive sense, which in God is absolute and 
unique. But it must therefore be noted that relation according to its being-  
to is the constitutive principle of the divine person, because it necessarily 
includes the being-in  proper to a divine relation, from which the relation 
has its subsistence. For since the ultimate formality of a suppositum is its 
nature o f  su b sis tin g  incom m unicab ly , both predicates belong to its formal 
constitutive principle, or the constitutive principle of a divine person is a 
subsistent relation, as a relation  and as subsis ting .6 Therefore when it is 
said that the persons are constituted by a relation according to its being-  
to,, not according to its being-in , it is understood according to the being-in  
conceived abstractly, but we do not exclude the being-in  from the nature 
of the constitutive principle, according to the axiom “an exclusive saying 
does not take away concomitance.” Therefore we admit that the divine 
persons are constituted also by the essence, as included necessarily in the

4. See I. Solano, De Verbo Incarnato in this Summa, Vol. 3, n. 47ff.
5. This observation is very important; it shows how analogically the idea o f person is applied to the divine 

persons and to a created person; see Suarez, De Incarnatione d .l l  s.3 n.8; see the Scholium below, n. 520- 
525; La analogia en el concepto de persona: EstEcl 28 (1954) 195-210.

6. With this formula we are handing on what seems to express the reality that must be held; see Corollary n. 
517.
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being-to of a relation.
The relations constitutive o f the three persons are, as is evident, paternity, 

filiation  and passive spiration. But paternity and filiation include also the 
common active spiration, according to the opinion we hold as more probable 
where the question is treated.7 Therefore paternity and filiation constitute the 
persons o f the Father and the Son as they are such paternity and such filiation, 
according to which they are identified necessarily with active spiration, that 
is, the constitutive principle o f the two persons not only relatively opposes the 
two persons to each other, but also to the Holy Spirit. Nevertheless, neither the 
essence nor the active spiration are said to be constitutive, because as taken 
abstractly, they are common.

514. Opinions. John of Ripa placed the constitutive principle of the 
divine persons in an absolute predicate.8 Scotus9 maintained a similar 
opinion and because of that some authors attribute this opinion to him.

However other theologians commonly teach the first part of the 
proposed thesis. But there are some Thomists10 11 who deny the second part, 
and they say that the relations indeed distinguish the persons according 
to the being-to, but that they constitute them according to the being-in.

Finally there is the opinion of Richard of St. Victor11 and St. 
Bonaventure12 who say that the persons are constituted not by the relations, 
but by the origins; we will evaluate this opinion in the following article, 
but it does not seem to be wholly contrary to our thesis, since the origins 
are formally relative.

Theological note. There are some who brand the opinion of John of 
Ripa with a theological censure; it is at least improbable,13 and our thesis 
is certain concerning the first part and much more probable in the second 
part.

515. Proof of the first part. 1. The thesis is proved from the Councils 
and from the Fathers by what we presented in Chapter III on the relations,

7. See below n. 535-537.
8. In 1 d.25 and 26; see Suarez, 1.7 c.5; Schmaus, loc. cit„ 5 5 Iff. in the notes, where he recounts many 

opponents o f  John.
9. That the opinion o f  Scotus can be explained not just with edited texts, but also by consulting his manuscripts, 

and what his thinking really is you will find in Schmaus, loc. cit., 482-503, 551-569.
10. Thus Capreolus, 1 d.26 concl.4; Ferrariensis, in CG 4,26; Banez, In 1 p. q.4 concl.4; Billot, th .ll coroll. P. 

440.
11. De Trinitate 1.4 c. 15; ML 196,939.
12. In I d.26 q. 1.3; see below n. 529.
13. Suarez, 1.7 c.5 n.5. On these opinions see Ruiz, d.87 s .l;  d.88 s. 1.
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and what we said above about the divine properties, such as Toledo XI 
(D 528, 530, 531), Florence (D 1330), St. Gregory Nazianzen (R 1008), 
St. Augustine (R 1670, 1672), and Cyril of Alexandria (R 2067). For 
they often say that the names of the persons are relative', that nothing is 
numbered in God except the relations; that there are personal properties in 
God by which the persons are such, are numbered and are distinguished, 
and that they are relative', finally, that it is necessary to understand that 
in each person there is something undoubtedly real by which the triple 
number is explained.14

2. Theological reasoning, a) Negatively. The constitutive principle 
of a divine person cannot be something absolute. For the absolutes are 
common to the three persons and unique in God. But the constitutive 
principle of the persons must be multiplied, for there are three persons 
really distinct as persons. Moreover, where in nature some supposita are 
distinguished and constituted by something absolute, this is had from the 
limitation both of the nature and the suppositum.

b) Positively by the principles established by St. Thomas (q. 29, a.4; 
q. 40, a. 2, 2°; a. 3), and commonly admitted by the theologians. That is 
formally constitutive of a divine person which verifies in it the reason 
for subsisting incommunicably and is opposed to the communication 
of the nature; that is, that by which any person, as something existing 
ultimately, excludes real identity with others. Therefore St. Thomas (q. 
40, a. 2) says: “the distinguishing principles themselves must constitute 
the things which are distinct,” because (as he writes in De pot. q. 8, a. 3) 
“it is necessary to place as distinctive and constitutive of the hypostasis 
in God that which at first is found not to be said of many, but what agrees 
with one only.”

516. Proof of the second part. This is only a consequence of the 
first part. For the being-in taken by itself is a formally absolute predicate, 
namely, the divine essence itself. The relations certainly could not 
constitute the divine persons, if they were not subsistent; therefore they 
cannot be understood to constitute the divine persons, unless inasmuch 
as they identify with themselves, also formally, the divine essence from 
which they have the reality of being subsistent. But it does not follow 
from that that the ultimate and formal constitutive principle is only just 
the being-in.

And it cannot be admitted that the divine persons are distinguished 
by one formally relative predicate and formally constituted by another

14. See many statements o f  the Fathers in Ruiz, d.86 s.2 and 3; d.87 s.2-4.



440 Sacrae T heologiae Summa IIA

absolute; for in our case we are dealing with the constitutive principle 
o f something distinct as such. That is against the explicit statement of 
St. Thomas in the given proof. And the comparison with predicamental 
relations in creatures which distinguish and do not constitute is not valid. 
For, as was said, that relation is not a formal distinctive one of the related 
objects, but only the reason requiring a distinction. For the related objects 
in created things are distinguished formally and immediately by their own 
absolute constitutive elements, which cannot be applied to God. However 
these authors are forced to say this because of the mutual separation 
which they put between the being-in and the being-to of a relation. This 
must be rejected for the reasons given in support of the thesis.

517. Corollary. Many disputes, mostly verbal it seems, have taken place 
on whether a relation is signified form ally  or materially in the name of a divine 
person.15 The more simple and easy solution is the one St. Thomas gives in the 
Summa (q. 29, a. 4). Namely, person in general signifies formally a subsisting 
distinct reality in an intellectual nature; but a divine person signifies formally a 
subsistent relation. “Something,” says the holy Doctor, “ may be included in the 
meaning of the less common term, which is not included in the more common 
term.... Also, it is one thing to ask the meaning of this word person  in general; 
and another to ask the meaning of person  as applied to God... .Therefore person  
in any nature signifies what is distinct in that nature....Now distinction in God 
is only by relation of origin.... While relation in God... is subsistent... .Therefore 
a divine person signifies a relation as subsisting.” This solution truly pertains 
to the objective concept of the matter and it is appropriate for solving the dif
ficulties.

But the question is merely about a way of speaking, if the reduplications as 
a person, as a relation touch only on the way o f  signifying, or the name is first 
given in order to signify that, or the generic concept of person, or to the extent 
that they distinguish our imperfect concepts concerning a subsistent relation. 
But reduplications of this kind tell us nothing about the thing itself. Therefore 
in this question different ways of speaking can be permitted. Especially, the ex
pression “a divine person formally signifies substance,” if it does not formally 
exclude the relation, is true enough, because of the formally included idea of the 
divine substance in the relation.

Therefore in God the persons and the relations are form ally identified, if 
they are handled with the proper concept. The distinction of both notions is only 
from the way of signifying, with an imperfect logical distinction, according to

15. S.Th.; in De pot. q.9, a. 4 he speaks differently than he does in the Summa. From this comes a difference 
o f opinion among many Thomists. See the different opinions o f the older theologians in Schmaus, loc. cit., 
396-442. See Suarez, 1.7 c.3.8; Ruiz, d.32 s.7.8; d.87 s.4; Franzelin, th.23; Pesch, 603; Alastruey, 268-274; 
Vanier, op. cit. , A. Malet, La synthese de la personae et de la nature dans la Theologie Trinitaire Thomiste: 
RevThom 54 (1935) 483-522.
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which we conceive the persons as related, and the relations as affecting the per
sons, since the persons are nothing but relations, and the relations are subsistent.

518. Objections. St. Augustine seems to say that the divine persons are not 
properly said to be relations; in fact, not unless the name of person is applied 
almost equivocally to God. For he says: “Therefore what remains except that we 
profess these words produced from the necessity of speaking, when there was 
a need of a lengthy disputation against the deceits and errors of the heretics?.... 
Why do we not say that these three are at the same time one person, as we say one 
essence and one God, but we say three persons...unless because we want to use 
one word for this signification, by which the Trinity is understood, lest we have 
to remain completely silent when we are asked: What three, since we confess that 
there are three.”16 17

It is abundantly clear that St. Augustine brilliantly explained the theologi
cal doctrine about the relative divine persons. Therefore in this passage, where 
he speaks as it were inquiring and disputing, as he does often elsewhere, and 
hardly with dull questions about the use of the words hypostasis and person, he 
is only explaining that something new happened in the use of human language, 
when the word “person” was adapted to signify a relation, and certainly for a 
new and ineffable reason, namely, to signify a subsistent relation (see q. 29, a. 
4 and ad 1).

2. St. Thomas says: “Relations in God, although they constitute hypostases 
and thus make them subsistent, nevertheless do this inasmuch as they are the 
divine essence; for a relation inasmuch as it is a relation does not have what 
subsists or what makes to subsist; for only substance does this” (De pot. q. 8, 
a. 3 ad 7). Therefore he does not admit that the relations constitute the persons 
according to their being-to (esse ad).

The meaning of St. Thomas, as he explained it, is that a relation according 
to its way of signifying a relative predicate cannot constitute a person, but as 
subsistent it is and therefore it can signify by way o f  substance and subsistence: 
“Therefore a divine person signifies a relation as subsisting. And this is to sig
nify relation by way of substance” (q. 29, a. 4).

519. 3. Person, as St. Augustine says, is said in reference to itse lf not to 
another:; he also says that every relative is something to itse lf before it is to an
other.'7 Therefore person cannot be established by a relation.

I  distinguish the antecedent concerning the first part. Person in general and 
a created person, conceded; a divine person, I subdistinguish', a divine person

16. De Trinitate 1.7 n.9-11: ML 42,941-948. See Petavius, 1.4 c. 12; Schmaus, Die psychologische Trinitdtslehre 
des hi. Augustinus (MUnster 1927) 144-150; R. Boigelot, Le mot „personne" dans les ecrits trinitaire de 
saint Augustin: NouvRevTh 57 (1930) 5-16. How without any foundation Gtlnther appealed to these words 
o f  Augustine to support his own opinion you will find in Kleutgen, op. cit., 1,363-379; Pesch, 606-607.

17. De Trinitate 1.7 c.6 n. 11; c .l n.2: ML 42,943.945.
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is said to be to itself according to some inner determination included in the 
concept of relation, conceded; according to the ultimate constitutive principle 
given in our explanation, denied. The second part can be distinguished in the 
same way; or also, a related thing by a purely predicamental relation is said to be 
to itself before it is to another, conceded; a related thing with a transcendental 
or quasi-transcendental relation, I  deny it, as is clear in a relation of being from 
another, which internally transcends the nature of created being.

4. A person, as supremely one and existing per se, cannot be constituted out 
of predicates of two genera—absolute and relative. Therefore formally it cannot 
be constituted by a relation.

After denying the supposition that a divine reality is in the predicament, I  
distinguish the antecedent. A one per se cannot be constituted out of a purely 
predicamental absolute and relative, conceded; out of a transcendental or sub
sisted absolute and relative, denied', the same holds for created things where 
everything is made up from both predicates.

5. Person is a complement of nature. Therefore it cannot be constituted by 
something relative.

/  distinguish the antecedent. A created person, I  transmit or concede the 
antecedent', a person in God, I  deny the antecedent. See the following Scholium.

6. A relation presupposes a subject already existing and it is directed to 
something absolute. Therefore it cannot constitute a suppositum.

I  respond as elsewhere: I distinguish the antecedent. A predicamental rela
tion, conceded', a transcendental or subsisted relation, denied. Moreover, every 
mutual relation is directed to a correlative.

7. “There is no motion per se to something, ” as Aristotle says. Therefore the 
proceeding divine persons cannot be constituted by a relation.

After denying the supposition that there is motion in God, I distinguish the 
antecedent. There is no motion to a predicamental relation, conceded', to a tran
scendental or subsisted relation, denied.

520. Scholium. On subsistence in God
There has been much discussion among theologians and there still is about the 

idea of subsistence in God. Although these views can seem at least in part to be about 
the use and meaning of this word, still they do offer some contribution to the reality 
itself and to an understanding of the more intimate nature of the divine person. Briefly 
therefore we will touch on further thought about this matter.

In general, three opinions about subsistence in God can be proposed. Durandus,
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Capreolus18 and other older Thomists, recently joined by Billot,19 acknowledge one 
subsistence in God, like one substance, which is communicated to the three persons 
by identity. In contrast, others like Toledo, Vazquez, Ruiz de Montoya,20 and many 
Jesuit theologians, like Muncunill, Pesch and Galtier,21 deny that there is an absolute 
subsistence in God, but say that there are only three relative subsistences, which are 
completely identified with the personalities. Finally, Cajetan22 with many Thomists, 
and Suarez 23with other Jesuit theologians like Casajoana,24 admit both, namely that 
there are three relative subsistences and also one absolute subsistence, which however 
cannot properly be said to be a fourth subsistence, since it has a different nature, and 
absolutes cannot be numbered with relatives. We think that this last opinion is more 
probable.

521. 1. On the use o f  the word “subsistence. ” Since the question concerns the 
word subsistence, what is said by some theologians,25 borrowing from the Greek Fa
thers, does not seem to contribute anything to the question; even though it is true that 
this word is derived from the Greek mrooTaatg (about which there have been many 
sharp contentions, as has been noted) and which in Latin theological discourse has 
been used with the same Greek word hypostasis. However the word subsistence  was 
invented in order to translate the Greek word U 7 i6axaai< ; with a different word than 
substance.26 For since the Latin language always used substance for nature or some
thing absolute, and in a concrete way, where the Greek language used the same word 
for persons in theological discourse, there was a search for a way of speaking that 
would express the idea of the person, so the word subsistence was invented. In this 
concrete sense it was used in Lateran IV  (D 501) for the persons themselves.27

But already about the same time the word “subsistence” was used with an ab
stract meaning by Boethius28 for the essential predicates of things; later in the 12th 
century Gilbert of Poitiers29 and others retained this same way of speaking. Since the 
16th century the word “subsistence” has been understood by theologians as the ab
stract idea o f  subsisting, or for the formal reason by which the subsisting thing is what 
it is. However since “subsisting” is especially and very much a suppositum, from that

18. Durandus, In I d.23 q.2; d.23 q.l; Capreolus, In 1 d.26 q .l a.l; In 3 d.l q .l.
19. Th.l coroll. P. 429.
20. Toledo, In 1 p. q.39 a.4; q. Unic.; Vazquez, d. 125; Ruiz, d.34; Wirceburgs, n. 387, etc..
21. Muncunill, 1146-1160; Franzelin, th. 24; Galtier, 313-327; Pesch, 609-613; De Regnon, 1,319-327. 

Alastruey, 306-310, inclines towards this opinion.
22. Cajetan, In 3 p. q.3 a.2; John o f  St. Thomas, d. 14 a.2; Salamanca theologians, d.9 dub.l; Billuart, d.4 n.4.
23. De Incarnatione d .ll  a.3.4; De Trinitate 1.3 c.4; 1.4 c. 11-14;. The following agree with him: Molina, In I p. 

Q.29 a.4; Becanus, De rinitate c.5; Granado, In I p. t.3 tr.4 d.5 and others.
24. De Deo trino 129-147.
25. Ruiz, Loc. cit., s.3-5, etc.
26. It is said to have been used first by Rufino, Hist. Eccl. L .l c.29; ML 21,479; see De Regnon, 1,223-226.
27. Also in the Latin translation o f  anathema 2 o f  St. Cyril (D 253), and in the letter o f  St. Agatho (D 548). This 

way o f speaking concretely about subsistence was retained by Peter Lombard, 1 d.23; see Petavius, 1.4 c.3 
n.6; De Rdgnon, 232-244.

28. De persona et duabus naturis c.3: ML 64,1344.
29. In his commentary on Boethius: ML 64,1375ffi; Ottho Frisingensis is also quoted by Petavius, loc. cit.
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it came about that subsistence was used for supposition  or personality. But there are 
those who, as we have pointed out, also understand by the word “subsistence” the ab
stract notion of subsistence in general, which is not just a suppositum, like the human 
soul, and God as he is one, who by St.Thomas is often said to be “being subsisting per 
se” (esse p er  se subsistens), as has been noted.30

Therefore the theological use of the word “subsistence” cannot rightly be re
stricted to designating only supposition and personality, since actually it has had and 
still has various uses among well respected theologians.31

522. 2. The notion o f  subsistence. Subsistence in the abstract is the formal and 
ultimate reason of the subsisting being. Subsistence however adds to the idea of sub
stance totality, completion and ontological independence, which is not possessed by 
incomplete substances, substantial parts, nor a complete created nature inasmuch as 
it is com municable, and therefore not totally in the metaphysical order. Wherefore 
subsistence in a true sense can be said to be a complement of nature for existence. 
Surely the nature of subsistence in created things does not have its place fully except 
in supposita, and it attributes to them this denomination. Because of that, it seems to 
be the case that subsistence is used especially for supposition.

However all those real perfections of a created subsistence are formally present in 
the divine essence as such, or in God as he is one. He is also simply the main princip le  
(principium quod) and the ultimate subject of attribution of everything that is said 
about God, with the exception of those things that are founded on the internal proces
sions. This reason is called the absolute subsistence. But since the divine nature, or 
God as one, in every way fu lly  complete in the nature o f  being, is communicated to 
the three relative persons, it is evident that this absolute subsistence is not personality  
in God.

However the essence of personality, even in God, is formally the reason for sub
sisting  incomm unicably in a special way. For that incommunicability of relative op
position confers on the divine persons the reason for subsisting as the ultim ate subject 
o f  predication internally {ad intra). This is not possessed by the divine essence which 
is said to be in the persons. Rightly therefore the idea of subsisting is said to pertain 
in a certain singular way to the divine personalities, which as such are relative sub
sistences. However these cannot properly be said to be, as is clear, a com plem ent of 
the divine nature.

523. 3. Three relative subsistencies m ust be adm itted in God. This is clear from 
what we have said, since there are three divine persons constituted formally by rela
tions, which confer on them the incommunicability of subsisting, which is opposed to 
the communicability of the divine nature.

And there is no obstacle to this, which is the problem of Durandus and Capreo-

30. 1 d.26 q.l a.l ad 4 St. Thomas says that subsistence is predicated in the singular number, although among 
the Greeks it is predicated in the plural number (that is, by the word “hypostasis”).

31. Therefore Toledo’s censure o f  Cajetan, loc. cit., must be said to be wholly arbitrary.
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lus, in the fact that the relations have their subsistence as it were borrowed from the 
divine substance. And therefore it does not seem that the nature of subsistence has 
to be multiplied, just as the nature of substance is not multiplied. For, from what we 
just said, the relations confer on the persons a particular reason for subsisting incom- 
municably as the ultimate subject internally (ad intra), which the subsistence of the 
divine nature does not do.

524. 4. Absolute subsistence must also be admitted in God. Even some of the 
theologians who refuse to accept this way of speaking concede this point with regard 
to the subject at hand.32 But this is easily proved. For it is evident that the divine 
nature, or God as he is one, has in himself and formally whatever is complete, and 
independent, and actually existing is had in created supposita, and indeed in a way in
finitely more perfect, or whatever confers on created supposita full incommunicability 
and the full reason o f subsisting per se, which is opposed to the communicability o f  a 
created nature.

This opinion and this way of speaking about subsistence seems to explain more 
easily certain man points of doctrine.

a) God as one is simply the main principle (principium quod) in outside opera
tions. But the main principle of the operation is simply subsisting. Therefore abso
lute subsistence must be attributed to God as one.

b) God as a concrete agent substitutes, as a subsistent subject, not only for the 
singular persons, but also to the three together, and also simply and properly for the 
divine essence, also abstracting from the persons. That is difficult to explain, unless 
absolute subsistence is admitted, because God is a concrete term, by which one sub
sistent being is expressed by way of signifying. Therefore he cannot substitute for 
the three persons together, nor for the essence, except because of his unique absolute 
subsistence (q. 39, a. 4 ad 1 and 3).33

525. c) In explaining the nature of a divine suppositum that is found to be helpful 
that better determines by what reason the suppositum says simply simple perfection, 
and also by what reason it says simple perfection not simply. For it cannot be denied 
that “to subsist” says simply simple perfection, since it says complete substantial 
being (perseitatem), and total completion and independence in the realm of being, 
which pertains to the nature of the divine essence and the proper distinguishing mark 
of absolute subsistence. But inasmuch as it says the incommunicability of subsisting 
distinctly and relatively, in a nature totally subsisting/row itself it does not say simply 
simple perfection, but simple perfection not simply, as was explained in chapter III. 
Nevertheless that reason is, as we said, the reason of subsisting, for the nature is in the 
persons, but the persons are not in the nature.

d) Finally, because of that it also appears that supposition in God, according as it

32. Thus Franzelin and Pesch, loc. cit., \ Galtier, 325.
33. The explanations o f  that way o f  speaking o f  St. Thomas, that are proposed by our adversaries, distort his true 

meaning.
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says that the proper incommunicability of a divine person cannot properly be said to 
be a complement o f nature, according as it is truly said about supposition in created 
things. For since the communicability of the divine nature does not come from an in
digence o f  nature, but rather from its infinite fecundity, thus the incommunicability of 
the suppositum does not add the complement of nature to the existing thing, but rather 
it supposes it as fully constituted in the realm of existence, namely, according as the 
self-existence of subsisting (perseitas subsistendi) says perfection simply.34

The objection made against this opinion about the constitution of perhaps a fourth 
person is not supported by any solid reason, as is clear from what we have said. And 
there should not be any fear of confusion in the way of speaking about subsistence, 
which is completely removed by the addition of the words absolute and relative. 
There is hardly any word in theology and philosophy that is not used in many different 
ways (remember the different meanings of very important terms, such as being [esse] 
and form [forma] and their derivatives). And the acceptance of the word “subsistence” 
only for personality cannot be said to be consecrated by use, as we have seen.

N.B. In explaining the question about the divine relations and personalities it 
helps to note how much one must consider the “great analogy” that comes from the 
“supreme perfection” of God. Suarez frequently speaks about this, and rightly so, 
in his whole explanation of the problem. For the opposite opinions seem to come 
from too much assimilation and as it were univocation of divine realities with created 
things, as Suarez says.35

34. See Suarez, De Incarnatione d.l 1 a.4 n. 15-17; John o f  St. Thomas, d. 14 a.2 n.23.
35. Loc.cit., n. 15.
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A R T I C L E  I I I

T h e  r e l a t io n s  a n d  t h e  d iv in e  p e r s o n s  a r e  c o m pa r e d
WITH THE ORIGINS OR NOTIONAL ACTS

526. We have considered individually three genera of notions by which 
there is a real distinction in God—origins or notional acts, relations and 
persons. We have also seen that the persons and relations by their proper 
concept are identified, and not distinguished except as a way of signifying. 
Now both notions of relation and person must be compared with their 
origin.

A. Comparison of the relations with the origins, where we consider 
the nature of the foundation in the divine relations.

We saw above what the origins are and how they should be understood 
in God,1 where we established with St. Thomas that the origins are only the 
relations themselves of the persons to one another, understood of course 
as their way. But that the origins are formally relative is clear from their 
very concept. For even in created things production or action affirms a 
transcendental relation to the producing and to the product; in fact the 
action itself is the entitative form predicamentally referring producing and 
product to each other. But since there is in God no motion or action as some 
kind of medium, there is no other possibility, as St. Thomas says (q. 40, a. 
1), except that they are formally relations of the persons. Moreover, the 
divine relations are relations o f origin, and therefore they have the idea of 
origin necessarily included in their very concept.

527. Now since the divine relations, insofar as they refer the persons 
to one another, are similar to predicamental relations of the second genus, 
which are founded on action, we are justified in asking whether the same 
thing can be said about the divine relations. In this way the question is 
raised about the nature of the foundation in the divine relations.

Many theologians say this or seem to say this, when they simply hold that the divine 
relations are founded on the origins.1 2 But given what we have established about the 
proper concept of origins in God, this way of thinking and speaking cannot in any way 
be approved. For properly the reason for the foundation in relation is something truly

1. Chapter 2, article 3. See S.Th. I, q. 40, a. 2 ,4 ; Suarez, 1.6 c .l and 2; 1.7 c.6-7; 1.8 c .l; Ruiz, d.91 s.3.
2. Many distinguish between the ontological and the logical reason for the foundation, or according to our 

way o f  thinking. On the other hand, there is a certain confusion between the foundation as the subject o f  
the relation, and the proper reason for the foundation. See the Salmanticenses, d. 14 dub.2; Galtier, 270; 
Alastruey.223-224.
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prior, at least with a logical priority, to the relation itself, which is said to result from 
the nature of the foundation. Now the divine origins are not distinguished formally from 
the relations themselves, except by an imperfect logical distinction. On the other hand 
in created things neither the relations nor the origins are subsistent, but they presuppose 
absolute subjects, which produce or are produced and referred to one another. In 
contrast, divine origins and relations as subsistent are the subjects themselves or persons. 
Therefore they do not have a subject as their foundation, except as a way of speaking.

However a certain concept can be found in divine things in which the reason of 
founding the relation can have its own place, that is, the divine nature itse lf as infinitely 

fecu n d  in the activity o f  thinking and willing. Therefore the intellection and volition 
which are the proximate principle by which in the divine processions, or that which 
speaks directly with a generative and spirative power; as they are the formal reason 
of the processions, so also they can be said to be, with our logic with a foundation in 
reality, the reason founding  the relations themselves of producing and product.

For since they are totally necessary powers and in no way indeterminate, so that they 
do not need an ultimate formal determination in order to be thought of as producing, it is 
sufficient for us to understand that this fecundity  is present in God, so that immediately 
we necessarily think that there are processions present in God, that is, principles which 
(principia quae) and ends which (termini qui) of those processions and the relations of 
producing and product. Rightly therefore we can say that the reason for the foundation 
in God is an infinitely fecu n d  intellection and volition. A certain parity is not lacking 
with relations in created things; for in these the reason for the foundation is something 
absolute (or at least not relative in the same genus) logically prior to the relation itself. 
In relations of the second genus that is action and passion. But in God the absolute 
essentials are commonly said to be prior to the notionals, although with a priority that is 
not completely perfect. And, as we have observed, in God intellection and volition take 
the place of action.3

528. B. The origins are compared with the persons, where the 
question is asked whether the persons are more properly said to be 
constituted by relations than by origins.

Since the divine origins are subsistent, they do not presuppose subjects 
to whom they come, but they are formally identified with them, as we said 
about the relations. Therefore a famous question is raised, which caused 
a dispute between St. Thomas and St. Bonaventure, namely, whether the 
divine persons can properly be said to be constituted by the origins, just as 
they are said to be constituted by the relations—and in fact more properly 
by the former than by the latter.

If the origins and relations are understood with a proper and complete 
concept, since they are mutually and formally identified, it is clear that both 
can be said. For just as “to understand” is called the being o f God (esse

3. Suarez, 1.7 c.5 n. 13.
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Dei), so “to generate” can be called the being o f the Father (esse Patris); or 
that the Father is a person and the Father because he generates, and that he 
generates became he is the Father. Moreover, it is not difficult to assemble 
texts of the Fathers, especially of the Greeks, who attribute to the notional 
acts the distinction between the persons and the properties of the persons. 
Thus St. Basil admits, because it is true, “that begotten and unbegotten are 
certain signs of the properties, which...as it were lead us to a clear and 
simple notion of the Father and the Son” (R 939). St.Gregory Nazianzen: 
“The property of the Father is that he is unbegotten; of the Son that he 
is begotten; of the Holy Spirit that he proceeds” (R 983); and St. John 
Damascene, gathering together the doctrine of the Greeks, often says this: 
“In all things the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit are one, except that 
the Father is unbegotten, the Son is begotten, and the Holy Spirit proceeds” 
(R 2344, also 2346, 2362).4

The question therefore can be posed only inasmuch as we distinguish 
with an imperfect concept, and with some foundation, between the 
origins and the relations, and think of them as ways to the persons, but we 
understand the relations as permanent forms which as it were result from 
the origins. And in this way it is discussed among the Doctors. On this very 
point we now propose the following thesis.

Thesis 46. The divine persons are not constituted by the origins 
absolutely conceived.

S.Th. I, q. 40, a. 2; Suarez, 1.7 c.6.7; 1.8 c.l; Ruiz de Montoya, disp. 87.91; and the other authors cited in 
thesis 45.

529. State of the question. As was noted recently, the question is posed 
not about the origins taken with a fuller concept, but about them taken 
abstractly and with an imperfect concept, inasmuch as we think of them in 
the manner of a way and of a quasi-action, and accordingly we distinguish 
them from the relations, which are permanent forms which result from 
them. But that way of thinking, although imperfect, is necessary for us, 
and it is not completely arbitrary; thereby we make a comparison with 
created origins and relations, from which we take out ideas.5 Therefore the 
question is whether the divine persons can be said to be constituted by the 
origins as understood abstractly (praecisive), or rather by the relations 
taken formally.

4. See Ruiz, d.84 s .l.
5. Suarez, 1.7 c.6 n.2.
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Opinions. St. Bonaventure 6 after Richard of St. Victor thinks that 
the divine persons are formally constituted by the origins, not by the 
relations. Certain modern theologians seem to agree with him; they say 
that the constitutive principle of the divine person is the relation taken 
fundamentally, not formally. On the contrary, St. Thomas7 with the greatest 
part of theologians denies that the divine persons are constituted by the 
origins understood in this way; he holds that they are formally constituted 
by the relations.

Theological note. The thesis is more probable.

530. It is proved with the reasons of St. Thomas, which are excellent. 
1. The whole nature of the question has to do with our way o f thinking, 
with some foundation in the notions themselves of origin and relation. But 
we understand the origins taken separately as a way to the persons and 
as something extrinsic to them. Therefore we cannot understand that they 
constitute the persons, which are something standing by themselves and 
must be constituted by something intrinsic. Therefore since we think of the 
relations as permanent forms, and that there is no other predicate by which 
the persons can be constituted, we must say that the persons are constituted 
by the relations taken formally.

2. The opinion of St. Bonaventure is manifestly excluded, both in the 
producing person and in the product. For “it is against the nature of origin 
that it should constitute hypostasis or person. For origin taken in an active 
sense signifies proceeding from a subsisting person, so that it presupposes 
the latter; while in a passive sense origin, as “nativity” signifies the way 
to a subsisting person and as not yet constituting the person” (q. 40, a. 2).

Objection of St. Bonaventure: the predicate constituting the persons must be the 
first relative predicate and their proper differential. But the origins are conceived before 
the relations. Therefore the divine persons must rather be constituted by the origins.

Given the state of the question, I  distinguish the major, if that first predicate is 
conceived as something standing by itself, conceded; if it is conceived after the manner 
of a way or of an action, denied.

However there is still a serious problem concerning the person o f  the Father which

6. In 1 d.26 q.3; d.27 q.2 (ed. Quaracchi 1,458, 469-472). In the Scholia on these questions the editors think 
that the opinion o f  St. Bonaventure hardly differs, except verbally, from the teaching o f St. Thomas (loc. cit., 
459, 472-474); but it does seem to be sufficiently clear that both Doctors attacked the opinion o f  the other; 
see De R6gnon, 2,475-505; A. Stohr, Die Trinitatslehre des hi. Bonaventura (Miinster 1923) 97ff.; Schmaus, 
Der Lieber propugnatorius 448-454; Alejandro de Villalmonte, Influjo de las PP. griegos en la doctrina 
trinitaria de San Buenaventura. XIIJ Semana de Teologla (Madrid 1954) 553-577.

7. Already In 1 d.27 q. 1 a.2 and De pot. Q.8 a.3.
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affects both opinions. We will now deal with that.

531. Scholium. On the constitutive principle o f the person o f  the Father. There 
is a difficulty here because, supposing the distinction founded on our imperfect way 
of thinking, we think about the person of the Father as already constituted before the 
active origin. Therefore, as we said against the opinion of St. Bonaventure, we cannot 
place his constitutive principle in the origin. But, the holy Doctor can argue: a fortiori 
the Father cannot be constituted by a relation which is posterior to the origin. Although 
this difficulty arises from the imperfection of our concept of God, it cannot be passed 
over in silence. For in explaining the principle of production in God, we said that the 
relation of the producing person is required, both as a condition on the part of the 
principle by which, and as the constitutive of the principle which, which obviously must 
be understood as fully constituted before the origin.

The solutions given by great Doctors to this problem, which even outstanding 
theologians think is the “greatest,”8 9 are difficult. For they seem to agree in constituting 
the person of the Father by something formally absolute.

Some say that the Father is constituted by a relation, but not as formally referring 
to another.9 But a relative as not referring to another is something absolute, for by that 
negation it ceases to be a relative concept. Others say that the first person must be 
understood as supremely connatural and as necessarily and immediately thought to be 
in the divine nature.10 11 But this notion says nothing formally relative but rather something 
absolute and pertaining to the order of nature, and it is moreover contrary to what we 
said about subsistence in God. However the concept, which others propose, of the first 
person taken in a vague way, or according to a predicate of the person that is only 
common,11 seems to be not only imperfect but also false, since the person is something 
very determined and simply constituted before the origin.

Some statements of the Greek Fathers can be quoted for the idea of unbegotten 
as the constitutive principle of the Father,12 which, as we have seen, distinguish and 
constitute the Father more by the notion of his being unbegotten than by his active 
generation of the Son; and some scholastics seem to agree with this. But commonly, and 
rightly so, theologians consider this notion as only secondary, and as actually founded 
on the relation o f  the first principle. Moreover, it does not solve the problem, since it is 
noi formally relative, and unless it presupposed paternity, it would be simply absolute.

532. Therefore we must say that the first person is constituted by the relation 
of paternity, simply as a relation. But the difficulty is more probably solved by 
distinguishing a double concept in paternity—the prior one being imperfect, which by

8. John o f  St. Thomas, d. 16 a. 1 n. 15; Billuart, d.4 a.2.
9. St. Thomas hints at this solution (q. 40, a. 4), and many Thomists adopt it one way or another, such as 

Cajetan, in hoc loco\ Ferrarienses, in CG 4,26; Capreolus, in 1 d.26 q .l; John o f  St. Thomas and Billuart, 
loc. cit.; Salmanticenses, d. 18 dub.4.

10. Thus Suarez, 1.8 c .l.
11. Suarez hints at this, 1.7 c.7 n. 11.
12. Vazquez holds this, d. 159 c .5.
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this imperfect distinction the paternity is in some way prior to the origin itself, the other 
less imperfect which is after the paternity. The older theologians give a nod to this 
solution,13 who elsewhere propose the attacked solutions; the Wirceburgenses14 clearly 
explained this solution, and recently many others have adopted it.15

Therefore the first concept ofthe Father, certainly imperfect (and there is no difficulty 
with this imperfection, given the state of the question), is the power to generate, a power 
altogether necessary and determined. Thus the principle of generation is now understood. 
Therefore it can be said that the Father is constituted first by paternity inasmuch as he 
possesses a necessary power o f generating. For this concept is relative; for a power says 
relation, and surely a transcendental one, to its aim or object as producible. But since it 
concerns a power completely necessary and determined, it necessarily says a relation, 
at least in some confused way, to its aim or object as a product. However this concept 
occurs before the distinctly conceived origin, from which we know the fecund nature in 
the order of intellection. But the fuller concept of paternity appears after the explicitly 
conceived generation.

However this difficulty and its solution shows, as we suggested above, that this 
concept of the person, which is conceived before he generates, and which generates 
before it is referred to another, is very imperfect, and it cannot be well applied to God. 
And it shows that one must simply retain in the case of God the formal identity between 
the concepts of person, origin and relation.

13. Suarez: “this property is in the Father....that he generates, or that he is suited for generation” (1.8 c .l n. 12); 
Vazquez: “ungenerated and fecund for producing” loc. tit.,; Ruiz, d.91 s.2).

14. De Deo Trino c .l a.3 n.381 5.
15. Franzelin, th.23; Galtier, 311-312; J. Rabeneck, La constitution de la primera persona divina: EstEcl 26 

(1952) 353-364.
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A R T I C L E  I V

On t h e  s p i r a t o r  a n d  a c t i v e  s p i r a t i o n

533. So far we have dealt with the three divine persons and the relations 
constituting them which are paternity, filiation and passive spiration. 
However, as is established from the procession of the Holy Spirit from the 
Father and the Son, there is present in God one principle which o f spiration, 
which is not a person, because this notion is common to the Father and the 
Son, and it brings with itself the active origin and relation common to these 
two persons.1 Therefore the question presents itself about the constitutive 
principle o f the Spirator and its comparison with the relation and the origin 
of active spiration. We will now take up this question by applying the same 
principles which were used in the preceding articles. In this way we will 
have completed what has been handed down to us concerning the principle 
which (principium quod) of the procession of the Holy Spirit and the 
relation of active spiration.

We have said that the unity of the principle which of spiration, however, 
can be explained by the unity of the principle by which {principium quo), 
or the will which is common to the Father and the Son. But a scientific and 
theological inquiry cannot accept this reason. For the divine will is also 
common to the Holy Spirit proceeding through it, and the nature of the 
principle by which connotes a relation to the producing person, and rightly 
raises the question about what this relation is in the Father and the Son. For 
it has been shown that there is a fourth relation in God, active spiration,1 2 
which is common to the Father and the Son, just as the divine nature is 
common to the three persons. Therefore about the quiddity of this relation, 
and whether it has some function in the role of the Spirator, as being a 
constitutive element of this notion—that is the present question, to which 
the theologians respond in different ways.

534. Preliminary notes. First of all, it is necessary to note the following 
points:

a) The Father and the Son, just as they produce the Holy Spirit with one 
spiration, so they are also referred to him immediately with one relation 
of active spiration, not by paternity and filiation understood absolutely 
(praecisive). But this relation, like the others, is subsistent, at least as 
identified with the divine nature, although it is not personal.

1. Chapter 3, article 1. Th. 35.
2. Chapter 3, article 1.
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b) The nature of Spirator or of the principle which of the Holy Spirit 
is predicated simply and uniformly of the individual persons of the Father 
and the Son, and of both of them together, just as the divine nature or God 
as one is predicated by identity and uniformly of the three persons taken 
both singly and collectively. Therefore the nature of the spirator and of 
active spiration prescinds from the nature of paternity and filiation, just as 
the divine nature prescinds from the relations.

c) Nevertheless both persons, Father and Son, are required per se for 
spiration (q. 36, a. 4 ad 1). And this is so for three reasons: 1) because 
the divine nature which is fecund in both persons in the area of the will 
demands it; 2) because the Holy Spirit by reason of his procession is the 
subsisting mutual love of the Father and the Son; 3) because the Holy 
Spirit is the third person in the Trinity, distinct by reason of his procession 
from both, which requires that he be produced by both.3 Wherefore active 
spiration, even though it does not say formally paternity and filiation, must 
be identified with them.

Granted the above, there are some further questions:

535. A. Whether the relation of active spiration pertains to the 
principle which of spiration.

Here is the reason for doubt. The will as the principle by which of 
spiration requires as the condition in the producing persons some kind of 
relation, which confers on them the distinction from the proceeding aim, 
and therefore it is that by which finally the principle which has this nature; 
this is in the same way in which the intellect is the principle by which of 
generation, but still requires in the Father the relation of paternity, which is 
his constitutive element in the nature of the principle which of generation. 
Now in the Father and the Son there is a double relation: on the one hand 
paternity and filiation, on the other hand active spiration. Moreover, the 
necessary condition on the part of the principle by which, that is, that the 
will is identified with the two persons who are not produced by the will, 
is verified in both persons, both by reason of paternity and filiation, which 
pertain to the order of production by the intellect, and by the very nature of 
active spiration.

Therefore the opinions of the theologians on this matter are divided. Suarez4 with 
many others holds that paternity and filiation are relations required per se as conditions 
for spirating and as constituting the principle which of spiration; but not active 
spiration, which therefore does not pertain to the principle which of spiration, nor is 
it communicated to the Son by the Father, but merely results from the origin of active

3. See Suarez, 1.10 c.3 n.6.7; Toledo, In I q.36 a.2; Ruiz, d.71; Salmanticenses, d. 15 dub.5; Muncunill, 1316.
4. L.10 c.4; see 1.5 c.8; 1.7 c.4.
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spiration, and is simply posterior to it, in which it is also distinguished from the relation 
of paternity. Therefore since it is not constitutive of the person, it does not have a special 
subsistence except that more general one of identity with the divine nature.

However Toledo5 with some others, like Muncunill,6 teach that active spiration 
is a relation immediately required as a condition for spiration; therefore it pertains to 
establishing the principle which of spiration, and it is communicated by the Father to 
the Son in generation. However in explaining the ultimate constitutive principle of the 
Spirator and the quiddity of active spiration the advocates of this position have different 
views; we will consider this point in the second question.

St. Thomas seems to favor this second opinion (q. 36, a. 4) when he says: “Just as 
the Father and the Son are one God because of the unity of the form signified by this 
name of “God,” so they are one principle of the Holy Spirit because of the unity of the 
property signified in this name of a principle,” and he repeats this in ad 1 and ad 2; now 
one property in the Father and the Son is the relation of active spiration. But it must 
be admitted that elsewhere (q. 40, a. 4) he suggests rather another opinion: “Likewise, 
origin signified actively is prior in the order of intelligence to the non-personal relation 
of the person originating; as the notional act of spiration precedes, in the order of 
intelligence, the unnamed relative property [the relation of active spiration] common to 
the Father and the Son,” and with this he establishes the difference between paternity 
and active spiration. Perhaps both statements of the holy Doctor can be reconciled by 
the way in which we solve the problem.7

536. We embrace the second opinion as more probable.
T H E  S E C O N D  O PIN IO N  IS P R O V E D . 1. This opinion agrees better with the 

two theological axioms: “in God everything is one where there is no opposition of 
relationship,” and “the Father communicates everything to the Son except to be Father,” 
or everything the Son has he receives from the Father. But a) in the condition required 
for spiration there is no relative opposition between the Father and the Son; therefore 
this cannot be placed in paternity and filiation, by which they are opposed, but in the 
common relation of active spiration; b) active spiration in no way says Father, and it 
is something that the Son also has; therefore the Son has it as communicated from the 
Father.

2. This opinion more easily and more accurately explains the unity o f the principle 
which of the Holy Spirit. For if only the formal relations of paternity and filiation, beside 
the common will, are accepted as the constitutive elements of Spiration, then a) it does 
not appear how the Father and the Son are opposed relatively to the Holy Spirit, since 
this opposition is had immediately through formal active spiration, and this opposition 
is required for the principle which of spiration; b) and it does not appear how the nature 
of the Spirator can be predicated by identity and uniformly of the Father and the Son 
considered singly; for neither paternity alone, nor filiation alone would be sufficient, if

5. Loc.cit:, Vazquez, d. 149 c.4; Salmanticenses, d. 15 dub.3; Ruiz, d.70 s.4 and 5; the contrary however seems 
to be deduced from d.9 s.2 n.l 1.

6. Op. cit., 1315.
7. See Ruiz, d.70 s.5 n.4.
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both were required under their own concept; c) and no equality remains of the Spirator 
with the Creator, already frequently mentioned by St. Augustine; for, as all the church 
Fathers hold, in the idea or essence of Spirator there is no distinction between the Father 
and the Son, except that the Father has it from himself, the Son has it from the Father, 
like the basic idea of the creator.

537. 3. The main reason, which Suarez8 offers in order to exclude active spiration 
from the principle of spiration, can be turned back against the contrary opinion, by 
which our opinion is confirmed. The reason is this. The sufficient principle is the same 
for production by the will that is sufficient for production by the intellect. Therefore 
just as the Father as constituted by his personal property immediately generates, so 
also does he immediately spirate. But if by “the Father as constituted by his personal 
property” is understood the Father constituted by paternity separately (praecisive) 
as by a reason distinct from active spiration, the Father by that property cannot 
immediately spirate, because by it he does not say relative opposition except to the 
Son.

But from the proposed principle it is rather the contrary that follows. Namely, 
in the same expression in which the Father is conceived as able to generate, he is 
also conceived as able to spirate, and therefore he has everything that is necessary 
in order to be able to spirate. Therefore also he has the relation of active spiration, 
which accordingly is implicitly included in the concept of paternity, just like the 
divine essence itself. Therefore in the same way in which the divine essence is 
communcated to the Son, active spiration is also communicated to him. Hence, as we 
already suggested, paternity and filiation in God as constitutive of the Father and the 
Son, also include active spiration.

You say: Equality between the spirator and the creator does not hold in all cases, 
for the created effect does not demand of itself to be produced by three persons, 
while on the contrary the Holy Spirit must proceed from two. Therefore perhaps this 
equality cannot be sustained in this question.

Response. I  concede the antecedent, because the notion of creator does not 
demand to be identified with three persons from its formal concept, but only from the 
exigency of the divine nature, which necessarily subsists in three persons, while on 
the contrary the notion of the spirator demands to be identified with the two persons 
of the Father and the Son from the quiddity of a proceeding person, and therefore from 
the very notion of spirator. But I  deny the consequent, for certainly equality holds in 
the fact that the idea of the spirator does not say formally either Father or Son, as 
the idea of the creator says formally only God, but not precisely Father and Son and 
Spirit, because the creature proceeds from God as from one principle, just as the Spirit 
proceeds from the Father and the Son as from one principle.

538. B. On the constitutive principle of the spirator, or of the 
principle which of the production of the Holy Spirit.

8. L .10c .4n .5 .
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Those who hold the rejected opinion on active spiration must necessarily 
construct the spirator through the will and the relations o f paternity and 
filiation. But all those who adhere to the defended opinion hold that active 
spiration enters into the constitutive make-up of the spirator. Among these 
there are those who add to it also paternity and filiation,9 while others 
constitute the spirator by spiration alone with the will.10

We adhere to this last explanation, which the prior authors perhaps reject, because 
they do not admit absolute subsistence in God, but only personal subsistencies. Now the 
spirator is something subsisting. But having admitted non-personal absolute subsistence, 
it seems that no difficulty remains in admitting also non-personal relative subsistence (see 
q. 36, a. 4 ad 1).

According to this opinion, the spirator or the principle which of the procession of 
the Holy Spirit signifies formally a subsistent being able to spirate, and it is formally 
constituted by a relation of active spiration which, since it is subsistent, gives the 
necessary subsistence to the nature of the principle which, after having added the will as 
the form or the principle by which. Therefore the principle which o f  spiration does not 
say formally either paternity or filiation, but it must be identified with them, in whom 
the relation of active spiration is implicitly included. Therefore the idea of the spirator, 
according to its formal reason is fully verified both in the Father and in the Son taken 
singly, as well as in both together, and it can substitute for either one or for both together 
(q. 36 a. 4 ad 4.5.6). However it can rightly be said that the principle which, taken 
according to its complete meaning, includes two persons—the Father and the Son; and 
also that the Holy Spirit proceeds from two persons according as they are two, because 
of the exigency which the nature of spirator includes (q. 36, a. 4 ad 1).

There is no obstacle to this, as we saw in chapter 2, from the axiom “actions come 
from supposita,” because the principle which is not really the suppositum, but the 
subsisting person, even though it is true that the subsisting spirating ultimately and 
personally subsists in the persons of the Father and the Son, just as the subsisting creator 
subsists personally in three persons.

C. The origin and relation of active spiration are compared.

539. We can say about this more or less the same thing that we said in 
the preceding article about paternity and active generation. If relation and 
the origin of active spiration are considered with a proper concept, neither 
one can prescind from the other, and either one can be assigned as the 
constitutive principle of the spirator. But inasmuch as with an imperfect 
concept we distinguish origin from relation, and we consider the former

9. Thus Ruiz, d.70 s.3 n .l l;  see Toledo and Muncunill, loc. cit. \ Salmanticenses, d. 15 dub.4.
10. Biel, d. 12 q .l; Nazarius, Controversia 2; Molina, in hoc loco\ Becanus, De Trinitate c.6. Chapter 3, article 

1 .
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as the way, then we must place the constitutive principle of the spirator 
in the relation rather than in the origin. But to consider the relation of 
active spiration as merely resulting from the origin, as the rejected opinion 
maintains, supposes the nature of the spirator not as formally relative, but 
merely as the nature o f origin, which seems to be very less probable.

But to the obvious difficulty, similar to the one about paternity, that the relation of 
active spiration must be conceived before the origin, if it constitutes the spirator, we 
respond in the same way as we did before. The prior and imperfect concept of the spirator 
is a subsistent being able to spirate, endowed with the necessary and fully determined 
power, which then is a notion relative to the Holy Spirit, expressly as producible, and 
confusedly as product. However this notion has the nature of a foundation in the divine 
nature as fecund in the realm of volition, and therefore requiring that the persons not 
produced in this way are one principle of the Holy Spirit; and this in a way uniform in 
itself, with this one difference, that the Father has that ability from himself, while the 
Son has it as received from the Father.



b.2 c.4 a . 5 n.539-541 459

A R T I C L E  V

O n  t h e  c ir c u m in s e s s io n  o f  t h e  d iv in e  p e r s o n s

540. A certain mutual inexistence or a kind of mutual permeation of them 
among themselves seems to pertain, as we have noted, to the explanation of 
the perfect equality of the divine persons. Theologians designate this idea 
with the name of circumincession or circuminsession}

The Latin name was translated in the 16th century from the Greek word 
7ispixcbpr|aic which had been applied by St. John Damascene1 2 to the Trinity. 
The Greek word could be translated either as circuminsession or a form of 
inexistence taken in a more or less static sense, or as circumincession taken 
in a more dynamic sense, like a certain mutual tendency of persons of one 
to another. Many theologians prefer the first translation, while others prefer 
the latter; but both can be used correctly.

In Holy Scripture the inexistence of the Father and the Son is stated 
explicitly. The Father is in me and I  am in the Father (John 10:38); The 
Father who dwells in me does the works. Believe me that lam  in the Father 
and the Father is in me (John 14:10-11). From there we get the sayings of 
the Greek Fathers which were collected together by St. John Damascene 
in these words: “ev 6XXf\Xmq at wtocrraoeig slow the persons exist in one 
another.”3 The Latin Fathers also, like St. Hilary4 and St. Augustine,5 often 
use this word, which St. Fulgentius6 briefly summarized and it was quoted 
by the Council o f Florence: “ The Father is wholly in the Son and wholly 
in the Holy Spirit; the Son wholly in the Father and in the Holy Spirit; the 
Holy Spirit wholly in the Father and wholly in the Son” (D 1331); and in 
the liturgy. “The whole Son is in the Father, and the whole Father in the 
Word.”7

541. This mutual inexistence of the divine persons, especially from the 
Greek Fathers, rather than being a new attribute given to God, is a complex

1. S.Th. I, q. 42, a. 5; Suarez, 1.4 c.16; Ruiz, dl07; Petavius, 1.4 c.16; Scheeben, § 123; Franzelin, th. 14; 
De Regnon, 1,409-438; Pesch, 642-647; Galtier, 387-388; D ’Ales, 249-256; Pohle, 478-482; Schmaus, 
Dogmatik 433-436; J. Biltz, Die Trinitatslehre des hi. Johannes von Damaskus (Paderborn 1909); A. Deneffe, 
Perichoresis, Circumincessio, Circuminsessio: ZkathTh 47 (1923) 491-532; L. Prestige, Flepixcopeco and 
nspixcbpnau; in the Fathers: JoumThSt 29 (1928) 242ff.

2. Contra Iacobitas 78: MG 94,1476.
3. De fide orthodoxa 1.1 c.8: MG 94,829.
4. De Trinitate 1.3 c.4: ML 10,78,
5. De doctrina Christiana 1.5 c.5 n.5: ML 34,21.
6. De fide ad Petrum 4: ML 65,674.
7. Hymn, Splendor aeternae gloriae fer.II at Lauds.



460 Sacrae T heologiae Summa IIA

idea that expresses the w hole doctrine o f  the Trinity in one w ord— the 
distinction o f  the persons, their consubstantiality, im m anent origins and 
m utual relations. Thus St. Thom as explains the m utual inexistence o f  the 
Father and the Son (q. 42, a. 5).

Above all, circuminsession signifies or involves the consubstantiality of 
the distinct persons. The Word was with God....The only Son who is close to the 
F ather’s heart (John 1:1, 18), and Christ, in order to strengthen what he said The 
Father and I  are one and whoever has seen me has seen the Father (John 10:30; 
14:9), added: The Father is in me and I  am in the Father ...Do you not believe 
that la m  in the Father and the Father is in me? (John 10:38; 14:11). When the 
Fathers explain this they give consubstantiality as the reason for the inexistence, 
as St. Athansius says: “The Son is in the Father, insofar as one can understand 
it, because everything the Son is comes from the substance o f the Father... 
consequently the Son is in the Father and the Father in the Son.”8 St. Cyril of 
Alexandria: the Son “existing in the Father is one with him in the identity of 
essence,”9 and St. Fulgentius: “Because of their natural unity,”10 11 which Florence 
repeated (D 1331). St. Thomas explains it: “According to his essence the Father 
is in the Son, because the Father is his essence and communicates it to the Son, 
but not by his own transformation” (1 c.l). However since the Arians divided 
and separated the Father and the Son, the Church Fathers rightly insist on the 
inexistence in order to prove the consubstantiality, a point which St. Dionysius of 
Rome had already made against the Tritheists (D 112, 115). But it is not correct 
to say with De Regnon11 that the Greek Fathers deduced it a priori, for the idea of 
inexistence, conceived abstractly, does not imply that, but on the supposition of 
circuminsession it does include consubstantiality.

542. Circuminsession also includes the origins. For since the divine processions 
are immanent, their aim by their very nature is in the principle. Therefore John 1:18 
says: “The only-begotten Son who is close to the heart o f  the Father, and St. Cyril 
says: “The word is always from the mind and in the mind, and therefore the mind 
is in the word”12; St. Fulgentius: “Just as the word is bom from the whole mind, so 
after being bom it remains within the whole mind.”13 Therefore circuminsession 
can be considered as immanence in a certain dynamic sense, which perhaps is 
indicated by the Greek preposition 7tepl and by the recapitulation St. Dionysius 
spoke about (D 115). St. Thomas teaches both points (c.3° and ad 2): “According

8. Oratio 3 contra arianos n.3: MG 26,527.
9. Thesaurus assertion. 12: MG 75,178.
10. Loc. cit.
11. Loc. cit., 412.
12. Dialogus 2 de Trinitate: MG 65,767.
13. AdMonimum 3,7: ML 65,204.
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to the origin it is also manifest that the procession of the intelligible word is not 
something outside of but remains in the speaker... .the going out of the Son from 
the Father is according to the manner of an interior procession, according as the 
word goes out from the heart and still remains in it.”

Finally, the inexistence of the persons can also be affirmed because of the 
relations, which constitute them, since it is proper for relatives to be conceived 
together, as Toledo XI (D 531) and the Greek Fathers say, as we have often seen, 
and also St. Thomas: “2.° Also according to the relations it is clear that one of the 
opposites is relative to the other according to the intellect.” But this reason alone 
would imply only a logical circuminsession, and therefore Franzelin14 gives it this 
name. But this way o f speaking seems to be less acceptable. Therefore Suarez15 
correctly adds in his explanation o f circuminsession through the relations that the 
intimate presence of one person in the others is had in the relations themselves, 
because they have immensity included in the essence; this is very true, and it really 
seems to pertain to the nature of the mutual inexistence of the relations. But on 
the basis o f that it is not correct to say that Suarez16 placed circuminsession in 
immensity alone, since he explicitly explains that a triple concept is included in 
it, in the same way it is explained by the Holy Fathers and by St. Thomas; he also 
says that the real reason for the mutual inexistence is the unity o f  essence.

14. Loc. cit., p. 210.
15. Loc. cit., n .l l .
16. Thus after Petavius many authors. Ruiz is quoted as in favor o f  the same opinion; in l.c., s. 7 he certainly 

seems formally to place circuminsession in immensity, although he expressly also offers some other reasons.
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C H A P T E R  V

On the missions of the divine persons

543. We have treated the mystery of the Holy Trinity in itself, according 
as it can be known from revelation and from what can be deduced from 
it. However, as we said at the beginning, “the deep things of God” have 
been revealed to us especially by the communication of himself, which the 
divine liberality has deigned to confer on man in the work of redemption 
and sanctification. But the intimate nature of this type of revelation seems 
to be, not only pedagogical, because we cannot see divine things directly 
in themselves, but also in a way ontological, inasmuch as our supernatural 
life is a certain supereminent participation in the divine nature and life. 
Therefore it agrees with the nature of the matter that the revelation of a 
new creature should also contain the revelation of divine life; for God as 
he is and lives in himself, is and lives in us. Therefore the mystery of the 
Holy Trinity must be considered not only in itself, but also according as it 
is communicated to us in an intimate and ineffable way. The theologians 
correctly bring this matter together in the chapter about the missions of the 
divine persons, for under the name of the mission of the second and third 
persons Holy Scripture describes the work of redemption and sanctification 
of mankind.

There are three articles in this chapter. In the first we present some notes 
on the unity of the divine operation outside and about the appropriation of 
certain predicates and works to the different persons; in the second article 
we will establish the concept and fact of mission in God; finally, in the third 
article we will touch on some special questions concerning the invisible 
mission of the Holy Spirit.

A R T I C L E  I

On t h e  t r i n i t y  o f  p e r s o n s  in  r e f e r e n c e
TO THE AD EXTRA ACTIVITIES

Thesis 47. The ad extra activities of God are common to the three persons; 
however some are correctly appropriated to different persons.

S.Th. 1, q. 32, a. I; q. 39, a. 7.8; Suarez, 1.4 c.9.10; Ruiz de Montoya, disp. 110.82; Franzelin, th. 12.13; 
Pesch, 639; Galtier, 375-386.
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544. Connection. It is sufficiently clear that it is necessary to explain 
accurately how the persons of the Holy Trinity are related to the divine 
activities outside of God [ad extra] before their missions are considered. 
The main points that must be established are treated in this thesis, namely 
the community of the three persons in the activities that take place outside 
of God and the appropriation of certain activities to the different persons.

Definition of terms. The community of the divine persons in acting 
outside of themselves is simply a community of real identity, like the 
community of the essence and of all the absolute attributes, so that the 
three persons are simply one princip le  of outside activities, and there is 
really one action, and one effect of the three persons, and nothing exists 
or happens outside of God that does not proceed indivisibly and uniformly 
from the three persons in the order of efficiency. Therefore it would not 
suffice to establish a community of some kind of perfect concord, or of 
some lesser type of unity, by which the three persons would accomplish the 
same thing, but with distinct acts and as distinct principles, which would 
signify only a logical and moral community in activities a d  extra.

545. This trinitarian community consists in ad extra activities with a 
frequent pred ica tion  of certain activities, or even of absolute attributes, to 
one person rather than to others, which is called APPROPRIATION by the 
theologians. Appropriation is defined by St. Thomas: “the manifestation of 
the differences in the divine properties and persons” (q. 39, a. 7), and it is 
explained by Leo XIII “what from a certain comparison and almost affinity, 
which takes place between the works themselves and the properties of the 
persons, and they are applied to one rather than to another or, as they say, 
they are appropriated.”1 Therefore an attribute or a work is appropriated to 
one person which is common to the three persons, and therefore it can be 
said and really is said of all, but frequently and for a very good reason it 
is predicated of one of them rather than to the others. But the immediate 
reason for that special predication is not something really distinct found in 
the work itself or in the predicate, but rather there is a certain analogy  and 
similitude which makes the predicate suitable for the m anifesta tion  of that 
person. In the Scholium we will consider the principal appropriations.

The perfect unity  of the three persons in ad extra activities is the 
teaching of all the Fathers and of all Catholics. However the appropriation  
of some attributes and works to certain persons is the common opinion of 
theologians.

1. Encyclical, Divinum illud, Cav 610; see Scheeben, § 123; A Chollet, Appropriations'. DTC 1,1708-1710.
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546. Adversaries. Gunther dared to introduce a division is the ad extra 
activity of the Holy Trinity, and claimed that it was not excluded by the 
unity of the essence.2 There are some recent authors who seem to have a 
difficulty in understanding this unity in activity, and they say that it can 
hardly be reconciled with a logical explanation of the freedom and the 
personality of the individual persons.3 This proposition has been attributed 
to Abelard: “That the Father has the fullness of power, the Son has some 
power, the Holy Spirit has no power”; it was condemned at the Council of 
Sens in France (D 721).4

A few recent authors seem to make some minor appropriations, as if 
they were some kind of discovery of theologians, and they are for the most 
part without foundation in the Greek Fathers.5

Doctrine of the Church. The unity of God’s ad extra activity is 
taught in Later an Council I: “If anyone does not profess... a Trinity in 
unity and a unity in the Trinity...supreme power, sovereign dominion... 
uncreated operation...creating and preserving all things: let such a one be 
condemned” (D 501), and in Toledo XI: “These three persons are not to 
be considered separable, since we believe that no one of them existed or 
at any time effected anything before the other, after the other, or without 
the other” (D 531).6 Leo XIII strongly affirms the same thing before he 
explains the activity of the Holy Spirit; he also explains and commends 
the common doctrine about the appropriations.7 Pius XII in his Encyclical, 
Mystici Corporis says: “Moreover let them retain this with a firm mind—that 
in these matters everything must be held as common in the Holy Trinity, 
inasmuch as they look upon God as the supreme efficient cause.”8 In the 
Creeds or Symbols of Faith omnipotence and creation are appropriated to 
the Father, the virginal conception, prophetic inspiration and sanctification 
of souls are appropriated to the Holy Spirit.

2. Vorschule 2,365; see Kleutgen, Die Theologie der Vorzeit 1,379-399; Franzelin, 195 and the authors cited in 
n. 291.

3. On this see J. Solano, Algunas tendencias modernas acerca de la doctrina de las apropriaciones y  
propiedades de la santisima Trinidad'. EstEcl 21 (1947) 13-19; A. Segovia, Equivalencia de fomulas en las 
sistematizaciones trinitarias griegay latina: EstEcl 21 (1947) 460-461.

4. He spoke often rather obscurely; but now there are many who think that he did not err in this matter; see n. 
357 and J. Cottiaux, La conception de la Theologie chez Abelard. RevHistEccl 28 (1932) 804-828; Solano, 
Loc. cit., 11-12.

5. D eR ignon, 1,317-319,346-359; 4 ,501ff. and some who follow him; see J. Alonso, Naturalezayfundamentos 
de la gracia de la Virgen: EstMar 5 (1946) 35-48; see below thesis 50.

6. See more on this point in Solano, loc. cit., 19-28.
7. Cav 608-610.
8. AAS 35 (1943) 321.
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Theological note. The first part is a matter of Catholic faith (de fid e  
catholic a), and even defined. The second part is com m on and  certaind

547. Proof of the first part. Holy Scripture often attributes divine 
activities, such as creation, to the Father: “Sovereign Lord, who made the 
heaven and  the ea rth ...(Acts 4:24; see Acts 17:24; John 5:19; Matt 5:44- 
45), and sometimes also to the Son: “A ll things cam e into being through him  
(John 1:3); In the beginning, Lord, yo u  fo u n d e d  the earth, and  the heavens 
are the w ork o f  your hands  (Heb. 1:10). The Spirit bestows charisms, the 
L ord  (Christ) and G od  (Father) who activates all o f  them  in everyone  (1 
Cor. 12:6-11).

The holy Fathers, both Greek and Latin, often teach against the heretics 
the unity of the divine activity and on the basis of that they demonstrate the 
unity of the essence. St. Irenaeus: “For the Word and Wisdom are always 
present to him [God], the Son and the Holy Spirit, through whom and in 
whom he makes all things” (R 235). St. Athanasius: “His [the Trinity] 
efficacy and action are one. For the Father through the Word in the Holy 
Spirit does all things, and in that way the unity of the Trinity is preserved” 
(R 782). St. Basil: “He sanctifies and vivifies and enlightens and consoles 
and all things like that are done equally by the Father and the Son and 
the Holy Spirit....Therefore the identity of action in the Father and the 
Son and the Holy Spirit clearly shows the absolute likeness of nature” 
(R 920). “The principle of those who are one is through the Son to bring 
together and perfect in the Spirit” (R 920). St. Gregory of Nyssa: “For in 
the course of time the divine persons are not divided against each other... 
either by involvement or by activity” (R 1039). St. Augustine: “But in 
reference to creatures the Father and Son and Holy Spirit are one principle, 
as they are one Creator and one Lord” (R 1662). St. Leo the Great: “In this 
ineffable unity of the Trinity, whose works and judgments in all things are 
common...” (R 2207).

548. Theological reasoning. 1. “Everything in God is one where there 
is no opposition of relationship.” But in the nature of ad extra activity there 
is no relative opposition between the persons. Therefore in this matter they 
are really one.

2. Creatures proceed from God inasmuch as God exists and contains 
eminently all possible perfection. But in the essence of the divinity the

9. Thus all theologians, even the very recent ones, as Galtier, 375; D ’Ales, 274; Alastruey, 424; Lercher- 
Schlagenhaufen, 422; Pohle, 476; Schmaus, 374; Premm, 316.
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divine persons are perfectly identical. Therefore creatures proceed from the 
divine persons as from one principle.

Corollaries. 1. Not just the nature of the efficient cause in the strict sense, but the 
extrinsic causality of all kinds is common to the three persons, namely, exemplary and 
final causality; for the reason is the same for every cause.

2. Theological reasoning, which is based on the relative constitutive nature of 
the persons, concerns not only the nature of causality properly so called, but also the 
nature of quasi-formal causality, which must be attributed to the divine persons for 
their ad extra activity. For since this reason can have its foundation only in the absolute 
attributes, not in the internal relative ones, it is necessarily common to the three persons.

However today there are some authors, who incline in this way and that way, beyond 
the limits of efficient causality, in attributing a certain property to some person, or even 
to each one, in reference to ad extra activity, especially with regard to the indwelling of 
the Holy Spirit, which we will consider later.10 11

But the one Incarnation is proper to the person of the Word, as is confirmed by the 
faith. However this does not really contain any exception to the established rule. For 
the Incarnation is the assumption of the human nature of Christ to the personality of 
the Word, so that the Word subsists also in a human nature. Therefore the hypostatic 
union of the Word alone with a human nature also brings with it its union with the 
divine nature common to the three persons. But in no way can it be said that from the 
Incarnation there results a special union of the Father and the Holy Spirit along with it.11

The beatific vision in the Word does not contain anything special, but only 
appropriation; for in the Word the representative form, as we have pointed out, is the 
very intelligence of God that is common to the three persons.12

549. Proof of the second part. Holy Scripture certainly teaches 
appropriations. The name of God is often appropriated to the Father, Lord 
to Christ, and the very name of the third person, Holy Spirit, although it 
became proper to him, is actually a result of appropriation, since in other 
texts the divine nature is called “Spirit” (John 4:24); in 1 Cor. 12:4-6 the 
names and different charisms are appropriated to different persons; the 
work of sanctification and indwelling, although said to be common in John 
14:23; are appropriated to the Holy Spirit, as has been pointed out.

The Holy Fathers, both Greek and Latin, often use appropriations. For 
some activities that they attribute to distinct persons, they also declare to 
be common to the three, since they often teach that creation was effected

10. In thesis 50. St. Thomas (De ver. q.. 10, a. 13) says: “Everything in God that concerns causality pertains to 
the essence, since God is the cause o f  things through his essence.”

11. H. Schauf., Die Einwohnung des heiligen Geistes (Freiburg 1941) 258ff.
12. As it happens, the following think the same way: Thomassinus, Dogmata theologica, De Deo 1.6 c. 16; 

Gutberlet and Borgianelli; on these see Schauf, op. cit., 145-238.
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through the Word, and sanctification through the Holy Spirit. St. Basil: 
“In the creation of these things I think that the Father is the first cause of 
those things that are made, the Son is the builder, the Holy Spirit is the 
perfector....But no one believes that I propose three original hypostases, 
or that I say the activity of the Son is imperfect” (R 946). St. Cyril of 
Alexandria: “Therefore although something of those things that happen 
to us or to creatures seem to be attributed to each person, nevertheless 
we believe that all things are from the Father through the Son in the Holy 
Spirit.”13 Among the Latins the statement of St. Leo the Great is sufficient: 
“The blessed Trinity is one in substance, undivided in activity... .Concerning 
that when Scripture so speaks that, either with facts or with words, it says 
something that seems to be applied to singular persons, our Catholic faith is 
not disturbed, but rather it is taught that the truth of the Trinity is suggested 
to us by the quality either of a word or a deed, and the intellect does not 
divide what the hearing distinguishes.”14

550. Theological reasoning shows that the appropriation of absolutes 
is suitable, as St. Thomas explains: “For although the Trinity of persons 
cannot be proved by demonstration...nevertheless it is fitting that it 
be declared by things which are more known to us. Now the essential 
attributes of God are more clear to us from the standpoint of reason than 
the personal properties; because we can derive certain knowledge of the 
essential attributes from creatures which are sources of knowledge to us, 
such as we cannot obtain regarding the personal properties. As, therefore, 
we make use of the likeness of the trace or image found in creatures for the 
manifestation of the divine persons, so also in the same manner we make 
use of the essential attributes” (q. 39, a. 7).

Therefore it cannot with justice be said that the appropriations are like 
mental games, because they have a foundation in Scripture and the Fathers, 
and their whole nature is really the way in which God wished to reveal to us 
the Trinity, at least partially. Finally, the Church both uses appropriations 
and commends this way of speaking.

551. Objections. 1. Gunther objects: The power of generating and spirating is not 
common and still it does not damage the unity of the essence. Therefore it is not the 
reason why the power of acting ad extra must be common.

I  deny the similarity. For the power of acting ad intra necessarily implies relation, 
which the power of acting ad extra does not affirm, but rather excludes. For they are of 
a completely different order—the one is immanent and the other is transient.

13. In Ioannem 10,2: MG 73,335.
14. Sermo 76,2: ML 54,405.
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2. The nature of a person demands in him the exercise of freedom independently 
from persons of the same nature, and therefore it demands his own activities. Therefore 
the works of the Trinity cannot be common with a community of real identity.

The objection labors under the false assumption that freedom pertains to the person 
precisely as it is a suppositum, when it really pertains to it because it is a suppositum of 
a rational nature; and therefore it pertains to the persons of each nature according to the 
proper mode of the proper nature. Therefore I  distinguish the antecedent. If the nature is 
multiplied in individuals, freedom must be distinct in the individual persons, conceded; 
but if the nature is not multiplied, denied; for in this case the one thing necessary is the 
freedom in the individual persons, which however do not cease as individuals to act 
freely with one freedom and activity, just as each one is perfectly God with one divinity. 
Therefore the objection completely distorts the theological concept about the constitution 
of a divine person and it introduces a form of tritheism, since it makes the three persons 
into three absolutes.15

The difficulty that can arise from the different missions of the persons will be 
handled in the following article.

552. Scholium 1. The authors propose many appropriations which St. Thomas 
accurately considers and explains (q. 39, a. 8).16 But the main ones are those that are in 
Scripture and are found in the more common patristic and theological tradition, or else 
they have a special foundation in that tradition.

a) The name of God is appropriated to the Father, as the first principle of everything 
apxij avapxoq, as we already mentioned in chapters 1 and 2. The foundation is that even 
ad infra the Father is the principle of the other persons, the principle without a principle, 
and hence he is called the fountain and source of all divinity, and therefore in him in 
a special way is manifested the nature of being from itself and of the first principle.17

The manifestation o f the divinity is often appropriated to the Word by the first Fathers 
of the Church. It is based on the fact that the Word from his procession is the image of 
the Father, and therefore creation is also attributed to him as done by him and as a work 
in which the divine perfections are manifested. Activities pertaining to redemption are 
also appropriated to the second person, since the redemption was accomplished by the 
Word made man and it pertains to mediation, and in the divine hierarchy it is the middle 
between the other two persons.

To the Holy Spirit sanctification and the works and formal effects of indwelling and 
adoption are appropriated, from the frequent use of Scripture and the Fathers; it has its 
foundation in the nature of the procession of the third person, as we have seen and we 
will consider this again below.18

15. See Solano, loc. cit., 32.
16. See Ruiz, d.82; Lercher-Schlagenhaufen, 432; D ’Ales, 228-233; Chollet, loc. cit., 1710-1717.
17. It is evident that with this way o f  speaking only an appropriation can be understood. What Karl Rahner says 

about the name o f  God as the first person (Gott als erste trinitdrische Person: ZkathTh 66 (1942) 71 -88; cf. 
Schmaus, Dogmatik334-339) can be understood only in this sense— that divine ad extra activities have been 
revealed explicitly about the Father, not precisely and exclusively as he is the first person, but as he is God; 
and therefore they are also implicitly revealed about the Son and the Holy Spirit; see q. 31, a. 4 ad 1 and 2.

18. In thesis 50.
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553. b) From Rom. 11:36: from  him and through him and in him are all things 
(however this passage in the text does not seem to be trinitarian) was derived a frequent 
way of speaking of the Greek Fathers, everything comes from  the Father through the 
Son in the Holy Spirit, which was also proposed by St. Augustine,19 as Leo XIII says: 
“saying from him because of the Father, through him because of the Son, in him because 
of the Holy Spirit.”20 Among the Greek Fathers this way of speaking signifies the order of 
origin between the persons in the ad extra activities, according to the way in which they 
say that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father through the Son, in order that the role 
of primordial principle may be saved for the Father. And that is correct, for as St. Thomas 
says, “As the divine nature, although common to the three Persons, still belongs to them 
in a kind of order, inasmuch as the Son receives the divine nature from the Father, and 
the Holy Ghost from both: so also likewise the power of creation, whilst common to the 
three Persons, belongs to them in a kind of order. For the Son receives it from the Father, 
and the Holy Ghost from both” (q. 45, a. 5 ad 2). However it must be noted in this way 
of conceiving the divine ad extra activities that no property of itself or appropriation of 
an effect to one person rather than to another is contained.

The Latins, however, use this way of speaking in order to distribute and appropriate 
to the different persons the idea of the efficient, exemplary and fin a l cause, as primordial, 
middle and final, because “God is the cause of things by His intellect and will, just as 
the craftsman is cause of things made by his craft’ (q. 45, a. 6 c. and ad 2; q. 39, a. 8). 
Leo XIII explains: “In this way the Father, who is the principle of the whole deity, is 
the same efficacious cause of all things and of the Incarnation of the Word and of the 
sanctification of souls: all things are from  him-, from him because he is the Father. But 
the Son, the Word and Image of God, is also the exemplary cause because of which 
all things imitate his form and beauty, order and harmony. He exists for us as the way, 
the truth and the life—the reconciler of man with God. A ll things are through him-, 
through him because he is the Son. But the Holy Spirit likewise is the ultimate cause 
of things, because just as the will and in general all things find rest in their final end, so 
also he who is the divine goodness and is himself the love between the Father and the 
Son, completes and perfects the secret activities concerning the eternal salvation of men 
with a sweet and effective impulse: all things are in him : in him because he is the Holy 
Spirit.”21.

554. c) Finally, frequently among the Latins and now very common also among the 
faithful is the form of appropriation by which power is attributed to the Father, wisdom  
to the Son and love to the Holy Spirit. “Most fittingly,” as Leo XIII says, “[the Church] is 
accustomed to attribute to the Father those works of the divinity in which power excels, 
to attribute to the Son the works in which wisdom stands out, to attribute to the Holy 
Spirit the work in which love is predominant.”22 This is founded on the appropriation with 
respect to the Father because he is the principle without a principle, and with respect to

19. De Trinitate 1.6 c.10 n.12; 1.1 c.6 n.12: ML 982,827, the same meaning but not with the same words.
20. Cav 609.
21. Cav 610.
22. Ibid.
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the Son and the Holy Spirit in reference to their procession by intellect and will, as was 
explained in chapter 2.

555. Scholium 2. On the cult o f the persons o f the Holy Trinity. It is evident that the 
individual persons, since they are one God, can be and must be worshipped and adored. 
But here it must be pointed out, as the Fathers say, that in the individual persons the 
other two are also worshipped and adored, since they are relative.

In what concerns liturgical worship, the Church does not celebrate any special feast 
of the divine persons taken singly. For the feasts of Christ the Lord and his mysteries 
are not about the Word according to his divine nature alone, and the feast of Pentecost 
celebrates the coming of the Holy Spirit in his external mission, as Leo XIII reminds us; 
he also recalls that Innocent XII denied a special feast of the eternal Father to those who 
petitioned it. “Indeed all of these things are sanctioned by wise counsel, lest perhaps 
someone by distinguishing the persons fall into the error of distinguishing the essence.”23

However the liturgical use is designed so that the prayers for the most part are 
directed to the Father, but it is not exclusive, since the Son and the Holy Spirit are also 
mentioned. This is based on the example of Christ who directed his prayers as a man to 
his Father and in this way at the same time revealed his ineffable relations to him. It also 
agrees with the way in which the economy of redemption and sanctification is arranged, 
and it contains by that very fact the profession of faith and of worship of God who is 
both three and one.

N.B. St. Augustine said many perceptive things about the vestiges of the Holy 
Trinity in creatures, which can help the mind form a proper concept of the Trinity. 
The holy Doctor delighted especially in the purer and more subtle image of the divine 
processions that he detected in the soul of man.24 However these vestiges, which our 
mind can imagine subjectively by way of a certain likeness, must not be confused, as 
we already pointed out, with the doctrine about the principle of the divine processions 
which is based on revelation.

23. Cav 608-609. On this matter see Galtier, 366; Michel, Trinite: DTC 15,1824-1826; M. Cailat, La devotion a 
Dieu le Pere, une discussion au siecle: RevAscMyst 20 (1939) 35-49.

24. On this see especially Schmaus, Die psychologische Trinitdtslehre des hi. Augustinus (Milnster 1927); also 
Portal id;, Augustin (Saint): DTC 1,2346-2352. See F. Taymans D ’Epemon, Le mystere primordial. La Trinite 
dans sa vivante image (Brussels 1946); C. Kaliba, Die Welt als Gleichnis des dreieinigen Gottes (Salsburg 
1952).
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A R T I C L E  I I

On t h e  d iv in e  m is s io n s  in  g e n e r a l

Thesis 48. The proceeding persons are truly and properly said to be 
sent.

S.Th. I, q. 43; Suarez, 1.12 c.1-4. 6; Ruiz de Montoya, disp. 108-109; Franzelin, th. 42; Pesch, 649-661.

556. Connection. Although the missions of the divine persons, 
according to the economy of revelation, make the mystery of the Holy 
Trinity known to us, as we pointed out at the beginning, and therefore we 
have used them more than once in the proofs of the theses, nevertheless 
this treatment is rightly proposed as a complement to the theology of the 
Trinity. For the nature of the mission of a divine person cannot be proposed 
in accordance with the norms of scientific investigation, unless the nature 
of the mystery of the Trinity has been well considered.

Definition of terms. Mission in general can be defined: “the intimation 
or communication of the will of one person to another with reference to some 
extrinsic effect.” The communication from the sender to the one sent can be 
had either by a command, or by counsel, or by something similar, between 
different wills, or by the communication of only one will, which is present in 
a procession. Reference to an extrinsic goal, which is included in a mission, 
implies either that the person sent begins to be where he was not, or he begins 
to be there in a new way, by a new activity or some kind of formal or quasi- 
formal effect with regard to the purpose for which he is said to be sent. As is 
clear, mission includes in the sender the intention of achieving the effect by 
the person sent, and consequently at least of manifesting the person to those 
to whom he is sent.

This general notion of mission, when it is transferred to God, must 
necessarily be understood as: 1) the communication of will is by the 
procession, which is the one way possible of a true communication of one 
will between divine persons; b) the aim or goal for which the person is sent is 
a new title of presence in created things, where by reason of their immensity 
all the divine persons are already present by essence, for the sake of some 
effect which the sent person causes to be there in a new way; c) but since 
all ad extra activities are common to the three persons, as was proved in 
article 1, the effect for which the sent person was sent is not attributed to 
him, except either as a definite end or goal, or by appropriation and as a 
way of manifesting him; the first is proper to the mission of the Word in the
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Incarnation; the other can be given in every mission, and the missions of the 
Holy Spirit must be explained in this special way.1

From this comes the definition that is customarily given for a mission 
in God: “The procession of the origin of one person from another with 
reference to a new way of existing in an extrinsic end or goal”; the word 
“procession” is put in the definition as the communication of will.

In the Scholium we will give the divisions of missions and what the ad 
extra activities are that affect the missions properly so called.

557. Therefore the meaning of the thesis is clear: the persons proceeding 
are truly and properly said to be sent, and also according to the divinity and 
by the persons from whom they proceed—the Son from the Father, the Holy 
Spirit from the Father and the Son. We say “truly and properly” and therefore 
we exclude that a person properly is sent by himself or by a person from 
whom he does not proceed. There are some statements in which it is said that 
the Father and the Son are sent by themselves, and that the Son is sent by the 
Holy Spirit, as in Toledo X I (D 536-538) (see q. 43, a. 8). But with these ways 
of speaking, which are really quite rare and not actually based on Scripture, 
either “to be sent” is taken improperly in the sense of “to come,” and they do 
not intend it to signify anything but the unity of the ad extra activity which 
the idea of mission connotes; or it has to do with the mission of Christ as a 
man from the Holy Spirit according to his human will.1 2

The adversaries for the most part are many Photians who, lest they be 
forced to admit the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Son, which a true 
mission of the third person from the second includes, refused to understand 
the words of Holy Scripture about the mission of a divine person as such; 
instead, they said that those words refer only to created gifts. Generally 
however they deny, following Photius, that a divine mission implies 
procession and in this way they leave it without an explanation.3

Theological note. That the proceeding persons are truly and properly 
sent can be said to be a matter o f faith (de fide); the theological explanation 
of the concept of mission is certain.

558. Proof from Holy Scripture. The Son is said to be sent by the

1. On the concept o f  a divine mission see Suarez, 1.12 c.2.3; Scheeben, Die Mysterien... § 27; the nature o f  
mission in the Fathers is explained by Ruiz, d. 108 s.8-11.

2. See Ruiz, d .108 s.2.3.
3. On the Photian concept o f  Mission see M. Jugie, Theologia dogmatica christianorum orientalium ab 

Ecclesia catholica dissidentium (Paris 1933) 2,233-257.
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Father: God sent his Son, born o f a woman (Gal. 4:4), where the Son is said 
to be sent in the Incarnation, therefore as a divine person. Christ also often 
said that he was sent by the Father, as has been noted (John 5:23; 6:38ff.; 
7:28). The Holy Spirit is said to be sent by the Father and the Son (Gal. 4:6; 
John 14:26; 16:7). But the Father is never said to be sent, nor is any person 
said to be sent by another from whom he does not proceed.

The holy Fathers often deal with the mission of the divine persons, 
especially with the mission of the Holy Spirit, as we have already seen. 
Tertullian argues from the mission against the Sabellians: “since there is 
one who sends, and another who is sent” (R 376). That mission implies 
procession is proved from the Greek Fathers, as we saw while treating the 
procession of the Holy Spirit; they often declare mission and procession 
with the same word. St. Augustine affirms the same thing with explicit 
words: “But if according to this the Son is said to be sent by the Father, 
because he is the Father, the Son...is sent from whom he is—who is from 
him who sends...but the Father...is not said to be sent, for he does not 
have anyone from whom he is” (R 1656, 1657).

Theological reasoning proves the possibility and nature of mission 
between the divine persons. For in God there is a true communication of 
will, even of a free will, of one person to another by procession. There is also 
a new created effect, by reason of which a person begins to be somewhere 
in a new way; because of the intention of the person sending, the effect can 
be a way of manifesting the sent person. Therefore truly and properly there 
can be mission among the divine persons, and there is no good reason why 
these words of Scripture should be given a metaphorical meaning.

559. Objections. The Messiah who is the Son of God is said to be sent by the Holy 
Spirit: A n d  now the Lord God has sent me and his spirit (Isa. 48:16); The spirit o f  the 
Lord G od is upon me, because the Lord has anointed me; he has sent me to bring good  
news to the oppressed (Isa. 61:1); Christ applies these words to himself in Luke 4:18.

In the first quote the prophet is speaking, not the Messiah. In the second quote the 
subject of the verb “sent” is the Lord, not the Spirit, for the Hebrew schelaschani is a 
masculine form which cannot refer to ruaj which is feminine; and the immediate subject 
of the verb “sent” is not ruaj (spririt), but Yahweh (God). Moreover this passage, if it 
were necessary, could be understood as referring to the mission of Christ concerning his 
human will, as some have explained it.4

Other objections that introduce imperfection in the divine missions are answered in 
the presentation of the thesis.

4. See Commentaries on Luke 4:18.
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560. Scholium. Divisions o f  the missions. 1. A mission of a divine person is called 
visible or invisible according to the nature of the ad extra aim or goal to which it is 
directed. The mission of the Son in the Incarnation and the missions of the Holy Spirit 
under the form of a dove in the baptism of Christ and the tongues of fire on the day of 
Pentecost are visible. The charisms of the early Church were a kind of continuation of 
this, although theologians usually do not list them as being among the missions. The 
mission of the Word in the Incarnation is said to be substantial because in it the Word 
united to himself substantially the human nature of Christ. The visible missions of the 
Holy Spirit are merely manifestations of him, inasmuch as the visible figures are only 
special signs of the presence or action of the Holy Spirit without being united to him.

2. According to the common agreement of theologians the missions in the proper 
sense are understood always as being directed to persons, not to beings lacking intelli
gence, for they are manifestations of the person sent. Also more commonly theologians 
hold that the missions pertain according to their effect to the supernatural order, and 
that the visible missions are ordered to the invisible. In fact, after Augustine they are 
accustomed to number among the missions only those mentioned in Holy Scripture, 
namely, the visible missions of the Word and of the Holy Spirit and the invisible mission 
of the Holy Spirit in the souls of the just.5

561. 3. The question has been raised about whether the theophanies in the O ld Tes
tament should be numbered among the missions. The ante-Nicene Fathers do hold that 
and they say that in them the Word anticipates the Incarnation, and many Greek Fathers 
agree with this.6 But beginning with St. Augustine7 the Latins usually deny it.8 And not 
without reason. For although the proceeding persons accept the will from the producing 
person of placing some external effect, still in order to explain the reason for the mission 
the nature of the aim or purpose must be sought, and one must ask whether the intention 
of manifesting the proceeding person actually appears in the effect. Now in the theoph
anies of the O.T. the manifestation of the Word as a person distinct from the Father is not 
sufficiently evident, and the effects do not point in that direction. This is even more true 
with regard to creation, where some of the early Fathers, exaggerating the cosmological 
function of the Word, as we have seen, seem to have understood it as a mission. Thus 
the theologians say that the sacraments are not missions of the Holy Spirit, even though 
in them grace is conferred and the Holy Spirit is given. For those signs, as something 
external, are not effects specially produced in order to manifest a divine person, but they 
are existing things which are elevated in order to produce grace.

The treatise On the Incarnate Word explains the mission of the Word in the Incarna
tion.

5. Suarez, 1.12 c.3; Ruiz, d. 108 s.8-11.
6. See above chapter 1, article 2 in the appendix; De Rdgnon, 3,88ff.
7. St. Augustine 1.2.3 and 4 in De Trinitate: ML 42,845-912, where he has a lot to say about this matter and 

leans towards a negative opinion.
8. St. Gregory the Great, Moralia prol. n.3: ML 75,510; St. Thomas, I-II, q. 98, a. 3 and elsewhere, and with 

him the scholastics commonly deny that there was a visible mission o f  the Word before the Incarnation; see 
Suarez, De angelis 1.6 c.20 and 28; Ruiz, d. 109 s.9-12; Pesch, 474.
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A R T I C L E  I I I

O n  t h e  in v is ib l e  m is s io n  o f  t h e  h o ly  s p ir it

562. What must be considered concerning the invisible mission of the 
Holy Spirit in the soul of the just is dealt with mainly in the treatise On 
Grace, especially in our time. For since the purpose of this mission is the 
indwelling in the soul of the just, which is uncreated grace intimately and 
inseparably connected with created habitual grace and with its formal effects, 
rightly the fact itself of indwelling, its nature and relations with created grace 
can be turned over to questions handled in the treatise on grace. But the 
early theologians considered them in this chapter on the missions in order 
to explain more accurately the mission of the third person. Taking a middle 
position, after weighing the questions that are treated there, inasmuch as they 
seem necessary, we will consider the matters which are reserved in a special 
way to our treatise, that is, the fact of the personal mission of the Holy Spirit 
in the sanctification of the just, and whether its aim or purpose is common to 
the third person of the Trinity or to all three.

Thesis 49. In justification the Holy Spirit is sent to inhabit the soul of
the just.

S.Th. I, q. 43, a. 3, 6; Suarez, 1.12 c.5; Ruiz de Montoya, 109; Franzelin, th. 43, 44, 47; Pesch, 662-684; 
Galtier, 399-414.

563. Connection. We leave to the treatise on grace to establish the 
fact of the indwelling of the Holy Spirit in the soul of the just, which is 
inseparably connected with justification and the infusion of grace.1 Here 
however we insist on the mission of the Holy Spirit which contains that 
fact, even though the proofs are almost the same.

Definition of terms. The justification of man takes place by the infusion 
of habitual grace, as is proved in the treatise on grace. But we understand this 
as both the first grace and the second grace or its increase. This created grace 
is inseparable from uncreated grace, or from the donation and indwelling of 
the divine persons in the soul of the just. Now we say that this donation and 
indwelling, not only of the third person but of the whole Trinity, contains the

1. See S. Gonzalez, De gratia, in this series.
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mission of the Holy Spirit. There is no difficulty that the second person also is 
said to be sent (q. 43, a. 5), but since the sources hardly speak about that, we 
will omit it.

From the concept of mission explained above the mission of the Holy 
Spirit in justification includes his procession from the Father and from the 
Son, by which he accepts the will of a particular effect, whether efficient or 
formal, to be produced in the justified, and this very effect. However it is 
certain that the production o f grace by way of an efficient cause from the 
Holy Spirit is effected together with the other two persons, and for a special 
reason it is attributed or appropriated to him, as has been said. Therefore the 
mission of the Holy Spirit could be so understood that his aim or purpose 
would be only the production of created grace. But this would not be in 
accord with the theological sources, which with explicit words direct the 
mission of the Holy Spirit to a definite effect that is permanent and formal, 
and which they designate with the word “indwelling.” Therefore we say that 
the Holy Spirit is sent to dwell in the soul o f the just.

However with regard to the formal nature of this indwelling, or regarding 
the special title by which the divine persons, who by their immensity are 
everywhere, dwell in the just in a new way, the opinions of the theologians 
are different, but we leave this matter to the treatise on grace; what seems 
to us more likely as a complement to our thesis, we will consider in the 
Scholium.

564. Adversaries. Many Photians, as we have already said, deny a 
true mission of the Holy Spirit, and everything expressed by these words 
they refer to created gifts. Certain ancient theologians are said to deny or 
doubt the substantial presence of the divine persons in the soul.2 Ripalda 
and Viva3 seem to explain it too briefly and less accurately, although the 
censures of some recent authors seem more severe than is called for. The 
censures of those theologians in the opinions of Lessius and Petavius4 
should be rejected; it is certain that they have spoken too harshly. The other 
theologians unanimously hold the thesis as it has been explained.

Doctrine of the Church. The indwelling of the Holy Spirit in the just 
is contained in the Symbol ofEpiphanius (D 44), in Trent (D 1542-1543), 
in the Encyclicals Divinum illud and Mystici corporis, and although 
explicitly it is not taught again in the ecclesiastical documents, since

2. Thus Suarez, 1.12 c.5 n.2.
3. Ripalda, De ente supernaturali d. 132 n.95; Viva, De gratia d.4 q.3 n.4.
4. Lessius, Deperfectionibus moribusque divinis 1.12 c. 11; De summo bono 1.2 c. 1; Petavius, 1.8 c.6; see Pesch, 

689, 676-680.
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there was no reason to treat the matter there, they actually contain it in 
words taken from Scripture.

Theological note. The fact itself of the mission of the Holy Spirit 
seems to be a matter o f faith (de fide), and St. Thomas says that its denial is 
an error (q. 43, a. 3) and the theologians commonly agree with him; in the 
way in which the thesis is explained it is certain.

565. Proof from Holy Scripture. The mission of the Holy Spirit 
in the faithful and in the Church was promised by Christ: I  will ask the 
Father, and he will give you another Advocate, to be with you forever 
(John 14:16); The Advocate, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send 
in my name (John 14:26); When the Advocate comes, whom I  will send 
to you from the Father, the Spirit o f truth who comes from the Father 
(John 15:26). St. Paul teaches the fact of the mission: Because you are 
children, God has sent the Spirit o f his Son into our hearts, crying, 
Abba! Father! (Gal. 4:6). The purpose of this mission is the donation of 
the Holy Spirit: Rom. 5:6, who is, and remains, and dwells in the just as 
in a temple (Rom. 8:9-11; 1 Cor. 3:16; 6:19; 2 Cor. 6:16; John 14:16). 
These statements, at least in their context, cannot be understood except 
as concerning a divine person.

The holy Fathers, especially the Greeks, very often teach that the 
indwelling of the Holy Spirit pertains to the nature of justification, so 
that it cannot take place except through the indwelling, as has been 
pointed out5; for them it is the strongest argument for the divinity of 
the Holy Spirit, to whom as his distinctive characteristic sanctification 
is attributed. In their writings the mission of the third person is clearly 
contained, often explicitly and always at least implicitly. We have cited 
many examples, such as St. Irenaeus (R 219), St. Athanasius (R 770, 
778), St. Cyril of Jerusalem (R 813), St. Basil (R 915, 944), St. John 
Chrysostom (R 1186), St. Cyril of Alexandria (R 2107, 2114); among 
the Latins St. Hilary (R 872) and St. Augustine.6 Here belongs the name 
of “gift” given to the Holy Spirit.

In the Liturgy the invocation is frequent of the coming of the Holy 
Spirit: “Veni Creator Spiritus,” and “Veni Sancte Spiritus,” “that the 
Holy Ghost may deign to come and to dwell in us, making us the 
temples of his glory”7; therefore he is “the gift of God most high,” and

5. See Petavius, 1.8.
6. Epistola 187 adDardanum 6: ML 33,837ff.
7. The Collect in feria 4 within the octave o f  Pentecost.
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“the sweet Guest of the soul.” Thus the coming of the Holy Spirit is his 
mission from the Father and from the Son from whom he proceeds.

566. Theological reasoning can explain the great suitability of the 
mission of the Holy Spirit for the indwelling through grace. For grace is 
a participation in the divine nature and life; but the life of God consists in 
the divine processions; therefore the just person participates by grace in 
the Holy Spirit as proceeding from the Father and the Son through love. 
Therefore it agrees with the essence of grace, which as it were brings 
with itself the person of the Holy Spirit, and also the other two, to dwell 
permanently in the soul which it moves and directs with a special divine 
action (Rom. 8:14; John 14:26); and this indwelling is necessarily the end 
or final purpose of the mission of the third person. Therefore it appears 
fitting that the revelation of the person and procession of the Holy Spirit 
was made by the revelation of his mission. For our sanctification excellently 
manifests the personal qualities of the Holy Spirit, as Leo XIII beautifully 
teaches: “This wonderful association, which is designated with the name 
of “indwelling,” differing only in its condition or status from that in which 
God embraces the blessed in heaven... is predicated of the Holy Spirit as 
belonging to him...; no one except a just person shares in that love, which 
is proper to the Spirit...; he as the first and supreme Love moves and directs 
souls to sanctity, which certainly is included in the love of God.”8

567. Objections. 1. The statements of Holy Scripture can be explained by a simple 
production of grace appropriated to the third person, without necessarily introducing 
any new I don’t know what kind of indwelling in the soul and also without any mission 
of the third person.

I  deny the assertion based on the very texts of Scripture and on the constant tradition 
of the Church. And in denying the mission the Photians did not come to this, unless 
forced necessarily by the concept of the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Son 
which is included in the mission.

2. Christ is also said to dwell and live in us (Eph. 3:17; Gal. 2:20). But Christ the 
man does not dwell in us substantially and physically. Therefore neither does the Holy 
Spirit.

First of all, Christ as God certainly dwells in us in the same way as the Holy Spirit 
does, but Christ does not do it according to his humanity. It is well known that the same 
words can and must be accepted in a different sense, if that is required by the reality 
itself and by the traditional interpretation. Therefore there is no parity in the argument. 
The Encyclical Mystici Corporis contains an accurate explanation of the presence of

8. Cav 546-547.
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Christ.9
3. God is everywhere by his immensity. Therefore it cannot be said properly that a 

divine person comes in a new way to dwell in the just.
I  deny the consequent. A new title of presence can be explained from the fact that, 

even though a divine person were not present there by immensity, he would come to be 
present there by this new reason of being sent. And although there is no unity of opinion 
about the formal nature of this presence, there is not therefore any reason to deny the 
fact which is clearly contained in the sources.

Corollary. The mission of the Holy Spirit is had not only in the first infusion of 
grace, but also in its increase, as most theologians teach to be more probable.10 11 It was 
given also in the grace conferred on the just in the O.T., as is commonly held against 
Petavius.11 The words in John 7:39 are no obstacle: “there was no Spirit, because Jesus 
was not yet glorified,” which refer to the full effusion on the day of Pentecost.

568. Scholium. Opinions o f  the theologians differ on the form al nature o f  the 
indwelling o f  the Holy Spirit in the soul o f  the ju st.12 This question is connected with 
another one: whether the indwelling is the form al effect of grace, or whether it pertains 
to the nature of the form al cause of justification. For those who adhere to the latter view 
logically place the formal reason of the indwelling in the production or infusion of grace; 
but those who hold the former view consequently place the indwelling in some reason that 
grace brings with itself.

Now the more common opinion of theologians holds the indwelling as the formal 
effect of sanctifying grace or habitual grace.13 This is the position of St. Thomas in q. 43, 
a. 3 ad 1 and 2; but now there are not a few who in one way or another show favor to the 
other opinion.14 The prior explanation seems more probably and should be retained. For 
physical and intrinsic participation in the divine nature, which is the primary concept 
of grace and the intrinsic renovation of man, must not be confused with the extrinsic 
substantial presence of a divine person in the soul, which in another way can be said to be 
a participation in the divine nature, like the way in which we can say that we participate 
in those things that we have with us,15 as the Greek Fathers sometimes say. And in no way

9. AAS 35 (1943) 230ff.
10. S.Th. 1, q. 43, a. 6 ad 2 and 3; Suarez, c.5 n. 16 etc. It is well known that a quasi experimental presence o f  the 

Holy Trinity is given in mystical states. See what V. Larraflaga says about the trinitarian communications in 
the mystical life o f  St. Ignatius, Obras completas de S. Ignacio de Loyola, 1.1 (Madrid, BAC 1947) 634-640.

11. L.8 c.7; seeG . Philips, La grace desjusiesde I'Ancien Testament: EphThLov 23 (1947) 521-556; 24 (19480 
23-58. Leo XIII in the Encyclical Divinum illud teaches it as certain (Cav 543); see Franzelin, th. 48; Pesch, 
690.

12. See Beraza, De gratia 878-909; Lange, De gratia 442-455; Galtier, 442-462; Gonzalez, De gratia 227-229, 
where you will find many authors cited; see thesis 50.

13. In almost all treatises On Grace the indwelling is listed among the formal effects o f  habitual grace; see 
Beraza, loc. cit.

14. Not that they always explicitly raise this question; see J. Martinez Gomez, El misterio de la inhabitacion 
del Espiritu Santo. Relacion entre la inhabitacion de! Espiritu Santo y  la gracia creada: EstEcl 14 (1934) 
287-315; 15 (1935) 20-50; but that they imply the opinion, or it follows logically from what they teach.

15. See Martinez G6mez, loc. cit., 41, note 95.
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can the adopted sonship be formally explained by the indwelling of the Holy Spirit; rather, 
St. Paul seems to give full expression to the latter opinion: And because you are children, 
God has sent the Spirit o f  his Son into our hearts (Gal. 4:6); and then there is John 14:23: 
I f  anyone loves me...we will come to him and make out home with him. On the contrary, 
it can be well explained that created grace itself brings with itself as a formal effect the 
indwelling of the divine persons, as we suggested in the proof. For created grace must not 
be conceived as a mere absolute quality, but with a relation to the divine, through which 
as through its primary formal effect it is defined.16

569. Now in the question about the formal reason for the indwelling there are at least 
four different theological explanations. V&zquez seems to place it in the presence which 
the production and conservation of grace supposes and brings with it.17 Suarez, while 
explaining the position of St. Thomas (q. 43, a. 3) places it in the exigency of friendship, 
which is the formal effect of grace; but this friendship, from his clear explanation, is not 
precisely actual or the act of the love of a friend, but habitual. The presence however 
of persons, as he again clearly teaches, is not intentional presence, but substantial, so 
that a friend can enjoy a friend through his actions.18 John of St. Thomas with other 
Thomists seems to place the indwelling, supposing of course presence by immensity, 
in acts of knowledge and love, with the addition of a certain experimental knowledge 
of God.19 Finally, Galtier refines the opinion of Vazquez and says that in the production 
of grace there is given at the same time a substantial communication of the persons 
in order to know them and to love them in themselves.20 There are some authors who 
gather all these reasons together into one complete explanation of the indwelling of the 
Holy Spirit.21

From what has been said we think, however, that the production of grace, no matter 
how it is finally explained, must be excluded from the form al reason of the indwelling. 
But whatever aspect of presence on the part of the production of grace is inferred or 
required is had simply by immensity, as is usually argued correctly against Vazquez; 
otherwise any new effect of any kind would be a mission and a new title of indwelling. 
Therefore a new title for the presence of the Holy Spirit should not be sought in the 
nature of production, but in the nature of the exigency that the fina l product has; therefore 
then in the nature of grace and as its formal effect. Really the points added by Galtier22 
pertain to this situation, and they are almost the same arguments used by Suarez in his 
explanation.

16. Lange points out the speculative difficulties o f  the other opinion: Schol 10 (1935) 619, in a review o f the 
article by Martinez G6mez.

17. In 1 p. d.30 c.3. The authors who follow the originators o f  these explanations you will find in Gonzalez, loc. 
cit.

18. L.12 c.5. You will find his opinion not exactly summarized by many authors.
19. De Trinitate d. 17; see A. Gardeil, L ’estructure de I'ame et I'experience mystique (Paris 1927); M. Cuervo, 

La inhabitacion de la Trinidad en toda alma Justa segun Juan de Santo Tomas’. CiencTom 69 (1945) 114ff.
20. Loc. cit., thesis 26.
21. Thus Gonzalez, loc. cit., 229 4) 5).
22. Loc. cit., 455ff.
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570. But experimental perception, if it is present, like mere intentional presence 
in general, does not explain substantial indwelling; but neither St. Thomas nor Suarez 
intend that; in vain therefore are their opinions rejected for this reason. But the nature 
oifriendship  is truly apt in order to bring about this physical and substantial presence. 
For friendship, if it is perfect, demands from its inner nature the physical presence 
of friends as much as possible, as is known from common sense. For, as St. Thomas 
explains, “Union has a threefold relation to love. There is union which causes love.... 
There is also a union which is essentially love itself. This union is according to a bond of 
affection.... Again there is a union, which is the effect of love [either actual or habitual]. 
This is real union, which the lover seeks with the object of his love” (I-II, q. 28, a. 1 ad
2). Behold the new title o f  the presence o f  God in the soul of the just from the exigency 
of grace, which is formally friendship between God and the soul. Therefore we hold that 
it is preferable to accept the explanation of Suarez as more probable.

The statements of the Greek Fathers, which in this controversy are circulated here 
and there,23 should be subjected to a more careful examination, in the context of the 
teaching of these Fathers and regarding the state of the question that they consider. For 
if, as we once pointed out, they are taken too literally, many of their statements, taken 
out of context, would totally exclude created grace from its primary formal effect— 
participation in the divine nature and from the nature of sanctification, which cannot in 
any way be tolerated. Now the Greek Fathers do not really consider the question which 
is being debated here, that is, the formal reason of indwelling. Therefore what can be 
quoted from their teaching must be carefully weighed in reference to the question they 
ask. For they are totally concerned with proving the divinity of the Holy Spirit, inasmuch 
as the sanctification of the creature by the production of grace and by his union as a 
person with the soul is attributed to him. Indeed for that it suffices for them to explain, 
whatever one says about the formal reason for the indwelling, that it cannot possibly 
be the case that it is a created person, who makes us by his activity and union, either 
formally or consequently, partakers in the divine nature. If these reasons are attended 
to, it seems difficult to make a cogent argument from the Fathers for the other opinion.

23. See especially Martinez G6mez, loc. cit. ; see also thesis 50.
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Thesis 50. Indwelling in the soul of the just is common to the three 
persons; but it is rightly appropriated to the Holy Spirit.

S.Th. I, q. 43, a. 3, 5; Suarez, 1.12 c.5; Franzelin, th. 45-47; Pesch, 685-689; Galtier, 415-435.

571. Connection. Having proved the mission of the Holy Spirit, whose 
purpose is his indwelling in the soul of the just, the question naturally 
comes up, whether this quasi-formal effect is something proper to the third 
person, or whether it is common to the three persons. For in the mission 
of the Word in the Incarnation, the aim or purpose is proper to the second 
person, in no way as something affecting the first and third persons, for 
the humanity is united hypostatically only to the Word. Therefore perhaps 
something similar could be thought about the indwelling, which is the aim 
or purpose of the mission of the Holy Spirit.

Definition of terms and state of the question. What is common and 
what is proper in God has been established. But in this question we are not 
dealing with the divine activity that is productive of grace in the order of 
efficient causality, for it has been sufficiently established1 that it is common 
to the whole Trinity; what we are dealing with is the quasi-formal purpose, 
which is the indwelling itself. But since the indwelling, which in fact is 
often attributed to the Holy Spirit, in Scripture is also applied to the Father 
and to the Son, there is no one among theologians who does not say that 
he is common in some true sense. But it can still be asked whether it is so 
common, that nevertheless, either by a special or formal title it is suitable 
for the one person of the Holy Spirit, so that the others dwell in the soul of 
the just only by circuminsession; or whether in addition to the substantial 
common dwelling a certain personal form o f moral presence could be 
attributed to the Holy Spirit, which is not suitable for the others; or whether 
finally the individual persons by a singular or personal title dwell in the 
just.

Those who think that way speak about the indwelling as proper and 
personal. But this way of speaking, although the explanation may be 
permitted, should be avoided, as less in conformity with the true notion 
of personality and of a divine property, which is wholly in the order of 
hypostatic and relative subsistence to what comes after (ad infra)} But 1 2

1. See above thesis 47. Therefore every theory, which would logically contradict this teaching, must be 
excluded.

2. Therefore H. Schauf, Die Einwohnung des hi. Geistes. Die Lehre von der nicht-approprierten Einwohnung 
des Heiligen Geistes als Beitrag zur Theologiegeschichte des neunzehnten Jahrhunderts unter besonderer 
Beruchsichtigung der beiden Theologen Carl Passaglia and Clemens Schrader (Freiburg 1941), wants to 
call it only “not appropriated.”
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those who think that these explanations should be rejected, hold that the 
indwelling should not be said for some special reason about the Holy Spirit 
except by appropriation, inasmuch as there is given in the indwelling a 
certain resemblance or special affinity with the third person of the Trinity 
and his procession.

572. Opinions. Most common is the opinion denying any property of 
any kind or any quasi-property of the indwelling of the Holy Spirit in the 
soul of the just, so that the three divine persons equally and per se dwell in 
the just; only by appropriation is it in a special way attributed to the Holy 
Spirit and we propose the thesis with this meaning.3

Petavius4 thought that a special reason could be given “by which the 
person of the Holy Spirit adapts himself to the minds of the saints, which 
does not take place in other persons.” He thinks that this can be found 
in the teaching of the Greek Fathers, because the power of sanctifying is 
attributed to the person of the Holy Spirit as a personal characteristic, and 
therefore the Holy Spirit is given by reason of himself and by a quasi
personal union, but the others are given only through him and in him. But 
he also says that he is “not yet sufficiently certain” about it. Only a few 
agree with him on this.5

In the 19th century not a few theologians proposed something more 
or less similar, although not clearly and not without many adjustments.6 
They propose certain peculiar ways, by which they extend the singular 
indwelling of the Holy Spirit also to the Son, or even to the Father. 
Scheeben,7 Waffelaert8 and especially De Regnon9 who, after rejecting the 
appropriation of the scholastics, went so far as to attribute a proper and 
special influx to each o f the persons, and from these different real relations

3. This opinion is held by almost all theologians who have written dogmatic treatises; see T. Urdanoz, Influjo 
causal de las divinas personas en la inhabitacion en las almas justas: RevEspT 8 (1948) 179-180.

4. De Trinitate 1.8 c.6ff.
5. Before the 19th century only those who adhered to this opinion are cited, such as A. Lapide, Thomassinus, 

Grandin, Witasse and De Rubeis; see Schauf, op. cit., 248; J. Sagiles, El Espiritu Santo en la santificacion 
del hombre, segun la doctrina de S. Curil de Alejandria: EstEcl 21 (1947) 37; and perhaps the matter is not 
so clear.

6. For a lengthy summary o f  the 19th century authors who are in agreement on this point consult the recently 
cited authors and also A. ErOss in the article mentioned in note 7. You will say that there should be a more 
careful investigation whether the matter is really clear as presented. As leaders in this matter he lists Schauf, 
Passaglia, Schraeder and Jovene.

7. Die Myslerien § 30.31.58; Dogmatik 2, § 169. See A. ErOss, Die personliche Verbindung mit der 
Dreifaltigkeit. Die Lehre iiber die Einwohnung des Heiligen Geistes bei M. Jos. Scheeben: Schol 11 (1936) 
370-395; Schauf, op. cit.: M. Donelly, The Indwelling of the Holy Spirit according to M. J. Scheeben: ThS 7 
(1945).

8. Disquisitio dogmatica de unione iustorum cum Deo: CollBrug 15 (1910)442-453, 625-627; 16 (1911) 6-16.
9. Op. cit. Etude XXVII, 4,501-575; especially 551-552; see also 302-355, 466-849.
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to the individual persons become present in the soul.
However it will help to note that these modifications are contrary to the 

main thesis of Petavius about the quasi-property found in the indwelling of 
the Holy Spirit.

Doctrine of the Church. Leo XIII in the Encyclical, Divinum illud, 
which is about the Holy Spirit, proposes an accurate explanation of his 
actions and gifts and commends the teaching about appropriation; but in 
a singular way after he said that the indwelling is common to the whole 
Trinity he says that it is appropriated to the Holy Spirit for a special reason.10 11

Theological note. The thesis is very common and seems to be certain.

573. Proof from Scripture. To come into the soul, to remain in the 
soul, as is often said of the Holy Spirit, is also said about the Father and the 
Son: I f  a man loves me, he will keep my word, and my Father will love him, 
and we will come to him and make our home with him (John 14:23). Just as 
the just man is a temple o f the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. 6:19), so is he a temple 
o f the living God (2 Cor. 6:16), by which name the Father is designated, 
and we carry God in our body (1 Cor. 6:2). Sanctification and the duties 
pertaining to it are said to be done in the same way in the Spirit and in 
Christ. Therefore however emphatically the indwelling of the Holy Spirit 
is often attributed to the Holy Spirit, it is not proper to him, but common to 
the three persons, but only appropriated to the Holy Spirit.

574. Proof from tradition.11 The Greek Fathers, especially St. Cyril 
of Alexandria, establish principles opposed to the Petavian theory and its 
modifications, namely, that justification produces the very same relations 
equally immediate to the Father and to the Son and to the Holy Spirit, 
and that in them the immediate communication of the divine nature is 
contained.

a) In justification communication with the Father and the Son is intended 
per se, not less than the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. For justification is

10. Cav 608-610, 543-547.
11. See this proof in Galtier, 419-425; by the same author, Le Saint Esprit d'apres les Peres grecs: AnalGreg 

35 (Rome 1946); Urdanoz, loc. cit., 161-176. On the teaching o f  St. Cyril see E. Weigl, Die Heilslehre 
des hi. Cyrill von Alexandria. (Mainz 1905); J. Mahe, La sanctification d'apres S. Cyrille d'Alexandrie: 
RevHistEccl 10 (1909) 30-40, 469-492; L. Janssens, Notre filiation divine d ’apres S. Cyrille d'Alexandrie: 
EphThLov 15 (1938) 233-278; H. du Manoir, Dogme et Spirituality chez Saint Cyrille d ’Alexandrie (Paris 
1944) 232-255; B. de Monsegu, La Teologla del Espiritu Santo segitn S. Cirilo de Alejandrla; Unidad 
y  Trinidad, propriedad y  apropiacion en las manifestations trinitarias segun la doctrina de S. Cirilo de 
Alejandrla. RevEspT 7 (1947) 161-220; 8 (1948) 1-57,275-328; J. SagUes, loc. cit.
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“a participation of the Son as God” and we are conformed to his filiation 
by which we are deified. It is also “a joining, conjunction, a cementing 
together with the Father, a consummation in unity with God and the Father 
through Christ the mediator.” 12

b) To be communicated with the Holy Spirit is nothing other than being 
communicated with the Father and the Son, for the Holy Spirit is something 
proper to the Father and the Son so that it is the same thing to be sanctified 
by the Holy Spirit and to be sanctified by the Father and the Son. He [Christ] 
is sanctified in the Holy Spirit not as if someone else sanctifies him, but 
rather by acting on himself through himself. The Word which is holy by his 
own nature, in him (the Spirit) he anoints his own temple.. .while the Son is 
thus anointing.. .the Father is said to do it, for the Father does not act except 
through the Son.”13

c) The holiness which the Holy Spirit confers by the communication of 
himself is not something proper to him, but it is the unique sanctity of the 
three persons. Thus all the Fathers, as St. Basil: “The natural goodness and 
the inherent holiness and the royal dignity extend from the Father through 
the Son to the Spirit; the holiness which is according to nature is seen in the 
three hypostases” (R 953). Therefore St. Cyril lists “presence, coming and 
participation” among those things that are common to the three persons “by 
reason of their natural unity.”14

d) The Holy Spirit is communicated not according to something proper, 
but according to the divine substance, common with the Father and the 
Son, by which they prove the divinity o f the Holy Spirit. St.Athanasius: 
“If by the communication of the Holy Spirit we are made partakers of the 
divine nature, no one surely except a madman would say that the Spirit 
is not God but is something created” (R 780). St. Basil: “God is said to 
dwell in us by his Spirit. Is it not obvious impiety to say that he is lacking 
in divinity?”15 St. Cyril of Alexandria: “Since God is holy according to his 
nature, the Spirit is substantially holy, and therefore through him and in 
him it is possible for each person to become a partaker of the holy God.”16 
Therefore St. Basil explicitly warns: “He sanctifies and vivifies...and the 
Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit do all of these things together. No 
one obviously attributes the power of sanctifying to the Holy Spirit.... 
Likewise all other things are done equally (Kona to iaov) by the Father and

12. Dial. 3 and 4 De Trinitate'. MG 75,883-837, 904; In Ioannem 11 n.3: MG 74,509.
13. In Ioannem 11 n. 10: MG 75,548-549.
14. Dial. 7 de Trinitate: MG 75,1093.
15. Adv. Eunomium 3,5: MG 29,665.
16. Dial. 7 de Trinitate'. MG 75,1120.
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the Son and the Holy Spirit.17

575. Theological reasoning. A. THE INDWELLING IN THE JUST IS 
COMMON TO THE THREE PERSONS.

1) . In the first place, because of consubstantiality and circuminsession 
one person cannot dwell in the soul without the others; indwelling therefore 
is necessarily common. Therefore the formal reason for indwelling cannot 
be something personal, but must be something substantial, namely, 
participation in the divine nature, or something connected with it.

2) . What is proper to the individual person in God is only what has a 
relative or hypostatic nature. But the indwelling of the union with the soul 
of the just, in whatever way it may be conceived, cannot pertain to the 
relative order ad intra, nor to the order of the hypostatic union. Therefore 
some special reason by which he is communicated to the just cannot be 
found in the Holy Spirit—which would be a reason why the other persons 
are communicated. In this matter there is a difference with the Incarnation 
which pertains to the hypostasis as such. Therefore the three persons cannot 
under individual titles be united with or inhabit the soul of the just, but only 
with a common title.18

3) . Therefore all the opposed theories really say that a special active influx into the 
soul must be conceded either to the Holy Spirit or to the individual persons, for neither 
a moral union nor a new formal union can be understood without a new act of the will 
or a new activity.19 But this is repugnant to the common thesis about the unity of the will 
and the ad extra activity.

4) . Finally, all those new opinions seem to come from a faulty consideration of 
the patristic and theological teaching about the relative constitutive element of a divine 
person, and from a neglected theological explanation of appropriation, which Leo XIII 
commends, and is very suitable for understanding the full divine unity, which the Supreme 
Pontiff explains in great detail at the beginning of his Encyclical, Divinum illud.

17. St. Basil, Epistola 189, 6-7: MG 32,693. On St. Gregory ofN yssa  see G. Isaye, L'unite d ’operation divine 
dans les ecrits trinitaires de S. Gregoire de Nysse: RechScRel 27 (1927) 429-439; S. Gonzalez, La formula 
pia ouoia xpeic moaxaaeiq en S. Gregorio de Nisa 54-68.

18. Schauf demands, op. cit., that the “non appropriated” indwelling not be excluded unless it is shown to be 
evidently repugnant, since one is dealing here with a mystery. But this theory is not the revealed mystery 
itself, but a type o f  explanation, which therefore cannot be admitted, if  it is seen that it cannot possibly be 
reconciled with certain theological principles. As we pointed out above (Intro. Chapter 5), questions about 
the divine missions cannot be treated except under the light o f trinitarian theology ad intra.

19. See the rejected particular explanations in Galtier, 431 -434; L ’habitation en nous des troispersonnes (Rome 
1950) 90-143.
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576. B. THE INDWELLING IS RIGHTLY APPROPRIATED TO THE 
HOLY SPIRIT. For:

1) . Appropriation has a positive foundation in the frequent and emphatic 
attribution to one person what is also said about the others. But indwelling 
in the just, both in Scripture and in the Fathers, is both said about the three 
persons and very often is attributed to the Holy Spirit.

2) . That way of speaking is explained because the effect or the 
appropriated attribute is more apt to manifest that person than the others. 
But sanctification and all its formal effects are very well suited to manifest 
the third person, which we saw above beautifully explained by Leo 
XIII. The reason is that the Holy Spirit proceeds through love, to which 
sanctification especially pertains, both on the part of God and on the part of 
the just. Therefore the Holy Spirit is called the “gift” (S.Th. I, q. 39), even 
though all the persons are given.

3) . Finally, the reason for the appropriation of sanctity to the Holy Spirit 
can be thought of in terms of exemplary causality, which in dealing with 
matters pertaining to the will can correctly be applied to the person who in 
God is subsistent Love.20

However, if someone neglects the procession of the Holy Spirit from the will, it 
is not surprising that he cannot well explain those things that are said about the Holy 
Spirit.

577. Objections. 1. Some of the texts quoted from the Fathers do not concern our 
topic, but the production of holiness. Therefore they do not prove the thesis.

As we said in the Scholium in the previous thesis, the Greek Fathers certainly do not 
consider the question about the nature of the indwelling, but about the divine causality 
in sanctification. But just as in the order of action from these texts it appears that they 
really deny what they seem to acknowledge elsewhere, from that fact we rightly argue 
in order to deny that there is any property in any genus of causality ad extra.

2. The Greek Fathers often call the Holy Spirit “the author from himself 
(dyioauTOopyouv)” of holiness, as one who confers holiness from himself; they call him 
“the sanctifying power or the fountain of holiness” in the divinity21; now St. Basil does 
not hesitate to say that sanctity and the power of sanctifying are his personal property.22

20. Franzelin, th. 47.
21. St. Cyril o f  Alexandria, Thesaurus assert 34: MG 75,581.593.596; In loannem 11 n. 10: MG 74,548, and he 

and the other Fathers passim.
22. Epist. 214,4: MG 32,789.
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Therefore they hold that sanctification is something proper to him.

1) . What proves too much proves nothing. For if these statements must be 
understood strictly, as they seem to require, then the Holy Spirit alone in the Trinity 
would be formally holy and would make others holy, but the other persons would do it 
by association and participation with him. But this is obviously absurd and it is explicitly 
opposed to what the Fathers themselves, and especially St. Basil, say expressly in other 
contexts: “The Holy Spirit,” he says, “is holy the way the Father is holy and the Son 
is holy”; “sanctification like everything else belongs to him only because he is derived 
from them and because it belongs to him coessentially with the Father and the Son.”23

2) . Therefore the statements of the Fathers, as we said above, must be understood 
in the proximate and remote context of their whole teaching. Now since the Greek 
Fathers say that the Holy Spirit is a fountain of holiness from himself, they say this not 
in opposition to the other persons, but in opposition to all created things, and in order 
to prove the divinity of the third person, as is clear to anyone reading the context of the 
Fathers.24 The last saying of St. Basil should be understood as appropriation and in the 
sense that sanctification is very suitable to designate that person rather than the others 
(q. 36, a.l; qq. 37-38).

3. Nevertheless some aspect of property is assigned to the Holy Spirit in the 
matter of sanctification. For finally they use this formula almost always, positively and 
negatively: The Father and the Son certainly sanctify, but in the Spirit and only in him.

I  distinguish the proof. That way of speaking is founded on a personal property of 
the Holy Spirit, by reason of which sanctification and indwelling are communicated 
formally by him, I  deny if, it is founded on a personal property of the Holy Spirit as 
proceeding from the Father and the Son, because of which all ad extra activities are said 
to proceed from the Father through the Son in the Holy Spirit, I  concede it. The Greek 
Fathers say this often, as we pointed out above, and it is a very correct way of speaking 
when one considers the Spirit’s way of proceeding.25

We have sufficiently established in our proof that one cannot argue against the thesis 
from the name of “gift,” nor that a similarity with the Incarnation can be substantiated.26

578. Scholium On the relations present in the just person in the matter o f  
sanctification.

23. De Spiritu Sancto 18,47: 19,48: MG 32,153.156; Homilia 15,3: M G 31,468.
24. Galtier, 427; see L ’habitation.,.533ff. where he proves the thesis with the same texts on which Petavius 

based his own theory.
25. See above; Galtier, Le Saint Esprit... 277-278.
26. On this whole question read what Galtier says, Le Saint Esprit...7ff.; he says that the authors in the 19th 

century who favor theories contrary to our thesis (including Passaglia, Scheeben and De Regnon) did not 
really study the mind o f the Greek Fathers, but put their trust in the documentation and commentary o f  
Petavius; or they embraced those theories because they seem to favor devotion to the individual persons o f  
the Holy Trinity. But devotion must be based on truth; the Latin theologians who hold the common doctrine 
do not profess less devotion to the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit.
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From what has been said it is clear that all the relations of man to God based on the 
act of justification are directed to God as he is one, and therefore to the three persons 
of the Holy Trinity. This is evident in his participation in the divine nature; but it must 
also be said about his adoptive sonship which, as St. Thomas says (III, q. 23, a. 2) 
pertains to the whole Trinity, and therefore with explicit words he says that we are 
“sons of the whole Trinity”; but this does not apply to Christ, who is the only Son of 
the Father; and therefore he says that the name “Our Father” is reserved to the Father 
only by appropriation. Therefore the prayer “Our Father” cannot be said to be directed 
less properly to the other persons; in fact, it must be said that it is offered most properly.

However in no way is that opposed to the appropriation to the first person of the 
name of Father, even with respect to human beings, which is very suitable (see III, q. 23, 
a. 2 ad 3), and based on the use of Scripture and the Liturgy. For although our adoptive 
sonship is completely different from the natural sonship of the divine Word, still it has 
some affinity with it. Therefore it is correct to say that the relation to God which, as we 
said above, is a communication of the divine life of the Trinity, is a relation of adoption 
with reference to the Father and of fraternity with reference to the Son, especially 
inasmuch as he assumed our human nature, just as it is a relation of indwelling with 
reference to the Holy Spirit. However what is said by way of appropriation in no way 
implies a special influx of the individual persons—either efficient or formal or quasi- 
formal— in the soul of the just.27

27. Among the many things written these days about these questions, in addition to what has already been 
noted, we mention here some other works. B. Froget, De I’habitation de St. Esprit dans les ames justes 
d ’apres la doctrine de St. Thomas d ’Aquin (Paris 1900); P. Laborde, Devotion a la Sainte Trinite (Paris 
1922); L. Kolipinski, Le don de VEsprit Saint (Paris 1924); M. Retailleau, La Sainte Trinite dans les justes 
(Paris 1923); J. Bonnefoy, Le Saint Esprit et ses dons selon S. Bonaventure (Paris 1929); L. Rudloff, Des 
hi. Thomas Lehre von der Einwohnung Gottes in der Seele der Gerechten: DivThom (Fr) 8 (1930) 175ff.; 
L. Chambat, Les missions des personnes de la Sainte Trinite d ’apres St. Thomas d ’Aquin (Paris 1943); 
J. Beumer, Das Verhaltnis von geschaffener und ungeschaffener Gnade: WissWeish 10 (1942) 22-41; J. 
Sagtles, El modo de inhabitacion del Espiritu Santo segun Sto. Thomas de Aquino: MiscCom 2 (1946) 159- 
201; J. Gonzalez, La semejanza divina de la gracia, explicacion de uno inhabitacion formalmante trinitaria: 
RevEspT 8 (1948) 564-600; A. Michel, Trinite (Missions): DTC 15,1830ff.; Schmaus, Dogmatik 372-376, 
384-398; L TrUtsch, SS. Trinitatis inhabitatio apud Theologos recentiories (Trent 1949); Th. Fitzgerald, 
De inhabitatione Spiritus Sancti doctrina S. Thomae Aquinatis (Mundelein 1949); J. Nicolas, Presence 
trinitaire et presence de la Trinite: RevThom 50 (1950) 183-191; R. Morency, L ’union de grace selon St. 
Thomas (Montreal) 1950; F. de Lanversin, L ’acte de foi et nos relations avec le T.S. Trinite: RechScRel 40 
(1951-1952 Melanges Labreton) 298-306; E. Bardy, Le Saint Esprit en nous etdans TEglise d  'apr'es leN.T. 
(Albi 1950); D. Greenstock, La causalidad ejemplary la vida sobrenatural: CienTom 79 (1952) 575-610; 
P. de Letter, Sanctifying Grace and Our Union with the Divine Persons', Sanctifying Grace and the Divine 
Indwelling: TheolSt 13 (1952) 33-58, 14 (1953) 242-272; S. Zedda, L ’adozione afigli de Dio e lo Spirito 
Santo (Rome 1952); H. Lyons, The Grace of Sonship: EphThLov 27 (1951) 438-466; especially many 
articles o f F. Bourassa: Adoptive Sonship, Our Union with the Divine Persons: TheolSt 13 (1952) 309-335; 
Presence de Dieu et union aux divine Personnes; Don de Dieu Nom proper du Saint Esprit; Appropriation 
ou propriete? Role personnel des Personnes et relations distinctes aux Personnes: ScEccl 6 (1954) 3-23, 
73-82; 7 (1955) 61-90,151-172.
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A P P E N D I X

O n  t h e  t w o f o l d , a s  t h e y  s a y , t r i n i t a r i a n  t h e o l o g y — L a t i n  a n d  G r e e k

579. In the treatise on the mystery of the Holy Trinity we have set forth the scholastic 
doctrine on this ineffable dogma, and we have proved it with regard to its essential 
elements, from both the Greek and Latin Fathers.

Today however there is a widespread opinion that there is a twofold trinitarian 
theology’, Greek and Latin. Although the dogma remains firm, nevertheless they present 
a quite different scientific explanation of it, even in some important theses. Therefore it 
will be worth the effort to consider this matter and to evaluate the main foundations of 
this opinion. Since one of the leaders of it whom the others have followed in one way or 
another is De Regnon,1 relying on this author we will explain this different, as they say, 
trinitarian theology.

580. The source of the different theological conception of the mystery of the Holy 
Trinity between the Latins and the Greeks, if you listen to him, is that the former consider 
the nature first, afterwards the person; on the contrary, the Greeks fix their attention on 
the person first, afterwards on the nature; that is, the Latins consider the nature directly 
and the person indirectly, while the Greeks consider the person directly and the nature 
indirectly. For the Latins a person is “personified nature”; for the Greeks a person is “a 
subject possessing a nature.” Therefore for the Latins the Trinity is one nature subsisting 
in three persons; but for the Greeks the Trinity is three persons who have the same nature.

Now what is proper to nature is to act, but to the person to have and to communicate; 
therefore the Latins think of the divine processions as activities of the divine nature, but 
the Greeks think of them as communications of the substance. Therefore the Latins were 
inclined to search for the reason of the processions in the divine nature and in its immanent 
activities; here we find the origin of the psychological theory about the divine processions, 
started by St. Augustine1 2 and brought to perfection through S. Anselm by St. Thomas. 
Among the Greeks however none of this is found and the processions are not thought of 
as activities of the nature but as donations: The first person, the Father, gives his nature to 
the Son and through the Son to the Holy Spirit.

1. In his work without doubt outstanding for many reasons, Etudes de Theologie positive sur le Sainte Trinite 
(Paris 1892-1898), Etude Vand VI (see 1,302-435), and often in later works. It is not the case that all who 
more or less embrace this opinion accept everything this author says, but they usually appeal to him, not 
without singing his praises; see Schmaus, Die psychologische Trinitdtslehre des h. Augustinus (Milnster 
1927) 12, and afterwards passim. A. Amor Ruibal follows in his footsteps, Los problems fundamentals 
de la filosofia y  del dogma t.5 (Madrid s.a.) c.8-10, p. 317-436, who establishes a still more profound 
difference between the two theologies; based on this author the following teach the same thing: X. Zubiri, 
Naturaleza, Historia, Dios (Madrid 1944), and J. Alonso, Naturaleza y  fundamentos de la gracia de la 
Virgen: EstMar 5 (1946) Iff. This opinion is briefly explained by A. Segovia, Equivalencia de formulas en 
las sistematizaciones trinitarias griegay latina: EstEcl 21 (1947) 435-437; Monsegu, Unidady Trinidad... 
loc. cit., 22fif., etc.

2. The trinitarian theology o f  St. Augustine is explained in the work o f  M. Schmaus, Die psychologische... 
recently referred to. For the theology o f  the Greek Fathers see A. Segovia, loc.cit., 439-454,460-468.
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Hence another essential difference between the two theologies presents itself: in the 
Latin theology the unity of the nature is something known before the processions; in Greek 
theology it is something resulting from the processions, in which one had to strive to avoid 
the danger of tritheism or subordinationism by a developed concept of circumincession. 
Finally, in reference to ad extra activities the Latins hold such a strict unity of the whole 
acting Trinity that they reduce the diversity of attributions, which occur in the sources, to 
a mere appropriation; in contrast, according to the Greeks the individual persons act in a 
way proper to themselves, which cannot be reduced to an appropriation.

Unless we are mistaken, these are the substantial and main differences, presented 
by these authors, between the Latin and Greek theologies concerning the mystery of the 
Trinity. Both theories, according to them, offer excellent results, but neither one is perfect; 
they adhere to the Greek one rather than to the Latin, in which two points seem to displease 
them especially: the psychological explanation of the processions and the teaching about 
the appropriations, which they say are completely unknown to the Greeks.3

581. What one should think about these last opinions, namely, whether they are 
completely false, we have shown in the theses above, and we have proved that the common 
Latin theology is also based on the Greek Fathers—both the appropriations and especially 
the divine processions by the intellect and the will; we have seen that this pertains to 
doctrine that is theologically certain. Now we will point out briefly a few things that 
concern our whole presentation.

1) . First of all, we think that the Greek and Latin “theologies” for many reasons have 
not been accurately compared with each other by these authors. For the Greek Fathers 
intended to explain and defend the teaching against their heretical adversaries, and not, as 
the Latin theologians, to construct a theological system, even though without doubt they 
came up with many profound speculations and spoke with great mental acumen about the 
great mystery of the Trinity.4

2) . Moreover P. De Regnon surprises us with a sketchy and incomplete patristic 
foundation to his whole work; but when he deals with positive theology, a difference 
between the Latins and Greeks is established. You can say rather that there some texts, 
often only one text of some Father, taken out of context, present the occasion for the 
author’s own speculations.5 Actually, positions that are said to be proper to the Latins also 
for the most part are found among the Greeks; and contrariwise, what the Greeks say, with 
a few exceptions, were taken over into the Latin theology. And it is astonishing to insist so 
much on things which can seem to be different, and at the same time to omit those things 
that are excellent and essential in which the Latins and Greeks very much agree. These are

3. This different judgment, already sufficiently evident in the work o f  De Rdgnon, is even more evident in 
Amor Ruibal and those who follow him; see the comments o f Monsegu, loc. cit., 23-54.

4. Schmaus points this out, op. cit., 22-33; Galtier, loc. cit., Saint Esprit... 8,12ff; Alejandro de Villalmonte, 
op. cit., Influjode los PPgriegos... 555ff.

5. Read the prudent and weighty judgment that X. Le Bachelet makes about the work o f R De Regnon: Et 82 
(1900) 852-863.



492 Sacrae Theologiae Summa IIA

points that run through the whole teaching, such as those things that pertain to the relations 
as constituting the persons; that is, you will not easily find a place for them in the theory 
attributed to the Greeks.6

582. 3). St. Augustine, who is rightly called the leader of the Latins, knew the great 
Greek Fathers veiy well; they were his teachers and he brought their trinitarian teaching 
over into western theology. Without doubt the Teacher from Hippo added something new 
when reflecting on the Trinity; but his newness is not absolute, but rather evolution and 
progress, both in his method and in his teaching which is developed further and deduced 
as consequences from what the Greek Fathers had said.7

Really the main difference that can be established between the Greeks and the Latins 
comes more or less to this: that the Latin theologians treated the formal principle of the 
divine processions with a further consideration, and they developed more the constitution 
ofthe persons that the method of scientific investigation used by them demanded. This took 
place after the high period of the Greek Fathers in which it was necessary to insist on the 
defense of Catholic doctrine. But even in this matter moderation should be observed, for it 
is clear from what the Greeks say about the procession of the Word that the psychological 
method of St. Augustine was known to the Greeks in its essential outlines. Therefore we 
think it is false to propose it as something proper to the Latins alone.8

4). Now those points that are like an aprioristic foundation to this theory and which 
pervade the whole positive explanation, namely, about the different concepts o f nature and 
person and about the prior consideration o f either one o f the two, hardly seem to be able 
to be substantiated. First of all, it must be said to be completely false that the unity of the 
divine nature was not for the Greek Fathers something presupposed by every trinitarian 
speculation, as is evident from the quoted texts themselves of the Greeks (for the Father 
communicates to the Son no other nature than the unique divine nature). Since also in 
revelation, as is known, the unity of God was clearly proposed before the distinction of 
the persons, and by the use of natural reason, which necessarily precedes the knowledge 
of revelation, God was known as one in nature, not as triune in persons.9 But that the 
sharpness of the mind is directed first to the nature or to the persons (for we think that it 
is merely a matter of the priority of our way of looking at things, not about priority in an 
objective sense, which would have to be totally rejected, as we have seen), does not have 
those adverse results, nor can it have them, if it is correct; actually, both are useful and in

6. Le Bachelet, loc. cit., 854-856; Segovia, loc. cit., 469-470; Monsegu, loc. cit., 55-57; see above chapters 3 and 
4.

7. M. Gordillo proves this, Theologia dogmatic comparata, De SS. Trinitate (lithograph) 12-18; he establishes 
these points: A. In writing his treatises St. Augustine depends on the holy Greek Fathers; B. St. Augustine 
developed his study o f  the Trinity in such a way that his teaching corresponds very well with the teaching o f  
the Greeks which he improves. See also Schmaus, op. cit., 416-417.

8. Le Bachelet, loc. cit., 563.
9. It seems scarcely able to be understood in what sense there could be talk about the one divine nature as 

“abstract,” almost like a universal idea, as Amor Ruibal does passim, see Alonso, loc. cit., 43, as if from 
that a danger would be created for the theology o f  the Latins. In God the unity o f  the essence is as real and 
concrete as the trinity o f  persons; here we have the mystery that all profess.
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a certain way necessary, and are really used by all. But for this or that reason it could have 
happened that the trinitarian teaching was explained from the state of the question itself, 
which the Fathers and the Teachers had to deal with in special circumstances.10 11

5) . We also think that the Latin philosophical idea about the person has not been 
correctly proposed. For the Latins do not readily concede that they consider the nature 
directly and the person indirectly, since among all of them the suppositum or person is that 
which acts, but the nature is that by which it acts. With regard to the Trinity, however, both 
for the Latins and the Greeks, as I think, it is both “one nature subsisting in three persons,” 
and “three persons having the same nature”; therefore the claimed difference between 
them is fictitious. But the questions that rise up from the concept of hypostasis and person, 
which are applied to God, were treated in their proper place. In these matters the different 
authors also agree substantially, even though different views regarding them are found in 
both theologies, as happens in every science when a particular point is subjected to further 
speculation.

6) . The different functions attributed to nature and person seem to wander farther 
from the truth, as if it were the nature of the former to act, but of the latter to have and to 
give, that is, if they are taken exclusively. For the person also acts, as is commonly held, 
because “actions are performed by supposita.” But that the Greek Fathers did not consider 
the divine processions as activities, and in fact as natural ones, it is not apparent by what 
weak foundation one could even suggest such a thing. Is not generation an activity, and 
surely a natural activity? And in what way could the communication of the divine nature 
be had except by an activity by which the person is produced? Is it true that for the Latins 
the processions in God are not a communication of the nature? However it was very fitting 
that, after having shown the threefold number of persons in God, and that they are several 
because of the processions, the theologians sought the reason for this in the divine nature, 
since in God nothing can be present except what is connatural in an infinite way. But they 
could not offer even that unless they were led by revelation, which adequately signified 
the procession of the Word both as natural, since it is generation, and as intellectual by 
the name itself."

Finally, therefore, lest we deny that the Greek and Latin theologies present a somewhat 
different face, just as different points are also found between the Latins and the Greeks, 
especially by reason of the questions that they had to deal with, and by reason of the 
different level of scientific elaboration, we think it is certain that they in no way offer 
substantially different theological explanations.

10. The Latins also in considering the ad intra processions begin from the person, which is the principle which, 
not from nature.

11. We leave the other points to the theories, which these authors call “Greek,” which, however they may be 
understood, are still not sufficiently clear, if  we speak formally, which always happens in the scientific 
investigation o f a mystery. We wish to point out one thing: that in these speculations there is often a serious 
forgetfulness, it seems, o f  the “huge analogy” that necessarily exists between God and created things, and 
between divine activities ad intra and ad extra.
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I N D E X  O F  S U B J E C T S

N.B. The Roman numerals designate the treatise and the Arabic, the marginal numbers.

Action. Whether it is given in the divine 
processions 1460; intellection and vo
lition take its place 461.

Acts, notional: what they are I 459; how 
many are listed 459; how they are dis
tinguished, compared with the rela
tions and persons 526-539.

Act, pure 1137; divine power internally is 
pure act 460-462.

Anthropomorphism in the O.T. 1117-118.
Appetite innate of seeing God cannot be 

admitted I 56-57; nor is it an effica
cious natural appetite, but only by 
way of velleity 56-57.

Appropriation what it is I 545; it must be 
admitted; main appropriations 552- 
554.

Argument simultaneous for the existence 
of God, see Knowability o f God.

Aseity the metaphysical essence of God I 
78.

Atheism I 15.
Attributes divine I 76; their division 82; 

distinction from essence 82.

Beauty of God I 85.

Circumincession or circuminsession is
given between the divine persons I 
540-542.

Consubstantiality of the divine persons: 
the notion of consubstantiality I 345; 
always understood as singularity in 
nature 347-355.

Distinction real and logical I 479f; for
mal from the nature of the matter 481; 
virtual intrinsic 489-491; the distinc
tion between the divine persons is real

296-299 (see Tradition); between the 
relations and the essence it is a logi
cal distinction 482-491; what kind is 
given between the essence and the at
tributes 76-82; between the relations 
and the personalities 526-532.

Divinity of Father, Son and Holy Spirit I 
300-321. See Tradition.

Essence of God metaphysical I 76 78- 
81; physical, theologically and philo
sophically accepted 77; whether the 
relations are of the physical essence 
of God 492.

Eternity of God 1119-123; his coexistence 
with the duration of creatures 124.

Father the first person in the Trinity does 
not proceed I 388; he is the principle 
of the other persons 389.

Freedom of the divine will: in what it con
sists I 192-195; freedom of the crea
ture stands with the divine knowledge 
and will 153-156..221.

Generation notion of generation I 
391f.; the procession of the Word is 
generation in the proper sense 3 9 3 - 
397; because it is by infinite intel
lect. .451-45 8 ; the procession of the 
Holy Spirit is not generation 398 401- 
402; because it is by the will 451-458;

Gift said personally of the Holy Spirit I 
439.

God I passim. The name of God is appro
priated to the Father I 293 300 552. 
See Love.

Goodness transcendental as it is said of 
God I 84; God as the supreme good
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84; moral 204f.
Governance of the world, see God

H oly SpiritJs a person distinct from the 
Father and the Son 1 297-299 319; is 
truly God 313f. 349; proceeds from 
the Father and from the Son as from 
one principle 400-420 (see Principle, 
Procession, Spiration, active)', mean
ing of the fonnula: the Holy Spirit 
proceeds from the Father through the 
Son 409 412.

Immensity of God what it is I 125-128; 
it is the reason for ubiquity 128; how 
it is proved 130-132; whether it is ex
tended to imaginary space 134.

Immutability of God, physical, moral, 
logical 1 108 112 114 116.

Incomprehensibility of God what is com
prehension 165 69; God is incompre
hensible 66-69.

Indwelling of the Holy Spirit in the soul 
of the just; it is given in justification 
I 563-567; as a formal effect of grace 
568; in what it consists 569-570; com
mon to the three persons, but rightly 
appropriated to the Holy Spirit 571- 
577.

Infinity of God the Catholic notion of in
finity I 96-99; how it is proved 100- 
106.

Innatism inasmuch as it is called the in
nate knowledge of God 126; whether 
innatism can be admitted 70.

Knowledge of God his subjective per
fection I 141-146; its object 147-163; 
manner of divine knowledge 164- 
166; it does not need determination 
for the object 165; nor a medium in 
quo 168;

Life of God the notion of life applied to

God: the life of God is active accord
ing to subsistence, or pure act in the 
order of activity I 138-139; the living 
God 140.

Light of glory 147.
Love is properly in God I 204; notional 

love 448; notionally accepted 441.

Medium of divine knowledge: medium 
by which I 164; medium in which 
168-178.

Mission of the divine persons: notion I 
556; divisions of missions 560; a di
vine mission does not necessarily 
imply the property of any effect (see 
Indwelling).

Monotheism, see Oneness o f God.

Names of God many are not synonyms 
129.

Neo-Nicenism falsely attributed to the Fa
thers in the 4th century 1334-335.

Notional to the extent that notional intel
lect and will can be admitted 1448.

Notions, divine..what they are and how 
many there are 1373.

Object of divine knowledge and will:
formal and primary object—how it 
must be said 1 167 182.

Omnipotence of God 1206-210; constitu
tive of his active power ad extra 2 1 2 .

“One essence, three hypostases” I 350- 
355.

Oneness of God: transcendental oneness I 
84; oneness of singularity, or unique
ness 86-93; in the O.T. there is no he- 
notheism or monolatria 8 8  90f. 93; on 
primitive monotheism 94.

Optimism is opposed to the freedom of 
God and is to be rejected 1 196-199.

Order of origin, between the divine per
sons I 374.
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Origins, see Acts, notional.

P aleo-Nicenism, see Neo-Nicenism.
Pantheism must be rejected I 135f.; 

whether it is opposed to the unique
ness of God 94.

Paternity inasmuch as it is constitutive of 
the first person 1531-532.

Perfection the relations are called for
mally a perfection I 493-498; but 
relative 499; how the relative perfec
tions are contained in the divine es
sence 502; and in the other relative 
perfections 502.

Perfections absolute and relative I 82; all 
absolute perfections are of the physi
cal essence of God 77 492; simply 
simple perfections and simple perfe- 
tions, 500-501.

Person., concept of person in God I 507- 
509; what a personal distinction 
means 296; the divine persons are 
constituted by the relations according 
to their esse ad 511 -519. See Soul.

Possibles..all are known by God I 147- 
152; in themselves 166.

Power of God ad extra, see Omnipotence. 
Ad intra it is notional I 373; what it 
implies in the nominative case 448; it 
is pure act 460-462; what it is as ab
solute or ordinary 211.

Predefinition what it is 1264; formal and 
virtual 265; virtual suffices 268-269.

Predestination the Catholic notion 1236; 
what it means 236; predestination 
taken as complete and incomplete 
236; predestination to the first grace 
247-249; predestination formally 
and precisely to glory 251-263; it is 
objectively certain 238; but not sub
jective 238.

Predicates about God 128-36; in the Trin
ity 371 375.

Presence of God in things, see Immensity.
Principle in the divine processions: the 

principle which is simply one in the 
procession of the Holy Spirit I 416- 
417; the principle by which: what it 
is 443 447; remote and proximate 
443; that is, intellection and volition, 
connoted in the relations as condi
tions 445-450.

Principle ad extra is one in God I 544- 
548.

Principle of identity compared why it is
not repugnant in the Trinity 1364-365 
368; whether it is a formal principle I 
366-367.

Priority and posteriority in God: priority 
of origin 1384; perfect and imperfect 
priority of reason 385; among which 
they must be admitted 384-385.

Procession in God what it is I 377f.; di
vine processions ad intra are imma
nent 377 388; there are processions 
in God not from indigence, but from 
a fecundity of infinity in the order of 
thinking and willing 422 441.

Providence of God in what attributes it 
consists 1214-215; it extends to every 
individual thing, also to physical and 
moral evils 216-222.

Pseudo-intuitionism all pseudo-intu- 
itionistic systems concerning knowl
edge of God must be rejected 170-75.

Relation the notion of relation in God 
I 464; relation according to what is 
said 466-467; esse in and esse ad of 
relations 465; in God there are only 
four real relations of origin 468-478; 
whether transcendental or predica- 
mental 503; they are subsistent 503.

Reprobation the notion of reprobation I 
270; antecedent, positive and nega
tive reprobation 271; both to be re-
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jected 272-284; reprobation from 
grace not to be admitted 285.

Salvation of men, see Will, universal 
salvific.

Signs of reason..what they are I 147; fti- 
turible sign 173; order of signs in pre
destination 254.

Simplicity., of God what it means I 107; 
there is not composition in God, 
neither real nor logical 108-111 113 
115 370 (see Freedom).

Son of God Christ is the natural Son of 
God and in the full sense I 302 305 
308-310 (see Generation).

Species is it given in the intuitive vision 
of God I 47; in the knowledge of 
God, see Knowledge o f God.

Spiration, active..is one real relation 
common to the Father and to the 
Son I 473-477 533-534; imbibed in 
paternity and filiation 513 535-537; 
it constitutes the spirator or the prin
ciple which of the procession of the 
Holy Spirit 538-539.

Subsistence..what it is 1520-522; in God 
there are three relative subsistences 
523; and one absolute 524-525.

Substance a supernatural substance is 
impossible I 54.

Supposit.. what it is I 507; on the mean
ing of the principle: “actions pertain 
to supposits” 416 522-524.

Theology, Latin and Greek Trinitar
ian I 579-582.

Tradition about the Trinity both ante- 
Nicene and post-Nicene is clear and 
sincere I 325-355.

Trinity is a mystery in the strict sense 
I 356-360; but it is not opposed to 
reason 36If. 369f. (see Principle o f 
identity); it is revealed in the N.T.

293-321; to what extent revealed in 
O.T. 322-324.

Truth transcendental I 83; in what sense 
God is said to be true 83; supreme 
logical truth 146.

Ubiquity of God whether it consists 
formally in activity 1 127 132.

Unbegotten what it is in God I 386; the 
notion of the Father 389.

Virtues of the divine will 1204f.
Vision, intuitive of God the notion 138; 

it is essential knowledge, or vision 
of the essence 38; it is possible 40- 
46; manner of the vision of God, the 
light of glory 47; it is absolutely su
pernatural 48-55.

W ill it is truly in God I 181-187; its 
subjective perfection 181; its object 
182; primary or formal and second
ary 182; it is not specified by the 
object 182; divisions of the divine 
will 200-204; antecedent and conse
quent will 203; the voluntary in the 
generation of the Word 435.

Will of God, universal salvific is pres
ent formally in God 1223-231; it is a 
will of good pleasure, not merely of 
a sign 232; in what way conditioned 
233; it is antecedent 233; the termi
nus before which it is said to be an
tecedent 234.

Word is the proper name of the Son of 
God I 425; it is said only notionally 
428; proceeds by intellect 423-427; 
does not understand like the Father, 
but because he understands 422; 
notion of the divine Word by com
parison with a created word 427; by 
what knowledge the Word proceeds 
431-434.


