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Translator’s Preface

Sixty years ago, when Thomism was still the mandated pedagogy in Roman seminaries, and a
theologian’s career could depend on whether his published works were ad mentem divi Thomae, the relevance
of a book like this, to a particular clerical public, would have been obvious (and its author would have been
“profiled” by rival factions). Today, happily, we are in a different climate.

The thought of Aquinas is no longer the party platform of any denomination, nor the exclusive
property of any “school.” Serious thinkers from many churches (and none) have found new reasons to be
interested in the 13th century genius who came to be called the Angelic Doctor. His account of knowledge
has been retrieved by Alvin Plantinga (Warrant and Proper Function). His account of analogy has been
studied searchingly by Richard Swinburne (The Coherence of Theism). His account of freedom has been
defended by Linda Zagzebski (The Dilemma of Freedom and Foreknowledge). The philosophical aspects
of his thought on God and creation have received a volume each from the late Norman Kretzmann (The
Metaphysics of Theism and The Metaphysics of Creation).

Until about 70 years ago, it was universally agreed that, when one tried to read Aquinas, the
commentaries written just before the Reformation by a Dominican cardinal, Thomas de Vio, called Cajetan,
were the indispensable aids to doing so. They certainly shed decisive light on the famous topics just
mentioned. But they also put Aquinas's work into dialogue with the intellectual innovators who came after
him: the Scotists, Nominalists, Latin Averroists, and revived Augustinians. It is not surprising, then, that for
five hundred years, the rising generation of Dominican friars was trained by reading through the Summa
article-by-article with these commentaries in hand. Early printed editions of the Summa typically included
them in a Talmudic arrangement, as marginal text running around each article by Aquinas. Their
importance was reaffirmed late in the 19th Century, when Leo XIII ordered Cajetan’s commentaries to be

included in the critical “Leonine” edition of Aquinas’s works.
No English translation of the Summa has ever imitated this example. Hence the first and principal

reason for the present work: to make Cajetan’s help available to the modern reader.

What happened about 70 years ago was that the neo-scholastic revival brought into prominence a
handful of scholars who had become critics of Cajetan on particular points. One such was Etienne Gilson,
according to whom Cajetan never understood the originality in Aquinas’ philosophy of existence. Another
was Henri de Lubac, SJ, according to whom Cajetan never understood the lack of originality (nay, the
Augustinian conservatism) in Aquinas’s theology of nature and grace. The pre-Reformation Cardinal was
too much of an Aristotelian, said the latter. No, he was half a humanist, said the former. Whatever the
merits of these complaints, the commentaries came under a cloud; reliance on them went out of fashion.

Hence a second reason for the present work: to put the controversial texts under the eyes of
readers who can judge for themselves the rights and wrongs of the case.

There is a third reason for it, too, which takes a bit of explaining. In Anglo-American analytical
philosophy, the second half of the 1960s saw logif:al posi'tivism killed off and replaced by views more
friendly to the cognitive significance of metaphysical claims. One of the principal reasons was the
discovery by Jaakko Hintikka and Saul Kripke of formal models for systems of modal logic. This kind of
logic, neglected since the Middle Ages, overlooked by Russell, but revived by C. 1. Lewis, was the kind
that captured claims about necessity and possibility (among other topics). In a modal predicate logic, one
could distinguish between the properties a thing had to have (if it was to exist or belong to a certain kind)
and those it might have but did not need. So when Hintikka’s and Kripke’s models made modal logic
respectable again, a broad array of traditional topics came back to life as well: natural kinds, essential traits,
accidents, real existence, physical (as opposed to logical) necessity, even the talk of a necessary being. A
return to metaphysics was thus in order, and it has been executed with persuasive grace by many analytical
philosophers. It is crucial to add that they have made the return without sacrificing the fruits of the
“linguistic tum” earlier in the 20™ Century. The result has been a new intellectual context within which to
read Aquinas’ works, and a new set of tools with which to interpret them. Since something called
“analytical Thomism” has already appeared, the time is decidedly ripe for an analytically inspired
translation of the main Thomistic texts.

Of course, boasts of new tools and contexts are often hollow. Contexts are not always helpful, and
‘tools’ is a dubious metaphor. German idealism was once a highly touted context in which to read earlier
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philosophy, and one shudders of think of what will be done with “too]s‘r borrowed from post-modern
Frenchmen. But it is a provable matter of fact that, in order to read Aquinas well, one net_eds certain assets
which the neo-scholastic revival did not revive, but which analytical philosophy has cultivated. One needs

o aphilosophy of language that keeps the sense of a word distinct from its reference and keeps
extensional contexts distinct from opaque ones .

e apalette of logics that includes second order quantification (so as to say what “therelns.’ in a}ll the
categories, to accommodate an analogy of being) and multiple modalities (so as to distinguish
alethic, temporal, epistemic, and deontic modal claims), and . .

e aphilosophy of science that keeps scientific accounts of things (rationes) d!st!nct from the )
everyday notions embodied in ordinary-language and keeps them equally distinct from the topics
of cognitive psychology (such as concepts).

Well, a reader who has these assets quickly discovers that they are very nearly (and sometimes
precisely) the ones that Cajetan had. Hence the third reason for the present work: to let people see how far
the Summa read with Cajetan’s commentaries is “analytical Thomism.” .

With these goals in mind, the translation policy of the present effort has bfaep simple: to secure the
clearest good English that is consistent with fidelity to the technical force of the original. This has resulted
in seven sub-policies:

(1) to keep the English good by making the Bible sound like the Bible, the way the.Old llal_a of his. Psalter
and the Vulgate sounded to Aquinas: archaic and beautiful; in English, one achieves this by using the
Authorized Version or, where needed, the Douay; .

(2) to avoid latinisms by giving important words their real translations; ‘quaestio’, for e;(ample, did not
mean ‘a question’ but ‘an inquiry’; ‘perfectio’, did not mean ‘perfection’ but the finished state of a
thing, or a property contributing to its completeness; ‘proprius’ did not mean ‘proper’ but )
“distinctive’ or, in semantic contexts, ‘literal’; ‘simpliciter' did not mean ‘simply’ but ‘-unquahﬁedly’;
‘absoluté’ meant ‘independently [of further considerations]’; ‘adaequatus’ meant ‘equivalent’, not
‘adequate’, etc.;! . )

(3) to relieve the monotony of impersonal, passive constructions by turning verbs into the active voice, so
that ‘ut dictum est’ can become ‘as I said above’, efc.;

(4) to avoid abstract nouns which have drifted off into collective or concrete meanings, the way
‘humanity’ has come to be a name for the race, and both ‘deity’ and “divinity’ have come to be names
for God or a god; I apologize for the resulting neologisms like *humanness’ and *divineness’;

(5) to follow a spelling reform common in recent philosophy; when talking about volitional matters, I
continue to spell ‘intention’ and “intentional’ in the traditional way; but when talking about the forms
and objects involved in cognition, I spell them with an ‘s’: ‘intension’ and ‘intensional’;

(6) to make consistent use of single quotes to indicate that a word or phrase is under discussion, i.e. being
mentioned, not being used for what it (usually) stands for;

(7) to make a judicious use of certain conventions pioneered by analytical philosophers where clarity

recommends them. These include the occasional use of individual variables (like x and y) or predicate
variables (like ¢ and V).

Of course, no defensible policy will turn a scholastic disputation into easy-going English prose.
Some parts of what follows are going to remain difficult, no matter what the translator does to smooth
things along. One can only hope that other parts, which the reader finds accessible, will be rewarding

! These Latinisms are the fatal flaw of the old English Dominican translation. published originally by Benziger Brothers,
then republished by Christian Classics, and now gaining ubiquity due to its free availability online.

2 The new Blackfriars translation (published by McGraw Hill) reads splendidly as English, but it misses important
technical points where exactitude counts. Some of these are points where Aquinas’s philosophy of scicnce is at stake, because the
Latin features the crucial ratio-idiom (ratio followed by a substantive in the genitive case); others are points where his philosophy of
language is at stake, because the Latin features key terms in medieval semantic theory; others are points where his analysis of relations
is at stake, or his epistemology. If one handles these things poorly, one can translate Aquinas only fuzzily, and one cannot transate
Cajetan at all. One also misses one's opportunities to connect Thomas® statements with today's debates.
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enough to motivate patient perusal of the rough bits.
One more word: my policy in footnotes has been to acknowledge what empirical science has made

obsolete in the work of St. Thomas but also to make clear how much today’s science would have saved him
useless labor.

Acknowledgements

A number of individuals need to be thanked for the guidance they gave to a not always tractable
pupil. The foremost among these are the late Prof. Frederick D. Wilhelmsen, who first gave me a taste for
Thomism, the late Prof. William E. May, who directed my dissertations, and the late Prof, Germain Grisez,
who deserves to be better known as the real pioneer of analytical Thomism. Thanks also t.o Fr. Romanus
Cesario, OP, who teaches virtue-theory while exhibiting its subject matter, and Prof, Patrick Lee, who was
kind enough to raise some sharp objections. The late Prof. Damien Fedoryka, during his tenure a’s president
of Christendom college where I teach, provided financial support, and a subsequent president Dr. Timothy
O’Donnell, not only granted a timely sabbatical but also extended needed financial support, including two
paid years as a professor emeritus. ?

Others need to be thanked not for guidance but for indispensable aid. Many student amanuenses
turned my dictation into soft copy, most recently Mr. Charles Fuller. They came from a talent pool
recruited by Profs. Eric Jenislawski and Matthew Tsakanikis, who shared the sense of urgency made
evident to me by the irreversible effects of senectude. My family is to be thanked for affectionate patience
and unflagging encouragement, especially my wife of 50 years, the political activist and Celtic scholar,

Connaught Coyne Marshner.
William H. Marshner



Features of the Text and its Layout

Margins . A
The left and right margins are used for short notes, to spare the reader’s eye ﬁ'qm t;ontmually~ jumping to th.e
bottom of the page. These short notes are of two kinds. The first completes a citation Pegun in the text (as in
the Leonine edition). The second kind, marked with a printer's symbol (*, ¥, ¢ erc.) dlsp[ays the original Latin
term or phrase in a case where the reader needs to see it, because it is an important technical term or because I
am giving it a less than obvious translation.
Footnotes .
All the footnotes in this work are marked with superscripted numbers, and they have ~the s{atus ofA translator’s
notes. I have inserted them either to make connections with current debates or to obviate difficulties for
someone who is philosophically literate but not trained in matters medieval.
Sub-headings ) )
In all the longer commentaries, translator’s sub-headings have been inserted. For in a typlc_al co.mmeme.uy,
Cajetan first clarifies the issue, then lists the jobs done by Aquinas in that article, then b'egms.a ]Ob-!Jy-jf)b
analysis. But he breaks off to handle any problem or controversy attaching to ho“f Aqum‘as did the job in
question. As this interruption can be quite lengthy, involving simultaneous polemics against many pan:nes,
Cajetan’s longer commentaries are quite hard to follow without a device that lets t!)e.read.er know which party
is being debated, when an interruption is finished, and when the job-by-job analysis is being resumed. Sub-
headings serve this purpose.
Square brackets S
Square brackets enclose material added by the translator, usually to fill-in where the text is elliptical. )

By contrast, ordinary parentheses are just punctuation marks for translated text, s:o_that the material
inside them is not to be taken as coming from the translator/editor but as part of the original.
Angle brackets
Angle brackets indicate a textual problem. In Aquinas’ text, they enclose a word or phrase that transl.ates. what
was reckoned as a genuine part of the text, either in Cajetan’s copy or in the Leonine edition, but which is no
longer reckoned genuine in the New Blackfriars edition. They may also enclose a textual amendment
recommended by the translator, especially in a commentary.

Sigla

CG = Summa Contra Gentiles; the book number is prefixed, and the chapter number follows, as in
2CGe. 16

Denz = Denzinger-Hiinermann, Enchiridion Symbolorum, etc., 43™ edition.. )

In+title = A commentary on the book with that title; thus /n / Sent. indicates a commentary (by Aquinas
unless otherwise indicated) on the first of the Libri Sententiarum. In Boethii de Trinitate
indicates a commentary on Boethius’ De Trinitate. Etc.

PG = Migne, Patrologia Graeca (cited by volume number and column number)

PL = Migne, Patrologia Latina (likewise cited by volume and column)

1Sent.,

1 Sent., = Book I (11, etc.) of the Quatuor Libri Sententiarum of Peter Lombard

etc.

ST = Aquinas’ Summa Theologiae. The part number is prefixed, and the quaestio and article

numbers follow in that order. Thus 2/2 ST 5, 4 indicates the Secunda Secundae q.5,a.4.
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St. Thomas Aquinas

SUMMA THEOLOGIAE

FIRST PART

Prologue

The teacher of Catholic truth should not only train
advanced students. He should also prepare beginners,
as the Apostle says in 1 Corinthians 3:1-2, “as unto little
ones in Christ, I gave you milk to drink, not meat.” Our
intention in this work is to treat the topics pertaining to
the Christian religion in a way that suits the educational
needs of beginners.

For we have found that those who are just starting
out in this field are getting bogged down at many points
in the books written by other authors:

— partly because of the tendency of those authors to
pile up useless questions, sub-questions, and arguments;

— partly, too, because they do not present the points
which beginners need to know in the right sort of order
for pedagogy (instead they follow the order of topics in
the books they are commenting on. or they take up top-
ics as they have occasion to debate them);

— and partly because those authors repeat so much
that it begets distaste and confusion in the minds of their
readers.

Therefore, with care to avoid these and kindred pit-
falls, and with confidence in God’s help. we shall try to
go through the topics belonging to the sacred learning as
briefly and clearly as the subject matter will permit.

Cajetan’s Commentary

So long as one has the impression that I am taking a
book written for beginners and loading it up with the
disputes that go on among professors, St. Thomas’s an-
nounced intention in this Prologue (as to how he will
teach and how he will mect the nceds of beginning stu-
dents) will seem incompatible with mine, on the face of
it. But if one looks more closely at the author’s stated
reasons for this Summa, my purpose will not look so
misguided.

He does say that his work is to suit beginners. but
the reason he gives is not because it will be easy or
superficial, or b it will only ize the larger
points, or because it will limit itself to introductory
topics. Rather, he says it will suit beginners because
superfluities will be omitted, because repetition will be
avoided, and because a very beautiful order has been hit
upon. Indeed, it will emerge as we go along that every
difficult problem in theology gets an explicit treatment
here, in the terms proper to it. [So I shall not be spoiling
the work, if I bring up difficult matters as well.]

Then, too, this book bears the misfortune of having
had interpreters who were not always insightful or equal

to it; and it has had many opponents: and today it would
have many more admirers, if it were made fully clear to
people. For these reasons. I became convinced that a
new effort at exposition was needed for those hoping to
advance in the field. and that. to the best of my ability. 1
would have to add things to the text — not better things
than it already contains. but more recent things. and
things no longer well known among today’s students.

To all readers 1 give this advice: look only at the
reasons the author gives for his statements: examine
those reasons, so as 1o accept them or refute them. [do
not have the stature or the arrogance to put forward my
own authority. Here and elsewhere I speak only so far as
the reasons put down by St. Thomas support me. Where
1 fall short. I shall thank as my helper anyone who cor-
rects me. Also, when I use words like *error’, *false-
hood’, *mistake’, *ignorance’, and the like. I use them
against opinions. not persons: and even against opinions,
1 mean them only insofar as the opinions are, or scem.
unsound. For I have no wish whatever to quarrel with
persons: and with opinions I quarrel only when they
strike a jarring note.







Inquiry One:

Into the sacred learning: its nature and extent

If this project is to stay within bounds, it is necessary to inquire first into the sacred learning itself, to settle what
sort of leaming it is, and what it covers. Ten questions need to be raiscd:

(1) is this leaming needed?

(2) is it science?

(3) is it one or many?

(4) is it theoretical or practical?

(5) how does it compare to other
sciences?

(6) is this learning wisdom?

(7) what is its subject matter?

(8) does it proceed by argumentation?

(9) does it need to use metaphors or symbolic speech?
(10) should holy Scripture be interpreted along

multiple lines?

article 1

Is a further learning needed, beyond the philosophical disciplines?

2/2 8T q.2,2a.3-4; In [ Sent. Prolog. a.}; 1 CG cc 4-5; De Veritate q.14, 8.10

Beyond the <natural or> philosophical disciplines, no
further learning seems needed.'

(1) After all, a human being should not try to peer into
eason, as Sirach 3:22 says: “Seek not

fn adv'ance by the people who are supposed to direct their
intentions and actions toward reaching it. Hence it was
necessary for our salvation that some points going beyond

human reason should be made known to us by divine reve-

things above our r X ati

the things that are too high for thee.” But what permits of ‘ation- .

rational is ad 1y handled in the philoso- Secondly, even on the points about God that can be
settled by human reason, we have needed to be taught by

S adeq
phical disciplines. It would seem superfluous, then, to
have another learning.

(2) Besides, a branch of knowledge has to deal with )
beings; for nothing is known unless it is true, and what is
true or real is coextensive with what is. But all beings are
dealt with in the philosophical disciplines, including God,
there is a part of philosophy called theology

divine revelation. For when a truth about God is acquired
by reasoning, it is discovered by few, it takes a long time,
and it reaches people in a mixture with many errors. And
yet our entire salvation, which lies in God, depends upon

our knowing the truth in this area. So, in order for salva-

tion to reach people more expeditiously and surely, they

which is why ; - have needed to be instructed about divine matters by di-
1026219 or “divine science,” as onc sees in Melap{rysws VI. So, vine revelation.

there has been no need for a further leaming beyond the Therefore, beyond the philosophical disciplines that
philosophical disciplines. develop through reason, a sacred learning* imparted by re-  * sacra dac-
ON THE OTHER HAND, there is 2 Timothy 3:16, “Every velation, is and has been needed. frina
writing inspired by God is profitable to teach, 10 Teprove, - g\ ye pyeeT1ONS — ad (1: things higher than
to comrect. to instruct in rightcousness. l':.‘v."‘]'.“ e m;zlr- human cognition should not be sought out by reason; but
ed by God lies outside the ph:losopl:ca isciplines, 1t When they arc revealed by God, they should be received
cause the latter arise asmp"°dt‘;céi%ih::"kzno::ﬁg;ngi_ with faith. Hence the same passage goes on to say, “many  Sirach 3: 25
is profitable. then, for there disciplines ’ things are shown to thee above the understanding of men.”
vinely inspired, beyond those disciplines. Sacred learning is a matter of just such things.
1 ANSWER: for human salvation. a learning that arises ad (2): a difference in the basis for knowing! makes + ratio cogro-
from divine revelation is ne.edf:d,. above and beyondthe  one science different from another. An astronomer and a scibilis
natural and philosophical disciplines th'at‘anse from hu- geologist may demonstrate the very same thing, e.g., the
man rationality. The first reason for this is because peo-  roundness of the earth, but the astronomer does it by a

«jims_ple are directed to God as to a goal* beyond our rational  mathematical means [or middle term], abstracted from

matter, while the geologist does it through a means [or
middle term] based on matter. Thus nothing prevents the
same things from being treated on one basis in the philo-
sophical disciplines, i.e., as they are knowable by the natu-
ral light of reason, and on another basis in another science,
as they are known by the light of divine revelation. Accor-
dingly, the theology that belongs to sacred learning is dif-
ferent in kind from the “theology” that is part of philoso-
phy.

comprehension, as it says in Isaiah 64:4, “eye doth not
see. O God, apart from thee, what thou hast prepared for
them that love thee.” But a goal has to be understood

! A few older copies had the word ‘physicae’ here instead of
‘philosophicae’. Cajetan’s copy did, as his comments show. But
it was a happy flaw, because “philosophical” no longer covers
the natural sciences. In the 13th century, it did; and Aquinas
meant to ask whether more was nceded beyond all such studies.
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Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title of this first article, notice three terms. The
first is ‘necessary’. According to Metaphysics V, it can
be used to mean ‘necessary in itself* or ‘necded for a pur-
pose’. Here it is used the second way.

« The next term is ‘physical’ disciplines. A science can
be called physical or natural (they mcan the same) for
two reasons. One is because of its object, so that “physi-
cal” science is one part of science, distinct from mathe-
matics and metaphysics (according to Metaphysics VI).
The other is because of its productive cause (meaning
that the sciences in question arises from our natural cause
of knowing, which is the light of the agent intellect '), so
that “physical” knowledge is distinguished from super-
natural. This is how the term is being used here, where
all forms of learning acquirable by our intellect’s own
light are being called physical.

* The third term is ‘a further learning’. It does not say
a further science or opinion or faith. The reason to pay
attention to this will emerge below.

Analysis of the article, I

ii.  Inthe body of the article, two conclusions are es-
tablished in reaching a yes-answer. They are: (1) for our
salvation, there needs to be a learning received by reve-
lation about many points which go beyond what human
reason can settle; and (2) for our salvation, there also
needs to be a learning received by revelation about theo-
logical issues which natural reason can settle.

iii. ~ Before looking at how these conclusions are sup-
ported, one should get clear why they are distinct and
jointly sufficient. Two distinctions are helpful. One is
from 1 CG c.3, which says that points knowable about
God fall into two main kinds:

« the ones that can be proven conclusively, and

* the ones that can be known only by revelation,
Examples of the latter are the Trinity, the beatitude pro-
mised to us, the mysteries of the Incarnation and Redem-
ption. Examples of the former are God’s being one, im-
mortal, etc. In the present article, conclusion (1) covers
the points knowable by revelation alone, while conclu-
sion (2) covers the provable points. The other distinction
comes from Metaphysics V; it says a thing can be “need-
ed for a purpose” in two ways:

* needed for it to be achieved at all [ad esse], or

« needed for it to be achieved well [ad bene esse].
In the present article, the phrase ‘needs to be’ in conclu-
sion (1) is meant the first way, while in conclusion (2) it
is meant the second way.?

iv.  With that background, the first conclusion is sup-
ported as follows. [Major:] Anyone who is ordered to
God as to a goal unknown to his natural reason and yet

! “Agent intellect’ names the mind's active power to abstract
intelligible objects from sensory inputs, see | ST q.84.

2 So in the two conclusions together, both kinds of points-
knowable are covered, and both ways of being needed are
covered.

required to be reached by his own intention and action,
needs a supernatural teaching by which to know this goal
and direct his activities towards it. [Minor:] Man is such a
case; ergo [man needs a supernatural tcaching]. The minor
is supported by Isaiah 64.

Is the faith what is needed, or theology?

v.  Regarding this conclusion a doubt arises at once.
What does he mean here by this “sacred learning™ or
“teaching™? Does he mean the faith, or theology?

« If he means the faith, two awkward results follow.
First, the same question will be raised twice, once here and
once in 2/2 ST q.2. 2.3, where he asks whether it is neces-
sary for salvation that a person belicve anything supernat-
ural. Secondly, the term “sacred learning’ will be used
with one meaning here and with a different meaning in the
ensuing articles, where it clearly does not mean the faith.

« But if he means theology, a falschood will follow, ie.,
that faith does not suffice for our salvation without theolo-
gy. This will follow. because he says in the article that
this lcaming is “nceded” for human salvation. But the
falsity of it is not only clear in itself but emerges from the
very reason given in the text: one can bend one’s actions
and intentions towards one’s supernatural goal just by
knowing the faith.

vi. TO ADDRESS THIS, I should say that “sacred learning’
is not being used here to mean the faith as contrasted with
theology, nor to mean theology as contrasted with the
faith; rather, it is being used to mean “knowledge revealed
by God” (either formally revealed or virtually) insofar as
that knowledge has what it takes to be called teaching and
learning, abstracting from whether it has what it takes to
be called “believed directly” or “inferred scientifically.”
For the knowledge we need for salvation is “lcamning™ and
“teaching” just because we receive it from God teaching it,
as it says in John 6:45, “Everyone that hath heard from the
Father, and hath learned, cometh to me.” This is what
Aquinas says is necessary for salvation in the conclusion
we are talking about. Since such knowledge is a revealed
teaching independently of whether we just believe it or
draw out more from it scientifically — ergo independently
of whether it is formally revealed [i.e. revealed explicitly]
or virtually revealed [i.e. inferable from what is explicit]
— it is wrong to descend into those differences here,
where what is in question is just a revealed learning, be-
yond the natural disciplines.?

3 In other words, a point p is “taught” either in case (a) the
teacher himselt has said it. so that in believing him we credit p
directly, or in case (b) the teacher said something clse, and we
have figured out that p is implied in his message. Since the status
of p as “taught” is thus independent of whether it is directly credi-
ted or figured out, the whole divine message can be revealed rea-
ching (doctrina), regardless of whether some part of it was first
taken on direct faith (and so entered human intellectual history as
JSides quae) or was first figured out from other points believed
(and so entered human intellectual history as speculative theolo-
gy). This point 1s crucial to secing how developments of doctrine
can arise and yet remain within the scope of “the revealed.”
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Thus what is focally in question here is one thing, and
what is in question below in 2/2 is something else. Here
the topic is doctrine: there it is believing. Moreover,
*sacred learning’ is used with the same meaning here and
in the following articles. But it does not follow that theo-
logy as contrasted with the faith is necessary: what fol-
lows is that knowledge-of-God as abstracting from faith
vs. science is necessary for salvation, and that is true for
the reason given in the article. At the same time, it is not
valid to say, “Faith suffices, therefore theology is not
required.” For on the one hand, theology as it is taken
here (knowledge of God) is contained in the faith as ani-
mal is contained in man.* And on the other hand, as
Augustine says in De Trinitate XIV, this science not only
feeds. defends, and strengthens the faith; it also “begets”
it. As far as the objects of faith are concemed, that is
quite true. For while faith as an inclination to believe
comes from God's infusing it, what there is to believe
comes “from hearing, through the word of Christ,” as it
says in Romans 10: 17, and as St. Thomas stresses ina
comment on the passage. Thus theology is involved in
faith as giving rise to its objects. If someone draws the
inference, “so then every adult who believes explicitly,
etc., is a theologian,” I should say: not in the full sense of
‘theologian’, but to some extent. Every such adult, z}ﬁer
all, takes part in theology by knowing its starting points.

A clash with Scotus: why does our
goal need revealing?

vii. As to this part of the article, Scotus (in the Prologue
to I Sent., q. 1) does not disagree with its conclusion [that
revelation is needed for us to reach our goal], nor with
the reason given for it [because the goal is otherwise un-
known to us]; he disagrees only with our explanation of
why the goal in question is naturally hidden to people.
We Thomists take that goal to be naturally hidden to us
because it is an end supernatural to our soul, so that no
matter how perfectly the nature of our soul became
Kknown to us in its natural aspects, we would still not
know the reason why our soul is ordered to such an end.
Both the end itself and that way of knowing our soul fall
outside the scope of natural things. But Scotus takes the
end in question to be natural to our soul (though he ad-
mits it can only be reached supematurally), and yet he
savs that this end is naturally unknown to us because our
soul itself, in that proper and special makeup whereby it
is ordered to this end, is not naturally known to us, at
least in our present state.®

viii,  To justify taking the end in question as natural to
us, Scotus argues three ways. (1) From the authority of

4 He means that “knowledge of God” is a genus contained in
such species as by faith and by proofand by sight.

S In Thomism as Cajetan understood it, a discovery test (“Can
we discover x naturally?") was used in determining whether x
was natural to us. Why? Because the sense of ‘natural’ relevant
here was the sense used in Aristotle’s natural sciences. In this
sense, we could not have a ~natural” end which was not know-
able in such a science; and so an end known only from revela-
tion was eo ipso supematural to us. In Scotism, this discover-
ability test was set aside. and a diffcrent criterion for calling
ends, inclinations, potencies, efc., natural was introduced. Part
of it is explained in the next paragraph.

Augustine in De praede um: “potential to
have faith (like the potential to have charity) belongs to the
nature of human beings; but actually having it belongs to
the grace of believers.” (2) He argues from inclination: to-
wards the end you call supernatural, he says, man inclines
naturally; hence it is natural to him. (3) He argues from
the basis for calling potencies “natural.” When a potency P
is compared to the very act it receives, Scotus says,

(a) P iseither a natural potency to that act, a forced one,

or a neutral one, and
(b) there is no room to speak of P’s being a supernatural
potency to that act.
From these two points, he concludes that the intellect or
soul is naturally ordered to the Vision or enjoyment of
God. To establish (a), he says that P either inclines to
such an act, or inclines away from it, or else stands neu-
trally towards it; in the first case, P is a natural potency to
that act; in the second case, forced; in the third case, neu-
tral. To establish point (b), he says the difference between
natural and supernatural arises only when P is compared to
the agent-cause communicating an act to it [doing so]
either naturally or supernaturally; but when P is compared
directly to the act itself, there is no supernaturality. To
justify drawing the conclusion that ergo the human soul is
“naturally” ordered to the enjoyment of God, he argues
from the premise that the soul is inclined to its every com-
pletion*, and especially to its highest completion, which is
just what the act of enjoying God is, efc.®
ix.  TOCLEAR UP THIS MUDDLE, the reader should be a-
ware that, for Thomists, a potency is either natural, forced,
or obediential, no matter whether it is compared to its act
or to the agent communicating the act; and in the world of
nature at least (setting aside artificial things) there is no
“neutral potency.” This will be taken up in a separate dis-
cussion On Neutral Potency, to be written in connection
with this article.” ‘Obediential potency” is the term for a
thing’s openness to have done in it whatever God ordains
to be done. It is with this kind of potency that our soul is
said to be in “potency™ to the happiness God has promised,
in “potency” to our supernatural end, and to other such
things.?
Point-by-point replies

x. So to answer Scotus’ first line of argument: Augus-
tine did not say that man’s potency to have faith is natural
potency but that it belongs to the nature of human beings.

6 In sum, Scotus’ argument went like this. The soul is natu-
rally inclined to whatever completes (or perfects) it. The Vision
of God completes/perfects the soul. So the soul is naturally in-
clined to that Vision. But whenever a potency inclines to an act, it
is a natural potency to that act. So our soul is in natural potency
to the Vision of God. This is why Augustine said that our posse
to have Christian faith, etc., belongs to our nature.

7 Cajetan is p his readers a forthcoming supp
He made good by publishing in 1511 the opusculum De Potentia
Neutra. It discussed (1) whether in natural things there is found a
neutral potency, and (2) whether a potency receptive to super-
natural acts is a natural potency to those acts. Because the opus-
culum has been incriminated in much post iar theology, the
text is given at the end of this inquiry as an appendix (see p. 43).

8 To a reader inclined to think that obediential potency is a
scholastic fi with no ary value, I recom-
mend reading again the famous Barth-Brunner controversy over
“natural theology.”

* perfectio
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It is one thing for a potency to belong to our nature, and it
is quite another for it to be a natural potency. The former
expresses where the potency resides, while the latter ex-
presses its mode.® The former is true in this case, while
the latter is false. The obediential potency to faith and
charity does reside “in the nature” of human beings, since
ours is an intellective nature, and does not reside in lions’
nature, since it conflicts with their nature. And this is
what Augustine had in mind. — As to Scotus’ second
line of argument, we deny its premise [that man inclines
naturally to the end we call supernatural].'® — As to his
third line, we deny what it assumes both as to the third
kind of potency he affirms [in (a), above] and as to what
he denies {in point (b) above]. Supernaturality does arise
when a potency is compared directly to the act-state it re-
ceives; there are act-states that are down-right superna-
tural in what they are, like grace, glory, and others. This
will come out in the other discussion.*

Analysis of the article, IT

xi. The second conclusion is supported thus. [Major:]
We need a teaching that will help more of us to know the
points provable about God more quickly and more se-
curely; [minor:] a revealed teaching does this; ergo [a
revealed teaching is necded]. Everything is clear in the
text, and the topic is treated more fully in 1 CG c.4.

On the answer ad (2)

xii.  Inlooking at the answer to objection (2), recall that
the objection itself went like this. [Premise:] everything
there is, is knowable by the physical/natural disciplines:
so [first inference:] there is nothing left over to be known
by a revealed learning; and so [second inference:] no
such learning is needed. The first inference is supported
on the ground that only what is true is known, and what is
true or real is coextensive with what is. The premise is
from Metaphysics VI and is clear enough inductively.
There are two ways to answer this, because there are
two ways to introduce a distinction into the meaning of
the premise. The first way would [distinguish beings
from points knowable about them, so as to] make it say:

9 The difference b Iness in resid
is easily ill d by di Some di are limited to
people of one race only, like sickle-cell anemia, while others are
caught by people of every race, like colds. Potency to the for-
mer resides in special genes not found in everyone; potency to
the latter type resides in human nature. But its mode is a purely
Aristotelian issue, which arose as follows. No potency of our
nature was defined as our catch-a-cold system; the potency
which is reduced to diseased-act by a cold was defined as poten-
cy to breathe, and it was a natural potency to that healthy act;
hence it would have been called a forced potency to the disease
by Acristotle. Thus the posse to catch cold belonged to human
nature and yet was not a natural potency. Augustine was saying
that every human can have the faith; Scotus was using him to
say that this ‘can’ is Aristotelian natural potency — natural in
mode — a far more technical claim.

and mode

19 Cajetan will deny the premise that our soul inclines to ev-
ery completion it can reccive. Amend the last to *naturally re-
ceive’, and the premise will no longer support an interence about
the beatific Vision. More decply. the d will hi

hlioh

« every being, in every point knowable about it, is
knowable by the natural disciplines, vs.
« every being is knowable by them but not in
every point knowable about it. but only in those
points that can be abstracted from sensc data.
Here the first meaning is false, but the second is true. The
other way of introducing a distinction is like this:
« every being is knowable on every basis through
the natural disciplines, vs.
« every being is knowable through them but nol}on
every basis. but only insofar as it can be illumi-
nated by the light of the agent intellect. )
Again, the first scnse is false. while the sccond_ is rue.
Although cither answer would meet the objection. Aqui-
nas took the second approach here and preferred to make it
explicit, rather than the first. In part his motive wasto
meet the objections in terms proper to this article — in this
case, the light of divine revelation. But also. the other way
of answering had already come out in the body of the arti-
cle, in conclusion (1).

Another clash with Scotus:
over the answer ad(2)

xiii. Nevertheless, when Scotus met the Kind of argu-
ment posed by this second objection (as he was commen-
ting on the Prologue to / Sent. q.1), he criticized the so-
lution given here. He said that the objection sought to
eliminate the need for theology. and that this answer did
nothing to show a need. — He supported his criticism as
follows. [Premise:] From Aquinas’ answer. one gets only
the point that the same things are known. albeit ditterently,
by theology and by the other sciences (as the fact that the
earth is round is known by astronomy and by geology).
[Inference:] So, what is established is not the need for
theology but its distinctness from the other disciplines.
This follows from the very example appealed to: for since
‘the earth is round’ is known by one of those sciences, the
other (distinct as it may be) is not needed as far as getting
to know this conclusion is concerned.!!

xiv. INANSWER, I say that a difference in the basis for
knowing brings with it a difference in the object known
(formally taken), that is, it brings with it a difference in
what the object has in having what it takes to be an object-
known (even if the object is still the same conclusion ma-
terially). This happens whenever a basis-for-knowing-ob-
jects [an O-basis] and a given basis-in-things-for-their-be-
ing-knowable [a T-basis] imply each other.* But when T
fails to imply O, a difference in O makes at least a differ-
ence as to whether many truths are or are not knowable. as
we shall see below in commenting on article 3. Hence the
same things, taken on diverse bases for knowing. yield dif-
ferent objects-of-knowledge. This is why. when Aquinas
spoke of a diffcrent basis for knowing. he also implied dif-
ferent objects-knowable — and he had already brought
this issue out into the open in the first conclusion. Hence |
deny Scotus’ premise: even though the answer given a-

' A short answer to Scotus would have been: look. the
objection tried to prove that there was no need tor theology by
proving that there was no room tor it. When Aquinas showed that
theology is distinct. he proved that there was room for it. and thus

1t

the difference betw pletions of the soul”
called and the Vision, which is only analogously so called.

y so-

the obj failed on its chosen ground. Cajetan preferred a
longer answer, however, which anticipated upcoming points.



bove speaks explicitly of a difference in the manner of
knowing alone. a difference in the objects-knowable is
implicit in it

As 1o the example about astronomy, I could say that
examples do not have to resemble in every respect what
they are used to illustrate. But sticking to the example, I
say astronomy reaches the same conclusion /ere as geo-
logy (by a different light) but does not reach all the same

1,al

conclusions. Likewise, theology (by its own light) holds
some of the same truths as the other sciences but also
holds truths of its own, even about the same things. So,
JUST AS astronomy, by having its own light and coming to
mnhs_of its own (even if it overlaps geology in reaching
materially the same conclusion here), is not only a differ-
ent science but a needed one, SO ALSO theology is both
different and needed.
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article 2

Does the sacred learning count as science ?

22 STq 1,05 ad2; In] Sent. Prolog., a.3,q* 2, De Veruate q.14,8.9 ad 3; In Bocthit de Tnmitute 92,0.2

It would seem that the sacred leaming is not a scientific way
of thinking,!

(1) After all, every scientific way of thinking reasons
from starting points that are obviously true.* The sacred
learning reasons from the articles of faith, which are not ob-
viously true, since not everyone believes them. “For not all
men have faith,” as the Apostle says in 2 Thessalonians 3:2.
This learning does not count, therefore, as a scientific
expertise.

(2) Besides, science does not deal with isolated indivi-
duals or events, while sacred learning deals with precisely
such things: the deeds of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, etc.
Therefore, the sacred learning is not science.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is what Augustine says in De
Trinitate XIV: “it is to the credit of this science alone that,
by it, saving faith is begotten, nourished, defended and
strengthened.” The expertise to which this statement refers

is none other than the sacred learning. So, the latterisa
science.

1 ANSWER: the sacred learning is scientific. But one nceds
to know that scientific proficiencies come in two kinds.
Some reason from starting points that are known to be true
by the natural light of direct understanding. Proficiencies in
arithmetic and geometry are examples. But there are others
that reason from starting points which are known by the
light of a higher science. For example, those who work on
problems of perspective reason from starting points proved

! Translating ‘scientia’ with ‘science’ is unavoidable here but
misleading. For ncither in everyday Latin nor in learned use did
‘scientia’ mean what ‘science’ means in modemn English. In every-
day Latin, ‘scientia’ meant knowledge or knowing of any kind. In
learned use, ‘scientia’ lated Aristotle’s ‘ep * and meant
an acquired mental ability, an “intellcctual virtue™ that was subject-
matter-specific. More exactly, it meant an expertise at figuring out
further truths or explanations, given the imitial evidence appropriate
to the subject matter. [Note continues}]

by geometricians, and those who work out n}u_sicnl hm:mf:-
nies start with truths figured out by arithmeticians. Itis in
this latter way that the sacred learning is scientific. It rca-
sons from starting points known to be true by the light of a
higher expertise, which is the knowledge thaf God has and
that the blessed in Heaven have. Therefore. just as a com-
poser believes the principles loaned to him by m.athem_n-
ticians, so also sacred learning believes the starting points
revealed to it by God.

To MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): the starting points
used in a scientific way of thinking are cither obviously true
or else go back to what a higher scienc_x: can sce. The star-
ting points of sacred learning go back in this way.

ad (2): particular individuals are in the content of sacred
learning, but not because it mainly deals with them. Ralh%'r.
they come in as examples of how to live (but the moral sci-
ences also use such examples), and they come in as showing
the authority of those through whom divine revelation has
come down to us. For sacred learning and Scripture rest on
that authority.

In this exact meaning. scientia contrasted with other mental
abilities, some of lower stature, such as practical abilities, and some
of higher, such as direct understanding (mntellectus). which was
talent at seeing the ultimate first principles. The pnmary boundary
marker between scientia and lesser knowing was certitudo. which
meant either certainty or warrant.

Today, *science’ means a body of results rather than the intel-
lectual skill to obtain them. More importantly, *science” today
means the body of testable theories which have withstood various
rigorous tests and yielded successful applications. These theories
were figured out as explanations. but our view of what is appro-
priatc in that process has changed, and the trait of testability has
largely replaced the trait of certitude as marking the boundary be-
tween scicnce and non-science.

Even so, the body of article 2, written as an answer to the ques-
tion about scientia, would need surprisingly few changes to be re-
cast as an answer to the question about science.

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title of this second article, pay attention to two terms.
The one is ‘science’, and the other is *sacred learning”.
“Science’ is being used here in its proper sense, to mean an
intellectual virtue (as in Ethics V1), an acquired ability to
reach conclusions by proofs from acceptable starting points.
Next, [it is a rule of interpretation that) subject-terms are
always to be construed along the lines allowed by what is
being said about them; in this article, then, the term “sacred
learning’ should be taken to mean the revealed learning
insofar as it teaches conclusions. 1t does not mean the
learning as a whole. It would be stupid to ask whether

one’s whole effort to know (including both holding the
starting points and reaching the conclusions) is scicnce,
since it is well known that facility in holding starting points
is not called “science™ [but in this case, “taith™}. Rather. it
means the sacred learning taken independently of the dis-
tinction between the faith and theology, as it did in article.
1, but now with an added relation to conclusions. In other
words, the sense of the question is this: does the same sac-
red learning that we just proved was needed have what it
takes to be called a science in virtue of the conclusions it
draws. or does it not have what it takes? Should it be called
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“opinion™? Erc. So understood, the question asked and the
answer reached are about exactly the same subject, and the
questions correspond to what there is to ask, according to
Posterior Analytics 1.

Analysis of the article, I

i In the body of the article, he puts down his answer and
then does three jobs: (1) he draws a single distinction; (2) he
modifies his answer in light of it, and (3) he derives a corol-

lary.

m The distinction is taken from Posterior Analytics I, and
it is this: there are two kinds of science, higher [subalter-
nans] and subordinate [subal nataj. The diffe be-
tween them is that a higher science proceeds from starting
points which are seen to be true in and of themselves,*
while a subordinate science proceeds from starting points
which are seen to be true not in themselves but by the light
of a higher science. In this way arithmetic is higher and
music is subordinate; geometry is higher, and optics subor-
dinate.

On the difference giving rise to
this distinction between sciences

i As to this distinction and difference, observe that the
difference appealed to here comes from the most basic
defining trait of science, and so it has to be taken as the first
and essential difference between a higher science and a
subordinate one; and if it is correct, all difficulties will have
1o be solved by going back to it. For the most basic defin-
ine trait of a “science” expertise (as contrasted with other
intellectual habits or virtues) is that it gets conclusions that
can be seen to be contained in prior points, Le. in sm.ning
points [prior principles or premi ]. For, ily,
every science arises from starting premisses. And from this
it follows that no science (neither higher nor subordinate)
has in itself the verification of its conclusions; rather, each
has this by the help of a facility at seeing the truth of the
starting points." Given this much in common, the higher
and subordinate kinds diverge as follows:
« ina higher science, the conclusions are provable
in and from starting points which by their nature
are verified immediately, without the mediation of
any other science-proficiency, while
« in a subordinate science, the conclusions are prova-
ble in and from starting points that by their nature
are verified mediately, i.e. with the mediation of a
higher science-proficiency.
This is the essential and per se difference between the high-
higher and subordinate kinds of science. Other character-
istics of the difference follow from this one as consequen-

1 please forgive the translator for italicizing much of the previ-
ous sentence. Think of the “starting points” as concrete “protocol
sentences,” and recall the trouble about them in the Vienna Circle.
Think of the “starting points” as mathematical axioms, and recall
the crisis produced by Riemannian geometry or by Russell’s para-
dox. The moral is that no scicnce can have such indubitable start-
ing points as to have its verification “in itself.” Every science’s
starting points need help from a critical talent for assessing their
truth.

ces, or else they attach to some particular cases but not to
this inter-science relationship as such. (e.g. it is secondary
that the lower science says a fact obtains, and the higher
says why, or that the object [of the lower] adds an extrinsic
accidental difference [to that of the higher]. The latter may
affect the difference as far as the object of the two sciences
is concerned, while the former may affect it as far as the
content of the starting points is concerned. This will be
clarified further below.)

Thus the essential mark of any “scientific” (i.e. discur-
sive) expertise properly so called is that it gets conclusions
that can be seen to be true not in and of themselves but in
and from another. Given this, five consequences follow.

(1) Every scientific expertise gets to be scientific by virtue
of its connexion with a higher proficiency. For it gets veri-
fication of its conclusions from that connexion alone; and as
it says in Posterior Analytics I, “he who lacks a proof of
what can be proved will not know scientifically.” For proof
is what makes for connexion — never mind whether in act
or in potency. (2) For the same reason, a subordinate scien-
tific expertise gets to be scientific by virtue of its connexion
(actual or potential) with the relevant higher science. (3)
Expertise in the higher science is the proficiency that deals
of itself* with the proximate starting points of the subordi-
nate science. (4) The higher science and its subordinate are
not necessarily opposed as to their object, nor as to their
subject-matter, but rather as to the status of their means of
proof; for in a higher science, the means of proof connect
immediately to starting points seen to be true in and of
themselves, while in a subordinate science the means of
proof connect to such starting points mediately, through the
mediation of a specifically different science-proficiency.
(5) A subordinate science and its higher one are compossi-
ble in the same knowing person, as they are not opposed in
that regard.

From these one can deduce another consequence: (6) the
proximate starting points of a subordinate science can be
known with two different habits, namely, (a) the proficiency
of the higher science, and (b) credence. If you paraphrase
slightly the terms of (6), you get what Aquinas says expli-
citly in this article; I mean, if you replace ‘credence’ with
‘belief in the starting points’ and replace ‘proficiency’ with
‘light’ of the higher science. But the higher science is the
proficiency that deals of itself with those starting points, be-
cause it is essentially by relation to it that the subordinate
science is a science, while credence is a habit that touches
those starting points incidentally, because it bears on them
because of a person in whom it is found, e.g. in an optics-
expert who is not a geometry-expert.!

2 A math ician expert in y might also be a talented
painter, and he might have an interest in problems of perspective as
a painter. This man would not need to take on faith the geometrical
principles he was applying in his art. His case illustrates the point
that credence is not a habit that workers in the subordinate field
need to have; it is dispensable when they are also masters of the
higher field. Just so, religious faith is dispensable in the case of a
person who sees God (as every Christian will do in Heaven; this is
why St. Paul says that faith and hope will cease, but not love). Ca-
jetan's point, however, in saying that credence bears per accidens
on the premisses which the subordinate ficld takes from the higher,
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There is one more thing to notice here. In the first and
essential mark of a subordinate science, two clements come
together. The first is lack of verification in itself (joined
with the fact that its verification is from and in another sci-
ence); the second is the borrowed character (mediateness)
of its proximate starting points, and this borrowed character
is a reason it lacks verification in itself. Of these two ele-
ments, the first is the formal element and is absolutely re-
quired in every case; the second is just the material element.
So if it were possible to have a case where science 4 lacked
verification in itself and was verifiable from science B, but
A was not borrowing anything from B, science 4 would still
be subordinate to science B. For as already said, the essen-
tial and per se difference between a higher science and its
subordinate is this dependency as to verification. From this
it follows that a subordinate science, just as such, does not
have to have as its starting points borrowed explanatory
reasons [as opposed to borrowed facts]; it suffices that its
starting points be propositions which are unproven in it but
whose proof can be seen in the other science.’

is not jusl_ that faith is dispensable. He also means to point out that
credence is never !hc reason why a subordinate ficld is a science,
and that credence is never the reason why a point believed in the

subordinate field counts as a point known screntifically. The higher
science alone is the reason.

3 Cajetan’s exposition of the subordination relation between sci-
ences has enough merits to deserve a contemporary paraphrase.
This is easily done as follows.

(1) Every science S prod ar whose are
the results (R,) of S, and whose premises are either argued to in S or
assumed in S. Setting aside the ones argued to (which are prior
results), let the points assumed in S be the set P,. The members of
P, are the ultimate premises of S.

(2) In each science, then, the truth of its results R; depends up-
on the truth of the P,

(3) In verifying an ultimate premise, Py, there are only two pos-
sibilities. Either Py is taken to be true on its own merits (which in-
clude the demerits of ~Py), or else Py is a result argued to in another
science from other propositions, Py, . . . Py,

(4) If all the ultimate premises P, used in S are (taken to be)
true on their own merits in S, then S is a higher science.

(5) Othenwise, S is subordinate to some other science S'. In
short, S is subordinate to S if, and only if, some point used as an

It premise in S is ob dasaresultin§’.

Notice that nothing in this position depends on Aristotle’s par-
ticular view of what goes on in a scientific argument. Nothing re-
quires the production of scientific results to take a syllogistic form.
It could be a rational process of conjecture and testing. So nothing
requires an ultimate premise Py in a higher science to be an analyti-
cal truth or an essence-statement, such as Aristotle wanted in an
apoderxis. An ultimate premise could be an observation statement;
1n mathematics, it could be a freely postulated axiom. In a subor-
dinate science, an ultimate premise Py could come from a theory
well confirmed in another science;, it could be a technique for
solving a certain class of equations; it could be testimony from an
eye-witness.

On this view, it is no longer the case (as it may have been in the
13th century) that the “subaltern” sciences are just applied ones.
Important relations among the theoretical sciences are now Thomis-
tic subordination relations. Examples are molecular biology in re-
lation to chemistry; chemistry in relation to physics; every hard em-
pirical science in relation to mathematics; history in relation to a
mastery of the primary sources.

Analysis of the article, IT

v The modified conclusion is: sacred learning is a scien-
ce subordinate to the knowledge which God and the blessed
have. This is supported: /major:] an expertisc acquired
from starting points known to be true [not by itself but] by
the tight that God and the blessed have in their knowledge is
a subordinate science to their knowledge; [minor:] sacred
learning is such an expertise: ergo. )

v.  The corollary is: sacred leaming believes the starting
points revealed to it by God. Thisis supgortcd by com-
parison with the case of a subordinate artisan: a musician
takes on faith the principles lent to him by arithmetic. Ergo,
etc.

Criticisms of the conclusion: group I

vi. In this article, notice that the answer reached has two
parts: (1) that theology is a science. (2) that it is subordinate
to God’s knowledge.

Against the first part. multiple arguments are advanced
by Durandus, Aureol, and Gregory of Rimini (you can se¢
the citations in Capreolus*) based on the conditions for sci-
entific knowing and proving set down in Posterior Analy-
tics I and in Ethics VI*. To reject the claim that sacred
doctrine is a science at all, these writers draw their argu-
ments:

« from the object of science: science is about necessary
states of affairs, while theology is about contingent ones,
such as the Incamation, predestination, future glory, efc.;

« from the starting points of science: science proceeds
from self-evident starting points [while theology does not},
and the proficiency dealing with the starting points of a
science is a higher attainment than the one dealing with its
conclusions [while in this case faith is not a higher attain-
ment than theology];

« from the certitude of science: one who knows scienti-
fically knows that he knows [while a theologian only be-
lieves that he knows], and a science is a cognitive attain-
ment [while theology falls short of that]; and if you say the
theologian knows that he knows given a condition, namely.
if the articles of the faith are true. then (says Aureol) theo-
logy becomes a science of conditionals, not of conclusions.
in which one knows the necessity of an implication, not the
necessity of the point implied: in a word, theology becomes
a knowledge of inferences, not things;

« from the style of science: whereas science is handed on
in syllogistic discourse, sacred doctrine is not (says Scotus
in remarks on I// Sent. d.24); rather. in sacred learning, we
asscnt to cvery point equally, and not to one point because
of another. The claim that we assent equally is easily veri-
fied (says Scotus): there is an argument presented in 1 Cor-
inthians 15, and there are arguments presented by the sac-
red doctors, but in them no greater certitude attaches to a
proved point than to one used to prove it. nor do the points
proved have any more certitude than the points that arc not
but are just asserted: in a science, things do not go like that:

« and lastly from the subject having a science: according
to you Thomists. one cannot simultancously belicve and
know scientifically, says Scotus in remarks on /// Sent. d.24
and on / Sent. Prolog. q.3: therctore [since you believe. you
do not know scientifically].

*On/Sem.
Prolog., q.1.
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Criticisms of the conclusion: group II

vii.  Against the second part of our answer (that sacred
learning is subordinate to God’s knowledge) many argu-
ments are advanced on two fronts: (1) attacking our ac-
count of the difference between our theology and that of
God or the blessed, and (2) saying that the distinction be-
tween them, whatever it is. is not a distinction that meets the
conditions for one to be a science subordinate to the other.

On the first front, Scotus attacks with two punches in
remarks on / Sent. Prolog. q.3. [Subordination requires two
sciences) he says, but [premise:] scientific knowledge of
God must be unique, and hence finference:] there is no
subordination. The premise is sound, he says, because to
have distinct sciences of the same God, there must be differ-
ent formal bases* for knowing Him, but there is only one
formal basis for knowing God, and that is the divine nature.
[Therefore, God’s theology and ours are not distinct scien-
ces.] With the other punch, he says it is impossible for
there to be a higher and a subordinate science of just the
same truths, because where the one science leaves off, the
other begins: but God's theology and ours are about exactly
the same truths; ergo. The two punches are delivered in a
different form by Aureol: the subject matter of the subordi-
nate science adds something to the subject matter of the
higher: but the subject matter of our theology adds nothing
to that of God or the blessed; ergo.

On the second front, Scotus again delivers two pun-
ches (on / Sent. Prolog., q.3; on Ill Sent. d.24). With the
one he says that a subordinate science depends upon the
higher as its cause; but our theology does not depend in that
way on the science of the blessed; ergo. He supports his
minor as follows: a “cause” of our science would have to be
its object, or the potency in which it resides [the intellect],
or the subject who has it [the knower], or its light. The
science of the blessed is none of these [so it is not the cause
of our science]. With the other punch, he says a subordinate
science and its higher science are compossible in the same
person: but God’s theology and ours are not compossible;
ergo. To prove this minor, he says: if they were com-
possible. the same knower would be at once enjoying the
Beatific Vision and not enjoying it [which is contradictory;
hence they are not compossible].

Finally, Durandus argues against this second part of
our answer. According to him, a higher science says why
something is the case, and the lower science says that it is
the case. Well, the knowledge possessed by the saints does
not relate in this way to our theology. Ergo. To prove his
minor, he says that theological matters do not have a cause
why*; or if they do. we and the saints say the same. E.g.,
why Christ became incarnate was “for our salvation,” efc.

How to answer the critics

viii.  To clear up this muddle, please realize two  things.
(1) “Our theology™ can be considered either in its nature or
as it exists in us pilgrims.* If it is considered in its nature,

4 “In its nature" our theology is human propositional discourse
about God. Because the saints in glory do not lose their power of
discourse, a theology which is propositional in its nature exists in
them as well. Hence what is “in its nature” our theology has two

there is no doubt whatever that it is a science subordinate,
for purposes of verification, to what the blessed know, since
it gets what it takes to be called “knowing” from its connec-
tion to what they know, and it proceeds from starting points
which show their truth only in the light which the blessed
enjoy. And none, or hardly any, of the arguments just given
goes against this. The first group of arguments [section vi]
suggest that our theology in us is not a science, while the
second group [section vii] suggest that our theology is not a
subordinate science in the whole sense; they don't show that
it is not one in a limited sense. — Rather, when theology is
considered as it exists in us in our pilgrim state, then it is
that all these objections emerge, and the difficulties they
point out become real. And there are those who think that
theology so taken, even in the eyes of St. Thomas, was not
science (except in some equivocal sense), as he himself
seems to say in another place,} and who think that theology
so taken is not subordinate in any but a restricted sense,
limited to verification. And if one were to take this line, the
resolution of this question would be easy.

ix. Butl think that St. Thomas is to be interpreted rather
differently, especially on the latter point. [The former I let
pass:] for as to whether our theology is, or is not, science, as
it exists in us as pilgrims, frankly, either thing can be said, if
it is rightly understood. You can say, “It is not a science,”
since it does not have all that it takes to be a science, be-
cause one who cannot trace his conclusions back to evident-
ly true premisses does not really “know.” And you can say,
“It is an imperfect science,” thanks to our present state; for
an imperfect science is not entirely beyond the pale of
science. And this is the side on which the present article is
coming down. Aquinas, so as not to be misunderstood in a
climate where it was very much debated whether theology
was a science, answered with a ‘yes but’, attaching the ‘but’
so that his complete answer would have this limiting condi-
tion and not be taken without it. He did not argue here that
sacred learning is science, but that it is subordinate science,
so that his description of this qualifier would show the
imperfection that theology has in our present life.

x. Butas to the other point, the one about subordination, it
seems to me that the article means to assert “subordinate
science” in the full sense. This is what he had distinguished
from the other kind of science before reaching his conclu-
sion. And as we saw above,* subordination with respect to
verification is subordination as it arises from the defining
trait of science. So, I think we should hold that our theo-
logy, considered in its nature, is scientific knowing in the
true sense and subordinate in the full sense, and that this
theology considered in us as pilgrims is scientific in a
partial sense but subordinate in the full sense.

modes of existence, one in us (still pilgrims in this life) and one in
them. Certain propositions about God cannot be seen to be true in
any form of propositional knowing; but the realities which the pro-
positions are about are seen in the Vision which the saints enjoy.
Thus a sant who has the Vision knows God in a trans-human way
but also knows humanly that the propositions just mentioned are
true. So, our theology has a better mode of existence in the saints,
where it coexists with the Blessed theology of Vision and its start-
ing points enjoy a seen truth (which flows down to every sound
conclusion), and a poorer mode of existence in us, where sight is
forestalled by darkness, and we walk by faith.

$ In 11l Sent.
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Now, dear beginner, when you get into a debate [with
a Scotist], be careful not to slip up by thinking
‘our theology in its nature’
means the same as

‘theology in its nature’.

For these are very, very different. ‘Theology in its nature’
means the Self-knowledge to which the divine nature natu-
rally gives rise; so this is the “theology” that God has about
Himself. The other term, ‘our theology’, is ambiguous. If
by ‘us’ you mean everybody who has human nature, you are
including people in Heaven, and then “our theology” has to
be distinguished into our theology as the blessed have it and
our theology as the rest of us have it as pilgrims. But if by
‘us’ you mean only the people who are pilgrims, you do not
need to make that distinction (and such is the situation here,
in the context of this article). But you do need to realize
that this “our theology™ can still be taken in the two ways
mentioned above, namely, (1) according to its nature, and
(2) as it exists in us as pilgrims. You see this distinction at
work here in the body of the article. For where Aquinas
draws his corollary [that sacred learning believes the start-
ing points], he is obviously talking about our theology as it
exists in us pilgrims, since believing these things is our role
as pilgrims. But where he is reaching his main answer [that
the sacred learning is a subordinate science], he is talking
about our theology according to its nature; for the key trait
that it has as such a science (that it arises from starting
points which are known to be true by the light of a higher
science) is a trait that belongs to “our theology™ according
to its nature [and so is verified in both its modes of exis-
tence].
xi.  (2) The other thing one needs to realize, to clear up
this muddle, is that when any property we can have is trans-
ferred and predicated of God, it is understood to be transfer-
red with any and all imperfections removed. When “scien-
ce” is predicated of God, we mean that His knowing has
what it takes to be evidently verificd and certain, without
the imperfection that is involved in discursive reasoning
[having to go from one idea to another]. So, when we say
that His knowing is the higher science to which our learning
is subordinate, we do not mean that God in His knowing
proves the starting points of our doctrine by a discursive
reasoning; we just mean that His knowing has what it takes
to provide the evident verification of those starting points
and the wherewithal to see them in other points. Thus the
subordination relation does not require that the starting
points of our theology be deduced propositions in the Bles-
sed theology of Vision. It suffices that they be evidently
true propositions in that theology. To take a parallel: if geo-
metry existed without discursive reasoning, it would still
have what it takes to verify optical principles, though it
would do so in a different way, and it would still be the
higher science to which optics is subordinate. So, since our
theological conclusions come from revealed articles as from
starting points not obvious in themselves but verified in
what God and the blessed know, it follows:

(a) that our theology has in its nature the essential trait
that makes a science subordinate, and

(b) that thanks to its connexion with what God and the
blessed know, our theology counts in its nature as scientific

11
knowledge, and

(c) that the proficiency that bears of itself * upon the
starting points of our theology is God's own knowledge,
while faith is a proficiency that bears upon them inciden-
tally, and e

(d) that our theology in its nature does not conf]ngt \vnl)
the higher science which the blessed have either in its object
or in its subject-matter but differs from it only as what has
its verification in itsclf differs from what does not, and so

(e) the two are compossible in the same subj'cct. )

Furthermore. one cannot talk about subordinate science
and faith as though they were the same. For, intrinsically.
the divine light without restriction is what it takes fmt our
claims about God to be science, while (just as im_rinsncahlly)
that light restricted, shining in darkness. is what is rcqt_nrc_d
for our claims to be assents of faith. As said above. faith is
the habit bearing upon theology’s starting points incidc!\-
tally [i.e. just because those points happen to bg emgnamed
by us, as pilgrims]. This is why, in Heaven, faith will not
remain the habit bearing upon those starting points. and yet
the knowledge gained from them will remain. As St. Je-
rome said, “Let us lcarn on earth the things whose know-
ledge will remain with us in Heaven,” etc.
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Point-by-point replies: group I

xi. 1am now ready to go back over the first group of

arg advanced against us, answering them one by one,

so that beginners can see how it is done.

« (1) against the argument from the object of science: the
Incarnation and other such mysteries are contingent in
themselves but not in their status; in that respect they are
predetermined by God and known by Him as such. The
mysteries become topics of our theology precisely in their
status as known by God [and so revealed]; so. as topics of
our science, these mysteries are not contingent but settled or
necessary in status.

« (2) against the arguments from the starting points of
science: it has already been explained that our theology
departs from points which are self-evidently true, but me-
diately so, and this suffices. as Aristotle concedes in Topics
1. “demonstration is from self-evident premisses or from
those that gain credence from the self-evident.” — Also,
the proficiency which deals of itself with the starting points
of our theology is a higher attainment [namely. the know-
ledge which God and the blessed havel, so it does not mat-
ter what you say about faith. the habit that deals with them
incidentally. In one respect, though. faith is higher than our
theological science: in the firmness of its adherence to those
points, even in the absence of seeing their truth.

cl,
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5 Things that could once have been othenwise are called “con-
tingent in themselves™ or in their nature: things that can sull go one
way or another are called “contingent in status™; things that could
once have been otherwise but are now settled and predictable are
called “necessary in status.” even if they are contingent in them-
scives; and things which are intrinsically such that they coutd never
have been otherwise are called “necessary in themselves™ or in their
nature (and are automatically necessary in status). When Aristotle
said science is interested in things that could not be otherwise, he
did not only mean things that could never have been otherwise: he
also meant things that have become predictable because causes ade-
quate to produce them have fallen into ptace. Thus, science ex-
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« (3) against the argument from the certitude of science:
a theologian knows that he knows — not conditionally, but
subordinately; and this is not just a matter of knowing im-
plications but involves knowing the points implied. A the-
ologian knows them from premi. and those premi:
are plainly true in the higher science. From the fact that
they are not plainly true to us, the only conclusion that fol-
lows is that our knowing is incomplete unless it is connec-
ted to the higher science. Well, we not only concede that
point: we teach it. — On the related matter, we say thata
subordinate expertise, insofar as it is not connected to its
higher expertise. is not a cognitive attainment but a begin-
ning of a cognitive attainment, and so it is at least oriented
toward the kind of virtue that “scientia” is.®

« (4) against Scotus's argument from the style of science:
1 deny his entire assumption. In Scripture. the germs of pro-
bative arg are icated; and from the practice
of figuring things out from the articles of faith, a proficien-
cy is generated which is other than faith itself. It is just not
true that we assent to every point “equally,” if that means
~in the same way.” For when we assent to the articles, we
do it on account of no other point; but when we assent to
what we have figured out (which is all that this science is
about). we do it on account of the articles. As to the claim
that we assent equally to points proved and merely asserted,
1 answer with the following thought-experiment. Suppose
God did not leave us anything to figure out but simply as-
serted all theological points as to-be-believed. In that scen-
ario, our proficiency in speaking of God would not be a
science-in-act in us but would coincide completely with our
faith-in-act, and we would assent to every point not only
~equally” but in the same way. Yet, even so, our proficien-
cy at speaking of God would still have the mark of science
in its nature, because the points we would be believing but
could otherwise have figured out have what it takes objec-
tively to be figured out. Now, in actuality, God has put only
the articles before us as simply to-be-believed, and the rest
is lefi to be figured out, and therefore we do not assent in
the same way to the starting points and the results. Nor do

tends to things necessary in status. Cajctan’s answer is saying that
the objects of science need be no more than nccessary in status, and
that God's decrees and foreknowledge suffice to give this status to
theology's objects. It is worth mentioning that a view of science
restricung the “scientifically knowable” to things so necessary in
themselves that they could never have been otherwise precludes all
science of the material universe as posited by Christianity or by
contemporary physics.

6 One can now sce that the concept of a science as a proficicncy
or virtue was an amalgam of two elements: (1) a trained ability to
reason (which is still part of our science concept) and (2) a “cog-
nitive™ attainment, an expertise based on the known and thus in no
danger of being wrong. This element has tumed out to be more an
ideal than areality. Todays theories in the sciences are vulnerable
to falsification. Even mathematicians have starting points (such as
the axiom of choice in set theory) which are short of being “self-
evident™ or “certainly true.” So, the condition (lack of evidence
that one is proceeding from the “known") which Cajetan saw as

making “our theology as it exists in us pilgrims” an imperfect sci-
ence and a mere starf towards a cognitive attainment — that today
is the condition of every hard science.

we assent “equally” to proven and unproven results, and
this is why so much diversity of opinion is tolerated in the
sgcrec.i leaming on the unproven points.” Thus, in the actual
Situation, our proficicncy at speaking of God is an exper-
tise at ﬁ_guring things out — a science proficiency — not
Pnly In its nature but also as it exists in us (where it is still
imperfect science).

. 5) against the argument, finally, from the subject ha-
vinga science: it has become obvious already that we do
nqt posit anyone’s at once believing-that-p and knowing-
scientifically-that-p for any proposition p. The believing
has to do with the articles, and the scientific knowing
applies to the results proved.

Point-by-point replies: group II

xiit.  Next we revisit the ar that tricd to impug|

!he other part of St. Thomas® conclusion, that sacred learn-
ing is subordinate science to God’s, [On the first front, to
blgck the first punch,] I grant that there can be only one
science-about-God fully commensurate [adaequara] with
His knowable reality, but there can be more than one scien-
ce less than commensurate with that reality, and such is our
theology. — An alternative answer that goes deeper but
comes to the same result would be as follows. Scotus’ pre-
mise [that scientific knowledge of God must be formally
unique] is false in the sweeping way that he states it. To
secure the uniqueness of a science, its object must have
both a single formal basis which it exhibits as a thing and a
single formal basis on which it is known as an object, as we
shall see in the next article. But in the present case, al-
though God’s self-knowledge and our theology have the
same thing as their subject matter, God, and He has a single
formal basis which He exhibits as a thing, namely, deity, He
has different formal bases on which He is known as an ob-
ject. For God’s being-clearly-seen is the basis on which He
is a known object to Himself and to the blessed, while His
being-revealed [in propositions] is the basis on which He is
a known object to our theology — which is true of our
theology independently of whether it exists in us as pilgrims
or exists in us in Heaven, if you allow for the difference of
darkly revealed vs. clearly revealed.

To block the second punch, our theology and that of the
blessed are not about just the same truths, as is abundantly
clear in the case of the truths which are (for us) articles of
faith; the theology of the blessed gets them as results, and
ours does not.

And that should make it clear how to answer Aureol’s
form of argument. One can grant that the subject matter of
our theology adds in a way to the subject matter of the
Blessed theology by taking as “the subject matter of our
theology™ the whole aggregate of subject matter as thing
and as known object. For then the subject matter is “God
revealed in propositions,” and it is clear enough that being

7 The key difference between proven results and unproven ones
is introduced here but not explained. I call it “key,” because a sci-
ence without unproven results would be a science without conjec-
tures, without hypotheses, without theories — in a word, without
any life leftinit. See .32, a.4.
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revealed adds an accidental difference. If someone insists
that the subject matter of a subordinate science must make
an addition to the subject-matter-as-thing of the higher, then
I deny that his claim is universally true. It is only true in
some cases. And nothing to the contrary is said in Posterior
Analynics I. What is taught there is that one science does
not descend into another unless the subject matter of the
latter comes under the subject matter of the former, either
flatly or in a given way. This we concede: we say that the
Blessed science descends into ours because the subject-
matter-as-thing (God) is exactly the same in both, while the
subject-matter-as-object of ours (God revealed) comes
under the subject-matter-as-object of theirs (God seen).

Now onto the second front and the rest of the objec-
tions. First, our theology depends upon that of the blessed
as upon a light, and both theologies are possible in the same
person. It does not follow that this person would at once
have the Beatific Vision and lack it. It follows that he
would have the Vision and have the knowledge which he
acquired in this life. But he would have the latter in a new
way: he would no longer be laboring through deductions
and (more crucially) he would have his human knowing

perfected by its being connected with the Blessed knowing.

Lastly, against Durandus, 1 deny that theological con-
clusions (never mind for the moment the starting points)
have no why [no propter quid] to explain them. And if we
and the Blessed give the same reason why, we still do not
give it the same way. They give it as cviden} to them, and
we give it as inevident to us, unscen. Now. if someone says
that the very starting points of our theology have to have a
reason why in the higher knowledge. he has already begn
answered: this is not necessary: it suffices that the starting
points of the subordinate science be unverified in it, while
being verified in the higher science.* 1am talking at this
point about a reason-why in the strict sense of the term:"fc.)r
every purely theological proposition has a “reason-why” in
some sense of the term.®

® In the strict sense, the reason-why of a fact is the cause stated
in the explanation showing why it is the case and could not be oth-
erwise. Not every datum of the faith admits of such an explana-
tion, even in the divine Mind. becausc many revealed facts are pro-
ducts of divine free choice. Such a choice has no reason-why in the
strict, causally determining sense: it has only a renson-\vhy inales-
ser sense — e.g. an appropriateness (a reason why the option was
choice-worthy).

*above, § 1.
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article 3

Is sacred learning a single science?

In1Sent. Prolog., ea2,4

It would seem that sacred leaming is not a single exper-
tise but many.

(1) In Posterior Analytics I, Aristotle says that a sin-
gle science has subject matter of a single kind. Well,
creator and creature are not contained in any common
kind®. and yet sacred learning deals with both. Ergo this
learning is not a single science.

(2) Furthermore, in sacred learning one studies an-
gels. creatures with bodies, and human morals. On the
[natural or] philosophical level, things as different as
these belong to different sciences. So [they must belong
to different sciences on the sacred level, and thus] sacred
leaming is not one science but many.

ON THE OTHER HAND, Scripture speaks of this learing as
if it were one science. For example, in Wisdom 10:10 it
says that wisdom gave him “fhe knowledge' of the holy

things.

T ANSWER: the sacred leaming is a single expertise. After
all, the test for whether a power or expertise is one is that
its objects are of one kind — not of one material kind, but
of one “form” which is the basis for being an object* of
that power or expertise. For example, a man, an ass, and
arock [though different in material kind] are the same in
the “form™ which is being colored, which is the basis on
which they are objects of the power of sight. So, since
sacred writing deals with things on the basis that they are
divinely revealed, as said above, all points whatsoever
that are knowable-by-divine-revelation belong to a single
“formal kind,” which is the sole basis for being an ob-

ject of this science. Hence, they are all included under
the sacred learning as under a single expertise.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): sacred learning
does not handle God and creatures in the same way. It
deals first and foremost with God: it handles creatures
only insofar as they are revealed to be related to God
(as to their source or end). Hence its unity as a science
is not impeded [by the failure of God and creatures to
belong to a common kind].

ad (2): nothing prevents a case from arising where
[a] lower-level powers or proficiencies split apart as
they handle different objects, and yet [b] those objects
all fall under a single higher-level power or proficien-
cy. For the higher power or expertise reaches its object
on a basis that is more general. For example, the ob-
ject of the internal sensus communis is the perceptible-
in-general, and this includes both the visible and the
audible.! In this way, the sensus communis, although
it is a single sense-power, extends to all the objects of
the five external senses. In a similar way, sacred
learning, though one science, can consider on one basis
(i.e. as knowable-by-divine-revelation) things treated
in multiple natural sciences. Indeed, by doing so,
sacred learning is an imprint of God's own knowing,
which is one and simple and yet reaches all things.

! Aristotle listed four internal senses in De Anima I1I, ¢.2.
The function of this one, the “common sense,” was to
combine the data of the | senses into a i
what was being perceived by them.

of

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, pay attention to both subject and predicate.
Here *sacred leamning’ stands for theological expertise as
a whole, while the predicate ‘single’ stands for oneness-
in-kind — indeed, oneness in a fully specific kind [not
just in some generic kind]. And note that what we are
asking here is whether this leaming is one kind of exper-
tise, not whether it is a single, simple quality in the know-
er. And never mind what kind of ““oneness” a single ex-
pertise usually has (whether it has the kind that comes
from simplicity or the kind that comes from order). For
what each of us may think about these issues has no bear-
ing whatever on the matter at hand. What matters and
suffices at present is to discuss whether theology is one
very specific kind of knowing, or is not so specific, but is
divisible into many. Mathematics is divided up into geo-
metry, arithmetic, etc. Should theology be divided up
also, into multiple sciences — e.g. into theology of God,
Christology, moral theology, efc.?

Analysis of the article

it In the body of the article, one conclusion is reached,
answering the question of singleness in the affirmative:
sacred learning is a single science. — This is supported

as follows: [premise:] oneness is assigned to a power
or an expertise in case there is just one formal basis on
which any item is its object; [inference:] therefore the
sacred learning is one, single science. Accepting the
premise as correct is illustrated by the power of sight
and the formal basis on which anything is its object. —
Drawing the inference is supported thus: all matters
treated in sacred learning have in common a single for-
mal basis for being objects-of-this-science, namely, the
light of divine revelation. Ergo [it is a single science].

Objects:
Their kinds and bases

iii.  To clarify the reason given here for this answer,
observe that there are actually two “kinds” on whose
basis an item gets to be an object of a given science, S.
One is its relevant kind as a thing [henceforward, its T-
kind], and the other is its kind as an object [hencefor-
ward, its O-kind]. Sometimes the former is called the
formal basis which [ratio formalis quae] an object of S
exhibits, and the latter is sometimes called the formal
basis on which, or light under which [ratio formalis
sub qua) an object of S is reached [by a knower who

1,a3
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has acquired the science, S}.!
The object’s relevant kind as a thing (or T-basis
which it exhibits) is the aspect of the thing
« which provides the immediate terminus for an act
of knowing in S, and
« from which flow the relevant traits of the thing as
subject-matter for S, and
« which therefore serves as middle term [means of
proof] in the basic deductions of S.
In this way, being a being is the T-basis which the objects
of metaphysics exhibit: being so-much or so-many is
what the objects of mathematics exhibit, and being sub-
ject to change is what objects studied in physics exhibit.
By contrast, the object's kind as an object [or O-basis
on which S reaches it} is one or another removal from
matter, one or another way of abstracting and defining.
For example, the basis on which metaphysics reaches its
objects is abstraction from all matter; the basis on which
mathematics reaches them is abstraction from ail but in-
telligible matter; in physics, the basis is abstraction from
only this perceptible matter vs. that.2

! A ratio formalis objecti was mentioned by Aquinas in the
text, and Cajetan is now subdividing into the ratio formalis quae
(which I shall call a T-basis) and the ratio formalis sub qua
(which I'll call an O-basis). To understand the subdividing, it
helps to realize that ‘ratio formalis objecti’ was shorthand for ‘a
Jform which is the reason a thung is an object’. It is easy to sce
that this expression could mean a form in the thing (had inde-
pendently of minds or senses, but thanks to which the thing was
ready to be an object of some knowing or sensing — in short, a
T-basis for knowing) or could mean a form of apprehending
(under which the thing was reached and so became an object
reached-this-way — an O-basis for knowing).

2 The purpose of any science is to achieve truc cxplanations.
There is no explaining an individual thing or fact just in its purc
ndividuality, b plaining hi quires bringing it
under a gencral law. If the law depends on the kind of matter in-
volved in the expl dum, e.g. its chemistry, then the expl
tion abstracts from #/us batch of the chemicals vs. that, but not
from empirical matter of this kind. Aristotie thought this was the
situation in every science of nature (physics) because such sci-
ence explains change. and how things get to be, pass away, efc ,
depends upon their material composition. One moves into a dif-
ferent kind of science, however, if the explanatory law under
which the thing or fact is being brought depends only on some
quantified aspect of the explanand For then the explanati
abstracts from empirical matter in all its kinds, retaining only
certain intelligible traits which, in the real, depend on matter,
such as numerical distinctness of onc item from another, com-
parability in quantity, shape or structure in space. Such traits
were called intelligible matter. Aristotle thought this was the
situation throughout mathematics. One moves into yet another
science, if the law under which the individual is brought has
nothing to do with matter or quantity. For then the law must be
appealing to nothing more than the sheer requirements of being-
something (being anything), and the explanation is metaphysical.

It was an important point for Aquinas that every human sci-
ence proceeds by abstracting from matter in one of these ways.
Hence only metaphysics left room for a being which p

Inded

. This distinction. its nature. and the need for it.
arise from the fact that there are two distinct classes
into which an object of any science must be put. After
all, in order for a thing x to be an object of a science S,
x must be such-and-such a thing [T} ] knowable in such.-
and-such a way [O]. And so x has to have both what it
takes to be constituted in such-and-such real being [T]
and what it takes to be constituted in such-anq-such a
way of being knowable [O]. In this way, x will bc_
located both in a class of things [the T-things] and ina
class of knowables [the O-objects].

In much the same way, the objects of a sense-
power are doubly classified. They exhibit an aﬂ‘cglive
quality in the real, and they fall under a way of being
knowable-by-sense. And again the specific fom?s of
“affective quality” make one list. while the specific
ways of being knowable-by-sense make another. T‘hc
forms of the quality are color, sound, odor. etc.. \vhlle_
the ways of being knowable-by-sense are v1snblP, audi-
ble, smellible. A quality from the first list goes into the
makeup of the rhings which are objects, but an entry
from the second list puts nothing in those things. The
qualities from the first list establish subject matters,
while the entries from the second list mark their ways
of affecting perceivers. Or so one gathers from De
Anima II, where the proposition “color is visible' is
said to be true per se in the second sense of ‘per se'?

Continuing the parallel between senses and scien-
ces: just as the division by which we distinguish nnd.
number the senses is not just any division of percepti-
ble quality but only the one which per se divides it as
perceptible (that is, the one which gets at the proper
specific differences within the genus “perceptible.”
namely, the differences in impact on a sense-power) —
and this is the division that yields the familiar five
senses because sensation is divided as the perceptible
qua perceptible is divided — so also. the object of a
science is at once in a class of beings and in a class of
knowables-by-explanation,* and each class has its
own division into a list of species. The proper differ-
ences listed under “being™ are ones that constitute be-
ings in real kinds (as “being through itself™ constitutes
a thing as a substance, and “being in another” consti-
tutes it as an accident. erc.); but the proper differences
listed under “explainable” put nothing in beings. So the
kinds of being on the first list establish subject matters.
while the ways of being-knowable on the second list

cT
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ture of such a being (e. g.. deity), with its designs, choices,
etc., would have to be explained on a revealed basis. This is
why Cajetan left room below (in § nv) for a fourth way of’
being (besides just being-at-all, being quantifiable, and being
changeable), namely, being divine, and left room for a fourth
way of being explainable (besides by abstraction from all
matter, from all but intelligible matter, and from particular
matter), i.e., by the divine light.

matter already in its extra-mental reality. Such a being would
preclude all physical p iality for change or measurement. It
might even be Pure Act. But beyond arguing for the existence of
such a being and making a few (analogical) deductions about
how it must be, qua a being, metaphysics could say nothing. For
what an immaterial being is (other than just a being) cannot be
reached by abstraction from matter and so is not a possible ob-
Jject of human science. Rather, any topic such as the inner na-

3Ap was true per se in the second sense o' ‘per
se’ when the subject was involved in the definition of the pre-
dicate. An example was *a line is curved or straight’, because
there is no way to define *curved’ or “straight” without men-
tioning lines. So the claim in De Anima 1] was that there 1s no
way to define *visible’ without mentioming color. 1f that is
true, then a thing must be in the 7-kind “colored™ in order to
be in the O-kind “visible™ and if that is true, any object of
sight must be doubly classitied, as Cajetan is saying.
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mark their ways of affecting knowers; for how a being is
knowable-by-explanation is a way we can be affected.*
Hence the next question: which division of “being” also
marks off the different scientific proficiencies? The an-
swer is the one that makes a proper division of the ex-
plainable as explainable — and this is the one that splits
into ways of being removed from matter, according to
AMetaphysics V1. For as a result of this division, the T-

1
basis “being” is first-off divided into being-something-at-

all, being so much or so many, being subject to change,
and being divine. From this division flows the other, the
division of the O-basis —knowable-by-explanation —
into explainable by the physical light (in terms
lighted by abstraction from all matter). explainable by the
mathematical light (in terms lighted by removal from
perceptible matter yet shaded by intelligible matter), ex-
plainable by the physical light (in terms sh.aded b¥ per-
ceptible matter but lit by removal from indlvidua.tmg
conditions), and explainable by the divine light (in terms
blazing with the divine light, which lays things open to
theological knowing).

v. An object of a science has, then, two forms on whose
basis it is an object: one that enters into what itisasa
thing. and a second that (absolutely speaking) only.puts a
name on it but which (relative to a knower) enters into
what it is as a knowable and thus enters into what it is as
a kind of object; for being-knowable is a way of being-
an-object.* And that is why I distinguished above be-
tween the kinds on whose basis x is an object-of-S: kind
as a thing and kind as an object.

Now, since the senses are divided by how th; per-
ceptible as such breaks down into kinds, and in like
fashion the sciences are divided by how the knowable-
by-explanation as such breaks down into kinds, it follqws
that one kind of science will have to be found as one kind
of sense is found, and many kinds of science [as many
kinds of sense, namely:] where several kinds of the ex-
plainable-as-explainable are found. And if you add to
this the further fact that the different kinds of the ex-
plainable-as-such are identically the “kinds” of the know-
able object as an object [O-kinds], the necessary conse-
quence is that a determination of whether we are dealing
with one kind of science or many follows upon a deter-
mination of whether we are dealing with one kind of
object-as-object or many — i.e. one O-basis or many.
This is what Aquinas is saying in the body of the article:
he draws the reason theology is one science from thf: fact
that the formal basis on which it reaches its objects is .
one, namely, by the light of divine revelation (so that, in
other words. those objects are all of one formal kind as
objects, ie., the knowable-by-revelation kind). For all
things are said to be considered in theology insofar as
they are knowable by divine revelation.! Thus, the force
and meaning of the reason given in the article become
plain.

4The d a firm disti (lost now in
English) between things and objects, res and objecta. Cajetan
has just said why. X is already a “thing” in its own makeup
independently of perceivers, but it is an object in relation toa
power of perceiving, knowing, efc. That island is already a
thing; but in relation to the power of sight, it becomes visible as
verdant (a kind of object); in relation to a mathematical mind, it
becomes a closed curve or arca (another kind of object).

hal

Three doubts

vi. Butonce the reason is fully clarified, three doubts
arise about it. One concerns the reason itself [whether
it is coherently argued]. A second concerns its premise
[whether it is really the case that a power or expertise
is tested for oneness by whether its objects are of one
kind]. The third concems a proposition assumed in
getting to the conclusion [whether it is really the case
that all the things considered in the sacred learning are
of one formal kind.] These doubts will have to be
dispelied, one by one, in the order given.

The first doubt

The first doubt is whether the reason Aquinas gives
in the article does not fall into an equivocation. For in
the major premise [that a proficiency is single in case
its objects are of one kind), he means the kind which
they exhibit as things [their 7-kind]; this is clear from
his appeal to the case of sight, where he takes color as
the formal basis for a thing's being visible, and obvi-
ously color is the formal basis which it exhibits as a
thing. But in the minor premise [that the objects of
sacred learning are of one kind], he is talking about the
kind based on how the object is reached as an object
[the O-kind]), since he pulls in the premise that knowa-
bility-by-revelation is the formal basis for anything’s
being an object of theology. So, he obviously commits
an equivocation, trying to infer one O-kind from a pre-
mise that required one 7-kind.

vii. ] ANSWER by denying the claim about the major
premise. The major uses ‘kind’ to refer indiscrimina-
tely to the one that the object exhibits as a thing or the
one under which it is reached as an object. But the one
it exhibits as a thing is appealed to (a) because it is 2
better-known example, and (b) because these two for-
mal bases are equivalent; they imply each other, as a
subject-matter and a way to affect us, as mentioned
above [in § iv]. So he could pass without equivocation
to the formal basis on which the object is reached as an
object, its knowability-by-divine-revelation®*.

And of course, Aquinas did right to pass over to the
formal basis on-which [the O-basis]. For one thing,
the other basis (the T-basis which an object of theology
exhibits as a thing) had not been assigned yet; it was to
come up for discussion below, in article 7. For another
thing, this T-basis does not imply a fully specific O-
basis on which the object is reached as an object, and
hence does not imply a fully specific kind of science,
as we shall sce in just a moment. Hence sticking to the
T-basis would not have served the author’s purpose.

viil,  But with this answer of mine, as a way of dispel-
ling the first doubt, a major DIFFICULTY ARISES. If it is
correct that the T-basis and the O-basis are [in this
case] equivalent to each other, as a subject matter and a
way of affecting knowers, as my answer maintains
(and I said before), then it follows that our theology
and that of the blessed come together in having the
same O-basis, and then it follows that they are one
science in fully specific kind.

But in that case, the whole claim of the previous
article — that our theology is a subordinate science to
theirs — falls to the ground, as Scotus was arguing in

* revelubilitus
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that connection: one and the same science cannot be sub-
ordinate to itself. — Drawing this conscquence is sup-
ported as follows, These two theologies agree in the
form which their object exhibits, since the divine nature
[deitas] is the T-basis for both. So, the O-basis is the
same for both. Why? Because the two bases imply each
other; they are equivalent as subject-matter and its way to
affect us, as said. For things that agree in forming one
subject matter must agree in one way to affect knowers,
since a way to affect knowers is inseparable from a sub-
ject-matter.

. TOMEET THIS DIFFICULTY, I should say that this pro-
position,
The T-basis and the O-basis are equivalent,

is perfectly true [in this case] if correctly understood, that
is, as talking about an O-basis which is fully commensu-
rate* with the knowable reality which is the T-basis. But
matters are quite otherwise with an O-basis that is less
than commensurate with that reality, in the case where a
T-basis happens to have such an inadequate way-to-be-
known. For the inadequate O-basis is not equivalent to
the T-basis; it implies the T-basis but is not necessarily
implied by it. Such is the situation in the case at hand.
To the divine nature there corresponds but one commen-
surate O-basis, and it is the divine light. But “divine
light” is not specifically one, only generically so. It is
divided into

* evident divine light,

* revelatory divine light (abstracting from evidently

or inevidently so), and

* inevident divine light.
The first of these is the O-basis in the Blessed theology;
the second is the O-basis in ours; the third is the O-basis
of faith. Thus diverse O-bases are compatible with one
and the same T-basis. As a result, specifically diverse
proficiencies are compatible with the same T-basis. So,
although the divine nature is equivalent to the generic O-
basis, it is not equivalent to any of its species. Deity does
not determinately imply any of them but is implied by
each of them. Hence for any science, S, this is valid:

If God is object of S on the T-basis of deity, then
God is object of S on the O-basis of divine light,

and so is its converse,

If God is object of S on the O-basis of divine light,
then God is object of S on the T-basis of deity.

But the following is not valid;

If God is the object of S on the T-basis of deity, then
God is the object of S on the O-basis of evident
divine light.

Nor is this:

If God is the object of S on the T-basis of deity, then
God is the object of S on the O-basis of revelation.

x. To understand this answer decply. you should realize
that when two formal bases arc named together in this
way and are equivalent as subject-matter and its way to
affect knowers, it is very often the casc that they are not
equal in their level of specificity (as they would be if,
when one was fully specific, the other was too, and if one
was generic, so was the other; not so in many cases).
Look at an object of metaphysics: its T-basis, “being-
something,” does not even have generic unity; yet its O-

basis of explainability “by ab ion from both empi-
rical and intelligible matter.” is fully specific. The
same appears in geometry and arithmetic, whose sub-_
ject-matters are T-wise generic but O-wisc fully speci-
fic. You get the opposite situation when the T-basis is
fully specific but the O-basis is gene_rit_:. as_happens in
the present casc with deity and the divine light. If you
think about it, it is quite right for the object of theology
to show an opposite imbalance from the objects of the
other sciences just named. For the object of theology.
on its T-basis, is infinite. It stands to reason that an in-
finite kind of Thing would exceed any definite species
of the O-kind, while equaling the whole genus of such
Kinds.

;lr\iA Something more may also be said. One may say
that an O-kind is assigned in two ways: either by look-
ing to the object itself (which yields one equivalent to
the T-kind), or by looking at our defective power to
know (and this yields one that is not equivalent. imply-
ing the 7-kind and not implied by it). Thfe latter type
of assignment would be in play here. Deity an.dAthc
divine light are equivalent, but deity and the divine-
light-so-seen [defectively, revealing dark:ly] are not
equivalent. The light [defectively seen] implies [the 7-
basis) deity, but the converse does not hold. Even o,
it would have been licit to infer the light of revelation
from a premise requiring the T-kind, because in the
former the latter is implicit [he means: implicit in
divine light revelatory to us (by revealed propositions)
is what we are (defectively) able to see by it: deity].

The second doubt

xii,  Concerning the premise [that a power or an ex-
pertise is single in case its objects are of one kind for-
mally speaking], there is doubt about this whole busi-
ness of counting an expertise (or power) as one or
more-than-one on the basis of its object. But thatisa
very broad topic, indeed. To do it justice, one would
have to make a separate question out of it. For present
purposes, let it be enough to say that the premise in
question comes from De Anima II. where powers are
said to be classified as different from one another by
their acts [so that one kind of act. such as secing.
means one power, such as that of sight, and another
kind of act, such as hearing. means a ditferent power],
and acts are said to be classified as difterent from one
another by their objects [such that one kind of object.
such as visible things, means one kind of act, and an-
other kind of object. such as audible things, means a
different kind of act]. The relevance of this to the mat-
ter at hand is that one makes the same judgment about
proficiencics as about acts in this regard.’

The third doubt

xiii.  Concerning a premise assumed in reaching the
conclusion. namely. that all the things considered in
the sacred learning are of one kind. formally speaking.
i.e. things-knowable-by-divine-revelation, two hesita-
-

$ The reason for this is that a proficiency or expertise lies
between the basic power (1n this case, the intellect) and its
acts. A science proficiency is a traming of the intellect to
perform some class of its acts better

cd,
4152 14-22
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tions arise: onc about the premise in itself, and one about
the use of it to infer that theology has specific unity [as
one kind of science].

« Against the premise itself. Albert the Great argued in
book I of his Summa. Knowability by revelation posits
nothing. he said. in the thing revealed; ergo it is not for-
mally what it takes for anything to be an object of the
sacred learning. He holds this conclusion on the ground
that what it takes to be an object should posit something
in the object for which it is what it takes.

Later on, Aureol argued against it. The divine light
stands to theology. he said, as the agent intellect stands to
acquired sciences; therefore, it is [the efficient cause of
our knowing it,] not the O-basis for things to be theolo-
2v's objects. — Also, he said, God stands to us as a Tea-
cher: therefore His revelation is not the formal basis on
which things are theologys objects [but rather the effici-
ent cause of our knowing].

« Against the use of it to infer theology’s unity as a
science. Aureol argued as follows. If God were to reveal
both philosophy and geometry, that would not make them
one science. So, whether S is one science simply does
not follow from the oneness of being revealed.

xiv. For more light on how TO ANSWER THESE OBJEC-
TIONS, beyond what has already been said, you should
know that the divine light of revelation can be looked at
in two relations to a science. In one relation, it can be
looked at as the infuser vis-a-vis the infused, or as an
efficient cause stands to its effect. In that regard, it is not
giving unity to a science, since it can infuse all sciences,
however diverse. Or it can be looked at in another rela-
tion, as the basis or manner of the object to be known, the
basis on which (or manner in which) the thing revealed is
reached by the knower. In this way, it does give unity to
ascience. Although both relations occur together in this
case, they don’t always have to occur together. If God
did reveal geometry to me, revelation would not thereby

become the basis on which my geometrical knowing
reached its object; in that regard, I would know geome-
trical items on just the same basis as other geometri-
cians do [i.e. as provable or explainable by abstraction
from all but “intelligible” matter]. [I would just know
them on this basis suddenly and miraculously!] But in
the sacred learning both these relations turn up. This
expertise is (a) not possessed without infused gifts, and
(b) the things known in it are all reached and assented
to insofar as they are under the divine light as their
way of being knowable. So, in this article, the oneness
of theology is inferred from the oneness of the divine
light not as an infuser but as the O-basis, as explained
above.

xv.  With that background, how to answer the objec-
tions is very easy to see. Albert’s argument equivo-
cates on ‘what it takes to be an object [of the science,
SY’, seizing on the form which the object exhibits as a
thing, and excluding the basis on which S reaches it as
an object.

Aureol’s first ar falls short b the
divine light doesn't only relate to theology as the agent
intellect [relates to acquired sciences] but also as the
formal basis on which theology’s subject-matter is
reached as an object.

His second argument fails in the same way: the
Teacher’s light is not just infusion in this case but the
formal basis on which the item infused is reached as an
object. By the way, it is false that multiple sciences
could be taught by one teacher [formally as such].

As to Aureol’s last argument, its invalidity is al-
ready clear: a divine light infusing both physics and
mathematics would not concurrently relate to them as
the basis [the kind of explainability} on which their
objects are known, but would relate to them only as the
infuser, efc.
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article 4

Is the sacred learning a practical science?

In I Sent. Prolog 83,9 1

It would seem that the sacred learning is a practical ex-
pertise rather than a theoretical one.

(1) “The purpose of practical knowing is doing,*”

. says Aristotle in Metaphysics II. Well, the sacred learn-

ing is ordered to doing, as it says in James 1:22, “Be ye
doers of the word, and not hearers only.” So, the sacred
learning is a practical expertise.

(2) Furthermore, the field of sacred learning is di-
vided into the old Law [of Moses] and the new Law [of
Christ]. But law belongs to the study of morals, which is
a practical science. Therefore, the sacred learning is a
practical expertise.

ON THE OTHER HAND, every practical expertise is about

things people can do, as ethics is about human actions,
and architecture is about our doings in building things.

But the sacred learning is first and foremost about God,
and we are rather His doing. So it is not a practical ex-
pertise but a theoretical one.

I ANSWER: sacred learning. while remaining a single ex-
pertise, extends to matters belonging to what are diffcr-
ent disciplines on the philosophical level, as was said
above, thanks to the onc formal basis on which it reaches
the different matters, i.e., as they are knowable by the
divine light. So, while some sciences are theoretical and
others practical on the philosophical level. the sacred
learning still covers both just as God. by onc and the same
knowing. knows Himself and knows what to do.

Even so. it is more theoretical than practical. It deals
more primarily with divine things than with human ac-
tions. It deals with man’s doings just insofar as. through
them, man lives for the sake of knowing I mean the perfect
knowing of God in which our eternal happiness is
delivered to us.!

How to answer the objections should now be clear.

alad2

! Theology covers human actions just insofar as they relate to
reaching the end we have been divinely called to reach (a.1).

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, note what the terms *theoretical science’ and
“practical science’ mean. An expertise is called theoreti-
cal when its distinctive purpose is just to know; practical,
when its distinctive purpose is to do, whether the doing
be a desire or an execution. So Aristotle says in Ethics

1I: “we take up this sort of discourse not to be knowers
but to be doers,” etc.

Analysis of the Article, I

it Inthe body of the article, there are two conclusions.
The first is: theology is neither merely practical nor mere-
ly theoretical. but higher, comprehending in itself on a
higher level* both what it takes to be practical and what it
takes to be theoretical.

ini.  Before looking at how this conclusion is supported,
just to get clear the sense of it, one must know that prac-
tical and theoretical do not mark an essential difference
between sciences, nor are they traits that follow from an
essential difference at the first division within science-in-
general just as sight and hearing are not differences at the
first division within sense-power-in-general. Rather. just
as “sense-power” is divided first into common and
proper, and then “proper” sense power is divided into
sight, hearing, etc., so also knowledge or “science” is di-
vided first into limitless and limited, and then “limited
science” is divided into theoretical and practical. The
reason is that when a science’s objects exhibit a single
finite T-basis, it cannot have both what it takes to yield a

rule of action and what it takes to be just a feature know-
able in itself, such that no rule of action can be gotten from
it. Rather, these two conditions must be met in Avo finite
T-bases, as is clear from experience. But if the T-basis
exhibited by any knowable object is infinite. then already
by its infinity it meets and comprehends both conditions
within itself, in a higher way than they are met in finite
objects. For traits dispersed in lower beings preexist
unitedly in a higher being. Hence. just as there is a sense-
power of a higher order, above the proper senses. being
neither sight nor hearing, efc., so also., beyond the theore-
tical and practical sciences. there is a science of a higher
order. neither theoretical nor practical only. but containing
both in a higher way*. This is the sense in which the
conclusion here is meant. This is why the text of the
article says that although among natural disciplines. the
theoretical ones and the practical ones are different (that is,
theoretical and practical make for otherness, which is
substantial difference). nevertheless the sacred learning.
while remaining a single expertise. comprehends both, as a
scicnce of a higher order.!

! The sacred learning changes people’s hearts by the theore-
tical knowledge it gives them. It is a transtorming, life-changing
knowledge. One renders this crucial point uninteiligible it one
over-absol the split b heoretical and practicat. If one
over-absolutizes, one faces an ugly choice when contronting the
question of what is ultimately most important for a human being
to know a choice between gnosticism (opting for the theoretical)
and moralism.

* emuinenter
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Analysis of the article, II
. The conclusion is supported in the text as follows.
[Premise:] Sacred leaming. while remaining but one ex-
pertise, extends to matters that pertain to the theoretical
and the practical sciences; [consequent:] so itis higher,
comprehending both under itself. The premise is sup-
ported by the previous article. The sacred learning looks
at one common basis on which to know both things open
to theory and things open to practice, namely, the basis
that they are knowable by divine revelation; ergo. —
Inferring the consequent is supported on the ground that
such a science is like that of God; He in one and the same
“science™ knows Himself and His works; ergo [so do we
in our one theology].
v.  Atthis point, to get the text clear, you need to take
into account three factors.

« The first has to do with how he supports inferring his
conclusion (given that the premise is supported). Observe
that the support he gives is optimal, rising from a causally
prior point, not a mere common-place comparison. Our
theology is nothing less than an imprint and stamp of
God's knowing, since both are about God in His inner
character as God, and our knowledge is derived from His,
under a true (though poor) share of the light proper to
His. As a result, the unity of our theology is the unity of
God's knowing; and the high perspective of His knowing,
whereby it covers both kinds of truths, confers a high
perspective on our theology. Hence the ‘just as’ [where
he says, “just as God, by one and the same knowing,”
efc.] is put into the text on a probative basis. What it ex-
presses is not a mere similarity but the assimilation of a
True copy to its proper exemplar.

« The second factor to take into account is how the
means of proof are arranged at this point. The reasoning
goes like this. The sacred leaming covers both fields,
theoretical and practical, because it extends to all objects
while remaining a single science. And it manages to do
this because it considers all objects on a single formal
basis. And this in turn it manages to do because it is an
imitation of the single Knowing by which God knows
Himself and everything else, efc.

« The third factor has to do with the consequence that
“while some sciences are theoretical and others practical
on the philosophical level, nevertheless the sacred learn-
ing covers both.” Another argument can be brought for-
ward to prove this. It relies on the fact that if A is the
reason for B, then not-A will be the reason for not-B, and
conversely. as it says in Posterior Analytics 1. Well, we
have from the antecedent in the article that there is one-
ness of formal basis in theology, while there is diversity
of formal bases in the natural sciences. It is known that
the diversity of formal bases causes the natural sciences
to divide into theoretical and practical. It follows that the
non-diversity (or unity) of formal basis in theology will
cause it to be [non-divided, hence] one expertise contain-
ing the theoretical and the practical together.

Analysis of the article, IIT

vi.  The second conclusion is: theology is more theore-
tical than practical. — This is supported on two grounds.

The first is this: theology deals more primarily with the
things of God than with human actions; ergo [it deals more
primarily with theoretical topics]. The second is: the rea-
son theology deals with human actions is [that they be
done] in order to really know God; ergo [its main purpose
as a science is to know, and so its main type is theoretical].
This premise is supported: because eternal happiness is
delivered in really knowing [God].

Defending this interpretation
vil.  On the whole text as thus expounded, two things*
need mentioning. The first is that my interpretation of St.
Thomas’s first conclusion [§ iif] is not made up out of
whole cloth, nor is it new. It is hinted in the text, as any-
one will see who thinks through what it means to say that
theology “while remaining a single expertise, extends,”
efc., and who ponders the fact that Aquinas is talking
about singleness-in-kind, which (we know) makes a thing
one per se. He is obviously excluding the crude interpre-
tation of those who think theology covers the theoretical
and the practical by just lumping them together. In that
case, it would be one by mere aggregation; it would not
proceed on one formal basis but two; properly speaking, it
would not “cover” both, as the text says, but would be
composed of both. What would be the point, then, of his
appeal to the oneness of God's knowing?

To get all such fantasy out of their heads, these inter-
preters should look at what the same St. Thomas writes
below, in 2/2 ST q.45, a.3, in his answer ad (1). There he
says explicitly that infused wisdom is of a higher order
than the theoretical and the practical, and he gives the
same reason he uses here: [it has a higher basis, and] the
higher the basis, the more things it extends to, while
remaining one. He offers another argument as well: this
[transcending the difference between theoretical and
practical] goes with its high standing. Well, since
theology has the highest standing of all the sciences, as we
are about to learn [in the next article], and has a single,
common formal basis for all practical and theoretical
objects, and is of a higher, divine order, you have to be
rolled up in darkness to interpret this to mean that theology
covers both on any other basis than as a science of a higher
order. — The same result is clear from the end of the
previous article [a.3, ad 2], where this learning is explicitly
said to stand to the other sciences as the sensus communis
stands to the proper senses, and that the differences in their
objects do not introduce a difference into it. Why not?
Because it is of a higher order. Again, this interpretation
is supported by both the reasons advanced in the text: (1)
because theology has one formal basis which is higher,
and (2) because theology is an imitation of God’s
knowing, i.e., because it is an imprint and stamp of that
Knowing, which is a single, simple — not merely
aggregate — Knowing of all things.

vi.  The comparative statement made in the second con-
clusion [theology is more theoretical than practical] poses
no obstacle. For what is “in a higher way” [eminenter]

* the second 1S

in§ix

both ¢ and  is form-wise* ¢ and form-wise* y. Thus, the */formaliter

sun is “in a higher way” heat-producing and drying, and
yet is form-wise* both. God “in a higher way" is under-



standing, willing, and carrying out what He wills, and yet
He is form-wise all three.2 By the comparative state-
ment, he just means that ‘theoretical science’ comes
closer to the nature of theology than *practical science’
does. Similarly, if we were to say that the sensus com-
munis has more of the nature of vision than of hearing,
we would just mean that the conditions of sight and sen-
sus communis are more alike than are the conditions of
hearing and sensus communis. Nothing more is meant in
the present case. — No obstacle is posed, either, by the
fact that St. Thomas says elsewhere that the sacred learn-
ing is without qualification [simpliciter] theoretical and
in a qualified way [secundum quid] practical. The reason
he says this is that ‘theorctical’ describes what realizes
the whole character of science, while “practical’ describes
a less complete realization, and so the conditions of theo-

2 The translator apologizes to the reader for *form-wise’, a
neologism to which he resorts only because he is reserving *for-
mally’ for a different use. ‘Form-wise’ describes how a thing
has a trait, and it means ‘in or thanks to its form’. The alterna-
tives to being ¢ formaliter were being @ virtualiter (in or thanks
to its power) or being ¢ metaphoricé (in or by a figure of
speech). On the first altemnative, the thing would have what it
takes to cause @-ness in lower things but would not be ¢ in itself.
On the second alternative, the thing would offer some basis for
being called ¢ figuratively but would not be ¢ literally. When
Aquinas argues later in the Sunima that certain terms like ‘intel-
ligent’ and ‘*being’ apply substance-wise to God and not just
relativé (1 ST q.13, a.2), he is ruling out the first alternative; and
when he argues that those same terms apply to God “literally™ (1
ST q.13, a.3). he is ruling out the second. At that point, he
claims that the traits signified by these terms are really present in
God but secundum eminentiorem modum quam in creaturis
Shortly thercafter (1 ST q.13, a.4) he says these traits preexist in
God unité et but are ived in dwisé et
mulniphiciter. These texts provided the basis on which Cajetan
said above that traits “dispersed in lower beings preexist unitedly
in a higher being” and the basis on which he says here that what
is eminenter @ is formaluter ¢.

This concept of eminentia is important to Th it alone

retical science befit an expertise as outstanding as theology
better than the conditions of practical science do. Hence.
he says theology is theoretical “simpliciter,” that is, with-
out qualification, because it is formally theoretical and yet
is so in a higher way. He says theology is practical _“se-
cundum quid,” and not unqualificdly, so as not to give the
impression that theology is [in its nature] imperfectly a
scicnce, as the ones that are unqualifiedly called practical
are.

Also. it is quite irrelevant whether proficiency in lhf:-
ology or in any science is said to be one on account of the
simplicity of a quality [in the knower] or on account of a
unity of order among concepts*. Either way, the order or
quality has to be of a higher grade than the order or quality
that makes a science only theoretical or only practical.

i The second thing to mention about this whole article
is that, quite clearly, from the position maintained in it.
[certain inferences are blocked:] neither from the fact that
the conditions of a theoretical science are met by theology.
nor from the fact that the conditions of a practical science
are met by it, can one infer “therefore theology is theore-
tical,” or “therefore theology is practical,” in the sense in
which either is contrasted with the other. Rather, you may
infer “therefore theology is theoretical or has in a higher
way what it takes to be theoretical.” Likewise, you may
infer, “therefore it is practical or has in a higher way what
it takes to be practical.” Likewise. you may infer. “there-
fore theology is affective or has in a higher way what it
takes to be affective.” Hence Scotus’ arguments in his
remarks on the Prologue [to I Sent.]. q.4 — arguments
which he draws from the definition of practical science
and from the object of this science (namely. that it yields
principles regulating praxis, and the like) — do not sup-
port the conclusion that theology is practical. Rather. if
they are worth anything. they support the conclusion that it
is (as I said), either practical or has in a higher way what it
takes to be practical. — You, then, who are engaged in

explains how radically different things can both be ¢ formaliter
and yet only ly so. E isalsoi ing in its
own right. It deserves to be rescued from the scientifically ob-
solcte examples with which it was illustrated in Patristic and
Scholastic texts. We no longer think of the heavenly bodies as
made of higher stuff than the earthly clements, so the idea that
the sun stands “eminently” to what produces heat and dryness on
earth (fire) will have to be amended or replaced. To replace it,
one can point out that what is going on at the heart of the sun is
nuclear fusion, a process which is physically “of another order”
from the chemical reactions releasing heat on earth, yet has some
of the same effects. To replace the example, one might switch to
the cosmological idea that all the fundamental forces of physics
were once a single, more “eminent” force, so that what was
once united and simple exists today divisé et multipliciter. (A
physicist will find it odd, however, to think of the primordial
universe as having a “higher mode of being )

putations [with Scotists], use this answer. and apply to
such traits as *derives a rule of action” or “theorizes® the
distinction between exclusively* and not exclusively.> For
a science which is exclusively either, is just practical or
else just theoretical [not both], while a science which is
either, but not exclusively so, is something higher [than
both), as is clear from what has been said already

3 *Exclusively” renders ‘praecisé” better than *precisely” in
Thomist school-writing. In his De Ente et Essentia. Aquinas de-
veloped a theory of abstraction in which he distinguished the nor-
mal Kind of abstraction from the special kind which is exclusive
abstraction (designated with “praescindere ' and “praecisio’). In
the special kind, one abstracts an aspect of a thing and cuts away

(excludes) all other aspects of it. Thus, abstracting praecrsé trom

Socrates’ complexion yields just paleness (rather than a pale man
or pale skin).

* specres
mtelligibiles

+ pruccisé
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article 5

Is the sacred learning of higher standing than the other sciences?
Cf.2/1 ST q.66,2.5 ad 3; In [ Sent, Prolog.,a.1;2CGc4

« digmor  Sacred learning does not seem to be of higher standing*  science is higher than military science, because the good
than the other sciences, but lower. of the army is for the good of the nation. Well, insofar as

the sacred learning is practical, it is about securing the
goal of eternal happiness — and all the other purposes
secured by the practical sciences are for the sake of this,
as the most ultimate purpose of all.

Itis clear, therefore, that in every way the sacred
learning is of higher standing than the others.

(1) Afier all, warrant' enhances the standing of a sci-
ence. The sciences whose starting points are indubitable
seem to be better warranted than the sacred learning,
whose starting points (the articles of faith) are subject to
doubt. Those sciences seem, then, to be of higher stand-

ing.

+ centitudo

(2) Furthermore, the hallmark of a lower science is ~ TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): nothing prevents a
to receive from a higher, as music theory receives from  science very warranted* in its nature from being less war- * cerums
arithmetic. But the sacred learning receives something, ranted to us, because of the weakness of our understand-
at least. from the philosophical disciplines. As Jerome  ing, “baffled by the most evident things, like a bat's eye
Ep.70: said in the letter to a great Roman orator, the church by sunshine,” as Aristotle says in Metaphysics II. The cl;

PL22.688 Fathers have “so loaded their books with the teachings  reason there is doubt in some minds over the articles of ~ 993b 10
and opinions of the philosophers that you hardly know  faith is not because the reality is uncertain but because
which to admire more, their secular learning or their human intelligence is weak. Yet even when our grasp of
command of the Scriptures.” In short, the sacred leam-  very high things is slight, it is still more desirable than

ing is subordinate in standing to the other the most certain knowledge of trivialities, as Aristotle B 5
bhere s the fact that the other sci also says (in De partibus animalium). 6‘:‘“; ;'l'; g
ON THE OTHER HAND, there is the fact that the other sci- . o
ences are called servants of this one in Proverbs 9:3, .ad (2): this science can take contributions from the
“she hath sent her maids to invite to the tower.” philosophical disciplines not because it absolutely needs
them, but just to clarify the topics it teaches. Sacred

learning does not take its starting points from the other
sciences; these it takes immediately from God by reve-
lation. Hence sacred learning does not take points from
the other sciences as a subordinate science would take
them from higher ones; rather, it uses the others as in-
feriors and servants, as architecture uses the building
trades, and as political science uses military skill.

Also, the reason sacred learning uses them is not a
defect or inadequacy in itself, but in man’s intellectual
capacity. The human mind is more easily led to grasp the
supra-rational things taught in this science, when it is led
to them from a prior grasp of the knowns of natural rea-
son, whence the other sciences proceed.

1 ANSWER: since this science is theoretical in one regard
and practical in another, it transcends all others of both
kinds. To begin with the theoretical sciences: one of
them is called higher in standing than another (a) on ac-
count of its warrant, and (b) on account of the loftiness
of its subject matter. On both counts, this science out-
strips the other theoretical sciences:

» as to warrant, because the others have theirs from
the natural light of human reason, which can get things
wrong. while this science has its warrant from the light
of divine Knowing, which cannot be led into error;

« as to lofty subject matter, because this science is
mainly about things so high as to transcend human rea-
son, while the other sciences consider only things that
lie subject to our reason. . . ! Any translation of ‘certitudo’, said to be a property of a

Moving now to the practical sciences: among them, - gcience and also a property of things or facts, will be problema-
one is higher than another in case it is about securing a8 tic in English. The reason for choosing ‘warrant’ will be stated
more ultimate purpose or goal. In this way, political in a footnote on the commentary.

Cajetan’s Commentary

Thetitle is clear. — In the body of the article, a two-ed-  theoretical’ and ‘insofar as it is practical’, have been put
ged conclusion answers the question in the affirmative:  into it. This was not done idly. As the previous article
insofar as it is theoretical, sacred learning is of higher st- said, this learning has two features: (1) it is an expertise
anding than the other theoretical sciences; and insofar as of a higher order than the natural sciences, and (2) it

it is practical, it is higher than the other practical ones.  meets formally the conditions of a theoretical science and
those of a practical one. Thanks to (1), it is undoubtedly
4. Before looking at how the conclusion is supported,  of higher standing than the others, since it is posited to be
pay attention to why the two specifiers, ‘insofar as it is of higher order. But as to (2), doubts can arise [as to whe-
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ther it is higher in each of the said respects]. This is
why, although the title question was asked in general
terms, the answer went into more specific comparisons
that could be in doubt, and the answer was that, qua
theoretical, it was higher in standing than the theoretical
sciences, and qua practical, higher than the practical
ones — skipping the perfectly clear point that, on a
general footing, it is the highest in standing of all, since
it belongs to a higher order.

Analysis of the support, I

i, First, then, he supports the conclusion as to its first
part (the theoretical edge). [Major:] Among theoretical
sciences one is higher than another because of warrant
and height of subject matter. These tests are taken from
Aristotle’s De Anima 1. [Minor:] Theology passes both
tests. Ergo. The minor is supported as to the first test
thus: this science is warranted by the infallible divine
light; the others, by the fallible human light: ergo this
one has more warrant. But this means “more warrant”
in itself, not to us, as comes out in the answer ad (1).!
— As to the second test: this is a science of objects that
lie beyond human reason; the others are of objects
subject to our reason; ergo this one is about objects of
higher standing.

This reasoning about higher objects is also based on
the saying in Metaphysics I about the eye of the bat
“baffled by sunshine.” The point is that objects going
beyond our intellectual power are in themselves the
most lucid and evident knowables. Take intellectual
substances for example: proper definitions of them, hid-
dentousb of their pr 1ce, are of higher
standing than the mere descriptions of them that we can
reach by abstraction from sense objects in metaphysics,
etc. So, since this science is about such preeminent ob-
jects, it is about objects of higher standing — objects, 1
say: accounts of things, not things themselves (because
there is no thing of higher standing than God).

Analysis of the support, II
Then the second part of the conclusion (the prac-
tical edge) is supported. [Major:] Of practical sciences,
that one is higher whose concern is not ordered to a
more ultimate end [but whose concern is itself the more
ultimate end]; [minor:] but the end with which this
science is concerned is the ultimate purpose of the ends
with which all the others are concerned; ergo [this
science is higher]. Here the major is supported by the
case of political science and military science. The minor
is supported by the fact that the end whose attainment is
the concern of this science is eternal happiness.

iv.

! Medieval use stretched ‘certitudo’ to cover not only cer-
titude but also warrant and scientific knowability. A reality
might be scientifically knowable to ideal knowers but not to us.
A proposition p might square nicely with such a reality, and yet
our warrant for believing p might be slight (or zero), because
the evidence for p might be largely (or wholly) inaccessible to
us. Revelation from an ideal knower, of course, would raise
the warrant for belicving.
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Clarifying the practical edge
v. Here one should note that the major premise is not
meant so sweepingly as it sounds, but is meant to cover
i i * [ie. e whose ends lie  * de practicis
comparable practical sciences’ [i.e. thos de practicts

on the same chain of ends]. Where the practical sciences
deal with ends on different chains, it is not true that onc is
higher than another in case it deals with the more ulti-
mate end [on its chain]. E.g., attendingto a lo_\v ta\sk_ in
an art of higher rank, like the goldsmith’s art, is of higher
standing than attending to the top task in an an of l0}vcr
rank. like making clay pots. But among practical scien-
ces that are comparable, there is no doubt that the major
premise is true. ) )
Consequently. in the body of the article, the minor
premise does not claim that the end which theology is
concerned to secure (our eternal happiness) is the most
ultimate end whatsoever [God’s glory is that]. It claims,
rather, just two things: (1) each of the other [humanl
practical sciences is comparable to theology (by saying
that the end secured by each such science is ordered to
the end secured by theology), and (2) the end secured by
theology is the ultimate one fon each common clA\z\in]A So
taken, the reasoning is perfect, and false accusations are
excluded.? N
vi. But here one must bear in mind two ways of divi-
ding the general idea of “end” [purpose]. One way di-
vides them into (a) the purpose which is the point of a
doing (or of a work done) and (b) the purpose which is
the end intended by the doer. This distinction matters
here because eternal happiness is not a purpose intended
by every doer. Many people act against it by turning

2 As this passage shows, Cajetan realizes that “order’ does
not automatically mean linear order. He presents the set of ends
pursued in human life as only partially ordered. The ordering
relation is for the sake of: if A is for the sake of B. and B is for
the sake of C, then A, B, and C form a chain segment within the
set, on which C is ultimate. Aquinas believed that there 1s a
single end H, our complete fulfillment, for the sake of which
every other human end is pursuit-worthy: but nothing prevents
two lesser ends, X and Y, from lying on ditTerent chains, so that
neither is for the sake of the other. Thus:

H
*
R
A4+ R
C XY
A2 + K
B D G
A 2 KR
A E F

But Cajetan’s acknowledgment of this comes up in a context
which requires him to complicate the picture with a further
point. There can be another ordering relation, such as more
noble than, under which whole chains of ends are comparuble to
each other as to rank. Then it might be the case that the chain

army's good => country's good = ... => human tultiliment
involved in the art of state-craft is more noble than the chain

smelting > jewelry-making => ... > human fulfillment
involved in a fine art, which in turn might be of higher noblity
than

digging > pottery-making = ... <> human tultiliment.
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away from virtue, even while acting quite well by the
norms of their trade or art. Rather, eternal happiness is
the point of every point-of-doing and of every work
done. because every work and doing [that has a point] is
for the sake of the good of reason [the good of living in
accord with reason], and the good of reason in tumn is
for the sake of eternal happiness.

The other way of dividing the general idea of pur-
pose. which you should bear in mind, is into (') intrin-
sic purpose [attained in the exercise of an act] and (b')
extrinsic [attained through the exercise of the act]. You
should realize that the happiness which is the ultimate
purpose, the Vision of God, is the extrinsic purpose .°f
theology in its practical aspect; its intrinsic purpose in
this aspect is doing [that we should be doers of the word
and not hearers only, efc.]. But this point does not
invalidate the reasoning put forward in the body of the
article. Granted, the argument is talking about ends of
the practical sciences that happen to be intrinsic, but the
argument is based on [the fact that they are] proximate
ends. whether extrinsic or intrinsic. For it makes no
difference to the standing of a practical science whether
the end that dignifies it is furnished in its exercise or
through it, so long as that end is proximate. Well, such
is the case here. As St. Thomas said in a.4, theology
deals with our doings insofar as, through them, we are
living for the contemplation of God. The other practical
sciences teach us to act for this end remotely [via teach-

3 Cajetan has given two divisions of the senses of ‘end’. The
first is between sense (a), what gives an undertaking its point,
whether intended or not, and (b) what an agent intends to
achieve. In a Christian life, knowledge of God must be one’s
end in the (b) sense. But wisely, Cajetan begins with sense (a).
Thomist tradition acknowledges that one can be a goqd citizen
(jeweler, potter, efc.) without being a Christian, r.e. without
thinking of one’s political or professional efforts as means to
the knowledge of God. But it did not follow that politics or the
professions were themselves sccular affairs, having no more
ultimate purpose than earthly happiness. This cgnclpsnon, .
drawn by the so-called Enlightenment, was denied in the qadl-
tion on the ground which Cajetan presents here: the very life of
reason (which serves as the point of every cffon to know, to

apply what one knows politically or professnona}ly, and to live
according to what one knows morally) has a point or purpose
beyond itself. This purpose is the total fulfillment of rational

ing us to act in accordance with reason in some depart-
ment]. — Also, the fact that theology has the same proxi-
mate end in its practical aspect as it has in its theoretical
aspect (though in a different way, extrinsically) is true of
this science because it is in a qualified way practical; for
if it were purely practical, contemplation would be its
remote end.’

On the answer ad (2)

vii. The answer to the second objection uses two dis-
tinctions. (1) Science A can take from science B in two
ways: as from a superior, or as from an inferior. (2) It
can take as from an inferior in two ways: to remedy a
defect or inadequacy in itself, or to remedy a defect in
something else, e.g. (as here) in our understanding.’

4 Here the point is that we do not first keep the Command-
ments and hen get to know God as a reward. This moralistic
understanding of Christianity would make knowledge of God the
remote end of our theology in its practical aspect. Rather, since
sacred theology is (in a higher way) both theoretical and practi-
cal, we are “doing theology” not only when we think and reason
but also when we love and serve. We know God through being
“doers of the word.” We have a foretaste of the eternal knowing
and happiness not just in our heads as doctrine but in our lives as
experience.

5 If science B borrows from science A only for illustrative/
clarificatory purposes, science B does not become subordinate to
science A, says Aquinas in his answer to this objection. We
have already been told that if science B borrows any of its start-
ng points from science A, it does become subordinate. But
what about intermediate points? Cajetan did not fecl it neces-
sary to_explain further at this point how the two sorts of bor-
rowing differ. Perhaps he thought the difference was obvious
from what he had said before. Alas, it is not. He had said that B
is subordinate to A when, and only when, the truth of B’s resuits
depends on the truth of a proposition established by A, not B.
But now, let B be sacred theology, and let A be (not what God
knows, but) what philosophy holds. A wide-spread notion of
“theological conclusions™ holds that they arise from conjunction
of two (kinds of) premises, one revealed and one established by
reason, usually the phil hy used by the Schol . If
Cajetan ever heard of this notion, he must have thought it wrong.
It would make the truth of theological reasonings depend on the
truth of propositions established in metaphysics. Theology
would then be, by Cajetan’s own account, a science subordinate
to philosophy. He must have thought it obvious, therefore, that
St. Thomas’ own Aristotelian borrowings do not appear as
y principles in his theological proofs or explanation:

existence as such, which is to know (in a life-chang! n »yay)
the ultimate reason for everything. This final secret is hidden
in the first and decpest cause of everything, which we call'God.
So when God reveals that the secret is to be lcamed in secing
Him face to face, supematurally, His disclosure cannot be ir-
relevant to any reasonable human project. It affects the point
of them all. This is why, in any human life, coming to know
God should be an end in sense (b). And in any life informed by
revelation, the face-to-face Vision has to become a consciously
chosen, intended end.

(for if they appearcd in that capacity, the truth of the latter would
certainly depend on them). One should consider seriously, then,
the possibility that when Cajetan fought for a metaphysical point
in this commentary, he was not fighting for some indispensable
premise but, usually, for a point which, rightly understood, made
a good illustration. The clarity of theological discourse was at
stake, not its truth. Is the metaphysics optional, then? No, we
shall hear, because clarification is crucial to defense. Use of phi-
losophical points in theology’s defense comes out below in a.8.

1,as
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article 6

Does this learning count as wisdom?

In1Sent. Prolog., a3, qu=<1 & 3; In If Sent. Prolog.;2 (Gcd

It would seem that the sacred learning docs not give
one wisdom.

(1) Any learning that gets its starting points from
another [and so is subordinated to it] is not worthy of
the name ‘wisdom’. Why not? Because “what a wise
man does with his wisdom is subordinate* other things
to it, not it to them,” as it says in Metaphysics I . But
this leaming takes its starting points from another, as
emerged above [a.2]. So it is not wisdom.

(2) Furthermore, one uses wisdom to prove or test
the starting points of the other disciplines claiming to
be *“sciences,” and this is why wisdom is spoken of as
the topmost of the sciences, as one sees in Ethics V1.
Well, the sacred learning does not prove or test the
starting points of the other sciences, and so it is not
wisdom.

(3) Also, the sacred learning is acquired by study.
But wisdom is infused by God and hence is numbered
with the seven gifts of the Holy Spirit, as one can see
in Isaiah 11:2, So this learning is not wisdom.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is Deuteronomy 4:6, where
the Law is introduced with these words of preface:

“This is our wisdom and understanding before the peo-
ples.”

T ANSWER: this learning makes one wise to the highest
degree, compared to all the human wisdoms, not just in
some one field but across the board.

For what a wise man does is put things in order by
his wisdom and judge things soundly; but sound judg-
ment on things comes from looking at their deeper
cause or more ultimate purpose. Hence in each field,
the master who considers the deepest cause in that
field, or the most ultimate purposc at which it aims, is
called “wise.” In the construction field. for example,
the one who designs the house is called the architect
and the wise man, compared to the lower workers who
hew timbers or shape stones. So, in I Corinthians 3: 10,
St. Paul says, “As a wise architect, I laid the founda-
tion...” Again, in the broader field of human life as a
whole, the prudent man is called wise, inasmuch as he
subordinates human actions to a due purpose. This is
why Proverbs 10:23 says, *“Wisdom is prudence in a
man.” So then: he who looks at the decpest cause and
most ultimate purpose of everything, across the board
— which is God — is called wise to the highest de-
gree. This is why wisdom is called “knowledge of di-
vine things,” as one can see from Augustine in De Tri-

nitate XII.

But does the sacred leaming attain knowledge of
God in His capacity as the deepest cause and most ulti-
mate end? Yes, and most distinctively so, because the
information it has covers God not only as He is know-
able through creatures (which is how the philosophers
know Him, according to Romans 1:19, “'that which is
known of God is manifest in them”) but also as He is
known by Himself alone and communicates to others by
revelation. Thus, the sacred learning is called wisdom
to the highest degree.

To MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): sacred leaming
does not get its starting points from any human science
but from God's knowing, the highest wisdom of all, to
which all our knowledge is subordinate.

ad (2): the starting points of the other sciences are
either (a) evident in themselves and cannot be proved or
(b) are proved in some other science by some natural
reasoning. But what is unique to this learning is a
knowing that comes through revelation and not through
natural reason. Therefore, its role is not to test or prove
the starting points of the other scicnces but rather to
judge their results, For anything found in the other sci-
ences that conflicts with the truth of this science is con-
demned definitively as false. This is why 2 Corinthians
10:4-5 speaks of “*pulling down fortifications, destroy-
ing counsels and every height that exalteth itself against
the knowledge of God.”

ad (3): since what the wise man does with his wis-
dom is judge soundly, ‘wisdom' is taken in two ways. in
line with the two ways of judging soundly. In onc way.
a person may judge well thanks to an affinity or inclina-
tion, as one who has a habit of virtue judges correctly

cld;
PL 42,1009

how to act out of virtue (which is why it says in Ethics X ¢3.

that the virtuous man is the rule and standard of human
actions). In the other way. a person may judge well
thanks to his learning. as one who is schooled in ethics
may be able to discuss the acts of a given virtue even if
he does not have that virtue. So. here. the first way of
judging well about divine things comes from the wis-
dom mentioned as a gift of the Holy Spirit in 1 Corin-
thians 2:15 (“The spiritual man judgeth all things™) and
in De divinis nominibus (where Denis says that Hiero-
theus “was taught not only by lcarning about divine
things but by suffering them™). The other way of
Jjudging well comes from the sacred learning under
discussion here, since it is gained by study (though its
starting points are gained from revelation).

1176217
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Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, ‘wisdom® means a knowledge that equips
one to judge other matters soundly and put them in
their proper place. This is what the epithet *wise’
commonly indicates in daily life, as it says in Ethics

Analysis of the article, I

i, Inthe body of the article, one conclusion answers
the question with yes: the sacred learning is wisdom to
the highest degree compared to all the human wis-
doms. not just in a limited field but across the board.
Notice here that the phrase ‘across the board’ applies
to human wisdom, just as ‘in a limited field’ does. So
the sense is that the sacred learning is wisdom to the
highest degree whether you compare it to a wisdom
that is specific to a given field, or whether you com-
pare it to a human wisdom that is general and not field-
specific.

jii. This is supported as follows. [Premise:] The
sacred leaming reaches knowledge of God most dis-
tinctively in His role as the deepest and most ultimate
cause. [Inference:] Therefore the sacred lean}ing is
wisdom to the highest degree, etc. The premise is
supported: sacred doctrine reaches knowledge of God
[in this réle] not only as He can be known ﬁ'?m crea-
tures but also as He is known by nature to Himself
alone. Ergo it [reaches knowledge of Him] most dis-

tinctively, efc.
On this premise

. Conceming this premise and the ground suppor-
ting it. bear in mind that the things of God \V!\lch are
naturally hidden to us are the very things whgch are
most distinctive of Him: unique to Him in His know-
ing and unique to Him in His being. This is why a
science that reaches knowledge of God in maters
naturally known to God alone is a science that is dl:awn
from the things distinctive of God and is rightly said to
reach knowledge of God “most distinctively.” Apd
since it is these distinctive traits in God that proynde
the first and deepest reason for His causality, this
science is said “most distinctively” to reach knowledge
of God as He is the deepest cause. .
Nevertheless, be careful here. This word ‘as” in the
modify ing phrase, ‘as He is the deepest cause’, can be
interpreted in two ways.
« In one, the *as’ would be fixing the formal
basis which God exhibits as the subject mat-
ter of this science [its T-basis];
and so taken, the modifying phrase as a whole would
make the premise false. As we shall see in the next
article, God is its subject matter “as God” and not “as
the deepest cause.”
+ In the other, the ‘as’ fixes a special aspect of
God that follows from His being God and so
falls within the scope of what sacred learning
considers.
So taken, the phrase makes the premise true. For the

text of the article means to say that the sacred learning
considers God “most distinctively” as He is God and
hence is the deepest cause also, which is the aspect
especially relevant to wisdom.

Analysis, II

v.  Nextthe inference is supported. [Assumption:]
Sound judgment about things comes from [looking at]
their deeper cause or more ultimate purpose; so [/st
inference:] he who considers the deepest cause or most
ultimate purpose in any field is the wise man in that
field. [2nd inference:] Therefore he who considers the
cause or purpose which is across the board the deepest
or most ultimate of all, namely God, is a wise man to
the highest degree. [3rd inference:] Therefore, if there
is any wisdom that considers God most distinctively as
He is deepest cause and most ultimate purpose, that
wisdom is wisdom to the highest degree, compared to
all others, both field-specific and general — which was
the inference to be supported.

The assumption is clear. The first inference is sup-
ported on the ground that what a wise man does is judge
soundly and put things in order; this is illustrated in the
construction field and in the ethical field of human life
as a whole, and authoritative texts are cited from the
Scriptures, as one sees in the text. — The second infer-
ence is left to be supported on the same ground with an
implicit proportionality,

the deepest cause in a given field : wisdom in that field
2z the deepest cause of all : wisdom across the board,
and this is confirmed by the text from St. Augustine. In
this deduction, wisdom across the board is called wis-
dom to the highest degree to indicate that it exceeds
field-specific forms of wisdom. — The third inference is
left as obvious in itself. For if a person M who con-
siders what is across all fields the deepest cause of all,
namely God, is wise across-the-board and to a higher
degree than those who are just wise in this or that field,
then it has to be the case that a person N who considers
that same deepest cause from its distinctive traits is not
just wise across-the-board but also to a still higher de-
ree — not just higher than those who are wise in a
given field but also higher than the person M who is just
wise across-the-board; for N transcends M in that N un-
earths the distinctive traits of the deepest cause, while M
rests content with its common traits [those it has but
shares with other things as well] and with what can be
figured out from the common traits. For all the rational-
ly established predicates of God which a metaphysician
has in hand are either
«» common predicates, if they are simple (as that He
is being, true, good) or
« composed of common predicates, if they are dis-
tinctive (as that He is pure act, first being, etc.).!

! There is a crucial difference, then, between the distinc-
tives of God which the sacred leaming knows (which are deep
ones, known naturally to God alone) and the ones which meta-
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vi.  In the answer to the third objection, a word is
introduced in praise of Denis’s teacher Hierotheus,
namely, that he did not only learn by way of under-

physics knows (which are surface distinctives reached by
compounding traits He shares with other beings). The philo-
sophical proofs which attain Him as “first cause” and “pure
act” are thus shallow stuff compared to His being “Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit,” erc.

standing but “suffered” divine things by way of desire.*
The infused gift of wisdom has its seat in the intcllect
form-wise but in the will cause-wise. He is said to have
“suffered” as those who are strongly stirred about some-
thing are said to be suffering from it or “passionate”
about it. What is referred to here is a maximally strong
inclination of the will, as when the will is already habi-
tuated in divine things and madc connatural to them.

* uffectus
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article 7

Is God the subject matter of this science?

18Tq.l,a3ad;In]Sen. Prolog., a.4; In Boetlni de Trintate .5, 2.4

God would hardly seem to be the subject matter of
this expertise.

(1) Every scientific expertise takes for granted a
definition of the subject matter, saying what it is,* as

. Aristotle says in Posterior Analytics I. But the sacred

learning does not take for granted a definition saying

what God is. In fact, as John Damascene remarks [in

De fide orthodoxa , 4], “In God's case, it is impossi-

ble to say what He is.” Therefore, God is not the sub-
ject matter.

(2) Furthermore, all the points determined to be
true in a given science are included in its subject mat-
ter. But in sacred Scripture, points are determined
about many things besides God — things such as
creatures and human morals. Therefore, God is not
the subject matter.

ON THE OTHER HAND, the subject matter of a science is
what it talks about, and the talk in this one is about
God. The very name ‘theology’ shows this: speech
about God. Therefore, God is its subject matter.

I ANSWER: God should be called the subject matter of
this expertise. For a subject matter stands to a science
as a [formal] object stands to a power or proficiency*.
The [formal] object of a power/proficiency, properly
speaking, is that by reason of which everything refer-
red to that power or proficiency is referred to it. A
man and a rock are referred to the power of sight, for
example, by reason of their being colored; so what-is-
colored is the [formal] object distinctive of sight.
Well, everything treated in the sacred learning is
treated by reason of [having to do with] God, i.e.
because it either is God or bears a relation to God' —
a relation such as coming from Him as its origin and

! English grammar will hardly permit one to say, with
Aquinas, that this learning treats a topic “by reason of God,”
and then explain, “because it either 1s God or has a relation
to Him.” To smooth over the awkward grammar, | have
interpolated *having to do with', 50 that *by reason of God”
becomes *by reason of [having to do with] God'. Only no-
thing has literally “nothing to do” with God. Nevertheless,

being directed to Him as its [purpose or] end. Hence it
fo!lows that God really is the subject matter of this
science.

The same conclusion emerges from considering the
starting points of this science, the articles of faith. The
faith is about God. And the subject matter of the start-
ing points is identically the subject matter of the whole
science, because the whole is contained in the starting
points virtually*.

Some writers, however, have looked at the topics
treated in this science without looking at what basis
those topics have for being taken up. These writers
have therefore ascribed the subject matter differently:
“things and signs” (say some), or “the works of re-
demption,” or “the whole Christ, head and members.”
All these are treated, of course, in this science, but on
the basis that they bear relation to God.

* virtute

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): although in
God’s case we cannot know “what He is,” we can still
use an effect of His (in nature or in grace) as a substi-
tute for the definition, serving the purpose of indicating
the matters about God treated in the sacred learning.
Similarly, there are some natural sciences in which
something about a cause is demonstrated from its ef-
fect, and the effect is taken in place of a definition of
the cause.?

ad (2): all the other points determined to be true in
the sacred learning are comprehended under God, not
as parts [under a whole] or species [under a genus] or
accidents [of one substance], but as related to Him in
some way.

one needs to know that “having to do with God” is twofold.
Every creature relates to Him as its cause and stands as a
finite image of Him, but not every creature participates in
Him as He is more deeply in Himself, as God. Only revela-
tion discloses the intra-Trinitarian plan that explains the being
of creatures as they relate to God i Himself, and such related-
ness is the subject here.

2 Cf. J.J. Thompson using ‘cause of the cathode ray tube
phenomenon’ to define what he was seeking the nature of.
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Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title question, pay attention to both terms. ‘Sub-
ject matter’ stands for formal subject, and ‘God’ is
taken formally, that is, to mean God under exactly
that description. So, the question is whether God, just
exactly as God, is the formal subject of this science.'
To get the full benefit of studying this issue, think
deeply about what ‘exactly as God' means, using a
clarification which Scotus contributed to this ques-
tion. Picking ourselves as an example, humans can
be taken in four ways:
(1) as rational animals,
and so taken we are understood according to what-it-
is* to be human;
(2) as a substances,
and thus we are conceived very generically;
(3) as being gently born,
and so taken we are conceived in an accidental way?,
because being a gentleman is an accident or superim-
position on a man;
(4) as the noblest of animals,
and so taken we are conceived comparatively? to
something else. So also, and going in reverse order,
God can be considered in four ways:
(4') as highest cause — and more generally, under
some predicate relating Him ad extra —
and so taken He is studied comparatively to what is
outside Himself;
(3') as wise, good, just — more generally, under
some attribute —
and so taken He is studied quasi-accidentally;?
(2') as being, act, etc.,
and thus He is conceived very broadly [quasi-generi-
cally]. The compound predicates with which we
describe Him
pure act, first being, etc.,
arc derivative from these three quasi-simple ways of
considering Him; for God is thought of in these com-

! Materially taken, the subjcct matter of a science S is
just some set of things about which questions are taken up
and answered in S. But what gives to this set any unity or
cohesion? And what makes the things in it such that the
theories of S apply to them and explain them? The search for
the “formal subject” of S was the search for an exact des-
cription picking out the real aspect of things thanks to which
they would (1) belong to the set to which S applies and (2)
be explainable by S. In ing on a. 3 above, Cajetan
distinguished the real aspect that the objects of S exhibit
from the kind of abstracting that goes on in S. Both could be
called “basis for knowing,” but the former was the T-basis
(ratio formalis quae), and the latter was the O-basis (ratio
formalis sub qua). Atissue in this article is the T-basis of
theology, which is now being called its “formal subject” or
the ratio formalis of its subject.

2 God’s attributes are called quasi-accidental because,
even though they flow from His nature and are not subject to
change, they do not compose His definition. Neither natural
nor revealed knowledge furnishes anything that would de-
fine that unknown nature whereby God is at once existent,
subsistent, divine, and hence good, just, merciful, etc.

pound ways as falling under a general concept but with
a relation [such as prior fo: a being prior to any other
is the first being] or a negation [such as no potency:
what is act with no potency is pure act}, as is obvious.
But ahead of all these ways, God can be considered
(1) as what-He-is distinctively.
For in terms of natural priority, this is the first know-
ledge and the foundation for all the rest. We designate
this what-He-is with the circumlocution, “deity’. When
we ask whether God in having exactly what it takes to
be God (versus having what it takes to be good, just.a
cause, efc.) is the subject matter of this sc_iencc, we are
asking whether God is its formal subject in \\:hat-He-
is-uniquely, so that His very essence as God is the T-
basis He exhibits in being this science’s object.

Analysis of the article, I

ji. Inthe body of the article. two jobs are done. (1)
He lays out a case answering the question affirmative-
ly. (2) He handles the opinions of other authors. )

As to job (1), his conclusion is: God is the subject
of this science. This is supported on two grounds®.
The first goes as follows. [Premise:] The object of a
power or proficiency is that by virtue of which any-
thing is referred to that power/proficiency: [1st infer-
ence:] therefore the subject matter of a science is that
by virtue of which anything is taken up for study in
that science. [2nd inference:] Therefore the subject of
this science is God.

That the premise is true is illustrated by the object
of sight. — The first inference is supported thus: a
subject matter stands to a science as its object stands to
a power/proficiency: ergo if the object [is that by virtue
of which etc., the subject matter is that by virtue of
which] etc. — Then the second inference is suppor-
ted. [Assumption:] all things taken up for study in the
sacred learning are taken up for [having to do with]
God; [inference:] so if the subject [of any scicnce is
that by virtue of which etc., the subject of this science
is having to do with God]. The assumption itself is
supported: everything sacred leamning takes up either is
God or is related to God as its origin or end. efc.

iii.  Concerning the support given to the first infer-
ence, bear in mind that the proposition assumed,
a subject stands to a science as its
object stands to a power, etc.,
does not have to hold good from every angle but suf-
fices in the present context just in case it holds good as
far as the comparison of formal bases is concerned. In
other words. all we need is that
just as the formal basis exhibited by the
object of a power P is the reason anything
is referred to P, so also the formal basis
exhibited by the subject of a science S is the
reason anything is taken up for study in S.
Whether the proportion holds in other respects. such as
commonality in the real (whether the tormal subject of

* the second comes
in§vu
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fcience has to be something common in the real to all
its per se topics, as the formal object of a power is
something common to all its per se objects) is of no
relevance. Obviously, St. Thomas did not think such
a comparison had to hold up, since the subject matter
he posited for this science was not a trait common [to
angels. men, morals, and the other per se topics of
theology] but [something unique,] God as God, who,
as such. is something quite singular, obviously.

Also, there is no difficulty about the fact that St.
Thomas said elsewhere (in article 4 of his commen-
tary on I Sent., Prolog,) that the subject matter of any
science S meets the condition of being common-by-
predication [i.e. that the T-basis of § is uniformly pre-
dicated of everything taken up by S], because that is
generally how things happen, but not necessarily. If
we look at the subject matters generally assigned by
the experts to the various sciences, we see that this
condition is generally met; but it doesn’t have to be,
as you can see from Metaphysics IV, where the
counter- ple is the of health.’ — A se-
cond response is also possible. One could say that
every formal subject does satisfy commonality by
predication, not by direct predication only, however,
but by direct or oblique predication. For in that way
‘God' is predicable of every theological topic: it is
God, or it is of God, or it is unto God, or it is from
God, etc. But my first response reflects the position
held here in a. 7.

Too broad a subject?

w.  Concemning the proposition assumed in support-
ing the second inference, namely,

all things taken up in this science are

taken up as [having to do with]) God,
doubt has arisen both as to the truth of it [simpliciter]
and as to whether Aquinas could adopt it without con-
tradicting himself fad hominem].

— Against the truth of it, Gregory of Rimini has
argued as follows. If God, as having what it takes to
be God, were the subject of our theology and that of
the blessed, everything knowable from God’s being

3 *Healthy" was a famous case of a predicate which
could not be affirmed uniformly, that is, univocally, of the
matters studied in medical science. There was no one reason
to call things *healthy’ and "unhealthy’ which would serve
as the reason these terms could be affirmed of patients,
medicines, diets, urine samples, erc. There were different
such reasons, and the best one could say was that the reasons
were related. *Healthy’ used of patients and used of diets
was therefore said to be used analogously.

Simlarly, in theology, there is no one reason to say that
x has to do with God which will serve as the reason to apply
this predicate to every x which theology takes up. For ex-
ample, one reason to say that x has to do with God is that it
has what it takes to be God: this is infinitely different from
what a creature has when it has what it takes to be from God,
and yet a creature's having this is sufficient reason to say it
“has 10 do with God.” Hence, “has to do with God" is at
best analogously predicable of the various things which
theology takes up.

God would come under theology. Which is impossi-
ble, because then all objects whatsoever would come
under theology, and so would infinitely many truths.
For through His being God, all objects, along with
infinitely many truths, are knowable, as emerges when
you think about the knowledge God has of Himself
through what-He-is.*
— As to whether Aquinas is consistent, the problem is
that in article 4 of his commentary on / Sent., Prolog.,
he himself said that the subject of this science is
““divine entity knowable by inspiration,” and not God
Himself, except as the main topic. Therefore [he is
contradicting himself here.]
v. TOANSWER the first of these doubts, one should
reject the implication it makes [if God as such were the
subject, everything would come under theology] as in-
valid. One should reject it for two reasons. The first is
that theology, either ours or the blessed, is a science
that is less than equivalent [adaequata] to its subject.
That implication only holds good of a theology that
would be equivalent, and God alone has a “theology”
that is equivalent to its formal subject. — But this
reason seems not to be worth anything. For a science
and the formal basis for its subject have to be equiva-
lent (one might say); otherwise sciences would not be
distinguished by their formal subjects, and no reason
could be given why a science takes up one question
about such-and-such subject rather than another.
So I add a second reason to reject that implication.
In the antecedent of it [‘if God as God were the sub-
ject’] no mention is made of the O-basis for knowing
Him. Yet that is the basis on which the equivalence or
non-equivalence of the points-knowable with the reali-
ty-there-to-be-known depends. For even though God
as God, i.e. by reason of His deity, has infinite know-
able reality, God seen as God under a participated light
of glory is knowable only up to a certain limit, as far as
particular facts about His creatures are concerned.’
Likewise, God known as God under the participated
light of grace is knowable within certain limits. So, to
make the implication in question come out true, one
has to add to its antecedent as follows:
if God as God were the subject of S
under a light commensurate to Him,
then S would cover all objects, etc.
With this amendment in place, the falsehood of Grego-
ry’s inference about our theology is obvious. For only
the divine light in itself is commensurate to Him. God
is the subject of our theology and of the blessed theo-
logy as God, to be sure, but under a diminished light.
Thus the extent of a science is determined by the pow-
er of its light. What sets the extent of a science is not
the extent of its T-basis as a reality independently
there-to-be-known but the extent of its T-basis as under
the science’s way-of-reaching-objects (its O-basis).

4 It was common doctrine in the schools that God is
omniscient through the simple act of knowing Himself.

5 So Aquinas will say at length below, in 1 ST'q.12,a.8.
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vi.  As to the doubt about St. Thomas’s consistency,
in the earlier passage he was not asserting but enter-
taining an opinion and following the dicta commonly
laid down by others about the conditions to be met by
a “subject.” You can see as much from how he intro-
duces that position: “if we wish to posit a subject in
which all these conditions are met,” etc. But what he
had only begun to settle there, he has determined as-
sertively here. And even in the carlier work he said
all topics in this science were considered “sub ratione
Dei.” So this answer is flatly the one to be held,

while the other is to be entertained as a plausible
alternative.

Analysis of the article, IT

vii.  The second ground on which the overall con-

clusion is supported is as follows. [Major:] The sub-
ject of the starting points is the subject of the whole
science; [minor:] God is the subject of the starting
points of this science; thercfore God is the subject of
the whole science. — The major is supported: be-
cause the whole science is contained virtually in its
starting points. The minor is supported, too: because

God is the subject of the articles of faith [cf. the
Creed].

What is virtual containment?

viti.  Concerning the proposition taken up here to
support the major, namely,

the whole science is contained virtually

in the starting points,
difficulty arises. It seems to conflict with another
teaching of St. Thomas’s. Look what can be made to
follow from it. If the whole science is contained
virtually in the starting points, then [Ist conse-
quence:] the whole is contained in the subject of the
starting points, and so [2nd consequence. ] the whole
science is contained in its subject. Then [since the
subject of each science is a kind, there is this 3rd
consequence: ] there cannot be one science (one
maximally specific science) that covers two disparate
kinds, not even a species and its genus, in what is
distinctive of each. But this consequence is consider-
ed false by St. Thomas. In his view, scientific know-
ledge of the triangle, the square, and geometrical fi-
gure in general, taken not only in their common traits
but also in their distinctives, is just one, maximally
specific science, as you see from 2/1 ST [q.54, a.1 ad
3] and from his comments on Posterior Analytics I.
So [there is a conflict]. Yet the first consequence is
obvious, because the starting points are pul together
from what it takes to be the subject. The second is
obvious, too, because the subject of the starting points
is the same as that of the science. The third conse-
quence follows because knowledge of what is distinc-
tive to one fully disparate species is not contained
virtually in [knowledge of] another species. nor in
[knowledge of] what it takes just to be the genus
[under which those species fall]. Likewise, modi-
fications peculiar to one species are not contained

virtually in another, nor in the defining makeup of their
genus.

To ANSWER THIS, one should not treat it justas a
problem for Aquinas but as a problem for anyone. This
b of virtual contai t raises doubt not just
because it is appealed to in this article but because it is
flatly problematic. Scotus holds that the feat (?f vinu-.
ally containing all the truths belonging to a science Sis
a condition that enters into what it takes for anything to
be the formal subject of S. and so he agrees with the
objection just raised (in his comments on I Sent., Pro-
log., q.3); he concedes that the consequence deduced
above is true, while we consider it false.

One should realize, thercfore, that there are two
opinions about this sort of containment.

+ Scotus thinks that the subject of S must contain
immediately-virtually, as a sufficient cause explaining
them, all the truths pertaining to S. He supports this
with two arguments. (1) The subject of S must contain
in this way all these truths because it contains the un-
derived propositions which are the starting points vir-
tually containing the whole of S. This last is clear, he
says, because the predicate of an underived proposition
is contained in its subject. and that subject is the sub-
ject of S5 (2) The subject of S must contain in this way
all these truths because it is the sole suficient cause®
of the expertise [habitus] which is S; therefore, it con-
tains immediately-virtually the whole effect [the whole
expertise]; therefore, it contains all these truths {famili-
arity with which constitutes the expertisc]. — If one
follows this opinion, there are as many fully specific
kinds of science as there are fully disparate species of
things (I say *fully disparate’ to leave aside a subor-
dinated species. such as a subject and its modification
[e.g. curved line as a species under line]) — indeed. as
many as there are “formal accounts™ which are not
virtually contained one in the other. For example. there
is one science just of animal as such, which considers
nothing but the distinctive traits of animal (since those
alone are virtually containcd in animal): and there is
another science of the cow [not qua animal but} qua
cow, and another of lion qua lion. etc.®

5 In other words, for Scotus. if T is the formal subject of a
science S, the starting points of S will be a set of underived
truths saying things about 7 (perhaps analytical truths, per-
haps asserted definitions, perhaps just universal statements),
and every other truth acquired in S will be a theorem deduced
from those starting points. So. T “virtually contains™ the
whole of § because the logical fertility of the set of defini-
tions, efc., is suflicient to imply all that can be known scicn-
titically about the topics treated in S. One is reminded of
Euclid’s set of axioms, definitions, and postulates.

6 To see how this follows from what was said in footnote
5. suppose *cows cleave the hoof” is a truth of science. Then
it should be a starting point or a proven result in a science that
covers cows. Since some animals have no hoofs at all. there
is no definition covering the amimals gua animals that says
anything about hoots. So, nothing about hoots can be de-
duced in the science of animal as such. Ergo the point that
cows cleave the hoof must be known in a different science.
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x — St. Thomas, on the other hand, thinks that
sciences divide into kinds not according to how
things themselves divide, independently of knowers,
but according to how things as knowable divide [so
that to each science there corresponds not an absolute
kind of thing but a knowable kind). So he holds that
the formal subject of a science S has to meet two con-
ditions. as set forth in the article above. First, the
subject of S has to be that by virtue of which every-
thing pertaining to S pertains to it. And second, it has
to contain virtually the whole science — yet not as a
source of explanations sufficient in itself (as Scotus
wanted) but as a source that. taken in itself, suffices
as first source, so that [to cause the knowing of these
truths] it is sufficicnt on its level, and not in every
respect. It does not suffice in every respect until it is
taken both

« in itself

« and in the things sharing in it,

« and in the things attributed to it in any way.
By a “source sufficient” to explain an effect e in the
full sense of ‘sufficient’, we mean a cause which im-
mediately, i.e., all-by-itself* explains e; in this way a
subject [say, nose] explains a modification only it can
have [say, snub] (if not directly, then by way of a
prior distinctive). By a reason explaining e that is
“sufficient on its own level,” we mean a cause which,
while not sufficient to produce e, is nevertheless the
complete and total cause in its own place in the
hierarchy of causes explaining e; in this way, the sun
is a cause of Socrates. It is in this way, too, that the
starting points of a science, as its first propositions,
contain “virtually” all its truths. For notall of those
truths are known directly from the starting points
alone (as is obvious), nor are they all known by way
of just those further truths which depend totally upon
the starting points. Rather, the many conclusions are
Kknown from a combination of (a) those starting points
as first reasons plus (b) other points as secondary and
proximate reasons.”

7 The two theories of virtual containment thus amount to
competing visions of how a science is logically structured.
In the Scotist vision, a science is a formal system (as one
would say today), while in the Thomist vision, a science is
only partially formalized, in that extra premises (or auxiliary
assumptions) keep being added as one goes along. Since a
science starts in both visions with sclf-verifying truths, a
crucial difference emerges when these are taken to be analy-
tic: the Scotist vision excludes empirical content from ever
getting into a science, while the Thomist vision allows such
content to come in as one goes along. Thus Scotism repre-
sented an early push of the Aristotelian heritage towards

One sees this very clearly in a science, if one looks

at those properties of its subject which the science ex-
plains or demonstrates. Take the science of number:
not every property provable in this science has to be
contained immediately-virtually (that is, sufficiently
and sole-sufficiently) in what it takes just to be a num-
ber; otherwise the properties that belong only to even
ones or only to those divisible by three would not be
known in this science. Rather, number-in-itself has to
“virtually” contain all these properties as their first
root. Then as diversified and shared in even numbers,
ternaries, etc., number becomes the immediate and

sole-sufficient subject of the properties. Thus, in a sci-

ence having number for its subject, the starting points
virtually contain, as first causes explaining them, all
the [scientifically knowable] truths about number.
They don't have to suffice for reaching all those con-

clusions without additional propositions having as their

subject even number, ternary number, efc., and which
serve as proximate causes of proof. In just this way,

number-in-itself is not a sufficient means to explain the

properties of even numbers but serves as the first root

of their explanation as they are knowable to us (mathe-
matically knowable), regardless of how things stand in

the real.

This shows quite clearly how it can happen that
one and the same specific science is at once the know-
!edgc of a genus and the knowledge of many species,
in what is distinctive of each.

xi.  Suppose one asks: what sets a limit, then, on
what is knowable in a single science? The answer e-
merges quite clearly from points already stated: the
bol{ndaries of the sciences coincide with the boun-
daries of knowable kinds as such, not with the boun-
daries of real kinds. Therefore, as many real species
an.d genera of things can be comprehended under one
science as happen to fall within one kind of knowable
ob.Ject [one O-kind). Therefore, if the boundaries of a
science S are set by Os, then the T-basis in things
which provides immediate foundation for Os — I
mean, the T-basis whose way to be known directly is
the m.ode of abstracting or defining or knowing which
constitutes Os — is the T-basis of S. And it is the first
root of everything pertaining to S as it pertains to 5.2

8 inen.jusl t_he few, broad kinds of knowable-object
mentioned in Cajetan’s theory of science, it would seem to

follow that much of physics, all of chemistry, and a lot of bio-

logy are just specialties within what is basically one science.
Its O-basis is explainability by an empirical kind of matter
(ab§tmcting from particular batches), and its 7-basis is being
subject to processes of change. It would also seem to follow
that all branches of math ics are ialties within one

what would later become continental Rationalism. science. But when one looks at a modern treatment of mathe-
 In Cajetan’s next paragraph, the reader will see himpur-  matical logic, set theory, lattice theory, general topology, efc.

suing the comparison 1n a mathematical science (arithmetic), one has to conclude cither that Cajezan' has understood the

wh'ere his case would be stronger if he had known of Pea- quantitative too narrowly or that some modern mathematics is

no’s axioms. Here the cmqna{ difference \ylll not concemn really metaphysics (a delightful thought). Cajetan’s theory

empirical content but the limits of formalism itself. Scotism also gives rise to this question: where would a science fit

is a step toward Hilbert's program, while the Thomist view  whose O-basis is explainability by human intention and

1s consistent with Godel's result. whose T-basis is being-constituted by human action?



Does the above account of virtual containment
suffice [to cover the rdle of] the subject matter in a
science and its starting points? Yes, as you can see
from what actually goes on in the sciences, both ma-
thematical and physical. In both, the properties of
many species are handled in terms distinctive to them.
Geometry, for example, handles the properties unique
to triangles and those unique to rectangles, which the
bare subject matter of geometry obviously cannot
contain sole-sufficiently.

Answering Scotus

xii.  Thus the first argument of Scotus [in ix above]
has been answered. — As to his second, I should say
on the same grounds that this proposition,
the subject of an expertise virtually
contains the entire expertise,
can be understood in two ways:
(1) by taking the subject just in itself, or
(2) by taking the subject as it is found in other
things which per se share in it in any way.
And likewise ‘virtually contains’ can be taken two
ways:
« sole-sufficiently, or
« as first cause.

Then taken (1) just in itself, the subject virtually con-
tains as first cause the whole expertise and not just a
part of it — as the sun virtually contains the whole
man, not just a part of him, but as first or higher cause.
Taken (2) in itself and in the things sharing in it, the
subject contains virtually and sole-sufficicntly, as total
cause, the entire expertise. — Thus the difficulty is
cleared up both as a problem in its own right and as a
problem in reading Aquinas.

Analysis of the article, III

xiit.  As to the second job done in this article. men-
tion is made of three other opinions assigning the sub-
ject matter of this science. The first comes from the
Master of the Libri Sententiarum® [/ Sent. d.1, q.1]; the
second opinion is taken from Hugh of St. Victor [De
Sacramentis, Prolog.]*; the third. from the bishop of
Lincoln.? But pay attention to the author’s humility
here. On the one hand, he excuses these writers,
saying that they were looking at the topics treated in
theology, as if to say it was never their intention to
assign the formal subject. On the other hand. he re-
duces all their answers to the formal subject assigned
by himself, saying that all these topics are treated in
relation to God.
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article 8

Does this learning proceed by argumentation?

2128Tq.1,a.5ad?2; InlSent. Prolog.,a5,1CGc.9,
In Boethu de Trintate 9.2, 2.3, Quodlibet. 1V,q.9, 2.3

It would seem that this learning does not advance argu-
ments.

(1) In his De fide Catholica, Book I, Ambrose says,
“Away with arguments where faith is sought.” But in
this learning, faith is the thing sought above all. Thus it
says in John 20:31, “These things are written that ye
may believe.” So, the sacred learning does not advance
arguments.

(2) Furthermore, if it procecds by argument, it either
argues from authority or else from reason. If from au-
thority, that does not seem to suit its high standing, be-
cause an argument drawn from authority is the weakest
kind, as Boethius said [in his book /n topicis Ciceronis].
But if it argues from reason, that does not suit its pur-
pose, since “faith has no merit, where human reason
provides palpable proof,” (as Gregory said in one of his
sermons). Therefore, the sacred leaming does not pro-
ceed by argument.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is Titus 1:9, where the bi-
shop is described as “embracing that faithful word
which is according to doctrine, that he may be able to
exhort in sound doctrine and to convince the gain-
sayers.”

TANSWER: just as the other sciences do not argue to
prove their starting points, but argue from them to
secure other results in those same sciences, so also this
learning does not argue to prove its starting points (the
articles of faith) but proceeds from them to secure
something else. In this way, for example, the Apo_stle
argued from the resurrection of Christ in I Corinthians
15 to prove the general resurrection.

One should bear in mind, however, that among the
natural sciences, a subordinate one not only does npt
prove its starting points but also does not debate with
those who deny them, leaving that job to the hig!ler

h
physics,

For since the faith is based on infallible truth, there can-
not be a fully conclusive argument against it that starts
with true premises. Plausible considerations advanced
against believing are not conclusive arguments, then,
but breakable arguments.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): although purely
rational arguments can find no ground from which to
prove the articles of faith, this leaming does argue from
the articles to further points, as I said.

ad (2): arguing from authority is most distinctive of

this leaming because it gets its starting points via revela-

tion, and so it has to credit the authority of those to
whom revelation was made. This does not tarnish the
high standing of sacred learning, however, because
while appeal to an authority resting on human reason is

the weakest sort of argument, appeal to an authority that

rests on divine revelation is very strong.
At the same time, the sacred learning also uses hu-
man reasoning: not to prove the faith (for thereby the

merit of believing would be taken away), but to discover

other things that are handed on in this learning. For as
grace does not take away nature but perfects it, our na-
tural reason should serve to support our believing God,
just as the natural inclination of our will obeys our
loving Him. This is why Paul in II Corinthians 10:5
speaks of “bringing into captivity every understanding
unto the obedience of Christ.” Hence the sacred learn-

ing also quotes and uses as authority passages where the

philosophers realized a truth by their natural reason.
For example, St. Paul invoked the words of Aratus in
Acts 17:28, “as some also of your own poets said, ‘We
are God’s offspring’.”

Nevertheless, the sacred learning uses such autho-
rities as outside material and as merely plausible
grounds of argument. The quotes which it uses as in-
ternal to itself and as providing compelling grounds for

science. Yet the highest among them, .
does debate with someone who denies its mming points,
if the adversary concedes any common premise; if he .
concedes nothing, there is no debating with him, but his
own arguments can still be broken. i

So, too, the sacred learning, since it has no science
superior to it [in this life], debates with anyone who de-
nies its starting points — debates by constructive argu-
ment if the adversary concedes any points from divine
revelation. (This is how we use texts that are authori-
tative in the sacred learning to debate with heretics, and
against those who deny one article of the faith we dis-
pute by using another.) But if the adversary belicves
nothing divinely revealed, no way remains to prove the
articles of faith by reasoning; rather, his own arguments
against belicving, if he advances any, are to be broken.

arg| are passages from canonical Scripture. Pas-
sages from other teachers of the Church [the Fathers]
are used as internal material but as providing only
plausible grounds. For our faith rests on the revelation
made to the Apostles and Prophets who wrote the
canonical books — not on revelation made (if any was)
to the other teachers. This is why Augustine says in a

letter to Jerome: “Only to the books of Scripture that are

called canonical have I learned to pay this honor: to
believe with utter firmness that none of their authors
made any mistake in the writing of them. But when I
read what other authors have to say, no matter how
much holiness and learning they show, my attitude is
that I do not consider it true just because they thought
so, or because they wrote it.”

Epist. 82,
PL 33,277
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Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, the question whether this scicnce “proceeds
by argumentation” means to ask whether it advances
supporting grounds for what it teaches, or whether it
doesn’t. Does it perhaps just assert things, as Scotus
maintained against article 2?

Analysis of the article
il.  Inthe body of the article, there are three conclu-
sions. (1) The sacred learning does not argue to prove
its starting points but to reach conclusions from the
starting points. (2) The sacred learning debates by con-
structive argument against those who deny its starting
points, if they concede anything pertaining to this learn-
ing. (3) Against thosc who deny its starting points and
concede nothing pertaining to it, the sacred learning
debates only by breaking their arguments.

Throughout the article, he is talking about the com-
plex [i.e. propositional] starting points of knowledge in
this science, the articles of faith. Never mind incomplex
ones, or even whether there are any.!

i, Conclusion (1) is supported thus. No science
proves its starting points but only the conclusions it gets
from them; ergo [this science does the same]. The se-
cond part of the conclusion is confirmed by the authori-
tative example of St. Paul in 1 Cor. 15.

Conclusions (2) and (3) are first supported togeth-
er. [Premise:] A supreme natural science debates with
those who deny its starting points and, if they concede
nothing, defends itself just by breaking their arguments.
[Inference:] So this learning, too, does both. — The
premise comes from a difference between lower scien-
ces and a supreme one. The inference is supported: be-
cause this learning is a supreme science.

Then conclusions (2) and (3) are shown to be true
separately. (2) is true because, against heretics, we
prove one article of the creed from another, etc. (3) is
true because [premise:] no conclusive argument can
exist against an infallible truth; therefore [consequen-
ce:] all the arguments against the truths of this science
are breakable arguments. The consequence holds be-
cause this learning is based on infallible truth.

Must breaking them come
from points believed?
iv.  As to conclusion (3), notice that there are two
ways in which a theologian can break arguments advan-
ced by philosophers against the faith.

— One way is from points believed: e.g. in case some-
one were to allege, “Everything numerically one is at
most one person,” and the theologian answered: *No,
because God is three.” When the breaking is achieved
this way, it only solves the objection for a believer.

— The other is from points known (cither known entire-
ly* or known to this extent' ): e.g. in case the same alle-
gation were made, and one answered, *Not so in the

! Incomplex starting points were non-verbal things or obser-
vations.

case of an infinite thing.” One docs not make this an-
swer because one knows the contradictory of the alle-
gation to be true (that an infinite thing is multiple
persons) but because one knows negatively* that there
is no effective means to prove that an infinite thing is
hypostatically one (and this situation where the n'.li.nd is
not compelied by any means of proving a proposition p
is called knowing negatively).? In this example, the
theologian is breaking the argument from a point known
“in this bearing.” But sometimes he can solve objec-
tions from points known in themselves. An example
would be the case where an objection is made against
the accidents in the Eucharist [saying that an accident’s
existence is its being-in its subject. and so if these acci-
dents are in no subject. they don’t exist]. and the theo-
logian says, “Not so, because an accident’s existence is
not being that is actually in another but being that is apt
to be-in.”

* scit negativ@

In this article, I understand the text to be talking
about theology breaking arguments in the second way.
If the objection is made that such solutions are not the
work of a theologian as a theologian. because they do
not spring from theology’s own principles. I deny what
the objection assumes. For theology doesn’t just enjoy
its own native principles but also takes over points from
outside and makes them its own in those cases where,

2 |n technical contexts today, one asks whether a proposi-
tion p 15 “decidable” within a given formal system: itis “de-
cidable” in case the axioms of the system yicld a proof of p ora
proof of ~p. If neither is provable, p is called undecidable in
that system. Cajetan’s scire negativé is an carly. informal ver-
sion of undecidability; he is saying that there are propositions
(indeed truths) of theology which are undecidable given the
whole of what man is naturally 1n a position to know.

The undecidability of a proposition vis-a-vis certain start-
ing points may or may not be known. When Hilbert launched
his meta-mathematical formalization program, it was not
known that arithmetic left any points undecidable Only later
was it shown by Godel that a formal system rich enough to
contain arithmetic will always lcave some propositions of
arithmetic undecidable, even if extra axioms keep being added.
A more recent example is the case of the continuum hypo-
thesis. To this day, it is not known whether there is an intinite
cardinal number larger than X, (the number of natural num-
bers) but smaller than C (the number of real numbers). The
assumption that there is not (so that C is the next bigger car-
dinal) is called the continuum hypothesis. and it has had sup-
porters since the 1890s. In 1960 it was proved that this hypo-
thesis is undecidable within set theory. So while the hy pothesis
is still not known sumpliciter as Cajetan would say. it is now
known “in this bearing™ (quoad hoc). 1t a mathematics hob-
byist sub d a paper to a reputable joumnal. claining to have
proved the hypothesis in Fracnkel-Zermelo set theory. the
paper would not even go to the referees. It would be disnussed
out of hand. The theological parallel is that an argument
against a matter of faith, in which an adversary pretends to
derive its falsity from natural/philosophical knowledge, can
often be broken because it is known that some premise of the
argument is undecidable from the starting points of such
knowledge.
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for our sake [since we are weak in understanding], it
uses propositions from other sciences in its own defen-
se. This was touched on in article 5, in the answer to the
second objection. And although purely theological
points have to come from theological premisses, points
that are ministerially theological do not have to; they
only have to serve [e.g. to defend] such premises, It is
in this way that such solutions to arguments are [rightly
called] theological.

The upshot is that those writers who have refused
to credit theology with solving objections unless it
solves them from a point believed — well, they don’t
seem to have thought very well. They got things wrong
because they failed to discern the difference in nature
between solution and proof. Proof comes from points
that are clearly true, while solution can also come from
points that appear not to be false, even though they are
not known to be true. This is why a theologian can
always solve objections, his mind never being compel-
led by a proposition contrary to matters of faith, even if
he does not see how the objections are false.

v.  Concerning the support given to conclusion (3),
you should realize that [a] to know that all the argu-
ments against the faith are breakable, is one thing, and
[b] to know how to break them, is quite another. The
former [a], is what is supported in the body of the arti-
cle. The support given to it assumes a proposition
which we believe, namely, that this learning is based on
infallible truth; and, for this reason, the conclusion [that
all the arguments against the faith are breakable] is not
obvious* to us in this life. [It, too, is a matter of faith.]
Knowing the latter [b], on the other hand, depends upon
the exercised act of finding solutions, and the Summa
Contra Gentiles is full of these. Now: since solution [as
opposed to proof] does not require points that are gb-
vious or clearly true, as I just said and as we experience
for ourselves, but requires only that our intellect not I?e
compelled, and since this fact emerges convincingly in
the very exercise of finding a solution in those cases
where a compelling reason is absent, it follows that
knowing how to solve objections — or actual‘ly break-
ing arguments against the sacred learning — is not an
exercise of believing, nor does it come from \vt!at we
believe, except in the sense that our belief provnde.s the
occasion for it. Since we believe, we apply our.mmds to
finding the weak-spots in the reasons and assertions ad-
vanced against our beliefs. Pay particular attention to
this distinction [between knowing that arguments are
breakable, which is a matter of faith, and knowing .ho»\{
to break them, which is not], because failure to m‘:nce‘lt
is perhaps what allowed certain interpreters of this arti-
cle to go astray.

Human reasonings as theological sources

vi.  Inthe answer to the second objection, take note of
the four kinds of sources listed for sacred theology:

(1) authoritative passages of holy Scripture,

(2) authoritative passages from the holy doctors,

(3) human reasonings, and

(4) authoritative passages from the philosophers.

From kind (1), he says, the sacred learning proceeds as
from grounds internal to itself and compelling; from
kind (2), as from grounds internal but plausible; and
from kind (4), as from grounds that are plausible but
external. No status as a ground is assigned to kind (3).
One should know, therefore, that the human reasoning
he is talking about here is nothing but an argument that
gets its force from the natural light alone. Such argu-
ments come in two kinds:
— the kind that support their conclusion necessarily

(and are called conclusive proofs), and
— the kind that support their conclusion plausibly

(and this kind covers a wide range).
Both kinds are found in any given natural science, and
thus such reasonings are “outside material® vis-g-vis
theology’s kind of knowable object [the knowable by
revelation]. So when theology proceeds from human
reasoning as such, it proceeds from outside grounds.
Since no conclusive proof from naturally known pre-
misses can be put together to support theological points
as such (since theological points as theological have to
be traced back to supports evident by the divine light,
not the natural light), it follows that, absolutely speak-
ing, theology proceeds from natural reasoning as from
grounds that are outside and plausible, just as it does
from the fourth kind of source, authoritative texts from
philosophers. Hence the status assigned to such authori-
ties here [in the ad 2] should be understood to be as-
signed also to the natural reasoning which they knew. A
sign of this is the fact that Aquinas treated them both at
once. Thus, all four kinds have been given a status as
grounds of proof.

Do speculative theologians
philosophize too much?

vii.  But here a doubt arises, and there is no glossing it
over. If theology proceeds from natural reasonings as
from external and just plausible grounds, why has so
much work of that kind been undertaken by the teachers
in this field who theorize? Why bother with four books
Contra Gentiles, full of natural reasonings? Efc. Either
these books are not conveying theology at all, or they
are too preoccupied with extraneous matters,

viii,  TO ANSWER THIS BRIEFLY, metaphysical proofs
and supports from the philosophy of nature, brought
forward in the sacred learning, are in themselves outside
matter; but as serving theology, so as

* to tear down positions opposed to theological
conclusions or starting points, or
to break arguments made against theological
truths, or
to establish the truths with which theology deals
secondarily [namely, those that can also be pro-
ved by natural reason], such as that God exists,
is one, immortal, erc.
they are not outside matter; rather, theology proceeds
from them as from its own grounds, and sometimes



compelling grounds, but ministerially so, and not be-
cause theology itself needs them but on account of the
weakness of our understanding, as was said in a.5, ad 2.
This is why the holy doctors with strong theoretical
talent, desiring to make up for the defect in human un-
derstanding, have tried to bring forward many, many
philosophical reasons for one or another of these three
purposes. Their aim was that educated persons, upon
learning that matters of faith are not contrary to reason,
might be able to adhere to those matters more firmly, or
at least not spurn them or deride them.?

Further indication for thinking that reasonings of
this kind, when serving as ministers, become internal

3 The core of Cajetan’s answer is this. Whether a point p is
inside matter to a science S or outside matter, depends upon
whether p is needed for the use to which it is being put. Nor-
mally, a science only has one usc for any point, to get results in
its subject matter, and p is inside matter in casc p is needed for
that. But a supreme science has two lines of business. The
main line is to get its results, but an auxiliary (“ministerial™)
line is to defend its starting points (and thus its results, which
may be starting points for lower sciences). Now since the sac-
red learning is supreme in its kind and thus has both a main
business (to get further resuits n revealed subject matter) and a
ministerial one (to defend its starting points), Cajctan is saying
that a philosophical point p is inside or outside matter to theo-
logy depending on whether p is being used in theology’s main
business (in which case, p is not needed but is only illustrative/
clarificatory, as cstablished in a.5 ad 2) or is being used in its
ministerial business (in which case, it may well be needed and
S0 count as inside matter).

sources of this science for our sakes is given in the body
of the article, in the third conclusion and in how he
shows its soundness. For apart from philosophical rea-
sonings, there is no other way to solve objections satis-
factorily; if we theologians had to meet all the objec-
tions advanced by philosophers with solutions coming
from what we belicve, we should be [begging their
questions continually and thus become] ridiculous in
their eyes.
. Regarding the points just made, pay diligent atten-
tion to the fact that

— talking about human reasoning
is one thing, and

— talking about propositions known by human reason
is another. In this article, as I have tricd to make clear,
Aquinas suggests that when the sacred learning pro-
ceeds from human reasoning, it procecds, absolutcly
speaking, from outside matter. since propositions known
by the natural light (rather than the divine). as so known,
are outside matter. Nevertheless, there are many propo-
sitions known by the natural light and by demonstration
which, taken in themselves, are truly and distinctively
theological under another light, as came out in article 1,
in the answer ad (2). That God exists. that He is one,
that He is good, etc., are clear examples. So when a
theologian argues from these points. he is arguing from
internal grounds distinctive of theology. even though
they are not known solely in the manner distinctive of
theology, insofar as they are not only revealed but also
known by human science.
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article 9

Should sacred writing use metaphors?

InSent. Prolog.,a.5,d.34,q.3,8a 1-2,
3 CGc.119; In Boethn de Trinitate q.2, 2.4

It would seem that what is written in the sacred learn-
ing should not use metaphors.

(1) A hallmark of the lowest sort of lcarning would
hardly seem to belong in a science which (it was said
above) holds supreme place among the sciences. Well,
proceeding by way of images and symbols is the hall-
mark of poetry, which is the lowest among all the
fields of learning. Therefore, using such images, etc.,
does not suit this science.

(2) Also, this leaming scems to exist for the sake of
making the truth plain, and this is why a reward is pro-
mised for doing so in Sirach 24:31, “they that explain
me shall have life everlasting.” But thanks to figures
of speech, the truth becomes obscure and hi.dden. .Ef-
g0, it does not suit this leaming to communicate divine
truths under images of bodily things.

(3) Furthermore, the higher the creature, the closer
it comes to being like God. Therefore, if any asPect_of
creatures is applied to God figuratively, the application
should come mainly from the higher creatures, not th}e
lowest. Yet this last is frequently found in sacred wri-
ting.

ONTHE OTHER HAND. there is Hosea 12:10, “I have
multiplied visions, and | have used similitudes by the
ministry of the prophets.” To communicate some-
thing under a similitude is metaphor. Therefore, using
metaphors belongs in sacred learning.

I ANSWER: holy Scripture communicates diyinc and
spiritual things under bodily imagery. and nghtlyl s0.
God provides for all beings according to what suits
their natures. Man’s nature is such that he comes to
things the mind alone can grasp* by way of.thmgs the
senses can grasp; for all our knowing takes its start
from sensation. It is suitable, then, for spiritual t!nngs
to be conveyed to us in holy Scripture under bodily
metaphors. Denis says the same in chapter 1 of T/ze
Heavenly Hierarchy: “It is impossible for t‘he divine
radiance to enlighten us in any wise but veiled by
divers sacred veils.” .
Also, since sacred writings are put before all audi-
ences (as Romans 1:14 says: “To the wise and to the
unwise, [ am a debtor”), it is fitting for them to express

spiritual truths under bodily imagery, so that in this
way, at least, the untutored may understand them. Such
people are not able to grasp intellectual points in them-
selves [shomn of images that make them concrete).

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): poetry uses
metaphors for graphic effect, since graphic imagery is
naturally delightful to us. But the sacred learning uses
them out of a need and for their utility, as has just been
said.

ad (2): as Denis says [in the same place], the light
of divine revelation is not extinguished by the sensory
imagery veiling it but remains in its truth, so that a
mind receiving revelation is not left at the level of the
images but is raised up to know what to understand;
then through [the propositions advanced by] such re-
cipients of revelation, others, too, are instructed about
these things. This is why points communicated in me-
taphors in one Scripture are laid out more clearly in
others. Also, the veiling or obscuring effect produced
by the images is itself useful; it gives exercise to eager
minds and blocks the mockery of unbelievers. Of
them it speaks in Matthew 7:6, “Give not that which is
holy unto the dogs.”

ad (3): as Denis teaches in chapter two of The Hea-
venly Hierarchy, it is more fitting for Scripture to com-
municate divine matters under images of baser bodies
than under images of noble ones. And there are three
reasons for this:

- (a) the human mind is better set free from error this
way. For it is plain to all that these images do not des-
cribe divine things literally; and how literal they are
could be in doubt if the images were drawn from noble
[e.g. heavenly] bodies, especially among those who
have trouble conceiving of anything higher than
bodies.

— (b) such images better suit the knowledge we have
of God in this life, where it is clearer to us what He is
not, than what He is. Images drawn from things dis-
tant from God give us a truer appreciation of the fact
that He is above what we say about Him, or think.

—(c) and by such images the things of God are better
hidden from the unworthy.

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, ‘use metaphors’ means ‘speak of some x by
using expressions which, in their proper [or standard]
sense, are not verified by x but which are verified

in some likeness to their proper sense by x". For exam-
ple, when Hebrews 12 says “Our God is a consuming
fire,” we are using a metaphor. God is not in fact a fire

PG3,136
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but relates to us somewhat as a consuming fire does.
The same will hold for other examples. The author is
prompted to address this issue by Posterior Analytics
11, where metaphors are prohibited in the sciences.

Analysis of the article

. Inthe body of the article there is one conclusion,
giving a yes-answer: the sacred learning suitably uses
bodily metaphors for divine and spiritual things.

This is supported on two grounds. First ground:
[Premise:] God provides for all as suits their nature.
[Inference:] So it is suitable for us that, in the sacred
leaming, spiritual points are communicated under bo-
dily images. — The premise is obvious, but the infer-
ence is supported: because it is natural to us to be led
to intelligibles through sensibles. The proof: because
all our cognition arises from sensation. Then this ar-
gument is confirmed by the authority of Denis, efc.

Second ground: [Premise:] Sacred teaching is put
before all people without exclusion. [Inference:] So
spiritual things are suitably put across under bodily
imagery. — The premise is supported by Romans 1.
The inference is supported thus: many people cannot

grasp intelligibles in themselves but can grasp them
this way.

Clarifying the answer ad (1)
iii.  In the answer to the first objection, doubt arises
as to how it can be true that this learning uses meta-
phors “out of a need and for their utility,” when no
such need is discussed in the answer, and none was
established in the body of the article. There, of the two
supporting grounds given, the second only supports
utility, obviously, and the first only supports suitabili-
ty, as the text itself says. If one nceds to be convinced
of this, one can ponder the fact that our connaturality
to sensible things does not imply a need for these
sensible things, namely, metaphors, — And the doubt
grows: nothing is conveyed metaphorically in Scrip-
ture that cannot be taught literally [as Aquinas seems
to concede in his answer ad 2). So, there is no “necd”
to use metaphors in this teaching, even though their
use is suitable and has utility.
iv.  What to say in response, it scems to me, is that
use of metaphors in this leaming is in one way needed
and in another way not — and I mean this not just in
relation to this or that audience, say, the less capable,
but in relation to everyone in this life.! Use of meta-
phors is needed to better attain the purpose, i.e. know-
ledge of God. This need is shown in the body of the
article, via the first supporting ground. For from the
fact that we come connaturally to know intelligibles

! Cajetan has considered the possibility that “out of a
need” meant just for the stupid and those sunk in ignorance
(and then the sense would be that phors are y for

only through sensibles, it follows that we must learn
spiritual things through metaphors if we are to leam
them easily and in our own way.2 For metaphors take
the place of the spiritual lik [intelligible specie
or concepts] which we should have about spiritual
things in themselves. But the use of metaphors is not
needed flatly [i.e. for the purpose of knowing God to
be attained at all]. For although people cannot under-
stand the things said of God without phantasms [men-
tal images], we can understand them without meta-
phors, even in this life, though not so easily.?

And thereby a solution emerges to the objections.
The first supporting ground given in the article did not
show only the bility of using s but, pre-
cisely by showing that, also showed the need — not an
unqualified need but a need “for the better” [i.e. for the
purpose to be reached more easily, etc.]. — Someone
may still object to this solution. thinking it does not do
justice to a quote from Denis used in the text: “Itis
impossible ... in any wise but...” In response. one
may say that ‘impossible” has a range of uses. just as
‘necessary’ has. In fact [the two have the same range
becausc] ‘impossible" is equivalent to *necessarily
not’. So the quote means the same as if Denis had
said, “Necessarily, the divine radiance does not en-
lighten us in any wise but” [as veiled), erc. [Hence,
since the quote is using an cquivalent modality, it can
be expressing the same need as | proposed.]

2 A strict implication says: necessarily if p theng. In
symbols: o (p > q). Cajetan is saying that man’s connatural
way of leaming implics a strict implication, namely:

0 (man learns S easily S man learns S through metaphors)
where S stands for spiritual things. An adverb like easily’ in
the antecedent marks this point as a case of the “necessary ad
bene esse” or ad melis. 1f the adverb were taken out and the
strict implication remained true without it, one would have a
case of the “necessary ad esse.” which is flat necessity for a
purpose, which Cajetan does not allege here.

3 On the connection, or lack of it. between mental images
and metaphors, the following nceds to be said. There are well
known theories of knowledge which try to account for our ac-
quiring general notions — i.e. meaningful terms predicable of
many individual things — by making appeal to “vague per-
ception™ on our part, rather than abstraction. In such theorivs,
a sensory content remains an aspect of what is understood in
the general notion acquired. So in such theories, no meaning-
ful term can be applied to an immaterial being in its proper
sense and come out true. All talk of God is either nonsense or
metaphor. Thus. in all such theories, human inability to un-
derstand without phantasms implies that we cannot under-
stand the things of God without metaphor.

Cajetan is in a position to say the opp here b 3
with Aristotle and Aquinas, he holds a theory of knowledg:
which appeals to abstraction. Where there is abstraction from
the sense image, there is opened up the possibility that senso-
ry content is lelt behind. so as not to be an uspect of what is

them but quite dispensable for everyone else) — and he has
rejected it. He thinks metaphors are “in a way™ needed by all.

d d in the general notion acquired. ‘Lhen there can be
meaningful terms which apply to non-material things without
metaphor.
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article 10

Does a given passage of holy Scripture offer plural lines of interpretation?

In1Sent. Prolog., a.5; In1V Sent. d21,q.1,0.2, qa.1 ad 3, De Potentia Dei q 4, 8.1; Quod!. 11, q.14,a.1; V11, q 6;
In Pauli Epistolam ad Galatos ¢4, lectio 7

A given passage of holy Scripture docs not seem to
offer the multiple lines of interpretation usually sup-
posed. namely. the historical or literal, the allegorical,
the tropological or moral, and the anagogic.!

(1) A multitude of valid interpretations in any one
text gives rise to confusion and deccption; it makes in-
ferences from the text precarious. What comes from
multiple meanings is fallacy, then, rather than s9lid
argument. Well, holy Scripture has to be cﬂ‘f:chve at
disclosing the truth without fallacy. So multiple mean-
ings should not be conveyed in a given passage.

(2) Furthermore, Augustine says in hi§ bookz De
utilitate credendi, that Old Testament Scripture is
communicated “in a fourfold way,” but his list is “by
history, by actiology, by analogy, and by allegory.”
Well. these four seem quite different from the four
interpretations mentioned above; so, it can hardly be
right for a passage to be interpreted along those four
lines.

(3) Moreover, there is another meaning, the para-
bolic, which is not included in those four.

ON THE OTHER HAND, as Gregory says in the Moralia,_
book XX: “Holy Scripture transcends all sciences in its
very manner of speaking: in one and the s’:,ame passage,
while it tells a story, it unfolds a mystery.

I ANSWER: the author of Scripture is God, who h?s the
power not only to arrange words to mean something
(as men can do) but also to arrange things lher_nselves
to mean something. As it is common to a}l sciences
that words have meaning, what is distinctive to this
one is that the things meant by the words have mean-
ing. too. In this arrangement, there is a first meaning,
in which words mean things, and this goes \.vnh the
first line of interpretation, the historical or hte.ml. But
then there is another meaning, in which the thqu§
meant by the words mean further t!!ings. gnd this is
called a spiritual line of interpretation. It is based on

! In Latin, each line of interpretation was called a sensus,
which came into English unaltered: we say that a verse Ems a
literal sense, etc. This is regrettable, because our word sen-
se” is also applicd to individual words, where it means ghcr:']
descriptive force, so that a word, 100, is said to have a litel
sense and (perhaps) figurative ones. [n a dang muddle,
people think the literal sense of a passage will be the one that
gives to each word its literal sense — which qunckly leads to
ridiculous results. Scholastic Latin did not court this confu-
sion, because the descriptive force of a word was not called
1ts sensus but its significatum, and the opposite of_ using a
word figuratively was using it proprié, not I:le(alzler. Asa
help to restore clarity, the present translation will reserve

*sense’ for what indiidual words have (along with re'fercn-
ce); a verse or passage, rather, will be said to have a line of
interpretation, or a construal.

the literal line and presupposes it.

Now this spiritual line may be one of three. For, as
the Apostle says in Hebrews 7:19, the Old Law is a fig-
ure of the New; the New Law in turn (as Denis says in
The Church Hierarchy) is a figure of the glory that is to
come; at the same time the deeds done by our Head in
the New Law are signs of how we are to conduct our-
selves. Therefore: insofar as things of the Old Law sig-
nify things of the New, there is an allegorical line of in-
terpretation; insofar as things done by Christ or by those
pointing to Him signify how we are to act, there is a
moral line; and insofar as those things signify what goes
on in eternal glory, there is an anagogic line.

Meanwhile, since the literal line of interpretation is
what the author intends, but the author of holy Scripture
is God, who in His understanding comprehends all
things at once, it is not unsuitable at all if (as Augustine
says in Confessions XII) there are multiple meanings
even on the literal line of a single Bible passage.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): a plural number of
these lines of interpretation does not make for equivo-
cation or any other kind of polysemy; for (as I said)
these several lines do not arise because a given word
means many things but because the very things meant
by the words can be signs of other things. Thus in holy
Scripture no confusion arises: all the lines are based on
one line, the literal; and argument can be drawn from it
alone, not from the points said allegorically, as Augus-
tine says in his letter against the Donatist, Vincentius.
And yet this restriction does not impoverish the Scrip-
ture, because nothing necessary for the faith and con-
tained on one of the spiritual lines fails to be gotten
across elsewhere in Scripture plainly enough on the
literal line.?

ad (2): three of those — history, aetiology, and ana-
logy — belong to the one literal line. As Augustine
himself explains, the meaning is history when a matter
is just being presented; it is aetiology when a cause is
assigned to the matter told, as when our Lord gives the
reason (in Matthew 19:8) why Moses permitted divorce,
i.e., because of the hardness of their hearts. It is analogy
when the truth of one Scripture is found not to conflict
with the truth of another. Thus, on Augustine’s list of
four, only allegory is left to cover the three spiritual
lines of interpretation. [And subsuming the other lines
under allegory is not unheard of.] Hugh of St. Victor
likewise put the anagogic under the allegorical, so as to
posit (in the third of his Opinions) just three lines: histo-
rical, allegorical, and tropological.

2 This generalization, sound enough in 1250, proved to be
too optimistic when the Reformers attacked many traditional
dogmas as unsupported on what they callcd the “literal line,”
which ignored the exegetical norms set by the Fathers.
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ad (3): parabolic meaning is part of the literal line
of construal. For it is through words that something is
meant in a proper sense and something in a figurative
sense. The literal interpretation is not the figure itself
but what is presented figuratively.> For when Scripture

3 The figure is in the text but not in its literal interpreta-
tion. This interpretation takes the figure as it was intended to

speaks of the arm of the Lord, its literal interpretation is
not that there is a body-part of this kind in God but that
what is meant by [talk of] it, operative power, is in God.
This shows how nothing false can ever come out on
holy Scripture’s literal linc of interpretation.

be taken, that is, as a figure, as a metaphor. So what emerges
as the literal interpretation is an unpacking of the metaphor.

Cajetan’s Commentary

Analysis of the article, I

The titlc is clear. In the body of the article, there are
two conclusions. The first answers the question in the
affirmative: in its one text, sacred teaching has plural
lines of interpretation, literal and spiritual, the latter
being threefold, 1.e. allegorical, moral, and anagogic.

The support is the difference between this science
and the others, which comes from the difference be-
tween their authors. The Author of this teaching is
God; of the rest, man. Therefore, it is in the power of
this Author to arrange both words and things to mean
something, which is not in the power of other authors.
Thus, in the other sciences, words alone have meaning,
while in this science both words and things have it. So
in this science, there is a double line of interpretation,
literal and spiritual. — All the inferences are obvious,
and the last is explicated: from the meaning of words,
one gets a literal line of interpretation; from the mean-
ing of things, one gets a mystical line.

As to the latter part of this first conclusion [saying
how many spiritual lines there are, it is explicated by
distinguishing the three figurative lines, as is perfectly
clear in the text.

How things get meaning

ii.  Inthis first part, note that to “arrange a thing to
mean something” is nothing but to make the thing be
not only a thing but also a sign of other things.! But

! “Things" were res, and just as res were firmly distin-
guished from obyecta, so, too, were they distinguished from
signa. But whereas a thing became an object in a two-place
relation (of the thing to a faculty), it became a sign in a three-
place relation. For a thing is a sign of something else to an
apprehender.

Formally speaking, the difference between things and
signs is a matter of where they stand in this three-place rela-
tion: the x which means y to z is the signum, and the y which
is what x betokens to = is the res.

At stake here 1s the fact that some items occur normally
as signs of other things (b of a causal ion, as in
“natural signs,” or because of a mind-dependent system of se-
mantics), and some do not. The word ‘rock’ occurs normally
as a sign of something. A rock in the desert is not normally
there as a sign of anything. It is just a res and means no-

this idea of things becoming signs can be understood in
two ways:

(1) in the very coming-to-be of the things, so that
they come into being both to be things and to be
signs of other things: and

(2) adventitiously, so that things already there are
taken to be signs.

If “arranging” for things to be signs is taken in the se-
cond way, it is not unique to God nor beyond human
capability, nor is it unique to this science that things
should “mean.” The events narrated in non-sacred his-
tories can be interpreted by us as signs of other things.
And such interpretation is not limited to being a matter
of emulation, saying that the strong deeds of the men of
yore should be imitated by their successors, but can also
be a matter of meaning, saying. for example, that those
events are typical of what was done.> — But if “arran-
ging"” for things to mean something is taken the first
way, there are again two ways to understand it:

(1a) universally [all the things come into being both

to be things and to be signs]. or
(1b) particularly [some of the things come into being
to be both].

Understood particularly. it is still not beyond human ca-
pability. Anybody can make up an action, or make an
artifact, and in so doing intend that it mean another
thing. But that a/l the events told in a large number of

thing. But God can make the situation abnormal; He can so
involve the rock in remembered events that it becomes a sign.

2 In the centuries since Cajetan. more attention has been
paid to historical writing. and it has become clear that all such
writing, as narrative, involves arranging for things and events
to have meaning. Emulation and typicality are secondary.
however, to something more fundamental. For what is funda-
mental in narrative is that meaning emerges from the end-point
chosen by the historian — the end or climax of the story; other
events get their meaning (indeed, their inclusion in the narra-
tive) by being contributions leading to, or hindrances overcome
in getting to. this end.

Also since Cajetan’s time, Modernism has developed an
account of salvation history in which the meanming of events as
“divine interventions™ was of the adventitious kind. to use
Cajetan’s word, a projection of religious meaning onto events
which were already there, or which would have occurred in any
case.
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stories — told as bearing on some teaching — should
as such. in their very origin and raison d‘étre, be signs
of other things — that goes beyond human ability.
That belongs to God alone. And that is where the sac-
red learning outstrips other sciences.

The meaning of the present article, therefore, is
this: for all the events pertaining to a discipline to be so
arranged that, when they come to be, they arise as
signs, is something unique to this learning, because it
can be brought about only by the Author of this learn-
ing. For the rock whence water flowed in the desert
for the Jews did not become a sign of Christ by any
meaning imposed by us: rather, the reason water flow-
ed from the rock in the first place was so that it might
be in fact a water source and be a sign of Christ, who
is the font of spiritual water. As the Apostle says,
“they drank of the spiritual rock which followed them,
and that rock was Christ.” Ditto for other examples.

Analysis of the article, II

sii. The second conclusion is: it is not unsuitable for
there to be multiple meanings in a given passage of
Scripture according to its literal interpretation.

This is supported in two ways. FirstZ by reason.
[Premise:] The author of holy Scripture |s_God,.who
grasps all things at once in His underslandmg [infer-
ence:] so it is not unsuitable [that He s!lould mle_nd to
convey many things at once] efc. The mfer;nce is sup-
ported on the ground that the literal line of interpreta-
tion is what the Author of Scripture in}ends. — Se-
condly, by authority. A reference is given to book XII
of Augustine’s Confessions.
his conclusion a doubt arises. Ifli-

. Conceming { ¢
there will be no

teral interpretations can be multiple, |
certitude as to which meaning is intended as !he literal
one. Each reader will prefer his own exposition. And
since we have no other clue to God’s intention, a'll ex-
positions of the text will have to be accepted as literal
— or none.
v, TO ANSWER BRIEFLY, I should say that a text hav-
ing many expositions can stand to them in t\vo. ways.
(1) It can admit them all both in itself gnd in com-
parison with all other matters of faith.

And in that case, the multitude of literal expositions
contributes to our industry and attests to God’s great-
ness, as Augustine was saying in that quotation.’

(2) It can admit them all in itself but not when
compared with other texts of holy Scripture.
In that case, comparison can rule out those interpreta-
tions which conflict with other texts, and those which do
not induce conflict can be accepted.? For as Aquinas
says in the answer ad (1), nothing necessary for salva-
tion that is contained in holy Scripture fails to be put
across clearly somewhere, via the literal interpretation
(although it can be there obscurely in a given passage,
because of the multitude of expositions). — And if this
procedure of comparing an obscure text to a clear one
should ever fail [to be effective], still, comparison of the
obscure to the authority of holy Church is always avail-
able. From this authority we can get assurance not only
as to Scripture’s literal interpretation but also as to
Scripture itself: “I would not believe the Gospel,” says
Augustine in his letter against the Fundamentum, “un-
less the authority of the Church told me to.”

3 Plurality of valid expositions in the literal line of inter-
pretation provides both a practical fruit (in that many different
readers can find different but appropriate divine direction for
their lives in a given Scripture passage) and a theoretical fruit
(in that one and the same inferpreted text, interpreted at a basic
exegetical level, can admit muitiple theological insights as
tenable further interpretations). It is important that neither the
personal directives nor the further theological interpretations be
banished from Scripture wholesale, as though they were all eis-
egetical. Nothing justifies such banishment but the conviction
that Scripture’s author is less than God.

4 This is the first indication of how “proven results” differ
from “unproven” ones in theology. The difference was men-
tioned by Cajetan in § xii of his commentary on a.2, but it will
not be mentioned by Aquinas until q.32. Here Cajetan seems
to understand that proven results are usually negative: an inter-
pretation of Scripture at passage A has been found to conflict
with its message at passage B, and so the interpretation is ruled
out. Unproven points are usually positive, such as rival inter-
pretations of passage A, which, so far, have not been found to
conflict with anything in the revealed message. Hence they are
tolerated by the Church and debated freely in the schools of
theology. This important part of Christian liberty was not ap-
preciated in some sects of Calvinism, where such debate con-
flicted with their demand that God’s word be perspicuous.
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Appendix to Cajetan’s Commentary on g.1, a.1

On Neutral Potency

Q. 1. Is neutral potency found in natural things?

In my commentary on 1 ST q.1, a.1, it was left as unfi-
nished business to treat the question of neutral potency; so,
the question is whether neutral potency is found in natural
things. To answer it, four jobs are to be done. (1) The
sense of the question will be clarified. (2) Scotus’ opinion
will be stated. (3) The opposite opinion will be supported.
(4) The points on Scotus’ side will be answered.

[Job] (1). ‘Natural thing’ is taken here as the opposite
of “artificial thing’. ‘To be found in natural things’ is taken
for real occurrence in unqualifiedly individual, natural
things (as opposed to things said in the abstract, as hap-
pens with the formal properties of quantities and the like,
which are not actually found in the real). ‘Potency” in this
context is taken as receptive potency.? ‘Neutral’ denies
natural inclination to such-and-such an act and to its oppo-

! The text was written in 1511 and reprinted in the standard
collections of the Thomae de Vio Caietani, Opuscula The occa-
sion for the work was Cajetan’s desire to finish his criticism of
Scotus’ opinion on why our last end had to be revealed to us. It
was an intramural debate among Christian Aristotelians. Given
their faith that man is open in his nature (capax) to receive a Vi-
sion which God alone has the active power to bestow, the adver-
saries had a single point in contention between them: should our
potency to receive the Vision be called a “natural potency” in
Aristotle’s sense? Cajetan had dealt with Scotus’ argument from
authonity but not with his two arguments from reason. These were
an about natural inclination:

(1) everything inclines naturally to its own highest completion;
(2) the Beatific Vision is the highest completion of our soul;
(3) so our soul inclines naturally to the Beatific Vision;
and an argument about natural potency, with the premises
(4) no potency is supernatural to its act but either natural, forced
or neutral;
(5) if anything inclines naturally to an act, its potency to that act
is a natural potency.
Since the final conclusion sought by Scotus was
(6) our soul’s potency to the Vision is a natural potency,
the two arguments were necded together. In taking them up, Ca-
jetan divided De Potentia Neutra into two inquiries. In the first
he attacked premisses (4) and (5), and in the second, he attacked
(1), (2), and (3).

2 A “receptive potency” is a passive one. A potency is a pro-
perty defined by specifying some “how” which is how a thing, x,
can be in “act” (i.e. in actuality). Let A; be a type of actual state.
Then a potency P of x is the property whereby x can be A,. If xis
not actually A, it is actually some other way, A,, taken as an op-
posite to being A ; either way, this potency is said to be “reduced
to act” or to have “received” its act. To define a potency more ex-
actly, one looks at different species or degrees of A,. Let these be
the forms A, Ay, A, efc., and let the set of them be Ag,;. Then
any potency found to be a potency-to-Ay,) (the genus) is automati-
cally a potency to any species of it. By contrast. a potency known
only as a potency-to-A, (one species) need not admit of being ac-
tualized by another species. The definition of a potency thus fixes
its extent. Once defined, potencies are classificd variously.

site (not just anywhere but) in a potency reccptive to
both. I say this because “neutral potency” might be im-
agined two ways. One is by negating potemin}ily to !)olh:
a potency-to-be-colored is not a potency to being a high-
pitched sound, nor to being a low-pitched one. This
situation is not called neutral potency, however, but “no
potency.” A potency-to-be-colored is just not rece_plive
to a pitch. The other way to imagine it is by ncgating
inclination in a potency receptive to both. as when we
posit a certain surface receptive to being-white and to
being-black and yet inclined to neither. This is what is
properly meant by ‘neutral potency’. So, the meaning of
the question is this: is there found in natural things an
individual potency receptive to some act and yet not
inclined cither to it or to its opposite?

[Job] (2). Scotus holds (in his remarks on / Sent..
Prolog., q. 1, and on I/ Sent., d.2, q.6) that there issucha
thing as neutral potency. Fis-d-vis its act, he says. a re-
ceptive potency is either natural. forced, or neutral.

« It is natural in case it (the potency) is naturally in-

clined to that act;
« forced, in case the act is against its natural inclination;
« neutral, in case it is not inclined to the form it is re-
ceiving nor inclined to the opposite form.

An example of the first is the downward motion of a
stone; of the second, the upward motion of a stone:, of the
third, a surface as regards its having whiteness or black-
ness.> Scotus also holds that this neutral sort of potency

« Some are active (a can-do). while others are passive or re-
ceptive (a can-be-made). This division depends on whether the
defining act-state A, is a type of operation (like flying) or atype
of being-acted-upon (like being heated up).

« Some potencies anse from individual features of a thing, x,
but others are nature-resident. i.e. arise from features which x
shares with all members of its natural kind. This is the issue of
the potency’s “subject” or residence.

« In the case of receptive potencies, the phrase “ways to be
made Ay’ is ambiguous. Besides suggesting various specics or
degrees of the act-state A, itself, it can be taken two other ways.

—On one construal, the ways are ditferent causes (as a pot of
water can be made hot by a stove or by a lightning strike). This
is the issue of how a potency compares to the agent impressing
an act-state upon it.

- On another, the ways are different adverbs. the most impor-
tant of which are *naturally” and *forcedly’, as water will be-
come cool naturally but requires force to make it hot. A potency
can thus be reduced to one act-type naturally and to another. its
“opposite,” forcedly. In some cases, the opposites are qualita-
tively different (contradictory opposites), and in other cases they
difter only in degree (contrary opposites). This is the issue of
the potency’s “mode.™ The present inquiry asks whether “neu-
tral” is a mode. and settling it requires deternuning criteria for
judging a receptive potency “natural in mode™ to a given act.

3 Since an undefined potency can hardly be compared to any-
thing, Scotus must have assumed that an already defined potency
Was to be called natural or forced by looking at the inclination in

43



44

Metaphysics
r9

* respucit

c8;
1049b 5-15

c8;
198b35 -
19933

c8
1050a 5-30

is found quite clearly in the angels, since the passive po-
tency in the angel to be located in a place is neutral. He
supports this on two grounds: (a) this passive potency is
not inclined naturally to this form [location] nor to its
opposite. and (b) if the angel were naturally in one place, it
would be in any other place by force. He proves this latter
by appeal to Avicenna, who wants to say that if the motion
of a heavenly body were natural, it would terminate ata
natural rest, and motion from there would be forced
motion.

Other arguments for this opinion can be multiplied; but
since they will all be dissolved by establishing the opposite
opinion, the above points suffice.

[Job] (3). First, I set down a proposition and a distinc-
tion. by which the point I intend will be supported.

« The proposition is this: a natural thing’s every poten-
cy [a] concerns* some act per se primo and [b] concemns it
naturally.? Part [a] is supported by Metaphysics LX, text
13, where it says that potency is defined through act. Be-
yond doubt, the act defining such-and-such a potency is
one it concems per se primo, since the potency would not
correspond to an act it only concerns accidentally, and
since an act it concerned per se secundo would not match
the potency fully. Part [b] is supported from {’hysics /A
text 78, where it says that each thing arises as it is natu-
rally apt to arise, and vice-versa. But potency arises from
nature and is for the sake of an act, as is clear in Mefa-
physics LX, texts 15 and 16. So potency arises naturally
and is for the sake of an act. Therefore, it is for the sake of
the act which it concems per se primo. Thus, every p(_)ten-
cy concerns its per se primo act naturally. The reasoning
here is clear enough from the texts cited and the points
made in Physics 11 to the effect that nature acts for an end,

it. Inclination to the act A, would suffice to mqke t_he potency-to-
A, a natural potency thereto, whereas such inclination to some op-
posite A, would suffice to make the potency-t0-Ao 8 forced po-
tency to A,. Given these assumptions, it see_mr:d to chlus »thal'
the potency might be receptive to Ao and 10 Ao without lncllqallon
to either. It will be clearer to express the mode with a subscripted
0. *f* or ‘i’ attached to a verb like *can’. Ifx has natural potency
10 A,, x can, be made A, and canbe made A,. Ifx can be made
A, but neither can , be made A, nor cann be made A, then x can,
be made A, and can; be made A,. This last is neutral potency,
with i’ for ‘indifferently’.

4 “Per se primo’ can mean different things in different con-
texts. Here it means *of itself in the first sens of ‘of itself .

Four senses of ‘of itself” were recognized. In the first sense, &
thing was related “of itself” to appears in its
definition. A potency P will “of itself " concern the type of act
mentioned in the definition of P.

5 *Per se secundo’ means *of itself in the second sense qf ‘Qf
itself™". In this sense, a thing is related “of itself” to anything in
whose definition it appears. For example, lines are chcd‘or
straight “of themselves” in the second sense, because ‘line’ ap-
pears in the definitions of *curved' and ‘straight’. Notice that
“line” appears there as the genus, while curved and straight are .
species of line. Thus, a defincd potency P will concem “of itself
in the second sense any act-species falling under the type })y
which P is defined; for that type will appear as the genus in the
definition of each species.

thanks to which those things which arise by nature are
naturally inclined to the end, etc.®

* The distinction is this: a receptive potency can be
compared to acts in four ways. For example, the poten-
cy-to-be-colored can be compared (a) to color, (b) to a
species of color, (c) to a contrary of color [i.e. colorless,
transparent], and (d) to disparate things, such as sounds.
If it is compared to color, it is compared naturally and per
se primo; if to a species of color, it is compared naturally
but not per se primo; if to the contrary, forcedly;* if to
disparate things, in no way [nulliter], unless perhaps inci-
dentally. These points need no proof, since they are self-
evident by the terms in which they are stated.” Someone
might raise the problem of acts to which a potency stands
obedientially; but since the next inquiry is about this, and
since Scotus does not put such cases under neutral poten-
cy, they are no obstacle to the present discussion.

Now, from these preliminaries, the opposite opinion
is readily deduced, namely, that every potency in the real,
in relation to an act receivable in it, is either natural or
else forced, so that none is neutral ® (leaving aside for the
moment obediential potency, as not bearing on the pre-
sent topic). The conclusion is proved thus. [Major:]
Every potency receptive to an act either concerns that act
per se primo or concems it per se secundo or concerns a
contrary to these; {minor:] but it concerns naturally both
the act it concems per se primo and the one it concerns
per se secundo, while it concerns forcedly a contrary to
them. So every potency receptive to an act is either
natural to that act or else forced to it. The minor is self-
evident, and the major is supported thus: if there were a
fourth kind of acts receivable in a potency, it would be
disparate from what the potency concerns per se; but this
is not possible; ergo a potency cannot receive any kind of

6 Cajetan is saying: the proximate basis for calling a potency
P natural or forced is the scientific definition of P itself. This
picks out the act-type to which P is reduced unless impeded.
Relevant evidence about inclination would therefore have been
gathered from observed frequency and taken into account in
making that definition. So once P is defined as a potency-to-A,
there is no more room for asking about the inclination in it; there
is nothing left to do but compare P to the act which is in fact re-
ceived in it on a given occasion. Call this received act A ,.

7 He means: thanks to the definitions of ‘natural’ and ‘per se
primo". If A is identically A, or a species of As, then it is true-
by-definition that a potency defined as potency-to-As is a natural
potency to A,. And if A is an opposite to Ay, it is again true-
by-definition that a potency defined as potency-to-As is a forced
potency to A,. Thus, if some receptive potency of x is defined
as a generic potency-to-Ay,, then x can, be made A, and thus
can, be made A,, Ay, efc.; and if it is receptive at all to an act
which would count as A, say B,, then it is forced to B, (i.e. x
cang be made B, ). If the potency is defined as just to A ,, then x
can, be made A, ; and if it is receptive at all to an act counting
as A,, such as Ay, it is forced to Ay, (x can¢be made Ay ).

8 Beyond the modes natural and forced, Cajetan now argues
that there is no other. He will appeal to the well-known Aris-
totelian points that opposites are in the same genus, and that a
potency and its act are in the same genus,
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act but the three enumerated.” The impossibility just men-
tioned stands up inductively: the potency-to-be-colored
has no potency to sounds, and the potency-to-be-heated
has none to colors, and so on for the rest. It also stands to
reason; a potency of one genus is not a potency to an act of

. another genus, as is clear in Metaphysics XI1, in the trea-

tise on the sources of the categories. And since this view
stands to reason, we embrace it.!°

[Job] (4). The tripartite division made by Scotus is thus
arbitrary as to its third member. What he adds about a
surface does not help. For it is one thing to talk about
surface in utter generality, and quite another to talk about
such-and-such a physical surface found in the rcal. For
“surface” taken in utter gencrality abstracts not only from
white and black but from every sense property. There is
even a surface which is repugnant to any color, such as the
surface of a heavenly sphere. When one speaks of such-
and-such a surface, then, i.e. one open to color, it as such
is not said to be indifferent to white and black by exclusion
of natural inclination but by exclusion of more such incli-
nation to one than to the other. Such a surface looks na-
turally to color and to all its species — but to color per se
primo, and to a species per se secundo. The case is similar
with prime matter and the several substantial forms; it
looks per se primo to form acquirable through change in
any manner, while per se secundo it looks to this and that
form. Thus it is naturally inclined to them all, or to many
of them, not by exclusion of natural inclination to them,
but by exclusion of more inclination to one form than to
another.

As to what Scotus says about an angel’s potency to be
located, it rests on a false assumption — namely, that an
angel has passive potency with respect to place. For as is
said in the treatise on angels, an angel’s being in a place is

9 The proof has gone as follows. If there is to be another
mode, the receivable act A, must be neither A, nor any species of
A, nor any opposite to A, or a species of it, in that case, A , must
not share a common genus with A, But then since a potency and
its act cannot fail to share a genus, it follows that the potency-to-
A, is no potency at all to A, since that act is not receivable in it.
Hence there is no other possible mode, and hence there is no third,
“neutral” type of receptive potency.

10 As this first quaestio draws to an end, the reader will need
to retain the following points for use in the next one.

First, since obediential potency has not been under discussion
yet, “obediential” must not be a mode of potency.

Second, it does not follow that an obediential potency is either
natural or forced. Mode is a division of the potencies discovera-
ble in a natural science; it has no application to potencies know-
able only by ion. Why? B ies are not overt
propertics. Things must be seen in act in various circumstances,
before their potencies are discovered. Supernatural act-states are
not normally observable items: things cannot be seen to tend
toward them or be impeded from them in normal circumstances.

Third, if a supernatural act-type, e.g. the Beatific Vision, is a
species of a naturally known genus, e.g. acts of und,

"

not a case of the angel’s receiving or “undergoing” place-
ment but a case of its acting, touching the place through
its power.* So there is nothing to concemn us here but the
angel's active potency, which is natural but freely exer-
cised. Furthermore, the remarks Scotus makes to prove
his point about angels are not cogent because this infer-
ence of his,

if x is naturally in a place, x is forcedly in any other.
is invalid when construed formally.'* This is clear from
the several parts of the moon’s orb: each is naturally in
the west and likewise in the east, but nowhere forcedly.
And yet it changes place in itself* as well as in our ac-
count of it. The confirming argument from Avicenna
also fails to convince, since what he says is only true of
purely natural motion.'> The motion of heavenly bodies
is very natural as far as their potency to b.e located [pr.m-
cipium passivum] is concerned (and this is why there is
no “work” in it for the mover. as one sees from De Caelo
11, text 3), but its active principle is animate. So the
matter appears to be rather against Scotus’ intent: [if an
angel’s motion were like a heavenly body’s] the angel’s
motion would be natural as to its potency to be located
[not neutral], but nothing unsuitable to my position would
follow, as I just said about the motion of the heavens.

Q. 2: Is a potency receptive to supernatural acts a
natural potency to them?

In connexion with the same article [1 ST q.1.a.1]. an in-
quiry had to be made about whether a potency receptive
to supcrnatural acts would be a natural potency to them,
Four jobs need to be done. (1) The question will be clari-
fied. (2) Scotus’ opinion will be stated. (3) That opinion
will be examined. (4) The question will be answered.

[Job] (1). ‘Receptive potency” is taken here formally,
so that we are asking about the potency as receptive of its
act, irrespective of how it may be as clicitive of its act.”?
‘Supernatural act’ means one which cannot be acquired
in the course of nature, such as grace. charity. the Vision
of God, and the like. A potency is being called “natural”
not in the residential sense, i.e. as the potency in a nature,
but in the formal sense, i.e. as potency naturally inclined.
So, the scnse of the question is this: are the potencies
(found in natural things) in which supernatural act-states
are received naturally inclined to those act-states?

[Job] (2). Scotus takes the affirmative side in his com-

W 1t is invalid because any place a thing can be located at all
differs at most in species from any other place it can be located:
50 if x has potency to a genus of places. it will be “naturally™ in
any place 1n that genus, “forcedly™ in none of them.

12 The motion of the heavens is not “purely natural” because.
while each heavenly body has natural potency to be moved
Pl ; .

then if we have natural potency to the genus, we have it to the
Vision per se secundo. Ergo, if our potency to the Vision is not
natural, the Vision is not a species in that genus; in which case,
supernatural Vision is only analogous to human und, d

[principum p /. an and voluntary agent (an
angel) is thought to move it as principum activum.

13 Some potencies or faculties both receive an input and elicit
an output. Thus. our intellcct is a receptive potency gua taking

Ditto for other supernatural act-types.

inan imp 1 species but active qua eliciting an act of under-
standing.
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ments on / Sent. Prolog., q.1, and on [V Sent., d.49. He
thinks that a potency can be compared both to the act it
will receive and to the agent impressing that act. In the
first comparison. he thinks there is no supernaturality; ra-
ther, a potency is natural, forced, or neutral. Only in the
second comparison does he think the split between natural
and supematural arises, since vis-a-vis an agent naturally
impressing a certain act there is naturalness, and vis-a-vis
one not naturally impressing it there is supernaturality.'
Scotus confirms his position by the claims that a potency
receptive to a supernatural act is [a] of itself capable of it
(receptively), and is [b] naturally completed by that act
when it has it, and [c] naturally seeks it. From these, it
follows that the potency is naturally inclined to that act
and so is a “natural potency” in respect to that act. He of-
fers proof for each claim used. As to [a], a faculty* of the
soul needs no intermediate [entity] in order to reccive the
act of charity, and the intellect nceds none to receive the
light of glory, efc. As to [b], a potency is naturally com-
pleted by an act-state which is a perfecting of it [and the
Vision of God is the perfecting of human intellectual po-
tency; ergo). As to [c], each thing naturally seeks its own
completion but most strongly seeks its greatest completion
(by Metaphysics I); but a supernatural act-state such as the
Vision of God is the greatest completion; ergo, efc. Ac-
cording to these statements, then, we are in natural potency
to supernatural completions, even though we cannot ac-
quire them in any way but supematurally, because our
acquiring them has to be caused by the supernatural agent,
who is God all glorious.

[Job] (3). Three things scem poorly said in Scotus’
case. namely, the main conclusion, its support, and the use
of terms. To begin with the last, he uses the term ‘super-

M Christianity accepts possibilities alleging that one can be
cured instantly by God, can be raised from the dead, can b'eAmade
10 “see” God. If Christianity is true, a supematural possibility be-
speaks a real potency — call ita cans. How are we to add ghcm
to the kinds of potency discovered in natural science? Aquinas
called the revealed potencies “obediential” and put them outside
the natural-science types, because they were potencies to act-
states connatural to God alone, not knowable without revelation,
while the natural and forced potencies are to act-states connatural
to creatures and knowable by natural science. Call them pos'sible
with cany. Scotus did differently. He introduced a new division
(natural vs. sup I potencies) distinguished not by the cha-
racter of the acts they receive but by the kind of cause it takes to
reduce them to act. If the potency P could be rcducgd toAgbya
natural cause (he meant: a finite cause acting out of its nature),
then the potency was “natural” to A, (can); but ifit coqld only
be reduced to A, by God, who acts ad extra only by choice (f°
that He is a Free Cause), then the potency was “supematural” to
A, (cans). In this new, cause-wise division, Scotus put all the
into the sup I slot; but in the pre-
existing Aristotelian division (to which he had added neutral),
Scotus put the revealed potencies into the slot of natural, on the
ground that God does nothing by force. Notice, then, that the
central technical term being fought over, ‘potentia naturalis’,
could mean either can,, or cany. In Thomism, can, implicd canx,
but in Scotism, man could naturally see God (can ) but could not
see Him naturally (can x)!

natural’ badly.'S He calls every action of God ad extra
supernatural, because God is a free agent rather than a
natural one. But the use of ‘natural’ as an opposite of
‘supernatural’ is different from its use as an opposite of
‘free’. In the first use, one’s soul is produced “naturally;”
in the second use it is not. Unless we wish to abuse words
at the arbitrary pleasure of each speaker, we should use
“supernatural’ to denote that in things which is above and
beyond the reach of the order due to creatures. In ordina-
ry use, we all distinguish natural things from supernatural
on the basis that the one arises by the due order of nature,
while the other arises above and beyond that order.'
Next, Scotus’ case either assumes a false [major]
premise or else begs the question [in its minor premise].
His major says a potency is naturally completed by its
own act own act and naturally seeks its own completion.
Here the phrase ‘its own’ cither means “its own” by
form-reception* (actual or possible) or else means “its
own” by natural proportion or inclination. If it means the
first, his major is false; for a heavy thing existing high up
is not naturally but forcedly completed by being high up,
and yet being-high-up is “its own” act and completion by
form-reception. But if ‘its own’ means the second, his
minor premise [that the supernatural Vision is the grea-
test completion] begs the question. For this is the very
point to be proved, namely, that a natural potency has a

51 job (3), Cayetan is rebutting Scotus’ case for the affir-
mative. In job (4), he will present his own case for the negative.

16 The conflict between Scotist usage and ordinary language
will be explored more deeply below, in the case for the negative.
Here in the rebuttal, Cajetan is content to point out a glaring ex-
ample. It was standard doctrine that the matter involved in hu-
man gencration can receive the rational soul, but only God redu-
ces this potency to act. Scotus’ definitions of cany and cang
yielded the awkward result that human gametes, even upon uni-
ting, do not naturally become human beings. Scotus tried to
evade by saying that human germinal matter “disposes” to the
soul and that anything to which a disp is cause-wise
natural (cany). Cajetan pays no attention to this move, because
despite any disposition from the matter, infusing the soul re-
mains God's act, and so the reception should be a cans.

Cajetan thinks Scotus fell into a muddle by failing to think
through clearly the meaning of ‘natural’ in the distinctive theo-
logical use in which it contrasts with ‘supernatural’. In theolo-
gy, one sees that this contrast requires the following account.
What pertains to the d-i ion-of- is the
ordered set of naturally knowable causes and their effects —
and this is what is “natural.” Everything connatural to creatures
and/or “due” to them is within that set. (On the notion of what is
“due” to creatures, see De Veritate, q.6,a.2.) By contrast, what
God effects beyond that set, like the salvation of creatures, and
what He is in Himself, is “above” creatures, connatural to God
alone, and knowable by revelation alone — and this is what is
“supematural.” Such is the Christian public use of these terms,
and any other use is at best a private jargon. Scotus fell into jar-
gon by giving every use of ‘natural’ a meaning contrasting with
‘free’. The unsatisfactory character of the result is scen in the
same example: God’s infusion of the human soul is free (since it
is not from any necessity of God’s nature, not coerced) and yet it
is called “natural” in theology, not supernatural, because having
asoul after conception pertains to the creation of human beings
and is connatural, r.e., nature-set, for us.
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supernatural act as “its own™ completion in this way [i.e.
by natural proportion or inclination].!” Also, what he says
about immediate reception makes no difference. With
immediacy, bronze receives the shape of [the god] Mer-
cury; yet it does not receive it naturally [but by art].

At the end, then, Scotus’ conclusion is left hanging in
thin air, and it will be shown to be unreasonable by estab-
lishing the opposite.

[Job] (4). The [right] conclusion in answer to the
question is that potency to supernatural acts is not “natu-
ral” but obediential. This is supported on three grounds.

The first looks at acts. Supernatural act-states are of
two kinds those that are supemnatural in themselves, like
grace, and those that are supernatural in how they occur,
like sight given to a blind man. In itself, seeing is a natu-
ral act in man, but its being given to a blind person in-

17 Cajetan finds an ambiguity in the premise that everything
naturally secks (sceks ) its own completion. Does it mean that
every potency secks , the completi ivable in it, especially
the greatest? Or does it mean that every potency seeks , the com-
pletions proportionate to it, especially the greatest? On the first
reading, the argument becomes ths:

every potency seeks , the fullest completion receivable in it;

the Beatific Vision is the fullest receivable in our soul;

so our soul seeks , the Beatific Vision.
The first premise of this reading is false according to the cosmo-
logy commion to both schools. For in that cosmology, high places
arc fuller completions than low places; a high place is receivable
1n a stone’s potency-to-be-located, but no stone seeks , such a
place. On the other reading, the argument becomes this:

every potency seeks , the fullest completion proportionate to it,

the Vision is the fullest completion proportionate to our soul;

50 our soul seeks , the Beatific Vision.

But now the second premise is false, unless the Beatific Vision is
proportionate to our soul, which was the very point that had to be
proved. Thus Scotus begs the question.

Behind this rebuttal, lic divergences over analogy and propor-
tionate object. For Scotus, an act-type can remain generically the
same in finite and infinite tokens, so that a name of that act-type
can be used univocally of creatures and of God. For Aquinas, not
0. An act-token in God has to be diverse in its ratio from any
act-token in a creature (1 ST q.13, a.5), so that any name applicd
to both will be used analogously and cannot serve as the name of
agenus. So for Scotus, there can be (and there are) supematural
species of a naturally known genus. But for the Thomusts, there
are not and cannot be. This is one of the issues that tie the two
questions in De potentia neutra together (see above, note 10).

On the topic of proportionate object, Aquinas had a scheme
correlating what is knowable to a kind of intellect by its natural
powers with the mode of being enjoyed by that kind of intellect.
The scheme was laid out in 1 ST q.12, a.4, and Scotus disagreed
with it radically. It was in dispute, then, between the schools,
whether what the human intellect could know naturaliter/propor-
tionaliter was just the quidditics of material things (as Aquinas
taught also in 2/1 ST q.3, a.6, and in Compendium Theologiae
¢.104). It was in dispute between the schools whether knowing
God's essence exceeded the proportion of human nature as A-
quinas taught in De Veritate q 27 a.2, with the corollary that our
sceking after it was not the seeking that flows from our nature but
the one infused as charitas. So Scotus’ argument about inclina-
tion begs many questions. Its weakness is suggested by a para-
phrase:

everything inclines naturally to its own sort of compl

stantly is supernatural. Charity. on the other hand, and
such acts are supernatural in themselves, with the result
that it would imply a contradiction to say they are nature-
set* (or come about in a nature-set way) for any creature
real or possible. Scotus agrees and says the same at //
Sent. d.23.'8 So then: if there is no natural potency to an
act which is superatural in how it occurs. a fortiori there
is no natural potency to acts which are supernatural in
themselves. Our ordinary usc of language. in which we
deny a natural potency to miracles, shows clearly that in
nature there is no natural potency to those acts. [Ergo
there is none to acts supematural in themselves.] Fur-
thermore, from this it follows that supernaturality does
not arise solely in comparing a potency to an agent [as
Scotus supposed], because of supernatural acquiring of
the act, but also arises in comparing a potency [directly]
to an act, because of the act’s supematurality in itself.'”

18 Seotus did not deny that act-states such as grace and the
Vision are supematural on an intrinsic basis. But he would only
call potencies supernatural on the causc-wise basis cxplmncf!
above (note 14). So “supernatural’ in ‘supernatural potency
differed in meaning from the same word in *supernatural act’ for
Scotus, because “what the Free Cause alone can bring about”
need not be a thing “connatural to God alone.” The infusion of
the soul was onc example, and created existence is another: only
God can bring it about, but what is connatural to Him alone is
Uncreated existence, not created.

19 This a fortiori argument is quite powerful. The public stan-
dards of Christian discourse demand two standards of possi-
bility: a natural cany, under which miracles are not possible, and
asupernatural can s, under which they are. For miracles are “be-
yond nature,” can't “naturally” happen, we are not “naturally”
able to be healed this way or raised from the dead, efc. Cajetan’s
first proof appeals to this standard. It will be well to approach
the proof with a reminder of what he did to prepare forit. If
Scotus’ way of using ‘natural” and *supematural’ had been left
standing, it would have been uncertain at this point what bearing
the natural standard of possibility had upon the talk of natural
potency (can,). For Scotus had said that man can, see God.
though he can’t naturally (can x ) do so but only supernaturally
(cans). He had thus allowed a natural potency to be affirmed in
cases where all natural possibility was being denied. But now,
with Scotus’ usage exposcd as an arbitrary private jargon, there
is nothing to support so counter-intuitive an outcome. The talk
of possibilities and potencies is free to resume along sensible,
unencumbered lines. Well, the sensible thing to say. surely. is
that if it takes a miracle to bring a state of atYairs about. its com-
ponents are not in natural potency to it. Allow the subscript ¢ to
be replaced by adverbial phrases, such as *instantly* or *without
medicine’. Then Ay may be replaced by an item like “cured in-
stantly’, so that we have a typical case of miracle:

(1) if it is only possible s for x to be cured instantly,

then it is not the case that x can,, be cured instantly.
Claim (1) conforms to standard Christian discourse. From this
conformity. Cajetan launches his a fortiori argument. 1f a crea-
ture x is in non-natural potency to a mere cure, which is only
adverbually different from an act-state belonging to its nature (to
get well gradually), then it is all the more in non-natural potency
to things like grace, which are intrinsicaily ditferent from any
act-state belonging to x's nature. In a word: if adverbial difter-
ence un-naturalizes potency, any greater ditterence does so. If
this is p ive, then it is correct to go from (1) to the more

the Vision is merely analogous to our sort of completion;
50, we incline naturally to It anyway (?!)

general claim
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The second ground looks at potencies. “To every na-
tural passive potency there corresponds a proximate active
potency;” ergo there corresponds a natural active potency.
The antecedent is the very general major assumed by Aris-
totle to prove that there exists an agent intellect (De Anima
111, text 17): it is based on his point that, in every nature,
there has to be an active factor where there is a patient [re-
ceptive] one; and it is certain that he was talking about a
proximate agent, not the [remote] First Agent; otherwise
he would not have quantified over natures, saying “in
every nature,” efc. Scotus is thereby precluded from
saying that the First Agent suffices [to provide the active
factor corresponding to a natural passive potency]. [So the
antecedent is sound.] The inference [from there to the
point that the corresponding active power is natural] is
valid because a supernatural power is not the praximate
active factor to a natural potency, as is evident from the
meanings of the words. For the natural is cognate only to
the natural. 2

(2) if it is only possible for x to be As,
then it is not the case that x can , be made Ay

where the substitution values of ¢ need no longer be adverbial but
may also be any act-specics. But if (2) is correct, 50 is its transpo-
sition

(3)if x can ,be made A, it is not only possible s forx to be Ay
and all of Scotus’ counter-intuitive cases are excluded, along with
the cause-wise definitions that generated them.

But if the public standards of Christian discourse exclude Sco-
tus’ approach, do they impose Aquinas’? To answer, one needs to
grasp the heart of the two approaches. In Scotus, the logical rela-
tion between the two standards of possibility is inclusion: what-
everis lly possible is super lly possible, because what-
ever a natural cause can do, the free Cause can do:

if anything is possible , it is possibles . .
but not conversely. In the Thomist school, the logical relation
between the two standards was exclusion:

if anything is possible , it is not possibles
and so, by transposition,

if anything is possibles, it is not possible n. .
For if some thing or event were possible under both standalrds, it
would have the dictory ch of being to
some creature and connatural to God alone. OnccAthe heart of the
two approaches is clear, one can see that the pub_hc slandarf.ls.of
Christian discourse impose Aquinas’ approach simply by giving
the word “sup I" the same ing in ‘supematural po-
tency” as it has in ‘supematural act’. For as soon as ‘supcmaufml
potency” means one connatural to God alone, *natural potency
will mean one connatural to some creature, and then no potency
can be both.

2 Since natural was opposed to forced potency for Anstotle, a
“natural passive potency” was not just any vulnerability to be
changed. It was a thing’s receptivity to change towa{ds amore -
complete state along its own line of development. Since our spe-
cific difference is rationality, Aristotle thought, a human being’s
development lay along the line of understanding. Thus our .
receptivity to the means of understanding (the species inrgl/:gr-
biles) was a “natural passive potency.” Scotus had this thinking
in mind, when he argued that the sight of God was the reatest

*comp " for our undi ding, and that our receptive po-
tency to it was therefore “natural.” Having already criticized this
move on other grounds, Cajetan now shows that it destroys Aris-
totle’s argument for the existence in us of an active power-to-
understand, called an agent intellect. That argument required the
premise that, to every natural passive potency P in a given

The third ground looks at the subject [in which the
alleged natural potency to a supemnatural act would in-
here]. Since ideal scientific knowledge* of a thing x is a
sufficient basis for knowing [deducing] all x's properties,
and since all difficulties that come up about x are solved
by appeal to this kind of knowledge, as it says in Physics
IV, it follows that all of x s natural potencies can be
known if x itself is known in the ideally scientific way.
And since knowledge of a potency depends upon know-
ledge of its act (as it says in Metaphysics 1X, it follows
that the acts to which these natural traits are potencies
would be known. And since such acts are supernatural in
Scotus’ view, it follows from all of the above that [on his
view] supernatural things would be known from ideal sci-
entific knowledge of a natural thing which is transpar-
ently false. And here is a confirming argument. We
know for sure this major premise: no natural potency is
entirely unactualized*. Therefore, suppose we know this
minor premise: there is found in something (be it matter,
or the soul, or whatever) a natural potency to a superna-
tural act. Then there is no dodging our knowing this con-
clusion: supernatural things have to be. We will know
the future resurrection of the dead [in a natural science]
and sanctifying grace [in a natural science), efc. Which is
ridiculous.

No harm is done to this argument by Scotus’ parry
that the soul remains unknown under this description
[‘naturally in potency to supernatural acts’]. For ideally

nature, there corresponds an active power P’ in that nature. So,
if rocks get complete by being in low places, they have an active
power (a heaviness) to get there. And if man develops by re-
ceiving the means to understand, he has an active power (agent
intellect) to do so. For Scotists as well as Thomists, this argu-
ment of Aristotle’s had to hold water, because it was their defen-
se against the Averroists. Thus neither school could allow the
above premise to be false. But, says Cajetan, Scotus’ move
makes it false. It posits a natural passive potency (to the Vision)
in man with no corresponding active power in human nature to
secure it (both schools admitting that the agent intellect could
not). Therefore, contra Scotus, our potency to the Vision must
not be natural but obediential (a cans).

At this point, however, the reader needs to appreciate the
differences between the argument about natural potency and the
argument about natural desire (raised by the commentary on |
ST q.12,a.1). First, the issue here is naturalness in mode, not in
residence. Second, intellectual desire bears upon an intentional,
propositional object. Potency does not. (Cf De Veritate q.27,
a.2, sed contra 6). Hence Cajetan’s argument here, that our
natural-in-mode passive p cannot be to act-stat
exceeding the scope of our natural active powers, says nothing
against his argument elsewhere (on 1 57 q.12, a.1) that, if we are

idered theologically, our nat ident intellectual desire
is seen to extend to an object which our natural active powers
cannot secure. For man considered theologically is in an
environment of revelation, which provides new topics for
knowing and desiring, to which an already nature-resident desire
in us will extend without ceasing to be nature-resident. But our
natural-in-mode potencies remain just what they are, regardless
of how we are considered. Hence Cajetan saw no contradiction
in holding that our potency to see God is obediential, while our
desire to sec Him is (residentially) natural. (This “desire.” by
the way, is just nature-resident wonder, not a salvific inclination
to seek God. The latter is not natural at all; it is the infused gift
of charitas. Sec De Veritate q.27, a.2.)
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scientific knowledge of any x leaves nothing natural to x
unknown, since it formally or virtually contains the whole
knowledge of x. This cannot be evaded by saying that x
cannot be known to us in this life in the properly and ideal-
ly scientific way; for whether this is so or not. my argu-
ment goes through — i.e., that from ideally scientific
knowledge of natural things (whether we may have it in
thgs life or not) one can have knowledge of supernatural
thmg§. And thus, revelation about grace, the blessedness
promised to the saints, the resurrection, and so forth — all
thin?gs to which Scotus posited a natural receptive potency
which is not entirely unactualized — will not be necessary

absolutely but only in a certain respect, only for our pre-
sent state of life. And that is transparently false.?!

21 In Aristotle’s sense of *natural’, if man has natural poten-
cy to supernatural acts, ideal natural science will predict their
occurrence. Does anyone seriously expect this? Surely not. For
even in the next life, supernatural realitics are revealed (see De
malo q.2,a.5; 1 ST q.12, aa4-5; Cajetan's comments on 1 ST
g.1,a2, §§ vii and x-x1, and on 1 ST q.1. 8.3, §§ vini-rx). Faith
yields to sight because divine light revealing in obscurity yiclds
place to the divine light revealing with evidentness — not
because we do better natural science in Heaven. Ergo our
potency to such acts is non-natural in Aristotle’s sense.
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Inquiry Two:
Into whether God exists

According to the points made above, the main intent of this sacred leami_ng is to communicate knm.vlcdge ofAG?q not
only as He is in Himself but also as He is the origin of things and the ulum.atc purpose or goal of things — especially
the goal of rational creatures. Therefore, in our undertaking to expound this leaming, we shall deal

(1) with God
(11) with a rational creature’s movement towards God

(111) with Christ, who, as man, is the way for us to move by inclination towards God. ) ) .
Part I, the treatment of God, will itself cover three areas. We shall deal (A) with t}}c topics that pertain to God’s essef;\ce,
(B) with those that pertain to the distinction of persons: (C) with those that pertain to the flowing out of creatures from

God.

Conceming area (A), God’s essence, then, the first problem to tackle is whe}her God exists. (Thf: secopt! will be
what characteristics He has, or rather, does not have. The third will pertain to His activities of knowing. willing, and
exercising power.) On the first problem, three questions are asked:

(1) is it self-verifying that God exists?

(2) is it open to demonstration?

(3) is there a God?

article 1

Is the proposition that God exists self-verifying?

InlSent d3,q1,a22;1CGcc.10-11,3 CGc 38: de Vernate ¢.10,2.12;
De Potentia Det q7,8.2 ad 11; In Psalm 8; In Boethn de Trin.q.1,8.3 ud6

That God exists would seem to be self-verifying [or
self-warranting or self-evident].*

(1) We call points self-evident in case the know-
ledge of them is naturally put into us. First principles
are clear examples. Well. John Damascene says at the
beginning of his book that “knowledge of God’s exis-
tence is naturally put into us all.” Therefore the propo-
sition that God exists is self-evident.

(2) Besides, we call propositions self-verifying in
case they are known to be true as soon as their terms
are understood. Aristotle says in Posterior Analytics I
that the starting points of conclusive proofs' pass this
test. As soon as one knows what “a whole” is, for ex-
ample, and what “a part” is, one knows at once that the
whole is greater than its part. Well, as soon as one un-
derstands what the term ‘God’ means, onc immediate-
ly gets the point that God exists. For the sense of
‘God’ is that than which nothing greater can be meant.
But what exists in the real as well as in thought is
greater than what exists in thought alone. So, since
God exists in thought as soon as the term ‘God’ is un-
derstood. it follows that He also exists in the real. Er-
go, the proposition that God exists is self-verifying.

ON THE OTHER HAND, no one can even think the oppo-
site of what is self-verifying, as is clear from Aristo-
tle’s remarks about the starting points of demonstration
in Metaphysics IV'* and in Posterior Analytics 1.5 But
a person can think the opposite of the proposition that
God exists, says Psalm 52:1, “The fool hath said in his
heart, there is no God.” Therefore it is not self-verify-

ing that God exists.

1 ANSWER: a point can be self-verifying in two ways: [a]
in itself but not to us, or [b] in itself and to us. A propo-
sition is self-verifying by virtue of the fact that its predi-
cate is included in a scientific account of its subject.! An
example is *Man is an animal’, because being animal is
included in the right account of man. Thus if everyone
knows the predicate and subject well enough to know
the what-it-is of each,* the proposition will be self-veri-
fying to all. This clearly happens with the starting points
of those demonstrations whose terms are general notions
that no one fails to know. like *is’ and *is not'. *whole’
and ‘part’, efc. But in a case wherce the subject or predi-
cate is not well enough known in some circles as to
what it is, the proposition will be self-veritying in itself
but not to the people in those circles. Thus it can happen
(says Boethius in De Hebdomadibus) that some points

! The Latin says a proposition is per se nofa in case its pre-
dicate is included in ratione subjecti. One is tempted to think,
“in the definition of the subject,” since ‘rario* meant this in one
of its uses But the temptation should be resisted. *Definition’
today is rarely used as ‘ratio’ was. Today a detinition 1s just a
linguistic convention, taken to have no empirical content. For
Aquinas, a rano was a scientific achievement, with good empi-
rical content, yiclding knowledge of what it takes to fit a given
description. Thus the ratio of a term 7 was what it took for
anything to be a T-thing. and this in turn was captured by an
explanatory account of 7-things. So, ‘rano’ will be rendered
with “account’, *explanation’, ‘basis", or the what-it-takes
idiom — not with “definition’ unless modificd by “real” or
*scientific’.
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are general acquisitions of the mind and self-verifying,
but only to the learned. An example is *Incorporeal
things are not in a place’.

1 say. then, that this proposition, ‘God exists’,
taken in itself. is self-verifying, because the predicate
picks out the same reality as the subject: God is His
existence, as will emerge below. But since we do not
know enough about God to know what He is, it is not
self-verifying to us. It needs rather to be established
by appeal to points better warranted to us (even if less
warranted in nature), i.e., by appeal to His effects.

To MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): insofar as God
is our fulfillment, what is naturally put into us is a va-
gue knowledge that God exists, latent in the general
idea [of fulfillment]. After all, pcople naturally desire
fulfillment, and what we naturally desire we naturally
know about. But this is not the same as knowing that
God exists in the straight-forward sense of ‘knowing
it".2 For example, knowing that someone is coming is

2 [f we naturally desire happiness, we know there is such a
thing; but knowing this is not the same as knowing there isa
God, even though God “is" our happiness (in a sense to be
explained in 2/1 ST q.1, 8.7). The reason is that verbs of .
thinking, knowing, or desiring create an opaque context, in
which ordinary identicals (such as Peter = the one coming)
cannot be substituted for one another salva veritate. So even
if (in real terms) man's happiness = God, the state of affairs

not the same as knowing that Peter is coming, even if
Peter is in fact the one coming. After all, many people
think our fulfillment (complete good) is riches; some
Ihipk pleasure is where it’s at; others have another
opinion.

ad (2): perhaps the audience that hears the word
‘God’ does not understand it to mean “something than
which nothing greater can be thought.” [Then ‘God
exists’ will not be self-verifying to that audience; and
there is no reason to disallow such an audience.] After
all, some people have believed that God was a body.
But even supposing that the audience understands ‘God’
to mean what is claimed, i.e., ‘that than which nothing
greater can be thought’, it still does not follow that the
audience understands this sense of the term to be instan-
ced in the real; it only follows that the sense is appre-
hended by the mind. And there is no way to argue that
it is in the real, unless it is granted that an item than
which no greater can be thought is in the real which is
not gn?nted, of course, by those who hold that God does
not exist.

ad (3): that truth in general exists is self-verifying,
but that a First Truth exists is not self-verifying to us.

that Jones desires happiness does not imply that Jones desires
God, any more than his being enough of an optimist to believe
in real happiness (fulfillment) implies his believing in God.

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title question of this first article, the ‘self”’ in
*self-verifying’ means ‘not through another termas
means of proof’, and ‘verifying’ connotes ‘with obw‘-
ousness’. For the sort of proposition we call self-veri-
fying is the sort recognized as true with unmistakable
obviousness just from its own terms, as one {eams
from Posterior Analytics I. So the title is asking whe-
ther *God exists’ is obviously self-evident.

Analysis of the article, I

i Inthe body of the article Aquinas qqes two jobs:
(1) he subdivides ‘self-verifying proposition’, ar}d.(?)
he answers the question. As to job (1), the Sul?dl.VlSIOn
is this: a self-verifying proposition may be so in 1t§elf
alone or both in itself and to us; in the latter case, it
may be so to us all or to the leamned alone. Thus emer-
ges the tripartite division in the text.

The difference and subdivision are clarified as to
how they emerge from the root idea of a self-venfymg
proposition in general. A proposition whose pre.dlca.te
is contained in the scientific definition of its subject is
a self-verifying one. Hence a proposition such that (2)
its predicate is contained there and (b) its subject and
predicate are terms whose appropriate definitions are
known to us all, is self-verifying in itself and to us. An
example is *Anything is or isn’t’. A proposition whose
predicate is contained in the real definition of its sub-

ject, but that definition is unknown to us, is one that is
self-verifying only in itself. Therefore, a proposition
whose predicate is contained in the scientific definition,
etc., and such a definition is familiar to the experts, is
one that is self-verifying in itself and to the learned. An
example is ‘Incorporeal things are not in a place.” This
member of the division is confirmed by the authority of
Boethius.

On self-verification

i, Concerning this part, be aware that the reason a
self-verifying proposition p is called “self” (i.e. not
through another term as means) verifying is because
‘self” excludes any other term as middle and hence
excludes any other premise g that could serve to make it
known that p. And since a proposition can be made
known a priori and a posteriori, the term ‘self* has to
be distinguished as to whether it:

* excludes only a means of proof a priori or

« excludes both a priori and a posteriori means.!
For in every case of a self-verifying proposition whose
predicate is contained in the real definition of its sub-
ject, ‘self” must always exclude a means of proof a pri-

! The proof of a proposition p was called a priori if its pre-
misses stated a cause or explanation of what p stated. The
proof was called a posteriori when its premisses stated conse-
quences or effects of what p stated.
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ori; but since terms may be immediately connected as
they are in themselves and yet have a middle term
between them as they are known to us, ‘self”’ does not
always exclude a means of proof a posteriori. This is
why, in the article, ‘self-verifying proposition” was
subdivided with the difference between known and
unknown terms — a difference among propositional
subject or predicate terms as they are known to us.?
Those propositions whose terms are immediately con-
nected both in themselves and as they are known to us
are self-verifying to all. Those whose terms are imme-
diately connected as they are in themselves, but are not
so connected as they are known to us, are self-verify-
ing only in themselves, not to us. Likewise, those
whose terms are immediately connected as they are
known to the learned, are self-verifying to the learned.?

2 Terms are “as they are in themselves™ when they are
taken as optimal science (which we may not have) would
define them.

3 Inevitably, people per se notae prop
with the ones called “analytic” in more recent philosophy.
Both are said to have the predicate contained in the “defini-
tion of the subject.” But analytic propositions are restricted to
being those whose predicate is in the verbal or nominal defi-
nition of the subject, with the result that analytic propositions
are restricted to being those that are (in the vocabulary of this
article) self-verifying to us all. The idea of a proposition’s
being analytic “in itself but not to us” is thus excluded, and
the idea of a proposition’s being analytic only “to the leamed”
has been allowed to be transformed in a relativistic way.

Take this example: ‘A lunar eclipse is the shadow of the
earth cast upon the moon’. Aristotle prized this as a definitio
(Posterior Analytics 93a 23). But it reflects a discovery of
what causes cclipses, and “definitions” today are supposed to
be rules of use gathered just in acquiring the ability to speak
one’s native tongue. Children leam that ‘eclipse’ means a

porary disapp without I what causes the
phenomenon; so the cause is not part of “what ‘eclipse”
means” verbally. Hardly any recent philosopher, then, would
call our example analytic. At the same time, however, it is
acknowledged that specialized definitions are accepted in
various cultures, world-views, or theories. Our example is
then called “analytic to Western astronomers.” If *A lunar
eclipse is a warning of plague’ is analytic to Hutu astrologers,
then since the phenomena discussed in the two theories are
taken to differ by definition, it follows that our astronomy and
therr astrology are not rival accounts of the same object. Our
science is about an object that does not even exist in the Hutu
universe, and vice-versa. Thus, when the notion of analyticity
is extended to cover specialized dcfinitions, it results in the
epistemological relativism of Kuhn and Feyerabend.

This result should be seen as a reductio ad absurdum of
the idea that a term’s ref is set by its definition. But it

iv. Concerning this part there are many doubts, and
arguments have been advanced against it by Scotus,
Aureol, and Gregory. But since these issues pertain to
my book on the Posterior Analytics, where 1 treated the
matter at length in chapter 3. interested readers can sce
the whole debate there, with my solutions to the objec-
tions. I shall not repeat them.

There is one point. however. which nceds mention.
In the article above, ‘self-verifying proposition’ is not
being defined by the words saying that its predicate is
contained in the real definition of the subject. Rather. a
causal condition is being given: because the predicate is
contained there, the proposition is rendered self-verify-
ing, and this transposes [if a proposition is not self—\fcri-
fying. its predicate is not contained there].* I say this
because, for St. Thomas, it is quite true that

every proposition whose predicate occurs in the

scientific definition of its subject is self-verifying.
but the converse is not true. .

[Not every self-verifying proposition has its predi

cate in the proper definition of its subject.]
For when one category-term is denicd of another [e.g.
*substance is not quantity']. and when a first modifica-
tion is predicated of its immediate subject [e.g "alineis
what is curved’}, the resulting propositions are without
middle term in themselves and hence are self-verifying
in themselves. [Yet the proper definition of “substance’
does not include *is not quantity’. and Euclid did not
include ‘what is curved’ in his definition of a line. So
not every self-verifying proposition has its predicate in
the ratio of its subject.]

If St. Thomas seems to write elsewhere* as if he
were defining ‘self-verifying’ this way. the talk of being
“in” the definition of the subject should be glossed with
*formally or proximately virtually’. But one should not
adopt or extend this way of speaking. because it is less
correct.

Analysis of the article, IT

v.  Asto job (2). the conclusion answering the ques-
tion is this: ‘God exists' is self-verifying in itself but not
to us. — The first part of it is supported on the basis that
the predicate picks out the same reality as the subject.
The second part is supported on the ground that we do
not know the what-it-is of the subject. — Thence a
corollary follows: the truth of this proposition needs to
be shown via a means of proof from our point of view,
that is, by an effect a posteriori. This last is clear be-
cause the proposition in question is not evident to us and
has no means of proof a priori.

also casts doubt on the modern effort to isolate definitions
from empirical content and thereby put a hermetic seal be-
tween analytic and “synthetic” propositions. No such seal is
tight, because there is no hard frontier between what we mean
by our words and what we learn about the world. There is at
best a porous and shifting frontier.

In its post-medieval beginni on verbal
definitions was occasioned by despair at finding the real defi-
nitions that Aristotle called /ogoi and Aquinas called rationes
Early modem science had shattered confidence in Aristotle’s
logoi and had not yet provided better ones. Today the despair
is an affectation. R are available by the th ds. for

everything from stars to atomic particles. Scientific definitions
seem almost within reach for biological species. The ideaof a
real definition that we scek and do not yet possess 1s thus co-
herent again, even famihar. So the idea of a proposition “self-
verifying in itself but not to us™ should no longer seem odd.

One must admit. however. that the gap between real defini-
tions and verbal ones has turned out to be wider than Aquinas
could have anticipated. Thought without experiment can no
longer bridge 1t.

* The truth of the transposition meant that the causal condi-
tion stated was what we call today a suflicient condition.
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To silence Anselmian resistance

vi. In the answer to the second objection [where two
responses are given.] you should know that some writ-
ers have made a rather annoying rejoinder to the sec-
ond resp asifto hen their arg

So according to you, what exceeds all thought

does not exist; but [inference:] in that case it

does not outstrip every thinkable thing, which is

contrary to what the term ‘God’ means.
To support this inference, they say:

because it doesn’t outstrip an existing thinkable

thing: and if it did exist, it would be thought

greater than any thinkable thing.
vii.  But this rejoinder is just a restatement of the ori-
ginal objection, and so it can be met with the same res-
ponse. distinguishing the consequent. “Outstripping
every thinkable thing” happens in two arenas: (1) in
the real, (2) in being thought. I do not mean that be-
ing-in-the-real or being-thought is itself the advantage.
1 am using these phrases just to situate the things
thought. For example, think of the traits of the perfect
orator. They can be [depicting him] outstripping every
orator in two ways: (1) with his advantage in the real,
(2) with his advantage in being-thought. In the first
way, one must posit that the perfect orator exists. In
the second way, one need not; it suffices that “the per-
fect orator” have the being of an object of thought. For
we say that the basis of his advantage lies in the nobi-
lity of the thought-up traits in themselves. .

So, in the present context, from a premise saying,
What exceeds every thinkable thing does not
exist,

it follows perfectly well that

therefore what exceeds every thinkable thing

does not outstrip in real existence every

thinkable thing. .

Indeed, it does not outstrip in that arena a grain qf

sand, o the least thing existing. But it is not valid to

infer .
therefore what exceeds every thinkable thing
does not exceed in itself, as an object of

thought, every thinkable thing. )

For in this arena it does outstrip every thinkable thing.
— And when the rejoinder goeson to say,

It would be a greater thinkable, if it did exist

in the real, .

I deny this flatly. A rejoinder like this comes enhen:
from mistaking the sense we give to the word ‘God’ —
with these writers believing that, when our response
accepts their verbal definition of ‘God’, we mean to
say, “Since ‘God’ has this sense, i.e., ‘a greater than
any other thinkable thing’, it means an item full of
every perfection setting aside existence” (and 1hgy
rejoin, “Let it mean an item full of every perfection
including existence, and then it will mean something
still greater”) — or else from ignorance of the differ-
ence between signified act and exercised act. We are
in fact granting their view of what the word ‘God’
means and are not quibbling over its sense in any way.
We withhold from that sense nothing contributing to

advantage [to being greater], and we withhold nothing
in signified act. (We must set aside, of course, exis-
tence in exercised act.) We concede, in other words,
that what is meant and thought is a thing greater than
every other thinkable thing, having every perfection and
even that of existence in the real (but in signified act).
Evenso: from ‘__is meant’ and *__is thought’ there is
no valid inference to *__ exists’. This is why, in the ar-
ticle above, St. Thomas says the argument proves no-
thing. Its adversaries do not concede that a thing greater
than every other thinkable thing exists in the real, al-
though they do concede that exactly such a thing is sig-
nified and thought of as real. And since the item is al-
ready so thought of, it is nof the case that a still greater
thing is signified when the item is signified as existing.
No: if it existed, it would not be greater; all that would
happen is that what is only in thought would exist.

We get a similar example in the case of a species.
Suppose “the noblest animal” is elusive to us, and we
want to prove that it exists just from the terms used in
stating the problem. The result would go like this:

the noblest animal exists; for if it did not, it

would not be the noblest of animals.
Here it is clearer still that the advantage, the basis for
being nobler, is the nobility of the thing meant [the
sense] in itself, while being-in-thought and being-in-the-
real are just arenas of the very noble thing meant. And
it is clearer still how the argument fails to be valid, as is
obvious to one who thinks it through.
viii.  From a logico-linguistic point of view, you can
silence these annoyances by saying just one thing. ‘A
thing greater than any other thinkable thing’ implies real
existence either in exercised act or in signified act. The
second alternative is conceded here, but not the first. If
the first alternative were accepted, ‘A thing greater than
any other thinkable thing exists’ would be self-verify-
ing, no doubt, just like ‘What there is exists’. — Now
the reason why this phrase, ‘a thing greater than any
other thinkable thing’, does not imply existing in exer-
cised act, but only conceptually, is because it is a noun
phrase. Things meant by nouns are meant as conceived,
while things meant by verbs are meant as exercised.
Hence this proposition,

Existence does not exist
involves no contradiction, but this one

What there is does not exist
involves a contradiction.

A difference with Scotus on truth

ix. In meeting the third objection, the reply concedes
that ‘truth in general exists’ is a self-verifying proposi-
tion. Notice that the argument for this is seen to accept
the following implication as sound:

If no truth exists, it is true that no truth exists.
Scotus, however, rejects this implication in his remarks
on I Sent. d.2, .2, ad 3; he says it commits a fallacy of
the consequent by moving from the many causes of
truth to just one of them. As a first point, he grants that

If no truth exists, then it is not true that some

truth exists
is valid; but if you change this negative consequent to
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the affirmative one

... then it is true that no truth exists,
he thinks the implication becomes invalid. For, asa
second point, he says that ‘truth’ is either taken basis-
wise [fundamentaliter] or else formally. If no truth
exists, neither interpretation will support the affirma-
tive consequent. The basis-wise interpretation won't,
because [so taken, the premise would mean that no
thing exists on whose basis any point would be true,
and so] no thing would be left to make the point in
question [the point that there is no truth] true. The for-
mal interpretation won’t support it cither, because [so
taken, the premise would mean that no conformity of
intellect to thing exists, and so] there would be no in-
tellect left [to entertain the point that there is no truth].
So [concludes Scotus] the affirmative consequent does
not follow, but only the negative one, as indicated.

x.  The SHORT ANSWER to this is that, in good logic,
you can go perfectly well from a true proposition, p, to
‘It is true that p’, and vice-versa, because the truth-
modality, ‘it is true that ...", does not add anything to
the underlying proposition which it modalizes. Iam
amazed that he has put himself at odds with this. For
the following is valid:
if Socrates is running, it is true that he is running.
And so is this:
if Socrates is not running, it is true that he is not
running,
and so on for every case. So, too, in the case at hand:
if no truth exists, it is true that no truth exists.
A confirming argument is that ‘no truth exists’ is a
proposition; therefore, by De Interpretatione I, it
means a true point or a false one. Well, where it means
a true one, it means that it is true that no truth exists.
xi.  So. to answer the first point, there is no fallacy,
because either consequent [the affirmative or the ne-
gative] follows with specificity from the antecedent.
In fact, the affirmative version,
(1) ... then it is true that no truth exists,
follows first and prior to the negative version,
(2) ... then it is not true that some truth exists.
For (1) follows immediately, and (2) follows medi-
ately, via (1). The reason is that (1) pertains to the
consistency of the proposition in itself, while (2) per-
tains to negating its contradictory, ‘some truth exists’.
Again, while the direct negation of a proposition’s
contradictory follows immediately from the proposi-
tion itself, e.g.,
if no truth exists, then not (some truth exists),
nevertheless, the negation of its truth-modalized
contradictory follows only via the rule mentioned
above, namely,
p o itis true that p.
[For thus
not-p o it is true that not-p.]
And by this route, ‘no truth exists’ implies ‘it is not
true that some truth exists’, since ‘it is not true that
some truth exists’ is equivalent to the contradictory of
‘some truth exists’, namely, “not (some truth exists)*
[which in turn is equivalent to *no truth exists’]. Thus,

S5

by denying our implication, Scotus unwittingly conced-
ed it, since he conceded an implication based on it.5

To answer his second point, ‘truth’ is taken here at
least basis-wise. If one objects that no basis for truth
would remain [if nothing existed]. I deny it. In order for
there to be a basis for negative truths, there do not have
to remain any things. This truth. for example.

The void has no traits [nihil est nihif} would remain
basis-wise, in the absence of any thing or intellect
whatever. For in that case. if any intellect were there. it
could conform [adaequare] its judgment to that truth as
an object-of-thought [objectaliter] by forming the
proposition, ‘the void has no traits’, and this would )
suffice [for truth to emerge formally]. Hence, even in
the real case, *the void has no traits’ has no other basis
coming from the “thing meant” than the sort just
indicated. The familiar dictum, “truth basis-wise is
being,” holds good for positive truth, not negative. The
basis of negative truth is not-being. rather than being. as
is obvious.®

You see the issues of this article discussed at length
in De Veritate, .10, 2.12.

$ Let p be *some truth exists’, and let Tp mean ‘it is true
that p°. Scotus admitted Tp Dp and so ~p S>~Tp. but C aje-
tan held the stronger Tp =p, from which ~p 5 T~p, which
Scotus rejected, also follows. Easy moves introducing a
truth-modality into the classical, bivalent propositional cal-
culus can be made to vindicate either position, for all accep-
table values of p. But is *some truth exists™ an acceptable
value of the variable? And did Scotus accept a bivalent pro-
positional calculus, that is, one in which ‘true’ and *false’
are the only values a proposition can take? See the next
footnote

6 This dispute over what follows from ‘no truth exists’
raised problems that would not be handled adequately until (a)
proposttional and predicate calculi were formalized, (b) Tarski
provided a formal account of ‘true’, (c) Lukasiéwicz pioneered
many-valucd logic, and (d) others developed free logic Itis
not necessary to discuss these developments here: rather, one
should appreciate the root of this particular Thomist-Scotist
dispute.

St. Augustine had developed an argument linking truth and
God. The gist of it was that, if truth exists, God exists. The
third objection raised in this article was drawing on the autho-
rity of that argument. Aquinas introduced distinctions that
blunted the force of Augustine's argument, while Scotus hoped
10 preserve it, even in the new intellectual climate created by
Aristotle's Organon. To achieve this aim, Scotus tied the exis-
tence of truth to the existence of things in such a way that, if
there were no things, no proposition would be true. For if he
was granted this claim, plus a premise which was not in dispute
between Thomists and Scotists, namely. that if' there were no
God, there would be no things. Scotus had the lemma that, if
there were no God. there would be no true propositions. Then,
by transposition, he felt he had: if there is truth. there 1s God

But set aside the troublesome talk about truth. and take the
proposition, “there are no things'. Wouldn't that be rrue. if
there were no things? Scotus had to deny it. He adnutted that
“there are things® would nor be true in that case. but he denied
that *there are no things’ would be frue in that case. In this
form, the dispute today is about extending predicate logic to an
empty domain (at least, one empty of real things). Cayetan can
be read as assuming that the logic will remain two-valued.
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article 2

Is it open to demonstration that God exists?
15T q3,a.5,In 1l Sent.d.24,q.1,22, q* 2; 1 CG ¢.12; De Potentia De1 q.7, 8.3; In Boethii de Trinitate q.1, .2

The existence of God does not seem open to conclusive
proof.

(1) That God exists. after all, is an article of faith. The
articles of faith do not admit of conclusive proof, because
such proof makes a thing evident to us,* while faith is
about things not evident, as is clear in Hebrews 11:1. So
God’s existence is not open to demonstration.

(2) Besides, the middle term by which points are
proved about a thing is [the real definition of] what that
thing is. But where God is concerncd, we cannot know
what He is, but only what He is not, as Damascene says.
Hence we cannot prove that God exists.

(3) Furthermore, if it were demonstrated that God ex-
ists, it would have to be from His effects. But His effects
are not proportionate to Him. He is infinite; the effects
are finite, and the finite bears no proportion to the infin-
ite. Therefore, since a cause cannot be demonslrz}ted by
way of an effect not proportionate to it, God’s existence
does not seem open to demonstration.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is what the Apostle says in
Romans 1:20, “the invisible things of God are clearly
seen, being understood from the things that have been
made.” This statement would not be true, if God’s ex-
istence were not open to demonstration by way of the
things that have been made. After all, the _ﬁrsl thing to
understand about any item is whether it exists.

1 ANSWER: there are two kinds of demonslralion,. Oqe
explains a fact by way of a cause of it, and .ihlS kind is
called a proof of why.! Such a proof is achieved by way
of things which are prior in themselves [to the fact ex-
plained]. The other kind establishes a fact by way of an
effect of it, and this kind is called a proof l{ml’ [the fact
holds). It is achieved by way of things which, to us in
our leaming process, are prior [to the fact eslabllshefi].
After all, an effect is often more obvious to us than its
cause, and so we go from the effect to learn lhe_ cause.
Now. from any effect whatever, one can establish that a
distinctive cause of it exists — provided 9nly that thf
effect is well enough known to us. Here i why: an e.f-
fect” depends on a cause; so, necessarily, if v.h'c eff?ct is
given, the cause is in place. Ergo, as “God cxists’ is not
self-verifying to us, it is open to being established by way
of effects that are known to us.

TOMEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): the point that God
exists and other such points about God which can come
to be known (as it says in Romans 1:19/) by natural rea-
son are not articles of faith but preambles to the articles.
For faith presupposes natural knowledge as grace presup-
poses nature itself — and as any completion presupposes
what can be completed by it. OF course, nothing prevents
a point provable and scientifically knowable in its content
from being taken on faith by someone who docs not un-

derstand the proof.

ad (2): when a cause is established via an effect, one
has to use the effect in lieu of the cause’s real definition
in one’s proof that the cause exists, and this is especially
the case with God. After all, to prove that an item exists,
one has to [start with a description of it and] take as mid-
dle term what the description means. One does not start
with a scientific definition of the alleged item, because
the question of what-it-really-is does not arise until the
does-it-exist question has been resolved in its favor. The
names and descriptions we give to God are drawn from
effects, as will be shown below. So, in establishing that
God exists by way of an effect, we can take as middle
term what *God’ means.'

ad (3): from effects not proportionate to a cause, one
cannot get a full grasp of the cause. But from any effect
at all (as I just said) we can prove that the cause exists.
So we should be able to prove that God exists from ef-
fects of His, even though we cannot get to know Him
fully for what He is through those effects.

! The meaning of *God" as cause of this-or-that will thus be
crucial in the next article, where the proof-strategy described
here will be executed. The execution will have five parts (the
five “ways”), in each of which Aquinas will make a claim about
what ‘God’ means. These claims will not be so scientific as
*electron’ and ‘cause of the cathode ray-tube phenomenon’ but
will come from what ‘god’ meant in the historical setting in
which divine revelation was received.

Biblical revelation presupposed that its human addressees
understood what ‘god’ meant. An adequate pre-understanding
was secured by cultural conditions throughout the ancient Near
East and the Greco-Roman world. A god was one who was wor-
shipped. Worship involved sacrifices, petitions, efc., intended to
be heeded by the god and accepted; divine acceptance was desi-
rable because it was believed to make a difference in the course
of terrestrial events. Most events of human interest were be-
lieved to turn on the favor of a god or the disfavor. Thus ‘god’
was understood to mean what biblical revelation required it to
mean: a higher, decision-making being whose effects are felt on
earth. Let us call this the core meaning, CM, of ‘god’; to it,
each ancient people added traditional beliefs; to it, revelation
added saving truths.

The same CM was understood by the pioneers of philoso-
phy. They reasoned that a god worthy of the name must be a
being of the highest kind, eternal, supremely good, and beyond
change. This conviction could lead to opinions inconsistent with
worship, since a worthy god could come to be viewed as too
detached to hear prayers, or too abstract. But insofar as phito-
sophers preserved the CM, they elevated its components thus: a
supreme. changeless, eternal and all-intelligent decision-making
being whose effects are felt on earth. Let us call this the enhan-
ced core meaning, ECM, of ‘god’. Congruent with biblical re-
velation, the ECM provided the sense of ‘God’ in which the
church Fathers supposed natural reason could prove there was a

God. The five meanings used by Aquinas in the next article, as
being “what everybody means by ‘God’,” are parts taken from
the ECM.

15Tq.13,al1



Cajetan’s Commentary

The title-question is clear. — In the body of the arti-
cle two jobs are done. First, he divides demonstrations
into proofs of the fact and proofs of why, efc. Second, he
gives the question a yes-answer by reaching a single con-
clusion: God’s existence is open to proof a posteriori,
i.e., by way of an effect.

This conclusion is supported. An effect depends upon
its own distinctive cause; therefore, necessarily, given the
effect, its cause is in place. Therefore, from any effect at
all, provided only that it be well enough known to us, we
can establish that its distinctive cause exists. Ergo, that
God exists is open to demonstration through effects well
enough known to us.

All these points are clear, supposing that God has any
effects that are well known to us, and this will emerge
below [in the next article].

On the answer ad (1)

ii.  In the answer to the first objection, bear in mind that
facts about God which are known by natural reason can
be considered either (1) in themselves, or (2) as points
known to us. Likewise the [facts which are] articles of
faith can be considered (1) in themselves, and (2) as
points believed by us. When both are taken in them-
selves, it is not true to say that the naturally known ones
are all “preambles” to the articles of faith; rather, some
are antecedent — such as the facts that God exists, is one,
is good, and other non-relational facts — while others are
really consequent [upon facts which, to us, are believed],
such as the fact that God is the first cause of things and
other such [relational] matters.! This does not imply that
there are points in theology that come before the starting
points. It only implies that there are points prior to those

! Centain facts naturally knowable to us are causal conse-
quences of divine choices knowable only by revelation. Thus,
God would not be the first cause of the effects we see (as he is
naturally known to be), if He had not chosen a world-plan in
which creating them is a part (as He is known to have done only
by revelation). Any point n which is naturally knowable is con-
ceptually independent of any point r that is knowable by reve-
lation alone. So Cajetan’s point here is that the conceptual inde-

starting points which arc articles of faith. For the natu-
rally knowable points that are antecedent are among the
starting points of theology. Recall what I said about the
articles of faith in commenting on a.2 of q.1: it is in
themselves that they are the per se starting points of our
theology, while as points believed they are incidentally
starting points. But when both kinds of facts are taken as
points held by us, then, indeed. all the oncs known by
natural reason are preambles to the faith. for the reason
given in the text.?  And this is all that St. Thomas inten-
ded to say. So tread carefully.

On the answer ad (2)

i, Inthe answer to the second objection, bear in mind
that this teaching about resolving the does-it-exist ques-
tion is correct relative to us: as one thing follows another
in our learning process, the question of what-it-really-is
comes after the question of whether-it-exists. But in it-
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self,* the order is the reverse [what-an-entity-is is prior 10+ secundum se

the entity itself ], as it says in Posterior Analytics I1. 3

pendence of n from r does not imply a causal independence of
the fact that n from the fact that r.

2 [ other words. any natural knowledge of God. as know-
ledge, is subject to being perfected by the Good News of the
faith, if and when one acquires it.

3 In this statement about the order “in itself,” Cajetan is not
making the metaphysical claim that the essence factor as such is
prior to the existence factor fesse) as such; no Thomist would
say that. He is only making the point that the form of an ens is
an inner causc of it and hence “pnor in nature™ to the ens as a
whole. Aristotle’s an est question is about an item in our vo-
cabulary, such as ‘top quark’, and asks whether it has a referent
in the real, whether an ens corresponds to it. This is quite differ-
ent from the metaphysical question asking

what is that by which an ens is, if it is?
to which esse, really distinct from essence in creatures, is the
Thomistic answer.

Also, the scholastics used *x is prior to " in many senses.
Besides ‘x is earlier than y in time”, it could also mean "x ex-
plains y in some line of causality". In that case, x was called
prior “in nature™ to y.
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article 3

Is there a God?

InlSent.d 3,1 CGce.13-16,44; 2 CG ¢ 15,3 CG ¢ 64, De Verutate q.5, 8.2, De Potentiaq.3,a.5;
Compend. theal. ¢.3; In VII Phys., lectio 2; In VIl Phys., lectiones 91X, In XII Metaphys., lectiones SAT.

It would seem that there is no God.

(1) For if one of two contraries is infinite, the other
will be wiped out completely. But the noun ‘God’ is
understood to mean an infinite good. So if God exis-
ted. [evil would be wiped out, and] no evil would be
found. But evil is found in the world. Therefore, there
is no God.

(2) Besides, what can reach its completion from
fewer causes* docs not reach it from more. But it
seems that all the events that turn up in the world can
be brought to completion from other causal sources,
leaving God out. For those events that occur naturally
g0 back to the source which is nature, while those that
occur artificially go back to the source which is human
reason or will. There is no nced, therefore, to posita

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is Exodus 3:14, where God
says of Himself, “I am who am.”

T ANSWER: the proposition that there is a God can be
supported in five ways.'

The first way, more readily apparent than the oth-
ers, is taken from change.! It is certain and evident to
the senses that some things in this world are undergo-
ing change. But everything undergoing change is be-
ing changed by another. For nothing undcrgoes change
towards a new state except insofar as it is in potency to
that state. By contrast, a thing induces change [toward
a given state] insofar as it is in act {in that state]; for
inducing change is nothing but bringing some state out
of potency into act, and no potency can be reduced to
act except by some being which is in act. For example,
a log is potentially hot, and what makes it be hot .
actually is a thing that is hot actually, like f'n:e, which .
thereby induces change in the log and alters it. Now, it
is not possible for the same thing to be at once 1n act
and in potency vis-a-vis the same state, but only vis-a-

vis different states. (When a thing is actually hot it
cannot be. at the same time, potentially hot; rather, it is
then potentially cold.) So it is not possible for some-
thing both to induce and undergo change to the same
state at once and in the same way — or in other words
change itself. So, necessarily, whatever is bcmg chfm-
ged is being changed by another. And necessarily, if
this other is itself undergoing change [so as to start
inducing one], it is being changed by still anotper, and
so on. But this [chain of dependency in changing and

1 The ways arc labelled in the margin Wy, W3, etc. Each

being changed] cannot reach back to infinity.2 If it did,
there would be no first inducer of change. But then in
consequence there would be no other inducer of change,
b the subseq h do not induce change
except by virtue of being changed by the first inducer —
as a stick does not move anything unless moved by a
hand.> Necessarily, then, one comes to a first inducer of
change which [in causing change is not undergoing
change and so] is not being changed by anything. Every-
one understands ‘God’ to mean this [a first and unchang-
ing cause of change, or “unmoved mover”).

The second way is taken from the scientific account
of efficient causes.* We find, among the objects of our
senses, efficient causes depending one upon another. But
we do not find (nor is it possible) that any of these is an
efficient cause of itself. For if it were, it would be prior
to itself, which is impossible. [So everything efficiently
caused is so caused by another.] But it is not possible [for
a chain of dependency] among efficient causes to go back
to infinity. For all efficient causes on the same chain are
such that (a) the first is the cause of the middle, and the
middle is the cause of the last, whether the middle be ma-

2 The sort of chain meant here is an ordered set in which
each element y which is undergoing change is not inducing
change in any posterior element z, unless y is undergoing a
change induced by a prior element x in the set. Such a set of
causes was called “essentially” ordered in Aquinas’ era; today, it
is called well-ordered.

3 Although Aquinas did not distinguish infinity here from
what we call well-orderedness, it is clear that the latter is what
he had in mind as the real issue. A well-ordered set is one so
ordered as to have a first element. An infinite set can be well-
ordered (like the natural numbers) or not well-ordered (like the
integers). Aqunas’ claim 1s that any well-ordered set of chang-
ed or change-inducing elements in which each changed element
is dependent on a prior cl t to be changed, must be well-
ordered under this dependency relation, if it has any changed
element. Given Zom’s lemma, his claim is sound; it cannot be
rebutted by appeal to transfinite induction, because the latter is a
theorem about weli-ordered sets.

4 This via comes next because efficient causation is a com-
mon way of inducing change, and the best known in human
expericnce. Its scientific account (ratio) held that a terrestrial
efficient cause, like a river making its channel through rock, is
dependent in this operation on at least one higher efficient cause,
i.e., the sun pouring out heat and light. In the medieval under-
standing, this higher cause was also more universal: the sun ap-
peared on every chain of efficient causes which terminated with
aterrestrial event of cfficicnt causation and its effect. Indeed,
every such chain was the same from the sun back, so that any
element prior to the sun (i.e. any efficient cause on which the
sun depended in order to be giving heat and light to the earth)

way [via) was a traditional arg Aquinas is ly
read as taking them independently; but there is good reason to
think he intended the ways to be taken cumulatively. See be-
fow, note 11.

was also on every such chain. So if each such chain has a first
element, its first will be the same element as on every other such
chain.
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ny or one, and (b) if any cause is removed, so is its
effect. So, if there has been no first efficient cause,
neither will there be a last or a middle. If the chain
reaches back to infinity, there will be no first efficient
cause. And thus there will be no last effect nor any
intermediate efficient causes — which is clearly not
the case. Ergo it is necessary to posit a first efficient
cause. People mean this by ‘God’.

The third way is taken from [a temporal sense of]
‘can be’ and ‘must be’.5 It goes as follows. We en-
counter things which temporarily are and are not, since
we find things that arise and perish. Thus they can be
and can fail to be. But it is impossible for anything
like this to always be; for whatever can fail to be does
fail to be at some time.® So, if all entities are such that
they can fail to be, then at some time nothing was.” If
50, then nothing would be now. For what-is-not does
not begin to be except by virtue of something which is.
If there was a time, then, when nothing was, it was
then impossible for anything to begin to be, and so
there would still be nothing — which is obviously not
true. Hence, it is not the case that all entities are such
that they can fail to be. There must be something that
[can’t fail to be and so] is a perpetual being. Now,
every perpetual being either has an outside cause of its
perpetuity or else does not have such a cause. But it is
not possible to go back infinitely in [a chain of] perpe-
tual beings each having [another as] its cause of perpe-
tuity, just as one cannot go back infinitely among effi-
cient causes, as was proved above. Thus one must
posit that there is a self*-perpetual being, not having a
cause of its perpetuity outside itself, but causing others
to be perpetual. Everyone means this by ‘God’.

The fourth way is taken from the degrees found in
things. We find some things better, more real,' more
noble, efc., and some less so. But things are called
more and less by how they stand to something which is
most. A hotter thing is one coming closer to the hot-
test.? So, there is something which is best, most real,
most noble, and so most fully a being.® For the things

$ In the temporal sense of the modalities, ‘x can be’ means
*x temporarily is’; and *x must be’ means ‘x always is’. So ‘x
can fail to be” means ‘at some time x is not’. Thus a “neces-
sary” being in the temporal sense is a just a perpetual one.

6 This inference is invalid in the normal, alethic sense of
‘can’ but sound in the temporal sense defined in footnote §.

7 So long as W is taken independently, this premise com-
mits a fallacy of scope, trying to move from the hypothesis,
Wx 3t (x is not at ¢), to the conclusion, 37 Vx (x is not at 7).
There is no salvaging such a move so long as the values of x
are unrelated individuals. But Aquinas probably had in mind
the first efficient cause, on which any produced being
depends, as a value of x. 1t seems plausible that if everything
(including that first of causcs) had a time when it was not,
there was a time when nothing was.

8 ‘More and less’ are also said from how things stand to a
least; so the 4™ way needs another premise; ¢f. q.49, 2.3 ad 3.

9 Shorten ‘maximum’ to ‘max’. The idea that the max of
goodness = the max of truencss/realness = the max of being
is borrowed here from a standard doctrine of the transcenden-
tal terms, which are discussed below in qq.5, 11. and 16.

that are most real are the fullest beings, as it says in Me-
taphysics II. But in any kind, what is most of that kind is
the cause of all [other] things of that kind — as fire, the
hottest in the hot-kind, is the cause of all [other] things’
being hot (as it says in the samc text). Ergo there is some-
thing which, for all the beings, is the cause of their being
and of their goodness and of any other perfective trait.
This we mean by ‘God'.

The fifth way is taken from the governance of
things. For we see that there are things lacking cognitive
capacity, like natural bodies,' which nevertheless func-
tion to a purpose.* This comes out in the fact that they
not only function uniformly but also reach by their func-
tioning an optimal state. So it is clear that they do not
reach [this state which is] their purpose by chance, but by
intention. But things without cognitive capacity do not
tend toward a purpose unless they have been directed to it
by something that knows and understands — as an arrow
[does not go to a target unless aimed there] by an archer.
Ergo there is some intelligent entity by which all natural
things are directed to a purpose. This we call *God’.

[Therefore there is a God.] *!

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): as Augustine said
in the Enchuridion: “Since God is supremely good. He
would not allow any evil in His works in any way. unless

10 “Natural’ had several senses, and the one used here is “op-
erating by blind causal process or instinct’. This is still our nar-
rowest sense of “the natural.”

11 Let us refer to the “five ways™ as the W, i c1.2 5. TO
decide if they are independent, we must take into account the
fact that they have becn edited to carry out the proof strategy an-
nounced in a.2. There we were told that a proof establishing
God’s existence uses as “middle term™ a meaning of *God'” as
‘something having what it takes to account for an effecte’. In
line with this strategy, each of the five W, notices an occurrent
effect e, and argues that accounting for it takes one back to a
certain type of causal entity c.. Each way claims that a cause of
the ¢-type is meant by a meaning m; of *God'.

The problem is that meaning m, (‘unmoved mover') is not
synonymous with m (“intelligent governor of nature’), nor is
either synonymous with m, ("fullest being’) or m, (*self-perpe-
tual being’). How are these non-synonymous m, being used,
then, as middle terms? Is the operative meaning of ‘God” a
disjunction of the m, — so that, if any one of them has reference
in the real, God exists (and the independent reading is correct)?
Or 1s the operative middle term a conjunction of the m, — so that
the proof requires all five to have reference in the real? The text
does not say. But there is evidence.

(1) The independent reading does not yield the result that
there is a God but that there are things (perhaps five) which are
God-like in some respect. 1f one wants to prove more — that
there is at least one thing which is God-like in five respects —
one must not take the W, independently. To see this, suppose
the core ing of *God' is hing which causes both ¢-ing
and y-ing. To prove that God exists. will it suflice to prove (1)
that something causes @-ing. and (b) that something causes y-
ing? No; for perhaps nothing causes both.

(2) The next inquiry in the Swmma, q.3. takes no pains to es-
tablish that some unmoved mover is also a maximum of being.
etc. Aquinas just borrows the result of any W, and applies it to
God. For this procedure to be licit while leaving the W, inde-
pendent. he would have to be using *God’ as a generic label for
anything which is god-like in at lcast one respect. 1f this last
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He were so almighty and so good that He could make
even the evil yield good.” Permitting evils to exist and
bringing good out of them is therefore part and parcel
of God’s infinite goodness.

ad (2): since nature works to a definite purpose un-
der the direction of a higher agent, the cvents that oc-
cur naturally must also go back to God, as to their first

2,a3

cause. Likewise, what occurs artificially must go back to
a higher cause, which is not human reason and will, be-
cause these are changeable and can fail to be. As has
already been shown, all changeable things, and all that
can fail to be, have to go back to some first source which
is immune to change and intrinsically perpetual (or intrin-
sically necessary).

;“"‘5 wrong, so does the usual reading of the W, as indepen-
ent.

(3) By contrast, there is no problem about q.3 if the Wi
are cumulative in such a way that, under the surface, co-refer-
entiality is being secured. The m, are co-referential in case
somec,=ac,=..=acs. Thisis precisely what is suggested
by the order in which the W, are presented. W, establishes
that there is an unchanged inducer of change, using the lemma
that wh is being changed is being changed by another.
The lemma implies that change-induction is often a case of
efficient causality, so that W, discusses some of the same
phenomena as W but from another angle. The new angle
takes one to a first and maximally universal efficient causc,
on whose influence all other efficient causes depend, if they
are to produce an effect. One type of change resulting from
efficient causality is the generation and corruption of things;
it, 100, can occur only under the influence of the first efficient
cause, proved to exist in W;. Can that first efficient cause be
abeing which at some time was not? No, because then no-
thing could have been d at that time, ding to Wi,
nor at any subsequent time. Hence some efficient cause of

generation and corruption has always existed, because the very
first such cause, which is uncaused, must have existed “of it-
self.” What always has what it takes to exist is more of a being
than something which only sometimes has what it takes, and
what “of itself” has this is the most “beingly” of all. Therefore,
the first efficient cause is the fullest being and, by Wy, causes
others to be. What has intelligence has fuller being than what
docs not, and so the first cause who is the sclf-perpetual maxi-
mum of being is fully qualified to be the governor of nature said
to exist in Ws. Thus, by the end of Wy, it has becn established
that at least one ¢, is also a c;, a ¢y, a ¢y, and a cs; so the philo-
sophically enhanced meaning (ECM) of ‘God’ has been shown
to have reference in at least one case. The next order of business
will be to see whether this referent (a co-referent of all the m,)
can be a body, can have a double, efc.

The comment by Cajetan on the five ways in general (below,
§ fir) is unclear, because his two ways to “push them” are not
clear. None of the five taken independently, he says, can yield
*God exists’ in the sense many have wanted. But taken together,
he says, they yield instantiation in the rcal of five traits proper to
God. If this last is not a fallacy, it is the cumulative reading.

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title question, a problem arises at once from Pos-
terior Analytics I, where it says that no science proves
the existence of its subject matter. As Averroes said
(in comment 26 on Physics II), neither a priori nor a
posteriori does a science prove this; it assumes, rather,
that the existence of its subject is self-evident to sense
or intellect, or else it borrows the point from anol.her
science. Well, in this science, the subject matter is
God. as was settled in 1 STq.1. Therefore, Aqumas
should not be trying to prove here that there is a God.
Inserting this article is bad form. L
My reply is that, in doing what is stnctly’ns own

business,* no science proves the existence of its §ub-
ject matter. But there is nothing wrong \vilh’a scien-
ce’s doing so in its auxiliary business. That is what is
going on here. There are two incidental factors that
prompt this science to prove that there isa God.

* The first i the imperfect share that we have in lhl?
science. If we took part in the divine light more fully, it
would be clear to us immediately that God exists.

« The second is the character of our means of proof
here. i.e., their rather non-theological character. What
ascience S does not do is prove that its subject matter
exists with means that are fully native and distinctive
t0 S; but it can do this with non-native means that have
been borrowed by S, provided only that they are better
known to us than the existence of S’s subject matter.
That. again, is what is going on here. As you can sce
by running through the drift of the article above, theo-

logy is proving that God exists not from its fully native
and distinctive resources [like Scripture and the Fathers],
but from things that belong to it ministeriaily, things
known by the natural light of reason (which are outside
matter for theology, absolutely speaking, as we said

above). q1,a8; com

mentary § v
Analysis of the article

ii. In the body of the article there is one conclusion,
answering the question with yes: there is a God. — Five
ways are put forward to support this, which we have no
need to review, since statements of them are found not
only here but in 1 Contra Gentiles, in the questions De
Potentia, in the questions De Veritate, and in Book I of
[St. Thomas’s Commentary on Peter Lombard’s] Libri
Sententiarum.

On the five Ways in general

iit.  On these arguments in general, note very carefully
that they can be pushed in two directions.

In the first, they are pushed to conclude to the ex-
istence of just that bodiless, immaterial, eternal, supreme,
changeless, first, most perfect, etc., Being, which we hold
God to be. So pushed, these arguments are subject to
much dispute:

« the first way, as Aquinas himself says in 1 CG,
c.13, leads to a change-inducer which is only as un-
changed as the agent intellect;
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Caclo et mundo I
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Metuphysics XII
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* the second way, as Averroes says, leads only to
a heavenly body and its mover;

* and the rest do not seem to get much further. But
the arguments are not intended to be pushed in this
direction, as we shall see right now.

In the other direction, they are pushed to conclude
that certain traits in fact distinctive of God are found in
th.e real, never mind how or to what degree. This is the
d!rection intended here; and so taken, the arguments
give rise to little or no philosophicat difficulty.

For a better grasp of this reading, let us clarify the
force of the Ways one by one. By the first Way, taken
from change, it is enough if we get to the conclusion,

- there is a first unchanged inducer of ch
regardless of whether it is the soul of a heavenly
sphere, or the world-soul, etc., because this will be
taken up in the next Inquiry [q.3). By the second Way,
taken from efficient causes, it is enough if we gettoa
ﬁrs:t efficient cause, regardless of whether it is a body
or incorporeal, because that will be taken up in the next
Inquiry. By the third Way, taken from what [can-be
and] must-be, it is enough if we get to a first self-per-
petual being, regardless of whether there are one or
many such, because that will be taken up in Inquiry 11.
By the fourth Way, too, taken from the degrees of
things, it is enough if we get to at least one fullest
being which is realest, best, most noble, in which all
others participate. And likewise by the fifth Way,
taken from governance, it is enough if we get to a first
govemor-by-intellect, whoever He may be.! For all
these traits or réles — unchanged changer, first effi-
cient cause, self-perpetuating being, fullest being, and
first governor by intellect — are in fact distinctive of
God; by concluding that they are instanced in the real,
one is concluding directly, though per accidens, that
there is a God; in other words, one is concluding that
God, not as God, but as playing such and such a role,
exists; and thence one gets to the underlying point that
God as God exists.

From these remarks it should be clear that neither
Averroes’ arguments against Avicenna {in comment 44
on Metaphysics XII] nor Aureol’s against these Ways
[in remarks on / Sentences, q.1), are really against the
intent of this article — except for Aureol’s objection to
the fifth Way and his attacks on some points assumed.

Defending the first Way

iv.  In the first Way, taken from books VII and VIII
of the Physics, two propositions have been attacked.
The first is that nothing first-off* changes itself.
Scotus argued against this in his material on [the na-
tural motions of] heavy things, light things, and the
will. But pursuing this would go beyond the scope of
this work; it will be the topic of a special inquiry.?

! These remarks of Cajetan’s on the first Way scandalized
even excellent neo-Thomists, like Fr. Joseph Owens.

2 First-off sclf-changing would be done without any ex-
trinsic factor starting it. But even a thing whose nature re-
quires it to be changing will not do so without first existing.

The second is that the first is the cause of the mid-
dle, which is assumed in the first Way as well as in the
second and third Ways, to prove that the chain of causes
does not go back to infinity. Against this. although it is
explicit in Aristotle in Metaplysics II [c.2] and in Phy-
sics VIII [c.5]. an argument has been put forth by Aureol,
as follows.

[Assumption:] If a middle cause or change-inducer
necessarily depends on a first cause or change-inducer. it
has this dependency either because it is “middle,” or be-
cause it is a “cause,” or because it is a “middle cause.”
But none of these holds up. Therefore a middle cause
need not depend on a first. — The assumption is sound
by adequate enumcration of the altematives. Eliminating
each alternative is supported as follows:

(1) not because it is “middle.” because it is so called
relative to any two between which it is a middle. and not
necessarily relative to a first and a last, as is clear in the
middle proportional parts of a circle:

(2) not because it is a “cause.” because a cause. as a
cause, relates to an effect and not to a dependency on a
prior or a first, as is obvious:

(3) not for the compound reason that it is *middle
cause,” because being a middle cause as such requires
only that it mediate in causing. and this is salvaged well
enough if, between a prior cause and the eftect. there is
some middle causality.

Therefore a middle cause, just by reason of being a
middle cause, does not require a dependency on a first
cause but only on a prior cause. Aureol then ofters a
confirming argument. According to us, he says, this con-
ditional is true:

if the causes went back to infinity, they would

all be middle causes.

Thus, meeting the definition of a middlc cause does not
require dependency on a first but only on a prior cause,
by relation to which a posterior cause is called “middie.”

v.  THE SHORT ANSWER IS: necessarily. a middle cause,
by virtue of being a middle cause, depends on a first
cause. To see this, recall that efticacity is part of the
definition of a cause. Unless a cause effects something, it
cannot be called a cause in act — and causes in act are
what we are talking about here. Further. the efficacity of
a cause depends on actual causal functioning.* so that if
its functioning is incomplete. its being a cause in act is
not salvaged. nor is efficacity. nor is any cfticient causa-
lity. If, therefore. x is to meet the definition of a cause.
its causal functioning has to be complete: and so what-
ever contflicts with the getting-to-be-complete of x's
causal functioning contlicts with x s being a cause. Ergo,
since a middle cause is really a cause, its own causal
functioning has to be complete.

Now we proceed thus. [Antecedent: ] The complete-
ness of a middle cause’s causal lunctioning cannot be
there without dependence on a first cause: /inference:]
ergo a middle cause, as such. depends on a first. (Aristo-
tle was quite right. therefore, to say — and we have this
in the article above. too — that the first is the cause of the
middle.) Here the inference is clear, and the antecedent
is supported like this. [Conditional:] If a first cause were

61

* causalitus



62

absent, so that prior to every cause there were another
cause. the causal functioning of the essentially depen-
dent causes would never be complete; [inference there-
Jrom:] ergo the completion of the middle ones depends
on there being a first. This conditional is clearly true,
because the infinity of a run backwards or forwards
conflicts with completing it The inference from there
is obvious, because the completion of a middle cause
depends on an antecedent one but not just on the prior
one (as is clear from the conditional); therefore, it de-
pends on a first.

vi.  Toreply to what Aureol says on the other side, I
concede this much: “being a middle cause as such only
requires that it mediate in causing.” But when he goes
on to say that this is salvaged just in relation to a prior
cause, 1 deny it. For it is impossible for the middle
cause’s functioning to be complete, unless it is suppor-
ted by a first; if its causal functioning depended on in-
finitely many prior causes, it could never be complete.

As to what he says by way of confirmation, I deny
that this conditional of his,
if the causes went back to infinity, they
would all be middle causes,

is held by Aristotle or by us. It belongs rather to our
ad hominem argument against someone who posits an

infinity of such causes. For insucha thinker’s_mmd it

follows quite well that, if all the causes are posited,

and none is first, then they 're all middle. But in truth,

from this antecedent,

if the causes went back to infinity,
what follows is
then there would be no causes,
as Aristotle and Aquinas deduce. For we should have
then there would be no first cause, and so
there would be no middle cause either,
because the first is a cause of the middle, as shown.

Defending the fourth Way

vii. A proposition assumed in the fourth Way! say-
ing, “In any kind, say -things, what is most-@ 1 the
cause of all other @-things,” has also been anacke.d by
Aurcol. In it, pay attention to three terms. (1) Itis one
thing to be “what is most-@” and something else to be
the first or most perfect species in the @-genus. The
fourth way does not assume that the most perfect .
species is the cause of the others. Its cla{m, rather, l?
about the most- thing. (2) The phrase ‘is the cause

3 The sheer infinity of a set ordered under relation R may
conflict with its physical completion, as Cajetan says. but
what conflicts with its completion even in principle is lack of
well-orderedness under R, which is preciscly lack o( afirst
element. To see the issue, think first of the positive integers
ordered under the less-than relation, and imagine that you
have been assigned to write the numerals for them, from the
least to the greatest, with the rulc that writing each lesser one
is required for writing the next greater one. Physically, you
can never finish the assignment, of course, but you can begm.
You can write 0, then 1, then 2, and so on. But now imagine
being given the same assignment for the negative intcgers,
going again from least to greatest. Now you can’t even begin.

can mean two things in this context: a properly effective
cause or an exemplary cause. In this proposition either

is allowed, b it does not matter by which
sort of causal function the fullest-being, best, and realest
is the cause of the being, goodness and realness of the
others. For being either an exemplary cause of these
things or an effective cause is peculiar to God. (3) The
phrase ‘other @-things’ can be taken two ways: inclusive-
ly, covering all that they are, or narrowly, covering just
what it takes to be ¢-things. In this context, the phrase is
not being taken broadly but narrowly. We do not say that
the hottest thing is the cause of other hot things in their
substance and all that they are, but just in their being hot.
— So the sense of the proposition assumed is this: the
thing which maximally possesses what it takes to be ¢ is
either an exemplary or effective cause of other things’
having what it takes to be ¢ (as distinct from their having
anything else).

Aureol's alleged counter-example — that white is
the maximum shade of color but does not cause the other
colors — is therefore worthless. White is not the most
colored thing. And if it were, it would not have to cause
the other colors in all their aspects, but only in having
what it takes to be colors. And calling white the exem-
plary cause of other colors as colors would be unobjec-
tionable in any case. After all, things more perfect in
being-¢ are naturally exemplary of ¢-ness for those less
perfect in being-@; and all colors are such that, the closer
they come to white, the more light they have in them, and
thus more perfection as colors.

Defending the fifth Way

viii.  Aureol poses an objection against the fifth way,
too, but on a ground which St. Thomas had already ex-
cluded in 3 CG c.64, namely, that the very essences* of
natural things might be sufficient cause for the regularity
which nature exhibits everywhere, etc. Look that passage
up (and also De Veritate q.5, a.2), and you will find that
the reason those essences alone do not suffice is [that
they do not account for] the unity of order among things,
their mutual benefits to each other, the connection of
contraries, etc. This is a further reason, beyond the one
given here in the answer ad (2), i.e., that nature acts for
an end (which is straight out of Physics II), and so either:

— nature is pursuing an end conceived by itself, or

— nature is directed to an end intended by another.

* quidditates

Rounding out the answer ad (1)

ix. When it comes to solving the first objection, notice
that Aquinas’ answer ad (1) depends on holding that an
implication [if one of two contraries is infinite, the other
is wiped out] is not sound. But he does not give a general
reason why — only a particular reason stemming from
the matter at hand. To arrive at a general reason, you
should know two pieces of information.

(1) The talk of one opposite, O, excluding the other
one, O, can be taken two ways: form-wise' and effect-

wise.} O form-wise excludes @ only in the subject re- Y ormaluer

$ effective
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ceiving O, of course. In the case at hand, the divine
goodness, by being infinite, form-wise excludes all evil
from God, but not from His creation, since it is not re-
ceived in a creature. By contrast, O effect-wise ex-
cludes @ by producing something similar to itself. In
this way, the influence of the sun drives coldness from
the air by making the air similar to itself in being
warm. The objection posed in the article is proceeding
along this line: if O is infinite. @ is not only excluded
form-wise by it but also effect-wise wherever it would
be found, because of the infinitude of O's efficacy,
which nothing could resist unless @ were also infinite.
(2) Scotus looks at this implication [if O is infinite,
O is wiped out] in his remarks on / Sent. d.2, q.1 ad 1,
and says it is true not only form-wise but also effect-
wise for opposites acting by nature, but not for one
acting voluntarily. He solves the objection at hand by
saying that infinite good acts voluntarily. — What we
have in Aquinas, by contrast, is just a denial that the
consequent follows, plus a reason given to the effect
that what follows from the infinite goodness of the
agent is that evils exist from which good is to come.

x.  Butsince, as I said, this answer brings in the mode
of causing (i.e. voluntarily) by attributing evils to di-
vine permission, which is a matter of will, it is a parti-
cular answer. To proceed more generally, one should
distinguish the antecedent, I think. For *O is infinite’
turns up true in two cases. In the one, O is communi-
cable to others under a constant definition.* This is
how it would be if a fire were infinitely hot. because its
heat is communicable to others under the same defini-
tion it has in the fire. In the other case. O is incommu-
nicable to others under a constant definition but is par-
ticipatible [by others] under an analogy of some sort.
This is how it is with God’s infinite being.t His being
is not communicable to others under a constant defini-
tion (else there could be many Gods), and yet it is par-
ticipatible by all things (some more so, some less).

What I should say, therefore, is this. If an oppo-
site O communicable under a constant definition is
infinite, @ will vanish not only from the original thing
that has O but from everything else that can receive O.
But [major:] if an O that is participatible but incom-
municable under a constant definition is infinite, then,

while O docs indeed exclude @ form-wise from itself,
this other consequent.

then O excludes O effect-wise from everything,
does not follow, even on the proviso that O acts by na-
ture. (The reason is: an infinite influence O, finitely par-
ticipated, does not exclude O totally from its partici-
pants.) [Minor:] Such is the case with infinite good.
Ergo [conclusion: the infinite good that exists in case
there is a God does not exclude evils from the world].

My major is clear from a thought-experiment.* Sup-
pose the sun were infinitely hot, but heat were not com-
municable to lower things under a constant definition but
only by some analogous imitation. Then the sun would be
an infinite influence as hot: but. for lack of a constant de-
finition [of *hot’ as verified by the sun and *hot’ as veri-
fied by lower bodies], it would be only finitely participa-
tible. As a result, the sun would produce in a body out-
side itself only a finite participation of heat: so it would
not exclude all coldness from its participants. because
some level of coldness is compatible with finite heat
communicated. My major is also clear from reason. No
matter how great the strength of the influence of O may
be, it only excludes @ effect-wise to the extent that O is
incompatible with O's effect. Well. so long as O is in-
finite in itself but only finitely participated, its eftect does
not have to be incompatible with each and every level of
0. For the effect has but a finite measure of what it takes
to be O. Ergo, an infinite influence that is only finitely
participated does not wipe out its opposite eftect-wise.

Therefore our glorious God. who is infinite good.
would not wipe out evil from the universe even if He
were acting upon it by nature [rather than voluntarily].
For He is only finitely participated by everything: and out
of His goodness there flows forth the whole panoply of
goods constituting the various levels [of beings] in the
world, and out of their natures evil arises necessarily.
Out of the wolf’s nature comes death to the lamb, and
out of the elements’ natures comes break-down to the
mixed things composed of them. So. when the reason
given in the text is generalized, it is still right to deny the
soundness of the implication. What follows from God's
infinite goodness is that evils do exist in the world
(though for the good of the whole) — and not that they
do not. It is a feature of God's infinite goodness that evil
should exist in His effects but not in Himself.

)
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Inquiry Three:
Into God’s simplicity

After one knows that a thing exists, one still has to learn the traits it has, if one is to learn what it really is. But since in
God’s case we cannot know what He is, but rather what He is not, we cannot study the traits He has. We must study the

ones He does not have. The areas to cover, therefore, are:

(A) what God is not [qq.3-11], (B) how He is accessible to our knowing [q.12], and (C) how He fits our descrip-

tions of Him [q.13].

As to what God is not, one proceeds by thinking away what does not suit Him, such as being composed, undergoing
change. and the like. The first topic, then, will be His simplicity, by which we think away composition. In the ma-
terial world familiar to us, “simple” things are inchoate and are just parts of more complex things; so, the next topic will
be God’s status as finished or complete [q.4]; the third topic will be His unlimitedness [q.7]; the fourth, His unchange-
ableness [q.9]; and the fifth, His oneness or uniqueness [q.11]. .

Under the first topic, non-composition or simplicity, eight questions are asked:

(1) is God a body?

(2) is there composition of form and matter in Him?

(3) is there composition of quiddity (i.e. essence or
nature) and a subject having it?

(4) is there composition of essence and existence?

(5) is there composition of genus and specific dif-
ference in God?

(6) is there composition of subject and accident?

(7) is He composed in any way, or utterly simple?

(8) does He enter into composition with others?

article 1

Is God a body?

1 CG ¢.20; 2 CG ¢ 3; Compendium Theologiae .16

It seems that God is a body.

(1) What has three dimensions, after all, is a body.
The Bible attributes three dimensions to God in Job 11:8-
9, “He is higher than heaven, and what wilt thou do? He
is deeper than hell, and how wilt thou know? The mea-
sure of Him is longer than the earth and broader than the
sea.” Therefore God is a body.

(2) Besides, everything with a figure is a body, since
figure is a quality having to do with size. But God seems
to have a figure, since Genesis 1:26 says, “Let us make
man in our image and likeness,” and His image is called
His figure in Hebrews 1:3, “who being the brig!nness of
His glory, and the figure,” that is, image, “of His substan-
ce.” Therefore God is a body.

(3) Also, anything having bodily parts is a body, and
Scripture attributes such parts to God. Job 40:4 z}sks.
“Hast thou an arm like God?” and in the Psalms it says
“the eyes of the Lord are upon the just,” and “the r}ghl
hand of the Lord hath wrought strength.” So God is a
body. .

(4) Only a body assumes a posture. Yet the Scrip-
tures describe God in terms of posture. Isaiah 6:1 says, “I
saw the Lord sitting.” and Isaiah 3:13 says, “The Lord
standeth up to judge.” Ergo God is a body.

(5) Furthermore, only a body or something corporeal
can serve as a point of departure or arrival. God is pre-
sented in Scripture as a point of arrival in the Psalm that
says, “Come ye to Him and be enlightencd.” and as a

point of departure in Jeremiah 17:13, “they that depart

from Thee shall be written in the earth.” Therefore God
is a body.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is what it says in John 4:24,
“God is spirit.”

I ANSWER: God is not a body, absolutely not. This can
be shown on three grounds. First, a body never induces
change without being changed, as one lcarns by experi-
ence in cach particular case. But it was shown above that w, in 1 STq2,
God is a first and unchanging ind of change. Hence a3
God is clearly not a body.

Second, it is necessarily true that an entity which is a
“first being” is in act — not in potency — in every re-
spect. Admittedly, inside a given thing passing from po-
tency into act, its being in potency comes first in time,
before its being in act. But in the broader picture, act is
prior to potency. For the thing in potency is only re-
duced to act by an entity which is already in act. Now it
was shown above that God is a “first being.” It is thus
impossible for anything in God to be in potency.! But

W2in 1 87q2,
a3

! What had been shown above was that God is the first ef-
ficient cause; a cause is a being; so the first efficient cause is a
first being. Now more implications emerge. By definition, a
first being is onc on which no causally prior being acts. Let x be
such a first, and suppose there is a trait ¢ such that x is poten-
tially @. As was shown in W, x cannot reduce itself from po-
tentially-¢ to actually-g; and since by stipulation there is no
prior entity to act on x to make it actually-g, it is impossible for
x to become @. But this contradicts the assumption that x is
potentially @. For nothing is in potency to a trait whose acqui-
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any given body is in potency [in at least one respect], be-
cause a continuous thing as such is divisible into smaller
and smaller parts indefinitely.2 It is therefore impossible
for God to be a body.

. Thirdly, God is what is maximally noble among all
beings, as came out above. But it is impossible fora
quy to hold that status. For a body is either alive or not
.ahve. As between those two, obviously, the living body
is the nobler. But a living body is not alive just because it
is a body, because then each and every body would be
alive. So it has to be alive thanks to something else, as a
human body is alive through a soul. But that through
)V}‘lich a body is alive is nobler than the body itself. Ergo
it is impossible for God to be a body.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): holy Scripture com-
{nunicates spiritual and divine truths to us under bodily
imagery, as I said above. Thus, when it attributes three
dimensions to God in an image of bodily size, Scripture is
indicating the size of His power. By depth it means His
power to know hidden things; by height, the preeminence
of pis power over all things; by length, the duration of His
existence; by breadth, the scope of His love towards all.
— Or, if you prefer, you can interpret the imagery as

God's depth is taken to be the incomprehensibility of His
essence; length, the procession of His power, penetrating
all things; breadth, His extending Himself to all things, in
that all things are contained under His protection.

ad (2): man is not said to be made in the image of
God with respect to his body. but with respect to his su-
periority over the other animals. This is why Genesis
1:26, after it says, “Let us make man in our image and
likeness,” adds, “and let him have dominion over the
fishes of the sea,” efc. Man's superiority over all the ani-
mals lies in reason and understanding. So it is along the
lines of his understanding and reason (which are non-
bodily traits) that man is in the image of God.

ad (3): bodily parts are attributed to God in the Scrip-
tures on the basis of some likeness to the acts they per-
form. The act of the eye is seeing. and so the “eye” attri-
buted to God means His power to see (which He does in
an intellectual way rather than through a sense). And
likewise for the other parts.

ad (4): descriptions having to do with posture are also
used of God merely on some basis of likeness. For ex-
ample, He is said to be sitting on account of His un-

Denis does in chapter 9 of De divinis inibus, where

bleness and His authority; He is said to be stand-
ing on account of His power to beat down everything that

sition by it is impossible. Therefore there is no trait to which a
first being is in potency.

. 2 Aquinas resorted to this abstract potency because medieval
science featured an immovable body (earth) and incorruptible
ones (in the heavens). Modem science removes these obstacles;
if it posits indivisible quarks, they have other potencies.

pp Him.
ad (5): one does not draw near to God with bodily
steps, because He is everywhere. One approaches Him
with changes of heart, and one moves away from Him
the same way. Thus under the imagery of local motion,
‘coming’ and ‘departing’ refer to spiritual change.

Cajetan’s Commentary

As to the title [and why this issue comes up next], observe
the following. Given the conditions God was said to meet
in the previous article, where His existence was proved, no
one would imagine that God was an accidental property;
He would be thought of as a substance. So, with the does-
it-exist question answered, telling us that *being’ applies to
God, and with the other conditions mandating that He be
substance, Aquinas turns immediately to the question of
whether God is a body, ing, a bodily sub Thus
‘body’ is being used in its proper sense here, to mean a
body in the category of substance — irrespective of whe-
ther a body is a simple thing, as Averroes believed a hea-
venly body to be, or non-simple. All authors agree that a
bodily substance has three dimensions connected with it,
whether the dimensions are exactly the same as such sub-
stance or not. None of that matters in this context. What
does matter is that ‘bodily substance’, properly taken. is
distinguished not only from ‘incorporeal’, e.g. ‘non-ma-
terial substance’, but also from *non-body’, i.e. from a

form which is the act of a body. Neither of these is “bo-
dily” substance as ‘bodily” marks an intrinsic difference
constituting [the substance as] a body (although ina
looser sense natural forms are called bodily substances
after the bodies whose forms they are). Here, though.
*body" is being used strictly. as you can see from the
beginning of De Anima II, where Aristotle asks if the soul
is a body. Aquinas is using "body" the same way. as you
see most clearly in the third ground advanced in this ar-
ticle. — So. the sense of the title is this: is God a body,
i.e., a substance which is truly and properly sized or ex-
tended, or is He not? Is He rather quite unextended, or
perhaps the act of an extended thing, or whatever clse
you like that is set off from the bodily as such?

Analysis of the article, I

i. In the body of the article, a single conclusion an-
swers the question with a no: God is not a body.
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This is supported on three grounds. The first goes as
follows. [Antecedent:] God is a first unchanged inducer of
change; [consequent:] therefore He is not a body. The
antecedent is clear from the previous article. Inference to
the consequent is supported: because no body is an un-
changed inducer of change. This last is supported by ex-
perience.

Can a body be an unchanged changer?

iii. Asto the proposition that no body induces change
without undergoing change, observe that it can be under-
stood in two senses. (1) One can take ‘without undergoing
change’ to mean actually or potentially. So taken, the
proposition is plain and really emerges from experience. It
also fits with the minor that

God is an unchanged inducer of change
to yield the conclusion sought. Or (2) one can take ‘with-
out undergoing change’ to mean actually. So taken, the
proposition is beset with difficulty; it is not evident from
experience but needs to be reasoned out and narrowed in
scope. Getting it from experience faces the hurdles that a
magnet draws iron without undergoing change, snow chills
without undergoing change, and a colored thing, without
undergoing change, affects one’s sight; etc. In my judg-
ment, therefore, the proposition is being used here in the
first sense.

Nevertheless, when one is talking only about change of
place, the proposition is true in that second sense. Tt!e rea-
son for this is given in 1 CG ¢.20, namely, that the thing
inducing change has to be together with* the thin_g und.er-
going change. From there it follows that a body inducing
motion cannot stay in place while the thing moved changes
place. For if only the latter changes place, it ceases to be
“together with” the body making it move, which is alleged
to stay in place at a point contiguous with the place from
which the moving thing has been displaced. )

The way to discount the hurdles, then, is to point out
that they are not about change of place. This is obvious
with snow and the colored object. But as to magnets and
things like that. you learn from Averroes’ On Physics VII,
comment 10, that they do not induce motion; rather, other

things are moved towards them (though not from just any-
where, because in other places the iron pieces lack the dis-
position which they acquire from the magnets aﬁer_the fa-
shion of a spiritual alteration). But more will be said about
these matters later, when our topic tums to how other mo-
tions depend upon celestial motion; no more needs to be
said here, where the issue is local motion.!

Analysis of the article, II

iv. The second ground is this. [Antecedent: ] God is a
first being; {/st inference:] therefore He is pure act; [2nd

! This section illustrates how obsolete science posed pseudo-
problems. When snow chills me, it gains heat and so undergoes
change. The eye is not hit by the colored thing but by the light it
reflects, which is changed (absorbed) in the process. A body is
only a magnet thanks to the force in the magnetic “field,” which
does undergo change in drawing the iron. Also, the theory of lo-
cal motion in which the mover has to push the moved is obsolete.

inference:] therefore He is not a body. — The antece-
dent is clear from the previous article. Drawing the first
inference is supported as follows. [Assumption:] In over-
all terms,* act is prior to potency; [sub-inference:] ergo a
first being is act without potency, which is to say: pure
act. The assumption is clarified by showing the dif-
ference between

* how act stands to potency overall
and

« how act stands to potency in some one thing admit-

ting of both

— namely, that relative to this onc thing potency is prior,
while overall (and not just in this or that thing) act is
prior. This claim is supported as follows: in every case, a
thing in potency is not reduced to act uniess by some be-
ing which is [already] in act. — The second inference is
then supported. [Assumption:] each and every body is in
potency; ergo [it is not pure act]. This assumption is sup-
ported: each body is continuous, and potency-to-division
is in the definition of the continuous. For it is always
divisible into parts that are further divisible, as it says in
Physics VI.

v. The third ground is the following. [Antecedent:]
God is the noblest of all beings; [inference:] therefore He
is not a body. — The antecedent is again clear from the
previous article. The inference is supported thus: being
the noblest conflicts with being a body. This claim in
turn is supported. A body is living or not living, and in
either case it is not the noblest. For if it is not living, a
living body is nobler; if it is living, then that whereby it is
living is nobler still. That this latter is other than the
body itself is proved: a body is not living just insofar as it
is a body, otherwise each and every body would be alive.
— All these points are clear.

Is an ant nobler than a star?

vi. On account of objections from some quarters, the
proposition that a living body is nobler than a non-living
one does not seem true to some people. It would entail
that an ant is nobler than a heavenly body, since the latter
is generally held to be non-living.

Well, suppose a heavenly body is a living thing after
all, Still, if it is compared to the ant not insofar as it lives
but just insofar as it is a heavenly body, the answer to the
objection is casy. One will say that the ant as living is
nobler than the heavenly body minus life — and neces-
sarily so, because this is only to say that a soul is nobler
than any body. For the whole order of souls is above the
whole order of bodies, as is obvious.

But suppose a heaven is not a living thing. Then the
answer is more difficult. It will not do to say that this
comparison [a living body is nobler than a non-living
one] is true formally but not unqualifiedly.! In other
words, it won't do to say the living as such is nobler than
the non-living as such. For this comparison is puerile.
Even a stone as such is nobler than a non-stone as such.
Across the board, any positive trait is better than its
negation. Also, this maneuver does not yield an answer

3,al

* simpliciter

cl
231a24ff

t simphciter



c.

to the objection. Aquinas is trying to exclude God from

the whole range of bodies, on the ground that life is nobler

than corporeality. For it is clear that the level of life is

universally higher than the level of nature (taking nature as

distinguished against the soul) and that corporeality in its

whole range falls below the level of life. It is not in this or

that respect, then, but unqualifiedly, that the whole range
of body is below the range of life. And so if God is the
noblest being, He cannot be a body, because there is a
higher order of things than bodies (the vital) in which
living things, of course, appear. [So a construal of the
comparison which makes it true formally but not unquali-
fiedly will not meet the objection in the way that Aquinas’
argument requires.]

The thing to say, therefore, is that living things un-
qualifiedly are nobler than the non-living for the reason
given in the body of the article, and as one learns from De

Anmmalibus XVI. 1f a heavenly body is not alive, then, un-

qualifiedly speaking, an ant is a nobler being than a hea-
venly body. However, the heavenly thing is a nobler body

than the ant. Because of its higher standing within the
genus of bodies, many relative advantages belong to it,
even when compared to life. such as incorruptibility, etc.?

Aristotle, of course, in Ethics VI, says the hcavenly
bodies are nobler than man because he holds them to be
living things; he is explicit in De Caelo /I that this is to
be assumed.

2 The problem with which Cajetan was wrestling was again
posd by obsolete science — this time by the idea that the hea-
venly bodics, even if non-living, are incorruptible and, if ma-
terial or composed at all, composed of some higher stuff. nobler
than any of the elements found on earth. This idea is what cre-
ated the objection: perhaps there are non-living things which are
nobler than any living ones. Short of going all the way back to
Aristotle and holding that the stars and planets arc living things,
Cajetan saw no way to respond except to divide the question.
Two bodily things can be compared, he suggested, either as be-
ings (as which the living ant is nobler than the star) or as bodies
(as which the star is nobler than the ant). Now that the planets
are cold rocks or gasses, and the stars are hydrogen-fueled fires,
the problem has disappeared.
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article 2

Is there composition of form and matter in God?
In1Sent. d.35, 8.1, 1 CG c.17; Compendium theologiae c. 28

It seems that there would be composition of form and
matter in God.

(1) For everything that has a soul is composed of mat-
ter and t.‘onn. because a soul is the form of a body. Scrip-
ture attributes a soul to God, as one sees in Hebrews
10:38, where God is represented as saying, “But my just
man liveth by faith; but if he withdraw himself, he shall
not please my soul.” Therefore God is composed of
matter and form.

(2) Furthermore, anger, joy, and the like are emotions
[and these are states] of a composed being, as it says in
De Anima I. But such states are attributed to God in
Scripture. It says in a Psalm that “the anger of the Lord
was kindled against His people.” Hence God is com-
posed of matter and form.

(3) Moreover, matter is the source of individuation.
God seems to be an individual, since there are not said to
lf)e many gods. Therefore He is composed of matter and

orm.

ON THE OTHER HAND, everything composed of matter and
form is a body. For what first inheres in matter [as are-
sult of its composition with a form] is volume* [and
matter-having-volume is what is meant by ‘a body’]. But
God is not a body, as has been shown. Ergo He is not
composed of matter and form.

TANSWER: there cannot be matter in God. A first rea-
son is that matter is what is in potency.! It has been
shown that God is pure act, having nothing in potency.

" ‘Materia' was used both relatively and absolutely; in either
use, it was defined as potency to form. Form was specifying act.
Surface specifications were accidental forms, while deep ones
Were substantial forms. Forms receivable in materia stood to it
as a structure stands to the potential of stuff to be structured. A
composite of structure fwith stuff structured in, / but otherwise
structurable was a res materialis. Such a res had measurable
Quantity and was an empirical entity, while materia itself, taken
absolutely, was not. So taken, ‘marerta’ was used more abstract-
lyvthan our word ‘matter’. We use ‘matter’ to mean a material
lhlng._while ‘materia’ taken absolutely meant that whereby a
material thing is open to being structured otherwise than it is.
We usually think of matter as what has mass, and we contrast it
with energy. But since (by Einstein’s equation) mass is poten-
tially re-structurable as encrgy, and vice-versa, both would have
coumgd as res materiales. It is interesting that energy does have
Quantity, though not three-dimensional volume.

Absolute materta was also understood to elude human

Hence it is impossible for God to be composed of matter

and form.
Second, everything composed of matter and form be-

comes complete and good fhrough its form. So every such
thing h'fls to be good by participation, inasmuch as its mat-
ter participates in its form. But the first good thing and the

best — God — [is prior to the rest and so) is not good by

participation, because the good by essence comes ahead of
the good by participation. So God cannot be composed of

matter and form.
Third, every agent acts thanks to its form; hence a

thing stands to being-an-agent as it stands to its form. That

thing, therefore, which is firstly* and of itself* an agent

has to be firstly and of itsclf a form. God is the first agent,
since he is the first efficient cause, as shown. Therefore He

is by essence [i.e. of Himself] His form and is not com-
posed of matter and form.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS: — ad (1): a soul is attributed
to God because of a similarity of actions. When we will
something for ourselves, it is out of our soul; so what
pleases God’s will is said to please “His soul.”

ad (2): anger and the like are attributed to God because

of a similarity of effects. Since it is characteristic of an
angry man to punish, God’s punitive sanction is called
“His anger” metaphorically.

ad (3): forms receivable in matter are individuated

through the matter. For the matter cannot be in another,
since it is the first subject standing under [received traits],
whereas the form, for its part, can be received in many,
unless it is impeded by something else. But a form not
receivable in matter, subsisting on its own, is individuated
by the very fact that it cannot be received in another. God
is such a form. From His being “individual,” then, it does
not follow that He has matter.?

cribe what is rhere to be formed. Thus form was identified with
the “understandable,” and materia itself was not understandable
except in relation to form — it became invelligibilis through the
forms received in it, as the subyect of a proposition is known
through the descriptions predicated of it. Hence the comparison
of materia with “first subject.”

2 Those forms which structure stuff otherwise structurable are

forms receivable in matter, and if such a form exists in an extra-
mental case, that case is individual solely because of the stuff
structured. A form not receivable in matter, by contrast, will be
an “act-of-being-specifically-thus” that does not structure any

stuff disti

knowing. All our descriptions of material things, including sim-
ple measurements, are derived from structures present in things,
5o that apart from the structures/forms, we have no way to des-

from anything else “of itself.”

ishable from it and othenwise structurable. Hence, if
such an act exists in an extramental case, that case will be distinct

Wiing2,al
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Cajetan’s Commentary
In the title, be aware that while being-a-body and being- “of itself” and from [how it ls].‘m every case’. Thfer rgsuh
composed-of-form-and-matter are equivalent and iden-  is that, from the fact that God is first among thc [3 lf‘lcnt
tical in St. Thomas® doctrine, there are other writersin  causes, Aquinas infers that He is of l-!nmsclf firstly
whom they are not the same and are not equivalent. active as such a cause, that is, according to \vh.al H; o
Desubstantia Thus Averroes posited a body in heaven that is not com- Himself is. This inference is good because being t ‘e Ius(
orbis.c2  posed of form and matter. In the opposite direction, among efficient causes belongs to God not comn'n%gm y
Fonsvitae  Avicebron thought there was form-and-matter composi-  but necessarily, bec'f\use of His essentml‘ .caus;\l influence
tion in spiritual substances, but no body. Therefore,to  upon the other eﬂ'lcnent.causes. Such being t : ¢l:ase. itis
make his teaching cover all points of view, St. Thomas  already obvious that bcmg-ﬁn-agcn! does not e]ong to
now takes up the question whether God is composed of ~ Him thanks to another, \yhlle bcmg-.arl-agem.?e ongs to
form and matter. This is why all the arguments which  other things thanks to Him. S9 Heis ﬁrstl)-' m:{ agsl:mf
he advances in this article use means of proof which according to the usage taught in the [Posterior] Analytics. 17;:‘ 42 i
abstract from corporeality and quantity. They arc meant

to exclude even “spiritual matter.”

Analysis of the article

ii. Inthe body of the article, there is one conclusion,
answering the question in the negative: it is impossible
for there to be matter in God. — This is supported on
three grounds. The first is that God is pure act; so He
has no matter. The support for drawing the inference is
that matter is in potency.

The second ground goes as follows. [Antecedent:]
God is the first good and the best. [/st inference:] So
He is not good by participation but by His essence.
[2nd inference] Therefore He is not composed of form
and matter. — The antecedent is clear from what has
gone before. The first inference is supported: what is
good by essence is prior to what is good by participa-
tion; so, if God is the first good, [He is good by essen-
ce]. The second inference is also supported: a composed
thing is good thanks to its form, therefore by participa-
tion, namely, as its matter participates in its form. Ergo
if [God is not good by participation, He is not composed
and has no matter].

The third ground is this. [Antecedent:] God is the
first efficient cause; [/st inference:] so He is firstly and
of Himself an agent: [2nd inference:] therefore He is
firstly and of Himself a form. Therefore He is not com-
posed of form and matter. — The antecedent and the
first inference are left as obvious. The second is sup-
ported as follows. Every agent acts thanks to its form;
therefore cach thing stands to being-an-agent as it stands
to being-a-form, and vice-versa: therefore if God is
firstly and of Himself an agent, He is firstly and of Him-
self a form, etc.

Two senses of ‘first’

iii. Concerning that first inference [from ‘God is the
first efficient cause’ to ‘therefore He is firstly and of
Himself an agent’], be aware that there is some change
of meaning between ‘first’ as used in the antecedent and
“firstly” as used in the consequent. In the antecedent,
“first’ is used to mark the priority of a thing over other
efficient causes; in the consequent, ‘firstly’ is used to
mean ‘according to what the thing is itself”, which is
c4, how the word is used in the Posterior Analytics I, where
7322075 oy a thing is ‘first’ is distinguished from [how it is}

q2,a3

Agency and form

iv. In establishing the second inference [frc_)m ‘God is
firstly and of Himself an agent’ to ‘ergo He is firstly and
of Himself a form’], Aquinas uses the point thaF an agent
acts thanks to its form, efc. Concerning this point. be
aware that if the form is what-it-takes to act* (as the an-
tecedent assumes and Aristotle says many times). thcn_ it
must be the case that. as each thing stands to form, 50 it
stands to what-it-takes to act. and hence to b»cing-acuvc
(going in a priori order); and vice-versa (going in a pos-
teriori order), as a thing stands to being-active. so it mgst
stand to what-it-takes to act, and hence to form. On this
basis, the second inference is valid: if anything is
“firstly” active, it is “firstly” what-it-takes to act‘and soa
form, and thus it is not composed of matter and form.
Also, the text of the article suggests an equivalence here:
first it says that as anything stands to l'(.)nn. so }i( stands to
being an agent. and then it says (implying equwalen_ce)
that what is of itself firstly an agent is firstly and of itself
a form.

* ratto agendi

A doubt

v. Concerning these points doubt arises. The argument
seems fallacious. Under the cover of a general expres-
sion, ‘stands to form’, the argument shifls down to the
quite special case of being a form. That

each thing “stands to its form™ as it stands to

being an agent
is perfectly true, but one may not permissibly subsume
under it this other claim:

each thing stands to being a form as it stands to

being an agent.
To do so is a fallacy of the consequent. and the result is
false. Fire does not stand to being heat as it stands to
making things hot. Fire “firstly” makes things hot but is
not “firstly™ heat (it is not the case that fire is heat at all:
fire has heat of itself firstly); and yet heat is the form that
is what-it-takes to make things hot. So. from the fact that
something is “of itself firstly” an agent, one can infer
nothing more than that it “of itself firstly” /sas the form
which is what it takes to act. One cannot infer that it is a
form “of itself firstly,” as this article does.
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vi. TOANSWER THIS, one need only pay attention to
two things. They are (1) what ‘of itself firstly’ means,
and (2) the rule that words are always to be interpreted
in keeping with the subject matter to which they are
being applied. From better attention to thesc, all the
problems will clear up.
cd; * As Posterior Analytics I says, the expression
x is of itself firstly @
means that x is ¢ but not thanks to another, and that
other things are ¢ thanks to x. The stipulation ‘not
thanks to another” excludes not only other things outside

c1, ofxbutalso parts of x, as it says in Physics VII, so that
241b25-242a15

what is @ by reason of a part of itself is not “of itself
firstly” @.! As a result, that which gets to be an agent
by reason of a part of jtself — its form — is not of itself
Jirstly an agent. But neither is it such incidentally [per
accidens]. No, it is an agent thanks to another [per
aliud]. namely, the part. And so nothing composed of
matter and form can be of itsclf firstly active; no such
thing is acting from itself as a whole, because it is not
the case that it is acting by reason of its matter (matter
cannot be what it takes to act, since, by its definition,
matter is potency as opposed to the act which is what-it-
takes to act).> From these remarks, it becomes clear
how, from a thing’s standing towards being an agent,
one can infer licitly not only its standing towards form
but also its standing towards being a form, as the aboye )
article did, and how an inference can also go the a priori
way [from form to agency], and how there is no fallacy.
* As to the alleged counter-example from hee_at. I say
that if words were weighed in keeping with their subject
matter, this objection would not come up at all. For [the
subject in this article is a most perfect being, and] the

! Aristotle developed this use of “firstly” as part of his quest
for the right sort of fact to serve as the starting point — arché
— of a chain of explanations. Such a starting point will not
itself admit of explanation: it will serve to explain other facts.
Well, suppose it is a fact that al K-things are ¢. Call this fact
F. Suppose it tums out that all K-things are incst_:apnbly under
the influence of an outside entity y, thanks to which they are ¢.
Then F will have been explained by that influence frgm out-
side. and so F will not itsclf be a starting point. K-things will
be ¢ per alud in the strong sense in which ‘per aliud’ is op-
posed to ‘per se'. Alternatively, suppose it turns out that all K-
things have a part, say, a gene, thanks to which they are 9.
Then F will have been explained by that gene, and so again F
will not be a starting point. This time, K-things will be ¢ per
se (thanks to what-all is involved in K-things), but they wll_l not
be per se ¢ in the way of a “first” — in the way qfan arche. )
They will be ¢ per aliud in the weak sense in which ‘per alud
is consistent with ‘per se’. So, in order for all K-‘thm'gs tobc ¢
not only per se but also in the manner of a “first,” A_ns(olle
thought, they must be @ not “thanks to another” in either sens¢
but thanks to themselves in the whole of what they are.

general talk of “being an agent” implies no imperfection;
hence it can be applied to [such a being, i.e.] a thing
subsisting in nature of itself firstly “most distinctively,”
as we say. But the more particular talk of “making things
hot” does imply imperfection. It speaks of being an agent
this way, i.e., after the fashion of a material thing. And
‘making things hot’ cannot apply to anything “firstly” in
the outright and absolute sense of ‘firstly" [explained
above], because it has to apply to a composite of matter
and form, which can only act via a part of itself. — Ne-
vertheless, when such matter-bound activities are taken
according to their own definitions, they are said to apply
to something “firstly” [in a lesser manner, i.e.] in the
manner in which acts can be found firstly in such things,
i.e. in material agents, and not in the absolute manner.
For this reason, the objection is not a genuine counter-
example. Granted, the soundness of St. Thomas’ infer-
ence is not exhibited by the case of fire and heat, nor by
other material ways of acting; but this is because what
occurs in such cases is not being-an-agent “firstly” (nor
being-such-an-agent “firstly”) but just being it firstly in
the genus of material agents, where “firstly’ does not
exclude ‘thanks to a part’. But ‘thanks to a part’ is ex-
cluded by ‘firstly in its absolute manner.?

The force of the inference stands, then: if God is of
Himself firstly [per se primo] an agent, then He is per se
primo a form. For what is per se primo an agent is an
agent “not thanks to another,” nor even thanks to a part,
but thanks to itself as a whole. So it as a whole has to be
a form, not a composite of matter and form.

A quarrel with Durandus over individuation

vii. In the answer ad (3), a difficulty is raised by Du-
randus against the cause of individuation assigned there
by St. Thomas, i.e., being received in matter or [alter-
natively] being unreceivable in matter.* [Major:] Anx is
called “an individual,” says Durandus, thanks to the ab-
sence from it of the sort of division by which a higher
[term, kind] is divided into its lowers [the cases falling
under it). Ifa form ¢ is an individual, it too is such
thanks to the absence from it of being-in-another as in a
case falling under it — not thanks to the absence from

3 Cajetan’s way of handling this example of fire and heat,
please note, makes Aquinas’ third ground for saying there is no
matter in God dependent upon his first two grounds, as follows.
Cajetan concedes a sense of per se primo’ that has application
among material things. The reason this sense is out of place in
the talk of God, he says, is because it implies imperfection. But
the imperfection, it tums out, is just the fact that matter is in-
volved. One who opposes Aquinas on the main issue will think
there could well be matter (of some sort) in the first and best
being there is. Such an opponent, then, will not concede that
having matter is an imperfection — not unless Aquinas’ first two
grounds force him to do so.

2 Every case of x doing A (where 4 is some op ) de-
pends upon x having (or being) some form of actualness, @- If
x is a material thing, the matter in x is its potential to be ¢ (and,
typically, to be other than ¢ when x is ¢); hence, even wheq
this potential is reduced to act (so that x is ¢), the potential is
not itsclf the ¢-ness which is what-it-takes to do A. For what is
reduced to @-ness is not @-ness itself.

4 Durandus of St. Pourgain, O.P,, flourished under two Avig-
non Popes, until his death in 1334. At one time a loyal Thomist,
he eventually developed a strong taste for his own, highly eccen-
tric opintons, some tending towards nominalism. Writing his
commentary on the four /ibri Sententiarum occupied his entire
life.

Durandus,
InlSemt ,d3,
q2
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it of being-in-another as in a subject informed by it. But
[minor:] both ¢’s being-received-in-matter and ¢'s
being-unreceivable-in-matter have to do with being-in
another (or not being-in another) as in a subject infor-
med by ¢. Therefore neither of them pertains to indi-
viduation. Rather, Aquinas has equivocated on ‘be in
another’ and on ‘subject’. — The major must hold, Du-
randus says, otherwise this [case of] white would not be
an individual, since it is in another as in a subject infor-
med by it, namely, in this substance. And the minor is
sclf-evident.

Durandus also adds a confirming argument. [Ante-
cedent:] Matter is not the first subject of predication,
i.e., not the lowest item that can be a subject, but it is the
first subject of information. [Inference:] So it does not
individuate by being the first subject. — The inference
[he says] is clear, and the antecedent is supported as fol-
lows. Although [matter does not inform anything, and
s0] it is a hallmark of matter that it fails to be in another
as in a subject informed by it, nevertheless matter does
not fail to be in another as in a lower subject [a case
falling under it]. After all. matter is something of a uni-
versal: it is predicated, obviously, of this and that mat-
ter, as a higher and universal term is predicated of the
cases falling under it. Othenwise, matter would not be
scicntifically knowable, since science is only of univer-
sals. — In this article, therefore, St. Thomas seems to
have done a bad job of drawing the reason for individu-
ation from matter.

Answering Durandus

viii.  The SHORT ANSWER to this goes as follows. Yes,
there is a difference between how ¢ is in another as in a
case falling under it and how ¢ is in another as in a sub-
ject informed by it. And yes, being a “subject” is also
different in the two cases. But these points are fully
consistent with the fact that ¢’s being in another as in a
case of ¢ — not just any case of it but a singular case of
¢ — and its being in another by informing it are the
same. 1 don’t mean: formally the same. But they are
causally the same. The story is this: upon a quiddity ¢’s
being in another by informing it there naturally follows
9’s being in the other as in a singular case falling under
¢. And upon a quiddity y’s inability to be in another by
informing it, there follows y’s inability to be in a singu-
lar as a case falling under it; rather, v is singular already
through itself. This is what Aquinas is saying in the text
[of his answer ad (3)]. He is taking being-in-another (or
not being-in-another) by informing it as the root of indi-
viduation. He is not taking it as the formal ituti

7
of an individual, as Durandus’ objections badly interpret
him as doing. To prove that this is the root of individu-
ation goes beyond the limits, alas. of the present topic: o
but it will come up below,* where individuation is the ;f:f ;"I’: com
focal issue on the table. Here, to understand the present | 57q29.4.1;
article, it is enough to know that. for us Thomists, this 157 q4l.a6;

business of being in another by informing it is not what is 157¢5d.al.
formally constitutive of an individual but what is causally
constitutive.

ix. Moving on, then, to Durandus’ main objeclior.l, I say
as follows. From the fact that this [casc of] white is an
individual and yet is in another by way of informing it.
no conclusion follows except that being-in-another by
informing it is not the formal constitutive of an indivi-
dual. This is perfectly consistent with our point that |t.‘
the nature of whiteness were such that it could not l?e in
another by informing it, white would never be.m this
white thing as a higher in a case falling under it; further-
more, this white would not be this thanks to the presence
of an individual difference alongside its nature but thanks
to the absence of any possible individual difference: for
white would not be divisible into many individuals:as St.
Thomas says above about forms which are not receivable
in matter.

Moving on now to his confirming argument: I deny
the inference. From the fact that matter is the first sub-
ject to be informed, it does follow that matter is the first
root of individuation. positively or negatively. .—l also
deny the antecedent. Matter is indeed the first item that
can be a subject, the lowest — not in the sense ot.a total
subject, however, like a complete individual, but in the
sense of a partial subject. — As to Durandus’ further ob-
jection that matter is a universal: I answer that matter in
itself is not a universal nor a predicable. This is clear
from the fact that matter in itself is not understandable
and hence is not scientifically knowable. Rather, matter
is understood in [a way that makes] an analogy to a uni-
versal form, and thereby it becomes a quasi-predicable
and a quasi-object of science. etc. This is why it says
above, in the article, that form, just as such, can be in
many, while matter is the first subject. For as a result. all
universality is from form. and matter in itself is not a uni-
versal; and since matter is the first subject of all the cate-
gory-terms, it is the lowest (though partial) subject, and
the first subject to be informed, and hence the root, in-
deed, of individuation.

This subject has been adequately discussed else-
where, in De Ente et Essentia [c.5] and in two questions
in my commentary on that work [qq.4, 9). It will also get

ve

afuller tr below [in the places cited above].
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article 3

Is God the same thing as His essence or nature?

InlSent. d.34,q.1,8.1; 1 CG¢.21: Q. Disp. de unione Verbi a1, De Amima 2.17 ad 10;
Quodl. 11, 9.2, a.2; Compendium Theologiae ¢ 10; Opusc. de quatuor oppos. ¢ 4

It seems that God is not identically the same thing as
His essence or nature.!

(1) After all, nothing is inside of itself. But the es-
sence or nature of God, divineness,* is said to be “in”
God. Thus it seems God = His essence or nature.

(2) Furthermore, an effect ends up resembling its
cause because every agent produces something resem-
bling itself. Well, in God’s created effects, the referent!
is not the same as the nature. A man, for instance, is not
identically the same as his humanness. In God's case,
100, therefore, God # His divineness.?

ON THE OTHER HAND, it is said of God that He is “life”
and not just “alive.” One sees this in John 14:6, “I am
the way, the truth, and the life.” But as life stands to the
one alive, so divineness stands to God. Therefore God
is divineness itself,

1 ANSWER: God is identically His essence or nature. To

! The question is whether an identification can be made be-
tween what the concrete noun ‘God® stands for and what ﬂ}e
abstract noun “divineness’ stands for. The sense of ‘God” is ‘a
thing having the divine nature’, and the sense of the abstract
*divineness’ is ‘the nature whereby something is God'; s0 the
question can be rephrased thus: is one having the divine nature
flatly identical to that nature itsclf?

What this in tumn is asking is best explained as follows.
One having a given nature is a value of an individual ﬁrst-prder
variable. Does ‘God’, then, name a case where the nature use!f
is identical to the value of such a variable? If " is such a vari-
able, is there a value of ‘x’ for which ‘x = divineness’ comes
out true? This question translates casily into mcdicyal idiom,
where being a value of an individual first-order variable was
“subsisting.” So the question is: does the divine naturc have of
itself what it takes to subsist, or docs it have this thanks to be-
ing composed with another factor? .

To grasp why this question comes up here, after Aquinas
has determined the divine nature to be a pure “form” l{ul be-
fore he asks if this form is existence, one needs to {calnze that,
for hum, subsisting was a logical prerequisite to existing. Only
what subsisted could exist in the primary sense of “exist’. To-
day this view is found in Saul Kripke's models for qpannﬁed
modal logic. In such a model, a possible individual in the do-
main is the value of a first-order variable such as 'x’ prior
(logically) to existing in a given possible world.

2 ‘Suppositum’ meant referent in medieval semantics; see 1
ST q.13, a1, footnote 1. The word "apis’, used as normal,
stood for a stone, say, the Blamey Stone, and conveyed a
description of it, like ‘thing having a mineral naturc’. The
nature was the word's sense; the stone it was being used to
stand for was its suppositum/ referent. In metaphysical terms, a
referent was what “subsisted” and “had” a given naturc and
“did" the existing. The proof that there is a God gave ‘God’ 8
referent. The objector thinks that this referent is not just
divineness (as the Blamey Stone is not just mincralhood) but a
larger “whole™ having it

understand this, one needs to know the following.

In things composed of matter and form, there has to
be a difference between the nature (or essence) and the re-
ferent. Here is why. The essence/nature of a thing x com-
prises only those factors that appear in the makeup defin-
ing the species to which x belongs. Thus humanness com-
prises the factors that appear in the makeup defining man;
for it is by these factors that one is a human being; and this
is what ‘humanness’ means, namely, that whereby* aman *quo
or woman is a human being. But individual matter. along
with all the accidents individuating it, does not appear in
the makeup of the species. This flesh, these bones, white,
black, efc., do not appear in the makeup defining man. As
a result, this flesh and these bones, with the accidents mar-
king this matter, are not included in humanness. Yet they
are included in what a given human is. Thus what a given
human is has in itself something that humanness does not
have. So a man or woman is not wholly the same as hu-

Rather, h is described as the “formal
part” of a human, since the defining principles stand as
“form” to the individuating matter.

Well, then: in things not composed of matter and form,
in which individuation is not a result of individual matter
(i.e. this matter) but the forms are individuated of them-
selves, it must be the case that the forms themselves are
subsisting,! In them, there is no difference between the + subsistentes
referent and the nature. Since God is not composed of
matter and form, as was shown already, it must be the case
that God is identical with His divineness, with His life, and
with whatever else is attributed to Him in that way.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): we have no way to
speak about uncomposed things except after the manner of
the composed things [which we experience and] from
which we get our knowledge. So when we speak about
God:

« we use concrete nouns to indicate that He subsists,
because in our experience only composed [concrete]
things subsist,

« and we use abstract nouns to indicate that He is un-
composed [like a pure form].

The fact that divineness or life or the like is said to be “in™
God, then, is due to a difference found in our understand-
ing of the terms [‘divineness’ and ‘God’}; it is not due to
any difference in the thing [indicated by those terms). [So
the objection is moot.]

ad (2): God’s effects resemble Him not perfectly but as
best they can. There is defect of resemblance where a
thing that is one and simple can only be represented by
things that are many. Thus, composition turns up in each
of the latter, and out of that comes the fact that, in each,
the referent is not identically the nature.



Cajetan’s Commentary

Already in the title query, “Is God the same thing as His
essence?” uncertainty arises as to what ‘God’ stands for.
From the thrust of the second objection, and from the
gist of the reasoning in the body of the article, one gets
the impression that *God” stands for a divine referent.
For nothing else is under discussion here but whether a
referent having divine nature and that nature itself are
identical. But when one looks at the definition of ‘re-
ferent’, this impression is shown to be wrong, For there
are five requirements in what it takes to be a referent. It
has to be a substance, complete, individual, subsisting
incommunicably. It has to be

*asub to exclude accid

* complete, to exclude parts;

« individual, to exclude species;

* subsisting, to exclude the humanity of Christ;

* and doing so incommunicably, to exclude the di-

vine essence, which is common to three referents.

And thus, since ‘a divine referent’ means the same as ‘a
divine Person,’ and there is no mention in this article of
what constitutes the Persons, it follows that ‘God® here
does not refer to what is in fact a divine referent. — In
confirmation of this: the question of whether a Person in
God is identical with His essence comes up explicitly
below. Therefore [it is not being treated here].

ii.  To scttle this, the thing to say is that ‘God’ can be
taken three ways:

(1) to stand for the concretely taken quasi-species
with divine nature: in other words, for what has divine-
ness, as ‘man’ stands for [mankind, the species) having
humanness;

(2) to stand for a concretely taken instance of divine
nature: in other words, this thing having divineness, or
this God, as ‘man’ can refer to this man;

(3) to stand for a referent of divine nature: i.e., this
one incommunicably having divineness, or this divine
person, as ‘man’ can refer to Socrates.

But there is a difference between God’s case and a
man’s (or a concrete case of any other nature). In these
others, one does not distinguish the concretely taken in-
stance of the nature from the referent (for one does not
distinguish this man from a human referent or vice-ver-
sa). in God, however, the concretely taken instance of
the nature (“this God") is distinguished from a divine
referent, i.e., Father, Son, or Holy Spirit. Why? Be-
cause “this God™ is at once a particular and common to
the three referents. That cannot happen in the individual
i of other sub

Of these three ways in which *‘God’ can be taken,
then, I should say that, here, it is not being taken in the
first. For as is clear in the body of the article, what it
takes to be what ‘God” is standing for includes the prin-
ciples individuating God (and includes them as doing
just that); these would not be meant by ‘God" standing
for a quasi-species. Nor s it being taken the third way.

For there is no mention of Personal issues here. and taking
‘God’ that way would presuppose many issues yet to be
sorted out — which is why that use of *‘God’ is discussed a
long way ahead. in the treatise on the divine Persons. Ra-
ther, ‘God’ is being taken in the second way here. So the
sense of the question is whether God. i.e. this God, is
identically divineness But notice further that if *this God’
is to stand for a concrete individual of divine nature, it
must, in the nature of the case, satisfy two conditions, one
negative, the other positive. They are
(1) that it not stand for that which truly is a refer-
ent endowed with divine nature, and
(2) that what it does stand for be equivalent to such
a referent for purposes of settling whether it is
identical to or distinct from the nature, because it,
too, stands to the nature as thing having stands to
thing had, as what is stands to whereby it is, as a
subsistent stands to the nature in which and with
which it subsists, efc.
Then, too, there is a third condition for ‘this God" to satis-
fy from the viewpoint of philosophers — indeed. from the
viewpoint of all human reason to the extent of its natural
ability, namely,

(3) that what ‘this God’ stands for be taken for a re-
ferent of divine nature, since it lacks no trait of
such a referent except incommunicability.

What ‘this God’ stands for does lack this (because what
“this God’ stands for is shared in common by the three
Persons), but we do not know this by reason. We know it
only by revelation of the Faith. Hence there follows a
fourth condition, which ‘this God’ meets from our point of
view:

(4) that while ‘this God’ does not stand for what is
ultimately* a divine referent, it does stand for
what counts as such for the limited purposes of a
treatise on the non-relational attributes of God,

which is the sort of treatise we are now in.!
Thanks to condition (1). St. Thomas chooses his

' To summarize: for any created nature @-ness, an individual
@-thing is a referent of ¢ but the individual God 1s not a referent
of *‘God’, though it will serve as an adequate approximation there-~
to for some purposes. More deeply: a created nature @-ness is at
best the value of a second-order variable. and only the values of
first-order variables are referents of *¢”  But for divineness. the
situation is twofold. (1) There are values of a second-order van-
able *X for which *God X" comes out true and V(.X) is a referent
of ‘God’ (i.e. the cases where V(X) = Father, Son, or Holy Spirit);
but (2) there is also a value of a first-order variable "x" such that
V(x) = a non-relational Thing for which *God x' comes out true,
but V(x) is only an approximation to a referent of *God'. The
reason for this unique situation is that the referents of *God' as
distinct from one another are not first-order entities but relanions:
Father, Son, Spirit are distinct second-order things (refations) but
simply ide in being the ional first-order Thing
which = this God = divinencss.
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words very carefully in the article above, both in asking
the question and in reaching a conclusion and in answer-
ing the objections. When he speaks of the special case
of God, he uses ‘God’ and “divineness’ but never uses
the expression ‘divine referent’. Thanks to the other
three conditions, when he speaks generally [of what
holds in other cases and not uniquely in God], he uses
the words ‘referent’ and ‘nature’. And he settles the
question by appealing to the general rules about identity
or distinction between a referent and a nature. For one
judges whether “this God” is distinct from “divineness”
by the same rules as one judges whether a referent is
distinct from its nature, because that individual is equi-
valent to a referent in this respect. The referent con-
trasts with its nature as thing having contrasts with thing
had: as what is contrasts with whereby it is; and as the
subsistent contrasts with that with which it subsists, efc.
It did not suit orderly teaching to mix relational [Trini-
tarian] questions into the treatise about God’s non-rela-
tional attributes — questions which are not only re-
vealed but so remote from these basic starting poim.s,
that they need to be decided by a great many inquiries
still to come.

Analysis of the article

. Inthe body of the article, one conclusion answers
the question with yes: God is just the same as His es-
sence or nature. — The proof goes thus. [Antecedent: ]
The basis for a difference between a referent anfi its na-
ture is the distinction between its nature and its indivi-
dual matter; [Ist inference:] so in forms that are not
composed with matter but individuated of themselves,
the referent does not differ from its nature; [2nd infer-
ence:] hence God is His divineness, is His life, etc.

The antecedent is supported by the reason w!)y
there is a distinction between nature and referent in mat-
erial things, since these are better known to us. [/.4s-
sumption:] The nature of x comprises only mo§c items
that fall into the definition of the species to which x be-
longs: [Ist consequence:] therefore the nature of x does
not include the individual matter of x; [2nd conse-
quence:] so by this the nature of x is distinguished from
the referent. — The assumption is obviously true, and
the first consequence drawn is supported on two
grounds, (1) Individual matter is not contained in the
definition of the species, as is clear in the case of these
bones and [the definition of] human nature. (2) 'l.“he‘
principles defining the species stand as form vis-g-vis
the individuating matter. A sign is this is the fact L'hat
humanness is called the formal part of a human belng:
— The second consequence drawn is supported, too: if
what it takes to be the referent were defined, the indi-
vidual matter would be in it, as Socrates’ particular mat-
ter is in Socrates.

[With the antecedent thus established], the first in-
ference is left as self-evident. — But the second infer-
ence is supported: God is not composed of matter and
form.

How to interpret the antecedent

v.  Going back now to the antecedent [that the basis for a
difference between a referent and its nature is the distinc-
tion between its nature and its individual matter], and
looking at the key terms used here and in the rest of the
reasoning, one needs to make distinctions.

First, distinguish the ways we use ‘nature’ and ‘refer-
ent’. We can use these words (1) to talk of things alone, or
(2) to talk of how they mention things.

‘Nature’ and ‘referent’ are used to talk of things alone
when they are used to talk about the distinctive makeup of
a thing conveyed by ‘nature’ and of a thing conveyed by
‘referent’, setting aside how they are conveyed. An ex-
ample is when ‘human nature’ is used to talk about our
distinctive makeup as human, and when ‘Socrates’ is used
to talk about what it takes to be him, paying no attention to
whether the nature is conveyed in an abstract word or a
concrete one, efc.

They are used to talk about how they mention things
when ‘nature’ and ‘referent’ are talked about as standing
among nouns of first iy ion, such as ‘hum ’,
‘man’, ‘Socrates’, *Socrateity’, etc.?

In the present article, the talk is of nature and referent
as things alone, not how the words mean. (The latter is
mainly the business of language theorists, while the former
is work for metaphysicians.) This should put an end to
quibbles and ripostes that drag in ‘is signified in the man-
ner of a part’ or ‘excludes from its sense’ or ‘neither in-
cludes nor excludes’, efc. For these quibbles bear on how
words differ in their way of mentioning things, not on the
things they mention.

This interpretation is not undermined by the fact that
in the body of the article, in his proof that a nature does
not include individual matter, Aquinas brings up the point
that humanness is described as the formal part of a human
being. For this is brought up as a sign better recognized a
posteriori, to show even from semantic evidence that there
is a distinction in the real between a nature and individual
matter.

vi. Second, please distinguish the ways we use ‘differ’ or
*difference’. There are again two:
(I) we can use them to talk about differences arising
from how we conceive and explain,* or
(I1) we can use them to talk about differences arising
from a real factor.'?
Real differences then subdivide into
(A) the difference between one thing, x, and an-
other thing, y, and

2 Terms of first intention were object language. Those of
second intention were meta-language. ‘Referent’ was originally
meta-language but became object language when used as a
synonym of ‘individual’.

3 The contrast is between (1) differences that arise purely from
how things come into I and thought dum r )
and (1) differences that arise from a factor independent of human
thought dum rem). For ision, I shall call them concept-
tual differences vs. real or thing-wise differences.
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(B) the difference between a given thing x as in-
cluding something real and the same x as not
including it

(using ‘include and ‘not include’ here not as they apply
to the grammar of words* but as they apply to the for-
mal makeup of the x described, taken precisely as so de-
scribed).* And (B) subdivides further into
(1) including something real as a defining fac-
tor"
as [one’s makeup as] a man differs from [one's makeup
as] an animal by including as a defining factor [the trait
of being] rational, and
(2) including something real as a non-defining
factor.?

For example, suppose teachableness were thing-wise the
same as humanness; even so, [one’s makeup as) teach-
able would differ from [one’s makeup as] human, by
including as a non-defining factor the act of teaching, in
relation to which a teachable one is defined, while one’s
makeup as a man includes no such relatum.’
vii. Since there are four ways to differ, then —
differ,: conceptually, man differs, from humanness
differ,: as one thing from another, Socrates differs »
from Plato
differ;: agiven thing including some reality mentioned
in its definition differs ; from the same thing as
abstracting from that reality, and
differ,: a given thing including some reality outside its
definition differs , from the same thing as abstract-
ing from it —
the talk here in the antecedent (and throughout the ar-
gument and conclusion of the article) is using *differ’
the third way: a referent and its nature differ as x in-
cluding a defining-factor differs from x abstracting from
it.

The talk here is not about difference as to concept
alone, because referent and nature differ) in all cases,
even in God. For ‘God’ and “divineness’. thanks to how
they mean, are far enough distinguished that

divineness begets divineness
is heretical, while
God begets God

is Catholic; see the Decretalium, near the beginning.
Likewise, the talk here is not about the sort of real

* As will emerge in q.13, Aquinas distinguishes (1) the
scientific definition (ratio) laying out what it takes to be a ¢-
thing, (2) the sense of the word ‘", and (3) the grammar of
how ‘@’ conveys its sense (with what gender, tense, etc).
Cajetan says he is talking of what is or is not in (1).

3 “Intrinsic” to x or @ was any component of its ratio; “ex-
trinsic” to x or ¢ was any non-component of its ratio, and [
have translated accordingly. So “this matter” was intrinsic to
Jones but not to his nature. Existence was not intrinsic to him
or his nature (as Aristotle noticed). Cajetan’s example is mo-
deled on this. In order to understand ‘teachable’ (cf. ‘essence’),
one will have to understand “act of teaching’ (cf. ‘act of be-
ing"); but in order to be teachable, one doesn’t have to have
such an act in one’s makeup. An account of one’s make-up
would not list that act as a component of being teachable. but
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difference where one thing differs 2 from another. A
referent and its substantial nature cannot naturally be so
distinct as to be two quite different things.

Nor is the talk here about real difference by inclusion
of a non-defining factor, because then the antecedent
would be false [i.e. ‘a referent differsa from its nature
because its nature is distinct from its individual matter’
would be false], and it would also be false to say in this
sense that referent and nature do not “differ” in immateri-
al substances [i.e. ‘referent and nature do not differ + in
immaterial substances® would be false}. For in the substan-
ces separate [from matter] the referent does differ s from
the nature: the referent as such includes subsisting (i.e.
existing through itself) not as a component of its definition
but rather as the distinctive act in relation to which it
would need to be defined, if it were defined, whereas the
nature does not so include this. Thus St. Thomas was
speaking in terms of this kind of differing in Quodlibet 1l
q.2, a.2, where he said that in the angels the referent ditfers
4 from the nature [but does not differs].

By process of elimination, then, the talk here is of
differing by defining-factor inclusion. For one thing, the
argument in the body of the article plainly contrasts re-
ferent and nature in material things as differing in this way
[differing 3]: the referent includes individual matter, which
the nature does not include. and the ‘include’ here is plain-
ly to be understood as defining-factor inclusion. Foran-
other thing. in forms separate from matter, it is precisely in
terms of this sort of differing that the referent is not dis-
tinct from the nature (which is what Aquinas says here. on
the ground that such forms are individuated of them-
selves), with the result (in other words) that one and the
same thing constitutes the nature and the individual. so
that the individual includes no defining factor that the
nature does not also include in that way. and vice-versa.
Finally, in the text of the article, Aquinas issues the same
judgment about
« identity of referent and nature in scparate substances
and
« identity of God and divineness [in the case of God].
This judgment is not straightforwardly true unless [the
identity it asserts is] taken to deny difterences. Forasl
said, in the Quodlibetals he issues contrasting judgments
about these two cases, talking about difference 4.

So. then: the sense of the antecedent is that the basis
for a defining-factor difference between a referent and its
nature, taken as things (or in their formal makeup). is that
its nature # its individual matter. Likewise. in construing
all the points implicit here about referent and nature in ma-
terial things and in forms separate from matter. the same
sense [differings or not difterings ] is to be understood.

would only allude to it as what your makeup is refated to or is
“ready for.” Cajetan picked this example to prepare the ground
for stating the case of an arbitrary angel, wiel. yicl = y-ness
subsisting of itsclf; the ratio of yiel has just the same components
as the ratio of y-ness. But the act of subsisting/existing that is in
yiel is extrinsic to him; it 1s the act for which he is ready of him-
self (without help from matter). it is not present at all in the ratio
of y-ness. No created nature contains intrinsicé being a value of
an individual vanable (much less, an existing valuc).
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A conspectus

viil.  If you look into the above points diligently, you
will grasp how all beings stand with respect to sameness
and difference between referent and nature.

« In the first place, you have how a refercnt stands to
a nature not substantially constituting it (whether that
nature be an accident’s nature, as Socrates stands to his
skin color. or whether it be an adventitious substantial
nature, as God’s Word stands to His humanness): they
difter four ways: as thing from thing, and by defining-
factor inclusion, and by non-defining factor inclusion,
and conceptually.

* In the second place, you have how a referent stands
to its nature in composed things: they differ [in three
ways:] by defining-factor inclusion, by non-defining
factor inclusion, and conceptually.

* In the third place, you have how a referent stands to
its nature in the immaterial substances: they differ [two
ways:] by non-defining factor inclusion (but not
defining-factor inclusion), and conceptually.

* In the fourth place, you have the fact that, in God’s
case, God and divineness do not differ thing-wise in any
way but only conceptually, in that how [the concrete
noun} *God’ means is not how [the abstract one] ‘di-
vineness’ means.®

And thus you have both a harmony of St. Thomas’
sayings and a grasp of the things he wrote in different

© To differ “only conceptually,” in how these two nouns
mean, is to differ not only in linguistic expression bul“also in
logical status. An abstract noun serving as the “name” of a

places on this topic.

Why the first inference is obvious

. As to the first inference made in the article [from the
antecedent just discussed to
therefore in forms that are not composed with matter but
are individuated of themselves, the referent does not
differ from the nature},
pay attention to why it was left as obvious. It is based on a
rule of cause-effect inference too well known to need men-
tioning, namely:

A causes B just in case not-A causes not-B.*

And since this very general principle holds good only for
unique or distinctive causes, it follows that the word ‘ba-
sis’ in the antecedent (where it says, “the basis for a dif-
ference . . .”) stands for a unique [cause or] reason. So the
sense is this: “the unique and precise reason for a defining-
factor difference between a nature and a referent . . .” And
thus the soundness of the first inference becomes obvious:
from the removal of such a reason, one infers the removal
of the effect it explains.

“how” something is. Even in a model whose domain of indivi-
duals consisted entirely of angels, V(x) would be an angel itself
and would include in its defining makeup the “act” of subsisting,
while V(X) would be an angel’s nature and would not include this
act as a further specification. Since subsisting is a logical pre-
quisite for straighforward existing, it would again be the case
that V(x) and V(.X') did not exist in the same sense of ‘exist’.
Only in a model for God would the situation be different. There
V(.X) would be the nature, divineness, and V(x) would be the
absolute (non-relational) Thing that approximates to a referent of
‘God". Every defining ingredient of V(x) would also be a defining

nature is “naming” a value of a second-order variable,
the concrete noun serving to convey a thing having that nature
is “naming” a value of a first-order variable. If ‘X" is a second-
order variable and ‘x’ is a first-order one, the values they have
ina given model will be V(X) and V(x) respectively. Among
all possible models for created things, there is none in which
V(Y') would be identified with V(x). The two would not even
exist in the same sense of ‘exist’. V(x) would bea straight-
forward case of wha-there-is, while V(X) would just be a

gredient of V(X), and ly, so that a unique sort of iden-
tity held between them. In terms of defining factors in the real,
*V(X) = V(x)' would be true. Only the fact that one is the value of
a second-order variable, the other the value of a first-order vari-
able, would keep them “conceptually” distinct.

Ah, but would this distinctness still entail that V(x) and V(X)

did not “exist” in the same sense of ‘exist'? That would depend
on whether straighforward existing was a defining factor of V(X),
and to that question Aquinas now tums.

* Posterior
Analytics |,
c.13,78b20
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article 4

In God’s case, are essence and existence identical?

InlSent.d7,q4,8a.1,2,q5,a2,d34,q1,a.1;InJl Semt d.1,q 1,21, 1CGec 22,52, De Pulz_nna D"'f q.7.a2;
De Sptritualibus Creaturts a1, Compendium Theologiae ¢.11, Opusc. de quatuor oppos. ¢. 4, De Ente et Essentia €5

God’s essence and existence do not seem the same.

(1) If they are identical, no further specification is
added to God’s being [since none is added to His es-
sence]. But the being to which no specification is
added is the common “being” predicated of everything.
It follows that God is the common being predicable of
everything. But this is false according to Wisdom 14:
21, “God’s incommunicable name they gave to sticks
and stones.” Ergo God's existing is not His essence.

(2) Furthermore, what we can know about God is
whether He is, as was said above. But we cannot know
what He is. Therefore God’s existing cannot be the
same as what-He-is, which is His quiddity or nature.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is what Hilary says in book
VII of his De Trinitate: “existing is not an accident in
God but subsisting reality.” That which subsists in
God, therefore, is His existing.

I ANSWER: God is not only His essence, as was just ar-
gued. but also His existing.! This can be shown in se-
veral ways.

First, whatever is in a given thing, above and be-
yond its essence, must have been caused to be there:

« either by sources within its essence, as proper acci-
dents emerge as consequences of a thing’s species (as
man’s capacity to be amused is caused by the essential
principles of his species)

« or by some outside cause, as hotness in water is cau-
sed to be there by a fire.

So if a thing’s very existing is other than its essence, its
existing must have been caused in it, either by an
outside cause or by sources in the thing’s own essence.
Well, it is impossible for its existing to have been cau-
sed purely by sources in its essence, because nothing
with caused existence suffices to be the cause of its
own existing. So it must be the casc that a thing, x,
whose existing is other than its essence, has existence
caused by another thing, y [and so this y must be there
already as a prior efficient cause on which x depends).
But this cannot be the situation with God, because God
is the first efficient cause, as we have said. Therefore it
is not possible in God’s case that His existing should be
one thing, and His essence another.

! For Aquinas, existence was a real factor in things. It was
a metaphysical affair, not a metalinguistic one. In other words,
existing was an “act” of things in themselves, not an act of
theirs in relation to signs (such as giving a word a referent),
nor arelation of signs to things (such as being truc). Existing
was rather a real actualness whereby a thing was extra-propo-
sitional and had what it took to verify certain propositions.
See the second paragraph of note 2 on p. 79.

A second ground is that existing is the actualness of
every form or nature. Take goodness, or humanness: we
do not indicate it as actual except insofar as we indicate it
as existing. It must be the case. therefore, that existing
stands to an essence other than itself as actuality stands to
potency. In that casc, since there is nothing potential in
God, as was shown above, it follows that His essence is
not other than His existing. So His essence is His exis-
ting.

A third ground emerges from the following compa-
rison. Just as a thing which is on fire but is not itself fire
is on fire by participation, so also a thing which is in
existence but is not itself cxistence is a being by partici-
pation. Well, God is identically His essence, as was
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shown already. So if He is not His existence. He willbea 9323

being by participation and not by essence. But in that
case, He will not be a first being — which is an absurd
thing to say [because it is contrary to the meaning of
‘God’]. Therefore, God is His existence and not just His
essence.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): *something to
which a specification is not added’ can be understood in
two ways. In one way, it means that what it takes to be

that thing* excludes the specification; for example. what it * ratio ens

takes to be an irrational animal requires it to be without
reason. In the other way, *something to which a specifi-
cation is not added’ means that what it takes to be the
thing does not include the specification: in this way. the
common genus animal is without reason, because what it
takes to be it neither includes reason nor excludes it.
Existing without further specification in the first way is
divine existing; existing without further specification in
the second way is common being.?

ad (2): saying that a thing “is” can be taken two ways:
(1) to mean the thing’s act of existing; (2) to mean the
composition of a proposition, which the mind discovers
by attaching predicate to subject. When *is’ is taken the
first way, then, we cannot know God’s existing, just as we
cannot know His essence cither. Rather. [we know God's
being] only when *is’ is taken the second way. For we

know that the proposition which we torm about God when

we say, “There is a God,” is true. We know this from His
effects, as I said above.

2 This crucial distinction was overlooked (or denicd) by the
inventors of “ontologism” in the mid-19th century. They thought
the existence of God was precisely what one grasped (or grasped
at) whenever one understood the common ‘is” used in putting to-
gether a proposition. Though espoused by many Catholic think-
ers, especially the Jesuits at Louvain, this pseudo-scholastic phi-
losophy was condemned by the Church in 1861 See the texts in
Denz., ## 2841-2847.
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* Commentary on
De Emte et Essentia,
cS5, qll

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title question, ‘essence’ means the divineness
which a definition of God would capture, if He were
defined:; the word ‘existence’ captures the sense of ‘is’
which appears when we say, “There is a God,” “There
isaman,” etc.; ‘identical’ carries the sensc of thing-
wise identity. Thus the sense of the question is whe-
ther the thing meant by ‘God’ is the thing meant by ‘is’
in *There is a God.’

Be aware that this question is extremely subtle.
The old-time metaphysicians worked on it, but to our
puny modem thinkers, it is just alien. They identify a
thing’s essence with its existence in every case, not
justin God. Let us limit ourselves here to the question
about God; I proceed against the others and deal with
the distinction between essence and existence more
generally elsewhere.*

Analysis of the article

it In the body of the article, there is one conclusion:
God is His existing. — This is supported on three
grounds.

Here is the first. [Antecedent:] God is the first cff' -
cient cause; [1st inference:] so the existence He has is
not caused in Him from outside; [2nd inference:] ergo
He is His existence. The antecedent is clear from .
earlier results. The first inference is obvious from |t§
terms. The second is supported as follows. Eve‘rytl.ung
found in x that is distinct from the essence of x is either
caused to be in x [from within] by its essen-ce alone or
else caused to be in x from without. Therc-(om. if the
existence in x is distinct from its essence, it is caused
either from within or from without. But it Fannot be
caused only from within, because nothing is a .
sufficient cause for itself to be. So, if this existence IS
not caused from without, it is identical to x ‘s’ essen-ce.
And this is the conditional that had to be derived.

iii. The second ground is as follows. [Anlefedenl: ]
God is pure act; [st inference:] therefore His essence
does not stand to existing as potency stands to act;
[2nd inference:] therefore God is His existing. The .
antecedent is clear already. The first inference is obvi-
ous from its terms. The second is supported: [assump-
tion:] existing is the actualizing of any fopn or nature.
Therefore every nature distinct from existing stands to
it as potency stands to act. Therefore, ifa nature does
not stand as potency to existing, it is [not distinct from
but] identical to existing. The assumption is suppor-ted
on the ground that no item is indicated as actual unless
it is indicated that it exists.

Notice here that this argument is based on the
point that any quiddity or nature — no matter how
much the definition of what-it-is may speak of actu-
ality — still has only what it takes to be potency vis-d-
vis [the act which is] existing. Wisdom is only indica-
ted as actual by one’s saying that it is. Ditto for good-
ness. Ditto for humanness and horseness and the rest.

For this reason, one says both that existing is the actuali-
zing of every form, and that no form is indicated in fully
finalized act except insofar as it is indicated to exist in
exercised act.

wv. The third ground is this. [Antecedent:] God is the
first being; [Ist inference:] so He is a being by essence;
[2nd inference:] ergo He is His existing. The antecedent
and the first inference are evident. The second is support-
ed by showing that its negation leads to a false conse-
quence. This is done in two ways. The first uses the mean-
ing of ‘being by essence’ as follows. Suppose God is not
His existing; then He is in existence but is not existence
itself; but then He is a being by participation — ergo not a
being by essence — just as a thing which is on firc but is
not itself fire [is on fire by participation, not by essence].
[But it is already settled that God is not a being by partici-
pation; ergo the supposition is false.] The second way is:
suppose God is not His existing but is His essence; then
He is not a being by His essence but through something
added. [But God is not added to; ergo]. All points are
clear.

Is the answer ad (2) coherent?

v. Doubt arises over the answer to the second objection,
because it seems to imply contradictory points. If we
know that the proposition, ‘God exists’, is true, we know
the real state of things to be such that God is; but this is all
there is to knowing the existing which is in God; ergo [we
know what Aquinas says we don’t know.]

Scotus advanced this doubt at the outset of his re-
marks on / Sent. d.3, q.1 (where he criticized the respon-se
ad 2 here), and we have dealt with the problem at length in
our commentary on the Posterior Analytics II, c.1. Butas
a short answer, I should say that Aquinas’ res-ponse is
optimal and uniquely appropriate to the case of God. For
where God’s existing differs from the existing of all other
things is right here: God’s existing is what-He-is (as this
article establishes), so that ‘God exists’, is true per se in
the first sense of ‘per se’,' while the existing of other
things is not what-they-are but is distinct from the what-
ness of each. From this comes the fact that God’s existing,
taken in itself and independently of creatures, more pro-
perly answers the question of what-He-is, and that it an-
swers the question of whether-He-is only relatively [to us
and our language], in that it grounds the truth of a propo-
sition. In the case of other things, their existing has no-
thing to do with what-they-are; it is not a predicate in the
first sense [of ‘per se’], as is clear case by case (‘There is a
man’, ‘There is a planet’, etc.); and taken in itself it deals
wholly with the question of whether the thing is. For this
reason, in the case of other things, when we know that the

thing is, we say we know both
« the ‘is’ that means the truth of a proposition and

! When a thing x verificd a description ‘S’, ‘S is P’ was true
of x per se in the first sense of ‘per se'if, and only if, x
exemplificd being-P just by fitting the scientific definition of *S’.



« the existing [esse] of the thing itself,
because [in knowing the former] we are knowing the
latter in the exact way in which it is knowable. But
when, in God's case, we know that He is, what we are
being said to know is the ‘is’ that means the truth of a
proposition, not the esse of God. This is not to say that
the ultimate terminus of our cognition is the being-the-
case of a proposition, as the objection took it to be (for,
in fact, its terminus is the esse of God, not in itself but
as it corresponds to the truth of a proposition); it is
rather to say that, in knowing the truth of the proposi-
tion, God’s esse is not known in the distinctive way in
which, in itself, it is knowable; for it is not known as a
what?

2 This last point implics a further one, about analogy. It is
this: if a real factor in things, called esse, is what verifics exis-
tence claims, and this factor is so different in God from how it
is in a horse that, in God, it is what He is but in a horse is not
what the horse is, then what verifies ‘there is a God' is only
analogous, at best, to what verifies “there is a horse’ efc. And
if God’s esse is only analogous to other cases of esse, nothing
prevents it from transcending the difference between what, in

other cases, verifies a first-order existence claim and what verifies
a second-order existence claim. The topic of analogy is coming
upinq.13. o

But can existence be taken seriously as a real factor in things?
If it can, Aquinas’ arguments still have force; if not. they are just
museum pieces. Since the 1780s, this question has been debated
under the heading of whether existence is a predicate. Kant's
famous conclusion, “Existence is not a predicate,” has been )
pushed further than it reaches. “EXists’ is not an ordinary predi-
cate, granted: but recent developments have made it an odd one.
Russell’s case that exi reduces to q i ion, so as to be
justa ic featurc of propositional fi (the feature of
being true in some cases) has tumned out to be no stronger than his
argument that *Joncs exists” is logically anomalous, which has
collapsed with his account of “logically proper names.” R_\"le's
case that *Mr. Pickwick does not exist’ is “systematically mis-
Icading” has collapsed with his theory thata p{oposilion is not
“about” anything if its subject lacks a referent in the real. In both
cases, the cause of collapse has been the rigor and success of free
logics (in which names are allowed to be vacuous) and of quan-
tificd modal logics (in which the values of individual variables
may or may not exist in a given possible world). These have
shown rather conclusively that “exists is indeed a predicate (how-
everodd). And if it is a predicate, why should it not “describe™
things as Aquinas thought it did, i.e. as being actualized?
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Is God in any kind or category?

InlSent.d8,q4,a2;d.19,q4,a2;

1 CG ¢.25; De Potentia De1 .8, 8.3,

Compendium Theologiae ¢.12; De ente et essentia ¢.6

It looks as if God is in a kind or category.

(1) After all, substance is the category in which to put
any being that subsists on its own.* But this is more true
of God than of anything else. Therefore God is in the ca-
tegory of substance.

(2) Moreover, each thing is measured by something of
its own kind: lengths, by a length; numbers, by a number.
But God is the measure of all substances, according to the
Commentator [Averroes] in his discussion of Metaphysics
X. Therefore God is in the category of substance.

ON THE OTHER HAND, in the order of explanation,' a genus
or category is prior to what is contained in it. But nothing
is prior to God, either in the real or in the order of expla-
nation. Therefore God is not in any genus or category.

1 ANSWER: there are two ways in which something is ir} a
kind: (1) unqualifiedly and properly, as a species contain-
ed under a genus [is in that genus], and (2) reducuvelx,
after the fashion of beginnings and privations; thus being
one [the start of counting] is reductively in the category of
quantity after the fashion of a beginning, while bhpdness
(or any privation) is reduced to the category to which the
opposed ability would belong. Well, in neither of these
ways is God in a kind.!

That He is not a specics of any genus can be shown
on three grounds. First, a species is made up of a genus
and a difference. It is always the case that the trait from
which the difference is drawn stands to the one from‘ .
which the genus is drawn as act stands to potency.? ‘Ani-
mal’, for example, is taken from sense-endowed nature l{y
concrete-noun formation, in that what we call an animal is
what has a sense-endowed nature. ‘Rational’ is taken
from intellective nature, in that a rational thing is what has
an intellect-endowed nature. But the intellective §tands to
the sense-endowed as act to potency. And this is just as
clear in other cases. So since it is not the case in God th.at
a potency is joined to an act, it is impossible that He be in
a genus as a species of it. R

Second. it has been shown that God’s existing is His
essence. So if He were in a genus, it would ha.ve to l?e that
of a being fens]. After all, a thing’s genus indlcat.es its
essence, since its genus is predicated of it as entering into

! God is a member of many sets: the set of things proved to
exist, the set of things without matter, efc. Aquinas’ issue does
not concem sets but natural kinds. A set S is a natural kind under
the description *G' if, and only if, there arc non-G things but each
actual S-thing is inescapably a G-thing (de re necessity) and all
possible S-things would be G-things (de dicto necessity). If each
S-thing is also inescapably S, S is a species of G.

2 In our language, the name of the genus is always a determin-
able, and the species’ name is a determination of it. Aquinas held

what-it-is. But Aristotle showed in Metaphysics 11I that

“‘a being” cannot be anything’s genus. For every genus ad-
mits of differentiations which lie outside its own essence
as a genus; but no differentiation can be found that would
lie outside of being, since a non-being cannot differenti-
ate. By elimination, then, God is not in a genus.

Third, all the things that are in a single genus share the
quiddity or essence of the genus, which is predicated of
them as entering into what-they-are. Yet they differ as
regards existing fesse]; for the existing of a man is not that
of a horse, nor is onc man’s existing the same as an-
other’s. It must be the case, therefore, that whatever is in a
genus is such that, in its case, existing differs from what-it-
is, i.e. from its essence. But in God’s case these do not
differ, as was shown. Quite clearly, then, God is not in a
genus as a species of it.

From this result it is already obvious that God has no
genus nor any specific differences; nor does He have a de-
finition; nor does He admit of proof, except the sort [that
establishes a fact] from an effect. For a definition comes
from a genus and a difference, and definition is the means
of proof [in the other sort of proof, the sort that explains a
fact from the cause of it or the reason for it].

Next, that God is not in a category reductively after
the fashion of a beginning is clear from the fact that the
[sort of] beginning that reduces to a category does not ex-
tend beyond that category. Thus a point serves to start
only a continuous quantity, and being one starts only a dis-
crete quantity.> But God is the start of all existing, as will
come out below. Ergo He is not contained [reductively] in
any one category as its start.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): the term ‘substance’
does not mean just what existing-on-its-own is, because
what-existing-is cannot of itself be a category, as was
shown above. Rather, ‘substance’ means an essence suited
to existing this way, i.e. on its own; but this existing is not
itself the essence. And thus it emerges that God is not in
the category of substance.

ad (2): the objection works for a proportionate mea-
sure, because one of that sort has to be of the same genus
as the thing measured. But God is not a proportionate
measure of anything. He is called “the measure of all
things” in the sense that each thing has only as much of
being as it has of nearness to Him.

that if these were drawn from real factors (and not just subjective
ones, as “my favorite” is a species of the “things I prefer”), some
determinability had to lic in the thing classified.

? That a point is only reductively a line, as the start or termi-
nus of one, is still good geometry, but the view that “one” is only
reductively a number is no longer good arithmetic. Like the
Grecks, Aquinas saw each number as a kind of “multitude” emer-
ging from the break-up of an original “one.”
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Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title question, ‘kind’ is taken in its proper sense,
meaning “logical kind,” into which the ten categories of
things are sorted.

Analysis of the article, I

In the body of the article two jobs are done: (1) a dis-
tinction is drawn; (2) the question is answered with two
conclusions (corresponding to the two sides of the dis-
tinction drawn), and to the first conclusion a corollary is
attached.

As to job (1), the distinction is that there are two ways
to be in a kind: directly, and reductively. No problem
there. — As to job (2), the first conclusion answers the
question negatively: God is not directly in a kind. This is
supported on three grounds.

The first ground: God is pure act; therefore He is not
directly in a kind. — That this follows is proved thus.
[Antecedent:] The genus is drawn from a potency to that
[act] from which the specific difference is drawn; [Ist in-
Jerence:] therefore everything that comes under a genus
has act mixed with potency; [2nd inference: ] ergo, if God
is pure act [He does not come under a genus and so is not
in akind directly). The antecedent s illustrated with the
case of ‘animal’ and ‘rational’. All points are clear.

#i.  The second ground is as follows. [Antecedent:] If
God is in a kind [directly], {/st consequent:] a genus is
predicated of existing as entering into what-existing-is;
[2nd consequent:] thercfore a being [ens] is a genus. But
this last is impossible. Ergo [the antecedent is false]. The
first consequence is supported thus. God’s essence is His
very existing, and a genus is predicated as entering into the
essence of what falls under the genus; so, if God were in a
genus [a genus would be predicated of existing as entering
into what-it-is]. — The second consequence [namely, that
if a genus were thus predicated of existing, being would be
a genus] is left as obvious, because what ‘being’ either
entirely or mainly means, formally taken, is existing
[esse]. — The falsity of the last consequent is supported
from Metaphysics IIl. [Major:] Every genus has differen-
tiations that lie outside itself; /minor:] being does not have
differentiations outside itself; therefore [being is not a ge-
nus]. The minor is proved on the ground that, outside of
being, there is nothing left but non-being: and it is impos-
sible, obviously. for non-beings to introduce differentia-
tions within being.

ifi.  As to the soundness of this second ground, doubt
could well be raised (1) about the meaning of ‘ens’, (2)
about how it is predicated, i.e. whether ‘a being’ is predi-
cated as entering into what-the-subject-is (as an adversary
who rejected this ground and said God was in a genus,
would have to say), and (3) about the appearance of *a be-
ing’ in all accounts of real items, i.e. whether it is included
in all of them as a defining factor,* as is assumed here
from Metaphysics III. But we have written on all these
topics in our comments on De ente et essentia. Also. I
don’t think the doubts need answering at this point, mainly

because the falsehood of the consequent [that being is a
genus] is accepted by all. if not on the ground givgn here,
then on some other ground. [So a quick remark will suf-
fice.) The purport of the ground given her'c i§ as follows..
[Major:] Differentiators have to lie “outside™ the genus in
the sense that the genus is not put as a defining factor into
the formal sense* of the diffcrentiator and vice-versa [the
differentiator is not put as a defining factor into the ﬂ;nnal
sense of the genus] — even though, in the account of the
differentiator, the genus is put in as a relatum’ or as an ad-
dition, much as the subject modified [e.g. ‘nose’] is men-
tioned in dcfining a modifier it alone takes® [e.g. ‘spub'].
[Minor:] But there arc no real differentiators of be_mg that
do not involve ‘a being’ as a defining factor in their formal
sense. Ergo [being is not a genus]. )

You should know that Scotus holds the opposite of
this minor: see his remarks on / Sent. d.3, q.3. He thinks
there are certain differentiators, the ultimate ones. which
do not include ‘being’ formally and as a defining factor.
At the same time, he holds that the modifiers® of being
[like *good’, ‘real’] do not include 'bcing' formally and as
a defining factor. — But we shall be talking ab(?ut thes.c
modifiers below in Inquiry 5. And as to the ultimate dif-
ferentiators, although it would be appropriatc to talk about
them here, one would have to bring in various new tech-
nical terms (because Scotus is talking about differentiators
that are not drawn from forms but from ultimate touches of
realness); so it would really be better to make a separate
and detailed question out of this (beyond what I touched
on in my comments on De ente et essentia [c.4]).

* in formals
sigmificato

t extnnsecé

$ pussio

* passtones

Analysis of the article, IT

v, The third ground goes as follows. [Antecedent: ] All
things directly in a genus share in essence and differ in
existence; [consequent: | therefore they have an essence
distinct from their existing. [Application:] [So if God is
directly in a genus, He has an essence distinct from His
existing.] [Falsehood of the applied consequent:] But
God is not that way. Ergo [He is not directly in a genus).
— The antecedent is supported: because they agree in the
whatness of the genus but differ as between one existing
and another existing. as is clear in the case of a man and a
horse. — The consequence is left as obvious. And the
falsehood of the consequent as applied to God is obvious
from the previous article. Therefore [God is not directly in
a genus).

a4

Two Scotist Objections

v.  There is doubt about this ground. For one thing. it
seems that “being' is being used equivocally. The ante-
cedent is talking about being in a species (which is what a
differentiator of the genus conduces to). The consequent
is talking about being in actual existence, which is interred
to be distinct from essence. — For another thing. from the
mere distinction between a reason for saying items agree
and a reason for saying they differ (which is all that is po-
sited in Aquinas® antecedent), one can infer no more than a
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* formalis  form-wise* distinction; for the essence of the genus (in
which the species agree) and the being-in-this-species (by
which one species differs from another) are only form-
wise different. not thing-wise different. And yet the article
above infers a thing-wise' distinction between essence and
existing. So its reasoning scems to be in bad shape.!

t realis

Answering Scotus

vi. This objection has been dealt with at length in [my
remarks on] c. 6 of De ente et essentia, where St. Thomas
makes this same argument. So a short reply will do here.
In the antecedent [namely, that all things directly in a ge-
nus share in essence and differ in existing], ‘existing’ is
taken for both being-in-a-species and being-in-actual-exis-
tence, because it is true of both. Indeed, its being true of
the one implies its being true of the other, because the rea-
son a specific difference is said to conduce towards being
is because it constitutes a proper receiver of actual exis- .
tence. This is what Aquinas makes clear in De ente and in
his comments on Porphyry’s Isagoge. So there is no equi-
vocation.2 — [As to the other problem:] I grant that from
the mere fact that two reasons are set off in such a way that
one is made the formal basis for agreement, and the other
the formal basis for difference, one cannot infer without
further ado that there is a thing-wise distinction bf:t\veep
them (othenwise every genus would have to be thing-wise
distinct from its differences). Nevertheless, thanks to the
actual subject matter here, where the two basc§ are essence
and existence, one can perfectly well infer a thing-wise dl_-
stinction between existence and essence; one is inferring it
from the independently given distinction between the ge-
nus and the existence in which a species is distinct. And
the reason one can do this is because the following two
propositions are such that each follows from ?hc.olher:

(1) existence is form-wise distinct from qun.ddl.ty;

(2) existence is thing-wise distinct from qunddlly:
So we made clear in commenting on De ente. The in-

c.2, de dif-
Jerentia

c.5, Inquiry 12

V Scotus held that the aspects whereby a thing vcriﬁcd dx_ffer—
ent descriptions could be distinct in the real without being thing-
wise distinct. Unlike the Thomists, who classified every distinc-
tion as conceptual (rationis) or thing-wise (realis) —as Qa)etm
said on q.3, 2.3 above — the Scotists had a tripartite classifica-
tion: conceptual, form-wise, or thing-wise. Since form-wise
case was d to be mind-independent, the Thomists replied:
it 1s thing-wise or nonsense.

2 Cajetan has been accused of admitting two kinds of exis-
tence: an esse essentiae (being of a given genus or spcc:es)'ﬂljd an
esse existentige. In fact, he was talking about two uses of ‘is”: the
“is a’ of classification and the ‘there is’ of existence. These are
not the same because a horse is a quadruped, but nothing follows
about whether there is a horse. For the latter is ultimate actua-
tion, and the former is not. The former only contributes ,("“f"‘f"
duces™) towards the latter, as we just read. The “anuclng is
nothing more than the trivial fact that, while full specification
does not give existence, every time a generic determinable is
nailed down to one or another of its specific determinations, the
thing classified is given more actuation. This is the sense of ‘a
specific difference conduces towards being’.

terested reader should look there.?

Analysis of the article, III

vii. The corollary hed to the first cc is this:
God has neither a genus, nor a difference, nor a definition,
nor a proof save from an effect. This last holds because a
definition [is the means of proof in the other sort of proof]
etc.

viii. The second conclusion is also negative: God is not in
any kind or category reductively. This is supported: [ante-
cedent:] God is the beginning not of any one category but
of all existing; [inference:] so He is not contained reduc-
tively in any catcgory. — The antecedent is taken for
granted. The inference is supported: every start which is
reductively in a kind is the starting-point of that kind
alone. This is from Metaphysics XII, where it talks about
the starting points of the categories.

c4,
1070231 -

Is Aquinas consistent? 1070b9
ix. Doubt arises over this conclusion, as to whether Aqui-
nas is at odds with himself. In his remarks on / Sent. d.8,
q.4, 2.2 ad 3, and in the Disputed Questions de Potentia
Dei q.7, a.3 (answer to the last objection), St. Thomas ad-
mits that God is in the category of substance reductively.
So how does he reach the opposite conclusion here?

This needs only a SHORT ANSWER, as it is obvious from
[the text on] / Sent. that there is no real contradiction be-
tween what he says there and here. For in that text, a
distinction is drawn between two ways of being in a kind
reductively: (1) as a beginning that is contained in that
kind (and in this way he denies that God is in any kind
reductively), and (2) as a beginning that contains the kind
(and in this way, he concedes, God is somehow in all the
kinds, and by appropriation He is in the substance-kind as
the one closest to Him). This is what is conceded in both
the aforesaid passages, if you pay attention to the fact that
what he omits saying in De Potentia he supplies in In [
Sent. Thus, one can say appropriately that God is in a

construed the distinction between x-taken-as-

latum and x-tak vithout-it as a “‘real” or thing-
wise distinction (on q.3, a.3). Since a potency and its act were
transcendental relata, and essence or quiddity stood to actual exis-
tence as potency stood to act, it followed for him that the essence-
taken-as-in-existence differed thing-wise from the essence-taken-
without-existence. This, for Cajetan, was the “real distinction™

b esse and As the ulti actuating of every
item, existing included within itself the quiddiras which was a
form'’s structuring or specifying, but this latter did not include
existing. Apart from esse, there was nothing. But within esse,
there was the structuring which (in itself) was potency to existing.
To admit as Scotus did a form-wise distinction between that
structuring and its ipsa actualitas was tantamount, for Cajetan, to
admitting a thing-wise distinction between them, because if onc
item is mind-independently distinct from another, they are distinct
res. The Scotists balked because, for them, a thing-wise
distinction could only be posited where the one res was wholly
outside the other. Cajetan foll d Aquinas in admitting a
broader range of thing-wise manners of being distinct.

3 Cajetan
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kind as a beginning in such a way that, far from being
reduced to that kind, the kind itself is reduced to Him.
That this was indeed St. Thomas’ view you can gather
from the fact that, in the article above, he concludes by
saying that God “is not contained in any category as its
starting point.” By saying, “is not contained,” he withheld
comment on being in a category as a containing starting
point, to which by some relation the whole category would
be reduced. The same interpretation is suggested by his
earlier words as well: “the sort of beginning that reduces to
a category does not extend beyond,” erc.

Was justice done to Averroes?

x.In the answer to the second objection, a doubt arises as
to whether the answer meets the objection adequately. For
the answer says three things: (1) that the major premise
[of the objection] is true for a measure of the same genus
as the measured; (2) that the minor, ‘God is a sucha
measure’, is false. and (3) it says, as if to gloss Averroes,
that God is the measure of all substances in that each has
only as much being as it has nearness to Him. Well, these
points do not suffice to answer the statement of Averroes
that was brought in as an authority. His statement meant
to say that God, as the first substance, is the measure of
other sub as the first ber is the measure of other
numbers, efc. And this comes out in a passage where the
whole topic is measures of the same genus as the
measured, namely, comment 7 on Metaphysics X.

The SHORT ANSWER to this is that St. Thomas, paying
attention to the reality, not the words, makes a perfectly
adequate answer, even from the standpoint of Averroes.
For the talk of a “genus” can be taken in two ways. One
can take it in the proper sense, as we are doing here; and
then it is utterly right to say that God is not a measure of
the same “genus™ as substance — in fact, Averroes holds
that no [separated] intelligence is in the same proper genus
as substance — and this is what Aquinas is saying here.
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The other way to take it is in the broad sense, in which
‘genus’ stands for any ordered set.* In this scnse, God is a
measure of the same [broad] genus as the ordered substan-
ces, morc than He is of accidents. because He is [broadly]
a substance and not an accident; and this is what Averrocs
wanted to say. Well, this is being a measure outside the
genus of categorial substance, and it is being the measure
of every genus that is properly outside subst§nce, asis
obvious. And this is the sense in which Aquinas says in
his answer that God is called “the measure of ail things.”

* coordinatio

Order of Explanation

xi. In the “on the other hand” section at the beginning of
this article, there is a word to notice and a doubt to raise
about it. I refer to the point that nothing is prior to God
“either in the real or in the order of explanation™ (and that
therefore He is not in a genus). This does not seem to be
true, since the predicates common to God and t?ther thing?‘
are prior, in the order of explanation, to God Himself. as is
clear from the fact that the implications are not conver-
tible. [E.g. the truth of ‘if divine wisdom is an acc.ldel?L
wisdom is an accident’ does not convert to make "if wis-
dom is an accident, divine wisdom is an accident’ true.]

But this difficulty clears up rapidly, if one distin-
guishes two senses of ‘prior in the og‘der of exple}nation'.
They are (1) ‘prior in real terms’ or in terms of formal
bases, and (2) *prior from our point of view’. No real
thing or formal basis, in itself. is prior to God in the orc!er
of explanation. And a sign of this is the fact that there is
no such thing as a property that. in itself. is more abstract
[more removed from matter] than He, more s_lmplF than
He, or prior to Him. But from our point of view, in thc.
order in which we come to understand things. wisdom is
prior to divine wisdom. This is why the implication does
not convert from our point of view. Well, in the article
here, Aquinas intends “prior’ to be taken in the ﬁl:Sl way:
and so taken, the genus is prior to what is placed in it.
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article 6

Are there any accidents in God?
In1Sent. d8,q.4,a3; 1 CGc28; De Potentia q.7,a.4; Compendium Theologiae ¢ 23

Apparently there are some accidents' in God.

(1) What is substance, afier all, “is not an accident
in anything,” as it says in Physics I. Therefore, what is
an accident in one thing cannot be substance in an-
other. Thus we prove that heat is not the substantial
form of fire by the fact that heat in other things is an
accident. Well, wisdom, strength, and the like, which
are accidents in us, are attributed to God. So [they are
accidents in Him, too, and] there are accidents in God.

(2) Furthermore, in any category there is one item
which is first, and there are many categorics of acci-
dents. Therefore, if the first in each of those categories
is not in God, there will be many firsts outside God,
which hardly seems fitting.

ON THE OTHER HAND, every accident inheres in a sub-
ject. But God cannot be a subject, because ““an uncom-
posed form cannot be a subject of inherence,” as Boe-
thius says in his De Trinitate. Therefore, there cannot
be an accident in God.

1 ANSWER: from points alrcady established, it becomes
quite clear that there cannot be an accident in God.
First of all, an accident’s subject is compared to
the accident itself as potency is compared to act. In
possessing the accident, the subject is put in act in
some way. But every way of being in potency is de-
nied of God. as came out above. .
Secondly, God is His existing, and (as Bocthius

| The “accidents” of a thing were traits it had outside its
substance. Apart from God, every being X bclongf:d to at least
one natural kind S, and descriptions sufficient to imply the .
scientific definition of S were verified inx as its “subsmnce_.
Le., as essential makeup. Every other trait of x was an acci-

says in De Hebdomadibus) “while that which exists can
have something else joined to it, its very existing cannot
have anything else joined to it.” A hot thing can have an-
other property besides being hot, such as being white; but
heat itself has nothing to it but heat.

Thirdly, in every case, what has a trait thanks to it-
self * is prior to what has it by happenstance. So since
God is an absolutely* first being, He cannot have any trait
by happenstance. — Nor can there be in God any acci-
dents that are there thanks to what He is,? as the human
capacity to be amused is in us thanks to what we are.
Such accidents are caused; they arise out of sources with-
in the subject, and in God there cannot be anything
caused, since He is a first cause.? By elimination, then,
there is no accident in God.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): strength and wis-
dom are not attributed univocally in talking of God and
of us, as will come out below. Hence it does not follow
that they are accidents in God as they are in us.

ad (2): since a substance is prior to its accidents, the
starting points of accidents are reduced to the starting
points of substance as to prior principles. God, on the
other hand, is not the first thing contained in the cate-
gory of substance but is the First Thing relative to all
existing, standing outside every category.

2 Any accident @ present in x by happenstance was there as a
causal consequence of contingent events involving outside en-
tities, at least one of which acted on x or verificd a relation to x.
Meanwhile, any accident y present in x per se was there as a
causal consequence of the essential make up of x but was a trait
which could be impeded from being present in a given (perhaps
rare) case. There are a few people who cannot be amused be-
cause they have no sense of humor. Such an impedence of
“formal lity” could only take place, obviously, in an entity

dens, ie., non-essential makeup. Some such n s
might be in x “by happenstance” (per accidens), while others
were there thanks to what x itself was (per se). These last
were called per se accidentes. Sce the next note.

in which the form in question was joined to other factors with
which the form could “act” — hence an entity whose form was
not identically the whole individual or referent.

Cajetan’s Commentary

The title question is clearly about form-wise inherence:
are there any accidents in God form-wise? And the
topic is accidents as real items, not as predicates in the
sense in which ‘accident’ is a [metalinguistic] term of
second intention and is listed as the fifth Predicable.

Analysis of the article
ii. Inthe body of the article, there is one conclusion,

answering the question in the negative: there cannot be an
accident in God. This is supported on three grounds.
First: God is pure act; ergo [He has no potency to receive
an accident]. Second: God is His existing; ergo [there is
nothing to Him but that]. Third: an accident in God
would have to be there either (1) by happenstance or else
(2) thanks to what He is; but (1) is excluded because God
is a first being, and (2) is excluded because He is a first
cause.

3,a6
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iii. As to that second ground, notice that when the
abstract and the concrete are compared as items under-
stood,* there is this difference between them: the ab-
stract allows nothing to be co-understood with it, while
the concrete allows many things to be mixed in with it.
E.g., there is no problem understanding a white thing
to be sweet, but whiteness itself excludes from itself
everything else; for there is nothing else whereby
something is white but whiteness; yet what is white is
also something else sometimes besides white, like a
sweet fruit. Just so, when the abstract and the concrete
are compared as things in the real, there is this differ-
ence between them: what is abstract in the real [i.e. a
real thing existing independently of matter] is itself
alone, while a composed thing admits within itself
what is not itself. Therefore, if the completeness in-
dicated by ‘existing’ is posited in a case where it is
abstracted-in-the-real [really removed] from anything
in which existing is receivable — removed, that is,
from any generic nature — it is pure existing; it admits
of nothing within itself other than itself, and as a con-
sequence it cannot have an accident. By contrast, what
is composed of a nature plus existing, and so is called
“what exists,” can have something within itself other
than itself. This is what the above article is saying:
existing itself, since it is abstract and is a whereby,

has nothing joined to it, but is like heat, whereas what-is,
since it is concrete and a what, can have something ex-
traneous in it, like a hot thing which is also white.

i Asto the third ground, notice that it reaches both its
eliminations from proper [i.e. distinctively appropriate]
considerations. The root of the first is this: a case where
a non-essential trait is present by happenstance qatumlly
presupposes a case where the non-essential trait is present

per se. For it is universally true in any ordering of things

that what is @ per se comes ahead of what is @ by hap-

enstance, as you can read in Physics II [c.6) and VIl

¢.5]. — The root of the second elimination is that,
univer-sally, the first inducer of change [in some resp‘cct]
is utterly unchangeable [in that respect], and the first in-
ducer of local motion is utterly immovable locally. Hence
a first cause [of everything] is uncaused in all respects.
Well, it would not be uncaused in all respects, if it had in
it something caused. That much is obvious.

v. In the answer to the first objection, you have an
optimal gloss on the famous saying, “What truly is is
accident to nothing.” Said of a property univocally
mentioned, it is true. But a property analogously men-
tioned is substance in one thing [in God] and accident in
another [a creature], as comes to light with the case of
wisdom.
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article 7

Is God utterly uncomposed?

In1Sent.d8,q4,2.);1CG, cc.16, 18; Quaest. Disp. de Potenna 9.7, 2.1,
Comp. Theologiae ¢9; Opusc. de quatuor oppos ¢.4; In De Causis, lectio 21

It does not seem that God is entirely simple.

(1) After all, the things that come from God resem-
ble Him. As coming from a First Being, they are all
beings. and as coming from a First Good, they are all
good. But not one of the things coming from God is
entirely simple. Therefore God is not entirely simple.

(2) Furthermore, every superiority should be attrib-
uted to God. But in our experience, composed things
are superior to simple things: complex bodies are supe-
rior to mere elements, and the elements are superior to
their parts. One ought not to claim, therefore, that God
is entirely simple.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is what Augustine says in De
Trinitate VI, to the effect that God is truly and supreme-
ly simple.

I ANSWER: there are many ways to show that God is
entirely simple. First, one shows it from the points alj
ready established [here in Inquiry 3]. For since there is
no composition of quantitative parts in God (since He is
not a body), nor composition of form and matter — and
since the nature in His case is not other than the refer-
ent, nor the essence other than the existing — and since
there is no composition in Him of genus and difference,
nor of subject and accident, it is obvious that God is not
composed in any way but is entirely simple.

Secondly, one shows it on the ground that every
composed thing is posterior to its components and de-
pends upon them. But God is a first being, as shown
above [and hence not posterior to anything].

Thirdly, one shows it on the ground that every com-
posed thing has a cause; for components that are dlyerse
in themselves do not come together as some onc thing
unless it happens thanks to a cause uniting them. But .
God does not have a cause, as shown above, since He is
the first efficient cause.

Fourthly, one shows it on the ground that, in every
composed thing, there has to be potency and act gas in
God there is not); for either one component part is act

vis-a-vis another [which is potential to it], or at least all
the parts are in potency vis-a-vis the whole.

Fifthly, one shows it on the ground that every com-
posed thing has at least one trait that does not belong to
one or another of its parts. This is obvious where the
whole is d of parts di to itself: no part of
a man, for example, is a man, and no part of a foot is a
foot. But it is also true where the whole is composed of
parts similar to itself. For while something said of the
whole in such a case will also be said of each part (e.g. a
part of the air is air, and a part of the water is water), still
there will be something said of the whole that is not true
of any part. If the whole body of water occupies two
cubic meters, for instance, no part of it will have that
volume. In this way, therefore, every composed thing
has in it something which is not the whole itself. This
description, ‘having in it something which is not itself,
can indeed apply to a thing having a form (say, a white
thing: it has something that does not belong to its make-
up as white); but nothing of the kind applies to the form
itself. There is nothing in it other than itself. Therefore,
since God is His form itself, or rather His existing itself,
He cannot be composed in any way. Hilary touches on
this argument in book VII of his De Trinitate, where he
says, “God, who is strength, is not composed of weak-
nesses, and He who is light is not patched together out of
shadows.”

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): things that come
from God resemble God as caused things resemble their
first cause. But being composed in some way is inclu-
ded in what it takes to be a caused thing. At very least,
the existence of such a thing is other than what-it-is, as
we shall see below.

ad (2): in our experience, composed things are better
than uncomposed, because the whole of a creature’s
goodness is not found in one, simple aspect, but in ma-
ny. By contrast, the whole of divine goodness is found in
one, simple reality, as will be shown below.

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, the issue is whether God is utterly simple
in Himself, excluding from Himself all composition, but
not combinability. Combinability with other things will
be the topic of the next article.

In the body of the article, a single conclusion an-
swers the question with a yes: God is utterly simple.

Analysis of the article
This is supported in five ways: (1) by sufficient
enumeration of the ways to be composed; (2) by the fact
that He is a first being; (3) by the fact that He is a first
cause; (4) by the fact that He is pure act; (5) by the fact
that He is His sheer existing.
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Is every caused thing a composed one?

. In the answer to the first objection, be aware that
Scotus takes note of this claim that every caused thing is
composed, and criticizes it (at / Sent. d.8, in an inquiry
about q.1). His reason is as follows. If every caused
thing is composed, then take its components: either they
are simples, or else they in turn are composed. And so
on and so on. Either one proceeds to infinity, or else
one will arrive at components which are simple things.
And since these components are caused things, obvi-
ously, it follows that not every caused thing is com-
posed — contrary to what Aquinas says here.

The short answer is that this objection arises from a
bad interpretation of the text. ‘Caused thing’ or *crea-
ture’ can be taken two ways: in a strict sense [proprié]
and a broad sense.

» If taken in the strict sense, in which coming-to-be
and existing are distinctive of a “caused thing” (and of a
“creature™), only subsisting things are called caused
things or creatures; other items — such as parts, forms,
accidents, efc. — are called co-caused or concreated.

* But when used in the broad sense, everything other
than God that occurs in the real in any way can be called
*caused.”

In the present context, the word ‘caused’ is being
used in its strict sense, so that a “caused thing” stands in
contrast not only to its cause but also to what is co-
caused. Thus the objection, which is all about co-caused
things, is beside the point. What is proved abovc?. then. is
the composition of a caused thing, from the coming to-
gether of existence and quiddity. These latter give risc to
“caused things” in the strict sense of ‘caused lhing_‘. not
to components of those things.! And by the way, if you
look at St. Thomas® remarks on / Sent. d.8, .4, a.1. you
will see that he posed to himself the same argument that
Scotus brings up.

i Re the answer to the second objection, it would be a
good idea to look at whether simplicity is unqualiﬁcdly a
perfection. I have already written about this in the com-
mentary on De ente et essentia.

1 These remarks show that the items composing subsistent
things (such as forms and accidents) were not “things” or res in
the same sense as the subsistent things themselves. An effort to
formalize Thomistic metaphysics. then, should make subsistent
things the values of bindable first-order variables, and should
make their components the values of second-order variables.
The underlying logic will need Henkin-style models. See Ste-
wart Shapiro, Foundations without Foundati lism: A Case for
Second Order Logic (Oxford, 1991).

c4
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article 8

Does God enter into composition with other things?

InlSem.d.8,q.1,a2; 1 CGce.17, 26,27, 3 CG ¢.51; De Potentia Dei q.6, 0.6; De Verutate, q 21, 2.4

It seems that God does enter into composition with other
things.

(1) For Denis says in chapter 4 of The Heavenly Hier-
archy that “the existing of all things is the deity above
existing.” But the existing that pertains to all things en-
ters into composition with each. Therefore God enters
into composition with other things.

(2) Furthermore, God is a form. Augustine says in
his sermon On the Words of the Lord that the Word of
God (who is God) is “a form not formed.” But a form is
part of a composite. Therefore God is part of something
composed.

(3) Also, things that exist but do not differ in any way
are the same. God and prime matter exist and do not dif-
fer in any way. Therefore they are quite the same. But
prime matter enters into composition with things. There-
fore so does God. — Proof of the second premise: things
that differ do so in certain aspects which are their differ-
ences [as opposed to their genus], and so they have to be
composed [of genus and difference]; but God and prime
matter are entirely simple; so they do not differ.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is what Denis says in chapter 2
of De divinis inibus: “there is no ing Him (i.e.
God) nor other contact by way of intermingling part with
part.” <Also, the Liber de Causis says, “The first cause
rules all things but does not mix with them.”>!

1 ANSWER: there have been three mistakes on this topic.
One party claimed that God was the soul of the world (as
one leams from Augustine in De civitate Dei V1I), and
one can put with this party the people who said He was
the soul of the outermost heavenly sphere. A second
party said that God was the formal principle of all things;
the Almarians are said to have thought this.> The third
mistake was that of David of Dinant, who very stupidly
held that God was prime matter. All these opinions in-
volve glaring falsehoods; and it is not possible, in fact,
for God to come into composition with anything else —
not in any manner — not as a formal principle, and not as
a material one.

To begin with, God is the first efficient cause, as we
said above. But an efficient cause and the form of the

! This portion of the sed contra, though likely a later gloss, is
quite apt. The Liber de causis was given its modem cdmon in
1882 by the great German patrologist, Fr. Otto Bard

2 The Almarians were follow ers of Amaury of Bene (dlcd

thing it is producing are at most the same in species — as
when a man begets a man — not numerically identical.
And the matter [of the thing produced] is neither numeri-
cally nor specifically the same as the efficient cause, be-
cause the matter is in potency, while the cause is in act.

Secondly, since God is the first efficient cause, it is
a distinguishing trait of His to be “firstly and of Himself”
an agent. But that which forms a composite with another
is not firstly and of itself an agent; rather, the composite
becomes the agent. It is not the hand. for example, which
“acts,” but the man, through the hand; and the fire “acts”
through its heat. Therefore God {since He acts of Him-
self] cannot be a part of any composite.

Thirdly, no part of a composite can be an overall
first among beings — not even the matter and form
which are the earliest parts of composites. For the matter
is in potency, and potency comes after act in overall
terms, as came out above. Meanwhile, any form which is
part of a composite is a share of the form itself.* Just as
a sharer in the form comes after what has the form as its
essence, so also a share of the form [comes after the form
itself]. Thus the fire in things on fire comes after that
which is fire by essence. But it has been shown that God
is an overall first being [so He is not part of a composite].

W2inq.2,a3
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TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): in that passage,
deity is being called the existing of all things cause-wise!
and as their exemplar; it does not mean that deity is es-
sentially the existing of other things.

t effectné

ad (2) the divine Word is an exemplar-form, not a
form which is part of a composite.

ad (3): simple things do not differ in any further traits
that are their differences, as composed things do. A man
and a horse differ in the rational trait of the one and the
irrational trait of the other (which are specific differ-
ences), but these traits do not in turn differ from one an-
other by further differences. Strictly speaking, then, we
do not say they “differ”; we say they are just “diverse.”
As Aristotle says in Metaphysics X, things are called
“diverse” absolutely but are called “different” relative to
some aspect or trait in which they differ. Strictly speak-
ing, then, prime matter and God do not “differ.” But it
does not follow that they are the same. They are just
diverse of themselves.

c.3,
1054b24

1205), who revived certain pantheistic theses of Scotus Erigena.
The group was condemned at a provincial council in 1210 and at
Lateran IV (1215).



Cajetan’s Commentary

As to the title question: for one item to enter into com-

position with another, four conditions must be met. (1)

They must be thing-wise distinct from each other, be-
cause nothing enters into “composition” with itself.
(2) Their combining must be in the real, because a
mere combining of them in the mind does not make a
composition. (3) Their combination must make one
being, because even a real combining which is just a
matter of juxtaposition or some other extrinsic relation
does not make a composite. (4) One of them must be
the act of the other, or else both must actuate some
third thing (as happens in accident-composition, e.g.
when some third thing is both white and sweet). For
even if two items combine to make one being, but not
on the footing of act and potency to each other, there is
no composition. One sees this in the case of the divine
Persons [who are one being but not a composition] and
in the case of the Word Incarnate [where the divine
and human natures are one being, one Christ, without
there being composition between the natures]. What is
missing in both cases is what it takes for there to be act
and potency. — To ask, then, whether God comes into
composition with other things is to ask whether He can
combine with a thing  so as to make one being with r
and so as to be the act in r or the potency in r.

Analysis of the article, I

ii. Inthe body of the article, two jobs are done. (1)
Mistakes are recorded. (2) The question is answered.
— As to job (1), there are three mistakes. The first
may have been that of the Sabacans (see Averroes on
Metaphysics XII, comment 41). The second mistake
was by the Almarians. The third was that of David of
Dinant.
iii.  Asto job (2), the conclusion which both answers
the question and clears away the mistakes is negative:
God cannot enter into composition with anything.
This is supported on three grounds, the first of
which goes as follows. [Antecedent:] God is the first
efficient cause; [inference:] therefore He cannot be the
form, nor the matter, of any composed thing. The an-
tecedent is established already. and the inference is
supported as follows. First, as to form: an agent cause
and the form of its effect are not numerically the same;
so if God is the agent cause of other things, He is not
identically their form. Then, as to matter: an agent
cause and matter are not the same in species, because
the former is in act, the latter in potency: so if [God is
the agent cause of other things, He is not their matter].

A quick doubt

iv. A doubt arises about this ground. The support given
to the inference does not seem pertinent. For let it be
granted that an efficient cause is not identically the form
or matter of its effect. Nothing follows but that God. as
such a cause, is not the form or matter of His effect. It
does not follow that, absolutely speaking, He is not the
form of any composite.

A short answer

The short answer to this is that being composed
implies being an effect (since every composed thing is
produced, as came out in the previous article). and being
an effect implies being an effect of the first efficient
cause (as is obvious); therefore, to be composed is to be
an effect of the first efficient cause. Presupposing all this
as evident, the argument advanced in the article proceeds
optimally in drawing this implication: i God is the first
efficient cause, He is not the form or matter of any com-
posed thing. For if He were, He would be the form or
matter of an effect of His — which is impossible because
an agent cause is not numerically identical [to any such
item), efc.

Analysis of the article, II

v. The second ground is this. [Antecedent:] God is of
Himself firstly an agent; [inference:] therefore He is no
part of anything. The inference is supported: no com-
ponent part is of-itself firstly an agent; therefore if [God
is such an agent, He is not a part].

Pay attention here to the wording in the text, which
needs to be interpreted carefully. It does not say that the
composite thing acts “of-itself firstly™ (which was in fact
denied above, in article 2); it says comparatively that the
composite thing comes closer to acting like this than the
component. For at least the composite is what acts,
whereas the component is only whereby it acts. So the
argument here is quite consistent with the point made
carlier to the effect that. absolutely speaking. neither the
component nor the composite can be “of itself firstly™ an
agent.

Analysis of the article, III

vi. The third ground is this. God is a first being:
therefore He cannot be a part. not even a primordial part
like matter or form. — The inference is supported as to
matter, because potency comes after act; it is supported
as to form, because participated act comes after act-by-
essence.
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Inquiry Four:
Into God's completeness

Afier considering God's not-being-composed (but simple), one tumns to His status of not-being-lacking
(but complete). And since each thing is called good insofar as it is not lacking, one should deal first
with God’s completeness [perfectio] and then with His goodness.'
Conceming the former, three questions are raised:
(1) is God in a completed state?
(2) is He so inclusively complete as to have the completive traits of all things?
(3) can creatures be said to resemble God?

! The temptation to translate ‘perfectio’ with ‘perfection’ should be resisted on most occasions.
In English, ‘perfection’ is an evaluative term, conveying entire goodness, but in Latin ‘perfectio’ was not.
‘Perfectus’ meant finished or complete (we have a vestige in ‘perfect tense’), and so a thing’s perfectio
was its finished condition (if not overall, then in some respect). For Aquinas, this condition was the pre-
requisite for anything to be evaluated favorably (either overall or in that respect).

article 1

Is God in a completed state?

1 CG ¢.28; De Veruate q 2, 2.3 ad 13, Compendium Theologae ¢ 20: In De Divinis Nommibus c.13, lectio |

It seems that being in a completed state® does not apply

to God.
(1) A thing is called completed, after all, when itis
done being made. Being “made” does not apply to God.

So neither does being “completed.”

2) Furthermore, God is an ultimate origin' of things. A A v
Bm(th)e origins of things seem to be inchoate. Look at that pertains {0 its own way of being whole.* * secundun
seed. the origin of plants and animals. Therefore Godis To MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): “We echo back the "’:d:lmsuaz
incomplete. high things of God,” Gregory says, “as best we can, stam- © ectiais

(3) Furthermore, it was shown above that God’s es- menng‘:” l.t is u:\'n? that what is not made can hardly be Magna
sence is just His being. But mere being seems to be the called “finished” in the proper sense of the word. But ol b 36
most incomplete of all traits, since everything sharesit  SIncé, among the things that do get made, we say that one '
and each adds further specifications to it. Therefore, God 15 completed at the point \‘vhen itis Prought out of potency
is incomplete. into act, we use the word ‘complete’ [or ‘finished’] by

transference to mean anything to which being-in-act is not
ON THE OTHER HAND, there is Matthew 5:48, “Be ye per-  Jacking, whether or not it is in this state thanks to a pro-
fect, as your Father in Heaven is perfect.” ductive process. + fuctio
TANSWER: as Aristotle tells the story in Metaphysics XII, ~ ad (2): we do find in our experience that a material
some of the ancient philosophers — the Pythagoreans origin is mt.:hoa‘te_, l?ut such an origin cannot be an abso-
and Speusippus — did not attribute the best and most lute beginning;* it is preceded by something else, which is  $ pramum
finished. The seed, for example, which is the origin of the smplicier

finished state to the ultimate origin of things. The reason
for this was that the early thinkers were paying attention
only to the material origin, primordial matter, and this is
highly unfinished. For necessarily, since matter as such
is in potency, primordial matter is as thoroughly in po-
tency as anything can be,* and so it is as unfinished as
anything can be.

When God is posited as an ultimate origin, however,
it is not as the first matter of things but as their first effi-
cient cause, and this has to be the most “complete” of all.

For as matter as such is in potency, so an agent as such is
in act. Hence necessarily, a primordial agent is as fully in
act as anything can be and thus as thoroughly completed.
For the status of being “completed” is attributed to any-
thing just insofar as the thing is in act. In other words, any
item we call completed is one to which nothing is lacking

animal generated from seed, has behind it the animal or
plant from which it came. For it is necessarily the case
that, behind what is in potency, there is something in act,
because an entity in potency is not reduced to act unless by
some entity which is in act already.

ad (3): sheer existing is the most complete of all
states. It stands to all the rest as act [stands to potency]).
For nothing has actuality except insofar as it is; and so
“mere” being is the actualness of all things. It is the actu-
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alness of their very forms. So, existing does not stand to
other factors [as the objection supposed, i e.] as receiver
to received, but the other way about: as received to re-
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ceiver. For when I spcak of the existing (of a man. a
horse, or anything else) that existing is taken as form-like* ¢ farmale
and received, not as what receives a being-such-and-such.

Cajetan’s Commentary

As to the placement and title of Inquiry 4 as a whole, be
aware that *completeness’ here [perfectio] does not mean
a particular completive trait, such as goodness, life, wis-
dom, etc.; nor does it mean all such traits together. Ask-
ing whether something is finished or complete is not the
same as asking whether it has (in a definite way, or one-
way-or-another) all the finishing touches* of things. Ra-
ther, ‘completeness’ means the optimal way or manner of
being along any formal line. Granted, there is an exten-
ded use of “perfectio’ in which the word means a real trait
or formal makeup actuating something, as when we say,
“Wisdom is a completeness,” and the like. But in its
strict use, ‘completeness’ came from the finish of being
made and has been used by philosophers to mean a way*
of being not just any way, but the best not of some one
thing, but of anything to which it applies, be it a sub-
stance or an accident.

For a thing can be understood and can exist in many
ways of being, one of which is better than another. Thus
the nature of a plant or animal has one way of being in
the sced, another way in the individuals germinated or
born, and another way again in the same individuals
grown up. Of these states, the first, of course, is called
unfinished [or undeveloped] because, in the seed, the
specific nature is only there in potency; the second is
called somewhat finished, and the third is called finished
overall. You can see as much from the Meteorologica,
book IV, where Aristotle says that each thing is called
finished or complete “when it can make another like
itself.” For at that point it has its nature in the optimal
way.

So, just as asking whether something is “complete™ in
one or another particular trait, ¢, say knowledge, or
nature, is not asking whether it has another trait, y, but
whether it has @ in the best way, so also asking whether
God is “complete” overall and without qualification (as is
done here) is not asking whether He has some further
trait, nor whether He has all of them (since this does not
come up until article 2), but is just asking whether God is
what He is in the best way. For this is to be “complete.” !

! As to the adjective ‘perfectus’, Cajetan is combining two
topics: complete trait and complete thing. On the first, he is
surely right that the question of whether @-ness is complete is
not about another predicate but about /iow @-ness is present.
This *how’ indicates a manner of being-¢, and one can say that
“finished’ or ‘complete’ means the most actualized state of
being-@. Hence the identification of completeness with esse
here in the answer ad (3) (and below in article 2); see footnote

it Further evidence that this is the sense of the question
comes from the body of the article, in the reason Aquinas
gives for answering as he does. He says that God is com-
plete and gives this reason: God is not in potency but in

3 in Cajetan’s comment thereon). A bit sloppily, Cajetan says
‘complete’ means the optimal or best state, thereby using evalu-
ative terms in the explication of what was, for Aquinas. the basis
for explicating evaluation.

As to the other topic, complete thing (taking ‘thing’ in the
first-order sense of what there 1s), matters arc more complicated.
Can one really say that the question of whether a o-thing is
complete is not about another predicate it might have but about
how it is a g-thing? Aquinas’ answer will acknowledge three
different senses of ‘complete’, corresponding to three tests of
completeness advanced below in 1 57 q.6, a3. There the reader
will be told that a thing mects a first test of completeness when it
has the existence that goes along with its substantial form. If ¢-
ness is such a form, then a ¢-thing is complete by this test as soon
as it exists at all as a g-thing. Thus one level of thing-

pl is identically the trait- of the trait
serving to classify the thing. Next, however, by a second test. @
thing is complete when it has what it takes to operate. especially
to reproduce its kind. Now being a complete @-thing is a matter
of being maturely ¢, and this “how™ typically involves the

quisition of certain | traits of a “compl " Kind.
The natures of material things, in their coming to be, generally
pass through at least one inchoate state on their way to fult
realization; and the natures of biological things pass through
many. If any such formative state of a ¢-thing is looked at as -
ness’s being-in-potency (to some extent), while the mature state of
a ¢-thing is identified with g-ness’s being-in-act in a second and
broader measure, one reduces the developmental talk of matunty
to the more basic modal talk of being in act, and one reduces a
second sense of thing-completeness to the talk of trait-
completencss (via further traits that “com-plement” sheer @-ness).
Finally, there is yet a third test (which Cajetan does not discuss
here), by which a thing is complete when it reaches or achieves its
purpose (fimis ultimus). At this level, being a complete @-thing is
a matter of being fulfilledly 9. and this "how™ typically involves a
relation to one or more other entities, a relation by which the thing
possesses or rests in those entities.

As to the noun ‘perfectio’, Cajetan is quite helpful in pointing
out the difference between the strict sense in which it was used
and its extended sense. In its strict sense, perfectio was the modal
state of being in act, as opposed to the modal state of being in po-
tency. x’s being “in act” could be taken as (1) x's existing-in-its-
species, or (2) as xs matunty, or (3) as x 's resting in fulfullment.
In its extended sense, however, ‘perfectio’ meant a positive trait
attained or developed. 1t could be (1) the substantial form attained
at the term of generation. or (2) a further trait, accidental but need-
ed for a key operation, or (3) the still further trait pertaining to
fultillment. In this sense. a perfectio was not a finished state of x
but some trait which counted as a development ot x.
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act. Well, quite clearly, being-in-act or in-potency has to
do with manner of being. And this is why the present In-
quiry was put immediately after the one about the simpli-
city of God’s nature. For once an essence is established,
the question that comes up next is its manner of being —
the sort of manner that ‘completed’ means. For com-
pleteness is not about a thing’s standing towards its en-
virons, nor towards anything outside it in any other way,
but [only with the thing’s status] in itself. Hence Aris-
totle, too, when he was talking about the nature of the
universe in De Caelo I, set out to determine first whether
the cosmos was in a finished state, passing over the
methodologically prior questions of whether it exists and
whether it is composed or simple, to which the answers
were obvious.*

Analysis of the article

iii. In the body of the article, two jobs are done: (1) a
Pythagorean opinion is noted, and (2) the question is an-
swered.

Asto job (1), it has two parts. (a) The opinion is
stated: being-finished does not characterize an origin. (b)
Its source is exposed: they understood only a material
origin. The nexus is supported: because matter as such is
in potency; so [the first matter is especially so].

iv. Asto job (2), it has again two parts. (a) A con-
clusion answers the question with yes: God is most th.or-
oughly completed. (b) The source is laid bare, opposite
to the one above: God is an active origin.

The nexus is supported thus. Necessarily, what is
active is in act; therefore, a first active cause is most

thoroughly in act; therefore He is most thoroughly fi-
nished or complete. — All the points are plain, and the
final inference is made clear from the meaning of the word
‘complete’, namely, that to which no required feature is
lacking. For to something existing in potency, there is
lacking what it would be in act, while to the thing existing
in act, there is nothing lacking.

Two ways of being common

v. In the answer to the third objection, pay attention to
two points. First, the answer depends on a distinction
between two ways of being common or shared:

« after the fashion of a shared act, and

« after the fashion of a shared potency.

Commonness after the first fashion lics in being received,
while commonness after the second fashion lies in re-
ceiving. Existing is common to all things after the fashion
of a shared act, since it clearly stands to all as the received
stands to the things receiving it.

Second, one sees here the glaring weakness of Scotus’
argument at /n [V Sent. d.1, q.1. There he criticized St.
Thomas’ position — that existing, formally taken, is the
most complete of all finished states — by arguing from the
commonness of existing. It is amazing that he trotted out
this objection, which St. Thomas had invalidated here with
so much clarity.?

2 Scotus thought that a completive trait had to be a specifica-
tion or particularization, as though the real composition of things
were an emergence out of gencrality, terminating at the unique.
For Aquinas, the real composition of things is an emergence out
of potency, terminating at existential act.
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article 2

Are the completive traits of all things in God?
In1Sent.d2,2a.23;1CGcc.28,31;2(Ge. 2; De Vernate q 2,21,
Compend. Theol. c¢.21-22; In De divinis nomimbus ¢ 5, lectiones 1-2

It does not seem that the completive traits* of all things
are in God.!

(1) After all, God is simple, not composed, as shown
alrcady, while the traits that serve to complete things are
many and various. Therefore, it is not the case that all
the completive traits of things are in God.

(2) Furthermore, opposite traits cannot be present in
the same thing. But the traits that complete things are
oppgsi!es. Each species, for example, is completed by
attaining its specific difference; and these differences
(by which a genus is divided and its species are consti-
tuted) are opposed to each other. So, since opposites
cannot co-exist in the same thing, it seems that not all
the completive traits of things are in God.

(3) Furthermore, a living thing is more complete
tha.n_a mere being, and a wise one is more complete than
aliving one. Thus, life is more complete than being,
and wisdom is more complete than life. But God's
essence is just His being. Therefore, He does not have
in Himself the completive traits of life and wisdom and
other such attainments.?

ONTll;lE OTHER HAND, Denis says in De divinis nomini-
bus, “God prepossesses all things in one existence.”

T ANSWER: the completive traits of all things are in God.
The reason He is called all-inclusively® complete is be-
cause He is not lacking any nobility found in any kind
or category. Averroes says the same in commenting on
Metaphysics V. The point can be seen to emerge from
two considerations.

. First: [it emerges] thanks to the fact that any com-
pletive trait present in an effect e must be found in e’s
effective cause, either

* under the same definition, if the cause is a univocal
agent, like a man who begets a man, or

. in a higher manner, if the cause is an equivocal agent,
like the sun containing a likeness of the things generated
through the sun’s active power.$ 3

VIn this article, ‘perfectio” is used mostly in its secondary
sense: a trait which, for some species S, serves to finish or
cum;?lete S-things. A material being attains such a trait as the

of a (sub ial or accids ) devel

2 This objection raises a new issue: it assumres that com-
pletive traits can themselves be compared as more and less
“complete,” so that it is no longer a question of comparing the
states of a given trait but of comparing the “nobility" of distinct
traits. As will emerge, Aquinas accepts this assum'mion

3 Univocal and equivocal causes were so named after uni-
vqcal anfi equivocal uses of aterm. A term "¢’ was being ap-
plied univocally to x and to y, just in case the same scientific
account captured what it took for x to be @ and what it took for
yto be @. Because *human’ was applied univocally to a father
and a son he begat, the former was a “univocal cause” of the

For the produced trait obviously pre-exists in the active
power of the agent-cause to produce it. Pre-cxisting in the
active power of such a cause is not pre-existing in a less
complete state but in a more complete one (although.
granted, pre-existing in the potentiality of a material cause
is pre-existing in a less complete state. in that matter as
such is unfinished: but an agent as such is complete). So,
necessarily, since God is a first effective cause of things.
all their completive traits pre-exist in Him in a higher
manner. This is the reasoning to which Denis alludes in c.
5 of De divinis nominibus, where he denies that God is
“this but not that;” rather “He is all things, as the cause of
all.”*

Second: [God's inclusiveness emerges) from the al-
ready established point that God is existence itsclf sub-
sisting on its own. Necessarily. then, He contains in Him-
self the whole completeness of being. For obviously, ifa
hot thing does not have the whole completeness of heat,
the reason is that it is not sharing in heat according to the
full definition of heat: but if heat were subsisting on its
own, it could lack nothing of the full power of heat. So.
since God is subsisting existence itself. nothing of the
completeness of being can be lacking to Him. But the
traits completing all things belong to the completeness of
being; things are only complete insofar as they have being
in some way. So, it follows that nothing’s completive trait
is lacking to God. Denis alludes to this reasoning. too, in

fatter. By contrast, ¢’ was applied equivocally tox and y in case
it required ditTerent scientific accounts to capture what it took for
X to be ¢ and what it took for y to be 9 — and in case another con-
dition was met. to which I shall retum. According to the theory of

p g jon, the sun’s infl g d maggots.
These had what it took to be alive. and the sun had what it took to
cause life. If “living’ was applied to the two atall, it was under
different definitions.

Was this enough to make the sun an “equivocal cause” of the
vermin, in the sense required to illustrate St. Thomas’ theological
intent? If if was, modem science afTords many still-viable exam-
ples: germs are equivocal causes of sicknesses. as vitamins are of
vigor. But it was not. Another condition had to be met. The
equivocal cause had to pre-possess its effect in a fugher maner.
No one thinks of pills as agents in a higher way than the people
invigorated by them. Once upon a time, the sun was thought to be
warming in a higher manner than any other cause. but no longer.

Current Thomism, then. needs a ditferent way to defend or
illustrate the doctrine of this article. Cf. fin.2onp. 21.

4 Let being-@ be a completive trait realized in any manner.
Necessarily. if x is an efficient cause of y's becoming o thenxis
already @ 1n act (though perhaps in some higher manaer). and the
first efficient cause of this world = that causc on which everything
in this world depends if it is to become complete in any way. So,
necessarily, for all such traits . if x 1s the first cefficient cause,
then x is already @ in act (though certainly in a higher manner).
Thus. if x 1s the first eflicient cause of this world. there is no com-
pletive trait in this world to wiich x is in potency: rather. every
completive trait belonging to any thing in this world is a trait
which x has (in a higher manner) in a finished state.
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PG3,817 .5 of De divinis nominibus, where he says that God “is
not existing this way or that, but unqualificdly and un-
limitedly prepossesses the whole of existing in Himself,
as one form.” Later he adds: “He is existing to subsis-

PG3,84 ten things.”

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): just as the sun (as
Denis says) “has within itself in advance, in its one
form, the substances and qualitics of the manifold things
we sense, while remaining itself one and shining
uniformly, so also, and much more, must all things pre-
exist in natural union in the Cause of all.” And in this
way traits which are diverse and opposed in themselves
pre-exist in God as one, without detriment to His
simplicity.

Loc. cit.

4,22

This makes it clear how to answer (2) also.

ad (3): as Denis again says in the same chapter, if you pG3,817
look at being /esse], life, and wisdom as they are distin-
guished by their definitions, then being is more complete
than life, and life is more complete than wisdom. Yeta
living thing is more complete than what just is, because the
living thing also is. And a wise thing is both a being and a
living thing. Let it be granted, then, that “a being” fens]
does not imply a living thing and a wise one, because what
shares in being need not share in it according to every
manner of being; nevertheless “Being Itself” implies life
and wisdom, because no completive trait of being can be
lacking to Him who is subsistent being itself.

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title question, the word ‘are’ does not indicate any
special way of being-in-God but is taken quite broadly,
so that the question is not whether all the completive
traits are in God form-wise*, nor whether they are in
Him power-wise', but whether they are in Him one way
or another, without specifying which way. ‘Completive
traits’ stands inclusively for all attainments, both those
that are unqualifiedly positive and those that arc not.
This becomes clear as the article proceeds.

* formaliter

+ virtualiter

Analysis of the article, I

it. In the body of the text there is one conclusion,
giving the question a yes-answer: In God are the com-
pletive traits of all things.

This is supported on three grounds. First, by author-
ity. [dAntecedent:] God is called all-inclusively com-
plete, i.e. having the noble traits of all genera; [infer-
ence;] ergo [all these traits are in Him in some way].
The antecedent is supported on the authority of Aver-
roes, commenting on AMetaphysics V.

i, The second ground is an argument taken from De-
nis. [Antecedent:] God is the first efficient cause of all
things; [inference:] thercfore the traits completing all
things pre-exist in God in a higher manner. )

The antecedent is presumed as already established.
The inference is supported as to both its parts [(1) these
traits are in God, and (2) they are there ina hlghcr man-
ner]. As to the first: produced traits pre-exist in the ac-
tive power of their agent cause; so any comple_uve trait
present in an effect must be found in its effective cause.
So, if God is [a first efficient cause], the completive
traits of all things are in Him. 4s to the second, part, the
support is this. [Assumption:] An agent as suc'h is com-
plete; [Ist inference:] so to pre-exist in the active power
of an agent cause is not to pre-exist in a less complete
state but in a more complete one. [2nd inference:].St?
any completive trait present in an effect pre-exists in its
effective cause either under the same definition, as in a
univocal cause, or under a higher one, as in an cquivocal
cause. [3rd inference:] So, necessarily, if God is a first

cause of all things, He has the completive traits of all
things in a higher manner. The assumption is clear from
the previous article. The first inference is supported by
contrast: since matter is unfinished, to pre-exist in the
potentiality of a material cause is to be in a less complete
state. The remaining inferences are left as obvious.

More complete pre-existence?

iv. Concerning this proposition,

Pre-existing in the active power of an agent

cause is not pre-existing in a less complete

state but in a more complete one,
a doubt arises at once. It secems false in itself and conflicts
with another claim in the same article. It seems false be-
cause, sometimes, the effected trait pre-exists in its effici-
ent cause in a state [not more but] equally complete, as is
obviously the case when a Socrates begets a Plato. It con-
flicts with another claim because he says (in so many
words and quite correctly) that the effect of a univocal
cause pre-exists in the cause “under the same definition”
(so not in a more complcte way).

Beginners may also find occasion to doubt this propo-
sition on the ground that, to all appearances, effects also
pre-exist in a less finished state in many causes which are
nevertheless efficient ones; obvious examples are the seeds
from which animals and plants are efficiently produced.

v. TOANSWER BRIEFLY, the proposition can be read two
ways. First, as the wording itself indicates, it can be read
comparatively, and in that case it allows but does not
require the pre-existence to be more complete. In other
words, ‘not less complete’ necessarily holds, while *‘more
complete’ may hold. [The sense then is that pre-existing
in the power of an agent cause is at least as complete.] So
taken, the proposition is very true indeed and means that
pre-existing in the efficient cause has to be doing so ina
state that is not less complete than the effect’s state of
being but possibly is pre-existing in a more complete state.
— Secondly, the proposition can be read as using compa-
rative language to make a flatly positive claim: [that pre-
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existing in the power of an agent cause is doing so] ina
complete state, or in a state of completeness. — Of
these, the first reading supports the intent of the article,
which is trying to prove the point that the completive
traits of the effects [of an equivocal cause] are in the
equivocal cause — and in God — in a higher manner.

As to the beginners’ doubt, the answer comes from
Alexander [of Aphrodisias] (see Averroes on Metaphy-
sics XII, comment 24), who has taught us that seeds and
other such things, to which the forms of the effects do
not bear a univocal or imitative likeness, are not effi-
cient causes but instruments of such causes, and that this
is the only reason Aristotle classed them with the effect-
tive causes in Metaphysics V and Physics II. In our
present context, we are talking about active causes in
the strict sense, as opposed not only to other kinds of
causes but also to instruments of causes (which, strictly
speaking, are not causes).'

vi. As to the last inference [in the second ground, i.e.,
that God has the completive traits of all things in a high-
er manner), observe that it rests upon the fact that the
first effective cause of things is an equivocal cause. This
was left as obvious. It is admitted by all, and it comes
out clearly enough from the terms. For if the first cause
is effectively causing things fitting definitions diverse
[from its own], it is not being a univocal cause of them;
and if it is causing some univocally, it is not efficiently
causing the others, and then it is not [a cause] of the
ones diverse from itself.2

! The doubt which arises today is more serious. What about
emergent effects and evolution? Suppose an animal x has in
act the trait . When Aquinas says that this animal must have
had an efficient cause that was already ¢ 1n act, in either the
same or a higher manner ¢", what does this mcan?

Does it mean that x must have had an animal ancestor that
was ¢ (or 9)? Or does it allow for the possibility that every
ancestor of x has been less-than-@ in act, so long as higher and
more universal causal influences, like the sun, are supplying
the difference, so that what is required is just that somewhere,
1n the whole set of co-ordinated conditions jointly sufficient f‘or
the birth of x, ¢-ness (or more) pre-exists?

The first answer seems inconsistent with the theory that
solar encrgy can produce low forms of life, which Aquinas ac-
cepted. The second answer is therefore more likely to be the
correct interpretation of him. Its bearing upon the modern dis-
cussion of evolution, however, is difficult to assess.

Consider the hypothesis that life-forms emerged in a high-
energy state of some original protein soup. Does this count as
an improved version of the spontaneous generation theory? If
it does, Aquinas’ talk of equivocal causation and pre-existence
still has a biochemical interpretation. If it does not. his talk has
only a theological interpretation. In that case, the claim that an
emergent higher form must have pre-existed at least as com-
pletely in the efficient cause of its emergence would just re-
quire that God’s influence be included in the account of that
cause. Since no empirical science handles that part of the ac-
count, the question tumns to what *evolution’ names. Does it
name an empirical theory that just leaves that part out, or does
it name a new physic designed to exclude it?

2 Aquinas gives an argument below as to why a first cause
must be an equivocal one (1 ST q.13,a.5 ad 1). Cajetan’s argu-
ment here seems to be a different one. but it is so abbreviated
and elliptical that my translation is conjectural.

Analysis of the article, IT

vii. The [third ground is a] second argument touched
upon by Denis. [Antecedent:] God is existence itself
subsisting on its own; [/st inference: ] therefore He
contains in Himself the whole completeness of being: [2nd
inference:] therefore He contains all the completive traits
of all things.

The antecedent is taken as already established. The
first inference is supported by disproving the ncgation as
applied to the case of heat and the completeness of a hot
thing. The argument goes like this. Suppose God does not
contain the whole completeness of being: in that case. He
does not have being according to the full definition of
being; in that case. He is not existence itself subsisting on
its own (which contradicts the antecedent) — just as from
‘a hot thing x does not have the whole completeness of
heat’ it follows that ‘x does not have heat according to the
full definition of heat” and hence that "x is not heat itself
subsisting on its own’. — The sccond inference is also
supported. Things are called finished or complete insofar
as they have being: therefore the traits completing all
things pertain to the completeness of being: therefore. if
God contains the whole completeness of being. then [He
contains the traits completing all things].}

Understanding the answer ad (3)

wii. In the answer to the third objection, notice first that
the force of the objection — when it says that a mere being
is less complete than a living thing. so existence is less
complete than life — rests upon a commonplace about
conjoined terms. And the truth of its antecedent hangs on
the fact that *a being’ does not imply “a living thing’, but
conversely [*a living thing’ does imply “a being’].

Notice secondly that. in his answer, St. Thomas sug-
gests the following distinction in the real. Existing can be
compared to living in three ways.

« First, both can be taken form-wisc and exclusively,* so
that existing is taken exclusively for the act of being. and
life is taken exclusively for what it adds form-wise besides
being. e.g. to live as such. And so taken, these things are
indicated by abstract nouns (‘existence’. life’, *wisdom’,
etc.), and St. Thomas says they are being compared as they
are distinguished by definition. And so taken. existing is
more complete than living and the other attainments. be-
cause existing is the actuality of them all, as was said a-
bove.

+ Secondly. existing and life can be compared without ex-
cluding.! so that life is taken according to all that it inclu-
des, and not just for what it adds form-wise besides being.
And so taken. these things are indicated by concrete nouns,
and in the text they are called “a being.” “a living thing,”

3 The key to this argument, without which one can make no
sense of it. is Aquinas’s account of existence (esse) as actualizing
act. Though there is a real distinction between form and existence
in creatures. this distnction was never understood by Aquinas as
that of two things lying wholly outside cach other Rather. as
noted above (in footnote 3 on the commentary to q.3. a.5). the act
of existence includes the specifymg/structuring act of form but is
not included by it. This is why every trait or form. as it receives
its finished state. belongs to the compl, of the esse recei

q
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“a wise one™: and St. Thomas says
more complete than one which just

that a living thing is
is, because a living

one includes a being and some further completeness as

well.

* Thirdly, existence subsisting in its purity can be com-

pared to everything else, taken any

taken, existence is indicated in the text by ‘Being Itself’,

way you like. So

and Aquinas says it includes in itself life, wisdom, and

all the completeness of being, as was argued in the body

of the article; and hence, so taken,
plete Thing of all.

it is the most com-

From this information which we get from the text,

we have it borh that
(1) existing taken form-wise
complete than other trait
and that
(2) Being Itsclf is unqualifie
than anything, pre-posse:
traits within itself.

is form-wisc more
S

dly more complete
ssing all completive

As a result, we know from (1) that the trait of existing,

which belongs quidditatively to God alone, is form-wise

nobler than other completive traits;
know that God, by virtue of being
the completive traits.?

; and from (2) we
Being Itself, has all

4 The third objection introduced a new issue. Let ® and y

that

stand for non-equivalent traits. The ob
these traits could be compared for com,

) N
pletcness not just in

cases where one is possessed in a more finished state —as a
human adult (“wise thing”) is more complete than a dog pup-
py (“living thing") — but even in cases where both are pos-
sessed in the finished state, so that an adult man can be called
“more complete™ fperfectius] than an adult dog. Aquinas

accepts this sort of comparison in hand

does not explain at this point the basis for i i
Cajetan. A clue may be at hand, however, 1n the point that esse

ling the objection but
t, and neither does

taken form-wise is “form-wisc more complete” than other

traits. This is so because esse so taken

respect potency. Any other trait is a polcnsy.to exjsle
dered | N

is wholly act and in no
ntial act
that po-

and so, even when

tency (as actualized). In other words, every other completive

trait is actualized potency, while esse, t

aken form-wise, is pure

Also from these points, we have the answer to the ob-
jection. The inference [from “a mere being is less com-
plete than a living thing” to “existence is less complete
than life”] is to be rejected. For in the dent, ‘living
thing’ is taken as including a being and something more;
but in the consequent, it is taken exclusively for what it
adds besides a being. And thus it emerges that the infer-
ence is not supported by the commonplace about con-
joined terms, which holds only when concrete nouns are
taken exclusively form-wise, exactly like the abstract
terms. That is not what is being done here.®

actualization. (Thus, too, when esse subsists on its own, it is Pure
Act.) This suggests that onc trait ¢ is “more complete” than
another trait y just in case @-ness is a structuring/specifying act
less restricted by potency than y-ness is.

For ple, being biologically alive involves less restriction
by matter than being a mineral involves (and so being alive is
morc “perfect”); being a rational animal involves less restriction
by matter than being a brute animal involves (and so being human
is more “perfect”), being an angel involves no restriction by mat-
ter (and so is more “perfect” than being human) but still involves
potency in that the essence of such a creature is potential to its
esse; so even an angelic essence is form-wise less complete than
existence. But being esse itsclf subsisting on its own involves no
restriction of any kind by any receiving potency, and so God, who
is Being Itsclf, is “unqualifiedly more complete than anything,”

Thus, in each case, if g-ness is more complete than y-ness,
then finished @-ness is more like Being Itself than finished y-ness
is, and conversely. (But can anything be called “like” Being
itself? That is the question to be addressed in the next article.)

5 In other words, the rule had to do with how the comparison
of concrete things lined up with the comparison of abstractions
(forms). The rulc was that

if a @-thing as such is more complete than a y-thing as

such, then @-ness is more complete than \p-ness.

But one could not infer this if the antecedent lacked the ‘as such’
qualifier (and said only, *if a @-thing is more complete than a Y-
thing’). For then the inference could fail. E.g., it will fail if y-
ness is a transcendental (as here, where y-ness is existing); for
then calling x a @-thing is more informative than calling it y, and
yet y-ness may be more of a finishing touch, hence a more “com-
pletive” trait than @-ness. This is what the objection overlooked.

4,22
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article 3

Can any creature resemble God?

InISem.d48,q.1,a1; Inlf Sent d.16,q.1,2.1 ad3; 1 CG¢29; DeVentateq2,all,
q3,2.1ad9;q23,a7 ad 9.: De Potentia Dei q ,a7; In De Div. Nom. ¢ 9. lectio 3

It seems that no creature can resemble God.

(1) It says in a Psalm that “there is none like Thee
among the gods, O Lord.” Among all creatures, it is the
most excellent ones that are called gods in some parti-
cipative sense. [So, if they are not like God) much less
can other creatures be called “like Him.”

(2) Also, similarity is a comparison. Since there is
no comparing things across diverse categories, there is
no similarity between them. We do not say, for exam-
ple, that sweetness is “similar” to whiteness. Well, no
creature is in the same category with God, since He is
not in a category at all, as came out above. Therefore,
no creature is similar to God.

(3) Furthermore, things are called alike when they
agree in form. But nothing agrees in form with God.
Fc.n' apart from God alone, there is no case in which a
thing’s essence is identically its existing. Therefore, no
creature can be similar to God.

(4) Furthermore, in things that are similar the re-
semblance is mutual. For if x is similar to y, y is similar
tox. So, if any creature is similar to God. God will re-
semble it. But the contrary is said in Isaiah 40:18, “to
whom have ye likened God?”

THE OTHER HAND, Genesis 1:26 says, “Let us make man
in our image and likeness.” And 1 John 3:2 says, “when
He appears, we shall be like Him.”

I ANSWER: likeness comes from agreement or com-
monness of form, and therefore there are many kinds of
likeness, in keeping with the many ways of sharing a
form. Thus:

« Some things are called alike because they share the
same form under a constant definition and share it in the
same measure*; such things are called not only similar
but “equal” in their similarity. Thus two things equally
white are called alike in whiteness. This is the most
perfect resemblance.

« In another way, things are called alike which share
the same form under a constant definition but not in the
same measure as to more and less. Thus a less white
thing is called similar to a whiter thing. This is imper-
fect resemblance.

« In a third way, some things are called alike which
share the same form but under different definitions of
that form, as in the case of non-univocal agent causes
[and their effects]. For since every agent produces
something similar to itself in the respect in which it is
acting, and since everything acts according to a form it
has, it follows necessarily that there is in the effect pro-

duced a likeness to a form which the agent has. When
the agent is in the same species as its effect. there will
be a similarity in form between the maker and the made,
under a constant definition of the species. as when a
man begets a man. But when the agent is not in the
same species. there will bea likeness which does not
preserve a constant species-definition. Thus things gen-
erated by the active power of the sun achieve some re-
semblance to the sun but not so as to receive the very
form of the sun according to sameness of species. The
resemblance is limited to a generic likeness.

Hence, if there is an agent cause which is not con-
tained in any genus, its effects will achieve even less of
a likeness to the agent’s form. Neither under the same
specific definition, nor under a constant generic defini-
tion, will they share in likeness to the agent’s form. but
only under an analogy —as in the case of being itself,
which is analogically common to all entities. This is
how things that come from God are assimilated to Him:
in their status as beings. they are assimilated to Him as
to the ultimate and universal origin of all existence.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS —ad (1): as Denis says in
¢.9 of De divinis nominibus, when holy Scripture says
something is not like God. “it is not against assimilation
to Him. For the same things are both like God and
unlike Him. They are like Him in that they imitate Him
as well as they can imitate one Who is not completely
imitable: and they are unlike Him inasmuch as they fall
short of their Cause.” They fall short not only in terms
of lesser intensity (as a less white thing falls short of a
whiter one) but in terms of not matching God in either
species or genus.

ad (2): creatures do not stand to God as though He
and they were in different categories. He is outside
every category and is the origin of them all.

ad(3): agreement in form under a constant defi-
nition of genus and species is not the reason a likeness
of creatures to God is asserted. The reason is only an
analogical agreement in form: God is a being by es-
sence, and the creatures are beings by participation.

ad (4): even though we grant that there is a way in
which a creature resembles God. one should not grant
that there is any way in which God resembles a crea-
ture. As Denis says in chapter 9 of De divinis nomini-
bus, “In things of the same rank.* likeness is mutual, but
not in the case of a cause and a thing caused.” For we
say that a portrait resembles a man, and not vice-versa.
So. one can say in somc way that a creature is a likeness
of God. but not that God is a likeness of the creature.
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Cajetan’s Commentary

The title brings up a doubt. What is this article doing
here? The topic of q.4 is the completeness of God's
substance in itself; a question about creatures and what
they resemble should not be mixed in here.

My answer is that, although verbally this topic is
about creatures, in its meaning it is about the complete-
ness of God’s nature. For what is being asked here is
whether its completeness is so great that no creature can
be like Him. This is what remained to be asked, once it
had been determined that He is in a finished state and
all-inclusively complete. — But notice that the question
is not whether God’s completeness is so great that no
thing can be like Him. The question is only whether
any creature can be like Him. The former would bring
up the issue of a plurality of gods, to be handled below
in g.11. The latter is relevant here.

Analysis of the article

il.  Inthe body of the article two jobs are done. (.l) .
Likeness is distinguished into kinds. (2) The question is
answered. — As to (1), likeness comes in three kinds:
(a) from form under a constant definition and measure;
(b) from form under a constant definition but variable
measure; (c) from form under varying definition and
measure. — Distinguishing these is supported on the
ground that likeness is agreement in form; so how-
things-are-alike breaks down into kinds as how-they-
agree-in-form breaks down into kinds; hence there are
three kinds, erc. All points are clear in the text.
iti.  As to job (2), the conclusion answering the ques-
tion is that creatures resemble God not under a constant
specific or generic definition, but by an analogy.
This conclusion has four parts. (1) is affirmative:
they resemble God: (2) is negative: not in species; 3)is
negative: nor in genus: (4) is affirmative: but by an ana-
logy. — First Aquinas supports part (1). Every agent
acts thanks to a form it has; finference:] ergo there has
to be in the effect a likeness to a form the agent has.
(To this you may then add: ergo the creature has to have
a likeness to God.) The inference is suppm:ted lh.us:
every agent produces something similar to itself in the
aspect in which it is acting, i.e., similar along the lines
of its basis for acting.* — Then he supports parts (2}—

the same rank™ he should have put “things of different
ranks,” whether they are cause-and-caused or not, be-
cause that is incidental.

v. THE ANSWER is that Denis’s distinction is artful,
solid, and formally precise, if it is understood right. It is
not in fact false but quite true and necessary that among
Jforms the “cause” and the “caused” are always of dif-
ferent ranks. Here we are using these words, ‘the cause’
and ‘the caused’, not to stand for the related things x and
. nor for their causalities, but to stand for the real form
which is the basis for x’s causing and the real form
which the effect y gets from this cause. These are what
the similarity relation is based on.

Now, then, these bases* for similarity between
things can stand to each other on two footings, as it says
in the text. On one, they would be of the same rank,
like x's whi and y's whi or x's being an
animal and y's being one, efc.; on this footing similarity
is an equivalence relation and thus is symmetrical.! On
the other footing, one basis would be defined as formal-
ly caused by the other, as a portrait of Socrates is de-
fined to be formally caused by Socrates [i.e. defined to
be patterncd on Socrates]. After all, the dependency of
an image-of-N upon N is no accident to that image. On
this footing, the relation is being-a-copy-of, which is not
an equivalence relation, not symmetrical, but reduces to
the third class of relations posited in Metaphysics V
(where it talks about [relations real in one direction but
not in the other, like] x knowing y and y being-a-known
to x, etc.) Now, it is clear that such a “cause” and
“caused” are of different ranks. For it is impossible for
things of the same rank to be such that one of them has
by definition a formal dependency on the other, since
[in similarity-bases of the same rank] whatever belongs
to the definition of the one belongs to the definition of
the other [and nothing is defined to depend causally
upon itself].

vi.  Thus an answer emerges to the objection about
univocal causes. Where there is univocity between x
and y, there is no “cause and thing caused” form-wise
and per se, but only via matter and per accidens; the
form of the effect y does not depend as a form upon the
form of the cause x. The humanness in Socrates, as a
form, does not depend in being or becoming upon the

(4) of the conclusion: God is not an agc?n_t [ “ ina
species or genus but is the universal origin of all exis-
tence. All points are clear in the text.

On the answer ad (4)

v, Inthe answer to the last objection, a doubt a.rises
about the citation used as an authority. In it, Denis
contrasts “things of the same rank” with “a cause anda
thing caused.” Either the cause and the caused arc al-
ways of different ranks (which is obviously false: loolg
at univocal causes), or efse this half of the distinction is
ambiguous and badly drawn. Ambiguous, because it is
unclear what sort of cause and “thing caused” he is talk-
ing about. Badly drawn, because over against “things of

hur in his father (say, Plato); rather, Socrates’
humanness depends on his father’s insofar as it is this
case. So the humanness that is the basis for similarity
between father and son is not in the class of “cause” or
“thing caused” except via matter and accidentally; ra-
ther, it is in the class of similarity-bases of the same
rank. By contrast, it is those forms which as forms are a
cause and a caused which are similarity-bases of differ-
ent ranks, as the text suggests with great subtlety. On
such bases, the relation is one of imitation, not pure
similarity; and thus it is not symmetrical.

Pay careful attention to this and apply it proportio-
nately to the topic of non-symmetrical [or not symme-
trically real] relations in general.
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Inquiry Five:
Into the good in general

Next the inquiry tumns to the good. We shall deal first with the good in genc(al; there-
after, with the goodness of God. Conceming the former, six questions are raised:

(1) are “a good” and “a being” the same in the real?

(2) if they differ only in definition, which has priority, ‘good’ or *being™?

(3) if “a being™ has priority, is every being good?

(4) what sort of cause does a thing get to be by having what it takes to be good?
(5) does what it takes to be good involve “amount. kind, and order™?

(6) on what basis is the range of good divided into upright, useful, and enjoyable?

article 1

Are “a good” and “a being” the same in the real?

IniSent d.8,q.1,23;d.19,q5,8.1 ad3;2CG c 41,3 CG ¢20;
De Veritate q 1,21, q.21, aa.1-3; De Potentia Dei 4.9,3.7ad 6

It seems that “a good" differs from “a being” by a real
factor [secundum rem].!

(1) After all. Boethius in his De Hebdomadibus says,
“I see in things that it is one thing for them to be good
and something else for them to be.” So, a good and a
being differ by a real factor.

(2) Also, nothing is modified by itself. When we say
that a being is good, we are modifying it, according to the
Commentary on the Liber de causis. So ‘good’ indicates
something different from ‘being’.

. (?) Furthermore, good admits of more and less, but
existing does not admit of degrees. So ‘good’ indicates
something different from ‘being’.

, ONTHE OTHER HAND, Augustine says in De doctrina

christiana I : “Insofar as we are, we are good.”

TANSWER: “a good thing” and “a being” are the same in
the real and differ only in why they are so called.* This
emerges as follows. A thing meets the definition of good
by having what it takes to be sought after." This is why
Aristotle says in Ethics I that the good is “what all things
seek.”2 Well, all things seck their own finished [or com-
plete or mature] state; so it is clear that each is sought as

! A factor was called real when it was thing-like, i.e. inde-
pendent of perceivers, seekers, efc. At issue here is whether
gopd things are good thanks to the same real trait that makes
beings be. Article 1 establishes that goodness is not a real trait
distinct from being, on the ground that nothing is “good” in-
dependently of seekers, and what they seck as good is (in some
way) a being. It follows that every good thing is a being 1 some
respect. Article 3 will establish the quasi-converse, that every
being is good in some respect.

2 ‘Seek’ translates ‘appetunt’. The verb and its object. the
appetibile, were broad terms. To seck was to tend or incline in

complete.’ But each thing is complete just insofar as it is
in act; and since the act-state of anything is being. as came
out above, it follows that anything is good insofar as it is a
being.* Clearly, then. a good and a being are the same in
the real. But ‘good’ has the sense of what it takes to be
sought, and ‘being’ does not have this sense.’

inany way. The appetibile was anything that could satisfy any
sort of inclination in any sort of being. Aquinas construed Ans-
totle’s remark that bonum est quod omnia appetunt to say that, for
all things x, the good of x = what x seeks or rests in = what can sa-
tisfy an inclination found in x. What can sausty a thing is a bene-
fitto it. Thus every good is a benefit to some beneficiary. Among
benefits, Aquinas counted not only external items like food and
shelter, but also internal ones, like stability or maturity.

3 For all . the finished state of x satisfies tendencies present
but not yet satisfied in inchoate states of x By making ‘appetere’
cover any such tendency, Aquinas got cach thing to seck itself as
complete (to be at least as complete as it is). 1t seeks complete-
ness as fims cuius gratia and seeks itself as fims cui: (x)(x seeks
x): 50 (x)3y(y sccks x). Thus everything is sought. at least by it-
self. and everything x secks besides itself is sought as complete
enough to benefit x.

4 Let “sq* mean *in some respect : then the argument says:
(x)3y (x is good > x has what it takes to be sought by v)
(x)3y (x has what it takes to be sought by y > x is complete sy)
(x) (x 15 complete sq S x is actual sq)
(x) (x is actual sg S x is a being sq)
By transitivity, anything good 1s a being in some way.

The obvious objection is that non-existent items. such as the
bath | haven't had yet but should like to have. arc sought as good.
The answer is that the imagined bath is not what is being thought
of'as good, but its realization. The sought object is sought to be
realized. It will be good. when it exists or happens. See infra ad.

$ The sense of *good" difters from the sense of *being” in such a
way that “good’ belongs to evaluative language. and *being’ does
not. For Aquinas, using evaluative language presupposes that one
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TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): even though
‘good’ and *being’ indicate the same real trait, they still
differ in definition, and as a result there is a difference in
how something is unqualifiedly* called “a being” and
how it is unqualifiedly called “good.” For since ‘being’
indicates distinctively® that something exists in act, and
what is distinctive about act is its relation to potency,
something is called a being unqualifiedly as soon as it
emerges from sheer potency. This initial being is the
substantial being of each thing, and so each is unquali-
fiedly “a being” thanks to its substantial being. Then, as
further traits supervene, a thing is said to be some way.}
as ‘to be white’ means to be a certain way. Being-white
comes to a thing which is alrcady there in act, and so
being-white is not the being that removes the thing from
overall potency.

By contrast, ‘good”’ carries the sense of meeting a
condition for being complete, which is having what it
takes to be sought, and hence it carries the sense of
meeting the condition of “final.” So what is complete
down to the finishing touches is called “good” unquali-

as it is actual, is neither called “completed” nor “good” un-
qualifiedly, but only in some way.

Thus anything at all, by its first existing as a substance
is said to “be” unqualifiedly but to be “good” in a way
(i.e., insofar as it is a being at all). But by its finishing
touches of act, anything is said to “be” in some way but to
be “good” unqualifiedly. Boethius’ statement, then (that it
is one thing for items to be good and something else for
them to be), should be applied to the unqualified talk of
“good” and the unqualified talk of “being.” For a thing is
unqualifiedly called a being thanks to its first act and is
unqualifiedly called good thanks to its final touches of act.
Yet thanks to its first act it is good to some extent, and
thanks to its final touches it is exercising being in some
way.”

ad (2): ‘good’ is used as a modifier [of being] insofar
as it is meant unqualifiedly, in keeping with the final
touches of act.

The third objection is met along the same lines: a thing
is called better or worse thanks to a supervening act it
gains or loses, e.g. a bit of knowledge or a virtue.

fiedly. And what does not have the final compl!

understands appetition, becausc calling x good is describing it in
relation to appetition, But once one understands §|_1ch language,
one need not use it in relation to onc’s own appctition. Onc can
study the tendencies of flics and leamn what to call gcon_j from the
insect point of view. It is one thing, therefore, to be using gvalu-
ative language and quite another to be thinking in the practical
mode, in which one decides what to seek for onesclf an_d those
for whom one is acting. Practical thinking (and the ethics which
guide it) do not come up in this work until the Secunda Pars.

6 Note how ‘good’ implies ‘ought’: if x is unqualifiedly good
(from its own point of view or another’s), it is complete in all the
ways it ought to be (from its own point of view or another’s). If x
is good in some respect, it is complete in one way it ought to be.

7 It is too crude, then, to say that ‘good” and ‘being’ are coex-
tensive. For not every being is good in the unqualified sense —
the sense in which things are called good when they are “all they
should be.” In fact, Aquinas’ position is consistent with the view
that most things are not much good.

Cajetan’s Commentary

The title of the inquiry brings up an immediat.e doubt as
to its placement. Why is the topic of good being ta}ken up
now? A being’s status as good is not one that applies to
it prior to its status as one, real,* efc.; and of course good-
ness does not attach to the divine nature ahead of lts~one-
ness or realness. Nor are we dealing with God heye in
His role as a cause, and so the reason why the lOpl? of ,
good is coming up first can hardly be the fact that gpod
names the basis on which He is the [first of causes, i.e.
the] Goal of all things. There is no appa_rent reason, t_hen,
why an inquiry into the good should be inserted at this
point.

ii. My ANSWER would be that an inquiry into the good
can get its placement on two bases.

« One basis would be in its own right;! and on that ba-
sis it would not belong here, as the objection just showed;
the inquiry into completeness [q. 4] would be followcq
immediately by the one about unlimitedness [q. 7], which
goes into the extent of God’s completencss [i.e. wpcther
His finished being is something limited or something un-
limited).

* The other basis is as part of the discussion of com-

pleteness; and on this basis it belongs in the section on
completeness, and this is how it is being placed in the text.
Aquinas suggested as much in two places. One is at the
head of q. 4, where the talk of completeness begins, where
he says, “Since each thing is called good insofar as it is
not-lacking, one should dcal first with God’s complete-
ness and then with His goodness” (as if to say: on account
of His completeness, we shall also be dealing with His
goodness). The other place is at the head of q. 7, where it
becomes apparent that the topic of good has been dealt
with incidentally, thanks to its involvement in complete-
ness. He says, “After considering God’s completeness, the
inquiry turns to His unlimitedness,” making no mention at
all of the goodness topic. — But as to why goodness
should be asked about in a di ion of compl the
text gives its reason right away: because any thing’s being-
complete is the reason the thing is called good.

Analysis of the article

iii. In the body of the article there is one conclusion an-
swering the question with yes: ‘a good thing’ and ‘a being’
indicate the same in the real and differ only in definition.
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Two ways to differ in definition
. Before looking at how this conclusion is supported.
the beginner should pay attention to the terms in it. *Dif-
fer in definition’ covers a broad range. Words differing
only in how they signify, like ‘human’ [concrete] and
‘humanness’ [abstract], differ only in definition. Other
words differing in what needs to be mentioned in de-
fining them, like “split logs’ and ‘firewood’, also differ in
definition only. One should distinguish, then, and realize
that terms can differ in definition two ways:
(1) because of the content meant or conceived in
each, vs.
(2) because of how the same content is meant or
conceived in each.
What is at stake here is a definitional difference because
of the content conceived in each term. The force of the
conclusion is that ‘good’ and ‘being’ differ in the intel-
ligible content that each conveys.

Analysis resumed
v. The conclusion is proved, then. as follows. First, as
to its first part [that “a good” and “a being” are the same
in the real). [Antecedent:] A good thing is so called be-
cause of being sought; [ /st inference: ] therefore because
of being complete; [2nd inference:] therefore because of
being-in-act; [3rd inference: ] therefore because of being
abeing. [4th inference:] Therefore “a good” is the same
in the real as “a being.” The antecedent is supported by
Ethics I. The first inference is supported on the ground
that all things seck their own completion. The second
inference is left as already known. The third is supported
on the ground that being is the actuality of everything.
The last is obvious.

Then, as to its second part [that they differ in de-
finition]. Calling something “a good” expresses that it
has what it takes to be sought. Calling it “a being” does
not express this. So, they differ in definition.

Is a thing good because it is sought,
or sought because it is good?

vi. Asto the antecedent [that a good thing is so called
because it is sought), a doubt arises, [Major:] If B is
predicated of A per se in the second sense of ‘perse’, B
is not in the definition of A but vice-versa [A isin the
definition of B}, as you can see from Posterior Ana-lytics
1. [Minor:] But ‘what is sought” is predicated of the
good per se in the second sense of ‘per se’. So [con-
clusion:] it is not the case that a good thing is good be-
cause it is sought, but the other way about [a sought thing
is sought because it is good]. The minor is sound because

(1) something is sought because it is good, not vice-
versa; and

(2) because good is the formal object of a power-to-
seek,* while ‘what is sought’ is just an extrinsic denomi-
nation derived from a power-to-seek; so “a good” stands
to “what is sought” as “a color” stands to “what is seen™;
but it is clear from De Anima II that color is per se seen
or visible in the second sense of ‘per se ",

[Therefore good is per se sought but only in the se-

cond sense of ‘per se ’; and so it is not the case that a
good thing is good because it is sought.]

101
vir. One can ANSWER this in two ways, using the two sen-
ses in which one can take “x is ¢ because it is sought’, i.e.,
the form-wise sense* and the basis-wise sense*: * formaliter
(1) If *sought’ is taken form-wise [i.e. as describing a t fu;klumvn-
laluer

relatum of an actual relation: x is sough.t l'f)' ¥l lhcn.when a
good thing is said to be good “because itis gou_ghl_.‘ the
sense is not that being sought is something intrinsic to the
good but a state it is in. o N

(2) But if ‘sought’ is taken basis-wise [i.e. as describing
what would dispose something to be a relatum of such a
relation], then a good thing is S§id~ to be good “because it is
sought” intrinsically. For the dlsuncm:'e reason why some-
thing is good is the basis and cause of its being an object ]
for seeking, just as [what it takes to have] color is the basis

f visibility.
and;’:islz :ither inter)‘;rcta!ion is true in itself (and the first
comes from the beginning of St. Thorpas' commentary on
the Ethics), the second is what he n_1au?l,\' .has in mind in
this context, where the issue is the intrinsic make up of a
ing as such.

if::)d ;;\ln%\ow pay attention to the fact that, alth?ugh any
of the terms used in the deduction abov;c ("good’, “com-
plete’, ‘being-in-act’, and *being’) imp}les the basis and
cause of being an object for seekiqg with the rcsu.!lt t!m} a
thing-wise identity between them is concluded still. it is
*good’ alone which carries the sense of what ground§
seekability as so doing. As a result, the closer anytlllng )
comes to having what it takes to be good. the more fully it
expresses the basis for being sought. as you can se‘c b?' .
running through the terms listed above. Between b‘emg
and ‘good’ there stand ‘being-in-act’ and “complete’: and
the basis for being sought is expressed more full:v b,\_: *be-
ing-in-act’ than it is by "being’ (because each lhxpg is
sought in view of some being-in-act. prcsen! or lgmr_c)_
and it is expressed even better by ‘corpplc}c s wl'nch im-
plies the final touch (because even being-in-act is sought
for the final touch), and it is expressed best of all by
‘good’ (because even the final touch is only sought Pe-
cause it is good or appears so to the seckc{). *Good ..lhcn,
implies what it takes to be sought. the bas_ls and proximate
reason why anything is an object for secking. Since lh!s
basis is the same as completeness and being. a good thing
is the same as a being. But because this basis is not des-
cribed as worth seeking by *being’ (but only in itselt, apart
from the relation) ‘good’ difters from *being' in its formal
sense.!

lectio |

! Cajetan’s reply amounts, in sum, to this: the dccpcr basis on
which a thing is good 1s not that it is sought but that it is complete.
Completeness can be described in terms of being. but it is des-
cribed as worth seeking only when it is described as good. The
utterly general sense of *good’ established in this article will be
broken down in several ways later:

o into what fulfills (bomum honestum), what is enjoyed (bonum
delectabile), and what serves (bormum utile);

« into zones of good attractive to particular species, such as
bonum humanum (what is sought by humans);

* into particular good and common good. according us the be-
neficiary is an individual or a larger system. ‘It 1s good that the
spider eat the fly” asserts a larger beneficiary (the ecosystem).

o into physical good and other kinds. such as moral good.
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Proposition 4

article 2

Does “good” have explanatory priority over “being"?
InlSent.d.8,q.1,a3;3 CG ¢ 20; De Veritate q.21,8.2 ad 5,83

It would seem that “a good” has explanatory* priority
over “a being.” !

(1) The ranking of terms goes according to the rank-
ing of the things they mean. Well, among the terms for
God, Denis puts ‘good’ ahcad of ‘being’, as you can sce
in c. 3 of De divinis nominibus. [So what ‘good’ means
comes ahead of what ‘being’ means.] Therefore, good
has explanatory priority over being.

(2) Besides, what has broader extension has expla-
natory priority [over what is wholly contained within it].
But ‘good’ has broader extension than ‘being’ because,
as Denis says in c. 5 of De divinis nominibus, “good ex-
tends to things existing and not existing, while being
extends only to things existing.” Therefore, good has
explanatory priority over being.

(3) Moreover, what is more universal has explan_a-
tory priority [over the more particular falling.under it].
But good seems to be more universal than being, be-
cause the good has what it takes to be sought, .and for
some people, at lcast, non-being is worth seeking. Look
at what it says about Judas in Mt. 26:24, “it were better

for him if that man had not been born,” etc. So good
has explanatory priority over being.

(4) Also, it is not only being that is worth seeking
but also life and wisdom and many such things. It
seems, then, that being is a particular object for sceku}g,
whereas good is the universal object. Good is unquali-
fiedly prior, then, to being, in explanatory order.

ON THE OTHER HAND, it says in the Liber de causis that
“the first of created things is being.”

IANSWER: “being” has explanatory priority over
“good.” The explanatory force which a term carries IS
what scientific understanding gmsps.nb(?ut a thing §nd
indicates through the term. To be prior in explfmuuon,
then, is to be prior in falling under the mtc!lcc,t s con-
ceiving. Well, what falls first under the mind’s con-

! The issue is priority as to ratio. The reasona !hln; ise=
what science grasps of a ¢-thing and means by calling it =
the explanatory makeup of a ¢-thing as ¢ = what we can under-
stand of what it takes to be ¢ = the explanatory force of the
term *g’. @ was counted prior in atio to  in case ‘@’ had to
be used in defining  scicntifically, but not vice-versa. Su;h
was always the case when ¢-things were the genus containing a
\-species, because the genus-term was used in defining Ih.c .
species but not vice-versa. Thus, if the beings are a “'specles.
of the goods, as objections (2) ~ (4) allege, the rule will require
that good be prior in ratio to being. On the other hand, if good
things are just one kind of being (and bad things are another),
being will be prior in ratio to good. Aquinas rejected both an-
swers by holding that *good in a way’ and ‘being’ are co-exten-
sive. How, then, would the rule of explanatory priority apply?

That was the issue here.

ceiving is being; for each thing is knowable just as far as
it is in act, as Metaphysics LX says. So being is the dis-
tinctive object of understanding; it is the first item at-
tained by intellect, as sound is the first attained by hear-
ing. In explaining things, then, being is prior to good.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): Denis ranks the
terms for God insofar as they involve Him in a causal
relation. As he says [in De div. nom. c. 1], we name God
from creatures as we describe a cause from its effects.
Well, since the good has what it takes to be sought, it has
the status of a purpose,* and a purpose is the cause that
causes first. For an agent only acts to achieve a purpose,'
and matter is moved to form by an agent, and so purpose
is called the “cause of causes.” In terms of causing, then,
good is prior to being as purpose is prior to form; this is
why, among terms conveying divine causality, ‘good’ is
put before ‘being’.

Another reason is that the Platonists did not dis-
tinguish matter from privation; so they called matter a
not-being; as a result, they said that participation in the
good was more extensive than participation in being.
Their ground was that prime matter participates in the
good, since it seeks itself (and a thing only seeks what is
like itself), but does not participate in being, since it is
posited to be a not-being. And this is why Denis says
that good “extends to things . . . not existing.”

Hence an answer emerges ad (2).

Alternatively, one may say that good “extends to
things existing and not existing” as a cause, not as a
predicate — provided we let ‘things not existing’ mean
things in potency rather than act (as opposed to letting it
mean items that utterly are not). For the good has what it
takes to be an end, and an end is such that not only do
things in act rest in it but also things in potency are mo-
ved towards it. Being, however, involves no causal re-
lation except that of a formal cause, inhering or exem-
plary; and a formal cause is such that its causality does
not extend beyond things which are in act.

ad (3): non-being is not worth seeking for itself but
on an accidental basis, namely, in case the removal of an

evil is sought, and the evil is removed by one’s not-being.

But look: the removal of an evil is not worth seeking
unless the evil is depriving one of some [positive] being,
What is sought for itself, therefore, is being, while non-
being is sought only incidentally, in case some [form of]
being is sought that one cannot bear to be deprived of.
Thus it is only by accident that non-being is also called
good.

ad (4): life, knowledge, and other traits are sought in
the status of being-in-act; in all of them, what is sought is
a being. Thus nothing has what it takes to be sought but
a being; so nothing is good but a being.

c9;
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Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, ‘explanatory priority’ means priority in
the order obtaining between the scientific definitions of
terms. Since ‘being’ and ‘good’ are distinct in their de-
finitions, they must be ordered in some way by their
definitions, and that must surely be by the ordering that
is naturally suited to arise between scientific accounts.
This ordering is called explanatory order [or: the order
of reasons-why], providing a prior-and-posterior in ex-
plaining.* This order arises from the fact that a pos-
terior definition D; presupposes a prior definition D, in
itself, but not vice-versa. So the force of the question is:
does the rcason why a thing is good, thanks to what it is,
come prior to the reason why it is a being?

Analysis of the article

ti.  Inthe body of the article there is one conclusion
answering the question: being has explanatory priority
over good. — This is supported as follows. [dntece-
dent:] Each thing is knowable so far as it is in act. [Ist
inference:] So being is the distinctive object of intellect.
[2nd inference:] So being is the first such object!. [3rd
inference:] So being is what falls first within the intel-
lect’s conceiving. [+4th inference:] Hence being has ex-
planatory priority over good.

The antecedent is supported by Metaphysics IX.
The first, second, and third inferences are left as obvi-
ous. The fourth is supported: the explanatory force that
a term carries is what is conceived about a thing by the
intellect. — All points are clear. For the argument
concludes that. in the scientific account of things, being
is prior not only to good but to all other traits as well.

Which is first, being or God?

iii. A doubt arises about this argument. Does it mean
that being is first in the intrinsic* order of explanation,
or first for us?

« If it means first in the intrinsic order. it conflicts
with what Aquinas said in q.3, a.5. There he claimed [in
the sed contra] that nothing is prior to God, either in the
real or in the order of explanation. But from what he
says now, it follows that being is prior to God in the
order of explanation. For if being is the first intelligible
as sound is the first audible, other things have to be pos-
terior intelligibles. as one sees from Posterior Analytics
I, where it says that if  belongs first to a thing, then
other traits belong to it because of @.!

« If, however, the argument just means that being is
first in the order of intelligibles for us. it is not giving a
satisfactory answer to the question. What was in doubt
was whether the intelligible makeup of a being is
intrinsically prior to the intelligible makeup of a good,
not whether it is prior for us.

! So if being belongs-as-object first to the intellect. then
other items belong-as-objects to intellect because of being.

iv. This difficulty can be disposed of in two ways:

(1) First. one may observe that [what i.l takes to be a]
being can be compared to other items of its own order,
that is, to other formal accounts. and it can also be
compared fo things themselves as they subsist.

« If what it takes to be a being is compared to other
accounts (taking ‘accounts of things’ as f:onuasling with
‘things themselves’). then indeed [wha! it \akc; to be a]
being is intrinsically the first thing attmncc! by intellect,
and all others are posterior in being so attained. But
these others do not include the what-He-is of God. For
what-God-is [in exercised act] cannot be an account
without being a thing; it cannot abstract from existence,
because it is esse itself. .

« But if what it takes to be a being is compared to
both accounts and things. then it is not unqu.al'iﬁedly tpe
first thing attainable by an intellect; Fnthcr_dlv:ncncss is
the first thing attainable. Intelligibility is in Qod t_'n-st_
before it is in being; indeed, intclligibility is in being
because it is in God. For God is not intelligible by
participation. o

And thus both texts [q.3. 2.5 and this a.mclc_] come
out right. In the former he was saying that G_od is abso-
Iutely first according to the order of explan_anon. Here he
is saying that [what it takes to be a) being is first among
Sformal accounts. . o

(2) Secondly, one can say that there is an ambiguity
here as to what ‘for us’ is supposed to modify. Itcan
modify either ‘order’ or *intelligibles’. ] o

+If it modifies ‘order’. then the ordering of lmell!-
gibles as we acquire them is being contrasted }Vid} their
own intrinsic ordering: and this is how the objecl{on )
proceeds. My response is that the argument in this article
intends to speak of the intrinsic order. Asis clear frop
the title, the question here is not about what comes after
what in our learing process. but about explanatory order,
that is, which term’s scientitic definition is prior.

« If *for us” modifies “intelligibles’. then it contrasts
what we can understand with what we can’t. To the ob-~
jection so construed. my response is that the .issue hcr; is
things intelligible to us. or by us. The topic is the intrin-
sic order among the intelligibles we attain. Being is the
intrinsically first intelligiblc among those we attain, while
God is the first without qualification.

This last interpretation squarcs with the text on its
surface, since it speaks about the object of our intellect,
bringing in the issue of the sense carried by a word. But
this does not prevent the inferences in the text from being
read as holding good for any being’s intcllect as such. no
matter whose, since being is the proper object of intellect
generally. But if each intellect is taken according to its
distinctive nature, each gets its own distinctive object: the
divine intellect gets divineness: an angelic one gets the
angel’s own substance; the human intellect gets the what-
it-is of a material thing. efc. These points will come out
below. in the proper places.
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article 3

Is every being good?

InlSem.d8,q.1,83;2CGc41,3CGc20;
De Veruate q.21, a.2; In Boethi De Hebdomadibus, lectio 2

Apparently not. TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): ‘substance’,

1) After all, [in * PR > is adding [its Quantity’ and ‘quality’ (and the kinds contained under
) r all,[in ‘good being’] ‘good’ is adding [i these categories) are narrower than ‘being’ because they

al own definition] to ‘being’, as came out above. But . o ‘ ,
terms that add something to *being’ extend more nar- apply it to some qunddpy or nau:lre._ C,Et.md does not
rowly. Look at ‘substance”, ‘quantity’, ‘quality’, and work like that. _Whﬂt it adds to bgmg is not the sense
the like. So ‘good’ extends more narrowly than ‘be- of a nature but just the sense of bel_ng w'orlh sFeklng and
ing’. Not every being, then, is good. complete, and these belong to a being* itself in what- * ens
R g ’ K w ever nature it may be found. Thus ‘good’ does not ex-
(2) Besides, no f:vil is good. Isaiah 52'(’) says, “Woe end more narrowly than *being’.
LD them that ‘;?':1“"”! good, and gwdbe"“l! ' B:lt ;gme ad (2): no being is called evil insofar as it is a be-
eings are called evil. So not every being is [to ing. but insofar as it lacks being-some-way;" thus a man  t quodam esse
called] good. is called evil because he lacks the being that is being-
(3) Also, a good has what it takes to be sought. virtuous, and an eye is called bad insofar as it lacks
Prime matter does not have this; it only seeks. Ergo sharpness of vision.
prime matter docs not h'ave.\vhm it takes to be good. ad (3): as prime matter is not a being except in
Therefore, not every being is good. potency, so it is not good except in potency.
c2; (4) Furthermore, Aristotle says in Metaphysics Il Of course, one could say with the Platonists that

996229 that [the talk of] good has no application in mathema-  prime matter is a not-being, because of the lack invol-
tics. But mathematical items are beings of some sort,  ved in it. But even on their showing, it gets something
or else there would be no scientific knowledge of from a good by participation, namely, its relation or
them. Ergo, not every being is good. aptitude to good, thanks to which, while it is hardly an
object sought, it does seek [the good of a form].
ad (4): mathematical items do not subsist as things
separate [from matter] in existence.} If they did subsist, $ secundun rem

ON THE OTHER HAND, every being which is not God is a
creature of God. But “every creature of Goltz is good,”
as it says in I Timothy 4:4, and God Himself is sup- there would be 2 Yy did s

A good in them, namely, their existing.
remely good. Therefore, every being s good. But mathematical items are separateyonly in deﬁniﬁon,
T ANSWER: cvery being, insofar as it is a being, is goqd. insofar as they are removed by abstraction from change
For every being, insofar as it is a being, is in actand in  and from matter. And thus they are also abstracted from
some way complete, since cvery act-state isacomple-  hat it takes to be a purpose, or to have one, since a

tion. But what is complete has what it takes to .be purpose has what it takes to be an inducer of change 2
al sought and to be good, as came out above. So it fol- That good or what it takes to be good is not found
lows that every being, insofar as it is such, is good. in something defined as a being [i.e. a mind-created item

thought up as a being] is not a problem, because, as said

1 The chain of implications in this short corpus runs ab?ve, th‘ezdeﬁnition of ‘being’ is prior to the definition

quasi-conversely to the chain in article 1. It gocs thus: of ‘good’.

(x)(x is a being D x is in act in some way)

(x)(x is in act in some way D x is complete in some way) 2 To abstract from change was to abstract from relations to

(x)3(x is complete in some way O x has what itblnkes tobe every factor that causcs change; being a purpose was the first
sought by y in some way e ipoce

(x)3)(x has what it takes to be sought by ¥ in some way D x
is good in some way.

By transitivity, any being is good in some way. Notice that

there are no modalities here; see footnote 3.

3 Co-extentionality between being-a-being and being-good-
in-some-way is not a conceptual necessity. One can thmnk of x
as a being without thinking of it as good in some way.

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the body of the article, a single conclusion gives the  dentally but per se [i.e. to show that every being is good
question a yes-answer: every being, insofar asitisa  thanks to its being a being]. — This answer is supported
being, is good. The ‘insofar as’ clause is added to as follows. Every being, as a being, is in act; so [/st in-
show that being-good attaches to every being not acci- ference:] it is complete [in that way]; so [2nd inference:]



5,a3

inas

it has what it takes to be sought [in that way] and is
good [in that way]. — All the points are clear. The
first inference is supported on the ground that every

act-state is a completion [i.e. a case of being completed
in some line].

Mathematical items: an exception?

ii.  Inthe answer ad (4), notice that the text says two
things. (1) It confirms that mathematical items are not
evaluated and assigns a reason why not. (2) It answers
the objection.

The ground for (1) is a fact which will come out
shortly, namely, that things are good either because
they exist, or b they are th d-such, or be-
cause they are ordered to a good. Math ical items

of them exist in the real. But this is not the regard in
which they are presently under diSCI.lSSiO!L‘

(2) Second. one can look at them in their nature as
mathematical items, subject to this kind of abstraction.
When they are regarded in this way, one does not talk of
them the same as other universals.

To see why not, consider this: all universals are alike
in not subsisting as universals. but there is still a huge
difference between natural-science universals, mathema-
tical ones, and metaphysical ones as to how subsisting is
involved in their contents as removed from matter. [The
contents of] metaphysical universals. con;idercd accord-
ing to the removed-from-matter status unique to t_hem. do
subsist: they have individual cases in thg rca! \yhlch are
independent of all matter. empirical or intelligible. The

as such are removed from all of these. They are re-
moved from existence because, as mathematical ob-
jects, they do not exist; they are removed from being
thus-and-such for the same reason, because being thus-
and-such presupposcs existing; and they are removed
from ordering to a good because they abstract from
purpose. This last is supported: a purpose has what it
takes to induce ch while math ical items ab-
stract from matter and change.

Two doubts already
iti. Concerning this part two doubts arise. The first is
about the argument that mathematical items lack even
the most preliminary goodness because they do not
subsist apart [from matter] as entities. If this argument
is sound, no item taken as a universal is good, since no
item taken as a universal subsists apart, according to us
Aristotelians. But the consequence is false [e.g., wis-
dom is called good]. Ergo [the argument is unsound].
The second doubt is about the claim that mathe-

matical items are removed from [having or being] a
purpose because they abstract from matter and change,
and because a purpose has what it takes to induce
change. This argument seems faulty on two counts:

(a) because it would follow that metaphysical enti-
ties are removed from [having or being] a purpose, too,
since they stand apart from matter and change even
more than mathematical items; [but this consequence is
false: the angels are metaphysical entities and have
God, another such entity, as their purpose];

(b) because it equivocates on ‘change’. A change or
motion which a purpose induces is not change/motion
in the proper sense (which is what a math ici

intelligences are clear examples. Hhe contents
of] mathematical universals. however, copsndercd accord-
ing to the removed-from-matter status unique to them. do
not exist: they have no individual case existing in the real
independently of empirical matter. One dpf:s not find
“this linc" except as this edge of this empirical body. )
[The contents of] natural-science universals, meanwhile,
have no removed-from-matter status unique to them: they
have only the one that is common to all objgcts-of-kno“-
ledge and to all objects-of-whatever-else universals are
(i.e., the status in which the univers?l qbs\rncts from the
particular): but they obviously subsist in .lhe real so long
as they have individual cases with empirical matter.

So, when Aquinas says that mathematical items do
not subsist, he should not be interpreted as saying that
mathematical universals taken just as universals do not
subsist (since this would be a ridiculous point to bring
forward as the reason they are not evaluated): rather. he
should be interpreted as saying that mathematical items
as such, taken as particulars. do not subsist. To put the
point a little differently. a mathematical item as such
does not have an individual existing in the real. Hence
mathematical items do not exist either in the universal or
in the particular — and this is why they cannot be evalua-
ted as good. This cannot be said about other items uni-
versally taken. Thus it becomes clear why the conse-
quence drawn in the first doubt is worthless. and why itis
said of mathematical items in a unique sense that they
“do not exist.” 2

! The term "universal’ did not describe any thing, though it
described certain objects-of-thought, objects-of-knowledge, efc.

abstracts from) but in a metaphorical sense.

So, while Aquinas’ conclusion may be true, his
argument for it is worthless.
iv. To ANSWER THE FIRST DOUBT, I should say that
mathematical items can be looked at in two ways:

(1) First, one can look at them just as abstract univer-
sals, independently of their mathematical nature. As
so regarded, one talks of their being and goodness the
same as one talks of natural-science universals. Trian-
gle abstracts from existence the same way as whiteness
does, no more, no less. Considered this way, abstract
items can be called good in the same sense in which
they may be said to exist, namely, as individual cases

A | arose as the product of an intellect’s “act” of ab-
stracting. Outside the intellect. there might be real things struc-
tured in the very way captured by a universal. but no structure in
those things was itself a uni 1. Rather. an J con-
tent was “universal” in its status as understood (as which it
could be predicated of many), not in its extramental status as a
structure-of-a-thing (as which it was neither predicable nor in
many). Replace ‘universal’ with ‘model’, and the idea translates
nicely into contemporary terms. An act of’ understanding x pro-
duces a model /¢ of x; as a thing in the real, x is a suitable -

P of {(; the of contenvstructure (1Isomor-
phism) between x and # is the reason why x is an interpreta-
tion of the model: but no real component of x. structural or
otherwise, is itself a model.

2 [f one speaks of a particular horse,” one means the sort of
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v.  To ANSWER THE SECOND DOUBT, I should say that just like a purpose of natural bodies; therefore, if ma-
words are always to be interpreted in keeping with the  thematical items abstract from matter and change, they
subject matter under discussion. Thus it is true that the abstract from purpose. — And thus both objections are

general inference solved from the same root principle.
x abstracts from matter and change; therefore
x abstracts from being or having a purpose On the second part of the answer ad (4)

is not sound, as one can see from Metaphysics XII, text ;  The other thing said in the answer ad (4) takes care
37, where purpose is posited among unch bl of the original objection, which took the syllogistic form

things; nevertheless this more specific inference of Felapton and went like this: no mathematical items are
mathematical items abstract from matter and change; “good”; all mathematical items are beings; therefore
therefore they abstract from being or having a purpose  some beings are not good.
is sound. Mathematical items are not suited to be or St. Thomas’ answer comes from denying the validi-
have a purpose other than a terminus of matterand  ty of the argument, on the ground that it commits  falla-
* secundum rem  ch b apart from the mind* they are nothing ¢y of figure-of-speech; it goes from beings in a sense [in

but physical bodies. If they abstract from matterand  the minor] to beings in the full sense [in the conclusion].
change. they have to abstract from a terminus of matter - For ‘mathematical items’ seems to mean entities but in
and change; and if they abstract from being or having 2 fact means entitics-thus-abstracted. Thus, in the text

purpose of that kind, they abstract from being or Aquinas both rejects the conclusion drawn (that some

having a purpose at all, because they are not naturally  peings are not good) and grants the conclusion that

suited to be or have any other kind. should have been drawn, namely, that certain beings as
From here one can also see how to answer the they stand under this sort of abstraction are not good. As

other contention [that Aquinas equivocated on ‘chan: the text also says, this conclusion is not a problem, be-
ge’]. When he says, “a purpose has what it takes to in-  cause what it takes to be a being abstracts from what it
duce change,” the talk of inducing change can be taken takes to be good. lp .much t!1c same way, what it takes to
to mean just pure final causality, and then (I concede) 2 be human is [intelligible] prior to [understanding] risibi-
purpose is a “change inducer” in a different sense o lity; so, man can be taken in some prior abstraction (prior
‘change’ from the literal sense. But that is not how .the because it keeps points true of man per se in the first

talk is being taken here. — Rather, the talk of inducing  sense of ‘per se’) in which man would be rational animal
change can also be taken to mean both final causality  but would not have his sense of humor [cf. the average
and its effect, and then it is equivalent to saying “cause taxpayer]. It does not follow that

of change.” This is how it is being taken in this con- therefore some man has no sense of humor
text, and there is no equivocation. Both occurrences of put that
‘change’ are being used in the literal sense, and ‘V']ﬂt therefore some [talk of] man abstracts from his
Kind of purpose the [bodies underlying] mathematical sense of humor in some prior consideration in
items have is being specified. It is as if he said: a pur- which it does not abstract from what it takes to
pose of mathematical items would have what it takes to be human.
induce change, i.e. to cause change in the proper sense,
A doubt about this part

thing that exists in the least controversial se."s‘i °fA.°x's'lse (2 i As for this part of the answer, doubt arises as to how
EP:;’S;‘:I:J""ES ‘g“;‘iit;‘;";:gf:;i :g‘,]ﬂe‘:.‘:ir:;:l:htnlz::gca;\not the following two propositions can both be true:
mean a physical thing; one has to mean something like the mm fo_rma!ly sp;akmg, n}athematncal items do not

an item in the Eu- exist cither in act or in potency

Euclidean equilateral triangle of height h, -
clidean model of space, which may (or may pot) have physi- (asl suggested above) and

cal things in physical space as an i Likewise, if ™ ' oce items have what it takes to be beings.

ks of * icular number,” one has to mean some- | 0 .
m:s':f}?:;oah‘i‘c%a&halever it is) is not identical with any After 8|!, one does not describe anything as a being but
physgnca! u-i(‘:‘ Again, “a particular set” may have a physical what exists in act or in potency.

individual as its only member, such as the set of my dogs; but The SHORT ANSWER is that these two propositions are
precisely as a set, tfus set ““"“:h"e this d°'|3| Th":Q':‘;‘:; 4 consistent when rightly understood. For (1) does not

i iculars, if they are “things” at all, are ] i ies i i
matical P-‘““F‘;:m, L xzc I controversial sense exemplified deny existence frorq every angle but fienles it from this
of things which exist in angle, namely, in this sort of abstraction. A triangle ab-

: ohysi i i tive causes. Onecanbea - ! . X
zam:::;i:e ﬁ':;:?iﬁ?’;oﬁgumﬁssgn 10 these particu-  stracted from empirical matter neither exists nor can exist
lars a higher kind of existence ina mind-independently real  in this way in the real. This is what Aquinas is saying in

but non-physical realm. But if one thinks as Aristotle did. the first part of the answer. — What (2) affirms vaguely
that mathematical items are fved, reached by abstract is some exi: . But of course a general claim that ¢-
from physical things, then one will have to accept somcthing things are beings is consistent with a denial that they are
along the lines of Cajetan’s idea, namely, that there isakind —p;p 0 i this one way, because it can come out true for

02355"“‘i,""f'°";!:':';“'"a’. things which y ':l;liss:::;emjs them in another way of existing. Mathematical items,
whose p p 3




therefore, are not beings in this way [i.e. in the way in
which they are mathematical] but are beings in some
way.?

viii.  Suppose one pushes the objection further. — In
the same vein, one should say that mathematical items
are not good in this particular way but are good in
some way; hence Aquinas spoke badly in saying they
are flatly not good. — This rejoinder is to be rejected.
In order for an item to have form-wise what it takes to
be a being, it suffices that, in itself, it be such as not to
conflict with existing in the real (however that might
come about, whether in keeping with its own mode of
abstraction or not). But in order for an item to have

3 Cajetan’s answer gives “being”-status to mathematical
items indirectly, via the physical things from which they are
abstracted and which they model. This answer will work for
the parts mathematics with a physical interpretation — the
only parts studied up to Cajetan’s age — but not for the vast
array of abstract groups, abstract spaces, infinite sets, trans-
finite numbers, etc., studied in mathematics today. To ac-
count for these, not as objects of fantasy but as objects of sci-
entific knowledge, one will have to choose one's path care-
fully.

One choice would be to liberalize Aristotle’s dictum that
“science” is of what is (beings). One will say that there is
science both of beings and of the conceptions which arise in
modelling beings and in generalizing the models. Since ma-
thematical items inhabit these models or their generalizations,
one will no longer need to reckon them as beings in order to
make them targets of scientific knowing (and thus one will
have no further difficulty in explaining why they are not eval-
uated as good, if every being is good).

Nevertheless, one may still want to say (as Cajetan is
about to say in the next paragraph) that mathematical items
retain a connexion with being, in that they are models of logi-

form-wise what it takes to be good, more is required: the
item has to be taken as ordered to existing or to a pur-
pose, efc. Now, the triangle and other mathematical
items, according to their quiddities. have this trait that
they do not conflict with existing. and hence they retain
form-wise what it takes to be beings. But because they
are not considered as ordered to existing or to a purpose
in the real, they abstract form-wise (though not basis-
wise) from what it takes to be good. Thus what it takes
to be “good” is said not to be in them.

A clear indicator of this is the fact that, in mathe-
matics, no item is shown to have a property so as \9 be_
good, or to be better. No mathematical c}lemonstmnon is
made by way of a final cause or an efficicnt cause (both
of which look to being in the real). All are made by way
of a formal cause only. This is a clear indicator. because
[having or being a] final cause is the hn!lmark of good.
while [having or being a] formal cause is the hallmark of
being.

ible beings.
el .ILOI:S ::bul bcwa}e. A Platonsst will say that a Iogically_possi-
ble being is a logically possible good, and. he will say so rightly
on the assumption that the premises l_Lscd in aa. 1 and 3 are ne-
cessary truths; for then the onality between being-a
being and being-good-in-some-way will be anecessary co-ex-
tensionality. To escape this move without liberalizing Apsm-
Ule's drctum, a Thomist need only point out that the premises are
not necessary truths. They are universal truths about the actual
world, whercin everything is God or a creature of His. Insucha
world, everything does have what it takes to be sought by an-
other. But consider the possible world in which everything is a
number. The inhabitants are infinitely many., but none seeks any
“completeness” found in another. After all, 2 could hardly seck
something in 3 without seeking its own non-being,
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article 4

By being good, does a thing have what it takes to be a cause of the purpose type?

InlSent.d.34,q2,a.1 ud 4; 1 CG c.40; De Veritate @ 21, a.1; In De divinis nomnibus c 1, lectio 3, In Il Physicorum, lectio 5

By being good, a thing does not seem to have what it
takes to be a purpose,* but another kind of cause.!

(1) As Denis says in chapter 4 of De divinis nomini-
bus, “The good is praised as beautiful.” But [bcauty has
to do with form; so] the beautiful involves the where-
withal to be a formal cause. Therefore, by being good a
thing has what it takes to be a formal cause.

(2) Also, good is diffusive of its own being, as De-
nis suggests by saying, “The good is that whence all
things subsist and are.” But diffusing a trait involves
the wherewithal to be an efficient cause. So, by being
good, a thing has what it takes to be an efficient cause.

(3) Furthermore, in book I of De doctrina Christiana
Augustine says, “Because God is good, we exist.” But
we come from God as from an efficient cause. Soa
thing’s being “a good” implies that it has the where-
withal to be an efficient cause.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is Aristotle’s point in P!:y-
sics 11 “that for whose sake other things are i§ their pur-
pose, as it were, and their good.” Thus, by being a
good, a thing has what it takes to be a cause of the pur-
pose type.

T ANSWER: since the good of all things is what they
seck, and what anything secks has what it takes to bea
purpose! it pursues, it is obvious that a thing’s good
involves what it takes to be its purpose'.

It is also true, however, that having what it takes to
be a thing’s good presupposes having what it takes to be
an efficient cause and what it takes to be a formal cause.
For we see that what comes first in the process of caus-
ing is the last thing to emerge in the product caused. A
fire, for example, in its causal action, first heats some-
thing and then induces in it the very form of fire; yet the

1Vy; thirdly, and as a result of its acts, the product rea- 380a 12
ches what it takes for it to be good, at which point a

completeness is established in an entity.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): ‘beautiful’ and
‘good’ indicate the same in the thing to which both are
ascribed, because they [bespeak relations that] are based
on the same reality, namely, the thing’s form. This is
why a good thing is praised as beautiful. But the two
terms differ in their defining makeup [i.e. in the relation
it takes to verify them). In being good, a thing relates to
a power to seck,* since the good of all things is what
they seek. As aresult, since seeking is like motion to-
wards a thing, “a good thing” has what it takes to be a
goal. In being beautiful, however, a thing relates to a
power to apprehend cogpnitively,' since those things are
called beautiful whose apprehension pleases. As a re-
sult, since a sense is pleased with things duly balanced
as with things similar to itself (since a sense, too, isa
sort of balance,? as are all our cognitive powers), “a
beautiful thing” depends on due balance or proportion.2
And since cognition comes about by assimilation [of the
knower to the known], and similarity has to do with
form, a thing’s being beautiful is properly explained by
its formal cause.

ad (2): good is called “diffusive” of its own being in
the same way as a purpose is said to “move” things.

ad (3): any being with a will is called good insofar
as it has a good will. For it is through the will that we
use everything in us. Thus we do not call a person with
a good brain “a good man,” but one with a good will.
[God has a will and is called good on the same basis.}
Well, willing relates to a purpose as to its proper object;
so this quotation, “Because God is good, we exist,” al-
ludes to a cause of the purpose type.

* appetitus

+ vis cognascitiva

$ ratio

fire induced, in its own make up, first has its ial
form and as a consequence has heat. So, in a process of
causing, the first item we find is a good and a purpose,
and this moves the agent. The second item we find is
the agent’s action as an efficient cause, moving some-
thing towards a form; the third item to appear is the
form itself. So in the product caused, the order gf emer-
gence must be the reverse: first comes the form itself,
thanks to which the product is a being; sccond.‘ v:hcre
emerges in it a power to act upon other Lhings.; in
having which the product is complete in existing (since
a thing exists in a finished way when it can produce a
thing similar to itself, as Aristotle says in Meteorology

! A causa finalis was a purpose p “acting” as such, that is,
attracting an agent x to pursuc it. Depending on the nature of
. this attraction served to explain such facts as that x tends to
acquire the property p, moves towards the place g, takes steps
to complete the project p, efc. The content of p itself was

called a finis (end, goal); and because it had explanatory po-
wer, being hing’s finis was reckoned as being a type of
cause — a causa finalis. Because ‘purpose’ means both finis
and causa finalis, it will be used here freely to translate either.
Using ‘purpose’ also supports the link between being a causa
finalis and being intended; hence this translator prefers it to
‘end’. See § ii in the commentary below.

2 The Latin word ‘ratio’ not only meant rcason (the faculty)
and the reason for hing (its explanation/definition) but
also meant a proportion. The claim here that a sense power is a
sort of ratio should probably be taken as an allusion to De Ani-
ma 111, c. 2, where Aristotle said that a sense power is a sort of
balance or proportion, since it is disturbed by excess. One is
deafened by too loud a noise, blinded by too strong a light, erc.
It follows that an object “pleasing” to a sense’s apprehension
will be moderate in intensity. This sets a sort of minimal con-
dition for “beauty,” I suppose, but can hardly have been inten-
ded as a full account without making an egregious equivoca-
tion.
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Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, ‘have what it takes to be a cause of the pur-
pose type’ has two senses: in signified act, and in exer-
cised act.

« If *have what it takes’ is understood in signified act,
‘what-it-takes’ is understood basis-wise: a good thing
has the proximate basis for being a cause of the purpose
type. The question is not whether “good thing” defines
“cause of the purpose type” but whether it is the distinc-
tive basis for being one. As to what does define it, the
answer is in Physics I [c.3] and Metaphysics V [c.2],
namely, “that for whose sake something comes to be or
is the case.” Thus the sense of the title is this: Is it upon
being good that a thing acquires the further distinction
of being that for whose sake?

« If ‘have what it takes’ is understood in exercised act,
‘what-it-takes’ is understood form-wise, and the sense
of the title is this: Is a good thing’s being good exactly
why it is a purpose-cause in exercised act, that is, exer-
cises attraction? For example, suppose one said that 2
is brought about (wholly or in some respect) because it
is good. Would onc thereby be stating the very trait that
is rendering A a cause of the purpose type? In my opin-
ion, this is the sense Aquinas intended. It is highly for-
mal, worthy of his genius, and the point to which his an-
swer gravitates.

On purposes as causes
ii, Re: the determination just made, take a moment to
look at the light it sheds on the famous issue of whether
a thing is a purpose-cause by being intended or by being
achieved. If you are learning from this article (and from
Physics I1) that being good introduces what it takes to
bea purpose ?n exercised act (which is also proved by
experience, since every reason to act for the good or the
better brings up a purpose), it must be the case that you
call A your purpose for the same reason as you call 2
good. Well, as we already learned above, each thing is
good and is called good form-wise because of being fes-
se]. So a thing has what it takes to be a purpose because
itis to be. [Compare this with efficient causality.] A
thing’s form ¢ is the reason why it causes [this effect]
efficiently, while existing is the condition under which
@ belongs to an efficient cause. Now take an item 2 to
exist is the reason why A causes [this effect] as a pur-
pose, while being-intended is the condition under which
the to-exist belongs to a purpose-cause: being-achieved,
however, is not the purpose but the terminus and joint
effect of A as a purpose-cause and of the one-intending-
A as an efficient cause. One just needs experience of
particular cases to see this. not an argument. When
health is sought, it is sought o exist in one’s body, not
in intention, but with its natural being; when knowledge
is sought, it is to exist in one’s head in the same way:
when a bath is sought. it is sought to be had, not as it
“is” in intention but as it exists with its natural being.
Thus to exist is the reason that an item is sought. and
this being sought is identically its acting-as-a-purpose.*
Of course no such 2 would ever act-as-a-purpose, at-

tracting to itself a seeker. unless it were being intended.!
This is why achieving what moves us as an end is ex-
perienced by us as following [upon our intending it].
This. too, is the point that Averroes wanted to make in his
comment 36 on Metaphysics XII. When this has been
well penetrated, it solves all the difficulties that cluster
around the intellect’s abstracting the item A

_ from the being it has outside the soul

_ from the being it has as achieved or realized, and

_ from the being it has in being intended,
in the manner just discussed.

Analysis of the article
jii. In the body of the article. two jobs are done: (1) the
question is answered, and (2) a tacit objection is headed
off. Astojob(l).a conclusion answers the question with
a yes: by being good, a thing has what it takes to be a
cause of the purpose type. — This is supported as fol-
lows. An object sought has what it takes to be a pur-
pose; a good is an object sought; so a good has what it
takes to be a purpose.

. Asto job (2), the tacit objection is this. It came out
above that being good is more a matter of being a “last”
[a final touch] than of being a “first.” But now we are
told that being good provides what it takes to be a pur-
pose-cause, which very much involves being a “first,”
since the purpose is the cause that starts the other causes.
So how can these two points be reconciled: that in being
good, a thing should have at once what it takes to be a
last and what it takes to be a first?

To head off this objection, Aquinas puts down an
answer and then supports it. The answer says: good is
last in being and first in causing (though only the first
half of this is put forward textually). The supporting
argument goes thus. [Major:] What comes first in cau-
sing emerges last in being; [minor:] the purpose is first in
causing; ergo it is last in coming to be. But the good has
what it takes to be a purpose. Ergo [the good is first in
causing and last in coming to be]. The major is sup-
ported by empirical evidence: the factor coming first in
the causal process is the last to emerge in the thing
caused. The case of fire and heat shows this. So. gen-
erally, what is first in causing is last in being.

v.  In the major premise above. pay attention to the
terms. Here *first’ and “last’ ascribe placement in an
order of generation, and they refer to forms or form-like

! Aquinas inhenited a figurative sense of "intend'. in which
sub-rational things like fire “intend" the states or effects to
which they have a natural wendency (De principiis naturae. c2: 1
STq.49,a1). Butany such tendency was put into them. he said.
by their intelligent designer (1 $7'q.2,a3). So only intelligent
beings literally had intentions. When this point is put with
Cajetan’s claim that being-intended is the conditio of a causa
finalis, it follows that only an inteligent being literally “has™ a
purpose-cause. A sub-rational thing can have" a purpose only
in the roundabout sense that an intelligent being aims it at one.
by putting certain natural tendencies into it
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reasons which are sources of causing and of being. The
phrase *in causing’ is taken in the sense in which it con-
trasts with *in being’. What is being supposed here,
then, is that there are two orders of generation among
things, one in causing and one in being. In the former,
A causes first, and then B causes. In the latter, X
emerges in being first, and then Y emerges. The item
that is prior in causing is the one whose causal action
does not depend on the causal action of the other (but
rather that of the other depends on its). Similarly, the
item that is prior in being is the one whose existing does
not presuppose the existence of the other (but vice-ver-
sa). What the major means to claim, then, is that an
item prior in order of generation as to causing is poster-
ior in order of generation as to being.
vi.  As to the support for this major, obscrve that the
order of things in being can be considered generally
(and so it is taken in the major) and can be considered
specifically in one area, say, among caused things (and
50 it is taken in the support for the major). From the
order-in-being found between the sources of a prior
cause and a posterior cause (say: heat and the form of
fire in the thing produced), the argument sought to .lcad
us to order-in-being more generally. It was not trying to
infer the major from the supporting argument but just
trying to show us that the order between items in being
does not have to be the same as the order bet\vegn them
in causing (nor the other way about). And this is
achieved adequatcly from the support given. To put the
point another way, the argument sought to rise to these
intelligible points from the testimony of things open to
the senses, and this is well accomplished.
A difficulty .
vii. As regards this major premise and the drift of the
whole argument, a difficulty arises. What is und?r d.lS‘
cussion here — order in causing and in being — is eith-
er in discussion across the board, or else in this regard
and in this case. .

« If the talk is meant across the board, the major is
false. Here are two counterexamples: .

— the ultimate purpose of all things (say, God) is first
in causing; but He is not last in being; He is first in that
order, too; X

— in the very illustration used in the text of the arti-
cle, the form of fire is not only first in being but.also
first in causing; for first the form of fire form-wise
causes fire (be it the parent fire or the produced fire),
and then heat acts as an efficient cause. The same l}olds
in all cases: the form always comes first, both in being
and in form-wise causing.

« If the talk is only meant in this regard, however, or
in this case, then the argument does not get to where it
was trying to go. It was trying to say how “good” re-
lates to other things and causes across the board, not in
this or that case.

i, 1 should say in ANSWER that the talk here is of or-
der (both in causing and in being) across the board. But
the alleged difficulty is wrong.

* For one thing, it puts a wrong interpretation on the

major. We have no intention of saying that numerically
the same item which is first in causing is last in being,
coming after the very things it preceded in the order of
causing (such a proposition is impossible; we never
dreamed of it). We mean that the same kind of item
(having the same form-like definition, whether specifi-
cally, generically, or analogously) is last in being, coming
after the kinds of things it preceded in causing. In this
way, the reason for goodness in God [i.e. His complete-
ness] is first in causing {creatures] purpose-wise, and
analogously the same reason for goodness [our com-
pleteness] is, in each thing created, the last to emerge in
being, as becomes clear from article 1, in the answer to
the first objection.

* For another thing, the objection perverts the empirical
evidence brought forward in the body of the article. As1
said a moment ago, empirical things were adduced here
so that we might perceive (from the order in causing this,
and the order-of-being in this thing caused) that the order
in causing and the order in being are not the same. So,
while the substantial form of fire is prior to heat in being
and in causing something or other, it is not prior to heat
in causing this, namely, this fire about to be kindled. For
in the order of generation, heating* comes before the ge-
neration of the form of fire, because change' comes be-
fore generation. And yet the first item that this gencra-
ted fire gets is the form of fire, and its heat follows upon
its form, just as, in all cases, distinctive accidents follow
upon a form.

ix. If you want to look more generally into order in em-
pirical cases, pay attention to the fact that formal causa-
lity necessarily depends upon efficient causality, and the
whole issue clears up. For even though the first item in
this empirical thing is what-it-is (which pertains to a for-
mal cause), no form or whatness truly exercises formal
causality in the real unless it be from some efficient
cause, which in turn has to be acting for a purpose. For
since no form is a formal cause of itself but of something
else (say, the composite), and every composite is from
another (as said above in q.3, and as Averroes confirms
in his 25 on Metaph XID, there has to be,
ahead of every formal causality, an efficient causality;
and ahead of that, a purpose-wise causality. But what is
found to emerge in being is (1) a form in the cause and a
likeness of that form in the effect, (2) an active power* in
the cause and a share of it in the effect, (3) a goodness in
the cause and a complement of it, a sharing in goodness,
in the effect. And thus generally, the orders in being and
in causing are converse.
x. To understand the last point in the body of the arti-
cle, the beginner should know that it is alluding to two
levels of cc less, i.e., compl in being and
completeness overall. Completeness in being is a thing’s
being in a finished state as to what substance it is; com-
pleteness overall, which he says is reached in x through
what makes x good, is the thing’s unqualified or total
finished state. This last goes with the thing’s having
what it takes to be unqualifiedly good, as was said above.
For then nothing at all is lacking.
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article 5

Does what it takes to be good involve “amount, kind, and order?

218Tq85, 8.4, De Veniate g 21,26

!—iaving what it takes to be good does not seem to
involve amount,* kind, and order.!

(1) After all, goodness has a different explana-
tion from being, as came out above. Amount, kind,
and order seem to belong in an explanation of being.
It says in Wisdom 11:21, “Thou hast disposed all
things in number, weight, and measure,” and to
these one can reduce amount, kind, and order, accor-
ding to the formula that Augustine gave in book IV
of Super Genesim ad litteram: “measure fixes an
amount for each thing. and number provides to each
its species, and weight draws each to rest and steadi-
ness.” Therefore the explanation that involves

“‘amount, kind, and order” is that of being. not that
of goodness.

(2) Amount, kind, and order are themselves
goods. So if what it takes to be a good involves
amount, kind, and order, the good which is
“amount” will have to have its own amount/kind/
order, and so will the goods of “kind” and “order.”
And so on ad infinitum.

(3) Further, evil is a privation of amount, kind,
or order. But no evil takes away good completely.
So what it takes to be good does not depend on
amount, kind and order,

(4) Also, the factors involved in having good-
ness will be items that cannot be called bad. But
one can speak of wrong amount, wrong kind, wrong
order [all of which are bad). So what it takes to be
good does not involve amount, kind, and order.

(5) Furthermore, amount/kind/order are caused
by weight/number/measure. as the above quotation
from Augustine establishes. But not all goods have
weight, number, and measure. Ambrose says in his
Hexaemeron I that the nature of light “was so cre-
ated as not to be in number, not in weight, not in
measure.” Ergo, what it takes to be good does not
involve amount/kind/order.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is what Augustine says in
his book De natura boni: “These three — amount,
kind, and order — are like general goods present in
the things made by God; and they are present in
such a way that, where these three are abundant, the
goods are abundant; where they are slight, the goods
are scant; and where they are absent, no good is pre-
sent.”

_—

‘.Having used Aristotle’s account of ‘good” in an. 14,
Aqumas now tums to confront Augustine’s account (given
in the sed contra). Could the two be harmonized?

*Modus’ was a very broad word for anything's manner,
level, or amount,

I ANSWER: each thing is called “good"” insofar as it is
complete (since that is the basis on which it is sought,

as said above). But a thing is called “complete” when a1
nothing is lacking to it according to its own way of
being complete. [A given kind of thing is complete in
its own way when it is fulfilled in its kind. having all
that its kind needs or implies. So the question is:
when is this test met?] Well. each thing is what kind
it is thanks to its form, and this form at once needs
certain pre-requisites and necessitates certain conse-
quences. Therefore. in order for a thing to be com-
plete and good, it has to have both its form and the
prerequisites thereof and the consequences. ngl:

« prerequisite to the form is a fixing* or sufficient
dispensing' of the causal conditions. material or pro-
ductive, for such a form to arise. This is indicated by
the word *‘amount’, and this is why Augustine says
that *measure fixes an amount” for each thing.

« The form itself is indicated by the word ‘kind’, be-
cause each thing is put into its kind by its form. The
reason it is said that “number provides to each its spe-
cies” is that the definitions marking off kinds work
like numbers: as the addition or subtraction of a unit
changes the species to which a number belongs. so
the addition or removal of a difference trom a defi-
nition changes the kind [being defined], as Aristotle
says in Metaphysics VIII.

» What comes in consequence of a thing’s form is
the thing’s inclination to a [given type of] fulfill-
ment,? or to a [type of] action. or the like. Afterall,
each thing, insofar as it is in act. does something that
suits it according to its form and tends toward what
suits it. This is where “weight™ and “order™ come in.

Thus, as what it takes to be good involves com-
pleteness, it also involves amount, kind, and order.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): these three fac-
tors only attach to a being insofar as it is complete:
and as complete, it is also good.

ad (2): amount, kind. and order are called
*“goods” only in the same sense as they are called
“beings.” i.e.. not in the sense that they themselves
subsist. but in the sense that by them other things exist
and are beings and are good. Hence they themselves
do not need to have other factors whereby they are
good. For they are not called goods in the sense of
being form-wise good thanks to other factors but in
the sense that they are the factors by which things are
good. To take a similar case: whiteness is not called
abeing in the sense that, thanks to something else. it
exists. but rather in the sense that it is the factor by
which anything “is" a certain way, namely. white.

2 Aquinas is affirming the ontological difterence be-
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ad (3): any case of being is a case of being-ac-
cording-to-some-form. So a [triple consisting of]
amount, kind, and order attaches to any being that a
thing has. Thus a man has amount/kind/order inso-
far as he is human, and has them again insofar as he
is white, and has them again insofar as he is virtu-
ous, and again insofar as he is knowledgeable, and
so on for every trait truly affirmed of him. Now, an
evil removes this or that case of being. Blindness
removes being-sighted, for example. Thus it does
not take away every [triple of] amount/ kind/order
but only the one c d with being-sighted. [And
the same goes for any other evil.]

5,a5

ad (4): as Augustine says elsewhere in De natura
boni, “every amount, insofar as it is an amount, is
good” — the same can be said for kind and order —
“but wrong amount, wrong kind, wrong order are so
called cither because they are less than they ought to
be, orb they are hed to the things they
are supposed to suit; they are called bad, then, in case
they are out of place and incongruous.”

ad (5): the nature of light is said to be without
number and weight and measure not absolutely but in
comparison to corporeal things. For the power of
light extends to all corporeal things insofar as it is an
active quality belonging to the first change-inducing
body (i.e. the first heaven).

€c22-23;
PL 42,558

tween the things which subsist and the factors/comp
whereby they are such and such. In medieval discussions,
the former alone were “things™ and “‘caused things” in the
proper sense, as mentioned above in § Ji of Cajetan’s com-
mentary on q. 3, a. 7. Today, “things” are the values of
first order variables; “wherebys,” the values of second-
order variables.

3 The first (outermost) heaven was thought to be causally
prior to all other bodies. It was the body on which all other
bodies depended in order to induce change. Hence its influ-
ence (light) extended to all other bodies. Better than the ob-
solete world-picture here is the that light is pri-
mary and subjcct to measure.

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title question, pay attention to the terms.

« ‘What it takes to be good” — not a good any-
thing, but a good caused thing, as will come out
later; for these three factors have no place in God.
Again: ‘what it takes to be good’ — not in any fash-
ion but in the fashion of a thing which is good.!

« *Amount, kind, and order’: one will find that.St.
Thomas has put these terms to three uses. Here in
this article, he takes a thing's “amount” [modus] to
be enough of the causal sources for it (efficient or
material); “kind” he takes as form, and “order” as
inclination to something. But in 2/1 ST q.85, a.4, he
takes ‘kind’ to mean form in the abstract, ‘amount’
to mean enough form (since species are “measured”
like numbers), and ‘order’ to mean relation to some-

thing.? And in q.21 of De Veritate, he takes ‘kind’
to mean form, ‘amount’ to mean the measuring-up
of a thing's being* to its essence, and ‘ord.er' to
mean the thing’s relation to what perfects it as its
fulfillment (a relation included in what it takes to I?c
good). These three uses seem to take ‘amount’ quite
differently. But if one looks at them more closely,
they converge to a point of agreement. For enough
of a form’s causal requirements, the “enough” of
form itself, and the measuring-up of being to essen-
ce imply each other. In order of generation, from

! The alternative is the fashion of a factor whereby a
thing is good. See the answer ad (2) in this article.

2 Here, *form in the abstract’ mcant ‘being-¢’, and its
“measure” gave @ a definite value, which was a how-much
of completeness. On how one form was more complete
than another, see .4, a.2.

such-and-such harmony among causal requirements

comes a form of so-much completeness, and from that

sort of form comes so-much being. At the same time,
in order of completion or purpose: if an existence of
so-much completeness is to be produced, then a form
of so-much completeness and essence must be sup-
posed. And if [one is to produce] this, then such-and-
such disposition of the prior causal conditions [must be
presupposed].

« The entire claim, ‘what it takes to be good involves
amount, kind, and order’, can be taken two ways:

(1) as aclaim about essential parts, as what it takes to
be human involves animal and rational;

(2) as a claim about integral parts, not of the defini-
tion but of the matter it properly defines, as what
it takes to be human involves flesh, bones, nerves.

Sense (2) is how I understand the claim here that what
it takes to be good “involves™ amount, etc.

So the sense of the title is this: does what it takes
to be a caused thing which is good involve a form, its
antecedents, and its consequences, as the parts of the
very “matter” defined as good?

Analysis of the article

it.  Inthe body of the article there is one conclusion,
answering the question with a yes: what it takes to be
good involves amount, kind, and order. — This is sup-
ported as follows. [Antecedent:] Each thing is what it
is through its form, which needs some antecedents and
brings consequences. [/st inference:] So what lacks
nothing in the way natural to it has kind, amount, and
order. [2nd inference:] So what is complete has these.
[3rd inference:] So what is good needs these. — The



antecedent is obvious in both its parts. The first
inference is clear from what “kind’, ‘amount’, and
‘order’ mean. The second inference is valid by the
rule that allows one to replace a definiens [here: ‘not
lacking' etc.] with the term it defines [here: ‘com-
plete’]. The third inference is supported by a rea-
son: because completeness is the basis for being-an-
object-sought.

iii.  Concerning this conclusion a DIFFICULTY
comes to mind. What about the good which is the
very substance of an angel? How can there be an
“amount” in the sense alleged (enough of the pro-
ductive or material causal sources for it) in this case,
when there are no material causes at all in angels,
and when their only efficient cause is God, whose
action is identically His substance?

The SHORT ANSWER is that there is “amount” of
the angelic substantial good, in the sense expounded
here, as to its productive causal principle, as follows.

“God acting” can be taken in two ways:

(1) as independent of anything else* — and so taken
both He and His action are above all amount:

(2) as being according to an idea, / — apd so taken
God’s action is so congruent to ./ as to be incongruent
with any other, just as . itself is so distinctively the
idea of this creature as not to be the idea of any other.?

In this latter way, the action producing Gabriel re-
ceives and provides the right ~amount” for }he exis-
tence and substantial good of Gabriel. Which suffices
[to meet the difficulty]. One can al_so salvage "a: )
mount” of a material-causal source in \he. ange_ls in this
way: an angel’s essence is like matter to its existence
and “measures up” to it. But this discussion is more.
pertinent to one of the other uses of ‘amount’, since in
this article (as is obvious from the text) amount is
something that precedes form.

PO

3 The divine ideai are discussed below, q.15.
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article 6

Is good suitably divided into upright, useful, and enjoyable?

2/2ST'q 145,a.3; In Il Semt. 4.21,q.1,a.3; In I Ethic., lectio 5

A division of the good into upright, useful, and enjoy-
able does not seem acceptable.

(1) Aristotle says in book I of the Nicomachean
Ethics that the good is divided into the ten categories.
But the upright, the useful, and the enjoyable can be
found in a single category. Thus, the good is not suit-
ably divided into them.

(2) Besides, every sound division is into opposed
sorts, but these three do not scem to be opposed. Up-
right things are enjoyable, and (as even Cicero says in
De Officiis) no non-upright or base thing is useful —
as they would have to be, if the division were into op-
posites, so that upright and useful would be opposed
sorts. So, the above division is not acceptable.

(3) Furthermore, when one thing is for the sake of
another, the two belong together as one. But the use-
ful is only good for the sake of the enjoyable or the
upright. Therefore, the useful should not be divided
off against the enjoyable and the upright.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is the fact that Ambrose

. used this division of the good in his own book De

Officiis.

I ANSWER: taken literally,* this division seems to ap-
ply only to the human good. Yet, if one looks at what
it takes to be good more deeply and more universally,
one finds that this division does apply to the. gqod as,
such, even literally speaking. For anything is “good"
insofar as it is an object of appetition and serves as a
terminus to a process of seeking. Well, such a pro-
cess can be envisioned on the model of a material bo-
dy’s movement and the termini of that movement.
The movement of a natural body tenninal}as fully
at the point where the motion stops; but t.aken in
parts, it also terminates at any middle point through
which it passes en route to the last point; and any
such intermediate point is called a terminus of the

motion insofar as it marks the end of some part of it. At
the same time, the ultimate terminus of a motion can be
taken two ways:

« either as the very thing towards which the motion
or change tends, such as a place or a form,

« or as the resting in that thing.

On this model, then, in a process of appetition, a
sought object which terminates the movement of desire
partially, as an intermediate point via which it tends to a
further one, is called “useful.” An object sought as the
last item, terminating desire’s movement fully, as a
thing towards which appetition tends per se, is called
“upright” (for so we call a good which is desired for its
own sake*). What terminates the process of secking as
“rest” in the thing desired is “enjoyment.”

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): insofar as ‘good’
is co-referential with ‘being’, division into the ten cate-
gories applies to it; but in terms of its own distinctive
definition [ratio], this division applies.

ad (2): this division is not into opposed things but
into opposed reasons. The things that are called merely
“enjoyable” are those which have no other reason to be
sought besides enjoyment, since they are sometimes
both harmful and base. The things that are called
“useful” are those which have no reason to be desired in
themselves — like taking bitter medicine — but are
desired solely as leading to something else. The things
that are called “upright” are those that have in them-
selves a reason to be desired.

ad (3): good is not [a genus] divided into these three
[species], as if ‘good’ were a univocal term equally pre-
dicable of each: rather, ‘good’ is an analogous term pre-
dicated according to a primary* [application] and se-
condary? [applications]. Primarily, ‘good’ is predicated
of the upright; secondarily, of the enjoyable; tertiarily,
of the useful.

Cajetan’s Commentary

The sense of the title question is clear. The body of
the article yields two conclusions, one answering the
question with the common opinion; the other, with St.
Thomas’. The first is: this division applics litcrally to
human good. The other is: this division applies liter-
ally to good as such. Both are supported as follows.
[Antecedent:] Terminal points of bodily motion are
suitably divided into points corresponding to the up-
right. the useful, and the enjoyable. So //st inferen-
ce:] the termini of appetitive “motion” are well divi-

ded into upright, useful, and enjoyable. So [2nd inferen-
ce:] the good, too [is well divided into them]. — The an-
tecedent is made clear by (1) a division of ‘the end-points
of motion’ into complete and partial, and (2) a division of
‘complete end-point’ into (a) the very thing which ends
motion, and (b) rest in it. The first inference is suppor-
ted by the fact that a terminus of appetitive motion is
informatively modeled by the stopping point of a bodily
motion. The second inference rests on the fact that a
good is that which is sought. All the points are clear.

>
>
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Inquiry Six:
Into the goodness of God
Now the inquiry tums to God’s goodness. Concemning it. four questions are raised:

(1) does being good apply to God?  (3) is God alone good b): esscpce?
(2) is He the supreme good? (4) are all things good with His goodness?

article 1

Does being good apply to God?

1CG c 37, In XII Metaphys., lectio 7

Being good does not seem to apply to God. the first efficient cause of all things. the wherewithal to be
(1) What it takes to be good involves amount, kind, ~ 800d and to be an °Pj?9“5°"gh‘ l:elongsAtn Him. T‘Jis is
15Tq5,a5 and order. These seem not to apply to God, since God s WWhY Denis. in De divinis s, altributes g¢ to 7’(433 o
[limitless and thus] without amount, and He is not or- God as the first efficient cause, saying that God is called -
delgd ;o anything. Therefore, being good does not apply 8°0d “2s one from whom all things subsist.
to God.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): amount, kind. and
(2) Furthermore, the good is what all things seek. But order pertain to what it takes to be a caused good. But in
not all seck God: not all know Him, and nothing is sought God the good is present as in its cause: His role is to im-
unless it is known. Therefore, being good does not apply pose amount, kind. and order on the rest. So these three

to God. are in God as in the cause of them.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is Lamentations 3:25, “Good ad (2): all things. by secking their own completions.

is the Lord to them that hope in Him, to the soul that seek God Himself, in that all their completive traits are

seeketh Him.” likenesses of the divine existence, as came out above. And 157q4,a3

I bei . . thus, of the things that seek God
FANSWE'R. being gqod applleg most especially to God. « some know Him as a distinct object® (this is unique to secwsdum se
or ka: thing is good insofar as it is sought. Each thing rational creatures);

seeks its own complete state. But an effect’s complete . icipati i i

statc_along wi}h i{s fo_rm is a likeness of the agent-cause ex;c?d??j:::‘:oc::::::‘::;i :(sl)o ns of His goodness (this

th?t is Prqducmg it, since every agent prodtfces some- «and h 1 tend s thout cogniti + appenitus na-
*Forthis clam,  thing similar to itself.* So the agent cause itself is sought and some have natural tendency” without cognition, turdbs
seefin. Linthe  (what is sought about it is that its likeness be shared jn) ~ having been inclined to their completions® by another who

3 fines
‘;m';ylsz and so has what it takes to be good.! Since God, then, js 'S @ higher knower.

! Given the ratio of ‘good’ (1 ST q.5,a.1), God 1s good just

. . - truc in case x seeks a state C, and C is a copy of s state, which y
in casc He is sought. To secure this, Aquinas lets “x secks y'be

produces. If the copy is good. so is the original.

Cajetan’s Commentary
The title question is clear. — In the body of the article
there is a single conclusion, answering the question with
ayes: God is good.

This is supported by an argument following the au-
thority of Denis. It goes thus: [antecedent: ] God is the
first efficient cause of all things: [ /st inference:] so He is
an object sought; [2nd inference: ] so He is good. The
antecedent is assumed, but the first inference is supported
by the following argument. [Sub-antecedent:] Each
thing seeks its own distinctive completeness; [1* conse-

quence:] so it seeks a likeness of its efTicient cause: [2nd:]
50 a fortiori the efficient cause is itsclf worth secking:
[3rd:] so if there is a first efficient cause, etc. — The
[sub-] antecedent is obvious. and so are its consequences.
The first [is obvious] because the distinctive completeness
of a thing is a likeness of its agent cause. The second [is
obvious] because every agent cause produces something
similar to itself: so. if its likeness is worth sceking. the
agent itsclf will be even more worth secking. — The other
points are clear.
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article 2

Is God a supreme good?

InllSent.d.1,9.2,8.2ad 4; 1 CGcdl

It seems that God is not a supreme good.'

(1) After all, ‘supreme good’ adds something to plain
*good’ (otherwise it would apply to every good). But
everything that turns out to be one-thing-added-to-an-
other is composed. Thus a supreme good is composed.
But God is utterly simple, as was shown above. Thus,
God is not a supreme good.

(2) Furthermore, “the good is what all things seck,” as
Aristotle said [in Ethics I, c.1]. But there is nothing that
all things seek except God alone, who is the end of all.
Therefore, nothing else is good except God. The same
point can be seen from Matthew 19: “no one is good but
God alone.” Well, in any sct, a “supreme” member is s0
called by comparison to other members in the set, as a
hot thing is called supremely so by comparison with other
things that are hot. Therefore [since there are no other
members in the set of goods), God cannot be called a
supreme good.

(3) Again, “sup " impli ison. But things
not sharing a common category cannot be compared. F?r
example, one cannot rightly call swectness “better than” a
line, or “worse.” So, since God is not in a common cate-
gory with other good things (as one can see from points
made above), it seems He cannot be called a supreme
good compared to them.

ON THE OTHER HAND, Augustine says in Boo.k I of De
Trinitate that the Trinity of divine Persons “ls,the sup-
reme Good, seen by the most purified minds.

I ANSWER: God is a supreme good overall* and nolg’ust
in a given kind or a particular ordering. For ‘good’ is
affirmed of God on the basis just discussed [ina.1],
namely, that all the completenesses which things desire
flow out from Him as from their first cause. But they do
not flow out from Him as from a univocal cause but (as is
clear from points already made) as from an agent-cause
which does not coincide with its effects in either specific
or generic makeup. In the case of a univocal cause, what
makes cause and cffect alike is found in both in the same
form,! but in an equivocal cause it is found in a more ex-
cellent form, as heat is in the sun in a higher manner than
it is found in a fire here below. It must be the case, then,
that since good is in God as in a first and non-univocal
cause of all things, good is in Him in a more excellent
manner. On this account, He is called a supreme good.

! The question being asked is not whether God is sought
most (that will come up later) but whether He has the most of
what it takes to be sought.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): what “supreme
good” adds to plain good is not an absolute trait but just a
relation. When a relation is applied to God in such a way
as to say that He has a trait relative to creatures [like
greater goodness relative to them], that relation is not a
reality in God but in the creature; it applies to God only in
thought.* To take a parallel case, when a thing x is called
“a known object,” it is so called relative to someone’s
knowing; but the nature of the relation is such that x does
not really depend on the knowing; the knowing really de-
pends on x. And thus there does not have to be any com-
position in a supreme good; others just have to fall short of
it.2

ad (2): the statement that the good “is what all things
seek” does not mean that each good thing is sought by
everything; it means that whatever is sought meets the
definition of ‘good’.> — As for the Gospel statement, “No
one is good but God alone,” it means good by essence.
That issue is coming up next.

ad (3): things which are not in the same category are
not comparable in any way, provided that each is in a
different category. But when we say that God is “not in
the same catcgory™ with other goods, it is not because He
fits in a different category, but because He is beyond ca-
tegorization and is the starting point for every category.
And thus He is compared to the other goods as greater-
than-they,! and this sort of comparison is what “supreme
good” introduces.

2 If x bore a relation to y, x was called the “subject” of the re-
lation, and y was called its “terminus.” Aquinas treated some
relations as real (relatio realis or secundum rem) and others as
thought-produced (relatio rationis or secundum rationem). Aqui-
nas recognized that a relation could be real without positing any-
thing in its terminus, but he thought that a real relation would
typically posit something in its subject. The objector was taking
advantage of this: if (he said) God were not just good but also
greater than creatures in goodness, God would be the subject of a
real relation and hence (as this relation would be distinct from His
essence) composed. Aquinas denied that the greater-than relation
is real in God but conceded that its converse (the creature’s infe-
riority) is real in the creature. Aristotle had already provided ‘x is
known by y" as an example of a case where a relation is only in
thought, but its converse ('y knows x’) is real (since knowledge-
of-x posits something real in the knower but not inx). The theory
of relations will be discussed in q.13, .7, and in q.28.

3 Aristotle did not say: if something is good, everything seeks
it, which would have been: 3x () (good x > y seeks x). He said:
if anything seeks something, it is [that thing’s] good: () 3x (y
secks x > good x).

* secundum
rationem

t perex-
cessum
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Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title there is nothing problematic. ‘Supreme ¢’
adds [to ‘@-thing’] the highest one’s greater-than relation
[to other @-things). Thus talking about a supreme good is
the same as talking about a good that is greater than all
other goods, both in act and in potency.

Analysis of the article

ii.  Inthe body of the article there is one conclusion,
answering the question in the affirmative: God is a su-
preme good overall.

This conclusion is first clarified, then supported. It is
clarified by distinguishing (without full discussion) be-
tween a supreme good overall and a supreme good of a
given kind. We call a good supreme ““of a kind” when it
is greater than the others in that particular ordered set of
things, as when we say that the supreme human good is
happiness, which is greater than the other human goods.
Ditto for other cases. But we call a good supreme “over-
all” when it holds the highest place across the whole
spectrum of beings. This is why the adverb ‘overall’ is
put into the conclusion.

The support is as follows. [Antecedent:] Being-good
applies to God as to a first efficient and non-univocal

an effect pre-exists in its cause not only virtually but also
formally — so that God is “good” fqn’nnlly as well as
virtually. The success of the reasoning rests on the fact
that, either way. the trait pre-exists in the equivocal cause
“in a higher manner” than in the effect. Thus the text
speaks of the effect’s being “in an cqunyocal cause”
without distinguishing these ways. This was enough o
prove the point intended. namcly. that g applies to
God in a most exalted manner. For it had already been
established in the previous article that “good" applies to
God form-wise.

v, Inthe answer to the second objeclior),_ notice that the
answer depends on converting the propqsmon. “Thc good
is what all things seek,” to “What all things scek is a good
of theirs.”

v.  In the answer to the third objection, bcm_' in mind that
things belonging to diverse categories arc being cnllcd.
non-comparable provided they are takc_:n as such, that is, as
being in diverse categories. After ?ll. if they are taken
according to some predicate in which they agree, they can
be compared.’

causc of all things; [Ist inference:] so it applies to Him in
amost excellent manner; [2nd inference:] therefore He is
a supreme good overall. — The antecedent emerges
clearly in both its parts from the things already said. The
first inference is supported by the difference-in-manner
between how the effect pre-exists in a univocal cause and
how it pre-exists in an equivocal or analogous cause:
namely, that it pre-exists

* in the same manner in a univocal cause but

¢ in a higher manner in an equivocal cause.

Two ways to pre-exist in a cause
in a higher manner

in.  One should observe, however. at this point, that
there are two ways in which an effect can pre-exist in an
equivocal cause “in a higher manner”:
(1) The one way is both form-wise and power-wise.*
(2) The other way is just power-wise.
An example of the first is how light and transparency
exist in heavenly bodies as compared to how they exist in
lower bodies. An example of the second is how heat
exists in the sun as compared to how it exists in lower
bodies.! In the present context. we are speaking of how

! The medieval theory of heavenly bodies did not allow
them to be hot in themselves. Hence the claim made here by
Cajetan that the sun has what it takes to cause heat (i.e. is power-

wise or virtually hot) but is not hot in ivsclt_‘ (1.e. not form-wise
hot). But here the obsolete science is less important than another
point. )

By allowing being-virtually-¢ to count as a way of being-¢,
Thomism reduced the maxim that every agent “produces a thing
similar to itself™ to a truism. For suppose y is ¢ thanks entirely to
the causal influence of x upon y. Then the maxim requires x 10 be
& somehow. And since this requirement can be met by x's being
just virtually-¢, the maxim reduces to this: every agent cause, x,
produces something that x has what it takes to produce. )

Once this point is appreciated. the two ways to bed “ina )
higher manner” become clearer. The form-wise-and-power-wise
way is

e

b-as-to-h hat-it-takes-t

¢ produce-some-

level-of-¢-ness-in-other-things,
and this is what is under discussion here in the casc of God and
goodness; and this way of being-¢ is quite plausibly called su-
perior to being just plain ¢. The virtually-only way is just

having-what-it-takes-to-produce-¢ ther-things.
Calling this a “higher manner of being ¢ is harder to accept. but
it is what allowed Aquinas to say that the completive traits of all
things are in God (q.4. 2.2).

2 In fact. the answer depends both on conversion and on
switching the order of the quantifiers. Se above, f 3on
the text of the article.

3 Such a predicate will have to be one that does not classify
scientifically. Perhaps a geometrician likes tangent lines and
chocolates, but the former more. He might say, “Lines are more
interesting than sweetness ™
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article 3

Is it distinctive of God to be good by essence?

1 CG ¢.38; 3 CG ¢ 20; De Veritate q.21, 8.1 ad 1, 2.5, Compend. Theol. ¢.109,
In Dionysu de drvinis nom. ¢4, lectio 1, ¢.13, lectio 1; In Bocthii de hebdomadibus, lectiones 3-4

It scems that being good by essence is not a distinc-
tive* trait of God.

(1) [Anything “is by essence” whatever is equiva-
lent to its just being at all.'] Well, being good is
equivalent to just being, as we saw above, and bein_g
one is no less equivalent to just being. But everyﬂyng
there ist is one by its essence, as Aristotle showed in

. Metaphysics IV. So, everything there is' is good by

its essence.

(2) Also, if “the good is what all things seek,” and
they all seek to exist, the very existing? of each thing
is its good. But each thing [res] is a lhing-lherc-}ns
[ens] by its essence.2 So each thing is good by its
essence.

(3) In any case, everything is good by its .gomAi-
ness. Necessarily, then, if there is a thing whnc!: is
not good by its essence, the goodness of that thing
will not be its essence. Yet that goodness will be a
being of some sort and will be good; if it is good by
some other goodness, the question turns to that fur-
ther goodness [and so on]. Either one must pl‘Ocet?d to
infinity, or else one must arrive at a gooqness which
is not good by another goodness [but by its own es-
sence]. Hence, one would have done better to ppsnt.
such a goodness in the first place. If so, each thing is
good by its essence.

ON THE OTHER HAND, Boethius says in his De Hebdo-
madibus that all things other than God are good by
participation. Hence, they are not good by essence.

1 ANSWER: only God is good by His essence. After
all, each thing is called good insofar as it is complete.
But the complete or finished state of anything meets
three tests: . .
(1) whether it is established m'eXlslcncc;
(2) whether it acquires the accidents necessary to
its full operation; . o
(3) whether it reaches something else which is its
goal or purpose. .
Thus, to take the case of a fire, its first comgleteness
is supplied by the existence it has thanks to its sub-
stantial form [i.e. its being fire]; its second complete-

! The word ‘essentia’ was used to mean what-§-|h§ng-is-
by-its-scientific-definition. But in the first two objections,
the objector was not appealing to usage but to the etymolo-
gical fact that ‘essentia’ had the same root as ‘esse’. To get
the point in English, think of essentia as *beingness’. Then
the objector is thinking that a thing is @ “by its beingness”

h its being-p is equivalent to its just being at all.

2 Again the assumption is that ‘essence’ means what its
etymology would say. The argument is: “the very being of
each thing is its good; but each thing is a being by its being-

ness is supplicd by its hotness, lightness, dryness, and
other such properties [through which it acts); and its
third completeness comes according to whether it rests
in its [natural] place.> Well, no creature passes this triple
test of pleteness by its Only God does. He
alone has an essence which is His very existing, and He
acquires no accidental traits (since traits which are ac-
cidental accomplishments in others, like being powerful,
wise, etc., attach to God essentially, as became clear
above); and He is not for the sake of anything else as a
goal or purpose but is Himself the ultimate purpose of
all things. Clearly, then, God alone has every measure
of compl by His And as a result, He

P

alone is good by essence.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS —ad (1): being-one does
not involve what it takes to be complete, just undivided.
Mere lack of division does belong to each thing by its
essence: the essences of simple things are undivided
both in act and in potency; the essences of composites
are undivided only in act.* It follows that everything is
one by its essence. But being good is another story, as
just shown. [So the bracketed premise fails.]

ad (2): each thing is indeed good insofar as it has ex-
istence, but the essence of a created thing is not its ex-
istence; hence it does not follow that a created thing is
good by its essence.

ad (3): the goodness of a created thing, x, is not its
very essence but something added to x. This is either
the existence of x, or some further completive trait, or
x s order to its purpose. However, this goodness-of-x is
in turn called “good” on the same basis as it is called a
“being,” and that basis is that, by it, x is [a being in
some way], not that the goodness itself is [good or a
being] by something else. So the goodness-of-x is
called good because by it something, namely x, is good,
and not because the goodness-of-x has another goodness
whereby it is good.

ness; ergo ..."”

3 Prior to Newton, the tendency of heavy things to fall and
of light things (like flames) to rise was explained by Aristotle’s
theory of “natural place.” Things were thought to be naturally
“at rest” and to find their rest in their natural place, as at their
goal. Heavy things were thought to seek the center of the
earth. Fire was thought to be the lightest element and to seek
its natural place above the air. The theory is long obsolete, of
course; but nothing in this article depends on it.

4 A form is impossible to divide; but according to Aquinas,
it is only in pure spirits that the essence is just a form. In ma-
tenal things, the essence includes the matter which the sub-
stantial form is structuring. Insofar as this matter is divisible,
the essence of a material thing, though undivided in act, is po-
tentially divisible. Cf. Aquinas, De ente et essentia, ¢.2.
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Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title question, ‘distinctive of God” contrasts with
‘common to God and other things™.!

» The phrase ‘by essence’ can be used in a sentence
to mark the subject S or the predicate P.

— If it is used to mark the subject, then ‘by essence’
rules out all that which is outside the essence of S-
things. Here the meaning will be: Is God the only one
who by His essence — and not by anything outside His
essence — is unqualifiedly good form-wise?

— But if *by essence’ is used to mark the predicate
P, it rules out having P by participation. The i

arguments in the text favor this latter meaning, as does
the reason assigned in the body of the article. So the
negative side is what is principally in dispute here. as if
the affirmative had been settled by q.3 above.?

Analysis of the article

4i. In the body of the article there is just one cqnclu-
sion, answering the question with yes: only God |s_good
by essence. — The only-proposition is supported in )
both its parts at once as follows. [Antecedent: ] Meeting

will be: Is only God good-by-essence rather than by
participation? Now a thing is called “o by participa-
tion” when it has some formal makeup for being ¢ but
not the whole fullness of completeness that a formal
makeup for being @ can have. What is participatively
@ has to have only a part of being-¢, and that is why it
is called such “participatively.” By contrast, a thing is
called “¢ by essence” when, by its own mode of being,
it includes the whole fullness that is naturally possible
in the makeup for being ¢. In this way, heat, if it sub-
sisted on its own [would have, by this mode of being,
the fullest possible makeup for being hot).

4. In the present context, thanks to the subject mat-
ter, these two interpretations coincide, according to St.
Thomas. If the first meaning holds and God-by-essen-
ce is good, then the second meaning holds, too, and
God is good-by-essence (and conversely). Neverthe-
less, formally speaking, and taking other subject mat-
ters into account, the two senses do not coincide. Soc-
rates by-his-essence is a man, and yet he is not man-
by-essence but participatively: only the Platonic Form
of Man, if there were such a thing, would be man-by-
essence.?

Now, since the issue being raised here in the affir-
mative part of the title question [asking, ‘Is God good
by essence?’] is about good-by-essence and not direct-
ly about God’s essence itself (since it was already es-
tablished in Inquiry 3 that He is simple and that no trait
attaches to Him by anything added to His essence), the
phrase ‘by essence’ is being used here to mark the pre-
dicate, and it rules out good-by-participation, and the
meaning is as indicated above. But as to the negative
part of it [asking, ‘Is anything else good by essence?"].
the phrase ‘by essence’ is being used to mark the sub-
ject, and the meaning is as indicated already. All the

! So the question will be answered by an only-claim (“On-
ly God is thus”). Such a claim was called a propositio exclu-
siva and was taken to have two logical parts: an affirmative
part saying S is P, and a negative part, saying no other is P.

2 What Cajetan calls the subject-marking sense of *by es-
sence’ is thus the more Ari ian sense. The predi
marking sense is Platonic in origin and came down to Aqui-
nas through the Church Fathers. The two senses coincide for

the three of ¢ 1 (whether the thing is
established in its existence. etc.) applies to God a!one by
essence; [Ist inference:] so being complclc_[apphes_ to
Him); [2nd inference:] so being gnod. [applies to Him]:
[3rd inference:] therefore God alone is good by essence.
The antecedent is clarified by laying out the LhrFe
tests of a thing's completeness (i.e. in the first t!m its
existence is included; in the second. accid;ms: in the
third, a thing’s ultimate end) and by shqwn{g {hal cac_h
applies to God quidditatively. — The first inference is
taken as obvious from the foregoing adequate analysis
[of what it is to be complete]. The second is supported
on the ground that each thing is good to \.he same extent
as it is complete. The third is left as obvious.
iv. As to this antecedent. a first area of doubt woulq
be whether it is true that, outside of God, a thing's exis-
tence is other than its essence in every case. But this is
meant to be taken up elsewhere. A second area pf doubt
would be how [it can be true that] no essence is itself
the source® of an operation: but this is going to come up
below.! For present purposes. it is enough to say that
existence and the sources of operations are outside the
essences of all substances form-wise. while in God's es-
sence all are included form-wise.* But what is at issue
here in the text is real inclusion and exclusion. not just
form-wise.

Does esse bel

g in first complet ?

v. A doubt comes to mind. too, about the first infer-
ence [in § iii above]. since it does not seem cogent, For
starters. any item at all is complete as to what-it-is* “by
its essence.” Obviously. And no contradictory to this
follows from the antecedent given. Also, the inference
just assumes that existence belongs to the integrity of a
thing’s first compl [its completeness just as a
substance], and this hardly sounds truc. After all. apart
from the case of God, existence is extraneous to any-

3 So Cajetan thinks Aquinas is using ‘by essence’ both
ways at once. The title raises, then. two issues: (1) Is God ma-
ximally good. such that any other instance of goodness will _bc
only partial compared to His? (2) Is there anything else which,
thanks to its essence alone. is good unqualiliedly? The argu-
ments in the article do address issuc (2): only the quote from

Aquinas in the unique case of God. because He alone 1s the
sort of being Plato imagined a Form to be: a pure act subsist-
ing on its own uncomposed (1 ST q.3, aa.2-7) and thus having
the total perfection of that act without restriction (1 ST q.4,
a2).

14 ).

4 The meaning is this: for any created substance S. there is
no operation A such that S just as § is in fact doing 4. But both
in theological concept and in real terms, God just as God is in
fact doing whatever He does.
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* complenvé  its essence, it is not being gra

thing's integrity as a substance. One sees this by the
fact that [a definition spells out the whole of what it is
to be a certain kind of substance, and yet] no definition
speaks of existence. Aristotle makes this very point in
Posterior Analytics 1.

vi. The SHORT ANSWER to this is that an item can be
called complete in two ways — “forthrightly” and “in
a sense” — and that so long as the item is not existing
in the real, any “being” that it has (whether as an ob-
ject of thought, or as a quiddity, or as pre-existing in its
cause) is not called forthrightly its being-complete but
only in a sense (i.e. its being complete just in this sort
of being [i.e. being completely thought of, being fuflly
defined, being completely pre-determined by exisgmg
causes]). But as soon as the item exists as a thing in the
real, it is forthrightly “complete” as far as its com-
pleteness as a substance is concerned. Hence existence
does belong to the integrity of each thing’s first com-
pleteness — not as a part of its quiddity but as the ac-
tualization of its quiddity. — From there it should be
clear enough how to answer the objections.

vii. But suppose the DOUBT is pushed further, on the
following ground. When things are compared asto
their essences, they are forthrightly graded on the basis
of essential perfections [completenesses]. Thus water
[we say] is essence-wise more perfect than ea_rlh, and
air is more perfect than water, and fire than air. Elc._
Therefore being forthrightly perfect [complete] applies
to a thing on the basis of its essence.

The RESPONSE should go like this. When we say,
“God is the only thing that is, by essence, unqualifiedly
complete,” the word ‘by’ points to @ formal cause, but
not of just any sort; it means the sort to be sufficient,

but in its root source.* — Alternatively (and it comes to
much the same thing), one can say that when things are
forthrightly graded in perfection on the basis of their
essences, this is not done by prescinding from their
existence but by taking into account their relatedness to
existing. As I have shown at length in my commentary
on De ente et essentia, substantial difference is drawn
from relatedness to existing. And as I noted there,
Porphyry insinuates the same point in his ultimate and
deepest definition of “difference,” where he says that it
“conduces to existing.”

viii.  As to the last inference [in § iii above], notice that
(as I remarked on the title), the two propositions,
S-by-its-essence is good
and
S is good-by-essence
are equivalent thanks to the subject matter under discus-
sion. So, Aquinas did not distinguish them here. Once
he had concluded that only God by His essence is good,
he wanted it to be concluded that God alone is good-by-
essence [the maximal good in which all others share].

On the answer ad (1)

ix.  In the answer to the first objection, make yourself
a note, dear Thomist, that here you have it in so many
words that calling something “one” does not say it has
what it takes to be complete. Neither oneness in general
nor its kinds bespeak completeness, taking the latter
formally and without qualification; rather, they abstract
from completeness and incompleteness.!

! If they abstract even from first completeness, I can call a
ph “one” independently of any answer to the ques-
tion, “One what?” In that case, I can count arbitrary and un-

e

setting aside any other factor. Thus, while u!e
of fire is that by which a fire has its subslanua} com-
pleteness form-wise, it is not sufficient to posit the fire
in its substantial completeness; it still has to be actua-
ted by existence. To meet the further objection [from
essence-comparison and grading], I say that when a

g N . . s of
th forthrightly graded in perfection on the b_asns of
I e it i 0L b ded as a finished thing*

bl given only that | have chosen to take
them as units (that is, as undivided). This does not conflict in
any way with the point which Aquinas conceded in his answer
to this same objection, namely, that everything is by its essence
one. For this concession can be put like this. Any phenome-
non providing what it takes to answer the question, “What is
it?” thereby also provides what it takes for the phenomenon to
be taken as undivided, to be counted as one, and to answer the
question, “One what?”

6,a3
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article 4

Are all things good with the divine goodness?

InlSent.d19,q5,a2ad3;1CG ¢.40; De Veritate g.21,34

It looks as though all things are rendered good by God's
own goodness.

) (1) After all, Augustine says in Book VIII of his De
Trinitate: “This is good, and that is good: take away this
a:!d that, and behold. if you can, good itself. So you
will see God, who is not good by another good but is the
goqd of every good.” <But each thing is rendered good
b)f its own goodness>. Therefore, each thing is good
with the very goodness which is God.

(2) Furthermore, as Boethius says in his booklet De
Hebdomadibus, all things are called “good” insofar as
they are ordered to God, and the reason for this is God's
own goodness. Therefore, all things are “good” thanks
to God’s goodness.

Otf THE OTHER HAND, all things are good insofar as they
fmst. We do not say that they all exist with God’s ex-
istence — but each with its own existence. So it is not
the case that they are all good with God’s goodness, but
each with its own goodness. ’

1 AN?WER: when a thing is named by a relational term,
no\hl‘ng prevents its being named after outside fac-tors,.
In this way, a thing is called “located” after a place
[whcn? it happens to be] and “measured” after some
ya.rdst.lck [that happens to be applied to it]. But when a
thing is named by a non-relational term, the Philoso-
phers have disagreed [over whether it can be so named
after an outside factor].

. P.lato held all the species of things to be separately
exlstmg forms, after which individuals are named, as if
by having a share in these separated species. E.g., he
thought Socrates was called “human” after an oul.;ide
form of Man. Just as he posited a separately existing
form of Man and of Horse (and called the one “the of-
nse!f human” and the other “of-itself horse”), so also he
posited a form of Being and of One, separately subsis-

ting, which he called “of-itself being” and “of-itsclf
one™; and by sharing in this each thing is called "a
being” or called “one.” This form which is of-itself
being and of-itself one — Plato further said it was the
highest good. Since +good’ is equivalent to *being’ and
to ‘one’, he said this Form was of-itself good — was
God, in fact — after whom all things are called “good”
thanks to their having a share in Him.

Although Plato’s position is seen to be unreasonable
in its claim that the species of natural things subsist

separately on their own, as Aristotle shows many times  Cf. Mctaphysics I

over, it is still quite true that there is some first thing € 1:993b24
which by its essence is existent and good. and which we
call God. This becomes clear from points made above, i ianhvaes it
and Aristotle concurs as well. €27
Given a First Being and Good, essentially such. each
thing can be called “a good™ and “a being” after It. in
that each partakes of It by an (albeit remote and defec-
tive) resemblance to It. as came out above. In this 15Tq4,a3

sense, each thing is called “good by the divine good-
ness” as by an ultimate origin which is an exemplary,
effective, and final cause of all goodness. Butit is still
the case that each thing is called good by virtue of a
likeness inhering in itself, a likeness of God's goodness
which is form-wise the thing’s own goodness and lends
it the adjective.! Thus, there is one goodness of all
things, and yet there are also many goodnesses.

From this it is clear how to meet the objections.

! This paragraph is a model of how Aquinas kept Plato’s
thetoric without his metaphysics. For Plato, a red ball's visible
redness was a share in Redness lself. an invisible form. Aqui-
nas tumned the share into an Aristotelian form inherent in the
ball, turned the sharing or participation jtselt into a relation of

| or plarity. and abandoned the sep ly
subsisting Form, unless (as here) there was an independen
reason to posit it as an efficient cause.

Cajetan’s Commentary

!n 1he.title question, the beginner should notice that the
issue is not whether all things are good from the divine
goodness, but whether all are good with or by it. Thus
the sense of the question is not whether all things derive
the fact that they are good from God'’s bounty, but whe-
thgr divine goodness is the factor whereby “good
things” are so called. much as their whiteness is the
factor whereby white things are called “white ones.” or
as a place is the factor whereby things [in it] are called
“located there.”

Analysis of the article

fi.  Inthis anticle. Aquinas does four jobs: (1) he draws
two distinctions and notes where the philosophers agree
and where they disagree: (2) he gives Plato's opinion:
(3) he gives Aristotle's opinion: (4) he answers the
question.

i, [Asto job (1)] the first distinction is that some
terms involve an absolute trait. others a relation. The
second is that denominations are of two kinds: some are
intrinsic: some are extrinsic. A denomination is called
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Lectio 7

intrinsic when the name-contributing form is in the
thing named, as in the cases of a white thing, a thing so-
big. etc. A denomination is called extrinsic, by contrast,
when the name-contributing form is not in the thing
named, as in the cases of a located thing, a measured
thing, and the like. — All philosophers agree that ex-
trinsic denomination can occur in cases where the terms
used involve a relation in their sense. This is clear from
“located” and “measured.” But there is a disagreement
between Plato and Aristotle as to whether there can be
extrinsic denomination in cases where terms involve in
their sense a non-relational trait. Such is the case at
hand: ‘good’ is an absolute [i.e. non-relational] term [in
its sense], and the divine goodness is outside all things
other than God.
iv.  Asto job (2): starting in the text at the word *Pla-
to’, the author puts down four propositions espoused by
Plato. They are: (1) the species of things are separately
subsistent; (2) particular things are named afier them;
(3) there is a Form of Being, of One and of Good, such
that this Form is God; and (4) all things arc named
“good” after It. So for Plato, the question at hand
should be answered affirmatively.
v. Asto job (3): beginning at the word ‘Although’, the
author notes that Aristotle’s position disagrees with pro-
positions (1) and (2) but agrees with (3). About (4)
nothing is said.

A doubt about job (3)

vi. Asto this job a doubt arises. On what basis can it
be said that Aristotle agrees with Plato about a Fo::n‘! of
the Good, when in book I of the Ethics he attacks it in
so many words?

I ANSWER briefly, along with Eustratius and St. Tho-
mas (in his commentary on Ethics I), that the diﬂ'e.rence
between Aristotle and Plato is merely verbal on this
point. Aristotle took exception to the claim lhat.a Ggod-
by-essence had to be posited as a separated species like
the Man-by-essence, efc. He was not denying that there
is a first good, essentially such, which is God, as one
can sec from the end of Metaphysics XII.

Analysis resumed: job (4)

vii.  As to job (4): there is one conclusion answering
the question, but it has two parts: all things are good
with the divine goodness extrinsically and causally, but
they are good with their own goodness, form-wise and
intrinsically. The support is as follows. [Antecedent:]
After a first good essentially such, anything else can be
called good by resemblance. [Inference:. ] So an_ylhmg
else is said to be good with the divine goodness in the .
sense of an efficient, exemplary, and final cause, and [is
said to be good] with a likeness thereof in the sense of a
formal cause. Ergo. — The antecedent is inferred from

the previous jobs done. The inference is clear of itself,
once the terms used in it are understood.

vili.  Three expressions in St. Thomas’ answer need
comment.

The first is ‘by way of a resemblance’. For there are
two ways in which some item x can be called ¢ after
some other item outside itself:

Way (1) is such that the basis for calling x ¢ is just
exactly a relation to the outside item; in this way a urine
specimen is called heaithy solely because of its relation
to [the animal’s] health as a sign of it.

(2) is such that the basis for calling x ¢ is neither a
relation of similarity nor any other relation, but a form
which is the foundation for a relation of similarity to the
outside item; in this way air is called “lit up” with the
light of the sun, on the basis that it partakes of light
through the form of light.

Where there is denomination in (1), the item x is
only named after the outside item. Where there is de-
nomination in (2), the item x is named after the outside
thing but not only after it, because it is also named after
what is within itself, as is clear enough; and such is the
case at hand. The text says that, after a First Good by
essence good, all things are called good “by way of a
resemblance.” It follows at once from this expression
that things can be called good both after an outside thing
and after what is in them.

The second expression is the word ‘as’. It is sig-
nificant that, in the text, St. Thomas does not say that
each thing can be called “good by the divine goodness”
(after an outside thing) without further qualification but
adds “as by an ultimate origin which is an ... effective ...
cause,” etc. For as I just mentioned, denomination after
an outside item comes about in two ways, one of which
is purely such, while the other is causal. The pure case
arises when the term is applied solely by a relation to
the [outside] name-giving form. The causal case arises
when an effect’s share of an outside cause grounds the
application of the term. In the present case, each thing
is called extrinsically “good by the divine goodness” not
in just any fashion but causally, and this is why Aquinas
says, “as by an origin” etc. — If you ponder this point
carefully, by the way, you will find that in the case of
absolute [non-relational] terms, it is impossible for there
to be extrinsic denomination of the pure type, though
there can be of the causal type.

The third expression is ‘exemplary’. An exemplary
cause is distinguished from an efficient cause and is
grouped with the formal causes, because it is like an
outside form for a thing. The text means to say, there-
fore, that God not only makes the goodness of other
things but also patterns theirs after His — which is not

the case, of course, when one says that God makes a
cow or a lion.

Y
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Inquiry Seven:
Into God’s infinity

After considering God’s completeness [His not being lacking], the inquiry tums to His not
being limited; it also turns to His existence in other things, because the attribute of being
everywhere and in all things is ascribed to God on the ground that He is uncontainable and
limitless. Concemning this topic, four questions are raised.

(1) Is God infinite?
(2) Is anything clse infinite as to essence?

(3) Can anything be infinite as to size?
(4) Can a real group be infinitely many?

article 1

Is God Infinite?

35Tq10,a3ad 1; InlSent. d43,q 1,21, 1 CG ¢ 43, De Veritate q 2,a2ad3.q29,33;
De Potentia De1 q.1, a2, Quodhib. 111, 23, Compend. Theol. c¢ 18,20

It scems that God is not without a limit of some kind.

o (1) After all, everything infinite [lacks limits and so
is in potency to a specifying limit and so] is incom-
plete.! So it meets the definition of a material part, as
Aristotle says in Physics IIl. But God is utterly com-
plete. Hence, He is not infinite.

(2) Also, ‘“finite’ and ‘infinite’ are both about extent
[quantitas], as Aristotle says in Physics I. But in God
there is no extent, since He is not a body. This was
established above. Therefore, being infinite does not
pertain to Him.

(3) Furthermore, what is here in such a way as not to
be there is finite in space; by the same rule, what is this
in such a way as not to be that is finite in substance.
Well, God is this without being that, since He is not
stone or timber. Therefore, God does not have infinite
substance.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is what John Damascene
states [u! boo}( 1 of De fide orthodoxal to the effect that
God is “infinite and eternal and uncontainable.”

1 ANSWER: all the older philosophers attributed to the
ultimate origin of things a certain limitless character, as
Aristotle tells us in Physics /11, and reasonably so, since
they were paying heed to the fact that things flow out
limitlessly from that origin. But since they were mis-
taken as to the nature of the ultimate origin, they made a
related mistake as to how it is unlimited. They posited
an ultimate origin that was material and thus gave it the
character of unrestricted matter. They said that the ul-

! “Infimtus’ often meant *indefinite’ or ‘indeterminate’, and
to this the objector is appealing. In Aristotle’s remarks on
quantity, any finite amount or number was called definite: but
the infimitum. indefinite. Since the indefinite had unfulfilled
potential to be made more definite, the Stagirite’s authonty
could be invoked for the view that any infinitum (quamimfive
or otherwise) would be unfinished or incomplete, hike matter.

timate origin of things was a limitless body.

What one needs to consider. then, is the fact thata
factor is called infinite from the mere fact that it is not
restricted [and that what it means to be “restricted”
varies]. In one sense. matter is “restricted” by form: in
quite another, form is ~restricted” by matter. In the
one sense, matter is restricted by form in that, before
matter receives structure, it is in potency to many
structures: but once it receives a given structure. its
bounds are set by that. A form, by contrast. is restric-
ted by matter in the sense that. when a form is thought
of in itself, it is common to many: but when received
in matter, it becomes in a delimited way* the form of
this thing. However. [the two cases difter further:]

« matter [as such] is put into a more finished state by
the form that restricts it. and so ‘matter not restricted”
carries the sense of unfinished — as if to say, “matter
left formless.”

« By contrast. form [as such] is not put into a more
finished state by matter: rather. its scope' is narrowed
by it. So *form not restricted’, said of a form not de-
limited by matter, carries the sense of being complete.

Now. of all factors. the one which is most “forma-
tive” [formale] is existence itself. as came out above.
Therefore, since existence for God is not existence
received in something. but God is His existence sub-
sisting (as shown above), it is clear that God is at once
infinite [i.e. “not restricted” by a receiving potency]
and complete.’

2 To call God mfinitus. Aquinas had to escape the priva-
tive sense of “indefinite’; he nceded a sense in which the
prefix “in-* was not denying a finishing touch but removing a
hindrance. He found this by conceiving of act-intinity. which
could be form without the constriction of matter or (as has
now emerged) could be esse without the constriction of a de-
finable essence. In this use, ‘infinitus’ Kept its negative sense
(‘not bounded") but presupposed the 1 of'an act
(torm or esse) subsisting.
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How to answer the first objection is thus clear.

TO MEET THE OTHERS — ad (2): the limit or bound of
an extent functions as its form. A sign of this is the fact
that geometric shape emerges from setting bounds to an
extent and is a sort of form for it. Thus ‘infinite’ as ap-
plicd to extent has the same sense as ‘not restricted’ ap-
plied to matter [i.e. *in potency to be specified’], and
that sense is not applied to God, as I said already.

7,al

ad (3): by the very fact that God’s existence is sub-
sisting on its own, not received in anything (and on this
basis is called unrestricted), it is set off from all other
things, and they are distanced from it. In the same
way, if there were a case of whitcness, I, subsisting
on its own, ¥ would differ from every case of white-
ness existing in a subject by the very fact that # was
not in anything else.

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, the word ‘God’ is taken properly as a name
drawn from His nature; so the question is about God’s
essence, not about His power or knowledge.

fer in this:
« matter-finitude indicates completeness; matter-
infinity, incompleteness;

» The word ‘infinite’, made up of ‘in-" and “finite’, has but with form it is the opposite:

the prefix in the negative sense, not the privative.

« form-infinity indicates completeness; form-finitude,
: |

« ‘Finite’ here means restrictions as to how compl
something is. The definitions of “finite’ and ‘infinite’
o have how-much in common (as Aristotle says in Phy-
,85,:‘1'7' sics 1); but there are two kinds of how-much: the how-
much of amount and the how-much of completeness. It
follows that there are two kinds of restrictions and two
kinds of finite/infinite. In the context of God, the how-
q3,21 much of amount has already been excluded; so the
question has to be about infinite completeness. .
Also, pay extra close attention to the fact that being
infinite is not a substantial form but an accident to
c5. things (as Aristotle says in Physics /Il) and that, as a
20429 result, how an item necds or excludes a restriction will
depend upon its nature. How a thing is infinite is one
story; how a potency is infinite is another; how know-
ledge is, is yet another. [Here the topic is a thing’§ .
infinity, which is quidditative.] Quidditative infinity is
a matter of excluding limits that enter into an essence,
such as specific differences and the like. And since the
question is about the infinity of the divine nature, what
is under discussion is infinity of substantial complcte-
ness. So the sense is this: Is God, in keeping with His
essence, of such great compl that He excludes all
essence-coniposing restrictions or limits?

Analysis of the article, I

ii.  Inthe body of the article, St. Thomas does threx.a
jobs: (1) he cites an opinion of the ancients‘; (2).he dis-
tinguishes different senses of finitude and infinity; (3)
he answers the question.

iii.  Asto job (1), he says two things. (a) Fo:: th_c an-
cient philosophers, the ultimate origin was unlimited
because, from it, there came to be limitlessly many
things. (b) Some of the ancients mistakenly attributed
to the ultimate origin an infinity of amount, because
they posited an ultimate origin that was material. Thus,
they posited a quantitative infinity, because quantity is a
consequence of matter. So a mistake in categorizing the
origin caused a mistake as to how it is unlimited.

iv.  As to job (2): finitude/infinity of compl is

These points are made clearly enough in the text.

Finitude and infinity on the part of form

v. Before going any further, DOUBTS arise over what
Aquinas says here about both form-finitude and form-
infinity.

As to form-finitude [there seem to be counter-ex-
amples to the claim that restriction by matter indicates
incompleteness]: the form of a cow and even, for St.
Thomas, the intellectual soul come to completion as a
result of their conjunction with matter. Therefore, form-
finitude does not indicate incompl but complete-
ness.

As to form-infinity [the claim that non-reception in
matter indicates completeness seems groundless]: a
mere negation does not posit any completeness, and no
factor acquires completion solely as a result of its being
separate from some other factor. Thercfore form-infini-
ty does not indicate completencss.

vi.  TO ANSWER THE FIRST of these doubts, I should say
that ‘form’ can be taken two ways:

(1) either without further qualifiers,* so that form is
considered just insofar as it is form,

(2) or with a further qualifier,® so that form is consid-
ered insofar as it is of such-and-such a kind, say,
the kind that informs matter.

A form of this kind comes to completion through union
with matter, but not form just gua form. In the present
context, the discussion is being conducted without fur-
ther qualifiers, so as to range across the whole spectrum
of form. Along that spectrum, the poorer part is the part
that can be completed through matter, while the other
part remains free and unconfinable within any bounds of
matter.! Thus [there are no counter-examples where

* absoluté

t secundum quid

! Mere abstraction from further qualifiers would yield
‘form’ considered simpliciter, and the doubt would be correct.
Some forms are completed by their reception in matter. But

broken down into the sort discussed on the part of mat-
ter and the sort discussed on the part of form. They dif-

p yields *form’ considered absoluté, and the
doubt fails, because the alleged counter-examples are not forms
qua forms, but forms qua being of a poorer kind.
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form qua form is completed by matter, hence] the
inference advanced against us [that form-finitude as
such can be a completeness] is to be denied.

As to the second doubt, I should say that while a
[term of] negation or separation does not indicate com-
pleteness form-wise, it indicates it basis-wise:* the
ground for denying that a form f is unitable to matter
indicates a great completeness in f. And this suffices.

Analysis of the article, II

vii.  Asto job (3), there is one conclusion, answering
the question in the affirmative: God is infinite. — This
is supported as follows. [Antecedent: ] God is His own
existence subsisting: [/st inference:] therefore His ex-
istence is not received in anything; [2nd inference:]
therefore it is unrestricted and complete, that is, of in-
finite completeness in terms of form-infinity.

The antecedent is clearly true from q.3 above. The
first inference is seif-evident. The second is supported
by the fact that existence is the “most formative” of all
factors.

Finitude of form vs. finitude of act

vili.  As to this reasoning process, doubt arises from
the work of Scotus (on I Senr. d.2, in answer to the first
question), where he criticizes St. Thomas® premisses as
well as his reasoning. First, he says that our reasoning
amounts to this:

[antecedent:] a form is finitized by matter; [infer-

ence:] therefore a form not naturally suited to be in

matter is automatically infinite.
Then he argues against the antecedent thus. In terms of
natural priority, every form, before it is received in mat-
ter, already has of itself its level [of excellence] among
beings; so it is already finite or infinite. It is not first-
off finitized by a bearing of exclusion towards anything
outside the form, be it matter or anything else.

Next, he argues against the reasoning [along two

lines] as follows.

(1) It would follow that an angel’s essence is infi-
nite: it is a form not receivable in matter. It would be
futile to suggest (he adds) that the angel’s nature might
be finitized by its existence; for in Thomism, existence
is posterior to essence; and since the nature is infinite in
its first logical moment.! where it abstracts from exis-
tence, it cannot become finite in its second logical mo-
ment through existence. 2

2[5 existence posterior to essence in Thomism? Never
mind that for a moment. Stick to the fact that i x s being-¢
explained x’s being-, the former had “natural priority” over
the latter. Here Scotus was contending that a form f is (oris
not) receivable in matter because of what f-ness is in itself,
and not vice-versa. So in explanatory order, he conlcndcd:

what f-ness is in itself comes before the receivability of f-ness.

To get from there, however. to the conclusion that f-ness is
already finite or infinite before it is receivable, Scotus had to
take both finitude and infinity as formally positive trasts that
could enter into what-f-ness-is. This move to a formally
positive infinity was Scotus’ chief innovation, and Cajetan will
reject it below.

(2) He faults the reasoning as committing a fallacy
of the consequent. like the fallacy pointed out in Physics
111, namely: if a body is bounded by another body it is
bounded]: ergo. if a body is not bounded by another
body, it is boundless.

. Meanwhile. another doubt about the reasoning
arises. To beginners, at least. it will seem that even if
one grants the whole of Aquinas’ reasoning, one does
not get an answer to the question being asked. For the
conclusion that had to be reached was that God is of
such great compl that He ds all limits to
completeness. Well, all that has been proved is that He
exceeds the limits set by a recipient, which seems a far
cry from the point needed.

Answering Scotus

x. To clear up these difficulties, one needs to realize
that the text of St. Thomas is implicitly sub-dividing
form-infinity into infinity of form and infinity of being
or of act, which is broader than form. For “act” comes
in two kinds — existence vs. form: and in the same way,
“receptive potency” comes in two kinds — essence vs.
matter. And thus reception or non-reception [of an act
in a potency] comes in two kinds, and likewise finitude
and infinity (speaking of both on the part of act) come in
two kinds. And JUST AS existence is “act” for a different
reason [or: by another definition] than form is, and es-
sence is potency of another order than matter is (as one
sces from the difference between composition of essen-
ce with existence and composition of matter with form),
SO ALSO the reception of existence in an essence is “re-
ception” for a different reason than the reception of a
form in matter is, and likewise the restriction of exis-
tence by essence is “finitude” for a difterent reason than
the restriction of form by matter is (and vice-versa, the
restriction of essence by existence is finitude for a dif-
ferent reason than the restriction of matter by form is).
Now, to bring out each point distinctly. let us say
that existence of itself indicates a kind of completeness,
but one cannot picture how much completeness it indi-
cates unless one understands it as applicd to some na-
ture, such as wisdom's nature, or Gabriel’s. Thus, ex-
istence acquires limits to its completeness by being re-
ceived in some essence: it becomes bounded by the
measure of the nature receiving it.’ Hence, if a case

3 For Cajetan, then, esse in itself cannot be a so-much of
completeness. Esse is pure actuation and can be conceived as
so-much only by being considered in light of some essence.
Prior to that consideration, there simply is no how-much of
esse; and so, contrary to what some neo-Thomists have pro-
posed. it is impossible to explain essence as so-much esse. The
explanation has to go the other way. A so-much of complete-
ness 1s an essence, a species. Thus esse in itself is not speci-
fied. Rather, esse is specified by the essence receiving it (or by
the essence that is esse unreceived). The upshot of this article is
not that God has no essence (pace Rahner) but that He has no
limited essence. no essence introducing potency. So. again
contrary to what some say, it is impossible to equate being-an-
essence with being-a-limit-to-esse: only an essence that
introduces potency (which it does because it is definable) is a
limut.
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of existence is posited that has no conjunction whatever (either in act or in potency). SO ALSO God’s having the
with a quiddity but subsists naturally in itself, that case  positive predicate hidden behind the meaning of ‘in-
of existence will have no essence-composing limit. finite as a whole’ is quite properly demonstrated from
Form, on the other hand, even though of itself it does the fact that He has no essence-composing limits —
indicate completeness, can be understood as indicating  which is what Aquinas does here.

just so-much completeness, even in the case of a form With this as background, I concede that, by priority
not admitting of union with matter (as is clear in the of nature, existence in itself, before it is receivable or
case of the separate intelligences).* non-receivable in this or that, is aiready of this-much

From these points one can see clearly how big a dif- completeness, say, finite or infinite complicteness. But
ference there is between the finitizing of existence by along with tI_1is concession, 1 say that this is a case of
essence (or vice-versa) and the termination of form by mutual implication:

matter (or vice-versa). By way of the former, one gets a if a case of existence is entirely non-receiv~
thing that is form-finite as a whole or form-infinite as a able, it is infinite
whole. By way of the latter, one only gets a thing and
which is form-finite in some aspect or form-infinite in if a case of existence is infinite, it is entirely
some respect. Nonetheless, it is still true that existence non-receivable.’
and form agree in having what it takes to be “act” and o by the same token:
to be “receivable in another,” and that is why one can if a case of existence is finite, it is receivable
argue from finitude/infinity of form to ﬁnitude/_inﬁmty and
{' existence. For that reason, the text of the article as- if a case of existence is receivable, it is finite.”
:nds from form to existence, to suggest the proportio- = oo argument has committed no fallacy: from the

form-finitude/ X N A
al sameness between these two cases of failure of the antecedent in God's case [His existence is

‘nfini i nt reasons at A Dy .
‘Sf::t.{, u;::n:vy;e; ;:eiu%f:?e ’l:i fi;f’f;‘;’-n (not the point not rccelvable]., one can va_hdly mfe.r the failure of the
that existence s the ﬁ'r st form but) the point that exis- cunsequer_n [Hns'cxlsle:nce is not fmne], as one does

X wve of all regularly in dealing with convertible conditionals. —
tence is the most formative of all. And thus the answer to Scotus is plain as day.

xi.  From here, the easy answer to Scotus’ objeclion§ xifi. The points just made also show how to meet the
is plain to see. First of all, I say that the antecedent dis- objection which beginners make [see above, § ix]. I

cussed above, namely, pointed out above [in § x] that where it is not the case
a form is finitized by matter, that an existence is received in any way, this negative is
is not talking about completive finitization across the founded upon a wholly infinite completeness.
board but about one kind of such finitization, namely,
the kind that arises from material limits; and hence his One more thing. Notice how formal the teaching of

objection poses no obstacle.> — On the same basis, his St. Thqmns is and h0\.v focl.xsed it gs on.\vhat is proper to
objections against our reasoning process fall'dow_n. Itis the topic. When dcalm_g with the }nﬁmty of an essence
true, after all, that an angel’s nature is unlimited ina (as !1e df)es. here), he sticks exclusively to essence-com-
certain respect. And if a new objection is made — th?n posing limits amhi does not wander fo (as other, less
how from that ground does the article prove that God is clear-heaf:led \.vmers do) into the neighboring issues of
unlimited as a whole? — the answer is obvious from what t_he infinity of a po;ency depends on, or the infinity
things already said. The text of the article takes us by of an intellect, or of a will.

the hand and leads us from an unlimitedness of form -

(which is form-infinity in some aspect) to the unlimited- ] 6 Fo:{n-nnﬁnnty ofac‘t’ remains for Cajetan a formally nega-
ness of the most formative factor of all, existence, tive p and only fund liter positive. When he

. " s ole; and from there concedes that, Yilh Pri‘?rity 'of nature, a case of esse can be
which is the form-infinity of a wholc; called “alrcady” finite/infinite “before” it is receivable or non-

the text infers that God is infinitc as a Wh?]e' inSco-  receivable, he is taking ‘infinite’ fundamentaliter, that is, as
xii.  Second of all (lest someone come along in presupposing a positive predi which really does character-
tus” footsteps and argue about existence the same WY jze this case of esse in itself. This predicate, of course, is

as he argued about form), I say that ‘infinite’, hke, M- gitas. Because the divine esse is divineness on its own, it is
material® [‘non-material’ and ‘matter-indeper}qenl )isa ot receivable in anything, and not vice-versa. Hence, with
negative predicate and yet presupposes a positive one. priority of nature, the divine esse is divipgness (and has the
JUST As the fact that a thing has the positive predicate ground on which it is infinite) “before” it is non-receivable.

. e sy s hen Cajetan uses ‘infinite’ formally, being-infinite has no
hind *immaterial’ is rightly proved from the But w n ally,

h‘qu:cteth at the thing’s nature %nvg;:es no matter priority of na}ure over being-non-receivable, because the two

evi 4 traits arc equivalent when formally taken.

4 Cajetan’s warrant for claiming that form, already in itself, 7 Mutual implication is called equivalence today and is

can be und das h comp is the p d with s. Cajetan is invoking the familiar point that
by Aquinas that one form can be called more complete than if (~p = ~q) then (p = g), and conversely. Here p is the propo-
another. Sce q.4, a.2 ad 3, with footnote 4 on page 96. sition, ‘a case of existence is finite’ and g is the proposition ‘a

S The fact that some forms are finitized in themselves qua  case of existence is receivable’.
rich is no obstacle to the point that others qua poor are not.
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article 2

Can anything other than God be infinite thanks to its essence?

3 29,a3:
1STq50,a2ad4. 35Tq.10,a3ad?2,3;InlSent d43, q,l,a’l. De Veritale 4 29,33,
Ql?adlibu IXql, a.l;.}\'q.z, alad2,Xllq2,alad2;In XI Metaphys., lectio 10

It seems that there can be something other than God
which is infinite by way of its essence.

(1) After all, a thing’s power* is proportionate to its
essence. So, if God’s essence is infinite, His power has
to be infinite. In that case, He can produce an effect
which is infinite in the same way (since the evidence of
how great a power is comes from its effect). [So, there
can be something infinite in essence other than God.]

(2) Again, whatever has infinite power* has an
infinite essence. Well, a created intellect has infinite
power: it apprehends a universal that can have extension
in infinitely many particular cases. Therefore, every
created intellectual substance is infinite in essence.

(3) Also, prime matter is other than God. as shown
above. Yet [by definition] prime matter is not restricted
[by any form]. So something other than God can be in-
finite.!

ON THE OTHER HAND, as Aristotle says in Physics III
[c.4], what is infinite cannot come from any beginning
[or: causal origin].! But everything other than God is
from God, as from an ultimate beginning [or: causal
origin]. Therefore, nothing but God can be infinite.

I ANSWER: something besides God can be infinite ina
given respect or aspect* but not as a whole.§ 2

If we are talking about ‘infinite" as it applies to
matter, it is obvious that every [material] thing existing
in act has a form; so its matter is put within bounds by
that form. But since this matter. even as it stands under
a substantial form, remains in potency to many acciden-
tal forms, a thing which is matter-finite as a whole can
be matter-limitless in some respect. A log, for example,
is matter-finite according to its [substantial] form and
yet matter-infinite in a certain aspect: it is in potency to
be carved into innumerable shapes.

If we are talking about *infinite’ as it applies to
form, then it is obvious that those things whose forms
are received in matter are form-finite as wholes and in
no way form-infinite. But if there are created forms not
received in matter but subsisting on their own (as some

! This objection turns upon the common scholastic doctrine
that a thing’s definition picks out its essence. Since prime
matter was defined as matter lacking any form (and such lack
of limiting structure was matter-infinity), it seemed to follow
that prime matter was by its essence matter-infinite.

2 +Simpliciter’ normally means ‘unqualifiedly’, not ‘as a
whole’, but here the case is special. Plain talk is about whole
things, first-order entities, and Aquinas means to say that God
is the only such entity who can be called infinite without fur-
ther nuance. The same idea was behind Cajetan’s talk of the
infinite “‘as a whole” in his commentary on the previous article.

think to be the case with the angels), they will be f?rm.
infinite in a certain respect: such forms are not liml!cd or
contracted by any matter. But they cannot l?e .!onp-mﬁ-
nite as wholes. because created forrns st.Jhsmmg in that
way have existence without being ldem.lcally their ex-
istence; so their existence must be received and contrac-
ted to a delimited nature.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): for a thing’s essen-
ce to be identically its existence goes against .the defini-
tion of ‘made’ (because subsisting e§istence is r_\o} )
created existence); hence it goes against the definition of
‘made’ for the thing to be form-infinite as a whole. So
just as God, for all His infinite power. cannot make
‘something that isn’t made (for it would then have
contradictory traits at the same time). so also God cannot
make something that is form-infinite as a whole.

ad (2): the fact that an intellect’s a.ctive power ex-
tends somehow to infinitely many objects comes from the
fact that an intellect is a form which is not in matter.
Either it is totally separate (like the substamfe of t_he an-
gels), or at least it is an intellective power* in an intel- )
lectual soul conjoined to 2 body — a faculty \v|_105e actis
not the act of any organ. [So the a:tiv_e power in question
only proves that a created intellect is form-infinite in a
certain respect.]

ad (3): prime matter does not exist as such in th?. real,
since it is not a being in act but only in potency. Itisa
case of an item co-created rather than created.” But even
by its potentiality. prime matter is not unqunliljledly mat-
ter-infinite. It is only matter-infinite in a certain respect,
because its potentiality [to receive a form] does not ex-
tend beyond natural forms.*

3 For Aquinas. pure potentiality was not “there” prior to
creation, nor was it created ly. For him, p lif
arosc along with actual first-order substances as God created
them. Thus prime matter was de re potentiality attaching to the
material part of an individual substance. This par — not the
whole individual — was what could be re-structured under a
diffcrent substantial form. Here as elsewhere, St. Thomas used
the term “co-created” or “concreated” to express the origin of
second-order entities. reserving “created’ to express the origin of
first-order entitics. See below, q.45,a.4, and q.66. a.1. The
reader may need to recall that first-order entities are so called
because they are the values of individual variables in a first-
order predicate logic.

4 Aquinas probably meant that prime matter as such was
open only to receiving substantial forms. Only in the wake of
such forms, he thought. do distinctive accidents of quantity
attach, and these accidents are what gave matter an ostensible
amount (so as to be materia designatu). and it was only this
already structured matter. not prime matter, that could receive
the further accidental forms.

See below, q.50,
a2

* potenna
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Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, pay attention to the fact that calling a thing
“infinite thanks to its essence” does not mean the same
as calling it a thing “of infinite completeness,” because
the word *infinite’ is not being restricted here to the
sense of form-infinite (which indicates completeness)
but is being used more broadly so as to admit also the
sense of matter-infinite. One can see as much from the
course of the reasoning in the body of the article and in
the third objection and its response. So calling a thing
“infinite by essence” means the same here as calling it a
thing “of unbounded essence as a whole,” i.e. a thing
not belonging either directly or reductively to any cate-
gory, genus or species. — Also, the question here is
about particular things, the only kind that turn up in the
real. I say this to head off talk of things taken in ab-
straction. For one may happen to abstract things in such
a way that, under some description, they are not con-
fined to any category. Yet in the real, even what
matches that description in this thing is nailed down to
some genus and species. For instance, [one may so
abstract as to describe things just as beings, and under
that description they are not confined to any category;
and yet] the “being” in a human being is in the human
species.

So the sense of the question is this: Is there any-
thing else in the real (actually or potentially), besides
God, which is of unbounded essence as a whole?

Analysis of the article

i, Inthe body of the article, there is one conclusion,
giving the question a negative answer: nothing other
than God is infinite as a whole, though there may be
things which are infinite in some respect.

This conclusion has two parts, of course [one saying
that nothing else is infinite as a whole, and one saying
that some are such in some respect], and both are suppor-
ted in the article. The infinite comes in two kinds — the
kind arising from act, and the kind arising from potency.
So, he first supports his two-part conclusion for matter-
infinity, then for form-infinity.

* As to the former: matter is always restricted by some
form and so is never matter-infinite as a whole; yet
because it remains in potency to ever-so-many forms,
there is such a thing as the matter-infinite in some
respect.

* As to the latter: a created form either is in matter (and
so is restricted by that) or else subsists without matter but
receives existence. As the latter sort of form is without
matter, it is form-infinite in some respect (in respect to
material bounds); but because it still has received being,
it is, in overall terms, form-finite. For necessarily, when
existence is so adapted to this given nature as not to be
the existence of anything else, it is limited as a whole —
otherwise it would have in itself the completeness of
every nature.

Now, once the parts of the whole claim [that nothing
but God is infinite as a whole, and that some other things
are infinite in some respect) have been gone over suffi-
ciently, the whole announced conclusion has been sup-
ported. This is clear enough, if one keeps in mind the
previous article [where it was proved that God is infinite
as a whole].

And note, dear beginner, that when Aquinas says
“some think” the angels are subsisting forms, he is not
saying this to raise doubt, but to proceed in philosophical
style, deferring the issue to the treatise he will devote to

angels later on. Below, q 50
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article 3

Can anything be actually infinite in extent?

De Veritate q 2,82 ad 5, Quodibet IX. a1, X1, q2ad 2, In I Phys., lectin 9,
In 111 Phys., lectiones 1¢F: In I de Caclo, lectiones 9f.

It would seem that something can be actually infinite
in extent.*

(1) After all. there is no falsehood in mathematics,
because “abstracting does not yield a lie,” as Aristotle
says in Physics 1I. But mathematics uses the infinite in
extent. A geometer will say in his proofs, for example,
“Let such and such a linc extend to infinity.” So, it is
not impossible for something to extend to infinity.

(2) Besides, it is not impossible for a trait to apply
to something so long as the trait is not against its defi-
nition. Well, being-infinite is not against the definition
of an extent; quite the contrary, finite and infinite seem
to be the distinctive states for quantity. So it is not im-
possible for some extent to be infinite.

(3) Also, an extent is infinitely divisible; as one sees
from Physics 111, a continuum is defined as “what is
divisible ad infinitum.” Well, contraries are suited to
deal with the same subject. Dividing and expanding,
lessening and increasing. are contraries. So, it would
seem that an extent is infinitely expandable. It is pos-
sible, then, for an extent to be infinite.

(4) Moreover. motion and time acquire quantity and
continuousness from the expanse over which the mo-
tion passes, as it says in Physics IV, But it is not
against the definitions of time and motion for them to
be infinite because. in time and in circular motion,
each indivisible “point™ is both a beginning and an
end-point. Therefore, it is not against the definition of
an extent or expanse to be infinite either.

ON THE OTHER HAND, each body has a surface. But
each body having a surface is finite, because a surface
is a bound of a solid. Ergo. each body is finite. Simi-
lar reasoning can be applied to surfaces and lines. Er-
80, nothing is infinite in extent.

1 ANSWER: being infinite in essence is quite different
from being infinite in size or extent. Suppose there
were a body that was infinite in volume, such as a fire,
or the air. It would still not be infinite in its essence,
because its essence would be restricted to a species by
its form and to an individual by its matter. So [since
the two ideas are different. and] since the point that no
creature is infinite in essence has already been estab-
lished, what remains to be asked is whether any cre-
ated thing is infinite in extent.

One needs to know, then. that *body’ (meaning a
complete [three-dimensional] extent) is taken two
ways: (1) the mathematical way, in which only the
quantity in a body is considered. and (2) the physical
way, in which the matter and form in it are also
considered.

As far as a physical body is concerned. quite clear-

ly, it cannot be actually infinite. For every physical body
has a definite substantial form. given which. accidents
follow. Necessarily, then, given a determinate form,
there follow determinate accidents, and among these i§
quantity. This is why every physical _bgdy has a de.ﬁpne
size-range, with a maximum and a minimum. So, it is
impossible for a physical body to be infinite.! . )

(The same conclusion emerges ﬁom motion, since
every physical body has a natural motion. An infinite
body could not have any natural motion. It could.noz.
move linearly because, physically speaking. nothing is
displaced lincarly until it is outside its [former] place, and
this could not happen to an infinite body: it would alrea-
dy occupy every place and so would make any place. no
matter which, its [former] place. Likewise. such a body
could not revolve [at a physically possible speed!. Ina
revolving motion, one part of the body has to arrive at
where another part was. On a sphere taken as infinite.
that could not happen. The farther two radii were exten-
ded from the center, the farther they would diverge. If
the spherical body were infinite in size. the radii would
become infinitely distant from one another: so the one
could never reach the place once held by the other.)

As for a mathematical body, the same reasoning
applies. For if we try to imagine a maxhcma_tical body
existing in act, we have to imagine it as having some
form. because nothing is in act except through its form.
Well, the form of extended quantity as such is figure. So
this imagined body will have to have some figure. In that
case, it will be finite. For that alone is “figure” which is
contained within one or more bounds.*

! This paragraph the main ing in support of
the conclusion about physical bodies. so that when Aquinas
turns below to mathematical bodies and says “the same rea-
soning applies,” he is referring to the reasoning in this para-
graph In both ways of taking the word "body", the decisive
issue is what it takes for a body to be “in act.” In both cases. it
takes a form. physical or geometrical. with its consequences,
physical or logical. A physical form @-ness causes a body to be
a matenal substance of the specific kind @, and it carries the
physical consequence (says Aquinas) that the size of the body
lies within certain limits. The findings of current science seem
to agree. Each particle has a characteristic size and mass. Each
chemical element has an atom of characteristic size and mass.
Each biological species has individuals of an average size. as
determined by the genes detining the specics. For the other kind
of form, geometrical. on which Aquinas’ remarks are far less
plausible. see next footnote.

2 Mathematical items are not suited to exist (as we read in ST
q.5, 2.3 ad 4); so these mathematical “bodies in act” would have
to be geometrical forms taken as abstract “entities © Such a
form, one supposes, would have to be a “solid” consisting of
nothing but void volume, like a ghostly crystal. Aquinas took
the point that a body is only in act through its species and




TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): a geometer need ad (2): although being infinite is not against the

not assume that any line is actually infinite. He just definition of extent in general, it is nevertheless against
takes a <finite> line from which he can borrow as the definition of any species of extent: against the defini-
much as he needs, and he calls this an infinite linc. tion of “two-meter line,” “three-meter line,” or “circle,”
or “triangle,” or whatever. But that which is not possible
in any species is not possible in the genus. Thus it is not
possible for any extent or expanse to be infinite, since no

applied it analogously to get the premise that a void volume

would only be in act through the shape that puts it into a species of it is infinite.
gf:omcuica] species_: tetrahedron, §phere, etc. .Thns is why‘l;]e ad (3): the infinity that belongs to quantity, as said
::::;‘:::::?: ldifrﬁi?z :::‘p?lz:c'scl:fn d?‘;ﬂ,:‘:;:‘;ﬁ& ! above, is matter-infinity. Now by dividing a whole, one
s « ot
icipate anyone's imagining Euclidian 3-space itself as 8 approaches the “matter,” since the parts play the role of

matter. But by adding or extending. one approaches the

ostly solid, as Newton was to do. To reach the conclusion 4
ghostly whole, which plays the role of a form. Therefore no

that any shape would be finite, Aquinas used a premisc made

explicit below, in the answer ad 2: any spectes of shape is “infinite” is found in adding or extending an expanse, but

finite. Well, one objccts, what about a pyramid of finite base  only in dividing it.

and infinite :‘.e'.gh,'? Such sPec"j‘l’s were c.’,‘cl"dfg i??'o?ﬂomer ad (4): motion and time do not occur all at once but
q3,a5 Premise: “infinite” pertains to the genus “quantity” only bit-by-bit; they have potency mixed into their actualiza-

reductively, as a privation of form or number.

This last is now open to challenge. Cantor discovered tion. But an extent or expanse exists all at once. Since

that there are different sizes of infinity, so that a given size of  the k_ind of inﬁr.xity_lhat penaiqs to quantity is matter-

it, say No, counts as a species of quantity, a “transfinitc num-  infinity, and being in potency is characteristic of matter,

ber,” rather than a sheer lack-of-number. such infinity conflicts with the whole of an extent but not
with a whole of time or the whole of a motion.

Cajetan’s Commentary

be an infinite essence, because the power of a thing does
not exceed its essence. So, if there were an infinite fire, it
Analysis of the article, I Xg:::;;ﬂi\;c“i:::gitﬁgv?; ::;i:ger:;e lir_1ft‘n[r}1)ite essence.
article, Aquinas does three jobs: ;"= . &, > hat if there were an
) ;iju:t?é):syr:ifs'i]r:; the quest?on. showing why it is infinite amount, it would “0'.‘"_“'3 infinite essence.
not pointless but needed; (2) he distinguishes ways of The SHORT ANSWER t‘o thls_ is that Lhe‘objccuon labors
considering a body; (3) he answers the question. under an equnvon.:auon. Infinite essence’ can be con-
i, Asto job (1), the necd for this question emerges strued “VC.',Wa)’S- o
from the difference between infinity in size and infi-  as talking about the infinity proper to essence as
nity in essence. They are quite different ideas, and this  €ssence (which, as came out already, is nothing but non-
is supported by physical examples. dellmltat_non, l}le absence of essential bounds of genus
There are in fact, please note, two differences be- and specific difference); ) o
* separatio tween these infinities. One is the sheer distinctness* « as talking abO‘{l m_ﬁmt_y of any %(_lnd, _quanmauv‘e or
whereby the one is not the other. This is obvious. whatever. The objection is taking ‘infinite essence’ the
Infinity of essence is found in God in the absence of second way, but the text of the article is taking it the first.
quantity, and one might suppose that among creatures A sign of this 3§ theifaqt that lhro::ghout m.xs argcle )
an infinity of quantity is found without that of essence Aquinas uses ‘infinite in essence’ and not just ‘infinite
(as one can see from the supposition entertained in the ~ €ssence , since the kind of infinity proper to essence is
text). The other difference is one of independence: better expressed by the former phrase.
neither implies the other. Infinite essence does not im- Analysis of the article, IT
ply infinite quantity, and (as may seem more dublou's)
infinite quantity does not imply infinite essence. This .  Asto job (2), the distinction is this. A body can be
is shown in the text by supposing an infinitely big fire. considered in two ways: (1) physically, as a subject
It is along the lines of this second difference that the having three-dimensional size, and (2) mathematically, as

In the title, ‘can’ means unqualified, i.e. logical possi-
bility.

text is to be interpreted, since it is the relevant one the three-dimensional size and nothing more. The text of
here. the article makes this clear enough.
3 R N This is a good place to note that the famous three-fold
Infinite amount and infinite essence distinction — mathematical body / physical body /

iii. Concerning this part a doubt arises at once that metaphysical body — introduced by Albert the Great in
disturbs the minds of beginners. Aristotle says in Phys- commenting on Physics I, does not conflict with the doc-  Tract.1,c3
266b6-16 sics VI [c.10] that, in an infinitc amount of anything, trine of St. Thomas (indeed, it fits right in), although it is
tvirtus  there has to be infinite power.* Thercfore, there has to  not appealed to here. For Aquinas, too, a composite of



matter and substantial form, taken prior to its aptitude
for a quantity and a motion, is a “body” for purposes of
metaphysical study. But since such body needs no se-
parate treatment from physical body where the issue of
infinity in size is concerned, the thing having a three-
dimensional size (the matter-form composite) is treated
here as one side of the distinction and is called “phys-
ical” because, as you find from experience, a body is
classified according to the form that gives it its nature.

Analysis of the article, ITI

v.  Astojob (3), he answers the question with two
conclusions, corresponding to the two sides of the dis-
tinction, in the negative. The first conclusion is that no
natural/physical body can be infinite in size.

This is supported in two ways:

The first way is a priori. [Antecedent: ] Accidents
follow upon substantial forms; [Ist inference:] so upon
a determinate form there follow determinate accidents;
[2nd inference:] so there follows a determinate quanti-
ty-range with a maximum and a minimum. [3rd infer-
ence:] So every physical body has a determinate size-
range with a maximum and a minimum. [Conclusion:]
Therefore it cannot be actually infinite. — The second
inference is supported on the ground that quantity is
one of the accidents that follow upon a substantial
form. The third inference is supported on the ground
that every natural/physical body has in fact a determi-
nate substantial form.

What are “determinate” accidents?

vi.  As to the first inference, doubt arises as to what
the text means by *determinate accidents’. It could be
indicating determination down to genus and species,
and then the meaning would be that, upon such-and-
such a specific form, say, fire, there follow such-and-
such accident-kinds (say, heat [rather than cold], light
[rather than darkness), this kind of shape [rather than
another kind], lightness [rather than heaviness], erc.).
If this is the meaning, the inference is perfectly sound
but does not advance the author’s intent, because, from
this interpretation, the second inference (therefore
there follows a determinate quantity-range with a
maximum and a minimum) does not follow. For the
maximum quantity and the minimum are not in diverse
kinds. — Alternatively, it could be indicating deter-
mination further down to the degrees of qualities and
the extent of quantities. Then the meaning would be
that, upon a determinate form. there follow not just
these accident-kinds rather than those but also these
accident-kinds to this degree or extent, rather than that.
Beyond doubt, this latter interpretation is the one in-
tended here.

But this interpretation can still be fleshed out in
two distinct ways:

(1) Upon a fixed form there follow determinate
accidents not only in the whole body but in each and

every one of its parts. E.g., upon the form of water
there follows a definite quantity not only in the whole

water-mass but also in each and every one of its intcgral
parts. But this interpretation is foreign to the truth and
alien to Aquinas’ purpose. There is no minimum part of
water or of white. as Aristotle remarks in his book On
Sense and the Sensed: rather, in any case of a homogene-
ous mass, in any part a smaller one is latent. ) )

(2) Upon a fixed form there follow dc\enmnate. acci-
dents in the whole and in the parts of it that can exist
separately. This is the meaning Qireclly imc.l.-ndcd. Forin
parts merely latent within. there is no “form progcrly
speaking but (both in act and in potenFy) apart of a form,
whereas in the text of the article, Aquinas says that deter-
minate accidents and a determinate quantity follow upon
a determinate form. )

But with the meaning of the inference thus nailed
down, it is still hard to see what ma.k_cs it sound. or what
grounding it has. So, one is thrown into further doubt —
first as to the setting of a minimum size, then as to the
setting of a maximum size.

Does a homogeneous body have a least
separable part or a maximum size?

vii.  In his commentary on // Sent. d.2, q.9. Scotus tries
to prove the opposite and ins that, in h 0
substances. there is no minimum part that can exist sepa-
rately; rather, given any droplet of water. for example. a
smaller one can exist. And thus water’s form does not
determine for it a fixed quantity-range with a minimum,
as Aquinas alleges. ) .

Scotus argues from the definition of quantity (given
in Metaphysics V) as follows. [dntecedent: ] The trait
whereby quantity can be divided into parts is no more
essential to quantity than the trait whereby each such part
can be “this something.” [Inference:] So the several parts
of any quantity of water can exist on their own. The an-
tecedent is obvious from Metaphysics 1, and the infer-
ence is obvious of itself, he says. Still. he provides four
confirmatory arguments.

(1) As far as matter and form are concerned. the parts
satisfy the same definition as the whole. Tt.\ercfone. since
nothing blocks the whole from existing on its own. no-
thing blocks a part from doing likewise. .

(2) Any given part has the nature in question, and so
nothing blocks it from being an individual of the same
species as the whole. Therefore, it can be an individual:
hence it can exist on its own.

(3) The parts are causally prior to the whole: therefore
they do not preclude being temporally prior. erc.

(4) Suppose you have that alleged least amount otr
water without any corruptive agent or ¢ven any container:
now suppose it is divided. Either there will be more than
one water-in-act (after the division of what had been one
water-in-act and more than one in potency). and Scotus
will have his conclusion: or there won't be. It there
won't be, then the water will have been annihiluted with-
out a corruptive agent [which is contrary to nature].
Proof: because mere division does not corrupt. Proof:
because the division would divide the water into homo-
geneous parts of which the whole consists: ergo it would
divide the water into waters. Otherwise |one will have
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to say that] water is composed of integral parts which
are not waters [which is against Aristotle]. And (says
Scotus) the small amount of water present cannot pose
an obstacle, because the form of water was already
there in that small amount.

viii.  Next Scotus attacks the claim that a definite sub-
stantial form sets a definite maximum size. He argues
from reason and from authority. His argument from
reason is that, given any fire, if more combustible ma-
terial is fed to it, it is sure to burn, and so the fire
grows, setting aside outside factors, ad infinitum. —
He confirms this argument by the authority of Aristot-
le. who says in De Anima II, text 41, “a fire would
grow without limit, if fuel were fed to it without limit.”
Therefore, there is no “biggest” fire.

Cajetan’s answer

ix. To clear up this difficulty, note first that I have no
intention of covering every kind of maximum and
minimum. That would be beside the point here. We
are concerned only with whether a maximum and
minimum are set by intrinsic factors. This is what St.
Thomas’ argument needs, as it secks to show that from
an intrinsic factor, i.e. from a substantial form, e:.n:h
and every natural substance lays claim to a definite
size-range, with a maximum and a minimum. So: I
shall bring forward just a few arguments in this dis-
pute. God willing, a scparate inquiry into maxima and
minima in general will be written someday.

Note secondly that we have from Aristotle two re-
levant considerations.

+ The one is from Physics 1, text 36, and says, “the
quantity of the whole arises from the quantities of the
parts,” efc. But of course this statement comes up
within a context of prior assumptions. Aristotle pre-
supposes that there is a maximum and concludes that
there is a minimum — otherwise the whole would not
have a definite quantity.

« The other is from De Anima II, text 41, and §ays,'
“everything arising naturally has definite propo'mon,‘
etc. This statement, as Scotus says, is about animate
things, the only ones in which “growth” properly so
called occurs, and growth was the topic there.

Well, whatever is the case with that text, St.' Tho-
mas has generalized it. What Aristotle was saying
there about a soul, Aquinas has applied to every s.ub-
stantial form, namely, that it lays claim to a definite
quantity. And he has backed this up accorc.iing to t.he
teaching given in Metaphysics V [c.2] and in Phys:gx
11, namely, that causes are comparable and proportio-
nate to their effects, and vice-versa. For it follows
from this that if, in general, quantity is a natural
consequence of substantial form. then a definite
quantity is a consequence of a definite substantial
form. But the quantity in question only becomes
definite through bounds. After all, a human body and
a body of water do not differ so radically that one
could say a different kind of quantity follows upon

the different forms.! What follows, rather, is a quantity
different in its bounds.

Of course, if the quantities did differ in kind, the basis
for Aquinas’ conclusion would still be there. It would lie
in the fact that a definite form is of definite strength,*
with the result that no natural consequence of it can be
limitless. If one got infinite hotness, infinite thinness,
infinite quantity, or any other accident to infinity, there
would be infinite strength coming from a finite form,
which is unintelligible. So, since generic accidents are
consequences of physical form, definite accidents are
consequences of a definite such form, hence of a factor
having a definite strength — and not just these kinds of
accidents rather than those kinds, but also these kinds to
such-and-such degree or extent, high, low, or medium,
but neither more nor less.

There you have the reason why Aquinas’ reasoning
holds not only for quantity but for all accidents.

x. Turning now to Scotus’ argument: I concede the an-
tecedent and deny his inference. My reason is that nei-
ther trait of quantity (namely, that it can be divided into
parts, and that they can each be “this something”) be-
longs to quantity as a positive exigence;! both stand as
per se compatible? with it. You see this from the size of
a heavenly body: its quantity can’t be divided by actual
division, nor can any part of it exist scparately, and yet it
really is a quantity.? So both the traits listed in the de-
finition of quantity can be blocked from appearing by the
physical form to which the quantity is joined. Aristot-
le’s definition applies to the how-much as such but can
conflict with the how-much of this.?

A possible rejoinder to this would use an argument of
Scotus’. [Major:] Whenever the per se consequences of
two items are incompatible, the items themselves are in-
compatible. [Minor:] But the conditions laid down by
quantity and those laid down by the form of “a minimum
thing” are incompatible. Ergo quantity and the form of a
minimum thing are incompatible.*

* s

In§vu

t positive

3 non repug-
nanter

! He means: it is not as though the one body yielded three
dimensions; the other, two, erc.

2 The heavenly bodies were thought to be immutable in their
substance and in their every accident except place.

3 This is how one is forced to speak if one uses the same
word, ‘quantity’ or ‘extent’, as the Scholastics did, to mean both
a mathematical measure and the physical trait it measures — e.g.
to mean both a segment of the real number line and a thing’s
width. One will have to distinguish them into “quantity as such”
(meaning the linearly ordered and everywhere dense real number
line, per se divisible into parts, each of which is a segment of the
line) and *quantity of this™ (such as the size of Mars). The em-
barrassment that the thing measured is physically indivisible is
no longer produced by fanciful astronomy, however, but tums up
throughout natural science. The width of this bit of H;O is not
divisible into a smaller width of a half bit of H,O in case the
original bit was a water molecule.

4 This argument by Scotus is a perfect example of the prob-
lem discussed in the previous footnote. It assumes that the mat-
ter measured needs the density of the measure.
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I may surrejoin first by applying the whole argu-
ment to [a case that shows there is something wrong
with it, namely] the nature of a heavenly body, which
is incompatible with division. Secondly (because
multiplying difficulties is not solving them), I may say
that Scotus’ major is true for per se consequences
which are positive exigencies but not for those that are
compatibilities.® Thus accelerability ad infinitum be-
longs to motion as per se compatible with it (which is
how accelerability is demonstrated of motion); never-
theless, no natural motion can be accelerated to infin-
ity, as you sce from De Caelo /1, text 39. So motion
and naturalness [at a set speed] are not incompatible.®

One could also surrejoin in another way, however.
One could say that those traits of quantity are not to be
understood in terms of actual division but in terms of
designation [i.e. mental or visualized division]. One
can say that every quantity is mentally divisible, and
that any visualized part can be “this something.” This
way, too, nothing against our position would follow
[from Aristotle’s discussion of quantity].”

Xi. Tturn now to Scotus’ confirming arguments. As
to (1): I deny the consequent. In a case of water that is
complete of itself firstly,* the form of water requires
conditions which it does not require in a part, and one
of these conditions is so-much quantity. The same
holds for so-much heat, etc.

5 Being-y followed upon being-g as a positive exigency
just in case o(x)(¢x o wx). For then a @-thing which is not y
is impossible. As Scotus saw, if not-being-y is this kind of
conscquence of being-. so that a(x)(¢x > ~wx), then it will
be impossible for any ¢-thing to be a w-thing. The two kinds
will be incompatible. But, says Cajetan, when being-y fol-
lowed upon being-g only as per se compatible. the logic was
different. Take this compatibility either as 00(X)(9X D yx), or
as a(x)0(ex D wx), or as o(x)(ex D0WX); with any of these,
there could be a @-thing that was not Y. One needs to offer
the altemnatives because it is controversial how to (and
whether to) translate ‘per se’ into modal terms. So if there is
also a x-kind such that o(x)(xx o ~wXx), nothing prevents a
panigular ¢-thing from being a x-thing. The two kinds
remain compatible.

S Natural motion is an obsolete theory, but the contrast
drawn survives as follows. C y and math Y,
motion is compatible with any rate of speed. One can always
think of a faster motion by increasing the numerator or shrin-
king the denominator of d/t. But no physical body’s motion
can exceed the speed of light. Thus the motion of this has a
limit which does not enter into the concept of motion as such.

7 In this altemative approach, Cajetan comes closer to the
modem distinction between a matl ical model and a phy-
sical entity. Divisibility ad mfinitum is a feature of the model,
not of any real body that exists to be modeled. In applying
the model to a body — say. to an atom of hydrogen — we
think of the atom as a volume of space, within which subvol-
umes are always conceivable. These subvolumes are thought-
produced “designations™ but not sizes of physically possibie
smaller atoms.

Scotus’ (2) is answered in much the same way. The
part’s sharing in the nature [of the whole] is not enough
for it to be able to be an individual of the same species
[as the whole]; one must add the further conditions
necded for it to exist on its own. When it has the nature
of water plus the conditions for existing on its own. it can
be an individual case of water, and not othenwise.

As to (3): I deny the inference where merely latent
parts are concerned.

As to the last one, (4). I should say that if one had no
more than a minimum fire, and it were divided. it would
be both corrupted and annihilated (though both the ante-
cedent and consequent are unrealizablc). One does not
have to look for any other cause of destruction than the
dividing itself. For even though division itself is not
corruptive, this particular kind of division — division of
a natural minimum — is corruptive in all cases, and an-
nihilative. Also. it is not the case that a least fire is ac-
tually one and potentially many (except in the sense in
which parts are called “potentially there” in the whole
because they do not exist with their own existence but
with that of the whole, as the parts of a heavenly body are
potentially there in the whole).?

xii.  As to the points that Scotus makes against a na-
tural maximum, I should say that the claim. “there is a
maximal fire’, can be taken two ways:

(1) as talking about an individual fire that is inherently*

one;

(2) as talking about a fire that is one by aggregation.
I claim that there does exist. on an intrinsic basis. a max-
imum and a minimum of fire in an individual that is in-
herently one, while. in a case that is one by aggregation,
there is no maximum unless from an outside constraint
(namely, that nature as a whole does not allow fire to
overwhelm the other elements. efc). An individual fire is
said to be inherently one when it arises from one (neces-
sarily one in act) form-and-matter in such wisc that wo
fires could not come to be there by division alone. Being
inherently one does not depend on being indivisible: the
whole range from the minimal quantity of fire up to the
quantity of two minimal fires, exclusively, constitutes a
fire that is inherently one numerically. A quantity of two
minima or above makes a fire that is [numerically] one
by aggregation. And the same holds for water. the other
elements, and other such homogenea.

However, you should not get from this the idea thata
plant which is actually one and potentially many [e.g. by
planting cuttings] is not inhierently one. For the parts of' a
plant are organic, and the complete state natural to an in-
dividual plant requires that it have all these parts. etc.
Such is not the case in homogeneous bodies.”

8 Conventional histories of science ignore the fact that a Tho-
mist theory of physical minima for each kind of material sub-
stance, had at least conceptual room tor the discovery of matter’s
atomic structure, while Scotism did not.

? It a physically divisible plant is still imherentdy one, thanks
to its organicity. so is an carly embryo despite its liability to
twinning, efc. Claims that an carly embryo is insufticiently one
to be a human individual have no basis in historical Thomuism.

* perse
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So, if fuel were fed to any fire [without limit], I
grant, it would burn and grow without limit — but it
would not be inherently one fire numerically. This is
how I respond to the quote from Aristotle.

Does quantity come from form or matter?

xiii.  Concerning the support given to the second in-
ference [in § v above], a doubt arises. It seems to make
a false assumption, i.e., that quantity is among the ac-
cidents that are conseq of sut ial form,
when it is well known that quantity is an accident con-
sequent upon matter. — And it won’t help to say that
quantity is considered in two ways, generically and as
made definite, and that although generically it is a con-
sequence of matter, its determination is a consequence
of form. These points, though true, are not relevant.
After all, what Aquinas was doing was inferring from
the premise that
quantity is a consequence of form
the further point that, therefore
a definite quantity is a consequence of a
definite form.
If he were already assuming that quantity as to its de-
termination is a consequence of form, he would be ar-
guing in a circle.
xiv.  The ANSWER appears to be that quantity can be
taken in two ways:
(1) according to what there is of act in it (and thus
it is a consequence of form);
(2) according to what there is of potency in it (and
thus it is a consequence of matter). .
And since there is much in it that pertains to the topic
of potency (as you can see from the definition of quan-

. tity in Metaphysics V), quantity is listed overall as an

accident that comes from a composite by reason of its
matter. But since in the context of this article the talk
is of quantity in act (the question being about actual in-
finity), the text is speaking of quantity in its act aspect
and attributes that aspect to form. From the fact that .
quantity, as it is in act, is a consequence of form, Aqui-
nas infers that it is therefore rendered definite, like the
other consequences of form.

Analysis of the article, IV

xv. The second way of supporting the conclusion is
from the scientific account of mobility. /Major: ] Ev-
ery natural body has a natural motion (a premise from
De Caelo, text 5); [minor:] no infinite body is capable
of natural motion; ergo [no natural body is infinite].
— The minor is supported by using the distinction be-
tween natural motions drawn in De Caelo / (linear mo-
tion and revolution). An infinite body cannot be
moved lincarly in that everything moving in that way
can come to be (at least in part) outside of its [current]
place. Nor can such a body revolve, in that lines
drawn from the center become more distant from each

7,23

other the further they are extended; so in an infinite body
they would become infinitely distant, and the one could
never come to occupy the place of the other. So a part of
an infinite revolving body would never come to be where
another part had been; so such a body could not be revol-
ving. The argument is from De Caelo I, text 35.

xvi. The second conclusion is that no mathematical
body can be infinite in actual size. — This is supported as
foliows. [/st inference:] If a body is in act, it has a form;
[2nd inference:] so it has a shape; [3rd inference:] so it
has a bound; therefore it is not infinite. — The first infer-
ence is supported on the ground that nothing is in act
except through its form. The second is supported on the
ground that, in the catcgory of quantity, a body’s form is
its shape. The third inference follows from the definition
of shape. And this argument is taken from Physics /11,
text 40.
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On the answer ad (2)

xvil.  Concerning the answer to the second objection,
notice that, if you look at it carefully, Aquinas is denying
that infinity is a state of quantity, although he concedes it
is consistent with it. And if you bring up against this a
text in Physics I, text 15, where it says, “the definitions of
finite and infinite agree as to quantity,” the ready answer
is that Aristotle’s reason for saying this is not because
quantity calls for infinity but the other way about: infinity
calls for quantity. An “infinite thing” is not intelligible
unless it is so-much. In the same vein, we say, “The
definition of a vacuum includes a place” [i.e. a vacuum is
an empty place]. What the philosophers mean by saying
this is that, if these items [an infinite thing, a vacuum] are
found, they must be found [respectively] in a quantity
and in a place, efc.

c2;
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On the answer ad(3)

xviit.  In the answer to the third objection, notice this:
even though the answer is taken from Physics I1I (as are
the other answers — the ad (1) from text 71, the ad (4)
from text 74, and this ad (3) from text 66), nevertheless
there are statements of St. Thomas that look as though
they conflict with it. These statements are in 3 ST q.7,
a.12 [ad 1}, at In 11l Sent. d.13, q.1, 2.2, ¢°.3 ad 1, and
even here [in q.7] in the next article in the ad (2). In
these places he grants the expansion of figures to infinity.
In Physics 111, Aristotle also concedes openly (in texts 59
and 60) that a continuous expanse is increased to infinity,
just as it is divided.
xix.  The SHORT ANSWER to this (following Aristotle in
the same passage) is that an expanse’s being increased ad
infinitum can be thought to come about two ways:

(1) because additions can be made in ever smaller*
increments; this way (he says) it can go on increasing ad
infinitum and yet never exceed a pre-set size;

(2) because any kind of addition can keep being made,
so that the result exceeds any pre-set size.

€7,207b30
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article 4

Can real things be infinite in multitude?

In Il Sent d.1,q.1,2.5 ad 174F., De Veruate q.2,210;
Quodhibet. IX q.1,2.1, X1/ q2,a.l ad 2, In Ill Phys., lectio 12

* mulnudo It seems an actually infinite set* could exist.!

+ Metaphys. tr.6,
c2,u8,cl

$ Philosophiae 1,
trl,cll

(1) After all, it is not impossible that what is in po-
tency should be reduced to act. But number is in poten-
cy to increase to infinity. Therefore, it is not impossi-
ble for an infinite set to exist in act.

(2) Furthermore, it is possible for there to be an
individual of any species. But the species of shape are
infinitely many. Therefore, there can be infinitely
many actual shapes.

(3) Also, things which are not opposed to each other
do not impede each other. Well, given ever so many
things, ever so many more can be made which are not
opposed to them. Therefore, it is not impossible for
more and more things to exist simultaneously, up to

infinity. Therefore, there can be infinitely many things
in act.

ON THE OTHER HAND, Wisdom 11:21 says, “Thou hast
arranged all things in weight, number and measure.”

1 ANSWER: there have been two opinions about this.
Some writers, like Avicenna' and Algazali,® have said
that an actually infinite needed set is impossible, but
that an infinite incidental set is not.2

An infinite set is called “needed” when the infinite-
ly many things in it are all required for a particular ef-
fect to occur. The case cannot arise in the real, because
the effect would have to depend upon infinitely many
factors; its coming-to-be would never get finished, be-
cause there is no getting through an endless series of
requirements. An infinite set is called “incidental”
when the infinitely many things in it are not all requi-

UThe Latin ‘multitudo’ could be used as an abstract noun,
meaning manyness, Or as a Concrete one, meaning a group. In

th ical English, inality” is the abstract noun, while
*set’ is concrete. The question being asked in this article is
whether a set of simultaneously actual things can be infinitus
in cardinality. But there are two ambiguities. First, does
‘things’ here mean just material things, or does it include
items like angels and thoughts? (See notes 1 and 2 on the
commentary below.) Second, does ‘mfinttus ' here mean in-
definite in cardinality, or does it mean nfimte in cardinality?
(Sce footnote 1 on a. 1 above.)

2 Here "needed’ translates ‘per se’. A set of causes was
called a per se set when its members were so ordered that
each one farther along in the order. to operate, depended upon
another’s being operative farther back in the order: thus no ef-
fect could follow unless all members were operative at once.
The Medievals had arguments from Aristotlc against the -
finitas of such a set, but not against that of a diachronic set,
i.e., one including causes whose operation ceased in the past.
If the world has an infinite past (as Aristotle thought), dia-
chronic sets of infinite cardinality seem inevitable. Let D be
such a set, and let D, be the subset of D whose members all
exist and operate at the time 7 but are not per se ordered. Can

red for anything. They just happen to be there.
To illustrate, suppose a carpenter is at work. A cer-

tain number of things are required for this inherently,* .

such as the skill in his mind. movement in his hands. and
ah If these inherent requi were multi-
plied to infinity, no carpentry work would ever get done,
because it would depend upon infinitely many causes.
But a multitude of hammers whose count keeps rising
just because, when one breaks. another is picked up. is an
incidental multitude. A carpenter may happen to go
through many hammers in doing his job, and it does not
matter whether he goes through one hammer, two, quite a
few ... or infinitely many, if he kept working forever. In
this way, some writers think an infinite incidental set can
eventuate.

In fact, this is impossible. For necessarily, every set
is in some species of manyness.' The species of many-
ness correspond to the species of numbers. But no spe-
cies of number is infinite, because any given number is a
multitude measured by one.’ Hence it is impossible for
there to be a set that is actually infinite, be it needed or
incidental.

For another thing. a set existing in the real is created,
and every created thing is grasped under a definite? intent
of the Creator (since an agent does not produce anything
for no reason?). Hence it is necessarily the case that all
created things are grasped under a definite number. So it
is impossible for there to be an actually infinite set even
incidentally.

But there can be a potentially infinite set. Increase of
manyness is a consequence of the division of an expanse.
For the more something is divided. the more numerous
are the parts resulting. So. just as infinity is found poten-
tially in the dividing of a continuous expanse. because

D, have indefinite or non-finite cardinality? That is the question
in dispute here between Aquinas and Avicenny/Algazali.

3 This premise, that specified quantity means finite quantity,
is the peg on which the whole answer hangs. It was used for
continuous quantity in the previous article. ad 2. and here it is
being used for discrete quantity. This use is more limited than it
seems, because a discrete quantity was a numerus. and a nume-
rus could only be a count of material things (as will come out

ily and in my fc 4). For numeri, Aquinas had
the point that every actual set of bodies has a specitied number.
But today his premise faces a new problem. Is every specified
number a natural one? If the answer is yes, Aquinas wins. The
natural numbers are indeed “measured” by one (they begin with
1. and cach differs from its successor by 1), so that every natural
number is finite; but it is no longer agreed that every species of
manyness (1.e. every species of “number” in the modern sense)
corresponds to a naturul number. The transtimite species do not,
as we shall see below. This Aquinas did not anticipate. and so
he made his premise (100 ambitious and) stronger than he needed
against the Arabs. After all. hammers break one at a time. and
50 an ever-nising count of them is forever a natural number.
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one is proceeding towards the matter (as shown
above), so also and for the same reason, infinity is
found potentially in adding to a multitude.*

4 Aquinas inherited from the Grecks a program for reduc-
ing numerus to geometry. The idea was to identify “one”
with a whole expanse; every larger numerus, with the parts
into which the whole divided. Thus increase of numerus was
explained as division into more parts. Then, since parts rep-
resented the “matter” of the whole, its potential to be broken
down (and “ultimate” parts represented pure potential), fur-

ther and further division was approach to pure p .
So, division ad infinitum was h to pure matter. Well,
the mfinitum towards which division of a continuum proceed-
ed was identified with the infinil ds which additi
proceeded, and thus both were identificd with pure potentiali-
ty. Aquinas’ in this paragraph drew its premi
from this program.

The analytical y of D , of course, launched
a it duci y to numeri now frced of

material entanglements, and the gains of modern mathematics
owe much to this “paradigm shift.” But a reconsideration of
infinity was slow in coming. In the 300 years between Des-
cartes and Cantor, nearly every significant mathematician
(Leibniz being the famous exception) continued to regard nu-
merical infinity as Aquinas had done: as a potential. Any
actual number would be finite. Only after Cantor’s discovery
that the infimifum towards which addition proceeds (No) is
specifically different from (and smaller than) the infinitum
towards which division of a continuum procceds (¢) did most
mathematicians shift to the view that an “actually infinite”

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): each thing in
potency is reduced to act after its own manner of being.
Thus a day is reduced to act not as a simultaneous whole
but [a moment at a time] successively. Likewise the
infinity of a set is reduced to act not as a simultaneous
whole but [so-many at a time] successively, since, after
any given multitude has been reached, a further multi-
tude can be taken ad infinitum.

ad (2): the species of shapes get their infinity from
the infinity of numbers (for the specics of shape are
three-sided, four-sided, and so on). So, as a numerically
infinite set is not reduced to act in such a way asto be a
simultaneous whole, neither is the set of shapes.

ad (3): although it is true that, when certain things are
already there, the positing of others is not opposed to
them, the positing of infinitely many things is opposed to
any species of manyness. Therefore, it is not possible for
any set to be actually infinite.

cardinality or set made scnse, conceptually.

Their admission of this new topic into mathematical respec-
tability carried no implication, however, about physics. There is
still no reason to believe that any sct of actually cxisting things
is of infinite cardinality. The finitude of space-time and of
everything in it seems increasingly likely. So, an argument
against the possibility of an infinite set is now against its physi-
cal possibility, not its mathematical possibility unless one sides
with the so-called intuitionists (Haitinck and de Brouwer).

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, the phrase ‘in multitude’ means in any kind
of multitude, be it in the catcgory of quantity or not.
The question being raised here is thus deeper and more
general than the inquiry conducted in Physics 111,
where the whole issue was material multitude, result-
ing from the division of a continuous expanse. Here.
the issue is multitude generally, material or immateri-
al.!

Analysis of the article, I

ji.  In the body of the article, two jobs are done: m
Aquinas mentions the opinion of Avicenr}a and Alga-
zali; (2) rejecting it, he answers the question.

m.  Asto job (1), he mentions two proposilions.and
clarifies their meaning. The one is: ‘An actually infi-
nite needed set is impossible’. The other is: *An actu-
ally infinite incidental set is possible.’ Both arc ex-
plained by showing what their terms mean. The sup-
port for the propositions is that a work would never get
done if it depended inherently on infinitely many fac-
tors, but contrariwise if the factors are involved inci-
dentally, as one can see from the example in the text.

! It is not clear that Cajetan is right about this. Perhaps
material multitude is still the sole issue. See notes 2 and 8
below.

iv.  Asto job (2), two conclusions are drawn in answer
to the question, one for act and one for potency. The first
conclusion says: it is impossible for an actually infinite
set to exist, be it of things needed or incidental. The
second says: it is possible for a set to be potentially infi-
nite.

The first conclusion is supported with two arguments.
[Here is the first.] [Antecedent:] Every set actually
existing is in some species of manyness; [/st inference:]
so it corresponds to some species of number; [2nd
inference:] therefore it is finite. — The antecedent is
obvious. The first inference is supported on the ground
that the specics of manyness correspond to the species of
numbers. The second rests on the ground that a number is
a multitude measured by one.

Do the species of manyness correspond
to the species of numbers?

v.  Regarding that first inference and its support, doubt
arises. “Manyness” is more general than “number” and
so should have more species than “number”; otherwise, it
would not retain a more general definition. It is not true,
then, that the species of manyness correspond to the
species of number. — A confirming argument is that one
can say the species of finite manyness correspond to the

7,24



species of numbers, but not the species of manyness in
general. — Aristotle. too, attests to this, in the chap-
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~definite’ either to mean that the intent is fixed with
definiteness as to the purpose or to mean that it is fixed
with defini as to the means through which the

ter on how much in Metaphysics V, calling a ber a
finite plurality, as if to make an exception for the in-
finite.

vi.  AS ABRIEF ANSWER, I should say that since we
naturally learn unfamiliar things through familiar ones,
and since all the spccies of manyness known in our ex-
pericnce correspond to species of number, it suits the
purposes of art to be able to say that every species of
manyness corresponds to a species of number. To meet
the objection: — it is one thing to say that every spe-
cies of manyness is a species of number (which is
false), and another thing to say that every species of
manyness corresponds to a species of number, i.e. is
proportional to it (which is assumed in the text, and is
true). As a more general thing, “manyness” has many
more species than “number,” because it has all the
species of number plus all the species of immaterial
manyness, which is not “number” properly speaking,
erc.?

* Hence it becomes clear that the confirming argu-
ment is arbitrarily asserted rather than reasonably.’

* The text from Aristotle is neither here nor there.
Nothing relevant can be gotten from it, except that an
infinite plurality would not be a number. That poses
no obstacle to the argumentation of Aquinas but tends
rather to confirm his second inference [stated in § iv 1

Analysis of the article, II

vit. . Then the same first conclusion is supported bya
second argument as follows. [Antecedent: ] Every set
actually existing in the real is created; [/st inference: ]
so it is grasped under a definite intent of the Creator:
[2nd inference:] so it is grasped under a definite num-
ber. [3rd inference:] So it is impossible for such a set
to be infinite. — The antecedent is clear. The first in-
ference rests on the ground that an agent does not pro-
duce a thing pointlessly; the others are left as obvious.

Problems in the second supporting
argument

viii.  Doubts arise about this argument — first, that it
either makes a false assumption or does not prove its
point. The assumption that every created thing is
grasped under some definite intent of the Creator uses

2 ‘Numerus’ meant a kind of qQuantity. A quantity was a
real size, and since real size came from matter. only material
things were said to have numerus. Take 12 as a species of
numerus; a dozen eggs had it, but a dozen angels did not; the
angels had an immaterial manyness. Now, it was agreed that
every numerus was finite, but did every species of manyness
correspond to a numerus? Aquinas said yes, meaning (I
think) that every species of material manyness corresponded
to a numerus. Cajetan thought he meant that every species of
material or immaterial manyness corresponded to a mumerus
— the claim he is now trying to defend. Sce note 8 below.

3 The confirming argument was arbitranly asserted, until
Georg Cantor’s discoveries provided a reason to assert it.

purpose is to be achieved.

On the one hand, if it means ‘with definiteness as to
the purpose’, it can be taken two ways: either (1) to mean
that the created thing itsclf is the definite purpose, or (2)
to mean that it has a definite purpose. So if the meaning
is that every created thing is grasped under an intent of
the Creator as being itself a definite purpose. the proposi-
tion seems obviously false. Some created thing — say,
the lowest — is neither the Creator’s purpose nor any
other creature’s purpose. But if the mcaning is that every
created thing is grasped under some imem.qf lh‘e Crufmor
as being for a definite purpose. the proposition is quite
true, because God Himself (and participation in His
goodness) is the definite purpose of each creature, )
intended by the Creator. But then the proposition contri-
butes nothing towards proving the point wanted. It does-
n'timply “ergo it is grasped under a definite number.”

On the other hand. if it means that every created
thing is grasped under an intent of the Creator as the
definite means to the attaining of some purpose. the pro-
position seems (a) false and (b) unsupported. It seems
false because there are other ways a created thing can be
grasped under an intent of the Creator. Rather than _bc-
ing itself a means, it can be grasped as connected with, or
deriving from, a definite means to an end. One can see as
much from Averroes’ comment 38 on Metaphysics X1I,
where he maintains that the separate intelligences are
[means:] perpetually moving the heavenly spheres in
order that [purposc:] they may be assimilated to God} ir_\
bringing about events, and that, as consequences deriving
from the said means, infinitely many revolutions of the
spheres are caused, as are infinitely many effects, am_i
infinitely many souls are created (in Avicenna's opinion).
— At the same time, the proposition so taken seems un-
supported because. from this alleged support,

no agent produces something pointlessly.
nothing can be inferred except

therefore an agent acts for a purpose.
conceding which, one may still say that an infinite set is
for an outside purpose. namely, God. and preservation of
a perpetual assimilation-to-God of the agents causing that
set, as these philosophers are saying.

ix.  Another doubt arises over the same argument. It
seems to commit a fallacy of composition. reasoning
from any given created thing to the whole (even infinite)
set of them collectively. For even if any given created
thing is the object terminating a definite intent and
operation of the Creator. the set of them need not be an
object terminating some one such intent and operation,
The many created things are the terms of many inten-
tions and creative operations. The infinitcly many cre-
ated things will be the terms of infinitcly many inten-
tions and of just as many creative actions.

x. And yet a third doubt arises. Avicenna would
agree that the argument’s underlying premise — every
created thing is grasped under a definite intent of the
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Creator — is true for things created in their own right,
but he would deny it for things created incidentally. A

the things actually existing as means to achieve some
purpose and intend them all as a purpose [or purposes] to
be achieved through something else. For if a thing is

set that is incidentally infinite is only incidentally in-
tended (as it says in the article) and hence is only inci-
dentally created. A thing is said to be created inciden-
tally when it just needs to be created by way of prepa-
ration for hing else. This happens in the case of
the intellectual soul (says Avicenna), which is always
created when a body suitably disposed for it has been
prepared by nature. It so happens that, once created,
these souls remain in act forever, since they are incor-
ruptible. Thus the infinite number of them does not
count as intended in its own right but as arising in mere
consequence of the fact that human gencration has
been going on forever.

Answering these difficulties

xi.  To clear up the reasoning process in this argu-
ment, note first that ‘created’ can be taken narrowly
(so as to contrast with ‘caused”) or broadly (so as to be
synonymous with ‘caused’). The highly general argu-
ment in this article, using the broad premise that an
agent does not produce randomly, suggests that ‘crea-
ted’ be taken in the broad way here. Yet the formal
sense of the word calls for it to be taken narrowly.

In fact, it makes little or no difference which way it

is taken.

« If one takes it narrowly, one should weigh the wor-
ding of the argument at the point where it says “pro-
duce something,” i.e., attain the proper terminus of an
operation. This excludes all mere consequences of the
proper and intended work of the agent, and it is true of
every creature that it is a “proper terminus” of creation.

« If one takes ‘created’ broadly, one should restrict
‘caused’ to mean what is properly-spcaking caused, as
opposed to consequences of what is so caused.

Either way, the topic is restricted to actually exist-
ing things caused or created, so that things that have
perished are excluded. This is suggested in the text by
the word ‘Creator’. For He also preserves what is
“created”; it goes on being created in a way, because it
is being conserved. Anything “created” is depending
on the Creator both in coming to be and in staying in
being. By contrast, [the phrasc] ‘grasped under an
intent of the Creator’ covers not only what is grasped
as actual but also what can be grasped, as non-actual.*
xii.  From the fact that the proposition used by Aqui-
nas is only about things actually existing, which are the
proper termini of the action, one gets a solution to all
the doubts and objections. The Creator can both order

4 To put the point a little differently, Cajetan is conceding
that the set of “things intended by the Creator” is composed
diact Ily, having bers that exist at one time or
another, but he is denying that the set of “things created” can
be composed that way. This set can only be synchronic, i.e.
composed of things co-existing at a given time, because a
“created thing” properly so called is a thing rendered actually
existent. To perish is precisely to ccase being a “created”
thing.

posited to exist in act, the production of it is thereby
posited to be terminated; as a consequence, the thing can
be directcd as a means to achicve something, and (like-
wise) it can have been a purpose intended and achieved
via some means. For neither fitting the definition of a
purpose nor fitting the definition of a means conflicts
with being a thing that actually exists. Thercfore, since
properly speaking “intending” is only the intending of a
purpose and of the means to achieve a purpose, every-
thing existing in act is graspable under a definite intent of
the Creator both as a purposc and as a means:

* as an end, because no creature is so lowly that it
is not (or could not be) the purpose of some other,
and because it is at least the definite purpose of the
act that produced it; and because status ‘as a pur-
pose’ is taken here to mean *as far as that status
goes™:* having what it takes to be a purpose does not
conflict, as far as that goes, with any actually exis-
ting creature (though one may happen not to be the
purpose of any other);

* as a means, because, coming after any given crea-
ture, there are still many productive actions and
worthwhile pursuitst towards which a creature al-
ready existing can be ordered as a mcans.

The first objection brought against this latter [the means
status] poses no obstacle. As I have alrcady made clear
about “a created thing” formally so called, a consequen-
ce cannot be the proper terminus of an act of creation;
rather, a created thing has to terminate this act. But such a
thing has to be intended as a purpose or as a means to a
purpose. — Nor is it true that the proposition is unsup-
ported. From the assumed point that
an agent does not produce something for
no reason,
Aquinas deduced quite soundly, from the outward op-
eration’s purpose, the interior intention’s terminus. For
from the fact that an agent’s operation is not pointless but
is towards a definite proper terminus, it follows neces-
sarily that the producer’s intent deals with a definite term
also, because the agent’s intent establishes the purpose
for his operation.
Thus it is clear how to answer the first doubt.
xin.  To clear away the second doubt, I say that a whole
set of things existing in act can be taken as one created
entity, since it does not exceed the universe, and the uni-
verse meets the defining conditions of being “one cre-
ated thing” [in fact, the] first intended. Hence not just
single creatures but all of them together, now coexisting
in act, are graspable under a definite intent of the Cre-
ator. So no fallacy is being committed in this context,
where Aquinas [is conducting a reductio in which he]
draws from the adversary’s proposition,
an actually infinite set exists,
the inferences that
so, it is grasped under a definite intent, erc.
and
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therefore it is not infinite,
because infinity in manyness conflicts both with meet-
ing the conditions for being a means and with meeting
the conditions for being an end.’

xiv.  To clear away the third doubt, I say that ‘inci-
dentally created’ can be understood in two ways:

(1) as ‘incidentally’ /per accidens] is opposed to ‘in
its own right’ [per se]: in this sense there is nothing
created incidentally; every created thing is intended in
its own right by the Creator, just as each one is, in its
own right, the term of a creative act (otherwise, it
would not emerge out of nothing);

(2) as *incidentally’ is opposed to ‘thanks to itself
firstly’ [per se primo] and means the same as ‘thanks
to something else’ [per aliud]: in this sense there are
things created “incidentally,” that is, thanks to some-

right, and not incidentally, as Avicenna had claimed]}, so
that they would be graspable under a definite intent:
indeed, as far as they themselves are concerned, they
would be producible in act all at once.”

xv. Note what you are leaming from this passage:
Aquinas secures for himself every way of agreeing with
Aristotle’s teaching as he interprets it. For he holds that
Aristotle thought intellectual souls were immortal and as
numerous as our bodies: and it is certain that Aristotle
thought human generation had been going on forever.
From these premisses it obviously follows that human
souls are by now actually infinite in number — which is
what Aquinas here sees to be impossible, but which he
elsewhere says (in 2 CG, c.81) does not conflict with
Aristotle’s doctrine [rejecting an actual infinity] in Phy-
sics I [c.5] and in De Caelo [ {c.6], because in those

thing else, at least by way of being ioned by
something else.®

In this way, both for us Thomists and for our op-
ponent here [Avicenna], the intellectual soul is created
incidentally (though more so in our doctrine than in
his). But this does not compromise the fact that each
soul is intended in its own right individually, as it is
created in its own right. While the souls are only
related incidentally to each other, they are related in
their own right to the One creating them, in that they
are intended and produced by Him in their own right;
indecd, they are intended more thoroughly “in their
own right” than anything corruptible, since incorrup-
tible things are the more complete and worthy parts of
the universe. hence the more intended parts. A sign of
this is the fact that, in the sphere of active things, only
species are intended in their own right, since only they
are perpetual. Now, since the supposition here is not
only that each soul is in act but also that an infinity of
them co-exist in act, it follows (as I said above) that ail
of them would be intended and produced in their own

5 Having argued that a set of things co-existing at a time ¢
could count as a “created thing” and thus as clearly intended
and thus as a definite purpose and/or a definite means, Caje-
tan finally comes to the neuralgic point in the Common Doc-
tor’s thumbnail sketch of an argument. It is this: an infinite
set of such things would not meet the conditions to be a de-
finite purpose and/or means. Only a finite set could meet
these conditions. But why? This is what the readers needs to
be told at this point, and Cajetan abandons us to figure it out
for ourselves.

The only answer this translator can see comes from con-
fusing ‘infinite’ with ‘indefinite’. Let *finite’ mean “of de-
finite cardinality”, so that ‘infinite’ means “of no definite

dinality’. A set of indefinite size could hardly stand as a
definite purpose and could hardly be a definife means to any
purpose. Realizing this, Avicenna tried to salvage a set of
actually existing human souls, of no definite cardinality, by
allowing that set to have been “incidentally” created, escaping
the status of having been intended by God in any definite
capacity. To this dodge, Cajetan is about to turn in § xiv.

6 On ‘per se primo’, see § iit of the yonlST

passages [says Aquinas] the topic was material infinity.®
Why can’t a set be actually infinite?
Further objections to the first conclusion
itself

xvi.  Regarding this conclusion. many arguments at-
tacking it are put forward by Gregory [of Rimini] and
Adam [Parvus?] and are reported by Capreolus [in his
commentary on / Sent. d.43 and d.44, q.1. a.2. concl. 3}.
But they all boil down to three.

First: there are infinitely many actual fractional parts
in a continuous body: so there can be equally many se-
parate ones: so [an actually infinite set can exist]. To
support the inferences, they say: every existing non-
relational thing can be conserved (by divine power) in a
state stripped of what is not in its essence: but the con-
nectedness of one part to another is not in any part's

7 Therefore, such a set would be a definite purpose and/or
means, and so it would be of definite cardinality. Fine. But now
comes the post-medieval question. Why couldn’t that definite
cardinality be transfinite?

® This confusing paragraph seems to be a mess of Cajetan’s
own making. Aquinas read Aristotle as holding human souls to
be immortal and to compose by now an infinite set. This last
Aquinas thought wrong in point of fact: but he was prepared to
agree with Anstotle that, while every material multitude-in-act
had to be finite, some spiritual one, such as the set of immortal
souls. could be infinite. Now it is impossible that a set of actu-
ally co-existing things should fail to be definitely so-many. In
that case. Aristotle admitted a definite species of manyness
which did not correspond to a finite number (so Thomas read
him in 2 CG c.81 and agreed). In that case, as Cajetan under-
stood matters, Aquinas was changing his mind here. He was
now holding that every species of even immaterial manyness
does correspond to a finite number.

If Cajetan were right. this article would do what most nco-
Thomists have taken it to do: pit Aquinas against Cantor on a
topic of pure mathematics, making the Angelic Doctor an ally of
Haitinck and de Brouwer. But it would also pit Aquinas against
himself. For in this same Summa. at q.14, a.12. Aquinas asks
whether God grasps infinitely many distinct knowables. and he
answers with a clear yes. [t seems overwhelmingly likely,

q.3,2.2, on p. 69 above, and my footnote | on p. 70.

herefore, that Aquinas never changed his mind. and that this
article is solely about material multitudes.
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essence; ergo [each can be conserved by God in a state
stripped of connection to the others, and hence in a
state of being separate from the others].

Second: at the initial point of each fractional part of
an hour. God can create an angel; so in an hour, He can
create infinitely many in act; [therefore, God can create
infinitely many things co-existing]. As a confirming

7,24

neither all-at-once, nor successively, can God produce an
actual infinity of things existing.'®

As to the third argument, one can grant the whole
thing and still have nothing against the conclusion we are
defending. The reason why an actual infinity of things
cannot exist is not a lack of divinc power but an
impossibility of the thing to be made. The conditionals in

argument they say: anything God can do ively
as regards perduring things, He can do all at once.®
Third: God does not have less power than infinitely
many souls would have, if they existed; nor does He
have less power than hellfire. But the souls could do
infinitely many things at once, and hellfire could tor-
ment infinitely many souls, if that many were in Hell at
once. Ergo [God can make infinitely many effects at
once].
xvii.  To the first two arguments I can REPLY BRIEFLY.
These do commit a fallacy of composition. For al-
though connectedness to another part is not a defining
trait of any individual part, it is a defining trait of them
all together [qua parts]. For being in potency [to be
divided or separated] is a defining trait of “the parts”
all together, and separateness of each from the others
conflicts with this. Numbering “all” the initial points
of the fractional parts of an hour also involves this
fallacy; for the count of them is supposed to be com-
plete by successive enumeration by the end of the
hour, and yet they are supposed to be infinite. If thcy

the arg are truc and cc with this. To takea
similar case:

if a man is a lion, he can roar.
But it does not follow that God can make a man who can
1
roar.

Analysis of the article, III

xviiti.  The second conclusion answering the question is
this: a set can be found that is infinitely many in poten-
cy. The support is as follows: fantecedent: ] the infinite
is found in potency corresponding to the dividing of a
continuum; [inference: ] therefore a set that is infinitely
many is found [in potency]. This inference is supported
on the ground that increasingly many result from the
division of an expanse. The antecedent, meanwhile, is
clear and is supported on the ground that the division is
going towards matter.

19 [f Cajetan’s argument were just from countability, it would
rule out God’s creating £ many angcls but not His creating N,
many at a “Cantor dust” of moments. But his nrgumcnl is from

It dsb N, isan

are infinite, they will never be counted [by ve
enumeration]; and if the count of them is complete,
they will not be infinite. God, thercfore, can create at
particular initial points, but not at all of them. — We
thereby have an answer to the confirming argument:

9 Taking an hour’s time as continuous, like the real num-
ber line from zero to one, this argument posits a scenario in
which God would create in an hour as many angels as there
are lefi-closed intervals in that line. Let there be ¢ many. The
argument sees no difticulty about creating that many
successively, hence nonc about creating that many at once.

sible cardinal. This means that there is no counting up to it.
There is no finite number N, for example, such that N + 1 = N,.

"1 For material or strict indicative conditionals, it is a logical
fact that the conditional is automatically true in case its antece-
dent is false or impossible. Analogously for counterfactual (sub-
junctive) conditionals, it is a logical fact that the conditional is
automatically truc in case its antccedent is unrealizable. E.g., if
wishes were horses, a beggar would nde Thls is the point to
which Cajetan is appealing. It is imp le (and so i
ble) for a set of co-existent things to have no definite cardinality.
So ‘if such a set existed, then ____ would be the case’ is true no
matter how one fills the blank.
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Inquiry Eight:
Into God’s existence in things

Because it seems that a limitless being would be everywhere and in everything. consideration
must now turn to whether this applies to God. Four issues are raised:

(1) is God “in" all things?
(2) is He everywhere?

(3) is God everywhere “by essence, power. and presence™?
(4) is being-everywhere a trait unique to God?

article 1

Is God in all things?

InlSent d37,q.1,a1,3CGc.68

It seems incorrect to say that God is “in™ all things.

(1) For what is above all is not in all. But God is
above all things, as a psalm says: “Exalted is the Lord
above all nations,” efc. So God is not “in” all things.

(2) Also, what is “in™ something is contained by it.
But God is not contained by things; rather the reverse. So
God is not “in” things; they are in Him. This is why
Augustine says in his Book of 83 Questions: “‘Rather than
say that He is somewhere, it is more correct to say that He
is the where where all things are.”

(3) On another front. the more powerful an agent is,
the farther his action reaches. But God is the most power-
ful of all. Therefore, His action can reach even those

things that are distant from Him, and He does not need to
be in them all.

(4) Furthermore, the demons are some things, and it is
not the case that God is in the demons. because “light hath
no fellowship with darkness,” as it says in I1 Corinthians
6:14. Therefore God is not in all things.

ON THE OTHER HAND, a thing is wherever it is at work. But
God works in all things, according to the statement in Isa-
iah 26:12, “all our works, O Lord, thou hast accomplished
within us.” Therefore, God is “in” all things.

I ANSWER: God is in all things, not as a part of their es-
sence, nor as an accidental trait, but as an agent is “at” that
on which it acts.! For necessarily, whenever an agent acts
on some x without intermediary, the agent is together with
that x and touches upon it with its power. (This is the ba-
sis on which Aristotle proves in Physics Vil that the chan-
ger and the changed have to be together.) Now God.
thanks to His essence, is existence itself. and so His dis-
tinctive* effect has to be created existing. just as the dis-
tinctive effect of fire is setting things afire. But this effect
is one which God is causing in things not only

! Aquinas inherited as Christian orthodoxy the statements that
God has no proper location in space. that He is in all things. and
that He contains all things. The task of this article was to find a
sense in which these claims would come out true.

when they first begin to be but also for as long as they are
kept in being — just as the sun is causing light in the air
for as long as the air remains illumined. It must be the
case, therefore, that however long a thing has being. in
whatever way it has being. is how long God is "at” that
thing.

A thing’s being, however, is that which is most “with-
in” it. and decpest, since being stands form-wise [ie as
actuation] to every other factor in a thing (as came out in
points made above). Hence it must be the case that God is
“in" all things, and deeply so.*

qd,aladl

¢ intim@

To MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): God is above all
things by the excellence of His nature, and yet He is “in”
them by causing their being. as [ said.

ad (2): although corporeal things are said to be “in"”
something as in a container. spiritual ones contain the
things that they are “in."” as the soul contains the body.
God, too, therefore, is “in” things as their container. At
the same time. thanks to a certain resemblance to the
corporeal situation. all things are said to be “in” God.
inasmuch as they are contained by Him.?

ad (3): no agent’s action, no matter how powerful the
agent, reaches anything distant, except to the extent the

2 The logic seems to be this. In a domain comprising both
corporeal things and spiritual ones, the equivalence
(El) xisinysy contains x
holds in case V(x) and V(») arc both corporeal or in case V(x) is
corporeal and V(y) spiritual. It breaks down when V(x) is
spiritual but V(y) corporeal, for then a diflerent equivalence
(E2) xisiny =xcontains y
holds. becausc a spiritual thing may contain a corporeal one. but
never the reverse. (Nothing of either kind contains God.) The
claim proved in the corpus yiclds a special case of (E2):
(x)(God is in x = God contains x).
but here at the end of the ad (2) Aquinas makes further allowance.
Since God contains all things, one may say that they are all in
Him, as a special case of (E1):
(x)(God contains x = x is in God).
By transitivity. (x)(God is in x = x is in God). God is the singu-
lanty at which being-in is symmetrical.
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agent acts upon it through intermediaries. God’s power is
superlative because He acts within all things without inter-
mediaries. Nothing is far from God in the sense of not
having God in it. Rather, we call things “far” from God
because of their being unlike Him by nature or because of
their failing to be like Him by grace. just as we call Him
“far above” all things because of His being more excellent
by nature than they.

ad (4): in the talk of demons, we understand both a
nature, which is from God, and a culpable deformity of

8,al

it, which is not from Him. For this reason, one should not
allow the claim, ‘God is in the demons’, to stand without a
qualifier;* one should add, ‘insofar as they are natural re-
alities’. But when the terms name a nature not deformed,
one may say that God is in them without a qualifier.?

* absoluté

3 ‘God is in ¢-things’ cannot stand without a qualifier unless ‘x
is a @-thing’ describes x as God creates it. This test is failed by
any term ‘¢’ that carries privation in its sense or a negative
evaluation.

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, ‘God’ is taken formally, as a term speaking of
God’s nature as opposed to His power, so that the question
is not about God in one or another power He has but about
God in His substance. One can see as much from the
words introducing q.8 and from the words introducing this
whole treatise that runs from q.2 to q.14. To understand
this better, please distinguish two ways of taking the word
‘God’: (1) in Himself, and (2) in His influence.* The
question here is not whether God’s influence is in all
things, but whether He Himself is.

« The expression ‘is in’ is not being used in a pre-deter-
mined way, to mean some particular manner of being-in
things, but is being used vaguely and in general. Take
careful note of this, b Scotus derstood this
title in his remarks on // Sent. d.2, q.5. But for his mis-
understanding to be perceived, Scotus’ argument is better
postponed until after we have looked at the conclusion
which this article reaches.

Analysis of the article

ii.  Inthe body of the article, there is one conclusion,
answering the question in the affirmative, and having two
parts: God is (a) in all things and (b) deeply so.

First part (a) is supported. [Antecedent:] God is, by
His essence, existence itself; [/st inference:] so His dis-
tinctive effect is created existing, not only as it comes
about but also as it is conserved; [2nd inference.] ergo He
is in all things as an agent, not as an accident or part.
Therefore, He is in all things.

The first inference is illustrated by a comparison: as a
fire's distinctive effect is setting-things-afire. The point
about the conservation of being [that it is also His effect] is
illustrated. too: as light is being caused by the sun for as
long as the air is illumined. The sccond inference is sup-
ported on the ground that, necessarily, every agent is con-
joined to that upon which it acts without an intermediary.
This is supported by the authority of Physics VI, text 8:
“the ch and the changed must be ther.”

Part (b) of the conclusion, namely, that God is deeply
within things, is supported thus. [dntecedent: ] Being
stands form-wisc to every other factor in a thing; [/st in-
ference:] therefore it is in the thing more deeply than any

other factor; [2nd inference:] therefore it is decply within
each. Therefore God, as the sole activator of being, is
deeply within all things.

Understanding this reasoning process

iil.  Asregards this reasoning process, first its overall
form needs to be clarified, then its terms, and thereafter
particular points within it will be examined.

[As to the logical form], notice that the first inference
drawn in the text [from ‘God is existence itself’ to ‘His
effect is created existing’] does not go so far as to include
the two specifiers (to the effect that [created) existing
depends on Him both as it comes about and as it is kept)
but only gets to the point that created existence is His
distinctive effect. These further points seem to be inclu-
ded in the consequent because, in the text, the second of
them is left entircly unsupported; it is just illustrated with
the example of light. In fact, the [further-reaching] in-
ference is valid, but that will come out below, when the
topic will be the dependency and conservation of things.
The reason these specifiers are just touched on superfici-
ally here is the fact that they will be supported at the
appropriate point below.

w.  [As to the terms in the article’s reasoning,] notice
next that, in the consequent of the second inference [from
‘God's effect is created existing’ to ‘He is in things as an
agent’], the phrase ‘without intermediary’ is implicit [after
‘agent’]. For as the supporting argument makes clear, we
are talking here about a proximate agent, or one without
intermediary, as such. And we are not talking about just
any way of acting immediately but the way which is
immediacy of referent. For an agent can be said to be
producing its effect “immediately” in two senses (as
Aquinas teaches in 3 CG, ¢.70), namely: with immediacy
of power, and with immediacy of referent.

« There is immediacy of power [immediatio virtutis]
when the agent’s own active power is attaining the effect
and does not depend upon any other active power to have
this contact. This is why, the higher the agent, the more
“immediately” it acts in the sense of immediacy of power;
for a lower agent acts via the power of a higher one [i.e.

the lower is empowered by the higher], and not vice-versa.

« There is immediacy of referent [immediatio supposi-

q.104,a.l
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ti], by contrast. when, between the referent [described as]
acting and its effect, there is no subordinate cooperating
referent. This is why. the lower the agent, the more “im-
mediately” it acts in the sense of immediacy of referent.

Since the talk here is about God in Himself, as to
whether He is in things, referential immediacy is the re-
levant kind. As a result, the inference we are discussing
was intended to reach the point that God is in all things as
a referentially immediate agent, that is, as the proximate
and referentially closest agent — such that, between God
and any given thing, no other referent activating that thing
intervenes.!

That this is the meaning Aquinas intended is clear
both from the textual support he adduced (since the point
that the changer and the changed have to be “together”
holds true only for this kind of proximate agent and
changer) and from the fact that, given only immediacy of
power, one could not draw the inference that ergo God in
Himself is in all things but only that He is in them by way
of His influence and participated power (Avicenna con-
ceded that much, while holding that God in Himself had
produced only the first of the Intelligences). But how this
is so will be easy to show.?

v. Notice thirdly [as a further matter of terminology] that

the consequent of the first inference, i.e., “therefore His
distinctive effect is [created] existing,” can be understood
in two ways relevant to present purposes:

(1) Taken one way, ‘distinctive’ contrasts with ‘com-
mon’, and then the meaning is that [created] existing is an
effect coming from God alone, to the exclusion of any in-

! The term ‘referent’ [suppositum] was introduced above in
q.3, a.3. It has been clear since then that a suppositum was the
sort of res of which one was prepared to say, “This is a case of

what exists,” rather than the sort of thing of which one would say,
“This is just a factor in (or modifier of) what exists.” For more on
ies on q.3,a.7 above and on q.13,a.1

(pp see the
below.

2 Suppose a per se set of causal factors (for which notion see
q.7, a.4) produces an effect e. In this ordered set, the first causal
factor, ¢y, is the one whose operation puts the others into opera-
tion relevantly to producing e. and so their powers-to-act (rele-
vantly) are dependent upon ¢, 's power, while ¢, s power-to-act
(relevantly) is not dependent upon theirs. This situation is ex-
pressed by saying that c, acts with immediacy of power towards
producing e. Such immediacy, in other words, is the trait of a
self-starter in a causal series. But so long as there are other causal

factors in the senes, which work as subordinate, secondary (or in-
strumental) causes activated by c, and contributing to the produc-

tion of e, ¢; does not act with immediacy of referent towards pro-

ducing e; in that respect, ¢ acts through the other factors, ¢, ... ¢,

and 1t is the last of these that act(s) with immediacy of referent.
So, immediacy of power does not imply immediacy of refer-

ent. But the two immediacies will coincide in the odd case where
the per se set of causal factors has only one member: a self-starter

c; which also produces the whole of the effect e without the help
of any subordinate cause. Such is the situation here, where ¢, is

God and e is the existence of a creature according to the Thomist
account of ion. God acts i di
with both immediacies.

ly in making things exist,

termediate efficient cause. This is the meaning that Scotus
took up in his remarks on [V Sent. d.I, q.1.and wrm.\gly
so. But this point will be argued out below, in Inquiry 45
[a.5].

(2) Taken the other way, “distinctive’ contrasts wi}l} ‘not
one’s own”.* In context, what is “nota thing’s own” is all
that it has thanks to another® (even if it has it of {lsclf 3.
So taken, then, “distinctive’ is a synonym of ‘of n;clf
firstly” [per se primo]. This is the mtcgdgd n_\camngihere,
and the true meaning. For [created] existing is the of-
itself-firstly effect of the First Cause: and. in every case. a
thing’s existing is exactly what it take.s for that thing to be
[an effect] from the First Cause. as will becor.ne clear in
the passage [in q.45] just mennoneq. Apd this is \~vhat the
inference in this article has focally in view, since it wants
to say that, from the Case which is existing th:u_aks toits
essence, every case of existing, as suc}g a case, is derived
as a distinctive effect, that is, as an of-itself-firstly effect.

While there are many senses in which ‘exislipg is
God's distinctive effect” would come out true. let just one
suffice for present purposes — the one by \v}xxch the dr}ﬁ
of this article becomes clearest. On l!ml pohcy.. the article
is saying that existence is the distinctive or of-itsclf-firstly
effect of God, because God alone can produce all lht'!
factors required for a thing to exist. \vh.mever th_at Ihlxlg )
may be. Each thing is material or elsc‘lmmalenal. lt‘nt is
material, matter is required for it to exist. and matter is
created and conserved by God alone: if itis immatenal.. it
is from God alone, as will be shown below. when God_s
power-to-create is discussed [in q.45.2.5 ad 1]. Thusin
each and every thing, there is some factor produced and
conserved by God alone acting proximately and \.\-nho_ut
intermediary — in material things. the sub;mnce s prime
matter; in things separate from matter. their very sub- ‘
stance. And this is why God is called the active cause of
all things “immediately” with immediacy of referent. For
it does not say in the text that God is the immediate active
cause of everything in every regard but in at least one
regard, namely, in regard to existing: for He produces
each and every thing immediately as rcga_rd; some factor
required for that thing’s existing. And this i why Aquinas
takes as the middle term of his argument the causality that
God has vis-g-vis existing itself. which has to be common
to everything there is — since what does not participate in
existing is not.

vi. Notice fourthly that in the support for the conclu-
sion’s second part. existing is said to be deeper and more
inward than other factors because it stands form-wise to
them all. And rightly so. For there is nothing'in anything
that is not actuated by existing. be it an esscn!ml part or an
integral part, be it a substantial trait or an accldcpml one:
existence touches every level* and every case of \vhaf-u-
takes' to be thus or such. Yet there are many factors ina
thing which are not its substance, or not its body. etc.
Ergo what is deeper than all and stands as lhc.: last item in a
thing's analysis and comes first to terminate its synthesis is
existing. Etc.
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ti], by contrast. when, between the referent [described as)
acting and its effect, there is no subordinate cooperating
referent. This is why, the lower the agent, the more “im-
mediately” it acts in the sense of immediacy of referent.

Since the talk here is about God in Himself, as to
whether He is in things, referential immediacy is the re-
levant kind. As a result, the inference we are discussing
was intended to reach the point that God is in all things as
a referentially immediate agent, that is. as the proximate
and referentially closest agent — such that, between God
and any given thing, no other referent activating that thing
intervenes.!

That this is the meaning Aquinas intended is clear
both from the textual support he adduced (since the point
that the changer and the changed have to be “together”
holds true only for this kind of proximate agent and
changer) and from the fact that, given only immediacy of
power, one could not draw the inference that ergo God in
Himself is in all things but only that He is in them by way
of His influence and participated power (Avicenna con-
ceded that much, while holding that God in Himself had
Produccd only the first of the Intelligences). But how this
is so will be easy to show.?

v.  Notice thirdly [as a further matter of terminology] that
the consequent of the first inference, i.e., “therefore His
gistinc(ivc effect is [created] existing,” can be understood
in two ways relevant to present purposes:

(1) Taken one way, ‘distinctive’ contrasts with ‘com-
mon’, and !.hen the meaning is that [created] existing is an
effect coming from God alone, to the exclusion of any in-

! The term ‘referent’ [suppositum] was introduced above in
q.3,a.3. It has been clear since then that a suppositum was the
sort of res of which one was prepared to say, “This is a case of
u'ha't e_xi§ls." rather than the sort of thing of which one would say.
“This is just a factor in (or modifier of) what exists.” For more O;I

see the ies on q.3,2.7 above and on q.13, 2.1

below.
2 Suppose a per se set of causal factors (for which notion see
q.7, a.4) produces an effect e. In this ordered set, the first causal
ff;c(or, ¢1, is the one whose operation puts the others into opera-
tion relevantly to producing e, and so their powers-to-act (rele-
vantly) are dependent upon ¢, ’s power, while ¢, 's power-to-act
(relevantly) is not dependent upon theirs. This situation is ex-
preiscq by saying that ¢, acts with immediacy of power towards
p e Such i iacy, in other words, is the trait of a
self-starter in a causal series. But so long as there are other causal
factors in the series, which work as subordinate, secondary (or in-
sy.rumcnlal) causes activated by c; and contributing to the produc-
uon.of e, ¢; does not act with immediacy of referent towards pro-
ducnpg e; in that respect, ¢, acts through the other factors, c; ... c,
and it 1sAthc last of these that act(s) with immediacy of refm:nl "
So, immediacy of power does not imply immediacy of refe.r-
ent. But the two immediacies will coincide in the odd case where
the per se set of causal factors has only one member: a self-starter
¢y which also produces the whole of the effect e without the help
of any subordinate cause. Such is the situation here, where ¢, is
God and e is the ofa ing to the Thorlnis!
account of ion. God acts i ly i i i
with both immediacies. Y in making things exist.

termediate efficient cause. This is the meaning that Scotus
took up in his remarks on /" Sent. d.1. 9.1, and wrongly
so. But this point will be argued out below. in Inquiry 45
[a.5].

(2) Taken the other way, *distinctive’ contrasts with ‘not
one’s own”.* In context, what is “not a thing’s own’ is all
that it has thanks to another’ (even if it has it of itself?).
So taken, then, ‘distinctive" is a synonym of “of itself
firstly’ [per se primo]. This is the intended meaning here,
and the true meaning. For [created] existing is the of-
itself-firstly effcct of the First Cause: and. in every case, a
thing’s existing is exactly what it takes for that thing to be
[an effect] from the First Cause. as will become clear in
the passage [in q.45] just mentioned. And this is what the
inference in this article has focally in view. since it wants
to say that. from the Case which is existing thanks to its
essence, every case of existing, as such a case. is derived
as a distinctive effect, that is, as an of-itself-firstly effect.

While there are many senses in which ‘existing is
God’s distinctive effect’ would come out true. let just one
suffice for present purposes — the one by which the drift
of this article becomes clearest. On that policy. the article
is saying that existence is the distinctive or of-itself-firstly
effect of God, because God alone can produce all the
factors required for a thing to exist. whatever that thing
may be. Each thing is material or else immaterial. Ifitis
material, matter is required for it to exist. and matter is
created and conserved by God alone: if it is immaterial. it
is from God alone. as will be shown below. when God's
power-to-create is discussed [in q.45. 2.5 ad 1}]. Thusin
each and every thing. there is some factor produced and
conserved by God alone acting proximately and without
intermediary — in material things. the substance’s prime
matter; in things separate from matter. their very sub-
stance. And this is why God is called the active cause of
all things “immediately™ with immediacy of referent. For
it does not say in the text that God is the immediate active
cause of everything in every regard but in at least one
regard, namely, in regard to existing: for He produces
each and every thing immediately as regards some tactor
required for that thing’s existing. And this is why Aquinas
takes as the middle term of his argument the causality that
God has vis-g-vis existing itself. which has to be common
to everything there is — since what does not participate in
existing is not.

vi. Notice fourthly that in the support for the conclu-
sion’s second part. existing is said to be deeper and more
inward than other factors because it stands form-wise to
them all. And rightly so. For there is nothing in anything
that is not actuated by existing. be it an essential part or an
integral part, be it a substantial trait or an accidental one:
existence touches every level* and every case of what-it-
takes" to be thus or such. Yet there are many factors in a
thing which are not its substance. or not its body. etc.

Ergo what is deeper than all and stands as the lastitem ina
thing's analysis and comes first to terminate its synthesis is
existing. Etc.
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A difficulty from Scotus

vil.  Concerning the meaning of the article’s conclusion
(and its title), doubt arises from Scotus’ remarks on //
Sent. d.2, q.5. “1 am asking,” he says there, “what you
mean to ask and conclude. Either it is God’s presence in
all things by reason of operation, or else it is His presence
by reason of limitlessness."

« If the former, the argument is fallaciously circular?,
because its conclusion (that God is in all things, i.e.,
conjoined to all things as agent) is the same as its middle
term, as one can see from the text. Moreover, this con-
clusion is not germane, because your larger question is
about the presence that goes with God’s limitlessness, as
you say in the words introducing q.8.

» If the latter is what you mean, then God's presence
by limitlessness is established in your doctrine a posteri-
ori, from His presence as an agent gua an agent. And in
that case, [since a posteriori proofs argue to what is fur-
ther back, i.e. prior, in natural order] it follows that, in
terms of natural priority,® a spiritual substance is in a
place prior to producing something there — which you
deny in your claims about the place of angels.”

viii. IN RESPONSE TO THIS, I should say that God’s “con-
junction” with things can be taken two ways:

(1) to mean the very hereby God hes a
thing through Himself;

(2) to mean a relation of presence whereby, using
relational language, one says that God is, in Himself,
“present to” something.

If *conjunction’ is taken the first way, then God’s
being-in-things is nothing other than His immediately pro-
ducing and conserving things. If taken the second, then
God's being-in-things is a relation of reason arising in God
as a consequence of the said contact.*

ix. To meet Scotus’ objection, then, I should say that,
formally speaking, the question being raised in this article
is about the presence that pertains to limitlessness, but not
about the one that Scotus imagines to be prior to all con-
tact. Rather. the presence coming from limitlessness
(unless you are thinking of presence in potency rather than
presence in act) is unintelligible apart from the existence
of both sides [in the relation, God is in x]; therefore this
presence

* either is identically God's contact with creatures,
whereby creatures come to be and are, such that it is im-
possible for anything to crop up or exist which is not so

3 On “natural priority,” cf. § viii in the commentary. on q.7,
al.

4 The talk of being-in or being-present could be taken strictly,
to indicate a relation (real or of reason), or more loosely, to
indicate a basis or foundation for such a relation. In the case at
hand Cajctan calls the relevant foundation contactus, which he

as diate effectuation (with either sort of immedi-
acy) and which he probably classified in the category of action.
Unlike contemporary analysls the Mcdlevals dld not automati-
cally reckon tv as Some
they took as actions, though lhcy conceded that every transitive
action founds a relation.

touched by God — much as the presence of an infinite
body to all places would be its contact with all places, such
that it would be impossible to posit a place that was not
being touched by it (though, in this comparison, onc’s
imagination goes wrong, as local contact presupposes that
both sides [in the relation, x is in place y] are there,
whereas divine contact does not presuppose creatures but
produces them; otherwise it would not be that by which
things come to be and are);

* or else it is a relation of presence, wherein God is
called “present” by an actual relation to the creature; this
relation obviously arises after the creature exists.

In the present context, then, one should say that what is
being asked about is presence-by-limitlessness vaguely
taken [that is, in either meaning].

And it doesn’t follow that a spiritual substance has
another presence prior to its operation, because presence-
by-limitlessness coincides with presence-thanks-to-
operation.

Nor does it follow that there is a fallacious circularity.
[The issue is either God’s presence vagucly taken or His
presence not vagucly taken.] On the onc hand: suppose
the question and conclusion are about the presence
vaguely taken. Then the middle term is about His presence
specifically by way of being an immediate agent, and thus
the argument is a case of reasoning affirmatively from a

more specific description to a more general one.* Onthe ¢ ahnferion
other hand [suppose the issue is God’s presence not ad superius of-
vaguely taken. Then there are two possibilities]: suppose /™"
the question and conclusion is about the being-conjoined

which is contact itself. Then the middle term is an

explanation of such contact, and again there is no circle,

since one is concluding that a subject has a certain state! t passio

via an explanation of that state. One is showing that God
is, through Himself, conjoined to all things via an expla-
nation of what it takes to be conjoined through oneself; [in
His case] this is nothing other than to produce and con-
serve all things with immediacy of referent. [Alterna-
tively]: suppose the question and conclusion are about
God’s being in things by a relation of presence; then the
middle term is rather like the cause or foundation of the
major term [‘present to x°].

Obviously, then, if the issue in this article is under-
stood to be about God’s being-in-things non-vaguely, the
reasoning process in the article is a priori, going from the
definition of a state or from the foundation of a relation.
But if the issue is about God’s presence vaguely, then the
reasoning is from specific to general affirmatively. In no
case is there any fallacy.

Another difficulty from Scotus

x.  On the support for the second inference [going from
“God's distinctive effect is created existing’ to ‘ergo He is
in all things’], doubt arises from Scotus’ remarks on / Sent.
d.37, q.1. Scotus contends that:

(1) the proposition used by Aquinas (‘necessarily,
whenever an agent acts on some x without intermediary, it
is together with that x°) is false [in its modality];

(2) Aristotle’s principle (‘the changer and the changed
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*acadentalis  must be together”) is something like a contingent* truth,
and

(3) our reasoning, using these premises to infer from
them that God is (in Himself) present to all things. is not
valid.

His contention (1), then, he supports thus. [Antece-
dent:] The sun acts immediately where it is not; [con-
clusion: ] ergo [an immediate agent docs not have to be
conjoined to what it is acting upon]. He supports this
antecedent on the ground that the sun causes a mineral or
compound to form in the bowels of the earth and that the
causal source' proximately eliciting such a formation is
the sun’s substance; so [that substance acts where it is not].
[In support of this] it is obvious [he says] that the sun’s
substance is that from which the mineral compound
comes, and the point that it is the proximate source is
proved from the premise that an accident, be it light or
anything else, cannot be the origin of a substance. —
Furthermore [he argues], the fact that a natural agent
cannot act upon a distant thing unless it first acts upon a
close one owes its explanation to one or another of these
two reasons: (a) because two powers, one subordinate to
the other, work together in the same agent, or else (b)
because the agent’s active power is imperfect, being
unable to produce a more finished effect except by going
from the less complete to the more so. An example of
where the first reason holds is the sun: [its powers to
generate and illuminate are so ordered that] it does not
generate x without illuminating an intermcdiary between
itself and x. An example of where the second reason holds
is a begetter: he does not beget except via altering and
disposing, etc. So, the fact that an agent cannot act upon a
distant thing without acting upon a close one is due to
these conditions. It is not flatly “necessary” [as Aquinas
had claimed]; rather, there could be an agent to whom
neither condition applied.

This leads to his contention (2): Aristotle’s claim about
the changer and the changed just happens to hold true
(says he) because of these same conditions.

Contention (3) he supports on the ground that God is
an omnipotent agent, in whom neither of these conditions
is found. As a result: from the fact that He produces some
x “immediately,” it does not follow necessarily that He in
Himself is present to x.

Moreover, this third contention is confirmed, he says,
from two angles.

(@) The first confirmation is that, if God were in some
fixed place, He could, without intermediary, produce
something at any distance, since He is omnipotent. So.
from the immediacy of His producing x, one cannot make
a necessary illation to His presence at x in His essence.

(b) The second confirmation is this: [major:] given a
prior factor, it does not necessarily follow that a posterior
factor is given; [minor:] but God's presence [at x] in His
power is prior to His presence [at x] in His substance.
Hence, given the former. one is not necessarily given the
latter. He supports the minor on the ground that. in terms
of natural priority, a creature terminates an act of God’s

t principium
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power before God is present to it [in His substancc}. as is
obvious in the case of God’s first act producing the world.

Cajetan’s answer

xi. To clear these things up. one needs to know. that, in
the agents we encounter in our experif:n_ce. there isa
double presence of the agent 10 what it is acting on: one
being a matter of location, whereby their cnfi points are
together, and the other being a matter of active power,
whereby the agent’s operation attains what itis prodl':cmg
or acting upon and doesn’t just attain some intermediate
effect (whether there is any thing in bcl\vger_: them or not).
So also in spiritual agents there are vo distinct presences
[of the agent to what it is acting upon: the one according
to substance, whereby the agent's substance (defined or
quasi-defined) is wat” this thing being acted on. and the )
other according to active power, as above. Bgcause of this
double presence. Scotus worked h;u't} to convict Aquinas
of holding both sides of 2 contradiction. cl'mmmg that
Aquinas posited the first presence [according to substance]
in this article and denied it in his remarks on‘plncc among
the angels, and (what is more) claiming that in St. Tho-
mas’ teaching here, at least. presence .ancordmg to sub-
stance is prior to that according to active power. But the
truth of the matter is quite different. ) )

Yes, for to St. Thomas. being present in substance is
one affair, and being present in power is aqother (for
presence in power does not require immediacy of Teferem,
as will come out later). But though being present in sub-
stance is one affair, still, being present in a power tlu_zr
immediately attains what is produced or acted upon is not
entirely another. Nor are they emir.ely }hg same. Rather,
they are distinct as what is present is dlSl‘mC'l from fhe
reason whereby it is present. [The agent sj immediate
attainment [of its effect] is the reason l"or.ns presence, not
only in power but also in substance. So: just as. in the case
of a substance in space, its location is the reason whereby
it is present. and yet the very substance is what is present,
so also immediate-attainment-of-ettect is the reason
whereby a spiritual substance is present, in st{ch away that
its very substance is what is present. not just its operation.
And thus. in spiritual substances. these 1wo presences are
not entirely two things. nor entirely one, but stand to ¢ach
other on a middle footing. like the whereby and me tvhnl:
This is why 1 said above [in § ix] that the reasoning in this
article, which sets out from immedime-a\tainm;m e{nd
concludes to presence-in-sub is procecd £ from the
defining account to the thing accounted for, that is. f.rom
the definition of that-whereby [a spiritual substance is
present] to [the substance which is] what thereby meets
that definition [and so is present].

a3

Point-by-point replies

xii. Moving on. then. to Scotus’ contentions one by one:
against his first | deny that the sun acts without intermedi-
ary upon what is distant from it: it is just not true tha\ lhg
sun’s substantial form is the causal source that elicits mi-
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neral formation. A thing’s substance is not the proximate
and elicitive source of any operation, as will be shown at
length in q.77.  And there is nothing wrong with an
accident’s being the instr | origin of a N
generation; for an instrument is not a cause but the tool or
organ of a cause.

0

xui.  Against his second contention, 1 should say that the
reason natural agents cannot act on the distant without first
acting on the close-by is neither of the conditions proposed
by Scotus but the fact that a limited active power, as
limited, is not complete. (And this is why God is the only
one to whom this explanation would not apply.) This is
the explanation we learn from our senses, whereas Scotus’
explanations are his own inventions. Hence it was on the
basis of expericnce, from sensible things, that Aristotle
proved in Physics VII that a changer (even an intentional
one) and what it changes have to be together; you can see
as much from his discussion there about the objects of the
senses.

xiv.  If you are looking for a fully universal reason why
an agent and its immediate patient have to be “together” or
conjoined, my answer would be this: ‘being together or
conjoined’ and “attaining-immediately’ do not apply to all
cases in the same way, and so one cannot give them a
uniform, across-the-board explanation. I have alrcady said
[in § xi] that presence-in-substance and presence-in-im-
mediate-power differ in some cases and coincide in others.
One must say, therefore, that where they are different,
by-operation implies presence-in-power, thanks
lo the ugem s limitation; but where they are the same, the
inference [from presence-by-operation to presence in
substance] holds as a result of their identity. Hence the
proposition that
necessarily, whenever an agent acts on some x
without intermediary, it is together with x
is universally true of all agents but for different reasons in
different ones. So it was quite all right to use it for pur-
poses of inferring God’s presence-by-limitlessness in all
things.’

5 The upshot so far seems to be this. Immediacy (of power or
of referent) in the action of x upon y either is the presence (taken
as contact) of x to y (in power or in substance) or founds the pre-
sence (taken as a relation) of x to y. Suppose C is a per se ordered
set of causes producing an effect in y. Typically, C has more than
one member, and then:

« the element in C which comes first in its ordering acts upon y
with immediacy of power

* and so has contact-presence to y in powcr (and s0 has a relation
of p to y based on p

+ but does not act upon y with immediacy of refcrenl and so does
not have contact-p toyin (and so does not
have a relation of presence to y based on referential im-
mediacy),

* but the element(s) of C which comes last in its ordering acts
upon y with immediacy of referent and so does have con-
tact-presence to y in substance (and so does have a relation
of presence to y based on referential immediacy).

Thus, typically, presence in power and presence in substance are

xv.  From there an answer emerges to both of Scotus’
confirming arguments.

Against the first: I deny his counterfactual. From his
antecedent, there would foilow both his consequent and its
contradictory; so neither follows. For if ‘God is in some
fixed place’ were true, ‘He can act upon anything any-
where’ would be true (because God is omnipotent) and
‘He cannot act on anything except by way of what is
closest to Him’ would be true, because He is in a fixed
place [ergo spatially limited], and this pertains to what it
takes to be spatially limited. Thus both sides of a con-
tradiction clearly follow; so nothing follows.

Against his second: I grant that a prior item does not
necessarily imply a posterior one, when they are entirely
different. But these presences are not entircly different;
rather, as I said above [in § xi], they coincide in spiritual
things as the whereby and the what that has the whereby.
So, they stand only “in a way" as prior and posterior.

Understanding the answer ad (3)

xvi.  In the answer to the third objection, notice first that,
for present purposes, there are four ways to be distant: (1)
in space, (2) nature, (3) referent, and (4) power. Distance
in space is obvious. Distance in nature is dissimilarity of
nature. Distance in referent is having another referent in-
between, and distance in power is having another power
in-between as an intermediate power. The proposition that

the more powerful the agent, the farther his

action reaches.
when asserted not of this or that sort of agent but of agents
in general without further qualifiers, is flatly true only in
terms of distance in nature. As far as distance in space is
concerned, it is obviously false, since not every agent has

different. But when C has just one member (call it x):

* x's operation attains y with both kinds of immediacy,

« and so the presence of x in power to y coincides with its
presence in substance to y,

« and (please note) the operation of x is the reason for its contact-
presence in substance (and for its relation of presence to y
based on referential immediacy).

In short, the presences of a spiritual hemg to something it acts
upon are p power and p b each
cxplaincd by the spiritual being’s opcration (in the typical case
where they are different), both explained by its operation (in the
odd case where they coincide). This is what Cajetan has been at
pains to defend.

It Iooks, thercfore, as though the basic mistake made by
Scotus in his reading of Aquinas (or so Cajetan belicved) was this:
he thought the prescnces of a spiritual being to somel.hmg it acts
upon are p! by-op and p by An
operanon is the exercise of a power; “sohe thought immediacy of
(or contact by) operation was by definition immediacy of (or
contact in) power. With that assumption in place, contact or
presence in power would be all that any operation could bring
about, even in the case of a causal agent who uses no subordi-
nates; and so presence in substance would have to be an utterly
difterent issue, requiring some wholly different ratio or founda-

tion. This is why Scotus thought the argument here in q.8, a.1
must be, at best, an a posterior: argument, erc.
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a position in space even definitivé.5 As regards distance in
power, it is also false in an obvious way, since the higher
an agent is, and hence the more active power it has, the
closer-in-power it stands to its effect, as came out above
[in § iv). As regards distance in referent, however, it is
true in a way but quite false flatly taken. For in terms of
such distance, the proposition can be understood two
ways.

(1) The more powerful the agent, the more

referentially distant in some respect is what it

can act on.
This is very true, which is why God could, via limitlessly
many intermediate cooperating referents, educe the form
of a cow from potency (from matter), or do anything else
of the sort He produces immediately with immediacy of
power but not immediacy of referent.”

(2) The more powerful the agent, the more refer-

entially distant in itself as a whole is what it can

act on.
So taken, the proposition is utterly false. Indeed, as this
article says, what marks God’s power above all is that He
can allow nothing to be referentially distant from Him in
itself as a whole, because in anything existing in its own
right there has to be some factor produced and conserved
continually by God “immediately” with immediacy of

S Position in space definitivé was the kind the human soul
had via the body it animated.

7 This interesting passage confirms the interpretation [ gave
above to the First Way in 1 ST'q.2,a.3. The proof of a first cause
‘was not appealing to the finitude of the causal series but to its
well-orderedness.

referent, as I said before [in § v]. And since this article is
talking about this kind of distance vs. presence, the text
correctly denies this proposition without drawing any
further distinction, taking it in sense (2) rather than (1).

But as regards distance in nature (to which the text also
alludes). the proposition is flatly true: the more powerful

an agent is, the slighter or more remote zhc‘pmcnc.y from
which it can produce something similar to itself; indeed,
the Creator can produce His likeness out of what resem-
bles Him in no way, namely, from no potency at all, as He
creates out of nothing. o

xvii.  Notice secondly that, in the text. mention is made of
referential distance, and of conjunction in apower pene-
trating and overcoming somehow referential dls'l:mcc. and
of referential immediacy. And since what pertains to com-
pleteness of power is not referential di_s\am_:e but conjunc-
tion-in-power penetrating any referential distance that is
found, Aquinas implicitly infers: ﬂ}erefore. what f(_)llo“{s
from an agent's perfection is not distance [frqm His cﬂgct]
but His being conjoined with it. And from this he expli-
citly infers: therefore, what makes God'g power supcr!u- )
tive is that nothing can be referentially distant from Him in
itself as a whole; rather He is necessarily in contact re-
ferentially with all things. The reaso_ning process hckre is
by the type a maiori: if. in a production in \Vhl?h referen-
tial distance is found. the distance is not what follows from
the agent’s perfection (but rather, lhg conjluncl.ion over-
coming it is), then, unqualifiedly. referential dls!:‘mce I.Belf
does not pertain to an agent’s perfection (l:)ut conjunction
does). Therefore, what follows from maximum comple-
teness of power is not an ability to act upon things re-
ferentially distant in themselves as wholes but the trait of
being necessarily conjoined to all things.
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article 2

Is God everywhere?

187q.16,a.7ad 1;q52,a2; In1Sent. d.37,q.2,2.1; 3 CG c.68, Quodiibet. X a.1

It would seem that God is not everywhere.

(1) After all, “is everywhere’ means ‘is in every
place’. But ‘is in every place’ is hardly a suitable de-
scription for God, since ‘is in a place’ does not de-
scribe Him, As Boethius says in De Hebdomadibus,
bodiless things are not in a place. Therefore, God is
not everywhere.

(2) Besides, their place stands to permanent things
as their time stands to successive ones. An indivisible
unit [of a successive kind, say, the unit] of an action or
motion, cannot be at different times. Necither, then, can
an indivisible unit of a permanent kind be in all places.
But the divine being is a permanent thing, not a suc-
cessive one [and is indivisible]. Therefore, God is not
in multiple places, and so He is not everywhere.

(3) Also, when a whole thing is somewhere, none
of it is outside that place. But [if God is anywhere, He
is in at least one place, and) if God is in a place, He is
there as a whole, since he has no parts, and so none of
Him is outside that place. Therefore, God is not every-
where.

ON THE OTHER HAND, we have what God says of Himself
in Jeremiah 23:24, “I fill heaven and carth.”

T ANSWER: given that a “place” is a real entity,' the
talk of being “in” a place can be understood two ways:
(1) asit is understood in other cases, that is, as one
thing is said to be in another after any fashion,
e.g. as the accidents of a place are in the place;
(2) asiit is understood uniquely in the case of place,
i.e., as the things located in a place are in it.
On either understanding, there is some role in which
God is in every place, which is being everywhere. On
the first understanding, as God is in all entities in the
réle of giving them being and operative ability and ac-
tual operation, so He is in every place in the réle of
giving it being and ability to locate. On the second
understanding, located things are in a place inasmuch
as they fill it, and God fills every place — not in the
réle of a body (for a body is said to fill a place insofar
as it does not allow another body to be there, while the
fact that God fills a place does not preclude others
from being there), but rather in the réle of giving exis-
tence to all the located things which fill all the places.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): bodiless things
are not “in a place” thanks to the contact of dimensions

P o

! For the schol “place” was a p
accident of bodics, having to do with their surrounding or
being surrounded by other bodies, and giving rise to relations
of distance, proximity or contact. Where there were no
bodies (e.g., beyond the universe), there were no places.

of quantity, as bodies are; rather, they are in a place
thanks to the contact of active power.

ad (2): ‘the indivisible’ is used in two senses. One
means a terminus of a continuum, be it of the perma-
nent kind (like a “point”) or the successive kind (like
an “instant”). Among permanent things, such an
indivisible [point] has a determinate locus* and so
cannot be in more than one part of a place, nor in more
than one place. Likewise, an indivisible [instant] of an
action or motion has a determinate placement! within
the occurrence of that action or motion and so cannot
be in more than one part of time. But there is another
sense of ‘the indivisible’, in which it means somcthing
outside the whole category of continua, and it is in this
sense that bodiless substances (God, an angel, or the
soul) are said to be indivisible. A thing indivisible in
this sense, then, is not spoken of as being a part or as-
pect of a continuum, but only as touching the continu-
um with its power. Thus an indivisible thing of this
kind. depending on whether its power can extend to
one thing or many, to a small-scale effect or a far-flung
one, is said to be in one place or many, and is said to
be in a small place or a large one, efc.

ad (3): a thing is called a “whole” in relation to its
parts. “Parts” are taken two ways:

(1) parts of an essence, as form and matter are called
the parts of a composite, as genus and specific
difference are called the parts of a species, and

(2) the parts of a quantity, into which it is divided.

[So conversely a whole is taken the same two ways.]

A whole which is in a given place with the wholeness
of quantity cannot be outside that place: the quantity of
a located thing matches the quantity of its place, and so
there is no wholeness of quantity without wholeness of
place. But wholeness of essence does not match a
wholeness of place, and so it does not have to be the
case that a whole which is in some item with the
wholeness of essence is in no wise outside that item.
One sees as much in the case of accidental forms that
just happen to have a quantity: the “whole” whiteness,
for example, is in each part of a surface when ‘whole’
means wholeness of essence, since whiteness is found
in each part of the surface according to its complete
essential make up;? but if the wholeness is taken ac-
cording to the quantity which the whiteness has by
accident, then the “whole” whiteness is not in each part
of the surface.

Well, in bodiless substances, there is no “whole-
ness” (intrinsically or by accident) except the one that
comes from complete essential make up. So. just as
the whole soul is in each part of the body, so the whole
God is in each thing and every thing.

® situs

t ordo

t ratio

8,a2



*res

Cajetan’s Commentary

The title is clear. In the body of the article, Aquinas
does two jobs: (1) he draws a distinction: (2) he
answers the question with a two-edged conclusion in
keeping with the distinction previously drawn.

The distinction is this. There are two ways to be
“in” a place: (1) as in the thing, and (2) as in the place.
The support given for this is that a place is both a
thing* and a place.

The conclusion answering the question is that, in
both ways, God is everywhere in some respect. The
support for His being everywhere in the first way is as

follows. God gives being, ability to operate, and actual

operation to all things; therefore [He gives them] to all
places. The support for His being everywhere in the
second way is this: God gives being to all the things

filling the places; therefore He is in all places in a cer-
tain manner as filling all places.

ii.  As regards this last point. take note of the fact that
‘to fill a place’ can be taken two ways, namely. (1)
form-wise* and (2) via an effect.' A located body
“fills a place” form-wise; God does so via an effect.
From this there follows the difference mentioned in the
text, i.e., that a body filling a place excludes other
bodies [from its place], while God filling a place does
not exclude them; indeed, He causes them to be placed.
Hence the conclusion is not saying unqualifiedly that
God is in a place [in the normal sense. namely] as lo-
cated there without further nuance. but with a qualifier,
namely, in some rdle or manner. because He does not
do so form-wise, of course, but cause-wise.
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article 3

Is God everywhere “by essence, presence and power”?

157'q.43,a.3;357°q.6,a.l ad 1;In ] Sent d.37 expositio; d.37,q.1,a.2

It seems that the ways God is said to be in things are
badly classified when He is said to be in them “by es-
sence, presence, and power.”

(1) After all, what is in something “by cssence” is
in it essentially. But God is not in things essentially,
since He does not belong to anything’s essence. One
ought not say, therefore, that God is in things “by
essence. presence, and power.”

(2) Besides, being present to something is not
being absent from it. God’s not being absent from
anything is His being “in” things by essence. Thus
God’s being in all things “by essence” and *‘by pre-
sence” are the same. It has been useless repetition to
say that God is in things “by essence, presence, and
power.”

(3) Further, just as God is the origin of all things
through His power, so He is also their origin through
His knowledge and will. But one does not say that
God is in things “by knowledge and will.” Neither,
then, should one say He is in them “by power.”

(4) Furthermore, as grace is an extra completeness
added onto the substance of a thing, so are many other
completive traits added on. Hence, if God is said to be
“in” certain things in a special way thanks to grace,
any extra completion of them would seem to give Him
a special way of being in things.

ON THE OTHER HAND, Gregory’s comment on Song of
Songs [5:17] says “God is in all things in the common
manner by presence, power, and substance, but thanks
to grace He is said to be in some in a familial manner.”

T ANSWER: God is said to be in a thing in two ways: (1)
as its agent cause (and thus He is in all the things cre-
ated by Him), and (2) as the object of an operation is in
the one operating (which happens only in operations of
the soul, along the lines of how the known is in the
knower and the object desired is in the one desiring it).
In this way, God in a special manner is “in” a rational
creature who knows and loves Him (actually or habi-
tually). Because a rational creature has this attitude
thanks to grace, as will come out below, God is said to
be in the saints in this manner “by grace.”

But one needs to tun to human usage for clues as
to how to describe the manner in which God is in the
other things created by Him. Thanks to the scope of a
king’s power, one says that he is “in” his whole realm,
even though he is not present throughout it bodily.
Thanks to one’s presence, one says that one is “in” all
the places that are in one’s sight, as all the places in a
house are said to be present to someone in the house,
even though he is not in each part of the house in his

substance. But in its substance or essence, a thing is
said to be “in” the place where its substance is found.

Given these usages, there have been some writers
— Manichaeans, to be exact — who said that while
spiritual and incorporeal things are subject to God’s
power, visible and bodily things are subject to the
power of a contrary Principle. To counter them, one
needs to say that God is in all places by His power.

There have been others who believed that all things
were under God’s power but said that the purview of
His providence did not extend down to these lower
bodies. Their view is represented in Job 22:14: “He
bestrideth the vaults of heaven and payeth no heed to
us.” To counter this view, one needs to say that God is
in all places by His presence.

There have been still others who admitted that all
things were in God’s purview but claimed that not all
things were created by God directly. He created the
first creatures without intermediary, they said, but then
those creatures created the rest. To counter them, one
needs to say that God is in all by His essence.

So, then: God is in all places by power, because all
things are subject to His power; He is in all places by
presence, because all things are naked and open to his
sight; He is in all by essence, because He is “at” all
things as the cause of their being, as said above.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): God is not said
to be in all things by the essence of those things, as if
He belonged to their essence, but by His own essence,
because His substance is “at” them all as their cause of
being, as I said.

ad (2): one can say that x is present to y inasmuch
as x lies within y s sight, even though x in its own sub-
stance is distant from y, as I said above. Hence it has
been necessary to assign two ways: by essence and by
presence.

ad (3): the correct accounts of knowing and willing
are such that the known is in the knower and the object
willed is in the willer. So “by knowledge and will”
things are better said to be in God than He in them.
But the correct account of power makes it the starting
point of action upon another. By its power, an agent
relates to and bears upon an outside thing. So it is “by
power” that an agent can be said to be “in another.”

ad (4): no other extra completeness added to a
substance causes God to be in it as an object known
and loved. Only grace does this, and so only grace
brings about a unique manner in which God is “in”
things. (There is, however, another unique manner in
which God is in a man, by a union; but this will be
dealt with in its proper place.)

Hebrews 4:13
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Cajetan’s Commentary

The title is clear as a result of the explanations of terms
given in the body of the text.

Analysis of the text

In the body of the article, Aquinas does two jobs: (1)

he draws a distinction; (2) he answers the question at
[the paragraph beginning] “So, then . . .

As to job (1), the distinction is that God can be “in”
something two ways: (a) as causing an effect, and (b) as
being an object. For present purposes, these ways differ
in that the former is general (God is in all things as
causing an effect in them) while the latter is special. As
an object, God is only in a rational creature. This latter
manner is called His being there “by grace,” because it
is from grace that a rational creature derives its knowing
and loving God in act or habit. But God’s general way
of being in all things is subdivided into being there by
essence, by presence, and by power. This is illustrated
by taking the example of a king vis-g-vis (a) his exact
place, (b) a place in his sight, and (c) his realm, and then
applying the example to God.

ii.  Notice here first that, although at the outset the text
distinguishes “how” God is in things (into as-causing-
an-effect and as-being-an-object), it does not then sub-
divide this “how™ into by-essence, by-presence, and by-
power, since this would be a false subdivision, Rather,
the text intends to subdivide only the general manner in
which God is in all things. Taking a distinction from
human affairs, the text applies it to God vis-a-vis all
creatures.

Notice secondly that these ways of being-in that are
illustrated in the text are not only applied to God but
also justified (to some extent) as so interpreted, on the
ground that they line up one-by-one against mistakes
made by eminent persons. Against the Manichaeans
[stands) the being-in-by-power, that is, God's being in
all things “immediately” with immediacy of power,
such that all things do whatever they do through the
power of God. Against Averroes [stands] the being-in-
by-presence [which is God’s] penetrating each and
every thing with His insight. Against Avicenna [stands]
the being-in-by-essence, that is. [God's being in all
things] immediately with immediacy of referent, be-
cause in any created thing there is some factor created
by God without intermediary.
iir.  Asto Job (2). he answers the question with yes:
God is in all places “by presence, essence, and power.”

Problems and solutions

iv.  Doubts about each of these ways arise from the
work of Aureol, as reported by Capreolus at / Sent. d.
37.

As to the special way, there is doubt because (a)
God is in non-saints as an object and is in some saints
(such as infants) without being an object, and (b) Au-
gustine gives a different reason why God is [specially]

in the saints, [namely] that [He acts] more intensely.
The short answer is that this way “by grace” is not
contrasted with the way whereby God is in things as an
object but is part of it — the part that the hol_y doctors
call presence-by-grace. It involves God’s being known
with an understanding that gives risc to love. This be-
longs only to the saints and belongs even to infant
saints, because they receive the habits of faith and love
from their baptism. — Augustine and the Mnst_er of the
Sentences [Peter Lombard] described this spg:ml way
from a causal point of view, rather than the formal
view that Aquinas took. From the fact that God causes
rational creatures to become godlike, i.e. operates in
them more intensely and more fully. it comes about
that God is known by them and held dear.}
v.  Aureol objected to the way “by presence” on the
ground that the known is in the knower. and.not vice-'
versa; so, by the insight or knowing [which is the ba.5|s
assigned for presence], one should not say that God is
in things [but that they are in Him]. .
The SHORT ANSWER is that there are two things to
consider in knowing: the how of knowing, and the
Jorce of knowing. If one is talking about the how, the
objection is sound. But if one has in mind !hg force of
knowing, the reverse is true [the objection fails]. For
the force of knowing consists in penctrating all things
to the inmost depths of each. This is why Hebrews
4:12 says that the word of God, which is a sign of His
understanding, “pierces even to the dividing asunqer of
soul and spirit, and of the joints and marrow. and is a
discerner of the thoughts and intents of the heart.” )
This is what St. Thomas was thinking of when he said
that God is in all places “by presence.” )
One could also say. however, that knowledge in )
general is one thing and intuitive knowledge. wh.ich is
the topic here, is another. Thanks to the distinctive
makeup whereby it is intuitive, this knowledge tends
towards the thing it knows and hence serves quite well
to set up a way of being-in “by presence.” But the
[less specific] make up of knowledge in general does
not result in the knower's tending towards the known.
vi.  Against the way “by essence.” Aurcol objects fur-
ther that it coincides with the way “by power.” This |
have already addressed [in § ii). With bcing-lhcrc “by
power” one posits immediacy of power. but \nl}\ b?-
ing-there “by essence™ one posits immediacy of refer-
ent. The former pertains to all things in all respects.
The latter applies to all things but not in all respects —
rather. in some respect for each thing. as said upovc.
vu.  Against the way “by power.” he objects further

! In other words. God's being in a creature as an object
known does not of itself constitute the special presence »
whereby God is in His clect by grace but is cither a prelimi-
nary to it or a formal ingredicnt of 1t (along with the affect-
tive elements).
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that a king is not really in his realm by his power but by
the acceptance of his decrees.
My short answer to this is that a king is in his realm
“by his power” in the manner that suits his kind of po-
wer, and that this manner is “via acceptance,” etc. God
* proportionaliter is in all things “by His power” analogously,* that is, in

the manner that suits His power, and this manner is a
real [mind-independent] participation in God’s power
in all things. So there is nothing to object to here,
unless someone thinks that arguments by analogy have
no place in the sacred learning — which is a mistake
about the art of knowing [i.e. about methodology].
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article 4

Is being-everywhere unique to God?

15Tq.52,a2:q112,a.1,/nlSent 437,922 2,q3,32,4CGelT.
Quodi XT, .1, In De divimis nomimibus ¢.3, lectio |

It scems that being everywhere is not unique to God.

(1) After all, a universal is always and everywhere,
as Aristotle says [in Posterior Analytics I]: prime matter
is everywhere, too, since it is in all bodies. But, as be-
came clear above, neither of them is God. Therefore,
being everywhere is not unique to God.

(2) Besides, a number is in the things numbered.
The whole universe was set up numbered, as Wisdom
11: 21 declares. Therefore, there is some number which
is in the whole universe and thus is everywhere.

(3) Further, the universe as a whole is a complete
whole body, as it says in De Caelo et Mundo I [c.1].
But the universe as a whole is everywhere, because
outside of it there is no place. God is not alone, there-
fore, in being everywhere.

(4) Furthermore, if a body were infinite, there
would be no place outside it. Therefore it would be
everywhere. And thus being everywhere would not
seem to be unique to God.

(5) Also. the soul “is a whole in the whole body and
is a whole in any part of it,” as Augustine says in De
Trinitate VI. So, if there were nothing in the world but
one animal, its soul would be everywhere. And thus
being everywhere is not unique to God.

(6) Moreover, as Augustine says in a letter to Vo-
lusian, “where the soul sees. it feels; and where it feels,
it lives; and where it lives, it is.” But the soul sees prac-
tically everywhere because, eventually, it sees all of
Heaven. Therefore, the soul is everywhere.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is what Ambrose says in his
De Spiritu Sancto: *“who would dare call the Holy Spirit
a creature — Him who is in all and everywhere and for-
ever — which is unique to divinity?”

I ANSWER: what is unique to God is being everywhere
firstly and of Himself.*

1 say that a thing x is everywhere “firstly” when it is
everywhere thanks to its whole self. If x were every-
where thanks to its various parts (one part being here,
and one there), x would not be everywhere firstly. For
what belongs to something by reason of a part does not
belong to it firstly [but to the part]. For example, ifa
man is white in his teeth. whiteness does not belong
firstly to the man but to his teeth. Next, I say that a

thing x is everywhere “of itself” when its being Ij?e_re
does not apply to it by happenstance. on a supposition
one has made. E.g.. 2 grain of wheat would be every-
where by happenstance, on the supposilior_\ that no other
body existed. But being-everywhere applies to x ':o't‘
itself” when x is such that. no matter what supposition
one makes, it still follows that x is everywhere.

This is what belongs to God uniquely. For neces-
sarily, if any number of places is posited to exist. God is
in all of them (and this would remain true even if infin-
itely many more were posited. beyond those there are),
because nothing can exist except through Him. Thus.
being everywhere firstly and of Himself bclo{xgs to God
and is unique to Him, because, necessarily. given any
number of places. God is in each — and not in part but
in His whole self.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): a universal and
prime matter are indeed everywhere but not in the same
existing [instance].

ad (2): since number is an accident. itis in a place
accidentally and not of itself. Nor is the w hole number
in any one thing counted [in counting up to it} butonly a
part of it. And thus it does not follow [trom the text of
Scripture] that a number is everywhere firstly and of
itself.

ad (3): the whole body of the [actual] universe is
everywhere — not firstly. however (because the whole
is not in any one place), but according to its parts. Nor
is this body everywhere “of itself:” if some other places
were put into being. it would not be in them.

ad (4): if there were an infinite body. it would be
everywhere, but only according to its parts.

ad (5): if one animal were all that existed. its soul
would be everywhere “firstly.” but by happenstance.

ad (6): the statement that a soul “sees somewhere™
can be taken two ways. In one way, ‘somewhere’
modifies “sees’ in regard to its object. So taken. itis
true that while a soul is secing Heaven, it is seeing in
Heaven and (for the same reason) feels in Heaven. But
it does not follow that the soul lives in Heaven or exists
there, because living and existing do not involve a
transitive action upon an outside object. In the other
way of taking the statement. *somewhere’ modities the
very act of seeing as it comes from the seer. So taken. it
is true that the soul exists and lives where it feels and
sees. but it does not follow that it is everywhere.
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Cajetan’s Commentary

The title is clear, — In the body of the article, there is
one conclusion, answering the question in the
affirmative: being every-where of Himself and firstly is
unique to God.

Having set this down, he clarifies the terms “firstly’
and ‘of itsclf”.

Then the conclusion is supported thus. [Antece-
dent: ] Necessarily, God is in all places, however many
there may be, and not part-here, part-there; [inference:]
so being everywhere firstly and of Himself is unique to
God. The antecedent rests (as to the point that God is in
all places, however many, efc.) on the ground that no-
thing can exist without God in it. The inference is ob-

vious, given the meanings of the terms.

Notice that, because the matter is clear, Aquinas
sought brevity and did not take the trouble to support
[both parts of] the exclusive claim [that God alone is
everywhere in this way). Only the affirmative part of it
[that God is thus] is supported explicitly, while the ncga-
tive part [that nothing else is thus] is left as obvious
enough from the same supporting considerations. After
all, other than God, there is nothing that is necessarily in
however many places there are and not in such a way as
to be part-here, part-there. Obviously. And this is why
the trait not only belongs to God but belongs to Him
alone — i.e. is unique to Him.
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Inquiry Nine:
Into God’s changelessness

Consideration should tum next to God's not being change:able and then t.o His etemity, which
is a consequence of His not being changeable. Two questions are posed:

(1) is God entirely unchangeable?

(2) is being unchangeable distinctive of God?

article 1

Is God entirely unchangeable?

InlSent. d8,q3,a1,1CGce 13-14;2 CG ¢ 25; De potennia Dei q 8,21 ad9:
Compend. theol. ¢.4; In Boethu De Trin. q.5,8.4 ad 2

It would seem that God is not entirely unchangeable.

(1) After all. whatever moves itself is in some way
changeable. But as Augustine says in book VIII of his
Super Genesim ad litteram, “The Creator Spirit moves
itself, though not in time and not in space.” Therefore,
God is in some way changeable.

(2) Also, Wisdom 7:24 says that wisdom is “more
mobile than all mobile things.” But God is wisdom it-
self. Therefore, God is changeable.

(3) Furthermore, ‘drawing near” and ‘drawing
away” indicate change. and such terms are applied to
God in Scripture. James 4:8 says, “Draw ye nigh unto
God, and He will draw nigh to you.” Therefore, God
is open to change.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is Malachi 3:6, “I am God,
and I change not.”

T ANSWER: points already established show that God is
entirely unchangeable.

In the first place. it was established above that
there is a first being, which we call God, and thata
first being has to be pure act without trace of any
potency, in that potency is subsequent to act in overall
terms. But everything that undergoes change in any
way is in potency in some way. So, it is evident that
God’s undergoing change in any way is impossible.'

! This first argument depends on the precise notion of ‘to
change’ made explicit in the ad (1) below: a thing changes in
some way if, and only if; it passes from potency to act with
respect to some trait ¢. This will serve to support a de re
strict implication:

(1) () o(y changes to being ¢ > y passes from being
potentially ¢ to being actually ¢).

Aquinas had already secured the premises that

(2)  0)3x o((y passes from being potentially ¢ to being
actually ¢) > (x causes y to be ¢ and x » ) and

(3)  ("(x) o((x causes y to be ¢ and x = ¥) D (x is prior
to y in some causal ordering)).

By transitivity, we have this important lemma:

(4)  ()3x o(y changes to being ¢ S x is priorto y in
some causal ordering).

Secondly, everything that undergoes change remains
the same in some respect and shifts in some respect. For
example, what undergoes change from \\fhfle to black
remains the same in substance [while shifling m‘colcr].
In everything that undergoes change. then. one finds )
some composition. But it was shown al_)ove that lhg:re is
no composition in God; He is entirely simple. Obvious-
ly, then, God cannot undergo change. )

Thirdly, everything that undergoes change acquires
something by its changing and reaches some state or
trait that did not belong to it beforehand. But since God
is infinite [in essence], comprising within Himself all
the fullness of the completeness of existence as a whole,
He can neither acquire any trait nor reach any state that
did not belong to Him already. Changing, therefore,
does not apply to Him in any way.

Then, by substitution in the general modal prjncnph: that
a(p 2 @) > (Op > 0q), which Aquinas knew trom the Prior
Analytics 34222-24, we have this conclusion about
“changeability"; )
(5)  ()3x O(y changes to being ¢) > O(x is prior to
¥ in some causal ordering).
By transposition, we have the point that )
(6)  ()(x) ~O(x 15 prior to y in any causal ordering) >
~0(y changes to become ¢). )
which can be read thus: if no actual thing can be prior to y in
any causal ordering. then y is unchangeable 1n any way.

Well. Aquinas thought he had shown that God was such ay
(see above, 1 ST3, 1. note 1). For God was ade re nccc§s;_mly
first being. A first being is one that has nothing prior to it in
any causal order. and a de re necessarily first being 1s one to
which no actual thing can be prior: ) )

(1) () o 1s a first being) © ~0(x is prior to y in any
causal ordenng).
As the first efficient cause (W), God was such that no ax_ctual
thing could be prior to Him in any eflicient causal ordering. As
the first and selt-perpetuat cause of anything else’s perpetuity
(W1). God was such that no actual thing could be prior to Him
n any order of causes of always-being. And as the first exem-
plar of the transcendental traits (W), God was such that no ac-
tual thing could be prior to Him n any exemplary cuu'sul order-
ing. Hence. by ponts (7) and (6), if God was such a first
being. God was unchangeable,

q3.a7

q.7,al
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Physics I, 2, This is why certain ancient philosophers, com- formal causal origin, thanks to being some sort of re-
184b 16 pelled by the truth, so to speak, admitted that the first flection of it, as artifacts proceed from the wisdom of
causal origin is unchangeable. the artisan. Inasmuch, therefore, as likeness to divine

wisdom proceeds by degrees from the highest things,
TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): in that passage which participate more in that likeness, to the lowest,
Augustine is employing Plato’s usage. Plato said that  which participate least, one speaks of divine wisdom as
the first inducer of change “changed itsclf,” using proceeding and moving into things, just as if we were to
‘change’ to cover any operation, so that even sheer say that the sun proceeds to the earth inasmuch as its ray
understanding, willing, and loving came to be called of light reaches the earth. This is how Denis interprets
“changes.” So, because God understands Himself and  the text, too, in c. 1 of De caelesti hierarchia, where he  pg3, 120
loves Himself, the writers who followed this usage said says, “every procession of divine majesty <or: mani-
that God “changes” Himself — but they didn’t mean festation> comes to us from the Father of lights, as He is
what we now mean by ‘change’ and ‘alteration’, i.e., moved.”

[reducing o act] something in potency. ad (3): these things are said of God metaphorically

ad (2): wisdom is called mobile in a simile based on in the Bible. As one says that the sun enters the house
how it spreads its likeness down to the last and least of  (or leaves) becausc its rays reach the house, so God is
things. For nothing can exist which did not procced said to draw near to us, or away from us, because we
from the divine wisdom, as from a first efficient and accept the influence of His goodness or fail to.

Cajetan’s Commentary

The title is clear. —In the body of the article, a single ~ some way, since it remains the same in some aspect (the

conclusion answers the question with yes: God is underlying subject) and does not remain the same in an-
entirely immutable. other. — The third argument is this. [Antecedent: ] God
This is supported by three arguments and by au- is infinite; /Ist inference: ] therefore He cannot reach or
thority. The first argument goes as follows. [Antece-  arrive at some new trait; [2nd inference: ] therefore He
dent:] God is a first being; [/st inference: ] so He is cannot undergo change. The first inference is supported

pure act; [2nd inference:] so He is wholly immutable.  on the ground that what is infinite [in essence] com-

The antecedent was established in q.2. The first infer-  prehends within itself the whole perfection of being. The
ence is supported on the ground that act is prior to po-  second inference is supported by the fact that everything
tency in the order of nature. The second is supported  which undergoes change comes to have some trait which
on the ground that there has to be potency in every it did not have already. — The authority, finally, is that
changeable thing. — The second argument goes this of the ancient philosophers who, as if compelled by the
way. God is entirely simple; ergo He cannot undergo  truth, admitted the first causal principle of things to be
change. The inference is supported on the ground that  unchangeable.

everything which undergoes change is composed in
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article 2

Is being unchangeable distinctive of God?

157q.10,23,q65,alad 1;3STq57,alad:InlSent. 48,93, a‘Z.d 19,9.5.a3;
Inll Sent.d7,q.1,a1, De Aalo q.16, 2 2ad 6, Quodi. X,q2

It scems that being unchangeable is not unique to God.

(1) After all, Aristotle says in Metaphysics Il that
matter is in everything that undergoes change. But cer-
tain created substances (such as angels and souls) do not
have matter, according to some writers. Therefore,
being unchangeable is not unique to God.

(2) Moreover, everything that undergoes change is
changed for some purpose; so, what has already attained
its ultimate purpose does not undergo [further] change.
Well, some creatures have attained their ultimate pur-
pose by now, such as all the blessed {in Heaven]. There-
fore some creatures are [by now] unchangeable [and the
trait is not unique to God).

(3) Besides, whatever undergoes change is variable.
Forms, however, are invariable. It says in [Gilbert of
Poitier’s] Liber sex principiorum that form *“consists in
a simple and invariable essence.” Therefore. being un-

"

ble is not sc hing unique to God alone.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is what Augustine says in his
book De natura boni: “only God is unchangeable; the
things that He has made are changeable, since they
come from nothing.”

Next, if a thing is called “changeable™ thanks to a po-
tency lying within itself, it is still true that every creature is
in some way changeable. A potency within a creature is
either active or passive. | call a potency for.a lhmg to "‘}
brought to complction — cither in beipg or in :fnaming its
purpose — a passive potency.’ Now. if a thing’s change-
ability is identified with its potency to be [mhermse:]. then
changeability is not found in all creatures. but only in
those in which the potential to be [otherwise] is consistent
with their not being so. N

« In terrestrial bodies, there is changeability both as to
being otherwise substantially (because tt.\eir‘mzmer can
survive the loss of their current substantial form) and as to
being otherwise accidentally. if the subject can s.urvivc the
loss of the accident. as the subject man can survive not be-
ing white and so can change from white to non-w}}nc. But
if the accident is such as to follow from the essential traits
of the subject, then its loss is incompatible with th sub-
ject’s survival. and so the subject cannot change with
respect to that accident, as snow cannot become black.

« In celestial bodies, by contrast. the matter cannot sur-
vive the loss of its form. because the form finishes [i.e. re-
duces to act] the fotal potentiality of the matter, and so
those bodies are not changeable as to becoming another

I ANSWER: God alone is entirely unch
every creature is in some way changeable.
One needs to realize that a thing can be called

changeable on two grounds:

(1) thanks to a potency which is in the thing itself;

(2) thanks to a power which is in another.!
[To begin with the latter:] before any creatures existed,
they were not “possible beings” thanks to some potency
of their own as creatures (since nothing created is eter-
nal). It was thanks only to God’s power, in that God
was able to bring them into being. Now, just asa
thing’s production into being depends upon the will of
God, so also a thing"s preservation in being depends
upon His will; for the way He preserves them is just by
continually giving them being. If He withdrew His
action from them. they would all relapse into nothing, as
Augustine says in Super Genesim ad litteram IV, As it
was in the Creator’s power, then, that things might be,
before they existed in themselves, so it is now in the
Creator’s power that things may fail to be after they do
exist in themselves.? They are “changeable” on the
ground of a power lying in another, i.e., in God: they
could be brought into being by Him from nothing and
can now be reduced to non-being by Him.

ble, while

! A potency lying within x is ground for a de re mutability
of x; a power lying in another. y. may be ground for either a de
re or a de dicto mutability of x. See next note.

2 Pre-creation, the “possibility™ of creatures to be was a de
dicto affair; 03x(God creates x). Given creation, creatures®
possibility not to be is de re: (x) 0(God stops creating x).

b ¢: but they are changeable as to bcing»elsewhcre,
since the subject survives the loss of this location or that
one.

« In bodiless substances, finally. the case is still differ-
ent. Because they are pure forms subsisting — forms
which nevertheless stand to their existence as potency
stands to act — they cannot survive the loss of this [form
or] act. The reason for this is that existence follows upon
form, and nothing suffers corruption except by losing its
form. Since there is in the form itself no potency to not _be
[what it is]. such substances are unchangeable nnd_ invaria-
ble in being [what they are]. This was Denis’s point in c.4
of De divinis nominibus, where he says that intellectual
substances “were created without any taint of generation
and variation. since they are bodiless and immaterial.™ Yet
even so, they have changeability in them in two ways.
One is their being in potency to their purpose: in this way
there is changeability in them via choice. from good to
evil, as Damascene says. The other way has to do with

3 The talk here is of natural potencics. not forced ones. From
the fact that a thing x can (with active potency) make another
thing y have the trait of being-9. it did not follow for Aquinas that
y automatically had a natural passive potency to be made ¢. Ra-
ther. natural passive potencies were tied to the tests for complete-
ness (cf. 1 $7q.6,2.3). Since we were told above that matter is
brought to completion by form (1 $7°q.7. a.1) and that substances
are completed by certain " dents (1 ST q.5. 2l ad
1), it now follows that the openness of matier to receive various
forms is a “passive potency” and that the openness of substances
1o receive their finishing (as opposed to inck Jirats 1sa
“passive potency.” Both are potencies to be made otherwise.
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¢ exclusiva

place: by their finite active power, they can reach places
they were not reaching beforehand. (This cannot be said
of God, who fills all places by His infinity, as I said
above).

Thus, within every creature, there is potency to
change

« either as to what substance it is (as in corruptible
bodies)

* or as to place alone (as in celestial bodies)

* or as to its standing towards its purpose and the
application of its active power to various points (as in
the angels).

* And across the board, all creatures are alike vulner-
able to change thanks to a power in the Creator, who has
in His control their existing and not existing.

Hence, since God is not changcable in any of these
ways, being entirely unchangeable is unique to Him.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): this objection has

to do with what is changeable as to its substance or as to

its accidents — the kind of change the philosophers treat-

ed. [Hence, their remarks about creatures without matter
exclude from them this kind of change but not other
kinds.)

ad (2): besides their bility in being [what
they are], which angels have by nature, the good angels
have, from God's influence, an unchangcability in their
choice [in favor of their ultimate purpose]; but even so,
there remains in them a changeability as to place.

ad (3): pure forms are called invariable because they
themselves cannot be the subject varying; yet they are

subject to variation in the sense that their subject varics as
to which of them it has. It obviously follows that the way
in which forms “vary” is exactly the way in which they are
said to “be.” For when forms are called “beings,” it is not
as subjects existing but just as factors whereby something

is [thus or such].

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, “distinctive of God’ is taken in the sense
opposed to ‘common to Him and other things’. ‘Un-
changcable’ is taken negatively [rather than privatively],
so that it negates any kind of change.

Analysis of the article

ii.  In the body of the article there is one conclusion,
giving the question a yes-answer: only God is entirely
non-changeable. Since this conclusion is an only-
claim, * its exposition has an affirmative part,

God is entirely non-changeable,
established in the preceding article, and a negative part,

Nothing other than God is entirely non-changeable,
which is equivalent to the universal affirmative with the
un-negated or opposed predicate:

Everything else is in some way changeable.
Hence, in the text, this universal affirmative is estab-
lished first; then, in an afterword, proof is gathered for
the whole exclusiva in answer to the question.
ii.  Support for this universal affirmative comes along
two lines; the first deals with a type of change common
to all creatures; the second deals with the particular sec-
tors of creation, as they are open to different changes.

The first line of support, then, is that every creature
is changeable by a power in another. It goes thus:
[antecedent:] every creature is changeable from nothing
to something and back again from something to nothing;
[inference:] so [every creature is changeable through a
power in another]. The antecedent is obvious. The
inference rests on the ground that creation and preser-
vation depend upon the sheer will of God.

The second line of support is that every creature is
changeable thanks to a potency in itself; either as to sub-
stantial and accidental being, or as to accidental being
such as place, or as to being cvil and good and applying
[itself] to different places. It goes as follows. [Antece-

dent: ] In every creature there is something that can sur-
vive the loss of being-of-this-substance or being-here or
being-good and having-this-influence-on-that. [Infer-
ence:] So [every creature is changeable thanks to a po-
tency in itself]. The antecedent emerges by distinguish-
ing the three sectors of the universe: the sphere of the
elements and mixed things, the heavenly bodies, and the
spiritual substances. The inference rests on the fact that
every change occurring in a thing x through a potency in

x itself is a successive change from x s contingently being

in one state to its contingently being in an opposite state.

iv.  Re the statements made here, note two points.

(1) When Aquinas divides a thing’s passive potency
into its potency to be and its potency to attain its pur-
pose, he is not contrasting attaining-the-purpose with
being in general, as if a thing’s reaching its purpose did
not amount to any state of being at all; rather, he is
contrasting it with the thing’s merely existing,* which is
its being what substance it is (as Aristotle says in Meta-

physics VII), or with the being which the thing has as the

proper effect of its first act. By contrast, the thing’s
attaining its purpose is a matter of second act.!

(2) To round out his teaching, Aquinas not only lays

out the factors directly relevant to his conclusion here —
those that make for changeability in every creature — but

also lays out the factors relevant to any immunity to
change they may have. Since further discussion will be
devoted to the latter when he treats the angels and hea-

venly bodies, below, we shall pass it over until then. Itis
the others, the factors that make for mutability, that must

concern us now.

! A thing attains its purpose in and through its activities, but

these presuppose its nature. Thus in scholastic idiom, a thing’s

having its nature was called its “first act,” while its operations or

activities were called “‘second act.”

* csse absolut?
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Modality and existence

v. Concerning the first kind of changeability distin-
guished in this article [changeability through a power in
another], applied here to a creature’s coming to be from
nothing and passing away into nothing. a great mob of
attackers rises up. due to ignorance of Peripatetic philo-
sophy. The attackers cannot or will not see that a cre-
ated thing may be unalterable in itself as to what sub-
stance it is and yet be changeable through the power in
another — I mean, changeable in the way explained.
And though their arguments keep growing in number
and volume, the root of their complaint comes down to
just two things: an argument from reason, and an appeal
to authority.
— Their argument from reason is this. Given an angel,
A, one asks: is it a contingent being, or a necessary one?

« If A is contingent, they have what they want,

because contingency is not an accidental or ex-

trinsic trait (cf. Metaphysics X) but is the thing's

very substance, or is in its substance.

« If 4 is a necessary being, then it is impossible that

A not be; in that case, there is no power [in an-

other] through which 4 may cease to be, because

no power can achieve the impossible.
— Their authority is Averroes, comment 124 on De
Caelo and 41 on Metaph XII. Also, al-
Ghazali says the “contingent” is that which is not, if an-
other does not exist. [So even an angel must be contin-
gent or changeable.] — It is also against the Faith to
posit any necessary thing other than God. Ergo.

vi.  To clear up this muddle. three points need to be
kept in mind which are sufficient to solve all the rele-
vant objections, from whatever quarter they may come.
FIRST: there is a big difference between ‘necessary’
and ‘contingent’ used to differentiate real beings and
the same modalities used to differentiate true proposi-
tions. When used to differentiate truths, the modalities
are taken in their logical sense and depend on nothing
but how the terms in the proposition stand vis-a-vis each
other. By contrast, when the modalities are used to dif-
fercntiate “real being” (which means substance, quan-
tity, etc., as it says in Metaphysics V [c. 8] and VI [c. 2]),
these modalities are substantial states* of things, intrin-
sic to the things themselves, as Aristotle says in the last
text of Metaphysics X, talking about the corruptible and
the incorruptible. So, it is one thing to talk about “ne-
cessary” and “contingent” as real differences, and quite
another to talk about them as different standings be-
tween propositional terms. In the logical way of taking
them, modalities abstract from the difference between

sing them.?

SECOND: only in an indircct sense. by any stretch of
the imagination, can one posit a potency within an exist-
ing thing for it not to exist. thanks to which the thing
would be called contingent: for what is there in the thing
is potency to be hing else inc ible with what
it presently is. There is no such thing as a potency or ten-
dency that looks directly to not-being. So says Aristotle
in book I of the Ethics.> Necessarily, then. if a thing

[ —

2 These modalities work like over sil The

y holds in all si { while the (or merely

possible) holds in some situations and not in others. It should be
obvious, then, that there is a difference between quantifying over
merely “thinkable” situations and quantifying over those that are
“reachable,” given the laws of physics and the de facto com-
ponents of the universe. These impose limitations which may be
“contingent” in a logical sense but nevertheless impose boun-
daries between the physically possible and the physically im-
possible. For example, one secs no contradiction between going
someplace and getting there instantly. Instantaneous travel is
thus logically possible. But physically speaking. it cannot be
done. Travel consumes time. This fact is physically necessary
(it holds in all physically reachable situations) but logically
contingent (since it fails to hold in at least one thinkable situa-
tion).

Nevertheless, Cajetan’s distinction (and Aristotlc's) between
these two senses of the modalities became lost for a long ume in
modern philosophy. Certain nominalist ideas blurred 1t. and the
“renaissance” dropped modal logic altogether. David Hume
made it the badge of his system to deny that any necessity was
real; it was all logical, with the result that it could only be found
in “connexions of ideas,” never in connexions between real
things. Thanks to Hume's influence, real necessity was lost to
Kant and the logical positivists.

Only when C. I. Lewis began to formalize “strict implica-
tion” in the 1920s was it re-discovered that “necessary’ admits of
many degrees of strength, only one of which (captured in
Lewis's system Ss) comes close to our intustions about logical
necessity. Lewis's weaker systems (and others soon discovered)
rematned a puzzle; modal logic as a whole remained a suspect
discipline, until a break-through came in the early 1960s. Saul
Kripke and Jaakko Hintikka independently provided suitable
formal models for these systems, and almost overmight the
clouds of doubt that had hung over physical interpretations of
the modalities (and over the ditference between de re and de
dicto placements of such modalities) cleared away. Aristotle’s
talk of real potencies (not logical possibilities) and causal (not
logical) necessities was rehabilitated, because it could be re-
constructed rigorously in the models for quantificd modal sys-
tems.

The present translator has been using one of these systems
already in appropriate footnotes on previous passages in this
Summa. The chosen system has been the one known as 7. first
published by Robert Feys in 1937 ("Les logiques nouvelles des

- e phil

-

potency-in-the-thing-itself and power-i her: in-
deed, they abstract from all powers and potencies pro-
perly so called, because they turn up in mathematics,
without any such basis. as Aristotle says in the chapter
on power in Metaphysics V and as he also says at the be-
ginning of Metaphysics IX. But when the modalities are
taken the other way, they line up with the intrinsic fea-
tures of things. One should therefore distinguish real
necessity from logical necessity and real contingency
from logical contingency, and one should avoid confu-

dalités,” Revue né dep pine 40). 1t best
captures the model intuitions of Aristotle and his Scholastic
disciples.

% In ordinary | ge, we say of a t being that it
can cease to exist. which amounts to 3x0~(x exists). But
Anistotle refused to posit real, natural potencies on the basis of
language alone. It seemed to him that ail a thing’s inbuilt
potencies should be to states consistent with its existing. Aqui-
nas agreed in hus definition of "passive potency *.as weread in
the body of the article. and 1t never occurred to him to posit
within a thing an active potency to un-make itself. Hence

159
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lacks a potency to be something else incompossible with
what it is, it also lacks a potency to not-be. And since it
is known that a real potency to be otherwise remains

and is completed upon the arrival of that otherwise, it
follows necessarily that every item in which there is a
potency to not-be [as it is] has or is a factor able to
survive the loss of the being it actually has. Hence
Aquinas is perfectly right in this article in saying that,
necessarily, what can be otherwise through a potency
within itself is of this kind, meaning to speak of real
contingency, while what must be as it is, which is to

say, the immutable, is what lacks such a potency. [A
celestial body is an example of such an immutable
thing.'} And hence it follows that something is logically
contingent which nevertheless in real terms must be as it
is [physically]. It is logically contingent because neither
of the opposed existence claims,

There is a celestial body
There is no celestial body

involves a contradiction. But a heavenly body is physi-
cally necessary [must be as it is] because there is no
potency in it for another being [i.e. for being otherwise
than it is] and thus no potency in it for being deprived of
the being it has. Furthermore, we assume that whatever
involves no contradiction is “possible” not just in the
logical sense but also by the real power of almighty
God.> Thanks to this assumption, what is logically pos-

Cajetan also declined to posit a natural potency to non-
existence within anything — be it ever so contingent a being.

It may be well to add at this point that, for Aquinas and
Cajetan, the t/ungs that can sensibly be said to /rave active or
passive potencies (natural, forced, or whatever) are either
individual substances (the values of bound first-order variables)
or, at least, items belonging to another one of Aristotle’s
categories. By no stretch of the imagination are “‘essences”
under discussion here. The extra-catcgorical “potency” of
essence to existence was a metaphysical afTair developed by
Aquinas, having nothing to do with any of the kinds of potency
distinguished in the Physics. For apart from existing, an
essence is not even a “factor” (much less an entity); and there
is no extra-mental actuality alternative to existing in which this
factor could “stand” as in its other state; hence “potential to
existence” cannot be construed as a “potency to be othenwise.”
Only things in being can be otherwise.

4 This obsolete example is hard to replace with anything
from modem astrophysics. It has sometimes been suggested
that certain sub-atomic particles might be so immune to trans-
formation as to be physically indestructible. Or think of parti-
cles in total entropy.

% The assumption equating the logically possible with what

sible [or contingent] can also be called really possible {or
contingent] — but extrinsically so, because it is called
really possible thanks to a power in another. This is why
St. Thomas, in the part of the article where he is dealing
with God and [created] things, calls those things “possi-
ble through a power in another.”

THIRD: the condition common to everything other
than God is not, properly speaking, this affirmative con-
dition,

of itself it counter-exists fex se non essej,
but rather this negative condition,

it does not exist of itself [non ex se esse],
because it depends upon another, not only in coming to
be but also in staying in being, much as the air is not lit of
itsclf [but depends upon the sun to be lit]. This latter
condition is the rcason we say of creatures that they are
“of themselves nothing,” and that they are “naturally
defectible” thanks to their origin [in nothing], and that
they “can fail to be,” and so forth. All these familiar
sayings should be traced back to the meaning just stated,
because they indicate a dependence on another in com-
ing to be and staying in being; they do not indicate a
potency in creaturces to do the opposite of being.
vii.  With these points in place, the answer to all the
objections is obvious. Both here and in 2 CG cc.30 and
55, and in De potentia Dei q.5, a.3, and everywhere else,
St. Thomas says the angels and heavenly bodies are
beings really necessary but logically contingent (and this
thanks to the power in another) and that God alone is a
necessary being in every respect. — This conflicts with
neither philosophy nor the Faith. That it doesn't conflict
with philosophy is already obvious. It doesn’t even con-
flict with the philosophers, because they equivocate on
[the two senses of] ‘necessary’ and ‘contingent’, as one
can easily check. And to say this position conflicts with
the Faith is abysmal ignorance, the kind that seems to
reign these days in certain circles at the University of
Paris, where the above-mentioned texts of St. Thomas are
held suspect. But we should leave these chaps to their
nescience; on a subject this hard, they are not worth
trying to talk to.

God can do was actually more complicated in medieval theory
than Cajetan bothers to indicate here. One had to set aside
things logically possible but morally wicked. Apart from those,
the equation held when God’s power was looked at “absolutely,
that is, indcpendently of His free d But God's power
was narrower than the logically possible when it was looked at
“ordinately,” that is, as limited by the demands of consistency
with His logically prior decisions.

9,22



10,a.1

prosa 6;
PL 63,858

202a25
* numerus

Inquiry Ten:
Into God's being eternal

The inquiry to take up next is the one about eternity. Six questions are raised:

(1) what is “being eternal™?

(2) is God eternal?

(3) is being eternal a distinguishing
trait of God?

(4) does eternity differ from time?

(5) do time and an age [aevum] differ?

(6) is there just one aevum, as there is
one time and one eternity?

article 1

Is being eternal * complete possession of illimitable life all at once?

In1Sent. d8,q.2,al; In De divims nommibus 10, lectio 3; In De causts, lectio 2

Boethius’ definition in book V of The Consolation of
Philosophy — “eternity is complete possession of il-
limitable life all at once” — does not seem suitable.

(1) After all, “illimitable’ is a negative term, and a
ncgative does not belong in the scientific account of
anything but deficiencies. Etemnity is not a deficiency.
So ‘illimitable’ does not belong in its definition.

(2) For another thing, ‘eternity’ means a sort of
duration. But duration is more connected with being
than with life. So ‘life’ should be replaced by ‘being’.

(3) “All at once’ applies to what has parts. Eternity
has no parts, being simple. So ‘all’ does not belong.

(4) Furthermore, many days cannot occur all at
once, nor can many times. But days and times (in the
plural) are said to be in cternity. Micah 5:2 says that
His going-forth is “from of old. from the days of eter-
nity.” Romans 16:25 speaks of the revelation of a
mystery “which was kept secret from the times of
eternity.” Therefore, eternity is not “at once.”

(5) In addition, ‘all’ and *complete’ are the same.
Since “all’ has been put in, ‘complete’ is redundant.

(6) Furthermore. a duration is not a case of “pos-
sessing” something. Etemnity is a duration. Ergo eter-
nity is not the “possession” of anything.

T ANSWER: we have to think through composed things to

reach a knowledge of simples; so we have to think
through time to reach a knowledge of eternity; and time
[as it says in Physics IV, c.11] is just a numerical mea-
sure* of change according to before and affer.

! For Aquinas, the property of being etemnal. like a temporal
property of being-an-hour-long. being-a-year-old, erc.. was a

measurement. A thing’s “measurement” was its property vis-a-

vis a measure. Being etemal was the property called gerern:-
tas, which God had vis-a-vis a measure that was also called
aeternuas. This article will clarify both.

2 For Aristotle, the mind-independent basis for time was the
occurrence. in any change. of multiple successive phases. Time
itself arose in a mind with the counting of these phases, so that

After all, succession occurs in any change. and one
phase occurs after another: so we number the earlier
and later phases and thereby grasp time, which is noth-
ing but a numerical measure of before and after in a
change. But in a thing that admits no change and al-
ways holds itself in the same state.* one does not geta
before and after. Just as the right account of time, then.
depends on reckoning before and after in change. so
the right account of eternity depends on grasping the
uniformity of what is utterly exempt from change.®

Next, the things which are “measured by time,” we
say, are the things that have their beginning in time and
their end in time, as Aristotle says in Physics IV, In
everything that undergoes change. afier all, one getsa
beginning [of its changing] and an end. By contrast,
what is entirely unchangeable can have no [such] be-
ginning or end. as it can have no succession.

Eternity, then. is marked by two characteristics:

(1) what is “in eternity”™ [i.e. measured as eternal] is
illimitable, which means lacking a beginning and an
end (since ‘a limit" could be either). and

(2) “eternity™ itself [the measure] is non-succes-
sive, [so that fitting it] lies in existing all at once.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS —ad (1): it is standard pro-

time “formally" was a numerical measure of change. Unlike
those who think of time as a “flow™ whosc passage is mea-
sured in hours, efc.. Aristotle denied that time was passing.

He took time to be itself a measure, took change to be what it
measures, and took so-many successive phases 10 be the mea-
surement that a change vields by this measure. Each set of
such phases could then be compared to a standard set, such as
the phases of the sun’s passage across the shy. or clock move-
ments, adopted to exemplify time and to vield the convention-
al “units"” of time. By these, one can compare rates of change

3 Absence of change meant absence of number of phases
Absence of number, for Aquinas. did not mean zero, however,
butone. “Number” represcnted the break-up of one and so
began with two. Absence of number of phases in a thing thus
meant one invariant phase or “form™ in the thing: uni-formity.
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cedure to define simples by a negative, as in {the famous
example from Euclid:] “a point is that which has no
parts.” The reason for this is not that a negative belongs
to their essence but that our intellect, which grasps com-
posed things first, cannot get to know simples without
thinking away composition.

ad (2): the one who is in fact etcrnal is not just a
being but also alive; and ‘to live’ stretches to cover ac-

10,a.

thing is lacking to it, not because it has parts.

ad (4): just as the incorporeal God is described in
the Bible metaphorically, with words for corporeal
things, so also His all-at-once eternity is described with
words for temporal successions.

ad (5): there are two things to see in time: time
itself, which is successive, and the now of time, which
is incompl, The definition says “all at once” to re-

tivity, while ‘to be’ does not. [This matters b ] the
on-goingness of a duration secems to emerge more from
activity than from just being, which is why time, too, is
numerical measure [of activity, i.e.] of change.

ad (3): etemity is called “all at once” because no-

move time and “complete” to exclude the now of time.

ad (6): what is “possessed” is held stably and in a
state of satisfied repose.* So the term *possession’ is
used to indicate that being eternal is a matter of being
at once unchangeable and not-lacking.

¢ quier?

Cajetan’s Commentary

Analysis of the Article, I

The title is clear. — In the body of the article, four jobs
are done. (1) He states a method: how to inquire into
God's eternity. (2) He pursues the method to get the
intrinsic parts of the definition [eternity is complete and
all-at-once possession], beginning at, “After all,
succession ..."” (3) He pursues the method to get the
additional parts of the definition [... possession of un-
bounded life], beginning at, “Next, the things which ...”
(4) Applying all results to the task at hand, he answers
the question affirmatively at “Being eternal, then ..."”
ii.  Asto job (1): eternity must be learned about via
time. — This is supported on the ground that eternity
stands to time as the simple to the composed. For eter-
nity, as will soon emerge, is a oneness (there being no
succession in it), while time is a plurality (of before and
after). Plurality is composed, of course, compared to
oneness; “before” and “after” make for composition,
compared to what stands without these differentiators.
iii.  As to job (2): the account of eternity depends on
apprehending the uniformity of that which is entirely
exempt from change. — This is clarified on the fol-
lowing basis. [Antecedent:] The account of time de-
pends on reckoning before and after in a change; [in-
Serence:] so [the definition of cternity depends on the
opposite, i.e., grasping the uniformity in the unchang-
ing). The inference rests on seeing a proportionality
here: as time pertains to the succession of phase-after-
phase in a change, so eternity pertains to what lacks
these [i.e. to the non-succession or uniformity of the
whole with itself in an utterly changeless thing).

Ambiguities to note

iv.  Notice right away that, in a proposition set down
in the text,
the right account of eternity depends on grasp-
ing* the uniformity ...,
the phrasc “on grasping’ can be taken in two ways.

(1) Taken one way, it would mean that eternity is
found in being apprehended or being-known, so that
eternity would get its finishing touch from the mind, as
we say is the case with time. In my judgment, this is
not what Aquinas means, since the oneness of an ongo-
ing uniformity is actually there apart from any act of
the mind, just as the oneness of the divine essence is.!

(2) Taken the other way, ‘on grasping ..." would
mean the same as ‘on the right grasp of ..." We often
call the definition of something the right grasp* of it.
It would be as if Aquinas had said that getting the
definition of eternity right depended on getting the
definition of uniformity right. This [in my judgment]
is the sense he had in mind.

Thus interpreted, the proposition can still be re-
fined in different ways: It can be taken (1) in its
formal sense or (2) in a material sense.

« If taken formally, it means that the defining com-
ponent of eternity is uniformity itself.

« If taken materially, it allows the defining compo-
nent to be the oneness of uniformity.

Some commentators have thought the text should
be taken materially, because of St. Thomas’ words at /
Sent. d.11, q.2, a.1, where he says that the before and
after of a change as numbered constitute time, and that

* conceplio
objectiva

! The issue is whether time and etemnity are alike in being
observer-dependent. Aristotelian time was observer-
dependent in the sense that while it had a basis in the real, it
did not have its whole “being” there. lIts final touch was
contributed by the mind, so that time itsclf (taken “formally™
as a measure) was a matter of being apprehended. If etemity,
taken in the same formal way, is also a matter of being ap-
prehended, it will be a ious uniformity, and then it will
be easy to understand why being eternal is possessing life: it
will be the conscious possession of illimitable life, erc. But
Cajetan declines to take this interpretation for a reason having
to do with the mind-independ h of even
where the oncness at stake is the one that amounts to a
“measure.” Sce the next footnote.
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likewise the permanence of an act as one, with the one-
ness that meets the definition of a measure, is etemnity.?
These commentators have thought they could thus solve
all the objections posed by Aureol (as listed by Capreo-
lus at / Sent. d. 9), because his objections go against the
formal way of taking the proposition, not the material
way.

I, however, take this text and others form-wise. No-
thing compels one to adopt the material sense here, and
the formal sense should always be preferred to the
others if there is a fair way to maintain it.

What one needs to realize is that uniformity is al-
ready a kind of oneness. It means oneness applied to
form; our calling a thing uniform means the same as
calling it “‘a thing of one form.” To talk, therefore, of
the “oneness of uniformity” [as the other rs

of change [but the numerical measure of it]. so etemity
is not, formally speaking. the uniformity of the
unchanging [but the measure of it}. This is established
by the course of reasoning in this very article.

One may answer these contentions by showing
how uniformity in fact relates to unchangeability. As
came out in the previous inquiry, a thing is called un-
changeable (and is 50) thanks to the abscpce [negafio]
of any potency to be otherwise. Frorp this ther; arises
in the thing an absence of all succession and of any
count of before and after. This latter absence. along
with what it takes to be a measure, is being uniform.
“Uniformity” posits nothing but being one (which
immediately has what it takes to be a measure. accord-
ing to Metaphysics X) in form (taking *form® as broad-
ly as possible). This is why we also apply the term

propose to do] is redundant, like talking of ‘“‘animal
man.” In the text on / Sentences, Aquinas does not say
“the uniformity of an act as one” but “the permanence of
an act as one.” Saying that eternity is a uniformity and
that it is a oneness do not differ — except that the for-
mer is more specific, more complete, and better said.
Anything’s nature is better expressed by its proximate
kind than by a remote kind. Thus it is fitting that here in
the Summa, written later, he puts down a better elucida-
tion. The account of eternity depends on the account of
“uniformity” in the sense in which uniformity has what
it takes to be a measure.

That this was the meaning intended in this article
emerges from the fact that. in the proportionality Aqui-
nas posits, he lines up the “grasp” (account) of unifor-
mity with [what formally defines time. namely] the rec-
koning of before and after in a change.

Answering Aureol
v. Meanwhile, Aurcol’s arguments are easily broken.
They amount to the following two contentions.

(1) [Antecedent: ] Uniformity is identically unchan-
geability and thus is what is measured by etemnity; [in-
Jference:] ergo it is not formally eternity. — The infer-
ence holds because immutability is one attribute, and
eternity is another. The antecedent is supported on the
ground that uniformity contrasts with change precisely
as to variety-of-forms [a change exhibits such variety,
while uniformity does not}; ergo [uniformity is identi-
cally unchangeability].

(2) Time is not, formally speaking,. the pluriformity

2 *Oneness’ for Aquinas could mean not-being-divided (this
was the “transcendental” sense in which every real thing is
one), or it could mean a unit of measurable extent from which
greater such extents arise by addition. Sec below, q. 11.
Which of these was the oneness that meets the rario of a
measure? Aristotle argued in Metaplysics X (1052 b 154f) that
each thing in any category, just by being undivided. has what it
takes to be a unit and hence a measure. On this basis Cajetan
contends that the oneness in God's uniform being is already a

" independently of His apprehending it. But Aquinas
may have been a step ahead: God's uniform being 1s His uni-
form self-apprehension.

“uniform’ to cases of motion. just as ‘one’ applies to
everything. Thanks to this breadth of application. uni-
formity comes in many kinds. just as unity or oncness
does. The uniformity of a uniform change or motion is
one thing; the uniformity of a being in stasis is another.
The uniformity of what is measured is one thing: the
uniformity of the measure is another. But Aureol uses
‘uniformity’ as if it werea univocal term — contrary
to the doctrine of Aristotle in Metaphysics I} 3

Now, to address Aureol’s arguments directly: [
deny that uniformity is unchangeability, formally spea-
king; it is more like a state* borne by the latter. By the
same token, I deny that uniformity is what is mea-
sured; it is in fact a measure. Against the support he
gives for his antecedent [in contention (1)]_. [ say that
the variety-of-form exhibited by a change is not op-
posed to uniformity in general but to uniform change.
in the sense in which we call the first [heavenly]
motion a uniform change. But that kind of uniformity
is not under discussion here. We are talking about
uniformity as a measure of the unchanging.

As for his second argument. I deny the alleged pa-
rallel. The pluriformity of change and the uniformity
of the unchanging do not stand the same vis-g-vis what
it takes for there to be time and what it takes for there
to be eternity. In order for there to be time. it is not
enough that there be diversity of form ina change: it is
required that there be the diversity of earlier form from
later form, as such. So, since “the pluriformity of'a
change™ posits nothing but form-different-from-form

3 In order to yield a measurement, a thing must be such as
to allow a given mode of measunng to be applied to it. By
being changing, a thing shows ion of phases and there-
by allows the measure called “time” to be applied to it. By
being entirely unchanging. God allows the measure called
“uniformity” to be applied to Him. The umfornuty of an un-
changing thing (as opposed to, say. the uniformity of a motion
at constant speed in a constant direction) 15 ¢temity as the
measure, and being etemal (that 1s, possessing illimitable life
all at once) is the property which God yields vis-g-vis that
measure. In aword, itis God's measurement. What Boethius
defined. then, was eternity as the measurement, while Cayetan
is quarreling with Aureol here about cternity as the measure.
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in the change, it does not posit a number of such forms
according to before and afier, and hence it does not
suffice to meet the definition of “time.” By contrast,
“the uniformity of an unchanging thing” posits oneness
of the whole form, that is, oneness of the immutable
thing’s whole condition, and so this uniformity embrac-
es everything that enters into what it takes for there to
be eternity, formally speaking.

Analysis of the article, II

vi.  Asto job (3): a thing entirely exempt from change
lacks a beginning and an end. This is supported on the
ground that such a thing lacks succession, and it is fur-
ther explained as follows: since everything that under-
goes change has a beginning [of its changing] and an
end, everything measured by time [i.e. every change in a
thing that changes] has both its beginning and its end in
time.

vii.  Take a moment to notice here that these points are
drawn from Physics IV, where what is directly under
discussion is the beginning and end of a duration [or
period] — except for the last proposition, where what is
measured by time [the change] is shown to have limited
duration because of the fact that the thing undergoing
the change has limits. [Even there,] we arc not talking
about [just any] limits of what exists through the
duration* (because onc could posit a changing thing
which is everlasting, such as a heavenly body), but
about its size-limits.* The point is that, since every
movable/changeable thing begins its moving/changing
from some intrinsic terminus a quo and moves/changes
to some other intrinsic terminus ad quem, everything
measured by time [i.e. every change in a thing thus
changeable] has a beginning and end of duration [i.e.
lasts for a bounded period]. This is a perfectly good a
priori argument,’ because the “before” and “after”
found in change/ motion and in time come from the
“before” and “after” of the changeable/movable thing’s
size and space, as one can see in Physics IV [c.11] and
in Physics VI [c. 1]. The terminus ad quem is “‘other”
than the terminus a guo (as I have said), whether it be
both formally and materially other, as in rectilincar
motion [or linear change], or just formally other, as in
circular [or revolving] motion [or cyclical change]. In
the latter case, the otherness would hold up even if one
thought a heavenly body had been in motion continu-
ally, from all eternity. For Aristotle says in De Caelo II
that [in order for the termini to be formally different] it

4 A thing without size-limits would be infinitely big. On
the point that such a thing could not change place, nor rotate,
see above, 1 ST q.7, a3. On the point that it could not exhibit
change of any kind, Aquinas and his commentator are follow-
ing Aristotle, and perhaps rightly so. Take the change called

suffices that the heavenly body have had a virtual be-
ginning — that is, it suffices that the heavenly body
have what it takes to verify [the claim] that, if it had
begun [to move], its motion would have started [some-
place], e.g. [Mars’ motion would have started] where
Mars is now.

Analysis, II1

viii.  As to job (4): the answer implicitly elicited is
yes: the definition given at the outset is suitable. —
The support given is that eternity is characterized by
two points, one drawn from the thing measured as such
(‘illimitable life’), and one drawn from the nature of
the measure ([‘uniform’ in the scnse of ‘existing with-
out successive phases’, hence] ‘existing all at once’).

ix. Notice that the effort here to synthesize a defini-
tion puts it together by a method of division.

* As far as the measure is concerned, Aquinas divi-
ded “measure of duration” into (1) measure by way of
successive plurality, and (2) measure by way of un-
changeable oneness. With the former excluded, be-
cause it is time, he put the latter into the definition.

* As far as the thing measured is concerncd, he di-
vided the measurement into (1) delimited by a begin-
ning and an end, and (2) undelimited by cither. With
the former excluded, because it belongs to the tempo-
ral, he put the latter into the definition.

Since these points are covered in the definition
quoted [from Boethius], the conclusion was drawn that
his definition was suitable. It doesn’t matter that ‘com-
plete’ was not mentioned. For one thing, complete-
ness was touched upon implicitly in positing the uni-
formity of an entirely unchangeable thing. The unifor-
mity of the now of time is not like that, since it is not
[defined] apart from change. For another thing, the
word ‘complete’ is explained in the answer ad (5).

melting. Could it occur in a snowball of infinite size? It
seems coherent to suppose that an infinite volume of the solid
becomes an infinite volume of the corresponding liquid. But
there are problems. The change could not occur gradually, a
finite volume at a time, because no finite extent of thaw
would alter the fact that the object was still an infinite volume
of snow. To count as even one percent, say, of melt, the
change would have to be instantaneously infinite in extent,
which is physically impossible.

3 The phrase ‘thing measured’ [mensuratum] could be
taken materially or formally. Materially, it meant the thing
which yielded a measurement (here: God). Formally taken, it
meant the thing as measured by this measure, i.e. the mea-
surement yiclded (here: illimitable existence possessed all at
once). In other words, when the unchanging God was de-
scribed in light of His phaseless uniformity, He was seen to
be as Boethius said the eternal was.

10,21
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Is God eternal?

InlSemt 419,q2,2.1;1CGe.ls.
De Potentia Det q 3, a.17 ad 23; Compendium theologiae cc 5,7, 8

It would seem that God is not eternal.

(1) After all, no way to be “made” can be attributed
to God. Being eternal is a way to be made, since Boe-
thius says “a passing now makes time, a standing now
makes eternity.” Also, Augustine says in his Book of
83 Questions that God is the “author of eternity.” Ergo,
God is not eternal.

(2) Also, what is before and after etemnity is not
measured by it. But God is before eternity, as it says in
the Liber de causis, as well as after it. as Exodus 15:18
says: “unto eternity shall the Lord reign and beyond.”
So being eternal is too narrow for God.

(3) Moreover, being eternal is a measurement, and it
does not befit God to be measured. Therefore, it does
not befit Him to be eternal.

(4) Furthermore, there is no past, present or future in
eternity, since it is “all at once,” as said above. But
past, present, and future tense verbs are applied to God
in the Scriptures. Therefore, God is not eternal.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is the Athanasian Creed:
“Eternal is the Father, eternal the Son, eternal the Holy
Spirit.”

T ANSWER: what it takes to be eternal is a consequence
of being unchangeable, just as what it takes to be tem-
poral is a consequence of change (both of which points
came out above). Since God is supremely unchange-
able, then, He is supremely suited to be eternal.

What is more: God is not just eternal but is His eter-
nity. No other thing is its own duration, because no
other thing is its own existing. But God is identically
His uniform existing. Thus He is identically His eter-
nity, as He is identically His essence.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): the standing now
is said to “make” eternity in the sense of making it clear

to us. Just as our grasp of time is caused to arisc in us

by the fact that we grasp the passing-away of li_mejs
“now,” so a grasp of the ctemal is caused to arise in us
insofar as we grasp “a standing now.” {In other words,
the idea of a “standing now” causes us to grasp the idea
of eternity.] — Augustine’s statement about God as
“author of eternity” is understood to be about participated
eternity: God gives a share of being cternal to some
others in the same way as He gives a share of being un-
changeable.

This makes it clear how to answer objection (2) also.
God is said to be “before eternity™ in the sense of the
participated eternity that immaterial substances have.
Thus it says in the same passage that an immaterial in-
telligence is “made equal” to etemity. Asto the text in
Exodus (“God shall reign unto etemnity and beyond”). the
word “eternity’ there is being used for an age. as another
translation says. It is saying that God will reign “beyond
eternity” in the sense that He lasts beyond any age, i‘f"
beyond any given duration. For the age of anything is
just its life-span,* as Aristotle says in De caelo et mundo
. — Alteratively. it is saying that God will reign
“beyond eternity” because. even if something else were
everlasting (like the motion of the heavens. according to
some philosophers), it would still be the case that God
reigns “beyond” that. inasmuch as His reign is all-at-
once.

ad (3): eternity is not another thing distinct from God
Himself. So when we say that God is etemnal. it is not as
if He were being measured by an alien standard. The
makings of a standard* only arise here in our way of
representing the matter.

ad (4): verbs of various tenses are applied to God
inasmuch as His eternity covers all times: it is not the
case that God varies in Himself as between [what He is in
our] present, [what He is in our] past. and [what He is in
our] future.

* perodus
9,219a23
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Cajetan’s Commentary

Analysis of the article
The title is clear. — In the body of the article, two jobs
are done. (1) He answers the question directly with a
yes: God is supremely eternal. The support is that God
is supremely unchangeable: therefore. He is supremely
eternal. The reason this follows is that being etemal is a
consequence of being unchangeable. as being temporal
is a consequence of changing.

it. Injob (2), he determines hrow God is eternal by
putting down a second conclusion: God is His eternity.
(This amounts to saying that “etemal” does not name God
after an extrinsic standard® but names Him essentially.)
In dealing with this conclusion. he (a) shows that it in-
volves a unique excellence in God; then (b) he supports
it: thirdly (c) he illustrates it.

(a) Since eternity is a sort of duration, saying that

$ denommntvd
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God is His etemnity is saying that God is His duration,
too. But this — a thing’s being its own duration — is
found in God's case alone. Hence the text says that no
other thing has this trait.

(b) The conclusion and the uniquencss are supported
together: God is His own uniform existing, and no thing
other than God is its own existing; so, He alone is His
own duration (which, in His case, is eternity).

(c) Lastly, the point is illustrated with a comparison:
as God is identically His essence, so He is His eternity.

In defense of the second conclusion

ii.  As to the sense and force of the supporting argu-
ment given for the second conclusion, be aware that the
word ‘thing’ here [in the phrase ‘no other thing’] is
being used to mean subsisting thing, the only sort of
thing that exists, strictly speaking. Thus the text does
not mean to say that every ifem other than God is dis-
tinct from its own duration (since time is not), but that
no other thing which is what exists and what lasts is its
own duration. The force of the reasoning depends on
the fact that these three items,

the thing — its existing — its duration
stand in a certain relation to each other. The thing’s du-
ration attaches to it only via its existing; the thing only
lasts by reason of its existing; everything “lasts” be-
cause it retains existence and for no other reason. Now,
because matters so stand, it follows that if either ex-
treme [the thing, or its duration] fails to be identical to
the middle item [the existing], it will also fail to be
identical to the other extreme. For the extreme items are
farther from each other than either is from the middle.
Well, apart from God, the lasting thing, which is the one
extreme, is not identical to its own existing (as we
Thomists think, at any rate) and therefore is not iden-
tical to its duration, which is the other extreme.

Trouble from Aureol

. Conceming this same supporting argument, doubt
arises from the remarks of Aurcol, as cited by Capreolus
on [ Sent d.9. Aurcol attacks a point assumed implicitly
above, namely, that God’s cternity is formally a dura-
tion. His argument goes thus. [Major:] Every duration
is greater than, less than, or equal to any other duration;
[minor:] eternity is none of those [ergo, eternity is not a
duration]. In support [of his minor] he says that [eterni-
ty is not greater than other durations] because a “greater
duration” is unintelligible apart from “extending far-
ther” in one or the other dircction, before or afier; there-
fore every greater duration has a “before” or an “after”
[not matched by the lesser]. But that [implies succes-
siveness and so] conflicts with eternity.
v.  One can ANSWER this briefly in either of two ways:

(1) One approach is to deny Aureol’s minor.
Against his support for it, one can say that there are two
ways in which a “greater duration” can include a before
and after:

(a) form-wise, or

(b) virtually and in a higher manner, as the sun

contains heat.

Then one can say that eternity is greater than other dura-
tions and does in fact extend before or after any given
stretch of time, because it pre-contains them in a higher
manner.!

(2) The other approach is to deny Aureol’s major.
Strictly speaking, one can only “compare” things that
meet a common definition. Eternity and time are not
durations by the same definition of ‘duration’, speaking
of each in intrinsic terms.? (Admittedly, though, when
eternity is thought of as co-existing with time, the two are
customarily compared, even by eminent authors.)

the ad(1)

vi. In considering the answer to the first objection, take
note of two items.

(1) A moving point is said to “cause” a line, and yet
there is no type of causality by which it causes a line to
exist. It is not the cause of a line in real being but in
being-known. It makes knowledge of the line arise in us.
Just so, a “standing now” is said to cause eternity not in
real being but in being known; it makes the definition of
eternity occur to us. Just as a mathematical point cannot
in fact move, and yet we think and say that a moving
point causes (i.e. if it were moving, it would ...), so also a
“now” cannot stand, and yet we say perfectly well that “a
standing now makes cternity” (i.e. if it stood, it would
constitute eternity).?

(2) Clearly, then, Aureol was wasting his time (in the
places cited above) with his arguments against this Boe-
thian and Thomistic dictum — arguments to the effect
that a “now"” cannot be conceived as standing, and that
the talk of a “now"” has to be removed from God. He
equivocates on ‘now’. In fact, he supposes that there is
no now but that of time, when in fact there is a now of
eternity meeting a loftier definition than the now of time.
To repeat: the very now of time, if it stood still, would
constitute eternity, just as a point, if it moved, would
make a line.* Idid not think it necessary to bring Aure-
ol’s objections forward here, as they are easily answered
from the points just developed.

Undercstandi

! Given that God’s illimitable existing already contains, in a
higher manner, all the pl found in (1ST
q.4, a.2), and given that the existence of each creature is the
completeness which gives it its duration (this commentary, § iii),
it follows that God’s existing already contains in a higher

manner all di giving pl God’s eternity of
uniform existing thus pi ins all possibl hes of time
(taking *stretches’ not as abstract intervals, but as possible life-
spans).

2 So *duration’ is used analogously in this article.

3 If a point cannot move (and a now cannot stand), then
supposing that it does is supposing an impossibility. Is the
impossibility logical? If it is, why is the supposition not an
absurdity, given which, anything you like would follow, as
Cajetan argued in § xvii of the commentary on q.7, a.4? Cajetan
does not explain, but perhaps he sensed that there was no
impossibility here, just conflict with the pre-modemn way of
axiomatizing the talk of points and instants.

* On the “now” of time, see below, footnote 1 on the text of
q.10, a.4.
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Is being eternal unique to God?

InlSemt d.8,q2,a2, InlVSent d49,q.1,22,q'3; Quodl X, q.2‘; N
In Dionysit De divinis nomumbus, ¢ 10, lectio 3, In librum De causis, lectio 2

It seems that being eternal is not the property of God
alone.

(1) It says in Daniel 12:3 that those who tum the
many unto righteousness “shall be as stars in ever-
lasting eternities.” There would not be many eterni-
ties, if God alone were eternal, It is therefore not the
case that God alone is eternal.

(2) Matthew 25:41 says, “Depart, ye cursed, into
eternal fire.” God is not the only thing that is eternal,
then.

(3) Besides, whatever is necessarily the case is
eternally the case, and many points are necessarily the
case — all the axioms of deductive science, for exam-
ple, and all the propositions involved in apodeictic*
proofs. Therefore, God is not alone in being eternal.

ON THE OTHER HAND, Jerome says in a letter to Marcel-
la [actually, to Damasus]: “God is the only one who
has no beginning.” Wh r has a beginning is not
etemal. Therefore, God is the only one who is eternal.

FANSWER: “cternal,” in its true and proper meaning,
applies to God alone, because being eternal is a conse-
quence of being unchangeable (as came out above),
and only God is entirely unchangeable (as we estab-
lished above). Nevertheless, certain things receive
from God a share of His unchangeability, and to that
extent they get a share of His etemity.

Some things get enough immutability from God
that they will never cease to be. On this basis, Ecclesi-
astes says of the earth that it “standeth forever.” Other
things are called eternal in the Bible on the basis that,

although they are subject to eventual dcc‘ay, they last a
very long time: thus “the etenal mountains™ are men-
tioned in a Psalm, and Deuteronomy 33:15 speaks of the
produce of “the eternal hills™ [I’g. LXX]. Yet another
class of things share in more of the deﬁnjtﬁon of eter-
nity. to the extent of having an unalterability in beip_g
[what substances they are] — or even an unalterability
in doing what they are doing. such as the angels and
saints who enjoy the Word. Their Vision of the Word
precludes from the saints any “tuming t_houghys_" as Au-
gustine says in De Trinitate XV'. For this reason, those
seeing God are said to have etemal life, as in John 17: 3.
“this is eternal life, that they should know thee ..."

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): LheyA are called
many etemities insofar as many are participating in
eternity from contemplating God.

ad (2): the fire of Hell is called eternal merely bei
cause it will never cease. Moreover, there is change in
the pains of those who are in it. as Job 24:19 says. “they
shall pass from waters of snow to excess of heat.” lr}
Hell, then. no true etemity is to be found but something
more like time, as the Psalm says: “their time will last
forever.”

ad (3): ‘necessary’ indicates a way of being true:
and the true (as Aristotle says in Metaphysics 1) is in
the mind. Thus necessarily true propositions are “eter-
nal” on the basis that they are in an eternal mind. There
is only one such mind: God's. Hence [from the fact that
certain propositions are eternally true] it does not follow
that something outside God is eternal.

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, ‘proprium’ is the opposite of ‘common’.

Analysis of the article
In the body of the article there are two concl

follows. [Antecedent:] There are four ways in which
other things get a share of unchangeability; finference:]
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50 [there are four ways the others get a share of] eternity.

The first is that ‘eternal’ applies to God alone. truly
and properly speaking. The support is as follows.
Only God is entirely unchangeable; so only God is
truly and properly speaking eternal. The inference
holds because: being eternal is a consequence of being
unchangeable.

The second conclusion is that ‘eternal applics to
other things in a participative sense. The support is as

The inf ¢ holds b to the extent things are
unchangeable. they are eternal. The antecedent is clari-
fied by laying out the four levels of [participated] un-
changeability. The first [and lowest] is the level of lon-
gevity. where we find things that corrupt but are very
long lasting, such as mountains and hills. The second
level is that of perpetuity in foto; here belong the ¢le-
ments [like earth] corruptible in part but not globaily or
in toto. The text presents these two in reverse order.
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It seems that being etemal is not the property of God
alone.

(1) It says in Daniel 12:3 that those who tumn the
many unto righteousness “shall be as stars in ever-
lasting cternities.” There would not be many eterni-
ties, if God alone were eternal. It is therefore not the
case that God alone is eternal.

(2) Matthew 25:41 says, “Depart, ye cursed, into
eternal fire.” God is not the only thing that is eternal,
then.

(3) Besides, whatever is necessarily the case is
eternally the case, and many points are necessarily the
case — all the axioms of deductive science, for exam-
ple, and all the propositions involved in apodeictic*
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proofs. Th , God is not alone in being eternal.

ON THE OTHER HAND, Jerome says in a letter to Marcel-
la [actually, to Damasus]: “God is the only one who
has no beginning.” Whatever has a beginning is not
eternal. Therefore, God is the only one who is eternal.

1 ANSWER: “eternal,” in its true and proper meaning,
applies to God alone, because being eternal is a conse-
quence of being unchangeable (as came out above),
and only God is entirely unchangeable (as we estab-
lished above). Nevertheless, certain things receive
from God a share of His unchangeability, and to that
extent they get a share of His eternity.

Some things get enough immutability from God
that they will never cease to be. On this basis, Ecclesi-
astes says of the earth that it “standcth forever.” Other
things are called eternal in the Bible on the basis that,

although they are subject to eventual dcc.a,v, they lasta
very long time: thus “the eternal mountains™ arc men-
tioned in a Psalm, and Deuteronomy 33:15 speaks of the
produce of “the eternal hills” [} 2. LXX].A Yet apolhcr
class of things share in more of the deﬁn_n'lonAot cter-
nity, to the extent of having an unalterability in bclpf_:
[what substances they are] — or even an unalterability
in doing what they are doing. such as the mgcls and
saints who enjoy the Word. Their Vision of the Word
precludes from the saints any “tumning 1!10ughls.“ as Au-
gustine says in De Trinitate Xv. For_ this reason, those
seeing God are said to have eternal life, as in Joh? 17:3.
“this is eternal life, that they should know thee ...”

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): they Mc.cal!cd
many eternities insofar as many are participating in
eternity from contemplating God.

ad (2): the fire of Hell is called cternal merely bcT
cause it will never cease. Moreover. there is change in
the pains of those who are in it, as Job 24:19 says, “they
shall pass from waters of snow to excess of heat. ll)
Hell, then, no true eternity is to be found but something
more like time, as the Psalm says: “their time will last
forever.”

ad (3): ‘necessary’ indicates a way of being true:
and the true (as Aristotle says in Metaphysics V1) isin
the mind. Thus necessarily true propositions are “cter-
nal” on the basis that they are in an eternal mind. There
is only one such mind: God's. Hence [from the fact that
certain propositions are etenally true] it does not follow
that something outside God is eternal.

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, ‘proprium’ is the opposite of ‘common’.

Analysis of the article

In the body of the article there are two conclusions.

The first is that ‘eternal’ applies to God alone, truly
and properly speaking. The support is as follows.
Only God is entirely unchangeable; so only God is
truly and properly speaking cternal. The inference
holds because: being eternal is a consequence of being
unchangcable.

The second conclusion is that *eternal” applics to
other things in a participative sense. The support is as

follows. [dntecedent:] There are four ways jn w hich
other things get a share of unchangeability: /i inference: ]

50 [there are four ways the others get a share of] ctemity.

The inference holds because, to the extent things are
unchangeable, they are cternal. The antecedent is clari-
fied by laying out the four levels of [participated] un-
changeability. The first [and lowest] is the level of lon-
gevity, where we find things that corrupt but are very
long lasting, such as mountains and hills. The second
level is that of perpetuity in toto. here belong the ele-
ments {like earth] corruptible in part but not globally or
in toto. The text presents these two in reverse order.
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Tlhe tl}ird level is that of unalterability as to substance
alone: here we find heavenly bodies and angels. The
_founh level is unalterak ility as to [sub and do-
ing] numerically one operation, and here we find the
blessed [angels and saints] qua blessed.

On the answer ad (3)

: . In the answer ad (3), if you are unaware, dear
cginner. of how ‘necessary” is understood to mean a

mode of truth, check Aristotle’s De interpretatione [cc.

]2‘1?]~ where modal topics are handled. You will see
that ‘necessary" (as signified act) adds to *proposition’
the information that the proposition is so composed as
10 be true exclusively [i.e. never false]. Then you will
realize that the proposition’s being necessary in exer-
cised act is a matter of its really being so composed.
The axioms and conclusions of apodeictic proofs are
called “necessary,” as the objection noted, precisely

because they are propositions composed in this way.'

! Cajetan’s remark helps a begi who ds Aquinas’
answer as ing thata y proposition is one that is
everlastingly entertained. But once this mistake is out of the
way, there remains a deeper problem. The ad (3) will answer no
one but an opponent who fancies that propositions float about
independently of minds. But suppose the objection goes like
this. A proposition picks out a state of affairs, and a true propo-
sition picks out one which obtains. So a necessary truth corres-
ponds to an etemal state of afTairs, it would seem, and if there
are many such truths, not all of them about God, there ought to
be many eternal things other than God. Aquinas needs more of
an answer, then, and it will emerge in time that he has more. He
will not identify “states of affairs” with things, nor timeless
obtaining with eternal existing. The necessary truths in question,
he will say, are ones which make no existential claim. E.g. if the
definition of horse picks out any state of affairs at all, it obtains
without a horse existing. If one objects that the whar of the
horse is eternally “there,” he will say: only in God's thought.

10,a.3
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Does eternity differ from time?
Infra, a.5,2/1 ST q.31,22; In/ Sent. d8,q2,a2.d.19.q 2.al;

De Potentia Der q 3, 2.14 ad 10, ad 18; In Dionysi De dv

It does not seem that eternity is an altogether different
affair from time.

(1) After all, one cannot have two measures of
duration running concurrently unless one is part of the
other. Two days cannot be occurring at once, nor two
hours. But a day and an hour can both be occurring,
because the hour is part of the day. Well, eternity and
time are both occurring, and each provides a measure
of duration. So [one is part of the other, and] since
eternity is not part of time, as it exceeds and englobes
time, it seems that time is part of eternity. In that case,
time is not an altogether different thing from eternity.

(2) Further, Aristotle says in Physics IV that the
“now"” of time remains the same in all of time. But
that seems to match the definition of eternity, which is
to stay the same over the whole of time while being in-
divisible. Therefore, eternity is the “now” of time.
And since time’s now is not a substantially different
affair from time itself, eternity is not a substantially
different affair from time.

(3) Furthermore, the measure of the first [heavenly
sphere’s] motion is the measure of all motions, as it
says in Physics IV. In parallel fashion, it would seem
that the measure of the first act of being would be the
measure of every act of being. Well, eternity is the
measure of the first act of being, which is God’s act of
being. Therefore eternity is the measure of every act
of being. But the existence of corruptible things is
measured by time. Therefore time either is eternity or
is something pertaining to eternity.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is the fact that etemity is
all-at-once, whereas in time there is “before” and
“after.” Therefore, time and eternity are not the same
thing.

1 ANSWER: time and eternity are obviously not the
same, but there is disagreement over how they differ.
Some have given the reason that eternity lacks a
beginning and an end, while time has both. But this
proposal reaches an accidental difference only. not the
intrinsic one. Suppose (like those who make the celes-
tial movements everlasting) that time has always been
and always will be; [then time, too, will have no begin-
ning or end, but] there will still be a difference be-
tween time and eternity, as Boethius says in The Con-
solation, bascd on the fact that eternity is all-at-once,
and time is not; for eternity is the measure of being-in-
stasis, while time is the measure of motion or change.
The proposed difference has some merit. however,
when it is applicd to the things measured rather than to
the measures themselves. The only things that yield a
time-measurement are things that have a beginning and
end in time, as it says in Physics I1. So. if a celestial

nom., 10, lectio 3

motion were everlasting. its whole duration would have
no time-measurement (the infinite not being measurable).
but any given revolution of it would. since it starts in
time and ends in time.

Alternatively, the proposed difference can be justified
as applying to the h Ives if *b gi I
and ‘end’ are taken differently. i.e., in a potential sense.
For then, on the supposition that time lasts forever. one
can still designate beginnings and ends in time b\ l:}king
arbitrary intervals of it. as we talk about the beginning
and end of a day or a year. With eternity one cannot do
that [one cannot mark off intervals].

At best, however. these differences are consequences
of the intrinsic and primary* difference, namely, that
eternity is all-at-once, while time is not.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): that argument
would work if time and etemity were measures of things
sharing a common genus; but they are not, as one can se¢
from the things they measure.

ad (2): in its underlying subject. the “now" of time is
the same all the time; but the right account of it keeps
shifting — in that just as time corresponds to a motion, so
the now of time corresponds to the thing moving. As the
subject underlying change-of-place. the thing moving is
the same over the whole time [of its motion]. but the right
account of it keeps shifting, in that the thing is here and
then there: and this change is its motion. Similarly. the
fluctuation of the “now,” as the account of it shifts. is
time. But eternity stays the same both in its subject and
in the right account of it. Hence etemnity is not the same
as the now of time.!

! This objection and its answer are taken from Aristotle’s
none too perspicuous remarks. One wants to in(crjcc_l: ‘np\\'
always has the same (indexical) sense but keeps shilting in
referent. Aristotle would answer (I think) that ‘now” can have
no referent until some count of phases has been taken (o exems=
plify time: then the counted phases can be seen as unit-intervals
dividing a directed real-number hine (vector) Then the vector
becomes time-the-measure, against which any changing/moving
thing can be measured in its phases. and then one can account
for “now.” In Physics IV, ¢.13 (2222 10-20), Aristotle seems 0
have been talking very abstractly about the “row of ime™ as a
point on the vector itself. Earlicr, in .11 (219 |2-;\0):.I\c seems
to have been talking concretely about the “now ot time™ as a
state of the temporal thing meusured. R

In the abstract discussion, he said that the now oftime was
(at any time) a point which (a) ended the pastas a tizht-closed
interval, (b) opened the future as a left-closed inu:n.}l. (o) linhed
the two (so closed)_as their common point. and () divided the
two (as open intervals). This was the now of the vector in xul_w-
Jecto. But where the time-apprehending mind |0»‘ulcl:| this point
(at the juncture of w/ar interval as past and what as future) was
different case by case, and so the now of the vector kept shitting
n ratione. Clearly, the topic was “the curreat instant.” Mean-
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ad (3): as etemity is the right measure of the act of
being. so time is the uniquely right measure of change.
To the extent that any act of being is removed from
permanence of being and comes under the sway of al-
teration. to that extent it is removed from eternity and
comes under the scope of time. The existing that cor-

uhile: in the concrete discussion, he had said that the now is
what is before and after (e.g.. the sfone that was here before it
was t!lere. etc.) viewed as the juncture (or at the juncture) of
its prior phase and its next phase. This was the now of the
measured in subjecto. But where the time-apprehending mind
located this thing (at the juncture of what phases) was differ-
ent case by case, and so the now of the measured shifted i
ranone. Clearly, the topic was “the current state.” In sum,

ruptible things do, then, because it is subject to alteration,
is not measured by eternity but by time. Time measures
not only those things which are actually suffering aitera-
tion but also those that are open to alteration. Hence time
measures not only the change/motion of a thing but also
the stasis/rest of a thing that is naturally subject to change
but is not undergoing it.

the “now of time™ was cither “the current instant” or “the cur-
rent state of a changeable thing.” Well, each current state (of
anything) is mapped to a current instant; so perhaps the objector
thought there was some one instant to which (etemnity-like) every
state of anything was mapped. Apart from some such fallacy, it
is hard to see what could be mistaken for eternity in Aristotle’s
talk of “now.”

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, ‘differ’ means in real terms [not just
verbally or conceptually].

Analysis of the article

In the body of the article, five jobs are done. (1)
He says the doubt is not whether they differ but why.

(2) He considers an opinion about the matter in
doubt (the reason for the diffcrence), namely, because
time has a beginning and end but etemity does not.

(3) He invalidates this reason, because it is inci-
dental. This is supported on the ground that, if this
difference were removed, the one posited by Boethius
would still be there, namely, that eternity is all-at-once
while time is successive.

(4) He salvages two other senses of the refuted
opinion: (a) by taking it as the difference between the
things measured [by time vs. the one measured by eter-
nity}, (b) by taking the beginning and end as potential
[rather than actual).

(5) He answers the question as debated with a con-
clusion covering everything he has said one way or an-
other. It is this: the intrinsic and primary difference is
that eternity is all-at-once while time is not, with the
result that other differences are consequences of this
one. This is left as obvious enough from the points
already made.

i Observe that the opinion criticized in the text can
have three meanings. It can say they differ (1) in terms
of whether the measure has in itself an actual begin-
ning and end; or (2) in terms of whether the things
measured have an actual beginning and end; or (3) in
terms of whether the measure has in itself a potential
beginning and end.! Now, given that [the rules of pro-

! The fourth combination is ignored because no one would
have suggested that the things measured by time have only a
potential beginning and end.

per interpretation are such that]

« an alleged difference is taken to be a difference in

the thing itself [here: the measure], and
« unqualified talk of a beginning and an end is taken
to mean actual ones,

sense (1) is [the first one up for consideration here and is]
invalidated without qualification. Senses (2) and (3),
however, which can be reached and supported by [stan-
dard techniques of] exposition, are then appended as true.
But since they do not get at the root difference but only
secondary ones, Aquinas lays down the root differcnce in
his ultimate answer. All the points are clear and obvious
in the text.
jii.  As to the point made in connection with sense (2),
namely, that if the motion of a heavenly body were ever-
lasting, the whole of it would yield no temporal measure-
ment, but only the parts — a doubt arises from Scotus’
remarks on // Sent. d.2, q.3. But because this debate
bears on Physics IV at text 117, I shall not go into it here,
where it is not germane.

There is dispute, too, about the sameness of “now"”
over the whole of time, touched upon in the answer ad
(2). Butsince this is also treated in Physics IV texts 103-
108, it will be discussed (if God allows me to get to it) at
that point. It is a specialized question.?

iv. Inthe answer ad (3), there is dispute over the claim
that the existing done by generable [corruptible] things is
measured by time. Scotus argues against this in /I Sent.
d.2, g.4, holding that their existing, in itself, is measured
by age [aevum]. But since the nature of an age is about
to come up in the next article, and since Scotus uses the
same argument against [our view of] what measures an
angel’s activity, this discussion will be postponed until
the next article.

21t had to be very specialized, indeed, prior to the develop-
ment of a proper semantics for indexical terms.
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Does an age /aevum] differ from time?

15Tq6l,a2ad2,q63,a6ad4;,q85ad4adl,215Tql113,a7ad5;Inl Sent. d.8,92,22:d.19,q2,0.1;
In 1l Sent. d.2, q 1, a.1; De Potentia Der q.3, a.14 ad 18, Quodithet X, .2

An age! does not seem to be different from time.

(1) Augustine says in Super Genesim ad litteram
VIII that God “moves a spiritual creature through
time.” But the measure of spiritual substances is sup-
posed to be an “age.” So time and age do not differ.

(2) Furthermore, time by definition has before and
after, while eternity by definition is all-at-once (as said
above). Now an “age” is not eternity (since it says in
[the Vulgate of] Sirach 1:1 that eternal wisdom is “be-
fore all ages”). In that case, an age is not all-at-once;
50 it has a before and after; so it is time.

(3) Also, if there is no before and after in an age,
then in age-long things there is no difference between
being, having been, and going to be. In that case, since
it is impossible for age-long things to /ave not existed
[once they have], it is impossible for them to be going
to not exist.2 But that [cc ] is false, b
God can reduce them to nothing. [So the antecedent is
false, and there is before and after in an age.]

(4) Moreover, since the duration of age-long things,
once begun, goes on to infinity. if an age is all-at-once,
it will follow that a created thing is infinite in act —
which is impossible. Therefore, an age does not differ
from time.

ON THE OTHER HAND, Boethius addresses God [in The
Consolation of Philosophy) as the one “who com-
mandest time to go forth from an age.”

L ANSWER: an age differs from time and from eternity
in holding a middle status between them. But as to
how this is so, [opinions vary). Some say:

* eternity lacks a beginning and an end,

* an age has a beginning but no end,

« and time has both.
But this difference is incidental, as I said above. For if
age-long things had always been and were always
going to be (as some maintain), or if they were going
to cease at some point (as God could bring about), an
age would still be different from time and from cterni-

Others account for the difference between the three
on the following basis:
* eternity has no before and after;
* time has before and after with newness and oldness;
* an age has before and after without newness or old-
ness.
But this hypothesis implies its own contradictory, as one

! Before *an age’ acquired its current meaning as a geolo-
gical period or a long stretch of history, it had had a spiritual
use among nco-Platonists, as the sort of duration enjoyed by
heavenly beings other than God. Such is the meaning here.

2 The argument is: since the past is unalterable, a being
whose past and future are the same has an unalterable future.

sees especially clearly if it means to deny ncwness and
oldness in the measure itsclf. The before and after of a du-
ration cannot be simultaneous: so it must be the case that.
if an age has a before and after. then as the before-part of
the age recedes, the after-part comes on as ncw. So there
will be newness in an age [contrary to the hypothesis]. just
as in time. Alternatively, if the newness and oldness are
supposed to be absent from the things measured. !hcn: is
still a contradiction. For the reason a temporal thing grows
old with time is because it has a mutable being. and this
mutability of the thing measured is the reason there is a
before-and-after in its proper measure (as onc leamns quite
clearly from Physics I1). Ergo, if an age-long lln;ng is not
itself subject to oldness or newness, the reason \\'ll_l be that
its being is immutable. In that case. its measure will not
have before-and-after [contrary to the hypothesis).

The right thing to say, then. is this. Since etemity is
the measure of PERMANENT BEING. a thing falls short of
being eternal as it falls short of permanence in being. \\"-:ll.
some things fall so far short of this permanence that their
very existing is subject to. or constituted by. change, and
such things are measured by time. So it is with all change-
processes and with the existence of corruptible things.
Other things fall less short of permanence in being. be-
cause their existing neither amounts to changing nor lics
subject to change, and yet their existing is (¢ither actually
or potentially) in union with change. An obvious example
is the heavenly bodies, which have change-free substantial
being and yet have this change-free being in union with a
changeableness as to place. The angels are another clear
case, because they have change-free [substantial] being in
union with changeability as to choice on the natural level®
and in union with changeability as to insights.* aflections,
and (in their own way) places. Thus such things are mea-
sured by an “age,” which has middle status between eter-
nity and time. By contrast. the existing which etemity
measures is neither capable of change nor in union with
such a capability.?

In sum, then:

* time has before and after:
* an age has no betore and after, but it can be in
union with them:*

% He adds *on the natural level because the good angels u}so
have a supematural level on which they are immutable in their
choice for God.

* For Aquinas, locations and activities (operations) ar¢ ac-
cidents in creatures, and wherever there is composition of sub-
stance and accident, there is a kind of union between the “sub-
stantial” esse actualizing the creature in what 1t s and the uc-
cidental esse actuahizing the creature i where it is or how itis
operating. This is the unon Aquinas is 1alking about here; God is
exempt because He can have no accidents (1 57°q.3, a.60).

$Soa thing is age-long in case (a) its existing has at most a
beginning or end in time. not both; (b) 1t passes through no suc-
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* eternity has no before and after, and it cannot
be in union with them.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): spiritual crea-
tures are measured by time as to their insights and af-
fecuons_‘ among which there is succession. This is why
Augustine says in the same passage that [for the an-
gc!s] to be moved through time is to be moved in their
affections. Yet as to their natural existence, the angels
are measured by an age. And as to their Vision of
Glory, they are sharing in eternity.®

ad (2): an age is a simultancous whole but is not
eternity because it is compatible with before-and-after.

. ad (3): the difference between past and future is not
in the angel’s existence considered in itself but arises
by way of changes united to it. When we say that an
angel “is” or “was” or “will be,” the difference arises
from how we think of its existence. [Since we think in
tensed language] our minds think of it in relation to the
several parts of time. Our saying that an angel “is” or
“was” assumes a point to have been reached where the
alternative is not [any longer] in God’s power; but our

cession of states as to what-it-is (so that its substantial being
is succession-free), and (c) its being what-it-1s is compatible
\y:lh successive accidental states (such as choices and opera-
tions upon various locations).

S Their supematurally immutable choice to see God is their
“eternal life;” see a3 above, at the end of the corpus.

saying that an angel “will be” assumes no such point. So
since, taken independently [of tense-talk], an angel’s
existing and not-existing are in the power of God, God can
bring it about that the angel’s existing is not future, even
though He cannot bring it about that it is not occurring
when it is, or did not occur after it has.”

ad (4): the duration of an age is “unbounded” in that it
is not bounded by time. For a created thing to be “in-
finite” just because it is not bounded by this or that other
thing in particular is not a problem.

7 The objector hoped to falsify the theory that an angelic age is
without succession by deriving from it a conclusion inconsistent
with the acknowledged power of God to bring about the non-exis-
tence of an angel alrcady created. To succeced, he had to get a de
dicto impossibility for such an angel to cease to be. The objector
hoped to get this result from a point of tense-logic (that the past
cannot become otherwise than it has been) and the idea that, if
succession is denicd, an angel’s future is the same as its past.
Aquinas is defeating this by saying two things. (1) If an angel’s
being is without succession, it has nerher past nor future. (2)
Even though we speak of its being in tensed sentences, we cannot
hand on the modal implications of one tense to another. The un-
alterability of the past is entirely due to the fact that a past-tense
sentence assumes a de facto truth distribution (e.g.. a divine deci-
sion); this unalterability cannot be handed on to the future, be-
cause a future-tense sentence does not assume such a distribution.
So *Michael will cease to exist’ does not become impossible just
because ‘Michael has not existed" is no longer possible and ‘Mi-
chael exists without succession’ is true. So nothing prevents the
de dicto claim, ‘It is possible that Michael not exist’, from being
true, and the objection fails.

Cajetan’s Commentary

The title is clear.
Analysis of the article, I

In the body of the article four jobs are done. (1) Aqui-
nas states what is clear about this question and what is
unclear. (2) He handles a certain opinion dealing with
the latter. (3) He handles another. (4) He presents his
own opinion and answers the question.

ii.  Asto job (1), what is clear is that an “age” is in
the middle between eternity and time. What is unclear
(thanks to the plethora of opinions) is how it is in the
middle.

s Asto job (2), Aquinas begins by setting forth the
opinion that an age is intermediate in terms of whether
it has a beginning or end. Then he overthrows this
opinion by showing that such a middle status is coinci-
dental. If age-long things had been produced from all
eternity [they would have had no beginning or end and
thus would not have been intermediate in this way].

. Asto job (3), Aquinas begins by setting forth a
second opinion, which says that an age is intermediate
in terms of lacking newness and oldness (and thereby
resembling eternity) while yet having before-and-after
(and thereby resembling time). — Then he overthrows

this opinion in two ways, corresponding to the two inter-
pretations it can bear: (a) both traits are attributed to the
age itself [the measure]; (b) the trait of having before-and-
after is attributed to the age itself, while the trait of lacking
newness and oldness is attributed to the age-long thing
measured by the age.

His argument against interpretation (a) goes as fol-
lows. When before-and-after are taken according to dura-
tion, they cannot be simultaneous; hence, as the “before”
passes away, the “after” comes on as new; ergo, if there is
before-and-after in an age, there is newness and oldness.

His argument against interpretation (b) goes thus.
[Antecedent: ] Suppose an age-long thing can neither enter
a new state nor grow old in any way; then [Ist inference:]
it is immutable, and in that case [2nd inference:] its mea-
sure has no before-and-after. The antecedent is the claim
of this opinion [so interpreted). The first inference is ob-
vious in itself and is supported by Physics IV: the exact
reason a thing grows old is because it is changeable; hence
the reason it would not grow old is because it is unchange-
able (according to the rule that if A is the reason for B,
not-A is the reason for not-B). The second inference is
also supported by Physics IV: changeability in the thing
measured is the reason for before-and-after in its measure.
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Therefore the unchangeability of the thing measured
will be the reason there is no before-and-after in its
measure (according to the same rule).

How Scotus defends the second opinion

v.  About these arguments, note that Scotus (writing
on /I Sent. d.2. q.2) does not adopt this second opinion;
he just tries to break down the arguments against it
offered here. He defends interpretation (b) as tenable
by offering the following example. Suppose there were
a case of flesh that did not have a part here and a part
there under quantity.! Then such parts would be in the
measure [for flesh] but not in the thing measured by it
[in this case]. So, too, in the case at hand: the angel’s
existing would admit no new state, and yet its measure
would be st ive. Soin ing the arg; of
Aquinas against this interpretation, Scotus is denying
that changeability in the thing measured is the exact
reason there is succession in its measure.

vi.  On the contrary: this counter is easily shown to
be false, both on Scotus’ own terms* and on indepen-
dent grounds.!

* On Scotus’ own terms: if there can be succession
in a measure whether or not there is change in its dis-
tinctive subject (i.e., in the thing it is designed to mea-
sure), then drawing an inference from succession in the
measure to change in its subject is not valid; it com-
mits the fallacy of the consequent.? Yet Scotus himself

[inference:] it cannot be measured by it. The inference
holds b a is a discl of the thing
measured. The antecedent is obvious from Scotus’ own
example: one would never learn how much indivisible
matter was present by looking at a divisible size. if that
were its measure. Thus, in point of fact, the body of Christ
is not measured by the size of the specics in the Eucharist,
because His body is not present in a divisible manner
under those species. The same goes for a quantity of
duration. If the quantity itself is extended [so as to be a
“length™}, a durationally indivisiblc and uncxh:n_dcd q\ing
will never be measured by it. One cannot even imagine
how the natural duration of such a thing is supposed to be
learned from such a means. It has to be the case. then. that
an extended measure corresponds to an extended thing-
measured, and an indivisible measure to an indivisible
thing, as St. Thomas infers here, from Aristotle.

Analysis of the article, IT

wi.  Asto job (4), the conclusion given in answer to the
question is this: an age is intermediate between eternity
and time. because it is immutable and yet united to muta-
bility. — The support goes as follows. [Premise:] Eternity
is the distinctive measure of an act of being that is in all
ways permanent; {/st inference: ] so removal trom cternity
arises as a matter of falling short of permanence: [2nd
inference:] so change or what is subject to change is at
furthest remove; hence [3rd mference: ] the middle is

says in the same passage that drawing this inft is
sound and is a case of reasoning from effect to cause.
Therefore [his attack on Aquinas is inconsistent with
his own position]. — Confirmation: Aristotle drew this
inference, and the reasoning in this article is no differ-
ent from his. We are saying that if'there is succession
in the measure, then there is succession in the mea-
sured, because variation in the measured is the reason
for succession in its measure. It is astonishing, really,
how Scotus takes opposite views of one and the same
argument, approving of it when it occurs in Aristotle,
and disapproving when it occurs in St. Thomas. Inevi-
tably, he is rejecting either his own approval or his
own disapproval.

* On independent grounds: [antecedent:] it is im-
possible for an indivisible thing to be disclosed® in
features distinctive to it" by a divisiblc one, and hence

! Scotus is thinking of the body of Christ in the Eucharist,
where the flesh of the Lord 1s present. but its parts are not ex-
tended under quantity, so that they do not lic outside each
other. In that way, when the host is broken, the whole Christ
is not divided but remains present as a whole in each morsel.

2 The fallacy of the consequent is the attempt to go from
the premise if p then g’ to the conclusion "if g then p ', with-
out having in hand the additional premise that *if not-p then
not-g”. This mistake would certainly be going forward, if it
had been stipulated in advance that ¢ held whether or not p
held. For then one would have both “if p then g” and *if not-p
then @' — in direct contradiction to the additional premise
needed. In the example at hand, p = ‘there is change in the
subject’, and ¢ = “there is succession in the measure.’

pied by what is ble yet joined to chunge in
act or in potency. — The second inference becomes ob-
vious on the ground that change is what is directly oppos-
ed to permanence, while etemity itsclf is neither change
nor in any way compatible with change. The last inference
is quite clear, as are the others.

Clashes with Scotus on the answer ad (1)
viir. In the answer to the first objection. you should be
aware that Scotus quarrels with four propositions. The
first is an affimmative:

(1) An angel's operations are measured by time.

The second is a negative virtually contained in (1):

(2) An angel's operations are not measured by an age.
The third is affirmative:

(3) The blessed Vision in angels is measured by par-

ticipated cternity.

These are all present in this answer ad (1), as you can sce
from the text. The fourth proposition is also aftirmative:
(4) The existence of generable things is measured by

time.
This is said in the previous article™s answer to the last
objection [ad (3)), and in the body of this article, where it
says that what is measured by time is both that which is
constituted by change (motion. change itself) and that
which is subject to change, as we experience our own
substantial existing to be.”

3 Our substantial existing is our being humans in actuality.
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Angelic operations measured
by an age?
ix.  First Scotus quarrels (in /f Sent. d.2, g.4) with the
second of those propositions, supporting on thrce
grounds the contradictory to it, which he holds to be
true, namely. that the angel’s operations are measured
by anage. The grounds are as follows.

(1) [Antecedent: ] An angel’s existence and its op-
eration have the same way of lasting: both are uniform
50 long as they last; finference:] ergo they have the
same kind of measure. [Ergo, since an age measures
the former, it measures the latter.] The antecedent is
clearly true. because both are indivisible and yet defec-
tible. Drawing the inference is supported by the fact
that are d to things to their
different ways of lasting — according to whether they
are successive or permanent, for example, as is obvi-
ous.

(2) An angel’s beatific Act is measured by an age,
as Augustine makes clear in De fide ad Petrum, ¢.18.
Ergo [the same should apply to its other operations].

(3) An angel’s operation is not measured by etemni-
ty. nor by time; ergo [by process of elimination, itis
measured] by an age.

x. To CLEAR UP this difficulty you need to know that,
in the passage cited, Scotus posits thrce measures of
duration (time, age, and eternity) in such wise that time
is supposed to measure a successive thing; age, a thing
that is permanent but defectible; and eternity, a thing
which is in every way indefectible. Hence he holds
that the substantial existence of lhings-towards-which-
change-is-impossible, and angelic operations, efc., are
measured by an age. The whole basis on which his
position rests is the following very general statement:
All things that last uniformly so long as they
last have a measure of the same kind.

By contrast. here in this article. measures of dura-
tion are distinguished in terms of the changeability and
unchangeability of things. And rightly so. A measure
of duration for x is what discloses the natural duration
of x in itself: otherwise it would be uscless.* But the
natural duration of x arises out of its changeability or
unchangeability. I am talking about its native or intrin-
sic changeability or unchangeability, since that is the
only kind of changeability on which its natural dura-
tion depends. For it is irrelevant to the natural duration
of x whether there is a power to destroy x in another
thing, y. All that matters is whether x has in itself the
wherewithal to fail. This is where Scotus went wrong
— he went so far as to say, “Neither not-being at some
time nor being able not-to-be thanks to its own potency
varies the measure of a thing.” The basis on which he
said this is extremely weak, viz., that if an angel were
about to be annihilated, it would still be measured by
anage. For it is perfectly clear that being naturally
such as not-to-be at some time, like being naturally
able not-to-be, varies the nature of a thing. The [traits
of being] corruptible or incorruptible, as it says in Me-
taphysics X, are [a thing’s] substance, or in its sub-
stance. They vary the thing's naturc down to its very

category, I say, so that no trait of corruptibles applies uni-
vocally to incorruptibles. So neither is the distinctive
measure of a corruptible the measure of an incorruptible.
This is why an angel about to be annihilated is still
measured by an age: the annihilation is not coming from
the angel’s nature but from outside. If left to his own
devices, the angel would go on existing forever.

What we Thomists say, then, is that a thing un-
changeable in every respect is measured by eternity; a
thing unchangeable in the main respect but changeable in
others is measured by an age; what is changeable in the
main respect is measured by time. By that standard, since
an angel is unchangeable as to its sub but chang;
able as to accidents, the angel itself is measured by an age.
But its natural operations, since they are naturally change-
able, cannot be measured by an age. For what is measured
by an age is age-long,* and an age-long thing is naturally
perpetual, and nothing naturally changeable is naturaily
perpetual.

As to the basis for Scotus' position, namely,

all things that last uniformly so long as they last

have a measure of the same kind,
it needs first to be distinguished. Ifit is taken in the
composite sense, it is utterly false. For as one reads in De
Interpretatione I, “everything has to be so long as it is.”
So all things that last, so long as they last, have a uniform
manner of being: they are necessarily. And yet they don’t
all have the same measure.* But this is not what Scotus
was after when he formed the proposition; he meant it
overall or in a divided sense.® That way, “manner of
lasting” divides up in many ways — i.e. between neces-
sary and contingent, or between permanent and successive,
or between defectible and indefectible. But whichever
way you slice it, Scotus’ proposition keeps turning out
false. Not every necessary thing has the same measure:

xi.

4 [t is common to say, “Things can last and fail to last.” The
composite sense of this remark alleges a possible conjunction:
O(¢x & ~@x). This conjunction is contradictory; so it 1s not
possible. ~0(¢x & ~qx). The necessary implication, o(p > q), is
defined as ~0(p & ~q). Substituting qx for p and for q, we have
~0(qx & ~@x), which gives the strict implication: o(px D @x).
Since this is a thesis of modal logic, it can be quantified univer-
sally, that is, stated as a universal truth about things — Vxa(gx >
@x) — which is what Aristotle states in the folksy form, “every
being has to be when it is.”” Now let ¢ stand for ‘lasts’, and let M
be a given measure, say, an age. Cajetan is pointing out that, if
the dent of Scotus’ p ition is taken in the composite
sense, the whole proposition amounts to this:

Vx(o(px O @x) O x is measured by M; ),
which is false because every value of x (everything there is)
satisfies the antecedent, but not everything is measured by M.

5 The same remark, *Things can last and fail to last,” in the
divided sensc, allcges a conjunction of possibles: Ogx & O~@x.
This is logically in order, and the second conjunct can be used in
two ways: (1) It can be used to divide up the manners of being-¢,
as @ is given a series of modifications: a thing can last necessarily
andr ily (i.e. conti ly); a thing can last perma-
nently and non-per ly (i.e. ively), defectibly an
indefectibly, erc. (2) It can be used to say that a thing can lasta
certain way but defectibly so, e.g. a thing can last pcrmanently but
defectibly. This is what Scotus was after
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there is one I for an altogeth y thing,
like God, and another for what is substantially neces-
sary but contingent in some respects, like the other in-
corruptibles. Again, not all contingent* things are
measured by the same measure: some are measured by
continuous time, some by discrete time, as we shall
discuss below.! Likewise, not every permanent thing
has the same measure, as one learns by comparing the
higher ones [heavenly bodies] with the lower ones [the
elements]. Not even all successive things have the
same measure, since the measuring of such things by
continuous succession is one affair, and the measuring
of them by discrete succession is another (as we shall
discuss below). When it comes to the defectible and
the indefectible, however, I have already pointed out
that defectibility is not a manner of being that is in the
thing (as Scotus and Co. assume) but indicates an out-
side power and thus is not germane [i.e. it does not be-
long on a list of the intrinsic manners of lasting]. And
if it were germane, Scotus’ proposition would still turn
out false: not every defectible thing is disclosed by the
same measure. — From this treatment of the simple
ways-of-lasting, you can see how to treat the com-
pound ways, such as permanently-but-defectibly, etc.
xii.  To fix Scotus’ proposition, one should say that
having a uniform manner of lasting that is intrinsic to x
and directly affects the natural duration of x is what it
takes to put a class of things under a uniform or single
measure of duration. Overly general talk of just “hav-
ing a uniform way of lasting” does not suffice. This is
why the antecedent of his proposition is wrong. As to
the support he gave it, I have already knocked it down

As to Scotus’ second ground: we deny his antece-
dent, as you can see in the text of this article. Augus-
tine did not say what Scotus claims (except in a sense
to be explained below, namely. the sense in which
‘age’ is used to mean participated cternity.

As to his third ground, we deny the second part of
his antecedent: an angel’s operation is measured by a
now of time (not of continuous time, but of discrete).

Angelic operations measured by time?
xiti.  In the same passage, Scotus quarrels with the
first proposition listed above, namely,

(1) An angel’s operations are measured by time,
His arguments tell against those who hold that these
operations are measured by the <discrete> time which
is a species of quantity, but such is not the claim of St.
Thomas. For us Thomists, discrete time is nothing but
plurality of before and after in a discrete change: and
discrete change is nothing but the succceding of one
spiritual operation upon another, such as two acts of
understanding done without the support of a phan-
tasm.® The plurality or “number” that belongs to the

S The phrase, ‘done without the support of a phantasm’,
was included to insure the entire spirituality of the aperations
in question. Human intell were not thought to be quite
so pure because, although they were not themselves the act of
a bodily organ, they relied upon the output of such an act, the
“phantasm™ or mental image derived from the senses.
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category of quantity comes from the division of a continu-
ous thing: [pure spirits are not continua. because they are
not extended. and their operations succeed one another
discontinuously;] it must be the case, then, that this time
[which mcasures their operations) is a transcendental
plurality, composed of transcendental units.” So I have
thought it appropriate to bring forward only one of Scotus
points here, namely, his point that those who hold our
view “posit more kinds of time than arc needed.” We are
forced [he says] to muitiply kinds of time not only in
distinct things but even in one and the same thing — one
kind for its acts of understanding. another for its acts of
volition, efc. Such moves scem very awkward. Ergo fone
ought to drop the theory that imposes them].
xiv. The SHORT ANSWER is that there is a strong need to
raise the kinds of time to [at least two:] continuous and
discrete. We need the latter on account of the spiritual
operations of spiritual substances: without disc_rclc time,
they would lack proportionate measures. For since !hcsc
operations succeed one another immediately, and since
they are, in themselves, instantancous because -;ach is all-
at-once, they are obviously elevated above continuous
time and its “instants.” Yet they do not attain the excel-
lence of an age because they are naturally corruptible.
Necessarily, then, cither such noble entitics remain w ithout
a proper measure of their own. or else one posits a d|sgmc
time by whose instants these operations are measured in
themselves. For these are the “spiritual movement of the
angels” whose plurality [of phases) is the “time™ through
which Augustine says “God moves the spiritual creature.”
Multiple discrete times in multiple angels or in the
same angel are not necessary. in my opinion. unless it be
materially, in the same way as the continuous time by
which our actions are measured is materially muitiplied in
all changeable things. and as the age is materially multi-
plied in all age-long things. It seems reasonable to sup-

7 What was in the Anistotelian category of quantity was an
accident of material bodies, their size or volume, and this was a
continuous quantity. The division of a matter into so-many pans
would yield a discrete quantity, say, 24 shees of bread. The
application of number terms beyond the realm ot bodies was
thought to require a difterent use of these terms, called trunscen-
dental for two reasons: (a) because it was not confined to any one
category but could range across all the categories (as i *M wl
and his defending us make two'), and (b) because such extended
use of the number terms was not felt to posit any real accident of
quantity (so the truth of “There are three Persons in God® did not
posit an accident of quantity in God.) A full discussion comes in
157q30.a3.

The changes occurring in or among material bodies were
thought to yield states of their matter. and the bodies were thought
to change from one state to another 1n a continuous way. hence
the plurality of phases that measured their changing was seen as
the dividing of continuous change: so division into a number of
phases was called continuous time. The changes oceurring in or
among purcly spiritual beings did not y ield states of matier. obvi-
ously. and were thought to occur discontinuousiy, hence the plura-
lity of phases that measured their changing could not be seen as
dividing a continuous process: hence it was called dlscrcl_u: time;
and since the phases counted could not be states of any thing to
which a real acerdent of quantity would attach, the use of number
words to count the phases would have to be a transcendental use.
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pose that. just as all age-long things are measured by
the simplest age (which alone is formally “the age”),
S0 every such operation is measured by the simplest
°P¢m!ll’:'n or by its simplest “now.” Likewise, every
succession of operations will be measured by the sim-
plest succession. These simplest cases will be the ones
found in the temporally first angel to act, and this will
be the highest angel (the one in whom the age is found,
as will emerge in the next article). Then, because the
inteliect’s operations are naturally prior to and simpler
than the will’s operations, there will be one time of all
such temporal events: it will be the measure of the
Successive operations in the intellect of the first angel,
and thereupon it will be the extrinsic measure both of
ips other operations and of the other angels’ opera-
ugns. Consistent with this view, one can say (as I have
said) that this [discrete] time is materially multiplied
:"llh lh.e number of actions measured, in that “one” and
'many” as consequences of being are multiplied with
“"_'}ES themselves. But I said, “unless it be material-
I.Y ." Not every feature in the proportion between our
time and the time whose subject is the first motion has
10 carry over univocally to the proportion between the
simplest of them. It suffices if they arc somewhat
alike.®
Blessed operation measured
by participated eternity?

xv.  In his commentary on /V Sent. d.49, q.6, Scotus
quarrels with the third proposition listed above, i.e.,

(3) The angel’s blessed operation is measured by

participated eternity.

[Antecedent: ] A beatific op , he says, is no more
immutable than an age-long one; so [consequent:] it is
not measured by etemity but by an age. That the con-
sequent follows is well known. But accepting the ante-
cedent is supported [by two arguments] as follows. (1)
In overall terms, a beatific operation is less noble than
the substance of the beatified angel, because substance
is nobler than accident. (2) The very perfection of the
blessed operation is not more immutable than the sub-
stance of the operation, because that which is ina
subject by accident is not more immutable than the
subject it is in. Well, the substance of this operation is
measured by an age. Ergo [so is its perfection].

Furthermore, the eternal as opposed to the age-

8 Comparing the scholastics’ crude and purely verbal ac-
count of time with the accounts to be found in a philosophy
informed by contemporary physics is not a particularly re-
warding exercise. Still, a few points of comparison deserve
mention. First. the distinction between continuous and dis-
crete time is still respectable. In terms of the pure logic of
temporal concepts, axiomatic systems suitable for each have
been worked out. In terms of physical applications, the time-
dimension in general relativity 1s continuous; but at the micro-
level, quantum mechanics supports a discrete time. Secondly,
the “material™ multiplication of physical time of which Caje-
tan speaks is roughly suggestive. at least, of the break-down
of Newton’s absolute time into the local time-orderings of
relativity. Thirdly, as d above, the Ari i

h to ime bles the porary app
both reject the “myth of passage.”

h in that

long is not only all-at-once but also indefectible, having no
potency to not-be. Nothing created is like that. Ergo
[nothing created is measured by eternity].

xvi. To CLEAR UP this difficulty, you need to realize why,
although an age is just exactly a participation in eternity,
St. Thomas distinguishes here (and in 3 CG ¢.61 and at In
1V Sent. d.49, q.1, a.2, q*3) a “participated eternity” from
an age. He distinguishes them not as perfect from less
perfect in the same species, but as the more perfect from
the less perfect of diverse orders. For since eternity is the
distinctive measure of God’s being, participated eternity is
the right measure of being-of-God's-order. I am talking
about the being-of -God’s-order which cannot be
connatural to any creature, actual or possible — which will
get a fuller discussion below in q.12. An age is a measure
of changeless being, to be sure, but of the natural order.
And this is the intrinsic, primary difference between
participated eternity and an age. From it, any other differ-
ences flow; by appeal to it, all the difficulties are solved.
For a beatified operation is of God’s order, and that is why
it is said to be measured by participated eternity. The
force of the conclusion attacked by Scotus also comes
from this source, namely,

(a) acreated intellect cannot of itself attain a
beatified operation so as to be measured by
eternity.

For what follows from (a) is that

(b) therefore the attainment is of God’s order, and
then what follows is therefore it is measured by
eternity.

xvii.  In response to Scotus’ first argument, then, we deny
his antecedent. Granting that a beatified operation is not
more immutable in itself than an age-long one, it is still of
a more immutable order, because it is of God’s order.

And hence it is called (and is) more immutable as to its
kind. But I said “granting that” it is not, erc., because it
takes less change for a beatified operation to not-be than
for the angel’s substance to not-be (the latter requires
annihilation, and the former does not). But in another
way, the operation is more immutable: it contains many
mutable things in a more immutable fashion. For a single
beatific vision, apart from any change, contains in a higher
way the visions of all the on-lookers of everything. No
age-long act can rise to this level of immutability.

As to the first line of support Scotus gives for this
argument, we say that, just as (a) act is overall nobler than
potency, and yet (B) a substance is overall nobler than its
accident, and because of () an act of understanding is
nobler than prime matter, while, because of (B), the
reverse holds, so also, on the topic at hand, it is true that
(y) the angel’s substance is nobler than its accident, and
yet it is true that (8) an existence of God’s order is nobler
than a natural existence. Both are true in different orders.
The angelic substance is nobler in terms of natural being;*
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* essc naturae

the blessed operation is nobler in terms of the excellence of + excellentia

divinity.! And if we care to speak with propriety, these
comparisons are seen to equivocate.

As to his second line of support, one may deny that the
substance of the beatific operation is measured by an age.
For the substance of the operation and its perfection are

denatis



10,a.5

*ens

numerically one thing and are measured by the same
measure. Hence it is not only the blessedness of the
operation that is measured by participated eternity but
also the blessed operation itseif. — It is also wrong to
say that the perfection is not more immutable than the
substance of the operation, given the way in which
they are distinguished. For if the substance of the op-
eration were there without the perfection of blessed-
ness, it would be measured by an instant of discrete
time. — The perfection of divineness introduces the
measure of eternity, not as an accident is induced, but
rather as a difference coming to a genus introduces the
species’ nature. So the support drawn for the opposite
view by Scotus — drawn from the case of what is in
another as its accident — is invalid. For it is clearly the
case that a generic or quasi-generic nature, not of thus-
much completeness in itself, acquires that complete-
ness from the difference coming to it; and although the
difference is viewed as an “accident” to the genus, the
genus nevertheless acquires that completeness in such
away as to be one complete being.* And so it is in
this case.®

xviil.  In response to Scotus’ other argument, the main
thing to say is that, strictly speaking. a blessed angel as
such lacks a potency to not-be-blessed, as a heavenly
sphere lacks the potency to not-be-round. Suppose
prime matter received some master form F that was
equivalent to all the forms of generable/corruptible
things; then [it would already be everything it could
possibly become, and so] it would have no potency to
not-be-F. In much the same way, a mind having the
blessed act 4 [has everything it could possibly become
and so] lacks the potency to not-be-4. For that act is a
complete [possession] of all the goods, not by aggre-
gation but by elevation, and so it renders the angel at
once happy and immutably so.'® — If one extends the

2 One had to be careful when the first-order | of

word *potency” as Scotus docs. so that one calls a potency
to not-be a logical or objective potency, one can say that
what is efernal by essence lacks all potency to not-be: and
one cannot say this about what is eternal by participation.
Rather, it suffices that the latter be distinguished from the
age-long by diversity of order. For being Ftcmal by parti-
cipation is coming into the order of what is etemal by
essence, while being age-long is staying in the order of
nature.

The existence of generables:

measured by time?

s In his Commentary on // Sentences, at the place
cited above, Scotus quarrels with the fourth of the
propositions listed above. [namely, o

(4) The existence of generable things is measured

by time,] . .
and hc proceeds no differently than he did against (1). To
wit: the substantial existence [of generables] has the same
way of lasting-as-long-as-it-lasts as an agc-long}hing_ has,
i.e., without succession, efc. Ergo [the substantial exis-
tence of such things is measured by age). — Wedon't
need to make any further response to this than was made
above: a thing gets a different measurce according to whe-
ther it is changeable or unchangeable. as was said abo_vc.
not according to whether it has existence in a successive or
non-successive way.
xx. But note that in the same place Scotus tried to break
down the reason for this that St. Thomas gave in answer-
ing the third objection in the previous article. to the eflfect
that “time” is the measure not only of change but also of
rest. Scotus says that the substance of a cow, taken just by
itself, is measurced by an age. while its rest is measured by
time; nothing further follows, he says, from the reason
Aquinas gives. — But this counter does not suttice to
evade [the force of the original): for the text showed time
to be the measure not only of rest but of the thing resting;
for everything resting is mobile. and evenvthing that is
b

things with their accidents was uscd again in a second-order
context, to talk about properties with their traits (as though
these were accidents of the properties). Such talk was en-
gaged in but ized to be misleading. Since ‘A |
is a horse" is not always true, the specific difference of horses
was called “accidental” to the genus, mammal. But lest one
be misled by this idiom, one had to acknowlcdge that, when a
mammal was a horse, it was one complete ens — one value of
a first-order variable, or one second-order “substantial form™
— not two entia (mammal and horse) in composition.

1° The blessedness of a kind of agent K, according to a
definition Aquinas inherited from Boethius, is “a state made
perfect by compresence of all the goods,” that is, a state that
contains all the ways in which a K agent can be well-off. Ca-
jetan is alluding here to this definition and distinguishing
b by mere aggregation (a state vulnerable
to loss by I cir ) and T by eleva-
tion. By the latter he means at least the “divine milicu” of
Heaven, where a rational creature experiences no changes ex-
cept the actions resulting from its own intentions. Such inten-
tions would have to be desires for a better state, and hence
would have to come from grasping a way to be better off. As
blesscdness leaves no room for a possible object of desire out-
side itself, blessedness in such a milieu would leave the ratio-
nal creature with no potency to be othenwise.

ble, insofar as it is changeable. is measured by
time. It is clearly the case. meanwhile, that we are change-
able according to our substance: and hence we are tem-
poral according to our substance. Here is where the force
of Aquinas’ reasoning lies. [Antecedent:] When *change’
and ‘rest’ are taken substantially, that is. to mean substan-
tial change and resting in a substantial existence frespec-
tively), they are measured by time both in act and in poten-
cy. [Inference:] Therefore our substantial existence is
measured by time. The antecedent is clear from the fact
that an act and the potency to it look to a measurc of the
same sort, as you gather trom Caeli / [c.12] and Physics IV
[c.12]. The inference holds good on the basis that sucha
potency is substantial potency. as it says in Meraphysics X
[c.10].

On the answer ad (2)

xvi.  Inthe answer ad (2) a doubt arises about the claim
that an age is all-at-once. This point had been contested
by an opinion rejected in the body of the articte. and the
argument [not quoted by Aquinas] went like this. An age
is continually being produced by God. and thanks to Him
it can fail to be: henee an age can be annihilated and then
created again. So, it is not all-at-once. The citations are
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in Scotus on I/ Sent. d.2, q.2, and in Capreolus on the
same text [contra concl. 5].

The ANSWER to this is easily seen from what we
have said. An age, or an age-long thing, is not contin-
ually being produced, properly speaking, but preserved
by God. It cannot fail to be out of its intrinsic potency,
but God can annihilate it. Hence “it is not all-at-once”
does not follow. If out of its own potency it could be
more in duration, or less, or just so-much, then it
would not be all-at-once. But from the fact that God
can [make it cease to be], it does not follow that this is
in the nature of the age or the age-long thing. For the
nature of a thing is not set by God’s powers but by its
OWN. — In the case of annihilation and re-creation,
'hefCA would be a succession of instants measuring the
creation, annihilation, and recreation: they would not
be measured by the age itself. For those instants have
nothing to do with the age; they are parts of the dis-
crete time already mentioned. One would speak about
that angel the same as one would about two angels of
Wwhom one was created prior to the other; the re-created
angel would use the age like those two.

On the answer ad (3)

xxii. In the answer to the third objection, notice that the
existence of the angel is being taken in two distinct ways.
The first way is in isolation: and so taken the angel has no
past nor future but lies under God’s power and can fail-to-
be thanks to a power in another [i.e. in Him]. The other
way is coexisting with differences of real or imaginary
time; so taken the angel has a past and a future (and we say
of the angel that it was and that it will be). So taken, the
angel’s existence lies under God’s power as to the future,
but not as to the past, because that would involve incom-
possible assumptions, as it says in the text.

At this point, note carefully that certain authoritative
quotations (such as that of Jerome to Marcella, “Only God
knows no past or future,” and the saying of Augustine,
“The present, if it stands, is etemity,” and some more of
the same sort) are to be understood of their topics in
themselves and together with everything in them. For an
angel taken with its volitions has a past and a future (as it
says in this article); and likewise an age taken together
with the items joined to it does not stand (as it says here
t00).

10,a.5
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article 6

Is there just one age?
In Il Sent. 4.2, q 1, 2.2; Quodlibet V, q.4, Opusculum 36, De Instant.. c3

It would seem that there is not just one age.

(1) It says in the apocrypha of Esdras, “The majesty
and the power of the ages is before thee, O Lord.”

(2) Also, different kinds have different measures.
Some age-long things are of the bodily kind (the heav-
enly bodies), while some are spiritual substances (the
angels). So it is not the case that there is just one age.

(3) Furthermore, since ‘age’ is a term of duration,
things of one age have one duration. But not all age-long
things have the same duration; some of them started to
exist after others, as is most clearly the case with human
souls. Thus there is not just one age.

(4) Moreover, things that are causally independent do
not seem to have a single measure of duration. The
reason why all temporal things seem to have a single time
is because all <changes> are caused one way or another
by the first change, the primary thing measured by time.
But age-long things do not form such an order of depen-
dency: <one angel is not the cause of another>. There-
fore there is not just one age.

ON THE OTHER HAND, an age is simpler than time and
relates more closely to eternity. Yet there is just one
time. A fortiori, there should be just one age.

I ANSWER: there are two opinions about this. Some say
there is just one age; others say more. To see which is
truer (given that we come to know spiritual things by way
of bodily ones), we need to consider what makes for the
oneness of time.

Some say the reason there is one time of all temporal
things is because there is one number [system] for all
numbered things (since time is a numerical measure ac-
cording to Aristotle). But this is not enough. Time is not
“numerical” as abstract, outside what is numbered, but as
existing in it. Otherwise it would not be continuous.
After all, ten yards of cloth are continuous because of the
cloth yielding that measurement, not because of the num-
ber. But a measurable extent that exists in the things
measured is not the same in all but different in each.

Hence others say that the oneness of time comes from
the oneness of eternity, which is the source* of all dura-
tion. All durations are one (as to their source), but they
are many if you look at the varicty of things receiving
duration from the first source. Others say time is one be-
cause of prime matter, the first subject of change. whose
measure is time. — Neither of these accounts seems suf-
ficient. Things that are “‘one” just in source or subject,
especially a remote one, are one in a very qualified res-
pect, not straightforwardly.

The reason for the oneness of time, rather, is the one-

ness of the first change, in keeping with which (as the
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simplest) all others are measured. as it says in Metaphy- 110838

sics X. Time stands to that change not only as measure
to measured but also as accident to subject [like the
length in the yardstick]. and thus time gets to be one
from it. To all other changes, time stands only as mea-
sure to the measured [like yardstick to cloth}, and so its
count does not rise with theirs: by a single separated
measure, many things can be measured.'

With that much settled, one needs to know that there
have been two views about the spiritual substances. Ac-
cording to the first. they all came forth from God with
equal primacy, as Origin said, or many of them did. as
others have said. According to the other view. they
came forth from God in a certain rank and order. This
seems to have been Denis® view. since he says in c. 10
of the Celestial Hierarchy that, among spiritual sub-
stances, there are first, middle. and last, even withina
single Order of angels. If we adopt the first view. then.
we must say that there are many ages. in keeping with
the many co-equally primary age-long things. Butif we
adopt the second view. we must say that there is just one
age, on the ground that (since cach thing is measured by
the simplest thing in its genus, as Aristotle says in Meta-
physics X), the existence of all age-long things has to be
measured by the first of them (since this one is simpler
in proportion to its priority). And since the sccond
opinion has more truth to it. as will be shown below. we
grant for the present that there is just onc age.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): ‘age’ [aevum] is
sometimes used for ‘saecu/um . to mean something’s
period of duration: and thus there are said to be many
ages, as there are many such periods.

! 1t is significant that for Aquinas time is “one™ on a phy-
stcal basis (1.e.. thut there is a tundamental cosmic process
which conditions somehow every other physical change). not a
transcendent basis (like Newton's absolute time, which was
supposed to “flow equably” in sublime independence of any
physical motion), and not an ¢pistemological basis (say. that an
observer with a clock in some privileged spot can in principle
assign a time on his clock to every event occurmng anywhere 1n
the material universe). The latter 1s now known to be impos-
sible, and Newton's fiction never made sense. either as science
or as metaphysics. But “one time” on a phy sical basis has been
part of cosmology since 1917. The classic discussion s G.J
Whitrow. The Natural Philosophy of Time (New York: Harper
and Row. 1963). Untortunately, Aquinas did not know that (1)
the fundamental process giving the universe its temporal char-
acter # (2) the simplest or quickest process yielding the smal-
lest physical unit of time (the chronen), and = (3) the most
regular clock-like process. He identified all three with the mo-
tion of the first heavenly sphere.
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ad (2): although heavenly bodies and spiritual sub-
stances differ in natural kind, they nevertheless agree in
having unchangeable being. Hence they are measured by
an age.
ad (3): not all temporal things begin to exist [or to
happen] simultaneously, and yet they all have the one
time because of the primary thing measured by time.

10, a.6

So, too, all age-long things have the one age because of
the primary thing measured by it, even if they did not all
begin to exist together.

ad (4): in order for a certain set of things to be mea-
sured by some one thing, x, it is not required that x be
the cause of them all; it only has to be simpler than they
are.

Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, ‘one’ means numerically one.

Analysis of the article

In the body of the article, Aquinas does four jobs. (1)
He sets forth differing opinions on the question.!
. (2) He lays down a method of getting at which opin-
ion has more truth 1o it: he says one should proceed from
the reason why there is one time. This is supported on
lhg ground that the route by which we come to know
spiritual things is via bodily ones.

(3) He pursues the method. Four opinions as to why
there is one time are brought forward: (a) because there is
one number-system;? (b) b all ct ble things
pavc one source;? (c) because all changes have one sub-
Ject:* (d) because they all depend on a single first mo-
tion/change. — Opinion (a) is criticized thus. Time is
not number in isolation but what is numbered (in a con-
tinuous change); therefore it is not one simply because
there is one number-system. Opinions (b) and (c) are
criticized together, as follows. Time is unqualifiedly one;
S0 it is not “one” merely because of a remote source or
subject. This follows because what is “one” on either of
those bases is only qualifiedly so. Opinion (d) is sup-
ported this way. [Premise:] The first change/motion is
the simplest: [1st inference:] so it is the measure of the
others; [2nd inference: ] hence it stands to time not only
as the measured to the measure but also as subject to
accident; [3rd inference:] hence its oneness makes time
one. The first inference is supported from Metaphysics
X. The rest are left as obvious. For we know that the
quantity Q of the primary thing measured is a conjoined
measure, but Q stands as a separated measure to the rest;
we know that this is why the measure itsclf is not mul-
tiplied as the other things it measures are multiplied, but
only as the primary things are multiplicd; we know, too,
that this is how [cases of] accidents in general are multi-
plied, namely, as their subjects are multiplied.

! Alexander of Hales argucd for one age; Bonaventure, for
many.

Therefore, since the primary thing measured by time is
not multiple, neither is the measure.

(4) As a result of the method pursued, he induces an
answer to the question after putting down two lemmas
in keeping with two views about the angels. The one
lemma is that there are many ages, on the ground that
[on the one view] there are many first age-long things;
ergo. The other lemma is that there is just one age, on
the ground that [on the other view] there is just one first
age-long thing; ergo. — Thus the antecedent for each
lemma is a different theory about the angels. Drawing
the lemma is based on the reasoning done above about
the oneness of time, and the key point in that reasoning
is that the count of measures rises with the count of
primary things-measured. — Since these steps do not
yield a definite answer to the question, he adds that the
second lemma is to be adopted, because the view from
which it comes is more likely to be true, as will come
out in a later inquiry. Thus the conclusion in answer to
the question is: there is just one age.
it.  Bear in mind here that, just as each change has in it
its own before-and-afier phases, so also it has in it its
own number of phases to be counted and hence has its
own time. Not every change’s number serves by its
nature to disclose* all changes, but only the first chan-
ge’s number (on account of its maximal simplicity); so
only the first change’s number has all that it takes to be
“time.” This is why time, taken formally and complete-
ly, is numerically one, while taken quasi-materially and
incompletely, it is many. The same is to be said about
the age: it is onc and many the same way.

Whether the age is an accident of [the primary] age-
long thing, or its existence, or its essence, is a topic for
ialized inquiry, a busi for physici

* certificare

Quarrels with Scotus and Durandus

iii. Concerning the points staked out here, there are
quite a few doubts.

« In the first place, Scotus (in remarks on I/ Sent. d.2,
q.3) rejects our claim that the first age-long thing is
d by an age (but he admits that rhar angel is the

2 This theory goes back to Th aGreek

on Aristotle.
3 This account was advanced by Alexander of Hales.
4 This was St. Bonaventure’s opinion.

extrinsic measure of the others). He advances just one
argument. [Major:] By its nature, a measure is better
known than the thing measured [is known] by its
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nature. [Minor:] In the first age-long thing, nothing is
better known than its own substance. So nothing in that
angel has what it takes to measure its substance.

* Then Durandus rejects the whole idea that one age-
long thing serves as the extrinsic measure of another. He
has three arguments.

(1) [Major:] A thing whose duration is better deter-
mined from its own scientific definition than by com-
parison with something outside it, is not measured in
duration by anything outside it. [Minor:] Well, an age-
long thing is of this sort. The proof? Because its scien-
tific definition is *‘naturally immutable existence.”

(2) An infinite duration is not measurable; ergo [since
an age-long duration is infinite, it is not measured by
anything).

(3) What is not quantified cannot be measured: ergo
[one age cannot be measured by another]. The inference
holds because an age lacks succession.

These and many other arguments are rehearsed by
Capreolus, at /I Sent. d.2 [q.2]. We omit the others on
purpose, because we propose to spell out the basis on
which they can all be dissolved.

tv.  TOCLEAR THIS UP, what you need to know is the fact
(which can already be gleaned from points made above)
that the way in which an age-long thing is measured by
an age (be it intrinsically or extrinsically) is not by way
of continuous quantity, or successive quantity, or even
discrete quantity, but by way of unity: for an age is in-
divisible, all-at-once, efc. Since an age is the unity of an
unchangeable life joined to changeability, the less that
unchangeable thing is joined to changeability, the more
unchangeable it is and the less composed, and so the
simpler it is, and hence the more “one” it is. What we
now suppose is that, the lower an age-long thing is, the
more it is joined to plurality [of insights, etc.]. and so (a)
the species [through which it understands] are less uni-
versal, and (b) its actions are less far-reaching as to the
places or bodies affected. On this basis, the supreme age-
long thing, as the most unchangeable among the beings
that are unchangeable in that way (i.e. in union with
change), is the most thoroughly “one”; and hence it has
by its nature the standing whereby other age-long things
as such, by their nearness to it or remoteness from it, are
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measured extrinsically.

v.  THE ANSWER TO SCOTUS, therefore. is to deny his
minor. | say that the age cxisting in the first age-long
thing (whether or not it be his substance, or his exis-
tence) is better known in its capacity as a measure than
the very substance of that age-long thing [is known in

its capacity] as unchangeable. For the age is nothing but
oneness serving as the measure of such unchangeability;
and by this very fact the age is formally a oneness —
and oneness is that to which we must primarily ascribe
the wherewithal to be a measure. as you can sec¢ trom
Metaphysics V [c.6} and Metaplysics X[c.2]. Asub-
stance thus unchangcable is named “onc” after another
[its age), and ‘age-long’ implies this naming-atter-an-
other. Well, it is clear in all cases that what is formally
@ is, by its nature, more clear-cut and better known than
what is named o after another. So although the angel’s
substance is, in overall terms, the best known item in it
still, as a kind of measure. or in terms of what it takes to
be a measure, its age is better known than its substance.
Matters stand much the same with a bodily substance:
although the bodily substance is better known in itself
than its size.* still, as a kind of measure, its size is better
known in itsclf.

vi. TURNING TO DURANDUS, the answer to his first
argument is to deny its major. It is clearly false in the
case of a quidditative completeness and measure. Fora
quidditative completive trait is better known intrinsi-
cally than extrinsically. and yet each quiddity is mea-
sured by the first quiddity in its genus. Durandus’ argu-
ment thus commits the fallacy of taking a non-reason for
areason. The reason for having an extrinsic measure is
not better disclosure from an outside factor than from
inside ones: the reason is rather the dependence of
internal disclosure upon outside, as upon what is sim-
pler. as I have said.

As to his second and third arguments. the response
is that, again, they are not valid in the casc of what is
measurable by unity. A thing can be infinite and non-
quantified and still meet the definition of uniformity.

1t remains in suspense what that first age-long thing
is: but since that topic would be incidental in the present
context, it will be taken up in a treatise on the angels [in
God’s governance of things. below, q.108}.

* quantius
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Inquiry Eleven:
Into God’s oneness

After the foregoing topics, inquiry tums to the divine oneness [or singularity]. Four questions

are raised about this:
(1) does being one add anything to a being? (3) is God one?
(2) are one and many opposed? (4) is He supremely one?

article 1

Does being one add anything to a being?

18Tq30,a3;/n/Sent d8,q1,23.d19,9.5,a.1ad3,d24,a3; De veritate g.1,a.1,q21,a1;
De potentia Deiq3,a. Iéﬂll3 q9,a7; Quodl. X,q.1,al;/n IIIMemleys lectio 12; In IV M h lectio 2, In X Mc h lectio 3

Clearly, then, the existing of each thing is a matter of its
not being divided. So each thing is such that it keeps its
oneness as it keeps its being.
TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): some philosophers
thought that *one’ in the sense coextensive with ‘a being’
was the same as the ‘one’ that generates the numbers; and
they broke down into opposed factions. — Pythagoras
and Plato, seeing that being “one” in the sense coexten-
; . . sive with being “a being™ adds nothing to a being [but is
© m(ezl:ft\doreqver. \\.hat.panm'ops acommon trait adds just its substance, undivided], thoughtg that the same held
ing to it. Being is partitioned into being one and £ the “one” th h b Si b
being many. So, being one adds something to a being. 9 the “one” that generates the numbers. Since a number
| is composed of ones, they then thought the numbers were
 (3) Furthermore, if oneness did not add anything 10 [combinations of substances and thus were] the substan-
bemg saying ‘one’ would be the same as saying ‘be- ces of all things. — Avicenna was on the other side: no-
ing’. In that case, since saying ‘a being being’ is redun- yino that being “one” in the sense generating the numbers
dant. saying *one being’ would be redundant — but it is  a4ds something real to the substance of a being (on the
not. Therefore, oncness adds something to being. ground that, otherwise, a number composed of ones

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is what Denis says in the last would not be a species of quantity),? he held that being
“one” in the sense coextensive with “a being” adds

PG3.977.980 chapter of De divinis nominibus: “no existent thing fails i te 1 S
to participate in one.” This would not be the case if " real to the ance of the being, as being
‘one’ added to *a being’ anything to narrow its exten- \\(hnte adds something to bF'"g aman. But thns_ is ob-
sion. Therefore being “one” does not stand to being “a viously false. Each thing is one just thanks to its own

substance. If each thing were one thanks to some further

It looks as though being “one™ adds something' to just
being “a being” [ens].

(1) If being-g is in a definite category, being-p com-
pares to just being “a being” (which applies across all
the categories) as addmg something to it. Being one is

‘F'mcrm_m in a definite category. since one generates number,*
AU which is a kind of quantity. Therefore, being one adds
something to a being.

being™ as adding anything to it. . S foel
. . . factor, then since that factor is itself one, if it were one
*res 1ANSWER: being “one” does not add any thing' to being - yanks to some further factor, we should be going on ad
“abeing.” but only a negation of division. For one’ infinitum. We should stop before starting down that road.
means nothing more than ‘an undivided being’. From The thing to say, then, is that [the two uses of ‘one’
this [definition] alone it becomes obvious that being one are distinct, and that] being “one” in the sense coexten-
$ comverumr cum is Coextensive* with being at all. For every being is sive with being at all does not add anything to a being,
either simple or else composed: . while being “one” in the way that generates numbers
* if it s simple, it is undivided actually and is not adds something belonging in the category of quantity.
even potentially divided; . : i divided i
« if it is composed, it has its being only after its ad (2): nothing prevents what is divided in one res-
parts are together and composing it, not when pect from being undivided in another — as what is di-
thy are divi . T o
Y ivided 2 By “generates the numbers,” the Medievals meant not only
! . “starts a count” but also “is the unit measure of how-much,”
The issue is not whether ‘onc’ conveys information be- such as one cc. A thing’s how-much [quantitas] was a “num-
yond what ‘a being’ conveys: the issuc is whether that infor-  ber” of such units, and each number differed from another by at
mation is merely ncgative or ind apositive, d Icast one such unit. A modemn analog is the quantum of @-ness;

“thing," i.e., a further real trait enhancing a being. it yiclds a least measurable extent of @-ness.

11,al
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vided numerically is undivided in species — and thus it
comes about that something is “one” in one respect and
“many” in another. Now, if an item is simply speaking
undivided, because it is undivided (say) in its essence
yet divided in its non-essentials (as is the case with a
single subject having many accidents), or because it is
undivided in act yet divisible potentially (as is the case
with what is one whole having many parts), such a thing
will be flatly* “one™ and yet “many" in a qualified res-
pect.! If, on the contrary, the item is undivided onlyina
certain respect and is flatly divided, because it is divided
(say) in its essence and is undivided only in the sense of
having a single explanation, origin, or cause, then the
item will be “many” flatly speaking and yet “one” in a
certain respect. Such is the case with things that are
numerically many but one in species or origin. This is
how [what counts as] “being” is partitioned into one and
many: a being is “one™ simply speaking and is “many”

183

in a certain respect. After all. a multitude would not be
included under ‘is a being® unless it were included in
some way under ‘is one’. In the last chapter of De divinis
nominibus, Denis says, “there is no multitude that fails to
participate in One. Things that arc many in their parts are
one as wholes; those that arc many in accidents arc one in
subject; those that are many numerically are one in spe-
cies; those that are many in specics arc onc in genus: and
those that are many in coming-forth are one in origin.” 3

ad (3): the reason there is no redundancy in saying.
‘one being’, is because the definition of “one” adds to the
definition of ‘a being’ (it adds ‘undivided').

PG 3,980

3 Now that set theory has been invented. one wants to ask
whether Aquinas is conceding in this answer lh_at Some sels are
beings (e.g., those whose members pass one of Dcms_ tests) or
whether he means that even such a set is not “a being” simply
speaking. Cajetan takes the latter view (below, § vi.)

Cajetan’s Commentary

Is the placement right?

Doubt arises about the placement of this inquiry in rela-
tion to its predecessors. [dntecedent:] [In the order of
explanation] oneness is an attribute that a being has
prior to simplicity, unchangeability, and the other attri-
butes treated from Inquiry 3 up until now. [Inference:]
So it is hardly fitting that oneness is being treated here
in last place. — The antecedent is supported on the
ground that every being [hence every simple being and
every unchangeable being] is one, but not [every being]
is simple or unchangeable; [hence ‘one’ is more exten-
sive than ‘simple’, ‘unchangeable’ efc., and hence fails
to convert with them]; but the non-converting* term is
prior [in the order of explanation].!

. My REPLY is that, just as learning an animal’s na-
ture in all its defining' predicates comes ahead of dis-
cussing the animal’s oneness, so also learning of God’s
nature, going into His quasi-defining predicates, comes
ahead of di ing His For ¢ is likea
distinctive state* of a being. and the oneness of this-sort-
of-being is like a distinctive state of this sort.2 The four
aspects of God’s nature handled thus far (after the in-
quiry into His existence) — simplicity, completeness,
infinity, and unchangeability — are (broadly speaking)

VIf all As are Bs’ was true but *all Bs are As’ was not, B
was called non-converting vis-g-vis A; the non-converting term
was the more extensive of the two and was presumed to be
“prior” in the sense explained above in footnote 1 on p. 102.

2 A passio was a trait which (inter alia) required in its de-
finition a mention of the kind of subject to which it applied.
Thus calling “one” a passio of being carried the important con-
sequences that (a) its subject, a being, appeared in its defini-
tion, (b) and that the latter changed as the subject shifled from
one kind of being to another, and that (c) the uses of ‘one” were
analogous.

defining traits. as is clear case-by-case:* and so Aquinas  * inducrv?
treated them first. (And to round them out. he inserted
inquiries into goodness. presence in things, and eternity ).
Thus, with the quasi-definition filled out. Aquinas came
to the first distinctive state, oneness. That this was in fact
his thinking can be gathered from the text introducing q.
3 above, where these five topic arcas are announced.

The objection just raised is no problem because 1
deny that oneness is prior to these attributes. Against the A
support given, I say that a non-converting term is prior [if
it is more extensive] because of itself * but not if [it is so]
because of another.* Thus “has a color’ is non-conver-
ting vis-a-vis ‘man’ and yet is not prior [in the order of
explanation] to being man even though it is a more ex-
tensive predicate. Why not? Because the reason “hasa
color’ is non-converting is not because of itself but
because of its subject. Because of the subject, “if xis a
man, x is has a color" holds true. but the converse does
not. The upshot is that the non-converting term is prior
or includ hing prior bec of which it is non-
converting. The latter is the case here: ‘one’ is not prior
form-wise but includes *a being®. and it is because of this
that "if x is unchangeable, then x is one” holds true. while
‘if x is one, then x is unchangeable® does not hold true.?

+ rattone sui
3 rutione alte-
rius

I Why was the alleged priority of oneness bogus? Cajetan
gave part of the obvious answer: *one’ had wider extension only
because it contained *a being in its definition. The rest of the
answer was that mere analogy held the several uses of “a being’
together. So the extension of ‘one’ was wide only thanks to that
analogy. For the same reason " is one” was uninformative untit
you had said what x 1s. Unfortunately, the Scotists demied the
analogy of being. and this fact may be the reason why Cajetan
omitted this part and instead distinguished terms whose exten-
ston is wider ranione sur from terms wider-extending ratione
altertus.
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Analysis of the article

iii.  The title is clear. — In the body of the article two
conclusions are reached. The first is directly responsive
to the question: what being-one adds to a being is not
some thing but a mere negation of division. — This is
supported on the ground that ‘one’ does not mean any-
thing but “an undivided being’. Ergo [it adds no posi-
tive factor.]

The second conclusion is a corollary to the first:
‘one” is coextensive with ‘a being’. Still, it is given its
own support. [Antecedent:] The existing of anything is
amatter of its not being divided; [inference:] so [being
“a being™ is coextensive with being “one.”] — The an-
tecedent is supported in two ways: (1) by induction over
the being of simples and the being of composites; (2) by
a symptom, to the effect that each thing keeps its one-
ness as it keeps its status as a being.* All points emer-
ge clearly enough in the text.

Defending the conclusion against Scotus

. As regards the first conclusion, doubt arises from
two sources:
* Avicenna holds that being-one adds some thing to
a being, and
* Scotus holds that it adds some sort of reality status
[realitas].
Since Avicenna’s view was ruled out by Aristotle in
Metaphysics IV [c.2] and is attacked here in the text, [I
can pass him by. But] I must touch upon Scotus’ re-
marks on Metaphysics 1V,

[Scotus has his own theory about distinctive states.]
Thinking that ‘one’ means a distinctive state [passio] of
a being. he says that it formally indicates a positive
status, thing-wise identical to the being itself. This is
how he handles distinctive states across the board. He
holds that such a state is identical with its distinctive
subject. He tries to support this view with several argu-
ments,

* (1) [Antecedent:] If x’s being one is taken formally,
i.e. as [form-wise] distinguished from being X, itis
thing-wise identical with x; finference:] so it is some-
thing positive. The inference holds because a negation
cannot be identified with a real being.*

* (2) Taken form-wise, being one is outside of no-
thingness. since it is a distinctive state of a being; there-
fore it is positive.

« (3) Taken form-wise, being one has what it takes to

be the first and the g of number; there-
fore again [it is positive]. .
c(4)[d dent: ] Calling hing one is giving it

a straightforwardly completive trait; hence finference:J,
a positive trait. The dent rests on the grounds that
(a) in each thing. being one is better than not being it,
and (b) cases of being one are traced back to what is
supremely one, as goods are traced back to a supreme
good, a supreme justice. etc., and we only do that with

4 On form-wise vs. thing-wise distinctions and identities,
see footnote | on p. 82.

11,al

straightforwardly completive traits.

v.  The SHORT ANSWERS are as follows. In argument
(1), 1 distinguish the antecedent, because the state of
affairs that x is identical with y turns up in two ways:
positively and negatively. Taken form-wise, x’s being
one is negatively identical to x, that is, it does not indicate
another nature, but the same nature in another way, as it
says in Metaphysics IV. Thus the consequent that Scotus
tries to infer is worthless.

« Against (2) I say that being one, taken form-wise, is
no further outside nothingness than other traits that are
privative or negative in their kind. It is outside nothing-
ness like them; and so I deny Scotus’ inference.

* Against (3), I again deny the inference, because
serving as a measure is common to positive things and
negative ones. Yes, in each of the kinds of beings, the
simplest thing measures the rest, but that is also true in
each of the kinds of sicknesses, and in each of the kinds
of sins, as one sees in moral theory; the least among the
vices of greediness serves as a measure of the rest. And
what amounts to being “least” without further specifica-
tion,* i.e., being one, serves to measure “multitude” with-
out further specification. Yet both multitude and one are
negative, as it says in the text of this inquiry [see next
article]. I take the same to hold for transcendental “num-
ber” as for “multitude without further specification”;
hence {in my view] the negative which is “number” [i.e.
multitude] is generated by a negative starting point
[which is “one”].®

 Against (4), I deny its antecedent. ‘One’ does not
mean a completive trait, unless the division removed hap-
pens to be an incompleteness. Thus, just as ‘relation’
(taken form-wise) does not mean a completive trait
straightforwardly, neither does ‘one relation’ (otherwise
Fatherhood and Sonship in God would be incomplete
together because they are not “one” together), and just as
‘substantial being’ does mean a completive trait, so does
‘one substantial being’. In short, ‘one’ abstracts from
completion and incompletion. — Against Scotus’ first
supportive ground, taken from Anselm’s definition [of
‘one’], the word ‘better’ is misplaced in it; what is not
“good” cannot be “better.” — Against his second sup-
port, I say that this tracing-back [reductio] is not limited
to straightforwardly completive traits but is also done
with general negatives. One traces immutables back to

® absolute

5 Since all the words coextensive with ‘a being’ applied in all
the categories, they were called transcendental terms (i.e. words
not limited to a single category). Thus the use of ‘one’ in which
it meant an undivided being was called transcendental oneness,
whereas the use of ‘one’ in which it meant a unit of extent
(something positive) was called quantitative oneness. How the
latter was a and d multi-unit extents was men-
tioned above. But since we can count anything at all, including
sizeless entities, the transcendental one was also recognized as a
“measure,” the start and unit of counting; and the number
reached by a count was called a transcendental multitude. Hence
Cajetan’s claim that being-one does not have to be something
positive in order to serve as a measure and generate “number.”
Cf. § vi in his commentary on q.7, a4.
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a supreme immutable, immaterial things back to a sup-
remely immaterial thing, efc. — It would also make
sense to say, however, as Aristotle does in Metaphysics
1V and VII, that when an analogous term is asked about
without further specification, one is asking about the
prime analogate. In that case, [we are asking here
about] what is firstly “one.” namely, one substance, and
that is a straightforward completeness, traced back to
what is supremely one. But in that case, the support
yields nothing against our position: “one substance” has
completeness in it by reason of the substance involved.

Understanding the answer ad (1)

vi. Inthe answer to the first objection, you should be
aware that the Scotists rail against an argument that
Averroes made against Avicenna (see his comment 3 on
Metaphysics IV) and that St. Thomas uses here. [It is the
argument that, if each thing x were one thanks to some
further factor £; then, since fis itself one, if it were one
thanks to some still further factor /', we should be go-
ing on ad infinitum.] The Scotists say that this argument
is a part-of-speech fallacy. because it changes a whereby
into a what: the factor f'whereby x is one is itself one as
a whereby, not as a what [i.e. not as another thing}. And
so the reasoning does not go on to infinity, any more
than it does in talking about a white thing and its white-
ness.®

This criticism of the argument is very amateurish.
— For one thing, everybody knows that, in the case of
transcendental terms, the concrete version is truly pre-
dicated of the abstract (‘being is a being’, ‘oneness is
one’); so there is no change here of a whereby into a
what: the argument is just using the whereby in two
ways (as a whereby and as a what). The argument pro-
ceeds quite soundly, then: and the case of a white thing
and its whiteness is not similar, b hi is not

nature to being-a-man (or a lion), thanks to which “the
nature of man is onc’ comes out true, then for the same
reason ‘the nature of oneness is onc” will come out true,
because every nature is one. The add-on character of the
nature, i.e. the fact that the naturc of oneness is always in
something clse. so that it is the nature of a whereby. docs
not matter, because being one is common to every na-
ture, be it subsistent or inherent. as one sces with the ac-
cidents. Therefore the argument stands in its full rigor.

The “one” that generates [quantitative] number. how-
ever, what sort of accident it is. efc.. is quite another story
and is not our present concern. It will be a topic for spe-
cial inquiry.

Understanding the answer ad (2)

vii. In the answer to the second objection. pay very
careful attention. This argument makes even leamned
fellows hesitate. because they don’t get to the bottom of
it. You should know that the answer which the text is
giving lies in these words: “This is how [whn_l counts as}
being is partitioned into one and many: a being is one
simply speaking and is many in a certain respect. .Thc
phrases ‘simply speaking’ and “in a certain rcs!:ftgt are
not modifying ‘one’ nor ‘many: they are modx}ymg *is
partitioned’. The sense is that “being” is pnni_nuncd )
straightforwardly by “one™ and is partitioned in a certain
respect by “many.” That is to say. |what is] one is in-
cluded straightforwardly among the beings. while [what
is] many is included only in a way. The't t confirms
this reading immediately: “For the many,” it says. “are
not included under being except as they participate in
one.” And since it is well known what the nature of such
a partition is — namely. that its straightforward member
is what has the trait partitioned [i.e. is a being] straight-
forwardly (and rightly so, since what is only “in aw aa

white.” — For another thing, if being one adds another

6 For critiques by Aquinas of similar arguments, see q.5,
a.5, obj. (2) and ad (2); q.6, 8.3, obj. (3) and ad (3).

7 Cajetan is appealing to what have become basic principles
of higher order quantification. Take ‘there is some property
that something has’, i.e. 3¢ 3x (¢x). The @ stands for a factor
whereby (r.e. that whereby x is ¢), and in that capacity it is
uscd both as a whereby (namely, in the atomic subtformula qx)
and as a what (namely, as an unspecified value of a bound
variable, hence as a case of what there is). Morcover, in higher
order quantification one distinguishes predicates of individuals
(order 1) from predicates of properties of individuals (order 2)
from predicates of those properties (order 3), etc. *White® is
only a predicate of individuals, but a transcendental has to be a
predicate of every item of every order quantified over. But
then a transcendental trait that really “adds somcthing.” like
Avicenna's oneness, has to be a predicate that not only attaches
to every item of every order N quantified over but also posits a
factor which is to be quantified over at order N + 1, and so on
ad infinitum. This is why Aquinas fled Avicenna's example
and never allowed a transcendental term to “add™ anything but
the information in its definition. He never allowed it to add
secundum rem.

ber savors only “in a way™ of the trait partitioned)
— the answer stands up perfectly well. It tells us that
[what is] one is coextensive with what there is. even
though it is a partition of it. You get an example of this
[sort of partitioning] if you divide "man™ into man-in-act
and man-in-potency: ditto [if you divide] houses into
actual houses and potential houses, erc.® — The rest of
the material in this answer is inserted to round out the
teaching and clarify its main point: what is one (straight-
forwardly or in a way) and what is many (straightfor-
wardly or in a way) have a share in being one.

8 As Cajetan reads him. Aquinas is saying that sets are “be-
ings” only to the extent they are “ones.” Even asct whose mem-
bers co-exist in a natural kind, like the set of currently living hu-
mans, is not “a being” in the proper and straight-forward sense
of ‘abeing’. Itis only called a being 1n the odd sense in which
a subdiviston still to be buslt is called housing. (The companison
will please the philosophers of mathematies whe think that sets
might be possibilia — possible ways to collect things.) Butis
this odd sense of “a being” strong enough to support the argu-
ment in q.7. 0.4, where the universe was supposed to be &‘llk\u"l‘
of “a being” to have been intended” The answer s surely yes; if
you plan to feed the Senate, you mntend to have a set of plates.
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article 2

Are one and many opposites?

157q.30,33ad 3;q.85,28ad2;2/1 STq17,a4:In1Sent. d24,q1,2a3;
De Potentia De1 .3, 2.16 ad 3, q9,a.7ad 7, ad 14, ad 15, ad 17; In X Metaphys., lectiones 4, 8

It seems that one and many are not, in fact, opposites.

(1) For if two terms are opposites, the one is not
predicated of the other. But every “many” is in some
way “one,” as was said in the previous article. So being
one is not opposed to being many.

(2) Besides, it is never the case that one opposite is
made up of the other. But a “many” is made up of ones.
So one is not opposed to many.

(3) In fact, the real opposite of one is one [other],
while the real opposite of many is few. Hence many is
not opposed to one.

(4) Also, if “one” is opposed to ‘many’, it is opposed
to it as "undivided® is opposed to “divided’, hence as a
lacking®* is opposed to a having." Well, this hardly
seems right, because it would follow that one comes
atter many [in the order of explanation] and is defined
by it,! while. at the same time, many is defined by one.?
The definitions will go in a circle, which is hardly ac-
ceptable. So, one and many are not opposites.

ON THE OTHER HAND, things whose scicntific accounts
are opposed are themselves opposed. The right account
of being one is a matter of not-being-divided, while the
right account of being many contains being divided.
Therefore, one and many are opposed.

IANSWER: being one is indeed opposed to being many,
but in different ways [according to the two senses of
‘one’). The “one” which [is a unit-extent and) generates
the numbers [which are multi-unit extents] is opposed to
the “many” which is plurality [of such units in exlcl}t] as
the measure is opposed to the measured. For [what is]
“one” has what it takes to be a first measure, anda
“number” is a manyness measured by one, as it says in
Metaphysics X, On the other hand, the “one” which is
coextensive with “a being” is opposed to manyness in
the manner of a privation: as undivided is opposed to
divided.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): a lacking is never
a complete privation of existence, because (according to
Aristotle) a lacking is an absence in a subject. Still, a
lacking deprives its subject of some being. So where
the subject is just “a being,” its generality brings it about
that the lack of being modifies* “being.” This does not
happen when the lack is of more specific forms, such as

! What needs mention in the definition of a term is prior to
that term in the order of explanation. The definition of a lack-
ing (blindness) needs to mention what it is a lack of (sight). So
if oncness is a lacking, the division or “many” which it is a lack
of will be prior to it in the order of explanation.

* The idea was to define *many” as *one and another onc and

vision, whiteness, and the like.> Now, as it goes with “a
being,” so it goes with “one” and “good,” which are co-
extensive with “a being.” Privation of good modifies
some good, and lack of oneness modifies some oneness.
This is how it happens that a multitude is a certain sort of
one, an evil is a certain sort of good, and a non-being is a
certain sort of being. Yet even here, the one opposite is
not being predicated of the other, because the subject is
called the one straightforwardly* and is called the other
only “in a way.”* What is only “in a way” a being (as, in
potency) is straightforwardly not-being (in act); what is
straightforwardly a being (in the category of substance) is
not-being “in a way” (as regards some accidental way of
being). What is only good “in a way” is straight-forward-
ly bad, or vice-versa. And what is straightforwardly one
is many “in a way,” and vice-versa.
ad (2): there are two sorts of whole. One sort is
homogeneous, composed of parts similar to itself. The
other is heterogeneous, composed of parts dissimilar to
itself. In any homogeneous whole, the whole is com-
posed of parts having the same form as the whole (as any
part of water is water), and this is how a continuum is
composed of its parts. But in any heterogeneous whole,
each part lacks the form of the whole (no part of a house
is a house. and no part of a man is a man). Well, a mul-
titude is a whole of the latter sort. Since each part does
not have the form of manyness, the multitude is made up
of units* as a house is composed of non-houses. But the
units do not compose the multitude in virtue of having
what it takes to be undivided (as having which they are
opposite to multitude) but in virtue of the status they have
as beings’ (as the parts of a house constitute the house in
virtue of being certain bodies, not in virtue of being non-
houses).
ad (3): ‘many’ is used two ways: (1) without further
specification (and so used, it is opposed to ‘one’); (2) as
involving some excess beyond enough (and so used, its
opposite is ‘few’). Thus, if you use ‘many’ the first way,
two are many; but not if you use it the second way.
ad (4): one is opposed privatively to many in that the
account of “many” includes the point that they are di-
vided. It must be the case, then, that division is prior to
oneness [in the order of explanation] — but this is not
absolute priority but only priority in explaining our grasp
of the matter. For we grasp simples via grasping com-
posites. This is why we define a point as “what has no
parts” or as “the start of a line.” [But division is one
story and manyness is another.] Manyness comes after
oneness even in the order of explanation, because we do

* simpliciter
+ secundum
quid

$ unitates

§ entitas

3 He means that what blindness modifies is the man, not his
sight; we do not call blindness a kind of sight, efc.
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not understand divided stuff to meet the definition of
‘many’ except by attributing oneness to each of the
divisions. So ‘one’ goes into the definition of ‘many’,
but ‘many’ does not go into the definition of ‘one’.
[Thus there is no circularity.] Rather, what enters our
understanding from the very negation of a being [i.e.
from saying ‘is not'] is division. What comes first into
understanding is “a being”; next, that this being is not
that one, and so we come to grasp division; third comes
“one,” and then fourth comes “many.” *

4 In one respect, recent work on the conceptual foundations
of number begins where Aquinas left off — with “many,” the

relation “as many as,” and its negation  In other respects. how-
ever, the modem work deepens and revises the medicval discus-
sion. Like Aristotle, Aquinas thought of the counting numbers
as arising by an operation (addition of one), and thus he mixed
that operation into the very nature of the elements opcrated
upon. This was a mistake. and as a result of 1t, Aquinas misscd
the relation “successor of.” which is the real essenniale in the
constitution of those elements. When this reviston is accepted,
Aquinas’ two accounts of ‘one’ still make good sense as ac-
counts of ‘umit’ (the real-quantity umt chosen 1n a scheme of

and the dental” unit-of-anything used in
counting); but they lcave room for a third account — an account
of the “one” which is not what is countcd but is that as which
something is counted (the successor of zero).

Cajetan’s Commentary

The title is clear. — In the body of the article, there is
one conclusion reached, answering the question in the
affirmative: one is opposed to many, in different ways.

The support goes as follows. [Part 1:] The “onc”
which [is unit-extent and] generates number [which is a
multi-unit extent) is opposed to such number as the
measure is opposed to the measured; /part 2:] the “one”
which is coextensive with “a being” is opposed to “*ma-
ny" as the undivided is opposed to the divided. Ergo
[“one™ in either sense is opposed to many.] — The an-
tecedent for the first part is supported from Metaphysics
X: being a measure belongs firstly to “one,” and num-
ber is a multitude measured. — For the second part,
everything is clear. — Inference to the conclusion [that
they are opposites in different ways] is evident, because
relative opposition is one thing, and privative opposition
is another.

ii.  Observe here that, although the text intends to
speak about different uses of *one’ and ‘many’, you
could still deduce very well from its teaching that one
and the same unit* differently taken (i.e. as generating
number and as undivided) is diversely opposed to one
and the same multitude differently taken (i.e. as meeting
the definition of ‘number’ and as meeting the definition
of ‘divided’). So this distinction [between relative and
privative opposition] will sometimes be a distinction
between real cases and sometimes a distinction between
ways of defining the same real case. When it is a dis-
tinction between ways of defining the same real case. it
[the duality of ways] applies to both uses of *one’ and to
both uses of ‘many’. For the “one” that is coextensive

with “a being” generates transcendental number, and the

“one” that is in the category of quantity is undivided.!

! Let real case # 1 be that 1 am counting the apples in this
bowl. According to Cajetan, | can contrast the apple | count
first with the set in the bowl either privatively (the undivided
vs. the divided) or relatively (the counting unit [the measure}

A problem with the answer ad (2)

i, In the answer to the second objection, doubt arises
about how it can be trug that a multitude is composed of
units “not in virtue of having what it takes to be undi-
vided but in virtue of the status they have as being.” If
the topic is transcendental multitude (which is what the
text is talking about), the claim is obviously impossible.
For cither the talk is about “multitudc™ as such, or else it
is about “many things.” That it is not about “many
things” is clear from the force of the argument and the
answer: it says that a multitude is a heterogencous whole.
But on the topic of multitude as such, it is quite clear that
this is not composed of things that are [each] one but of
onenesses [units]. Otherwise a transcendental multitude,
qua a multitude, would be substance. composed of the
substances of the things.?

vs. the total to be counted [the measured]. Let real case # 2 be
that | am measuring the length of this board by pacing it oft.
According to Cajetan, I can contrast a pace with the whole )
length either relatively (the measure vs. the measured) or priva-
tively (the undivided pace vs. the length divided into paces).
Why does he suppose. then, that the two ways of contrast ever
represent a distinction between real cases? Why doesn’tevery
case of g reducetoa( dental) case of ¢ e
given a unit? My guess is: because a scientific realist insists that
this-much and that-much are often i the read whether anyone
mcasures them or not.

2 To see the problem, one needs to go back to the examples
Aquinas used inad (2). A “many” is a heterogencous whole, he
said, in that no member of it is a "many.” as a house is a whole
no part of which 1s a house. Then he said the parts compose the
house not as non-houses but as bodies and. likewise, the mem-
bers compose the many not as cach non-many [r.¢. onc] but as
being [whatever they are]. The “likewise™ is the problem. The
whole house is 1n the category of substance, thanks to the cor-
poreal-being status of its parts. Why. then, 1sn’ta "many ™ in the
category of its members, if they compose it thanks to thewr
“being-status™? Why aren’t 13 angels substance? How cana
“many” remain transcendental”?
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. One reply to this is that transcendental one and
many can both be taken two ways: (1) substance-wise,
or ('-’).C?mplelively/fonnall)'.’ If they are taken the first
way. it is quite true that a multitude is composed of
things that are [each] one, and that the multitude is “sub-
Stam:‘t:" or “real being.” And this is how it scems the
text just quoted should be interpreted. — If you object,
“But then it isn’t talking about a multitude formally,”
the answer would be that it is talking about a multitude
formally. as far as what it really is is concerned.*

But it scems to me that there is a deeper and more
formal way to reply. 1 think the text means to take
oneness and manyness formally and universally, and [
lhm.k.l.he words “units ... in virtue of the status they have
as being” are not intended to speak of the rhing which is
one [or the physical nature of the thing which is one]
!Jul are intended to speak of the very nature of oneness,
insofar as it exercises the act of a being. To see this
more clearly, let us begin with the “one” that is [a unit
extent] in the category of quantity. A unit in the cate-
gory of quantity can be taken two ways:

(1) as it is non-number [non-multi-unit extent]
(which is being non-divided in itself, whereas
“number” is divided into multiple units), and so
taken it obviously does not compose a number
[does not compose a bigger extent], just as non-
house does not compose a house;

(2) as it is such-and-such an entity in itself, say, an
accident, and so taken it does compose a number
[a bigger extent].

The transcendental unit can also be taken two ways:

(1) as it is undivided (which is being a non-multi-
tude), and so taken it cannot compose a multi-
tude for the reason given;

(2) as what it is (1 mean: as the very absence* of
division, not insofar as it exercises an act of pri-
vation but insofar as it has what it takes to be
being), and so taken it composes a “multitude”
formally and completively taken.

3 These two ways to be taken were applied to terms whose
reference was thought to be partly real and partly mind—dcpcn-
dent. To take the term substannaliter was 10 ignore the mlpd-
contributed part; to take it completivé or formaliter was to in-
clude that part, Here the terms are ‘one’ and ‘many’. The "pne
thing” just is whatever 1t is (substance-wise) in the real, but its
oneness is a mind-contributed property (an ens rationis) bascd
on denying or thinking away division. Likewise, the “many
things™ just are whatever they are (substance-wise), and their
manyness is mind-contributed.

*1f one accepts this reply, one concedes that, when Aquinas
said the units compose the many “in virtue of the status lhey
have as being.” he meant that they compose it substance-wise;
and then he is just saying that, substance-wise, the many /s in
the category of its members: as a structure of bodies is a body
(a house); a flock of 100 sheep 15 sheep; a collection of 13
whitenesses is color. So read, the answer ad (2) says nothing
i ing about the foundations of mathematics, except that
the transcendentality of *many’ is ficuve. Hence Cajetan
prefers a differcnt reply, to which he now proceeds.

[It composes the multitude] in such a way that this dis-
tinction, applied to transcendental one and many, is not
the distinction between the privation and its positive sub-
ject but is the distinction between a privative act and a
positive act — such that the very indivision, as it ex-
ercises an act of privation, does not compose [the many],
but the very same indivision, as it meets the definition of
some beingness, does compose the many (the which
“many,” in truth, is formally a negative being [a not-one]
rather than a “one”).’

That this was the thinking intended by the text is clear
not only from its formal drift but also from the answer ad
(4), where it says that divided stuff does not meet the de-
finition of “many” unless each of the divisions meets the
definition of oneness. Here it has come out in all clarity
that “multitude” formally taken arises from “onenesses™
formally taken — hence from negations (because he
taught in the previous article that being one only adds a
negation, formally speaking).

A problem with the answer ad (4)

v. Inthe answer ad (4), doubt arises over how it can be
true that the priority of division over oneness is “‘not ab-

5 A “many” taken formally is a set. A “many” of apples,
taken substance-wise, is fruit; but taken formally as a many, it is
a set. Cajetan’s problem was this: if you say with Aquinas that
the apples compose the set “‘not in virtue of their indivision but
in virtue of the status they have as being,” and you don’t mean
their being apples, what “being” do you mean?

The right answer 1s being a member. A set 1s a heterogen-
eous whole composed of its members (none of which qua mem-
ber is a subset), and these apples compose a set not precisely gua
apples but gua members. What is it, then, to be a member?
Alas, the formalizers of set theory do not tell us. They take the
relation “x is a member of S” (x € S) as a primitive notion,
leaving both the relata (member, set) undefined. If we choose to
venture where they did not tread, we might say that “being a
member” is a matter of “mecting the criteria for some possible
selection or collection.” The property of doing this is transcen-
dental enough: what is anything 1n any way will meet the criteria
for some possible selection (compare ‘good’, where the criteria
are evaluative). So bership is dental. But then we
face a problem. Isn’t it also true that a whole set is what “meets
the criteria” for a possible selection? Can we split how the mem-
ber meets the criteria from how the ser does? A writer not fur-
nished with exotica like free and cap-bound variables will have
to say that the member meets the criteria as among the things
that do — as one of the things that do. This, unwittingly, is what
Cajetan was trying to articulate here Each member-apple helps
to make up this set as one of the apples selected. I say unwit-
tingly, because Cajetan did not know that this one-of-the-many
problem is pre-numerical. He thought he was addressing the one
that generates transcendental number. He did not know that a

“one of them” and a “many"” are pre-numerical until one is pre-
pared to talk about the cardinality of sets. I say unwittingly, too,
because he was trying to conceive membership as a way of
taking the privative onencss that Aristotle defined. This was a
miscue, because he needed a relational concept, but one more
primitive than measure-of. Still, for a man missing these pieces,
he did well to sec the puzzle at all. Especially since he only did
see it, I think, because he missed a far simpler way to read
Aquinas’ text in the answer ad (2).
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solute priority but only priority in explaining our grasp
of the matter.” For it seems that division is unqualifi-
edly prior to oneness. After all, a having is naturally
prior to a lacking; division stands to onencss as a having
to a lacking; ergo [division is naturally prior]. — And
you can't say that division is not really the having that
oneness takes away of itself, but only the “having” in
our way of understanding, because you have still got to
specify (at least round-aboutly) what it is that oneness of
itself takes away — what that having is — and that is
hard to imagine. For that mysterious having is either
something positive in itself or else something negative.
If it is positive, then something positive above and
beyond being itself comes ahead of oneness, and that is
impossible.® If it is negative, then some negation comes
ahead of oneness; and if this is no problem, then why is
it a problem for division to come ahead? Division is a
negation, too.
vi. The ANSWER is that the trouble is caused by an am-
biguity. Both of the following propositions are true.

(1) Division is prior to oneness unqualifiedly, i.e.
in itself, but in mental existence* (because division is a
negation, of course, which is a mind-dependent entity,")
and

(2) Division comes after oneness unqualificdly,
i.e. in unqualified existence, which is existence in the
real* (as mental existence is only existence “in a way.”)

Proposition (1) is supported by the points already
stated. One can make no sense of the idea that affir-
mation might fail to come ahead of negation. Well, be-
ing one is being this and not being not-this. Thus one
sees that, hidden in the definition of ‘one’, is the nega-
tion of one side of a contradiction. So the two sides of
the contradiction [‘is this’, ‘is not this'] between which
lies division itself, naturally comes ahead of oneness.
For first in being understood is (say) “a man,” and in the
same priority comes “a not man”, and so there is divi-
sion. Then comes “The man is a man and is not a not
man,” which is being one, t.e. undivided. For he is not
divided in himself so as to be a man and a not-man. By
privation of such division, each thing is (and is called)
one — assuming that ‘one’ really is a privative term,

¢ The reason this is impossible is that it would trigger a
progression-to-infinity parallel to the one that Averroes spotted
in Avicenna’s position: if everything is one by lacking a further
positive having, then x is one by lacking a further positive
having (call it /); but fis itself one, so it must lack a further
positive factorf". ..

as we [Thomists] think. And the further point that the
negation which is division should be prior to the nega-
tion which is oneness is no problem. even though it is
impossible for division to be posited in the real before a
oneness is posited.”

Proposition (2) is obvious of itself. For in order for
there to be a man, and for him to be undcrstood as one. it
is not necessary that a negation of man be found in some
nature (bovine, say. or celestial). If a man existed all
alone, he would still be one — just as God was one, and
not-God was found in nothing before creation. But when
other things were created. division was posited in the real
between God and not-God. This is the division which the
text is talking about when it says that division is not prior
absolutely. The point becomes clear at the end of the
answer, where it says, “next [we apprchend] that this
being is not that one, and so we come to grasp division.™
What could be clearer? Saying “this being is not that
one” expresses division in the real. On account of the
same division, Aquinas said we dcfine simples by way of
composites. Therefore he put both real and positive
division affer oneness formally taken, but not the contra-
dictory division [that emerges] in mental existence.

7 At first blush. it scems that Cajetan is departing unnec-
essarily from Aquinas by fetching in the sides of a contradiction
to explain division. Aquinas said we apprehend d_mslon Justin
grasping “this being is not that one.” Well, grasping this is

ing a disid . Disidentity is a neg; trait. an ens
ratioms. Why shoutdn't disidentity just be the “division™ which
transcendental oneness is the lack of? You may say: lack of
disidentity is just identity, and so on this hypothesis transcenden-
tal oneness will collapse into mere identity. But why shouldn’t
it? Every being is one? Well. every being 15 identical (to itselt).
Being one adds no real factor to a being? Neither does self-
identity. It is just here, however, that Aristotle and his heirs
have something crucial to say. 1t does seem that “one” adds ne-
gative information (that the thing is not or is not treated as. well,
divided), whereas self-identity adds no neg: inf
Morcover, self-identity has no opposite (sell-disidentity being
logically impossible), while oneness has the opposite manyness
(and even membership has a relauve opposite, set-hood). So the
mind-dependent “having™ which is division really does seem to
have a complexity about it that sheer disidentity seems to lack.
Perhaps, as Cajetan suggests. tinking “x is one” is like thinking
an aftirmation in the mental presence of a denial. The dea
works for the being “one™ which 1s being a member of a set.
Take the set whosc only member is x. | understand thatx € {x}
not just by understanding that x = x but by simultancously under-
standing that x # {x).
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article 3

Is God one?

157q.103,a3,/n18ent. d.2,8.1; In 1l Sent d.1,q.1,8.1; 1 CG c.42, De Potentia Dei q.3, 2.6;
Compend. Theol. ¢.15;, In De div. nom. 13, lectio 2-3; In VII Phys., lect. 12; In X1 Metaphys., lectio 12

1t would seem that God is not one.!

(1) Scripture says in I Corinthians 8:5, “there are
gods many and lords many.”

(2) Besides, “one” in the sense that generates multi-
unit extent cannot be said of God, because no quantity is
predicated of God. And ‘one’ in the sense coextensive
Wwith "a being’ cannot be said of Him either, because it
involves privation. Every privation is an incomplete-
ness. and that does not characterize God. [But there are
no other senses of ‘one’.] So, we should not say that
God is one.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is Deuteronomy 6:4, “Hear,
O Israel, the Lord thy God is one Lord.”

TANSWER: the fact that God is [what it takes to be coun-
ted as} one is demonstrated on three grounds.

The first is drawn from simplicity. Consider the
factor thanks to which a particular thing of any kind @ is
this g-thing; quite clearly, there is no way in which this
factor can be held in common by many. The factor
thanks to which Socrates, for example, is a man can be
held by many, but the one by which he is this man can-
not be held by more than one. So, if Socrates were a
man by the same factor by which he is this man, there
could not be many men, just as there cannot be many
Socrateses. Well, this is the situation in a god. A god is
identically His nature, as was shown above. By the
same factor, then, He is a god and is this god. Itis
therefore impossible for there to be many gods.

" There is a seeming tension between the title of this article
and the force of the arguments in the body of it. If onc goes by
the title. one expects (o see arguments showing that God is X
“one™ in the sense coextensive with “a being” and thus undivi-
ded in Himself. Such arguments would need to do little more
than repeat the results from q.3 above (showing that God is
uncomposed) and then overcome the objection listed here as
(2). But such arguments are postponed in fact until the next
article (Is God supremely one?), and the arguments given here
have a quite different force. They are about counting. When we
count gods, does the count stop at one, or are there two gods,
many gods? The arguments scek to show that there arc not

The second ground is drawn from the infiniteness of
divine completeness. For it was shown above that a god
contains within himself the whole completeness of be-
ing. Now if there were many gods, they would have to
be different. There would be some trait \ that belonged
to onc and did not belong to another.2 If the latter’s not
having y were a privation, the alleged god would not be
unqualifiedly complete [and hence would not be a god];
on the other hand, if his not having y counted as a com-
pletive trait, the other alleged god would be lacking [and
hence would not be a god]. So it is impossible for there to
be many gods. This is why the ancient philosophers, too,
who posited an infinite first source,* posited just one of
them. They were compelled, as it were, by this truth.

The third ground is drawn from the unity of the
world. All the things there are turn out to be ordered,
such that certain things promote the good of certain
others. Well, things that are diverse do not come together
into one ordered system? unless they are put in order by
some one factor. The state of affairs that many things are
brought into one system comes about better via onc than
via many, because one effect has only one thing that
causes it of itself, and it is only by coincidence that many
things cause a single effect (namely, by the coincidence
that they are somehow one [e.g. collocated, acting at
once, etc.]). Therefore, since that which is first [in causal
order] is most complete and [causes] of itself and not by
coincidence, it must be the case that the first cause bring-
ing all things into one order is just one thing. And this is
God.?

2 The premise that distinct gods would have to differ in at
least one trait (so that those not differing in some trait would be
identical) is not an appeal to the “identity of indiscernibles™
(made famous centuries later by Leibniz) but to the previous
argument. The case drawn from divine infinity is meant to build
cumulatively upon the case just made from simplicity, namely,
that there cannot be gods differing only individually. It follows
that two gods would have to differ in the one factor whereby
each is a god and this god. They would have to differ by an es-
sential trait y, in other words, and yet both be by nature an in-
finite completeness of being. This is now being attacked. If you
say one god could be ¢, another ~¢ but v, these traits being in-

ible but both ive, the is that any com-

countably more than one god and thus to answer the obj
listed as (1). Yes, Aquinas thought the oneness ofindivisiop

d the ing numb But he can hardly have miss-
ed the fact that things counted as one do not have to be undivi-
ded simpliciter. They just have to be treated as one; and for
that, a stuff only necds to be undivided “in a way.” (A forest is
only undivided in a way, yet it makes sense to ask, “Are there
many forests left around Aix?" and to answer, “No, only one.”)
So the question in this article is whether whatcver there be of
divimity is undivided enough to be counted as one. Thus a.3
logically precedes a4 and is subtler than 1t scems,

pletive trait pertains to the fullness of being and hence is such
that any god would have it at lcast virtually. In that case, being-
@ and being-y are not incompatible; every god has both. So, if
they are incompatible, one or the other is not completive.

3 This argument has to do with scientific rationality: we have
no rational reason to posit more than one god. That there is at
least one is posited rationally; one needs it to explain certain ef-
fects (1 ST q.2, a.3). He is posited as a “first” cause, meaning
that (a) He depends on no outside factors in order to cause, and
(b)

11,a3
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* umiversaliter

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): there are said to
be many gods in the erroneous belief of the people who
used to worship many gods, thinking the planets and
other stars to be divine, or even particular parts of the
earth. Hence the apostle hastens to add, “For us, how-
ever, there is one God,” etc.

all posterior causes depend on his causality to produce their
effects. To posit another god, therefore, is either idle (in case
this other has no effects in our universe, no causes in our uni-
verse depending on him, erc.) or otherwise groundless unless
our universe shows baffling conflict: a pandemic interference
that justifies positing a second (and fully indcpendent) creative
hand, so to speak Well, our universe shows no such conflict..
Hence, we have no rational reason to posit another god.

ad (2): in the sense in which it gencrates multi-unit
extent, ‘one’ is not predicated of God but only of the
things that have existence in matter. For the “one™ that
generates multi-unit extents is in the category of math-
ematical entities. and these have their existence in matter
but arc abstracted from matter in how they are defined.*
By contrast. ‘one’ in the sensc co-extensive with *a be-
ing’ is a metaphysical affair. which does not depend upon
matter existentially. And while there is no such thing as
a privation in God, still, in our way of grasping Him. He
is not known by us except in privative and negative lan-
guage. Thus nothing prevents privative exp ; ions from
being applicd to God, as when we say that He is incor-
poreal, infinite. In the same way, it is said ot God that
He is “one.”

Cajetan’s Commentary

The title is asking about numerical oncness. — In the
body of the article there is one conclusion, answering in
the affirmative: God is one.

This is supported on three grounds. (1) [Antece-
dent: ] Form-wise, a god is in the same way a god and
this god; [inference:] therefore he is one. — The ante-
cedent is clear from q.3 [a.3], on the ground that this
god is altogether identical to the divine nature. The
inference is supported thus: it is impossible to make
“this god” many; ergo [given the identity just mention-
ed] it is impossible to make “a god” many, too.

(2) [Antecedent:] A god is all-comprehensively*
complete; [consequence:] so, he is one. — The infer-
ence is supported by a reductio of the alternative con-
sequent [that he is not one], showing that it leads to the
opposite of the antecedent, as is quite clear in the text.

(3) [Antecedent:] A god, of himself, brings all the
things in the universe into one ordered system: finfer-
ence: ] therefore god is one. — As to the first part of the
antecedent [that a god brings all into order). it is sup-
ported on the ground that diverse things do not come
together into one system [spontancously but] only if they
are brought together by something. As to the second part
of the antecedent [that a god does this of himselt]. it is
supported thus. A god is a first and most perfect origin:
therefore he originates of himself and not by coincidence.
— The inference [that there is not another god} is sup-
ported on two grounds: (a) because things are better
disposed by one causal source than by many: (b) because
only one thing is of itself the cause of one effect: many
things are only coincidentally the cause of a given, single
effect.
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article 4

Is God supremely one?
18T q.76,a.7, In I Sent. d.24, q.1, a.1; In Dionysit de divinis nomimbus 13, lectio 3

It seems that God is not supremely one.

(1) After all, ‘one’ is used to say that a thing lacks
division. But lacking [as opposed to lessening] is not a
matter of degree. Therefore, God is not called “more
one” than the other things that are one.

(2) Besides, nothing seems to be more indivisible
than what is indivisible both actually and potentially,
such as a point and a guantum.* Well, a thing is the
more “one” the more indivisible it is. Therefore, God is
no more one than a quantum and a point.

(3) Furthermore, what is good by its essence is sup-
remely good; so what is one by its essence is supremely
one. Well, every being is one by its essence. as Aristo-
tle makes clear in Metaphysics IV. So every being is
supremely one, and God is not more so than the rest.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is what Bemard says [in De
consideratione): “of all things that are said to be one,
the oneness of the divine Trinity holds highest place.”

1 ANSWER: since a “one” is an undivided being, in order
for a thing to be supremely one it has to be both sup-
remely a being and supremely undivided. God passes
both tests. He is supremely a being in that He does not

have an existence hemmed in by some nature receiving
it, but is existence itself standing on its own [subsistens],
untrammeled in all ways. He is supremely one in that He
is neither actually nor potentially divided in any respect,
since He is simple in every respect, as was shown above.
It is an open and shut case, then, that God is supremely
one.

q3,a7

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): although lacking is
not itself a matter of degree, in proportion as there is de-
gree in the trait being lacked, we speak of more and less in
connection with the word for lacking it. So in proportion
as something is more divided or divisible, less divisible, or
no-wise divisible, it is called less, more, or supremely one.

ad (2): a point and a guantum are not supremely
beings, since they have existence only in some subject.
Hence [they fail the first test and] neither of them is
supremely one. As the subject is not supremely one,
because of the diversity between accident and subject,
neither is the accident.

ad (3): even though every being is one by its sub-
stance, the substances are not all on an equal footing when
it comes to oneness: in some, the substance is composed of
many factors, and in some, it is not.

Cajetan’s Commentary

The title is clear from what has been said. — Inthe
body of the article there is one conclusion, answering
with ayes: God is supremely one.

The support is this. [Antecedent:] God is supremely
a being and supremely undivided; finference:] therefore
[He is supremely one]. — The first part of the antece-
dent is supported on the ground that He is existence
itself: the second part rests on the ground that what is
entirely simple lacks every divisibility. All the points
are clear in the text.

it.  In the answer ad (1) there is doubt about how the lack
[of dividedness] becomes a matter of degree on account of
the dividedness [lacked]). The dividedness itself is a nega-
tion, and so the same question arises about it: how is ita
matter of degree?

The short answer is that dividedness gets its degree on
the basis of what is divided.* A rational being is further
divided [i.e. removed] from a rock than from a cow; so
the division between a man and a rock is “greater.” So the
oneness of genus between a man and a rock is “less.”

* ratione
Sundamenti
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Inquiry Twelve:
Into how God is known by us

In the previous inquiries, we have considered how God is in Himsclf_‘; thus it remains to popdcr how He is within our
ken, i.e. how He can be known by created knowers.! Thirteen questions are asked about this:

(1) could a created intellect possibly see God’s essence?

(2) could it do so through a created species?

(3) could one sce God's essence with the bodily eye?

(4) does any created knower manage to see God’s es-
sence by its natural powers?

(5) does a created intellect necd any created light in
order to see God's essence?

(6) of those seeing His essence, does one do so better
than another?

(7) can any created intellect comprehend His essence?

(8) when a created intellect sces God's essence,
does it therein know everything?
(9) does it know what it docs know therein by
likenesses of some sort?
(10) docs a created intellect know all at once what
it sees in God? o
(11) can any human see God’s essence in v.hns_ llfF?
(12) can He be known by natural reason in _lhls life?
(13) beyond knowledge by natural reason. is Etfcre
any knowledge of God by grace in this life?

" In the philosophical parts of the previous inquiries, God has been posited as a theoretical Fmily, shown to satisfy certain cun-;Il
straints (to be not-composcd, not-lacking, erc.). But the nature of such an entity is a guess. ngc the nature of any olhvfr }Il'oml!c.
entity posited in a science, it remains a conjecture unless there is some experimental access to it. Henoe the new topic: for inquirers,

can there be experiential access to what God is? There is a parallel topic in theology: when revelation provides a description of God,
can we ever “see” that it is true?

193
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Is it possible that a created intellect see God through His essence?
infra, a4 ad3;,2/1 STq3,a8,q5,a.l,In1V Sent d49,q2,a.1; 3 CGcc 51, 54, 57, De Veruate q8,al.
Quodl. X, q.8, Compend. Theol. ¢.104 and p 2 cc 9-10; In Matt. ¢ 5, In foan ¢ 1, lectio 11

It seems that no created intellect can possibly see God
through His essence.!

(1) In Chrysostom’s homilies on John, where he
expounds John 1:18 (“No man hath seen God at any
time™) he says: “The prophets do not see that very
thing which is God, nor the angels, nor even the arch-
angels. For how can the creatable in nature see the un-
creatable?” Denis, too, says of God in c. 1 of De divi-
nis nominibus, “There is no sensing of Him, no imagi-
ning, no opining, no reasoning, no knowing.”

(2) Besides, every infinite thing, as such, is un-
known. God is infinite, as shown above. He is there-
fore unknown even in Himself.

(3) A created intellect only gets to know things in

! ‘See’ meant ‘know optimally®. ‘Sce x through its essen-
ce’ meant ‘understand x by knowing what x is’, as | under-
stand iron by knowing its atomic structure. For Aquinas,
finding a thing’s essence was crucial to knowing it. Recent
philosophers of science (especially Popper) have denied this,
but their case confuses the genuine essence-scarch with a lin-
guistic counterfeit. For example, *“What is water?" is counter-
feited by ‘What do we mean by ‘water™?", a question which
(be it after usage or a Husserlian Wesen) fails to motivate em-
prrical work for the genuine answer. HO. But the “essence™
which Aquinas thought it crucial to know was the genuine an-
swer: it was picked out by a scientific account (rano); it was
the nature of a thing, not the rdle of its name in ordinary lan-
guage, nor of its /dee among the “givens™ of consciousness.

being, because what falls first under an intellect’s appre-
hension is “a being.” God is not something in bcjng: ra-
ther, He is “above being.” as Denis says. So He is not an
object for understanding but stands above every intellect.
(4) Between knower and known. there hastobca
kind of proportion, as the known serves to complete the
knower. There is no proportion between a created in-
tellect and God: they stand infinitely far apart. So. it is
impossible for a created intellect to see His essence.

ON THE OTHER HAND, there is 1 John 3: 2, “We shall sce
Him as He is.”

1 ANSWER: since cach thing is open to being known in-
sofar as it is in act. a God who is pure act without any
trace of potency is (in Himsell) maximally open to being
known. But what is maximally knowable in itself may
fail to be accessible to a given intellect because. as an
object for understanding. it surpasses that intellect —
much as the sun, which is maximally visible, cannot be
seen by a bat because its luminosity surpasses [the bat's
capacity). In giving weight to this point. then, some
writers have maintained that no created intellect can
come to sec God's essence.?

2 Hugh of St. Cher was censured for this view at the Univer-
sity of Paris in 1241, Scotus Engena had held it in De drvisione
naturae 11, ¢. 23 (PL 122, 689), and Abelard was accused of
holding it.

PG 3097
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. But this opinion can hardly be right. After all, ulti-
atitudo mate human fulfillment* lies in our highest activity,
which is that of understanding.? So if a created mind
€an never come to see what God is, then either we will
never reach fulfillment, or else our fulfillment will be
found in [understanding] something other than God.
B|:|t that idea is foreign to the faith.* For since each
th_ng is complete insofar as it reaches the source! of its
pe.mg_ the ultimate completeness of a rational creature
isin Him who is the source of its being. — The opin-

+ prnciprum

3 Aquinas distinguished what our fulfillment 1s from
where it Jies or is found fconststit]. Our fulfiliment is a state
made complete by compresence of all the goods we naturally
seck (as everybody understands). Where it is to be found,
)!n\vevcr. is quite a problem, since the popular answers (in
!‘Chesv in fame, in pleasures) are quite wrong. Aquinas inher-
ited and sought to unify two good answers, including a revea-
led one (fulfiliment lies in the Kingdom of Heaven, in which
one can begin to participate now by living in the state of
grace) and a philosophical one developed by Aristotle. The
Stagurite reasoned that each species is present in nature for a
purpose, and its members find their fulfillment in achieving
that purpose. To discover what the purpose is. one looked at
the highest activity distinctive of the species (the best exercise
of their best faculty). Our highest distinctive faculty is under-
standing. and its best exercise is understanding the decpest
things (primordial causes and ultimate purposes), and these
Aristotle called “divine things.” Of course, no one can devote
himself to such topics without a well-regulated private life,
supported by health, friends, social order, and economic suffi-
ciency: so a person pursuing the intellectual life is in a state
where all those goods are present. Aquinas saw the apologe-
tical potential in Aristotle’s answer: if human fulfillment is
found in contemplating “divine things” in this world’s favo-
rable conditions, how much more must it lie in seeing those
things directly in Heaven’s favorable conditions, as the Gos-
pel promises? Hence he appealed here to Aristotle’s idea that
beanitudo lies in understanding certain things.

Critics have called this appeal “intellectualist,” but neither
Aristotle nor Aquinas said that understanding was man’s only
good. nor did they say that all the goods we scek are found in
that act alone, apart from its environing conditions, which (for
both thinkers) include moral virtues. What they said was that,
in a fulfilling human life, social and economic blessings sup-
port intellectual seriousness. There is no denying that a life
devoid of interest in the ultimate questions is a shallow life.

# What is foreign to Christian faith is the idea that fulfill-
ment might be centered elsewhere than on God. “Where your
treasure is. there will your heart be also;” so you must “lay up
treasure in Heaven" by loving the Lord your God “with all
your heart, mind, and strength.” Aquinas might have appeal-
ed to these teachings and said: given the importance to us of
understanding, we cannol fully love someone whom we are
not invited to understand; but he took instead a different path.

3 This sentence is a hyper-compact summary of an argu-
ment which Aquinas presented in larger pieces elsewhere.
With the pieces put together, it seems to have gone as (_ollows.

ion is also unreasonable. For there is in man a natural de-
sire, when he sees an effect, to know the cause of it; and

(3) So the complete state of a thing is a matter of its being

brought to its utmost; ibid.

The “utmost” of a thing is twofold: there is the interior

utmost (a strength for action wirhin the thing), and there is

the exterior utmost (the end or goal it seeks); ibid.

The distincti gth by hing which a thing is called

complete is found in the type of action for whose sake the

thing exists; ibid., citing the beginning of Ethics I1.

So the interior utmost of any thing is found in the type of

action for whose sake the thing exists; bid.

It is through their interior utmost that things attain their

exterior utmost (their end/goal).

So things attain their end through the type of action for

whose sake they exist; /n I/ Sent. d.18, q.2, a.2 ad 4.

In intellectual creatures, this type of action is their under-

standing; so such creatures attain their end/goal though an

act or acts of understanding; 2/1 ST q.3, a.2; 3 CG c.25,

arg.2; Compendium theologiae c.103.

(10) The exterior utmost of anything is the goal/state in which it
has all it naturally seeks for its completeness; /n IV Sent. d.
8, loc.cit.; 2/1 ST 1.

(11)So the exterior utmost of anything is the state in which it
rests in its completeness.

(12)Resting in completeness and corrupting are opposites.

(13) So the state in which a thing rests in its completeness and
the state in which it corrupts are opposites.

(14) Corruptibles corrupt because of their wide removal from the
First Cause; In IV Sent. d. 8, loc.cit., citing Aristotle’s De
generatione Il, c.10; 336b 30.

(15) So the state in which a thing rests in its completeness ts the
opposite from removal from the First Cause.

(16) The opposite of removal from a thing is conjunction to it.

(17) So the state in which a thing rests in its completeness is
conjunction to the First Cause; hence all things seek this in
some way in seeking their own completeness or “good”; 1
ST6, 1, esp.ad (2).

(18) The First Cause is the Source of being for all; 1 ST q.45.

(19) So the state in which a thing rests in its completeness is
conjunction to the First Cause. “The exterior utmost of a
thing is the Source from which the thing has being, be-
cause, by conjunction to It, a thing is completed and
strengthened, while, by removal from It, things fail,” In IV
Sent. d. 8, loc.cit.

(20) And thus [by (10) above] the First Agent also meets the
definition of an ultimate end/goal to be reached; ibid.

(21)If the First Cause cannot be seen for what it 1s by rational
creatures, it cannot be understood by them (as their char-
acteristic act of und ding is und ding what
something is); /n De causis, lectio 6, citing De anima 111

(22) But [from (9) above] rational creatures attain their end/goal
through an act or acts of understanding.

(23)So [by (19) above] they would attain conjunction with the
First Cause by an act or acts of understanding.

(24) Ergo, if the First Cause cannot be seen for what He is by
rational creatures, they eirher cannot attain their goal at all
(which is contrary to the Gospel promise of future bles-
sedness) or else their goal is to be conjoined-by-under-
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(1) Each thing is complete when it attains its di
strength (virtus); In IV Sent. d.8,q.1.a1,q.1ad |,
citing Physics V11, text 19.

(2) A thing’s strength is its utmost; ibid., citing De Caelo et
Mundo I, text 116.

g to hing other than what-God-is and hence
(?) to something other than God.

The last step is unclear to the present translator; see below,
p.197, footnote 5.



12,a.l

¢ bean

PG3,593

PG59,99

+ notum i se

* absolute

so wonder wells up in human beings. If, then, a ratio-
nal creature’s understanding cannot cope with the first
cause of things, a desire rooted in his nature will be left
pointless.® The thing to do then is to concede without
cavil that the truly fulfilled* do see God’s essence.

TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): both of those au-
thorites are talking about a secing that would amount
to comprehension. Thus right before the words quoted
from Denis, he prefaces them by saying, “He is univer-
sally incomprehensible to all, and there is no sensing
of Him,” etc. Chrysostom, too, a little after the words
quoted, adds these: “By seeing, he [St. John] means
here an utterly certain grasp and comprehension of the
Father, such as the Father has of the Son.”

ad (2): what is matter-infinite, i.e. matter not com-
pleted by a form, is unknown in itself, because every
success of cognition is achieved thanks to a form. But
what is form-infinite, i.e. form not limited by matter, is
maximally clear-cut in itself.* It is in this way that

S This argument, made not from the faith but from natural
reason, 1s an appeal to Aristotle’s work on natural tendency.
Aristotle thought that scientific knowledge of a natural kind K
could be obtained from two sources: (1) how, necessarily. all
K-things are (their essence), and (2) how, necessarily, all K-
things, given what they are, strive to be. Thus last was natural
tendency (orexis), about which Aristotle further thought two
things: (a) how all K-things strive to be is how most of them
are at any given time or how many of them are most of the
time, and (b) how all K-things strive to be is how a K-thing
necessarily can be. In other words, he thought that a natural

y was Ily satisficd (and so could be read-off
from statistical evidence) and that no natural tendency could
be unsatisfiable. Aristotle took it for granted that man is a
natural kind and that his cognitional doings are natural pro-
cesses (a position known days as lized I
gy). Aquinas agreed and so felt free (a) to appeal here to the
fact that people are generally curious about why something is
the case, and (b) to posit a natural tendency (here called a
desiderium naturae) behind that statistical evidence. He gave
the tendency both an object (to know the cause) and a natural
trigger (when an effect is seen). He thought that the same na-
tural tendency would be triggered again and again, as the hu-
man knower worked back from an imtial effect to ifs caused
causes to their caused causes. When a scientist sces that the
deepest caused causes are cffects (1.e., are active as causes

God is infinite, not the first way, as we have already scen
above.

ad (3): when God is called “not something in being,”
the sense is not to say that He in no wisc exists but to say
that He is “above™ every existing thing. in that He is
identically His own existence. Thus. the consequence
that follows is not *He is in no wise knowable" but *He
goes beyond every knowing’, i.e. He cannot be com-
prehended.

ad (4): the term *a proportion” is used in two ways:
(1) In one way, it means a definite relation of one
quantity to another: thus x is twice as big as y, x is three
times bigger than y, and x equals . are specics of )
proportion. (2) In the other use. any relation of one thing
to another is called a proportion. In this sense. there can
be a proportion of creature to God. in that a creature is
related to Him as effect to causc and as potency to act.
Along this line, too, a created intellect can be
proportioned to know God.

thanks to some unknown and sl deeper factor). the natural
tendency is triggered again: any scientist ho got that far would
“naturally desire” to know what this further factor (alias. q\c
First Cause) is. If there is no possible way fora hum:m_ being to
know this, man has a natural tendency which 1s unsatistiable
(inane). Sound ethology does not accept such an hypothesss.
Ergo there is a possible way to know.

On this argument. two comments are needed. First, natural
desires were sharply distinguished from artificially induced or
“elicited" ones, such as Mr. Hunt's desire to comer the world
market in silver. Elicited desires are ofien unsatistiable. and so
the force of the present argument lies in its being abouta
“natural desire.”

Second, Aquinas (like Aristotle) distinguished arguments
that are conclusive (demonstrativa) from those that are plausible
and supgestive (dialectica). Aquinas is correctly read as pre-
senting the latter, unless he says otherwise. The argument here
15 no more than plausible, because its major premise ('No natural
desire of a specics is unsatisfiable’) is readily dislm-__'uix’llcd b)» a
procedure at which Aquinas was expert: nonc is unsatistiable in
every case (simpliciter), 1 admit: none is unsabstiable in some
cases (secundum quid). | deny, etc. Thus a natural tendency that
brings man from abysmal ignorance to the bounds of physical
science (and of Aquinas’ own philosophical theology )»mll not
be pointless simpliciter even 1f it has no achievable object b‘f‘
yond those bounds. It Aquinas had rejoinders to this sort of
objection, he aired them elsewhere (cf. /1 ST°q.3, 3a.6-8)

Cajetan’s Commentary

The title question asks about a created intellect, not
just a human one; so pay heed. — *Is it possible?” is
asked without further qualification.* [leaving open]
whether it be possible through a power in another or a
power in the creature itself. *Sce through the essence®
means to understand quidditatively, so that one knows
how to finish fully the what-is-it question about God.

For to know what-x-is is to see x through its essence. But
when [ say “finish fully” the what-is-it question. { am us-
ing *finish fully" as it contrasts with “finish incomplete-
Iy*. (We say that one who knows only generic essential
traits of x knows incompletely: one who knows the what-
it-is of x has to have in hand all the essential traits of x.
down to and including its ultimate specilic ditterence.)

q7.al
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I'am not using *finish fully' in the sense in which it
would mean know comprehensively. That is quite an-
other matter. For *know what x is’ is used with a cer-
tain latitude as to the mode of knowing. Mode-of-
knowing is divided into comprehending and appre-
hending, and apprehending is further subdivided into
many levels. as will come out below. — The question,
then. is whether it is possible for a created intellect to
know. about God, what-He-is. If you doubt that this
reading of the question is correct, you can check 1 CG
c.3. and 3 CG cc.49-50.

Analysis of the article, I

ii.  Inthe body of the article, he does four jobs: he (1)
says why there is doubt, (2) states the negative opinion,
(3) argues against it, and (4) answers the question.

i Asto job (1), a single claim is made: God is
maximally knowable in Himself; yet because of His
“excess” vis-a-vis another, He is unknowable o that
other. — The first part of this is supported on the
ground that God is pure act. The second part is illus-
trated with an example about the sun and sight.

Note in this connexion that, from Metaphysics I,
we have it that difficulty in knowing can come from
two places. from the object or from the facuity. The
question here is about difficulty or ease in knowing;
so. rightly enough, Aquinas did not omit to say that the
reason for doubt here is not coming from the object [as
if it were vague] but from its highness above the fa-
culty — which is to say: the difficulty comes from the
faculty.

. Asto job (2), the opinion of some writers is that a
created intellect cannot possibly see God's essence.
Their reason is the same highness of God above a crea-
ted intellect. as it says in the text at the words, “In
giving weight to this point,” efc.

Note here that this opinion, in my judgment, is not
Avicenna’s thinking, nor that of other philosophers
(since at least the first created Intelligence knows what
God is, according to Avicenna, as He is its proximate
source). Rather, this was the opinion of some Chris-
tian writers, I think.! That is why Aquinas disputes it
with points pertaining to the faith, as we shall see.

v.  Asto job (3), the opinion just mentioned is under-
mined in two ways. The first goes as follows. If no
created intellect can possibly sce God, [inference:]
then either [/st alternative:] it will never attain its ful-
fillment. or [2nd alternative:] its fulfillment is found
elsewhere than in God. Drawing this inference is sup-

! Since the opinion is taken to deny any possibility of

ported on the ground that man’s fulfillment lies in his
highest activity, which is understanding. — As to the
point inferred, the first alternative in it is obviously im-
possible;? the second is foreign to the faith. Lest Aqui-
nas seem to be saying this arbitrarily, he supports it thus.
[Antecedent: ] God is a rational creature’s source of be-
ing; finference: ] so the happiness of a rational creature
lies in conjunction to God. The inference rests on the
ground that each thing is complete in proportion as it is
conjoined to its source. This last is a proposition from
the Liber de causis.?

About this undermining argument

vi.  On the support for the inference, a doubt could be
raised to the effect that it is arguing affirmatively from a
higher [more general] notion to a case falling under it,
i.e., from “highest activity, which is understanding,” to
such-and-such exercise of understanding.*

But the answer is easy. By the talk of a highest ac-
tivity, we do not mean just a generic kind of doing (say,
understanding), as a surface reading of the text suggests,
but the highest of that kind (i.e. understanding the deep-
est things), efc. Hence no fallacy crops up. — Granted,
Aquinas did specify a genus of doing here, but he did so
because he was talking about man, in whom there are
other genera of activity, such as sensations. The reason
he took the case of man in this support, even though the
ar concerns *“ d intellect” in general, was to
teach from things better known, to show that the same
reasoning would apply to any created intellect. Indeed,
he was making an argument fi-om the least case. For if
man [the least intellectual being] is such that his fulfill-
ment lies in understanding the deepest things, a fortiori
the happiness of the other intellectual beings [which are
pure intellects) will be their deepest contemplations, too.

2 That there is no fulfillment at all for us may have been
“obviously impossible” in the still Chnstian 15th century, but 1t
was no longer obvious to Schopenhauer or Thomas Hardy.

3 The proposition does not appear in the Liber de causis in s0
many words but can be inferred from statements in it with which
Aquinas agrees in his commentary. Proposifio 9 in that text, for
example, is about how God's action of ruling extends to all

In his Aquinas says: “Each thing is ruled
and conserved through a strength of its own by which it achieves
something towards its end and resists hindrances thereto; but the
strength of a caused thing depends upon the strength of its cause,
and not vice-versa. For since strength is the source of operating
[principtum operandi] in each thing, it must be the case that the
strength of the thing's strength is that whence it has what it takes
to be a source of operating. But it was said in Propositio I that &
lower cause operates through the strength of a higher cause.
Hence the strength of the higher cause is the strength of the

seeing God's essence (not only of comprehending it but even
of apprehending it in any way), it is indced hard to find writ-
ers who may have been known to Aquinas and who held it. I
suggested Hugh of St. Cher as a possibility. Cajetan seems to
have been unaware that this opinion came into its own in the
century after Aquinas, in the Byzantine East, where it was ad-
vanced by Gregory Palamas and eventually imposed as “or-
thodoxy” on the eastern believers. Cf. Martin Jugie, Theo-
logia dogmatica christianorum orientalium (Paris: Letouzey
et Ané, 1926 fT.), vol. Il, pp.47-183.

gth of the lower cause.” In that case, God's virtus is the
strength with which an intell | has the gth to
understand. In that case, some sort of contact or “‘conjunction”
with God's strength is part of any state in which said creature
attains its own completeness, erc. These points are an altenate
route from point (10) to point (17) in the reconstructed argument
given above in note 5 on the text of the article.

4 An inference from “Jones enjoys solving problems” to
“Jones enjoys solving math problems” is fallacious in this way.

12,al
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vii.  As to how Aquinas breaks down the second al-
ternative in the point inferred [“or else his fulfiliment
will be found in [understanding] something other than
God”), notice that Aquinas wanted to convince his ad-
versaries that their opinion went against the Faith. So
he brought in a proposition which Christians have to
believe explicitly, i.e., that God is the creator of every
rational creature; and from this he argued to “There-
fore such a creature comes to rest in God [and not else-
where).” The reasoning takes a premise believed and
deduces a consequence by reason. So taken, it con-
cludes quite appropriately, for an audience of believ-
ers. The interpreters who construe this argument from
St. Thomas as being aimed at Avicenna [who did not
accept direct divine creation of anything past the first
Intelligence] are off the track, therefore.*

Analysis of the article, II

wit.  The second way in which the opinion is under-
mined goes as follows. Ifa created intellect cannot
possibly see God, then [Ist inference:] it cannot sce
the very cause of things. And then [2nd inference:] a
desire rooted in its nature will be pointless. — The
first inference is left as evident. The second is sup-
ported: there is a natural desire in man to see the cause
of seen effects, as his wonderment attests: so [if a
Cause man cannot possibly see causes effects he does
see, this desire will be in vain. But such a desire cannot
be in vain. Ergo a created intellect can see God].

On the argument from natural desire ¢

ix. Concerning this argument, two doubts occur to
one. The first is about both its merit [simpliciter] and
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its consistency with the author’s other views [ad homi-
nem]. For it does not seem true that a created intellect
would naturally desire to sec God. because a nature does
not bestow an inclination to something that the whole
strength of the nature cannot reach.” A sign of this is the
fact that [a living thing's] nature has given [it] the or-
gans required for any power the nature has put within its
soul. In De caelo II, it says that if the fixed stars had a
strength for moving, [their] nature would have given
them suitable organs. [But Aquinas will admit in a.4,
below, that no created intetlect can see God by its natural
powers.] So his argument seems to imply [irreconcilable
points:] that our nature gives us a desire for the sight of
God and yet cannot give us the requirements t:or that
sight, such as the light of glory, etc. — Plus, in St.
Thomas’ hing. as I said in entingongq.l.al,
man is not ordered on a natural basis to the happiness of
seeing God, but on an obediential basis.® Ergo [the de-
sire in question cannot count as natural, and the argu-
ment collapses.]®

7 This first doubt comes from De Veritate .27, 8.2 , plus |
ST q.62, 2.2, where Aquinas says that natural tending. even in in-
tellectual creatures, is bounded by the creature’s natural ability
(facultas). Those texts are about tendencies that are natural 1
mode. There is no mode-natural tendency to what the powers of
a nature cannot achicve, because mode-natural tendencies are
posited in natural sciences. A mode-natural lcndmc? fqrx tobe
@ is based on statistical evidence that x is often @. Ifbeing-p 1s
beyond the power of x in its naturally observ able environs, x is
never observed 1o be ¢ in a natural science: no such tendency
could be posited. But tendencies can also be natural in another
way, in residence, as Cajetan said on q.1. .1 and as he will
repeaton 2/1 ST q.3,a.8.

8 The discussion on q 1, a.1, was sparked by the super-

5 Let the story be as Cajetan says: the Aquinas
hyper-compacted is making appcal to the dogma of creation,
trying to show that the rejected opinion conflicts with where
man’s happiness must lie, given that dogma. What the reader
‘wants to know is why Aquinas put /us argument forward at
all, rather than something more direct and persuasive, such as
an exegesis of St. John's ‘we shall see Him as He is” or St.
Paul’s ‘I shall know as I am known." When one uncompacts
the argument (as attempted in note 5 on the article), the puz-
zle remains. For even spelled out according to the best clues
left to us, the argument never makes it clear why ‘we can
grasp God’s essence’ must follow. A Palamite may grant that
(a) an intellectual creature finds its fulfillment in under-
standing the deepest things it has the strength to understand,
and (b) every such creature is created by God, and so (c)
every such creature needs to be conjoined to God by under-
standing Him the best it can. How does it follow that no such
creature will be blessed except in understanding precisely
what God is? Why couldn’t we attain our blesscd conjunc-
tion to the First Cause by or in an act of understanding some-
thing lesser about Him. if that is the deepest truth we have the
strength for? Aquinas’ answer will be: because we have a
natural desire to know the what — what that Cause is. This
answer is coming next. He will lay it out in 2/1 ST .3, a.8.
He had published a much longer version of it in 3 CG cc.27-
50.

6 This section is probably the most controversial passage
in all of Cajetan’s commentarics on the Prima Pars.

of the goal to which we have been called. the Vision
of God in Heaven. Given that man is in potency of some kind to
any goal he can be brought to in sonte way. the question was
whether man’s potency to the Vision in Heaven should be called
a natural potency (like the potency of a yew hedge to be noun-
shed) or an obediential potency (like the potency of the hedge to
be shaped like a turreted wall, i.e. to receve whatever shape the
gardener chooses to give it). Scotus defended the view that our
potency to the Vision is natural; Cajetan, the view thatitis
obediential. Tending (which is the 1ssue here) came mto that
earlier quarrel only by way of a premuse 1 Scotus” case 1t said
that a thing’s potency-to-be- 1s natural m case it naturally ends
to be ¢. Cajetan not only rejected this theory of what mikes 3
potency natural but also rejected the premise that we tend to the
Vision naturally in the relevant sense of “naturally”, re mode-
naturally. See the commentary on q.1. a.1, with its Appendix.

% This first doubt will not get a full solution mn the present
commentary: it will be settled only in Cajetan’s remaks on 271
ST ¢.3,2.8. There it will become clear that he theught our
“natural desire” to see what God is escapes these objections
because it is not natural in the sense they address — mode-
natural — but in two other senses. One of these 1s residence-
natural: this desire resides in the intellect. a part of human
nature, and so aftects the whole human race.  The other sense 1s
theological: a thing tends “naturally ™ to do what it was made 10
do, and theology knows that we were mude to see God.
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The second doubt is that, even if one grants all the
p the intended lusion still does not fol-
low. For all that follows [from “this desire cannot be
pointless™] is just “therefore the First Cause can be
seen.” not “therefore God can be seen.” For 1 may say
that what is desired to be seen is just God qua cause of
things. and not God in His very substance in Himself.
Then what will be known [in the desire’s fulfillment] is
not what-God-is independently but what-He-is as crea-
tor. as governing things, etc.!® We have clear exam-
ples of this in our experience. From [the seen effect
which is] the first motion, we desire to know what the
substance causing it is as first mover; when its condi-
tions as that are known to us, the desire rests content,
as one sees in the development of the sciences.'!
x. TOCLEAR THESE DOUBTS UP, you have to realize
that a rational creature can be considered in two wsys
(1) independently,* or (2) as ordered to its happi
If the creaturc is conSIdered the first way, then no, its
natural desire does not extend beyond its nature’s abili-
ty:* and if the topic is taken that way, I de thata

12,a.l

agent-cause of everything.'? For as soon as effects are
seen, it is natural for any intellectual being to desire a
grasp of their cause. Hence a desire for the Vision of
God, even if it is not “natural” to a created intellect when
the latter is taken independently, is nevertheless quite
“natural” to it when revelation of the special effects has
taken place.” This is the sense in which the arguments
given both here and in 3 CG ¢.50 conclude as they do,
i.e., that a desire belonging to a created intellectual nature
would be pointless, if God could not possibly be seen.
It was not incumbent upon Aquinas to say in so
many words that he was talking here about intellectual
creatures as ordered to their happiness, rather than in-
dependently. For it is a common trait of every science
that the terms used in it are understood formally in the
sense they have as falling under that science* — asone  * ur subsunt
sees with ‘quantity’ in physics. Well, one learns from 2 tlae sctentiae
CG c. 4 that the only way creatures come under consid-
eration in theology is as they are ordered, governed, pre-
destinated by God unto God, as unto the ultimate End

creature does not naturally desire to see God in Him-
self independently. But if the creature is considered
the second way, then it does desire naturally to see
God. because, as so taken, the creature knows special
effects (of grace, say, and of glory) whose cause is
God as He is in Himself independently, not as He is

1% The second doubt points out that (as Quine often com-
plained) intensional objects can be distinct even when they
bear upon the same extensional entity (res). Thus even
though extensionally the First Cause = the Trinity, a thought
of the First Cause need not be a thought of the Trinity. Ask
the Jewish and Islamic philosophers! And so a wonder about
the First Cause need not be a wonder about lhe Tnmty (whu:h
is what God is in Himself i dently, i.e. y of
created effects); and so a wonder about Ihe First Cause can be
satisfied where no wonder about the Trinity has been felt. In
this article, a certain tendency in man to wonder is alleged to
be natural to intellectual creatures as such, and hence to be
rooted in what makes them intellectual. This last can only be
the intellect itself, which takes mfensional objects and is put
by those objects into intensional states (such as understanding
that p. desiring that g, wondcnng whcmcr r). Buta capital
difference b the gy" of Aqui-
nas and the “naturalized eplslcmology" of Quine is that Aqui-
nas allows intensional states to be natural, while Quine does
not. If Aquinas is correct against Quine, even a natural desire
in the intellect will bear upon an intensional ochcL Ergoa

“natural desire” to know what the First Cause is can be fcll
and satisfied apart from any desire to know what God is *
Himself.”

On the strong contrast which Cajetan drew between God
as God (in Himself) and God as related to creatures on any
basis that makes Him Hly k ble, see the
iesonq.l.a3(5n), q.1,a5 (9 in), q.1,26 (§§ v-v),q.1,27
(§8 4. v), 9.2, a3 (§ 4ii), and q.10, a5 (§§ xvi-xvir).

"V In Aristotelian physics,” God was studied as first cause
of change/motion; in metaphysics, as the first nccessary Be-
ing. Cajetan is now suggesting that the natural desire to ex-
plain could be content to know what-God-is for purposes of

either science In the context of the present article, this can only
mean that God has as many essences to be “secn through” as
there are distinct sciences in which the what-is-He question
comes up. (By the comments on q.1, aa.3 and 7, there are three
such sci : physics, hysics, and sacred theology.)
There is nothing odd about this for the following reason. (1) An
“essence seen through™ 1s an intensional object; so (2) knowing
it is not a matter of accusative knowing (as in ‘I know Jones')
but one of knowing that a scientific defimtion is sound; and so
(3) “seeing a thing through its essence” is a matter of grasping it
under a scientific definition (as in ‘I know Jones to be a rational
animal’); but (4) even things finite-in-essence have as many such
definitions (rationes) as there are distinct sciences in which they
are appropnalcly studled and (5) God, who is infinite-in-cssen-

ly many such definiti This is the reason
\vhy God can be apprehended for what He is (even in Himself as
Trinity) but not comprehended by a creature, even in the Vision
(sec below in q.12, aa.6-7).

12 Note Cajetan’s conviction that the effects we call super-
natural (namely, those which God brings about through a saving
grace, for the glory of “those who love Him and are called
according to His purpose™) have a very different explanation
from anything we are naturally in a position to know; for they
have their explanation only 1n what God is in Himself: an
uncreated, inter-personal Love.

 In short, the residence-natural desire of an intellectual
creature is elastic in a way that its mode-natural ability (facultas)
is not: the desire expand: with the informational richness of the
env If the env shows effects knowable only
by revelation (explainable only on the basis of what God is in
Himself as Trinity), the natural desire extends to objects beyond
the creature’s natural ken or ability: we naturaily desire to know
what we cannot know by our natural powers.

Notice that Cajetan has said nothing about how far our
natural desire would have reached, if we had been created in the
“state of pure nature™ about which later thcology speculated. He
does not say that natural desire is bounded by natural ability in
any “state” we might have had. He says only that natural desire
is so bounded w/hen considered in a certain way, which will
become clearer in the next paragraph.
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of them all; if this were not so, theology would not be
treating its topics in the light of that cause which is at

once highest and unique to the theologian. That much
is obvious.'*

14 This ends Cajetan’s explanation of the two ways of con-
sidering a rational creature, and 1t becomes clear that the first
way (“independently™) is that of natural science, while the
second (“as related to its happiness™) is theological. For the
I i in question is not k ble in any science or wis-
dom lower than the highest — in our case, the sacred leam-
ing. Hence this happiness is neither the fulfillment that a
rational ly undi ds (a set of goods 1t

naturally seeks), nor the distinctive activity in which that
fulfillment lics, which a sound philosophy of nature figures
out. Rather, this happi is the ulti purpose assigned to
that creature in the total world-plan in which God creates it
(along with everything elsc). It is not an end-of-nature, in
short, but an end-of-Providence. In our case, the end of na-
ture is merely that we should come to understand the deepest
reasons. Only Providence determines what shall be rhere to
have a reason. Only free divine decision determines what
depth of love, out of the infinite depth hidden in God, shall
express itself in created or redemptive effects and so be
“there” to be seen and dered at by the so only

Analysis of the article, ITI

xi.  Asto job (4). the conclusion answering the question
is: the fulfilled do sce God's essence. [t is supported on
no other basis than the undermining of its contradictory:
after all. one side of a contradiction has to be true.

God-is on which the creature will be secing the explanation of
those very effects. In the actual world-plan, man's end-of-Pro-
vidence is a very high happiness indecd. revealed as a “spiritual
society” with God personally. in which God 1s seen by the saints
face-to-face as Trinity. To reach this, man’s natural powers fall
radically short: he needs supernatural gifts (grace i this }nre and
the light of glory in the next); hence man's potency to this happi-
ness is obedicntial, and his desire for it can be called “natural™
only in a science that profits from revealed information.

Given all the world-plans God could have chosen to create.
there is no reason to belicve that cvery possible happiness would
have been this high. But this only means that the wntensional
object satisfying man's natural desire to understand might have
been a less sublime object. such as God purcly as First Cause. It
does not mean that man might have been created for no end-of-

the same decisi the level of / to which

F d beyond his end-of-nature (a merely philosophical

the rational creature is called, i.e., the level of seeing what-

d ding of first causes). That is the famous “hypul_h:si§ of
pure nature,” and (pace Lubac) Cajetan has said nothing in this
commentary about it.
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article 2

Is God’s essence seen by a created intellect through any likeness?

In 11 Sent. .14, 2.1, @.3; In IV Sent. 449, q 2, a.1; De Veritate 9 8,2.1; 9 10,a.11; 3 CG cc 49, 51; 4 CG ¢.7; Quodi. VII, q.1,a2,
Compend. Theol. €105 and p.2, ¢.9; In Joan. c.1, lectio 11; ¢.14, lectio 2; In I Cor. ¢.13, lectio &, In Dionysu De div. nom., c.1, lectio 1, In Boethii De Trin. q.1,22

It seems that God’s essence, when seen by a created intel-
lect. is seen through some likeness or other.

(1) After all, I John 3:2 says, “we know that, when He
shall appear. we shall be /ike Him, and we shall see Him
as Heis.”

(2) Augustine says in De Trinitate IX, “when we
know God. some likeness of God comes to be in us.”

. (3) Besides, the intellect in act is the intelligible ob-
ject in act, much as a sense in act is the sense-object in
act. Well, a sense is only in act insofar as it is informed
Py a likeness of the thing sensed, and the intellect [is only
in act insofar as it is informed] by a likeness of the thing
understood. Therefore, if God is seen in act by a created
intellect, it must be the case that He is seen through some
likeness.

cll.PL
42,969

ON THE OTHER HAND, Augustine says in De Trinitate XV
that when the Apostle says, “we see now through a glass
darkly.” the words ‘glass’ and ‘darkly’ can be under-
stood as meaning likenesses of any kind used for gras-
ping God. Well. seeing God through His essence is no
such dark or problematic seeing but the very opposite of
such a thing. Ergo God’s essence is not seen through
likenesses.

€9:PL
42,1069

T ANSWER: in order for “seeing” to take place, be it sen-
sory seeing or intellectual, two items are required: (1) the
power to see, and (2) a union between that power and the
thing seen.! For seeing only occurs in act thanks to the
fact that the thing seen is somehow “in” the seer. In the
case of bodily things, one sees that a bodily thing-seen
cannot be in the seer through its essence; it can be there
only through a likeness. Take a stone: that which is in
the eye and via which the actual seeing takes place is just
an image of the stone, not its very substance. But if there
were some one thing x that was both the source of the
power-to-see and the thing seen, anyone seeing x would
have to be getting from x both the power to sce and the
form through which he saw x.

Well, God is like that: He is clearly the author of the
intellective power, and He can be seen by it. Since God
is the First Intellect, and a creature’s intellective power is
not God's essence, it must be some participated likeness
of Him. This is why a creature’s intcllective power

! This union was held to take place through a form or like-
ness. Seeing x took place when a form of x came to in-form the
faculty in which the seeing was to occur; once there as informa-
tion, this form “united” the faculty-in-act to the object x. Ifthe
faculty was eyesight, this form was called species visibilis; it
was a “likeness” of x in the sense in which how x looks (from
here, in this light) is a likeness of x. If the faculty was intellect,
an analogous likeness called a species intelligibilis was posited.
It was a “form™ of the thing understood — a form giving the in-
tellect an intensional esse.

(whether we mean its natural power or an enhancement
added in grace or glory) is called an intellectual “light,”
as if derived from the First Light. So as regards the very
power to see, what is required to see God is this: that the
power by which the intellect is strong enough* to see
Him be a likeness of Him.

But as regards the thing seen, which has to be united
in some way to the seer, there is no created likeness of
God, by the intake of which His essence can be seen.

* One reason is that, as Denis says in c. 1 of De divinis
nominibus, there is no way things of a higher order can
be known via likenesses of things of a lower order —
e.g., the essence of an incorporeal thing cannot be learn-
ed from the species of a body. Much less can God’s
essence be seen from the species of a created thing.?

* A second reason is that God’s essence is His very
existing, as shown above. No created form can be its
own existing, and so no such form can be a likeness
representing God’s essence to the seer.

* A third reason is that God’s essence is something
that defies all boundaries, containing within itself in a
vastly higher manner? everything that can be meant or
understood by a created intellect. In no way can this
boundless content be represented via a created species,
because every created form is restricted along the lines
of some defining content, be it that of wisdom, of po-
wer, of existence itself, or the like. Thus, to say that
God is seen by taking in a likeness is to say that His
essence is not seen — which is erroneous.

The thing to say, then, is that in order for God’s es-
sence to be seen, the power to see has to be a likeness of
God — a “light of glory” invigorating the intellect to
see Him (and this is what the Psalmist means by “in thy
light shall we see light”). But God’s essence cannot be
seen by taking in any created likeness that would repre-
sent His essence as it is in itself.

* gfficax
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TO MEET THE OBJECTIONS — ad (1): that authoritative
text is talking about the likeness that arises out of par-
ticipation in the light of glory.

ad (2): Augustine is talking there about the know-
ledge of God which we have in this life.

ad (3): the divine essence is existence itself. As the
other intelligible forms which are not their own existing
are united to the intellect through an existing with which
they inform it and put the intellect into act, so the divine
essence puts the created intellect into act through itself
and becomes united to it as the thing understood in act.

Cf § Minthe
commentary

2 Aquinas starts using ‘species ' because the likeness of x by
the intake of which x was seen was called its species in Latin,
which carricd not only the meaning of a likeness but also that
of an app In talk of intellect, ‘species’ became an in-
dispensable technical term.




Cajetan’s Commentary

In the title, observe that what is being asked is one thing,
and what occasions the asking of it is another. What is
being asked here is a vague question: whether any “like-
ness” plays a role in seeing God — any sort of role at all.
But what occasions the asking is the fact that there is
doubt about whether God can be seen through a likeness
whose role would be to serve the thing seen, to represent
God, in other words, and so explain His being seen, as a
visual appearance represents to our sight a colored body.'

Analysis of the article, I

4. In the body of the article he does three jobs: (1) he
lays out the nature of seeing, as far as its requiring a
likeness is concerned; (2) he answers the question, be-
ginning at “Well, God is like that”; (3) he appends an
epilogue making certain points more explicit.
iti.  Asto job (1), he states three points, from which a
fourth follows appropriately. (a) The first point is how
many things are required for seeing to occur, and he says
they are two: a power to see, and a union of thing-seen
with seer. He gives a supporting ground: seeing does not
actually occur unless the thing scen is somehow in the
seer; ergo [a union is required]. (b) The second point is
about the way this union arises; he says there are two
ways: through the essence of the thing seen, or through a
likeness of it. This is illustrated with a bodily example:
the stone is not in the eye, but its likeness. Both ways are
indicated; even though the one is ruled out in bodily
cases, he implicitly suggests it would not be impossible
in spiritual cases. (c) The third point is about where
likeness can come in; he says it can come in two places:
in connection with the thing seen, and in connection with
the power to see. The latter is illustrated via a true condi-
tional:

if the power to see had its being from the thing

seen, the power to see would not be just that but

would also be a likeness of the thing seen,
which is true because an effect is like its cause, of course.
(d) From these points you also have a fourth, i.e., that
“seeing” occurs on three bases: () what the thing secn
is, (B) what the power to see is, (y) a mediating likeness
representing the thing seen to the power to see. For as is
clear from the points stated, these are the three ways in
which the union between the seer and the seen can vary,
To be fully in tune with the text, however. you should
mean by this (B) (‘what the power to see is") not just the
power or faculty itself but anything that helps it to play
its role, i.e. everything that invigorates or elevates the

1 Qehol

ic talk of did not mean what the
“represcntative realists” meant. For Descartes et al.. the repre-
sentative likeness of x was the very thing seen, and the x rep-
resented was not seen; it was inferred. For the scholastics, the
representative image of x was whereby x was seen, just as one
sees how-x-looks-from-here and thereby sees x. The scholastic
account of understanding was built on analogy with this.

power to sce, be it alight of gracc or of glory. For all this
falls under the talk of “likeness as regards the power to
see,” as is clear from the remarks in the text.

iv.  Asto job (2): two conclusions are put down in an-
swer to the question. The first is affirmative: in order to
see God. there has to be a likeness [to Him] on the part of
the power to see. The second is negative: in order to see
God, it is impossible for a likeness to play the rdle of
[representing] the thing scen.

The first conclusion is supported thus. [Antecedent:]
God is the author of the created intellect able to see Him;
[Ist consequence:] so the created intellect is a partici-
pated likeness of the divine essence itself: [2nd conse-
quence:] ergo, in order to sce God. etc. [the power to see
Him has to be a likeness of Him]. The antecedent is
obvious, as is the first consequence. which is neverthe-
less supported by a process of elimination: the cnta!cd
intellect is not the divine substance so it is a participated
likeness). The first consequence is a!so cont‘mnc_d se-
mantically: the power to understand is called a “light,
etc. All points are clear.

v.  The second conclusion is supported by three argu-
ments. (1) The first is like this. [Antecedent: ] A higher
thing is not seen through a likeness of a lower order:
[consequence:] so God is not scen through any crca.lcd
likeness. The antccedent is supported by the authority of
Denis and is illustrated with an example of bodily like-
ness. The consequence is obvious as a case of argument
a fortiori. (2) The second argument goes thus. [dnte-
cedent: ] No created thing is its own existing: [conse-
quence:] so God cannot be seen through any created
thing. The antecedent is assumed. Drawing the conse-
quence is supported on the ground that God is His own
existing. (3) The third argument is as follows. [Ante-
cedent: ] every created thing is limited to some genus or
category: [/st consequence: ] so no created thing is
boundless [as to what it is]: {2nd consequence:] so
through none of them can God be seen. This last conse-
quence is supported: because God is boundless along
every line of being and understanding.

te

Aureol disputes these arg S

vi.  Although Aureol challenges these arguments in

many ways (as you can see from Capreolus’ reports at w

Sent. d. 49, q. 5*). the whole force of his criticism boils
down to the claim that these arguments go wrong by
failing to distinguish the species as a being * from the
specics as a representation.t Aquinas’ arguments treat
these the same, when in fact there is a huge ditterence
between them. Thus, says Aurcol. a specics of lower
order as a being, having un existence distinct from its
essence and bounded in being. is as a representation a
likeness of the highest order. where it has an existence
the same as its essence and is boundless. The latter trits
are in it object-wise, while the former traits are in it

S conira 1=
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fonn_-wise. This is no more of a problem than for the
species of a stone to be an accident form-wise and yet a
substance object-wise.?

vit.  TOCLEAR THESE MATTERS UP, you need to know
that Aureol's problem comes from failing to distinguish

can be taken two ways, to mean of lower order as such or
incidentally. (S) means that the species is of lower order
incidentally when it is taken as talking about what the
species happens to be as an entity; (S) means of lower
order as such when it is taken as talking about whether
the ies is more or less disengaged* [from matter] or

as such [per se] from incidentally. The lik of
things under discussion here, [intelligible] species, do not
have as such what it takes to be substances or accidents;
being either is incidental to them. Rather, what the

P

lofty. In this sense we find species in the external senses
to be “of lower order” than the species in the imagination,
and these in turn are “of lower order” than our intellect’s

species requires as such is that it be rep ive of
another thing — not after the fashion of a sign (because
anything can be a sign of anything else), but after the
fashion of a likeness. Thus philosophers have come to
agree on the point that cognition of x comes about
through a becoming-like-x,* as it says in De Anima I [c.
2:405b15). And if the cognition of x is supposed to be
d_eﬁpilive,' then the intelligible species of x has to be
similar to x not only generically but also specifically (and
maximally so), whether formally or ly. For
example, our mind never manages to know a house
definitively unless it has within itself an intelligible
likeness of a house which is a what-it-is of a house. So
the intelligible species by which the thing x is to be seen
has to be a what-it-is of x, existing not with the mode of
being natural to x but with its mode of being-in-another
[as intensional form).# This mode of being, formally
taken, obviously abstracts from being-a-substance and
from being-an-accident, and it has to be as noble or
nobler than the mode of existing natural to x (as is clear
case-by-case and is supported on the ground that the
knower-ofx as such has a nobler mode of being than the
x-known has in him, as it terminates his knowing.’
viii.  Applying these general points to the argument in
the text. | will now say that the sentence,

(S) The species is of lower order,

2 As the seer was united to the scen by a visual species, S0
the knower was thought to be united to the known by an intel-
ligible species. The intelligible species of x was so strange that
1t needed to be viewed in two capacities. (a) As an entity in its
own right, the species of x was an acquired accident in man; but
in the angels and in God, it was their very substance. (b) As
representing x. the species of x gave the mind x as the object it
Wwas understanding: the species was a likeness-in-essence t0x
through which the mind knew that x was thus-and-such. To this
duality Aureol is appealing.

% To know x. said Aristotle, the mind must acquire within
itself some sort of isomorphism to x. This was the species of x,
and 1t could not be a mere sign, because a sign does not have to
be in any way isomorphic to what it signifies.

* The essence of x could be composed cither with the natural
esse found in x itself or with the intensional esse found in a
knower. The latter esse was at once (a) x's being-understood
and (b) the knower's understanding x. Since acts of under-

ding were real i jonal esse was a real mode
of being (unlike being signified by a conventional sign).

3 The mode of being which x has in another is its being-
known. When Cajetan says that this mode of being “formally

p . Quite clearly, the imagination’s objects fimagi-
nabilia] cannot be seen through sense species, and the
intellect’s objects fintelligibilia] cannot be seen through
imaginative images. This is the sense in which Aquinas’
first argument is making its case, as is clear from the
example in the text. God is of such an exalted nature that
no matter how disengaged a species of Him was — so
long as it was disengaged as a created one would have to
be — it would be of lower order as such, that is, [insuf-
ficiently abstract] as a species. The distinction between
the species “as a being” and “as a representation” is nei-
ther here nor there, because, as I showed already, this
distinction has no place when one is talking about the
species’ formally being a species, of itself and as such.
After all, the [intelligible] species, according to the being
it has precisely as a species, has to be a what-it-is of the
thing seen, and so it has to be of the same order as the
thing seen; but according to the being it has as an entity,
the species stands indifferently towards being a substance
or being an accident (since in one knower it is substance;
and in another, an accident). So if a species is of lower
order as such, its being quidditatively similar to a thing of
higher order is impossible. — And please note: the text
does not say “a lower” species cannot bring about vision
of a higher thing (perhaps a lower angel naturally sees a
higher one); it says that a species “of lower order” cannot
do this. For the fact is that God is not only “higher” than
any created intellect but “of a higher order.” Even philo-
sophers admit this much, as you can see from the discus-
sion of Metaphysics XII in [Averroes’] comment 44. ¢

taken, abstracts,” etc., he means that being-known applies in-
differently to substances and to accidents. When he says that x's
being known is at least as noble as x’s natural being, efc., what
he means by nobility is removal from matter, and he is ap-
pealing to the 1dentity between x’s being known and the
knower’s act of knowing x. This act is the knower’s being a
knower (of x), which in tum was thought to be an immaterial
mode of being. The knower was a knower through an im-
material act in which the known was possessed in an immaterial
fashion (freed from matter by abstraction). Thus, x's being
known was an immaterial mode of being, nobler than x 's natural
mode of being in case x was a material entity.

6 If x is merely a higher angel than y, many predicates apply
to both univocally. They both “understand” in the same sense of
‘understand’, though the higher angel docs it better. But be-
tween God and an angel there is no predicate that applics uni-
vocally, no action that both “do” in the same sense. Hence God
is not merely higher but of a higher order.

® dearticulaia
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ix. The second argument in the text assumes, and
rightly so, that just as the species of a house in the mind
has to be a form of the house, so also a species of God,
whose form is existence itself, would have to be exis-
tence itself, and that such a species would be similar to
God on this basis. The argument is not claiming that a
species of God would be existence itself in its natural
mode of being, as God is, but that it would be existence
itself in some mode of being; otherwise, the specics
would not be similar to the divine essence. Well, there is
an insurmountable problem about anything’s being, in
real terms, existence itself in any mode of being, created
or ble; b in wh real mode the thing is
posited to be, it is always a being by participation in that
mode of being. Ergo [it is not existence itsclf in that
mode of being}].

x.  The third argument proceeds from the same root. A
* quiddvativa  definitive* species of God could not be this or that but
would have to be a boundless being (whether in natural
existence or in some other real existence); otherwise
there would be no real and adequate similarity between it
and God, such as knowing Him requires. But it is im-
possible for there to be, in any created existence, some
one thing that is adequately similar to boundless perfec-
tions. Ergo [there is no such species].
xi  Thus it is clear that the distinction between being
and representing, when applied to the case of represent-
ing by way of likeness, can only be a distinction between
different conditions of existing. Hence what is false
across the board about things’ existing is sufficiently
shown to be false about the existence involved in repre-
senting by way of similarity. And so the genius of St.
Thomas did not stoop to this distinction: he thought it
puerile to (a) take what he had clearly proved did not
hold of any created to-be but then (b) allow it hold of
such-and-such a created condition of being. Others, alas,
have been deceived, as I said, thanks to their failure to
distinguish ‘as such’ from ‘incidentally’.

Analysis of the article, II

xii.  Asto job (3), by way of an epilogue, he concludes
with two points: (a) that the elevated power-to-sec has to
be a likeness of the thing seen [God], and (b) that God
has no representative likeness. Point (a) is confirmed by
a verse from Scripture.

Notice, please, that to someone considering the matter
superficially, it may seem that the likeness in the power
to see, insofar as it is a likeness, contributes only inciden-
tally to seeing God. After all, it is not posited to “assimi-
late” the intellect to God but rather to “invigorate” and
‘“elevate” it. But to one who looks deeper, it will become
clear that the likeness is needed intrinsically as such —
not to represent anything, but to make the seer similar to
God (as the very reason why the seer is similar). For it
has to be the case that a person seeing God is God in
some way and is partaking of God's nature. Well, what
puts a created intellect into the divine existence is the
light of glory. Hence this likeness is rightly lauded by
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the saints and stressed repeatedly.”

xiii.  Notice also what you have as a consequence of
this text: the blessed cannot form an inner word* about
God, even though He is clearly seen by them. and even
though they can form such a word about matters they sce
in Him. For since the inner word is an expressed like-
ness, presenting the thing understood more clearly than
the impressed species does.? if it is impossible for there
to be an impressed species of x (becausc of the loftiness
of x), it is all the more impossible for there to be an ex-
pressed species of x. All arguments against the one are
arguments against the other. and against any specics.
Therefore, the blessed will sce all things not in any
created word but in God’s own Word. who was in the
beginning with God. Otherwise. they would not be
seeing God at all, as it says in the text.

® verbum

Understanding the answer ad (3)

xiv. In the answer ad (3). notice that what is being
posited here is the divine essence rendering-in-act the
beatified intellect, in place of an intelligible species. How
this might be possible can be explained two ways:

First, according to the common run of those who
teach about the intellect and the intelligible species. the
explanation is along the lines of two partial agents. 1f
one takes this view, one says that the intelligible species
can be regarded in two roles — (1) as an inhering form,
and (2) as standing-in for the intelligible thing — and that
in the first role it contributes incidentally to the act of
understanding, while in the second it contributes intrin-
sically, since in this réle it has what it takes to co-
originate actual understanding.” Hence, if an object is

7 Since God 1s of higher order than any creatable thing. Heis
intellectually “visible™ to Himself alone. Hence a creature can
come to see God only by becoming God. re. by coming to have
the same nature as God. Impossible as this sounds. Scripture
says that God has given us His promises in Chnst “that by these
ye may be made partakers of the divine nature™ (2 Peter 1:4). To
this passage Cajetan is alluding here. He means to say that
God's process of sanctifying man. which begins with efls nf_
grace in this life and ends with the light of glory in the next.is a
process of divinizing man (Oc@oq), as the Fathers of the Eastem
Church often said.

8 Behind the spoken word (vax), which was a mere con-
ventional sign of x, Aquinas posited an inner word (verbum). an
emergent concept of x which was a genuine likeness of'x. This
verbum was also called the spectes expressa and the coneeptus.
in contrast to the intelligible specics (or species impressa) dis-
cussed above. The relation between them can be summarized
like this: when the intellect 15 put into act by the impressed
specics, it yields an operation which is the act of undersanding
(intelhigere), and within this operation there ¢merEes an expres=
sion of what is being understood  The knower understands
precisely by and in expressing to himselt what he understands.
and this “expression” 1 the concept or verbum. The matter will
get more discussion in 1 §7¢.27.

9 The act of understanding fintelligere ot mtellecno) was said
to originate both from the intelicet atself (as the laculty guing
into act) und from the intellgible species (as supplying the
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found which is strong enough of itself to co-originate an
un_dersmnding with such-and-such an intellect, it will be
said to be united of itself to that intellect, without con-
tributing form-wise any being /esse] to that intellect.'®

While I have at times followed and taught this ap-
proach (and perhaps put it in writing), my mental sights
have l?e:n raised since then, and I now think that one is
debasx{lg cognitive nature if one thinks of it along the
same lines as one would think of natural agents. After
all. if the soul is superior to nature, as even the lowest
soul. the vegetative, shows, when it shifts all differences
Pf position at once, how much more superior must the
intellect be! 1!

xv. The thing to say, then, is that while the intellect and
the m_telligiblc specics do stand as two partial agents (the
one giving to the act of understanding its substance, and
the other supplying its kind), this standing is not primary.
Ahead of it comes the fact that these factors stand to each
olh.er as matter to form, and intrinsically so.* Thus,
while the approach just sketched salvages their secondary
standing. it leaves out their primary one — and what is
worse, it leaves out the fact that what emerges from in-
tellect-and-species is a deeper unity than what emerges
ﬁ:om matter-and-form, as Averroes rightly maintained in
his comments on De Anima I11.'> What a better approach
has to salvage, therefore, is the fact that, in natural [i.e.
causal] order, an intellect seeing God (1) is God, and yet
no intention is understood in it. and then (2) sees God.
Well. as Aquinas says in 3 CG c.51, although the di-
vine essence as a being,! i.e. in [natural] existing, cannot
be the form of anything [created], nevertheless, as an in-

object specifying the act into which it was going, specifying it to
be an understanding of this rather than that). Hence the two
factors, the intellect itself and the intelligible species, were said
10 co-originate (comprincipiare) the act.

'° The difficulty was to explain how God’s essence could be
“united™ 10 a human intellect in such a way as to co-originate
with that intellect the very act of seeing God “as He is” without
at the same time being united to it as an inhering form. If any
inherence took place, the creaturely intellect would “receive” the
divine existence in its natural mode (formaliter). Sucha situa-
tion would violate the principle that God does not enter into
f position with (see q.3,a8and3CGc.
51). Even n Christ, the creaturely nature does not “receive” the
divine existence in that way (3 ST q.17,a.2); the hypostatic
union is not a case of form/matter composition.

" Positio was the spatial relation of part-to-part within a
complex whole — here, a plant. The plant was thought to grow
thanks 10 its vegetative soul (anima). When a plant grew, all the
relative positions of its parts were shifted at once.

The next § begins Cajetan’s personal account of the Vision.

12 A faculty open to receive diverse species was compared to
any one such species as matter to form. The “composition” of
the intellect plus a species of x was the act of understanding that
X is such-and-such; it was a deeper unity than an ordinary
matter/form composite because this act was spiritual.

tensional object,* it can be the form of a created intellect.
The reason for this, as he gives it in that passage, is be-
cause the divine essence is actualness itself as an inten-
sional object, because it is truth/realness itself, which, as
an intentional form, is the distinctive form of the intellect
(as you can read at length in that passage).'* In our text,
the reason he gives is because the divine essence is exis-
tence itself. What he means to say (in my judgment) is
this: from the fact that a given nature ¥ is not existence
itself, it follows that A is not a/l its existing; and vice-
versa, from the fact that another nature M is existence
itself, it follows that M is all its existing — and by ‘its’ I
mean of its order.'* For from these points (together with
a very general principle illustrated in this article, i.e., that
definitive knowledge only comes about through an exis-
tence of at least as high an order as that of the known), it
follows clearly enough that the divine essence has the
following unique status: it is the intensional existence!
which it would be thought to give our intellect, if it were
united to our intellect through a species. Thus, from the
fact that the divine essence is existence itself, there re-
sults the fact that it both exists and is of itself the inten-
sional form? for any intellect seeing it.

The mind is still not at rest, however. One still has to
make sense of the point that the divine essence as an
object understood “puts the intellect into act” as a form
would do [formaliter].

xvi. To reach clarity on this, one needs to know that,
generally speaking, this state of affairs,
(A) an intelligible species is completely united to
the intellect,
is different from this one:
(B) the intelligible species inheres in the
intellect.
They are different because (B) gives the intellect the
equipment to understand® but doesn't throw it into the act
of understanding. Rather, it is the state of affairs (A)

13 As the divine essence is esse itself, as a natural being, so
also, as an intensional object, it is being-known (esse cognitum)
itself. Since the esse with which the object is known = the esse
with which the mind ss knowing it = the knowing’s being true/
real, the divine essence as an object of understanding is Truth/
Realness itself.

14 The sense seems to be that, if a nature N is not existence
itself, then N is not its own existence in any mode thereof. So if
N 1s not its own natural existence, it is not its own intensional
being-in a knower; it has to acquire this being-in from the in-
herence of a species in the knower and from the latter’s own
intelligere. But if another nature A is existence 1itself, M is
existence itself in every mode. Thus, if M is its own natural
existence, M is its own intensional being-in a knower who
knows it; far from having to acquire being-in, M supplies this to
the knower without the imperfection of needing an inherence in
the knower. The divine essence has the status of such a nature
M. Then, since knowing-in-act is a matter of being in intensio-
nal esse what the known is, the divine essence makes the actual
knower of God to be God in that modc of being.

12,a2

® in genere
Intelligibilium

tesse
ntelligibile

$ forma
ntelligibilis

§ habius



12,a.2

that is identical to:

(C) the intelligible species puts the intcllect into se-

cond act [i.e. into operation].

This is why the intelligible species is posited in the first
place as a species: so that the knower may be the known
in complete act. Now, to put the intellect into second act
is not to be its second act but to stand to its second act as
form stands to existence. For just as a form f is a source-
of-being-f to matter, so that one and the same 