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DEVELOPMENTAL THOMISM

[l
I. Tur ProBLEM

ROR more than four centuries Thomism has been isolated
from the main stream of Western philosophy. The spe-
— cifically modern philosophical impulse originated with
Descartes and ran through Leibniz, Spmoza, Locke, Berkeley,
Hume, Kant, Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, Comte, J. S. Mill,
Schopenhauer, Nietzsche, and Bergson. Secientific and socio-
logical revolutions which parallel those of the Renaissance
seem to have occasioned in the present century a new philo-
sophical impulse embodied in such movements as Pragmatism,
Philosophical Analysis (including Logical Analysis, Logical
Positivism and Scientific Empiricism; the latter two being
grouped frequently as Logical Empiricism), Phenomenology,
Existentialism and Marxism, roughly describable as contem-
porary philosophy. Both modern and contemporary philosophy
have been largely uninfluenced by Scholasticism in general and
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Thomism in particular, and both have influenced Scholasticism
and Thomism only slightly.

This enduring separatism has generated more or less typical
attitudes. The flourishing inventiveness of modern and con-
temporary thought has led some Thomists to a smug self-
satisfaction, intransigence, and contempt. To what degree this
attitude, easy enough to document, of arrogant aloofness is
based on a combination of ignorance, and of fear that, in the
large philosophical enterprise, Thomism’s day is over and has
been over for centuries, is difficult to estimate. On the other
hand, contemporary philosophers are apt to view Thomism as
the anachronism which is the official philosophy of the Roman
Church. It seems to lack the free, humble and inquiring mind
which is modestly persuaded that serious philosophical work
remains to be done in the present and in the future.

This separatism ought to concern the Thomist for three
reasons. (1) If one is seriously convinced that Thomism is,
in some sense, unique in the history of philosophy, that it is
philosophically true in a way that other philosophies are less
so, that it bears within itself the progress of philosophy despite
the failures of the last four centuries, then one ought to be
engaged in enriching it with every valid insight. Now one
cannot enrich Thomism with whatever may be true in modern
and contemporary thought unless one is thoroughly at home
in that thought. (2) To the degree that one is a convinced
Thomist one will perceive that the only completely satisfactory
matrix in which the discoveries of modern thought find justifi-
cation is Thomism. Gabriel Marcel, for example, has under-
stood, after his earlier Idealism, that thought is an aspect of
being, rather than being an aspect of thought. This decisive
truth floats unsuspended in Marcel. But it receives vigorous
philosophical justification and enrichment in the Aristotelian-
Thomistic epistemology which analyzes knowing as a * becom-
ing other as other.” One of the most compelling features of
Thomism is this ability to validate the newly discovered truths
of recent philoscphers. Only one who knows both Thomism
and contemporary philosophy is able to see that the deeper
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one goes into the latter, the closer one is to the former. (3)
Philosophy 1s a common enterprise, the burden and the joy of
all who have given themselves to it. There is, therefore, prior
to all philosophical differences, a bond of comradeship, a shared
respect for fellow-workers, a sort of brotherhood, between
any two philosophers. It is simply part of human nature to
be interested in how another “pro” conceives his problems,
arrives at his method, explores the possibility of solutions. This
professional fellowship makes separation diflicult to under-
stand.

Granted, on the one hand, that separatism is a fact, and on
the other hand, that, from the Thomist viewpoint at least, it
ought not to be a fact, is there any way of conceiving Thomism
which predisposes it to that organic intercourse with contempo-
ary thought which ought to replace separatism? Is there some
aspect of Thomism which establishes fruitful openness to
modern and contemporary philosophy as an implication of
Thomism itself?

To that question the present essay suggests the following
answer: Thomism is of its very nature organically related to
modern and contemporary thought because it is develop-
mental; and further, that contemporary thought has a large
role to play in Thomism’s development.

II. It 1s ANTECEDENTLY PrOBABLE THAT THoMmIsM Is
DEVELOPMENTAL

The view that Thomism is developmental rather than static,
open rather than closed, should surprise no Thomist. The
eminent contemporary Thomist, Jacques Maritain, drew atten-
tion to this characteristic of Thomism sixteen years ago,' and
several Popes have proposed it.?

Maritain called attention to Thomism’s need for growth and
self-renewal, and warned that contributing to that need meant,
in part, resisting those who would freeze Thomism at a given

! Jacques Maritain, Preface to Metaphysics (New York, 1940) .
2 Pope Leo XIII, Aeterni Patris and Pope Pius XII, Humani Generis.
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point in its historical development because they failed to under-
stand its progressive character.? Just as Thomas had the task
in the thirteenth century of renovating the earlier scholasti-
cism, so the twentieth century Thomist must renew the system
of Thomas, despite the opposition of conservative Thomists.*
Maritain described this developmental task in terms of the
metaphor of the organic development of a human body® in
order to suggest the dramatic difference there may be between
the earlier and the later phases of an identical Thomism.

This same spirit of developmentalism, of prudent openness
and discriminating assimilation, is found both in Pope Leo
XTI and i Pope Pius XII. Writing in Aetern: Patris the
former praised those philosophers who brought to their subject
not only scholarship, but also new insights, for, he said, this
assisted the development of philosophy.® Later in the same
document occurs his justly famous plea to make our own,
openly and gratefully, whatever of truth has been discovered
by anycne.” It would be fantastic to refuse to apply this
general prescription to contemporary thought.

In a similar spirit Pope Pius XII writing in Humant Generis
urged Catholic theologians and philosophers not to isolate
themselves from contemporary thought but to master it, not
only with a view to necessary criticism but also with a view to
assimilating whatever may be true in it, and to provoking more
profound discussions and evaluation of their own positions.?
He added that so long as the study of contemporary thought
was undertaken in the spirit of profitably developing traditional
teaching there would be no ecclesiastical criticism. Tangenti-
ally related, at least, to this developmentalism is the freedom

¢ Preface, p. 2.

* Ibid., pp. 12-18.

s Ibid., p. 18.

¢ Leo XIII, Acterni Patris; A. C. Pegis (ed.), The Wisdom of Catholicism (New
York, 1949), p. 710.

7 Ibid., p. 718.

® Pius XII, Humani Generis (N.C.W.C. trans; Washington, 1950), par. 9, p. 5.

°Ibid., par. 10, p. §.
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of the Catholic who is a philosopher. There are many philo-
sophical questions which do not touch matters of faith or
morals and in these matters each philosopher is free to adopt
his own position.”® Even in those portions of philosophy in
which the Church does have a stake, the philosopher is free to
develop Thomism in the light of the results of intellectual
progress.'

That Thomism does develop seems to be the mind of these
two pontiffs. The problem remains, however, how intellectual,
and specifically philosophical, development occurs.

II1. NewwmAN’S ANALYSIS OF DEVELOPMENT IN THE
InTELLECTUAL ORDER

The classic study of how ideas develop is John Newman’s
The Development of Christian Doctrine.”* The first chapter of
that epochal study, “ The Development of Ideas > investigates
the process and the kinds of development to which an idea is
subject. The fifth chapter, *“ Genuine Development Contrasted
with Corruptions,” lists and analyzes seven notes whereby a
true development of an idea may be distinguished from a cor-
ruption of it. The other chapters apply to Christian Doctrine
the general theory of development laid down in these two.

I propose to summarize here Newman’s general teaching on
the development of ideas as found in his first and fifth chapters,
and to suggest that it supplies a methodology for determining
philosophical as well as doctrinal developments.

A. The Process and the Kinds of Development of Ideas in
General.

1. An idea may be said to have life, that is, to live in the
minds of those who receive it when, because of its human
significance, it becomes an active principle within those minds,

*® Ibid., par. 30, p. 13.
1 Ibid.
12 (Harrold ed.), New York, 1949.
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leading to a continuing study of its implications and appli-
cations.

2. Such a humanly significant idea has many aspects and
will therefore mean different things to different men. No one
mind will, at first, grasp adequately the full comprehension
of the idea. There is a resultant agitation, confusion, conflict
as to its meaning, even among those receptive to it.

3. Gradually, definite sets of teachings cluster around the
new idea. These sets of teachings will conflict with, augment,
and interpenetrate each other until a homogeneous and rounded
teaching emerges which enabies any one mind to grasp unitedly
all the diverse aspects of the idea, which distinct aspects
originally existed only in distinet minds.

4. This idea, now developed into a doctrine, is next judged
in relation to the other intellectual convictions of those who
hold it. Tt must find its place in the world-view of its recipients
and, in this respect, have an influence on their actual living. All
the consequences the idea now entails are, in fact, only what
the idea meant from the beginning. On the other hand, this
process is a corruption rather than a development if its final
status did not really belong to it from the beginning.

5. In the process of development into a teaching, into a
part of the recipient’s world-view and hence into a regulative
principle of his living, the given idea necessarily modifies other
ideas. It exists in a dynamic tension with other ideas to which
it gives new meanings, which it tends to assimilate to itself,
and from which it tends to cast off what is inassimilable. Its
self-identity is predicated not on isolation, but on assimilation.

6. The developing idea is itself modifiable by surrounding
ideas. This testing process, this trial by competition, this
struggle of each significant idea to become the dominant idea
assimilative of others, or wrecking such others as are incapable
of being assimilated, may cause the perversion or even the
destruction of any given developing idea.

7. These risks of perversion and destruction must be run
if the idea is, in the full meaning of the phrase, to make a
difference, to be significant. It must be tested in fields of intel-
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higibility which, at first glance, seem totally alien to it, for
adaptability 1s a mark of life. On this planet, for ideas, as for
all living things, to live implies to change, and robust life
implies marked capacity for change which is, paradoxically, the
condition for earthly self-identity.

Such is the process according to which an idea develops.*
The kinds of development open to an idea are: political, logical,
historical, ethical and metaphysical.* No doubt philosophy
would be interested primarily in the last two types, but prob-
ably it could not afford to overlook the other three.

B. Seven Notes Distinguishing the Development of an Idea
from its Corruption.

1. Preservation of type.

Any organism varies considerably as between its primitive
and its adult stages, but throughout those variations it remains
specifically and even individually the same organism. Similarly,
considerable alteration in the aspects of an idea are perfectly
consistent with its abiding self-identity. A given idea may
remain constant though the expressions of it vary. The mere
fact of variation in a developing idea is no evidence of cor-
ruption.

One can go even further and say that often enough an idea
which 1s being corrupted may bear a closer external resemblance
to its original than one which is genuinely living out the impli-
cations of its original. When, under Augustus, the Roman city-
state ceased to be a republic and became in effect a monarchy,
there was very little superficial change but a profound consti-
tutional corruption had occurred. On the other hand, when
Diocletian replaced the trappings of republicanism with the
outward show of kingship, the real constitutional change was
slight but the superficial change was great.

Not only can profound corruptions preserve external likeness
to the original but—and this is a cardinal point—the refusal

13 Development, pp. 34-38.
t* Jbid., pp. 88-50.
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to permit the development of an idea is itself a corruption of
that idea. To freeze an idea at a given moment of its historical
development, to refuse to let it live out the implications it
bears within itself, to naysay its life, and obstinately to con-
ceive it according to some past mode, is to pervert it. So—
this is my example, not Newman’s—to arrest Thomism at any
point in its history is to betray Thomism. For Thomism is a
habit of thinking. Should one refuse to think, preferring instead
to remember what the master thought, then one is, of all men,
the least Thomistic. The letter-perfect conservative Thomist is
the most subtle, and, therefore, the most dangerous, corrupter
of Thomism.

2. Continuity of its principles.

Docirines expand differently according to the differences in
the minds in which they fructify. That is, a common principle
may, in different minds, issue in conclusions which are diverse
without being contradictory. What is required of a true de-
velopment 1s that the doctrine, that is, the teaching, the
conclusions clustered around the original idea, preserve that
principle or original idea intact. To adhere to a doctrine which
has lost contact with its animating principle is mere show, is
unenlightened conservatism, is a form of corruption. An idea
has developed only when the teaching surrounding it is ani-
mated through and through by the original idea. So, for
example, any mind which adheres to the conclusions of Thom-
ism but is not animated by the sense of personal appropriation
of truth, and personal responsibility towards it, any mind which
does not acknowledge that intellectuality and freedom mean
that each philosopher must appropriate being itself within him-
self and deliver 1ts utterance within him, has corrupted Thom-
ism by accepting the doctrine while renouncing the principle.

3. Power of assimilation.
To live is to grow. To grow is to have assimilated. To as-
similate is to take in and make one’s own, selectively, of course,
that which is initially other than oneself. A living thing, or a
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living idea, makes its way by interpenetrating that which is
foreign to itself, and develops by absorbing it. This capacity
for expanding is a measure of life. Development is precisely a
capacity for union, for assimilation, through which the many
becomeé one. For an idea to incorporate the external into itself
is the reverse of corruption: it i¢s development. Further, that
idea A tends to draw to itself ideas B and C rather than ideas
D and E is proof not that A is being corrupted by B and C
but only that it had a connatural sympathy with them all
along. If, for example, Thomistic political principles are espe-
cially congenial to those ideas and practices which are named
democracy, this does not mean that democratic Thomists are
corrupting Thomism into an apologia for democracy, but only
that, all along, unknown to Thomas himself, his political think-
ing was particularly at home in a democratic state.

4. Logical sequence.

Logic is not the means through which ideas develop in the
minds of those who receive them, for the simple reason that
there is no one right method according to which an idea fructi-
fies. This fructification process varies considerably, being
personal, meditative, rather than inferential.

But given a development as already accomplished, then logic
is a technique for testing the fidelity of the development to the
original. That is to say, the role of logic in the development
of an idea occurs not in the phase of invention or discovery,
not in the process of actually developing the idea, but in the
phase of evaluation or judgment, in the process of testing the
validity of the already achieved development. Logic arranges
what it could not discover. Development itself transcends logic,
without violating it.

5. Anticipation of its future.

A development of an idea is a bringing out, an explication
of what is in it from the beginning. Hence it is not surprising
that it sometimes happens that early in the history of an idea’s
development there should be fragmentary anticipations of ful-
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fillments which will be achieved in a systematic way only later.
There is no discovered law according to which the different
phases of a given idea must be developed in the consciousness
of men. Hence early gropings toward late achievements are
natural. Such early anticipations of subsequent developments
are a sort of assurance that the later developments were im-
plicit in the idea from the beginning.

6. Conservative action upon its past.

When it happens that a later historical phase of an idea
contradicts the earlier phases, that is corruption and not de-
velopment. A genuine development always conserves prior
stages of the development and adds to them. Development is
not necessarily in a straight line, but it is certainly not a line
which undoes itself. So, for example, any attempt to “ de-
velop ” the Thomistic notion of being by assimilating to it the
Sartrean notion of existence would be a corruption because the
latter notion undoes the character of essence, of intelligibility
in the existent, which is central to the Thomist notion.

7. Chronic vigor.

The development of an idea is, lastly, characterized by
enduring vigor. The duration serves to distinguish development
from rapid corruption, whereas the vigor serves to distinguish
development from slow decay. So, for example, the late nine-
teenth century notion of the inevitability of progress corrupted
quickly before the onslaught of the facts of twentieth century
living. Corruplion is quick, development is sfow. On the other
hand, decay is gentle, even genteel, unlike development which
has a certain lustiness. So the notion that liberal education
ought to be reserved to a given sociological class is unobtru-
sively dying out in America.

Such are the seven notes which differentiate development
from corruption in the realm of ideas. One may be sure of
the self-identity of a given developing idea if its progress in-
cludes all seven characteristics.”

% Ibid., pp. 157-181.
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IV. Tuar Kinps oF DEVELOPMENT IN PHILOSOPHY

A. Systematic Development.

By a “ systematic ” ** development in philosophy I mean an
apparently sudden deepening of the human grasp on philosophy
in all its parts, a development of philosophy as a whole. Such
over-all developments are relatively rare, but they do occur.
So I should, for my own part, judge that the philosophy of
Plato is a systematic development over that of the Sophists
and Parmenides; that the philosophy of Aristotle is a systematic
development over the materialism of the Pre-Socratics and the
formalism of Plato; that Plotinus represents a systematic de-
velopment over both Roman Stoicism and Greek metaphysics;
that Augustine’s thought is a systematic development over
both Plotinus and the Christian Apologists; that Thomism is a
systematic development over hoth Augustinianism and Aris-
totelianism; that Kantian criticism is a systematic develop-
ment over both empiricism and rationalism; and that Bergson’s
vitalism is a systematic development over both idealism and
positivism.” In such cases philosophy moves forward as a
whole and, more or less, in all parts.

B. Fragmentary Development.

These dramatic over-all developments are infrequent, and pre-
suppose another, more primitive type of development, the de-
velopment of a single philosophical 1dea. So the idea of matter
in the Pre-Socratics is the idea of the abode, the subject, of
the various contraries. This develops in Plato into the idea of
a non-being which in a certain way exists, that is, into the idea
of the existing non-being. This in turn develops in Aristotle
into the idea of first matter, that is, into the idea of pure
potency in the order of essence of corporeal substances. This

]

1 The meaning of “ system ” in philosophy, and of “open ” and “ closed ™ systems
needs exploration, but this is not the place for it.

17 Such examples of systematic development are not an implicit commitment to
the Hegelian triad of thesis, antithesis and synthesis endlessly repeated.
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notion of potency is developed by Aquinas into the notion of
essence as potency in the order of existence and substance as
potency in the order of operation.

Again, the Stoic idea of natural law as the Divine Logos
immanent in the universe is developed by Aquinas into the idea
of the Eternal law as immanent in created things; Eternal law,
in turn, being an aspect of the Divine Providence. This essenti-
ally theocentric conception of natural law is developed on the
level of operation in turn by Adler and Maritain into the idea
of normality of functioning, of natural tendency as it emerges
into the realm of the free spirituality of man. Similarly the
idea of knowledge develops from a theory of corporeal images
in the Pre-Socratics, to reminiscence of pure forms in Plato, to
“ becoming other as other ” in Aristotle.

This modest type of development is more common than the
systematic. To it men of mere ability, as distinguished from
philosophical genius, may and do contribute. It is the field of
operation of those philosophers who, on the one hand, must do
their own thinking (how else shall they be philosophers?) but
who, on the other hand, cannot sericusly envisage themselves
as the culmination of the history of philosophy to date. Their
work is problem-centered rather than system-centered, and
they leave to the rare genius whom Providence occasionally
provides the synthesis into systematic development of their
separate, fragmentary developments.

V. Tue STATUs OF THOMISM RELATIVELY TO DEVELOPMENT

A. Thomism Has Been Subject to No Systematic Develop-
ment.

That there have been systems of philosophy, in some sense
of the word “ system,” since Aquinas is clear enough: Cartesian
rationalism, Lockean empiricism, Kantian criticism, Hegelian
idealism, Comtean positivism, Nietzschean voluntarism are ex-
amples. What is alleged here is that none of these systems is
a decisive, over-all development relatively to the system of
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Aquinas, despite the fact that each of these systems, very
probably, contributed fragmentary developments to Thomism.

The documentation of the judgment that Thomism is philo-
sophically superior to any of the systems which followed it is
a lengthy historico-comparative process which cannot be under-
taken here. There i1s only one way to reach such a judgment,
and that is to acquire a first-hand knowledge of Thomism and
of all the major subsequent systems of philosophy, and then on
the basis of explicit criteria, to institute a comparative investi-
gation into the merits of each. The man who commits himself
to Thomism on any basis other than this comparative evalua-
tion may very well be a Thomist but he is no philosopher. (If
this implies that there are relatively few Thomist philosophers,
and that these few become such only towards their middle
years, I should not be inclined to shy away from either impli-
cation.)

The position that Thomism is, on demonstrable grounds,
truer, closer to reality as experienced, more fertile, its parts
more perfectly integrated, vaster in its scope, profounder in
its principles, more open both to lower and to higher sources
of truth, more readily assimilative of new knowledge, yet more
surely preservative of ancient and medieval knowledge, more
humble in its approach to being, more respectful of it, yet more
suceessful in its metaphysical structure—this conviction, which
is my own, must not be pushed too far. It is one thing to say,
on the basis of the evidence as we see it, that Thomism is the
most satisfactory system of philosophy to date. It would be
quite another thing to say that it is the last word in philosophy.
We can never close our minds to the possibility that, in the
Divine Providence, ‘Thomist philosophy is, in the future, to be
surpassed. In that event the very love of truth which today
makes us Thomist would tomorrow make us philosophers of
that surpassing school. But, on the other hand, we should not
exaggerate, either, this mere possibility. Our obligation is to
live in the present, not in the future. And to many of us, at
least, it appears that the only present way of reaching the
depths of being is through Thomism.
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B. Thomism has been Subject to Fragmentary Development.

The actual demonstration that a given philosophical idea
has in fact developed is a detailed historical study which would
include at least the following steps:

a) the isolation of the precise content of the idea in question
at the two moments between which development is alleged to
have occurred;

b) the charting of the most significant advances in the de-
velopment of the idea between the two terminal dates;

¢) a determination that those advances did nor did not sub-
stantially coincide with the process of development depicted
by Newman and summarized earlier in seven steps;

d) to be sure that the change in question was a develop-
ment rather than a corruption it would, lastly, be necessary to
test that change by the seven notes which distinguish a de-
velopment from a corruption.

Such a study is not undertaken here. Rather, there is simply
listed at random a group of ideas in which it appears likely to
the writer that the contemporary phase of these ideas is an
development relatively to their status in the writings of
Aquinas.

1. The philosophy of nature. The very concept of a philos-
ophy of nature as distinct from the empiriological sciences of
nature is an advance, a development by way of purification,
over the Thomistic notion—I do not say for a moment that it
was a specifically Thomistic notion—of “ Physics ” as the single
study, simultaneously scientific and philosophical, of change-
able being. This development is, as a matter of fact, many-
sided, full of ramifications, most of them occurring in Epistem-
ology, specifically in the philosophy of science. It advances even
the Thomist teaching on the degrees of abstraction,® which
Aquinas had already developed notably relatively to Aristotle.

2. Epistemology. The critical assessment of knowledge

18 Commentary on the “ De Trinitate” of Boethius, q. 5.
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necessary for a complete metaphysics exists in Aquinas, notably
in his examination of the judgment. But it has received in the
post-Kantian period a unity and roundedness, a scientific
explication which it does not enjoy in Thomas. What has
developed here is the very idea of Epistemology itself—what
Epistemology is.

Another development in this area is the statement and criti-
cal examination of the principle of sufficient reason which
contemporary Thomists are accustomed to undertake. This
principle, listed in Humant Generis *° as one of the fundamental
truths of philosophy was, so far as I know, first proposed by
Lebniz. Undoubtedly the principles of identity and causality
as found in Aquinas can be so understood as virtually to contain
the principle of sufficient reason. But the explication of it, and
its indirect defense by reduction to the principle of identity
is an advance.

It is possible—I claim no more than possibility—that, quite
unconsciously, a man who was no Thomist developed one
Thomistic idea during the last century. Thomas draws a dis-
tinction between the sensio-intellectual knowledge of existent
singulars and the merely intellectual knowledge of abstracted
essences. The first is more perfect than the second, and indeed
the second exists only for the sake of the first.*® Now Newman’s
distinction between real and notional knowledge ** may, despite
the imperfection of Newman’s terminology, parallel and enrich
the Thomistic distinction.

3. Ontology. What is now the standard Thomistic way of
explaining the central metaphysical teaching, the analogy of
being, would seem to be a development, due largely to the work
to Cajetan, over Thomas’ own handling of this problem.

Similarly, recent discussions of being and existence growing
out of the Thomist evalution of Existentialism may have
deepened the existentialist dimension of the Thomist notion
of being.

1% Par. 30, p. 13.
20 Summa Theologiae, I, q. 84, a. 7.
2 Grammar of Assent (Harrold ed.; New York, 1947), pp. 29-34.
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4. Moral philosophy. It was suggested above that the idea
of natural law has received a specifically philosophical develop-
ment at the hands of Mortimer Adler ?* and Jacques Mari-
tain.”® Aquinas treats this idea in a manner that is formally
theological and only materially philosophical. Adler and
Maritain, who begin their study on the level of law operation-
ally viewed, actually work out in part a philosophy of
natural law.

Closely related to this new angle on natural law is a develop-
ment in the idea of natural rights. New attention has been
given to man’s rights in such fields as his work, his citizenship,
his education and, more generally, in the economic, political,
social and cultural orders.*

5. General. Yves Simon’s discussions of authority, of the
moral problems posed by technological society, and of general
Thomistic political notions; 2* M. C. D’Arcy’s study of love %
and his attempt to fuse Newman’s philosophy of religion with
Thomas’; ** Maritain’s extension of the Thomist notion of con-
natural knowledge from theology to philosophy, and especially
to the philosophy of art,”® as well as the same author’s phi-
losophy of culture **—all of these would seem to be develop-
ments of Thomistic ideas.

Such a list is suggestive only. It seems highly likely that
developments have occurred in additional areas, particularly
in logic, which are not here discussed. It seems certain that
each alleged development would need careful documentation,
as indicated at the beginning of the present section, before it
could be unhesitatingly accepted as a genuine development.

22 4 Dialectic of Morals (Notre Dame, Indiana, 1941), pp. 47-69.

*3 Man and the State (Chicago, 1951), pp. 84-95.

24 Maritain, The Rights of Man and Natural Law (New York, 1947).

28 Nature and Functions of Authority (Milwaukee, 1948); but more especially
The Philosophy of Democratic Government (Chicago, 1951).

28 The Mind and Heart of Love (New York, 1947). See especially pp. 292-304.

2* The Nature of Belief (New York, 1931).

28« (On Knowledge Through Connaturality,” The Range of Reason (New York,
1953), pp. 22-29; see also Creative Intuition in Art and Poetry (New York, 1953).

20 Prye Humenism (New York, 1938).
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VI. Tur Rore oF OTHER PHILOSOPHIES IN THE DDEVELOPMENT
or TaoMISM

As long ago as 1940 Prof. Maritain called attention to the
great part modern and contemporary philosophies have to
play in the development of Thomism. To the degree that such
philosophies lack a proper metaphysical grounding they may
be described as potential philosophies. The task of Thomism
is to actualize them by assimilating them to itself. Thomism
thus has the task of bearing within itself the development of
philosophy as such. But it can fulfill this task only to the
degree that it has made its own the truths possessed by the
potential systems existing in the various periods of its own
duration.®* That is to say, one condition of its present develop-
ment is the assimilation of modern and contemporary phi-
losophy. .

A few years later Maritain turned his attention to the
problem of the relations between Thomism and contemporary
thought in a more detailed way.** There are, he pointed out,
two different ways in which Thomism can develop relatively to
non-Thomistic philosophies. The first is the way of assimilation
or, as Maritain called it, of doctrinal exchanges. This means
that the Thomist first makes a detailed, sympthetic study of a
given non-Thomistic system of philosophy, e. g., of Pragmatism;
second, that he isolates the basic ideas of that system from the
total complex, e. g., verification, process, evolution; third, the
comparative study of these ideas relatively to the relevant
Thomist ideas, e.g., verification relatively to truth; process
relatively to immutability; evolution relatively to substantial
form; fourth, the enlargement by the Thomist of his own con-
ceptual system through assimilating to it such ideas from the
other system which, as a result of this process, are seen to
be true.

This development by way of assimilation is similar to

3¢ Preface to Metaphysics, p. 14.

31 % Philosophical Cooperation and Intellectual Justice,” The Modern Schoolman
(Nov. 1944). Reprinted in The Range of Reason (New York, 1953), pp. 30-50.
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Aquinas’ own procedure relatively to the then suspected Aris-
totle. It is an exacting process because it implies a persistent
conquest of newly discovered truth. It requires a certain
pliability of mind, the ability to go readily from one frame of
reference, one system of conceptual signs, to another; it requires
judgment to be able to determine which ideas are characteristic
of the given system, and which accidental and, with regard to
the characteristic ideas, to determine comparatively in what
sense each is true, and in what sense false; it requires, lastly,
some synthetic ability to see how each new acquisition modi-
fies, enriches, is organically related to the Thomist ideas pre-
viously entertained. All this means that the Thomist simply
cannot go to sleep.

When the Thomist who is intellectually awake, and therefore
assimilative, has completed this process with respect to any
given philosophy, he will, very likely, find himself faced with
a residue of philosophical propositions in the other system
which being false, cannot be assimilated. At the end of assimi-
lation lies irreducible opposition. What then?

Development is still possible, but development of a new kind,
called by Maritain “ mutual intelligible envelopment.” This
kind of development of Thomism leaves the non-Thomistic
system intact, does not dismember it to appropriate what is
true in it. The first step is to lay hold of the central intuition
behind the philosophical system in question. This intuition
may be wrongly conceptualized and systematized by the very
system it animates, and yet be in itself, simply as an intellectual
intuition, a valid and a true insight into some aspect of being.
So—it is my own example, not Maritain’s—one might say that
the central, valid intuition behind the pantheism of Plotinus
and of Spinoza is the connectedness of being, the unity of being,
in some sense of the word ““ unity.” The second step is to allot
to that system as a whole its place within Thomism, to locate
it, for example, as pertaining to the philosophy of nature, or to
metaphysics, or to practical philosophy (morals). It may well
be necessary, in this second step, to locate the system in a
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purely hypothetical manner. So, for example, one would locate
the pantheism of Plotinus or Spinoza as pertaining to meta-
physics; but not to metaphysics simply speaking, but rather
to metaphysics as metaphysics would be if contingent being
proceeded from God by way of emanation rather than by way
of creation. This second step, then, is one of seeing the opposed
system as a whole in its relation to Thomism; of seeing the
point of contact even in opposition; of seeing the hypothesis,
however false, on which opposition would vanish. The third
step 1s one’s return to Thomism with a deepened msight into
Thomism itself; with a new understanding of what Thomism
does not mean, as well as what it does mean; with an enlarged
grasp of the ramifications of one’s own position. This is de-
velopment, not by assimilation, but by deepening. It is
Thomism seeing more deeply into itself precisely through seeing
into the alternatives, from the standpoint of the alternatives
themselves. One sees Thomism in an entirely new depth
through approaching other systems at the point of their highest
mtelligibility, which is also the point of the purest intellectual
justice. It is through being temporarily and hypothetically a
non-Thomist that one develops, in this second way, Thomism
itself. It might be inelegantly said that, from this point of
view, the study of non-Thomistic philosophy is the back door
to Thomism.

This second, and somewhat more subtle, form of development
points most sharply the lesson that, even where irreconcilable
opposition is discovered, still there is nothing but profit for
Thomism in constant intercourse with contemporary thought—
the specific profit of development.

VII. ConcrLusioN

It is essential for the Thomist never to confuse development
with mere eclecticism, never to confuse the pursuit and the
acquisition of truth with merely being “ informed.” Any sacri-
fice, any compromise, of the ruling categories of the true and
the false would be corruption, not development,
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In a remarkable article published two years ago, Prof. James
Collins called attention to the fact that “. .. a philosophy can
be comprehensive, either in the sense of embracing a variety of
systems about reality or in the sense of embracing a wide sweep
of real traits of experience. The former sort of inclusiveness
does not necessarily entail the latter. . . . Conversely, a philos-
ophy can claim to include all the factors in our experience of
being, regardless of whether this philosophy attempts to adjust
several systems of metaphysics to each other. Philosophical
adequacy does require that an explanation pass the former test
but not necessarily that it pass the latter one.” ** That is to
say, Thomism is philosophically true and adequate; as a result
it is developmental and comprehensive relatively to other sys-
tems. But it 1s its relationship to being that is primary, and its
relationship to other philosophies that are secondary. “ The
unity of philosophy is rooted immediately in this joint reference
toward being as that which has the act of existing, rather than
in the second-level relations among systems concerning be-
ing.” *® Thomism, then, is comprehensive relatively to other
philosophies precisely because true, not true because compre-
hensive.

Truth and comprehensiveness relatively to reality; develop-
mentalism, and resultant comprehensiveness relatively to other
systems of philosophy—such is the right order. Provided this
order be observed, the notion of Thomism as developmental is
of value. Through it, one can retain his intellectual center, his
philosophical integrity, his Thomism, and yet move freely,
openly, in the world of thought, having a profound concern
with, and a first-hand involvément in, contemporary phi-
losophy. For it is by Divine Providence that we are men, and
philosophers, of this time, this place. Hence the fellow men,
and the fellow philosophers, of this time, this place, have a
unigque claim upon our love, our brotherhood, our intelligence.

3% James Collins, “ The Problem of a Philosophia Perennis,” Thought (vol. 28,
no. 3), p. 588.

33 Ibid., p. 598.

3¢ A recent exchange between a Pragmatist (Van Cleve Morris) and a Thomist
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But even the most ardent developmentalist must acknowl-
edge that the role of the conservative Thomist, of the anti-
development Thomist, is legitimate though irritating. Only
the very incautious will despise proper warnings of genuine
dangers to Thomism in assimilation, development, comprehen-
siveness. In human affairs—and philosophy is emphatically
human—any one tendency, such as development, requires re-
straint emanating from the opposite tendency, such as con-
servatism. Yet it is not the spirit of conservatism which will
develop Thomism. It is rather the spirit to which Newman
gave expression a little more than a century ago.

“ The stronger and more living is an idea, that is, the more
powerful hold it exercises on the minds of men, the more able
is it to dispense with safeguards and trust to itself against the
dangers of corruption. As strong frames exult in their agility
and healthy constitutions throw off ailments, so parties or
schools that live can afford to be rash, and will sometimes be
betrayed into extravagances, yet are brought right by their
inherent vigor. On the other hand, unreal systems are common-
ly decent externally. Forms, subscriptions, or articles of religion
are indispensable when the principle of life is weakly.” **

Thomism has the toughness of the living. It can take the
rough and tumble of the very unpretty development process
and yet retain its self-identity.

James V. MuLLANEY
Manhattan College
New York, N. Y.

(Robert F. Harvanek) in Thought (vol. 30, no. 117), pp. 119-230, reminds us once
more of the claim which our contemporaries have upon, at least, our attention.
3% The Development of Christian Doctrine, p. 175,



LOGIC AND MYSTERY IN THE QUARTA VIA
OF ST. THOMAS

(o)

T may seem that the demonstration of the existence of
I God has been treated so often that very little remains to
be exposed by students of natural theology. By the very
fact that these arguments lie in the realm of demonstration we
recognize that every normal adult using his power of reason
can discover, in one way or another, the necessity of God m
the universe, In general, the words of St. Paul to his Greek
converts, “ The invisible things of God are made known to us
through the created universe,” * can be admitted by all.
Though granting this unquestionably, we must concede that
the formal logical process for the complete demonstration is
beyond the ability of many people untrained in logic and
philosophy. The five demonstrations employed by St. Thomas
to reach a first mover, necessary being, first efficient cause,
absolute maximum perfection, and first intellect or designer of
the universe are powerful accomplishments in the fields of
logic, philosophy of nature, and metaphysics yet to be surpassed
by the philosophers of any era. St. Thomas was gifted with a
mind that seemed to have no difficulty in grasping clearly the
relation of the proper to the common, the specific to the generic,
the single aspect to the whole. He was able to reconcile ex-
tremes and contraries within what is common or total. He
resolved those problems which for more limited minds con-
stituted paradoxes and seeming contradictions because he knew
how to distinguish, analyze, compare, identify and unite better
than most minds. Above all he recognized and admitted where
mystery enters, marking the boundary line for mere reason.
There is a medieval saying, “ Omnia exeunt mysterium,”—
all things pass into mystery,—which seems to have been given
more consideration by St. Thomas and many of his contem-

1 Romans 1: 20.
22
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poraries than it has by most modern and contemporary phi-
losophers. It is actually the quasi-mysterious thing that leads
us on towards the more complete mystery—somewhat as the
partial leads to the whole, and the limited to the unlimited.
It is a fact that the intellect would not even begin to search
logically or analogically for the completely mysterious cause of
the universe unless it had first perceived a relationship (after-
wards discovered to be necessary) between some mysterious
phenomena in the universe of nature and this unknown Prin-
ciple. Surely no one is so rash as to claim that he thoroughly
and clearly understands such naturally mysterious phenomena
as movement (as yet undefined essentially by either science or
philosophy) , derived or participated being, secondary efficient
causes, essentially diversified transcendental perfections, and
the ordering to ends found in finite beings. If anyone makes
such a claim he is either so naive as to be “ skirting around ”
the question or incapable of catching the mysterious elements
which have bafifled great minds for centuries.

Josef Pieper has recenily emphasized the fact that the be-
ginning of philosophy lies in man’s ability to find wonder, “ to
marvel at” mysterious reality, so glibly taken for granted
by the superficial minded. He points out that the capacity to
wonder is one of man’s greatest gifts and he deplores the fact
that modern philosophy has substituted doubt for the normal
movement of wonder.? “ Wonder signifies that the world is
profounder, more all-embracing and mysterious than the logic
of everyday reason had taught us to believe. The innermost
meaning of wonder is fulfilled in a deepened sense of mystery.
It does not end in doubt, but is the awakening of the knowl-
edge that being qua being is mysterious and inconceivable, and
that it is a mystery in the full sense of the word.” * Peiper goes
on to show that in the state of wonder one is not in a state of
resigned ignorance, but searching for truth and on the way to
it. One does not know fully or conceive satisfactorily some
truths because, as St. Thomas reminds us, “ the cause of our

2 Josef Pieper, Leisure, The Basis of Culture (New York, 1952), p. 183.
2 Ibid., p. 185.
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wonder is hidden from us.”* In another place the Angelic
Doctor defines wonder as “ desiderium sciendt ”—the desire or
longing for knowledge. Pieper comments on the fact that St.
Thomas beheld in man’s attraction to wonder the very begin-
ning of his quest for God. “ Furthermore, Aquinas held that
man’s first experience of wonder sets his feet on the ladder
that leads up to the beatific vision. And the truth that human
nature is intended for no less an end is revealed by the fact
that we are capable of experiencing the wonder of creation.” ®
Reason should certainly make it clear that the effects which
lead to an absolutely mysterious cause must themselves have
something mysterious about them in order to, first, engage the
human mind in such a quest, and secondly, to be able to * stand
for ” in a significative way, the name for God.

Now, this is not in any way to deny or belittle the service of
logical method and discipline. Indeed, before we finish we shall
have rigorously to employ dialecties and the logical processes
of both induction and deduction. But it is well to emphasize
at the outset the need of recognizing mystery when we meet it
and the limitations of the discursive process so closely asso-
ciated with the imagination and so necessary to progress in both
mathematics and the physical sciences. St. Thomas was full
of dialectical ingenuity but he certainly did not stop there.
He knew that the human mind was made for more than
problem solving and syllogistic reasoning; that its movement
is “ three dimensional ” in penetrating ever more deeply the
mystery of being. For the Angelic Doctor, human thought
extends radially and penetratively into ever widening circles.
Linear inference is mot an adequate instrument for that en-
lightenment which is more a progress towards pure understand-
ing than a progression of demonstrations.

Nothing is ever gained by attempting to accomplish too
much at once. It would require at least a complete volume to
treat of St. Thomas’ five ways of demonstrating the existence
of God. It is my purpose to treat of but one which is considered

* Ibid., p. 186.
5 Ibid., loc. cit.
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by some as the most complex of the five, viz., the quarta via.
For the sake of order the treatment will fall into three divisions
The first will include the steps of observation and comparison
which belong to the process of induction, In this part the mind
is led to posit a maximum measure of perfection, that is, a
name for God which will ultimately be used as a significative
definition and the middle term in demonstration. The mys-
terious and varied degrees of existing transcendental perfections
lead the intellect dialectically to a supereminent Principle.
That this is not a form of the “ ontological proof ” will be
made clear.,

The second part will follow the general inductive procedure
of hypothesis and analysis. The supereminent Principle which
has been reached through abstracting the relationship ana-
logous to that of part to whole, here precisely that of limited
to unlimited (and completely mysterious) perfection, will be
recognized as the hypothetical principle. As in any inductive
work, the principle is granted hypothetically before the analysis
of participating and participated perfections (or the degrees
and the absclute norm) establish such a principle as necessary.
It will be seen that the foundation for the relationship of such
effects to such a cause lies in-the properiy of dependency dis-
covered in the participating perfection. In treating of such
transcendental concepts, reason moves on the metaphysical
plane, making use of analogy of proportionality in the acts of
comparison and analysis.

Lastly, we must show through an a posteriori demonstration
in which we proceed deductively that an absolute maximum
perfection exists as the first Efficient Cause and first Exemplary
Cause of the essentially varied degrees of transcendental per-
fections found in things in the universe. The method employed
in this part corresponds with the last step in general induction,
i.e. verification. In order to complete the whole process of
reasoning the induced law or principle must finally be demon-
strated by syllogistic inference.
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A MaximMuM MEASURE orF PERFECTION Is POSITED

By observation and comparison of things we discover that
the very perfection of existence (esse) of creatures and con-
comitantly, the attributes of goodness, unity, beauty, etec., are
found in an ordered hierarchy of distinctly different degrees.
The existence of a stone, a pine tree, a bird, and a man or the
goodness of steel, bread, sheep, and men differ essentially. Such
an ascending scale of perfection points to a maximum which
will be sought as the ultimate measure of these varied attri-
butes. For a certain measure or norm is the only real basis
for any comparison of more and less. Now, the maximum for
the transcendental perfections of being is obviously not one
that can be observed in the physical universe but must be
sought in a higher order of being—on the level of metaphysical
reality.

In his brief original statement of the quarta via St. Thomas
has clearly outlined this dialeciical ascent to the highest or
absolute subsisting Perfectzon.® But he has not included in
this particular question all of the evidence to be used in demon-
strating the existence of the maximum perfection as the first
cause of all derived being and the perfections which follow
being. Yet he has expressly given these arguments in other
works, notably, the treatise on creation in both the Summa
Theologiae and De Potentia, and again in the Contra Gentiles
and the Commentary on the Sentences.”

In the quarta via, just as in the other four Thomistic proofs

¢ Summa Theol., I, q. 2, a. 3. Invenitur enim in rebus aliquid magis et minus
bonus et verum et nobile; et sic de aliis huiusmodi. Sed magis et minus dicuntur de
diversis secundum quod appropinquant diversimode ad aliquid quod maxime est;
sicut magis calidem est, quod magis appropinquat maxime calido. Est igitur aliquid
quod est verissimum, et optimum, et nobilissimum, et per consequens maxime ens;
nam quae sunt maxime vera, sunt maxime entia, ut dicitur (II Met.). Quod autem
dicitur maxime tale in aliquo genere, est causa omnium quae sunt illus generis,
sicut ignis qui est maxime calidus est causa omnium calidorum ut in eodem libro
dicitur. Ergo est aliquid quod omnibus entibus est causa esse et bonitatis et
cuiuslibet perfectionis et hoc dicimus Deum.

" Ibid., q. 44, a. 1; De Potentia, q. 8, a. 5; 1 Cont. Gent., c. 13;II Sent. d. 1, q.
1, a. 1; and in In Joan., Prologus.
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for the existence of God, the principle of proper causality is
applied. There is nothing unique in this. The uniqueness of
each way lies in the particular fact of experience to which it
refers, that is, the mysterious phenomena of nature which
incite wonder in the human mind. Thus man is led to seek the
ultimate principle and cause of such phenomena. In the fourth
way this fact of experience concerns perfections in beings not
attributable to the generic, specific, or individual potentialities
of their natures. The proof begins with the first and most
formal of all perfections, that of existence (esse) of beings in
act: “ Among beings (things that are) some are more and
some less good, true, noble and the like.” ®* A thing must first
have being before it can actually possess other perfections,
whether they be transcendental as nobility, goodness, and truth
or univocal perfections possessed by reason of generic and
specific natures such as animality and rationality in man.
Now in contrast with univocal predicamental perfections
discovered within natures and measured by the highest species
within genera, the maximum measure for strictly transcendental
perfections must be sought above and beyond things of the
corporeal universe. For if being itself is not limited to the
plane of sensible things, the same is true of goodness, unity,
truth and the like. And if they are to be realized in their
complete fullness it must be in the absolute state of which
they are formally capable. It is this which must constitute the
supreme measure and include the total concept of the per-
fection. As the maximum of transcendental perfection it must
exclude all imperfect realizations. This necessarily excludes the
varied and limited states in which it is found in finite beings.
Even in quantitatively measurable things, which always in-
volve more and less, there is no real comparison without a
certain norm considered as the most perfect measure.
Logically we are led to seek the maximum wherever there
are degrees of the same perfection. As long as something of
act or perfection of any kind is lacking, the mind seems to
demand a better realization of such perfections as existence,

8 Summa Theol., I, q. 2, 2. 3.
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goodness, love, freedom, truth, ete.,, than our experience
furnishes us with. We are never satisfied with the particular
good. Our intellectual knowledge which is of multiple and
restricted truths leaves us dissatisfied and ever desirous of
pursuing the whole truth. Above all, the precarious and limited
perfection of existence possessed by creatures urges us to seek
a more perfect life, eternal existence. In the psychological order,
both appetitively and cognitively we seem to press forward
towards the infinite possibilities of such perfections. And we
reasonably conclude that the maximum measure must be a
supreme and infinite one which formally includes the total
concept of the perfection. DMetaphysically it is possible to
abstract the transcendental perfections from all material con-
ditions and imperfect realizations in the physical order and yet
find that they retain their essential constitution. The form
not only remains in the higher analogates but seems to be more
easily apprehended by the intellect. Indeed, these perfections
seem to tend formally towards a state of absolute purity which
implies only act.® It is only in the order of metaphysical ab-
straction that the intellect is able to refashion its concepts of
perfections obtained in the lower order of physical abstraction,
and through analogical mnsight arrive at the notion of per-
fection which transcends the physical universe and requires
no matter for verification.” For example, the concept of intel-

° LeRohellic, Probléemes Philosophigues (Paris, 1932), p. 136. Quae cum in sua
definitione non dicat nisi perfectionem seu actum, non repugnat quominus ab omni
subjecto absolvatur in sua simplicitate subsistens, et suam rationem formalem
servet in gradu infinito.

2 Summa Theol., I, q. 12, a. 4. Cognitio enim contingit secundum quod cognitum
est in cognoscente secundum modum cognoscentis. Unde eujuslibet cognoscentis
cognitio est secundum modum suae naturae. Si igitur modus essendi alicujus rei
cognitae excedat modum naturae cognoscentis oportet quod cognitio illius rei sit
supra naturam illius cognosentis! . . . Relinquitur ergo, quod cognoscere ipsum esse
subsistens sit connaturale soli intellectui divino, et quod sit supra facultatem
naturalem cuiuslibet intellectus creati, quia nulla creatura est suum esse, sed habet
esse participatum. Also, ibid., q. 84, a. 7. Intellectus autem humani qui est con-
junctus corpori proprium objectum est quidditas sive natura in materia corporali
existens; et per hujusmodi naturas visiblium rerum, etiam invisibilium rerum
aliqualem cognitionem ascendit.

v
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lect is immeasurably more an intellect when freed from the
limitations of material conditions. We may also take the
concepts of goodness, wisdom, and love as realized in man and
refashion these concepts analogically, applying them to higher
levels or modes of being, even extending them infinitely. The
notion of such perfections formally considered is without limit.
They are as unlimited as being itself is and we cannot even
positively conceive an excess of their ultimate measure or
maximum,

This, then, is the maximum being, the source of perfection
posited by St. Thomas in the quarta via, as supereminent
Principle and Cause of being and the transcendental per-
fections of being. Now, the fact that we arrive at and accept
a maximum being as subsistent Perfection before we prove
the existence of such a “ Being ” may lead some to think that
we employ surreptitiously a form of the “ ontological ” argu-
ment. The suspicion would have some foundation if we claimed
to arrive at the knowledge of God’s existence by the way of
supereminence alone, and if we did not distinguish between
the orders of knowledge and being. We apply the principle of
causality in the actual order once we have accounted for the
movements of the mind, in penetrating the real and basic
relationship between limited, imperfect, mysteriously partici-
pating, and by itself unexplainable, being and the principle
from which such being derives. Affirmatively the mind ex-
presses this principle as absolutely pure, i. e., the perfection of
Being by essence. Negatively, we purify our limited concepts
and designate this Being as devoid of all imperfection. And
by way of supereminence we apply this concept and name of
maximum Being or first Perfection to Him whom we call God.
Were it not for this ability of the human mind to discover
transcendental perfections mixed and limited in things and
compare essentially different degrees of it, denying infinite
perfection to even the highest finite actualization (as in the
angels) and, at the same time, affirming the possibility of
perfection per essentiam, as ultimate principle and measure of
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the limited degrees, we should never arrive at the argument
from causality as applied in this fourth demonstration. Re-
membering that principle is to the intellect what end is to the
appetite, we find that after proceeding inductively to and
positing the Maxime Ens, we are able to use this concept and
name for God (what we mean by God), as a middle term in
the actual demonstration. This, of course, does not occur until
the last part.

In this first part the reasoning process is largely inductive
since it is concerned so much with abstracting relationships.
Induction rests on the law of causality and the law of uniformity
in nature. It seems to involve more abstraction than any other
form of inference, and it can be applied to any science which
has as its object the discovery of universal laws and principles
which can explain the cause of some phenomenon of experience,
Its starting point is always experience and its goal is to reach
the cause which cannot be found immediately or by an unaided
act of inference. Compared to formal logical deduction the
“logic ” of induction seems to be an analogical expression. For
it is not a per se formalized method of procedure, that is, its
methods are not so determined and regulated by purely formal
rules as to lead infallibly to certain conclusions. And there
is a kind of basic continuity between the lower investigations
on the level of sensible experiences and the higher more disci-
plined levels of inquiry. One who infers inductively depends
greatly on his powers of observation, ability for careful com-
parisons, and constructing plausable suppositions. He must,
above all, be able to abstract on different levels, increasing in
profundity and mystery, the relations between existing singu-
lars and hidden laws and principles. If he fails in this abstrac-
tion, in short, fails to make the proper connections, his
supposition or hypothesis is merely gratuitous. Now, once
we have abstracted the relationship of limited perfection to
unlimited, and in a sense, caught or intuited something of the
mystery of finite being and purely transcendental perfections,
we are in a position to posit the supereminent Principle which
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is held as maximum norm and measure. An analysis then
follows which is concerned with participation and the partici-
pated perfections. The real foundation for the causal argument
lies in the dependency discovered here. Though more vaguely
and commonly seen at first, it (dependency) is ultimately
discovered to be a necessary property of all finite being (esse)
and consequently of the transcendental properties of being.

A brief comparison of purely transcendental perfections with
univocal generic perfections will show that they are realized
in things differently and conceived by the mind differently.
It is through a proper understanding of these facts that we
avoid falling into either pantheism or anthropomorphism when
we attribute the purely transcendental perfections formally and
eminently to God. The concept of the generic perfection
“animality ” is in potentiality to the addition of extirinsic
differences for the constitution of its several species. The
specifying difference “ rationality ” is something extrinsic to
“ antmality ¥ and consequently it adds some new perfection
to the genus. On the contrary, the concept of a transcendental
perfection such as being (esse) and its absolute attributes
anity, truth, goodness, actually contains, though in an un-
explicitated way, its essentially different modes. Nothing
extrinsic is introduced when we make explicit some particular
mode of the transcendental. The logical contraction of the
concept comes from within when we express a distinct mode of
being, goodness, unity, etc. All degrees of the perfection are
implicit in the common ratio and it depends upon the subject
of which is it predicated what degree of the perfection is
made explicit. It must be recalled here that, according to St.
Thomas, the transcendental perfections of being do not add
any real relation to it but only ‘a relation of reason." As
attributes of being they are as capable of being realized accord-
ing to all modes, even an infinite one, as being (esse) itself is.
And if being is never exhaustively realized in finite creatures,

11 Sent., d. 19, q. 5, a. 1, ad 4. Ad tertiam dicendum quod verum addit supra
ens sicut verum, bonum, et unum; nullum tamen earum addit aliquam differentiam
contrahentem ens, sed rationem quae consequetur omne ens.
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since even the highest of them have a limiting principle of
potentiality, neither are those perfections which necessarily
follow being ever exhaustively actualized in creatures.

It is certainly admissable that we do not hold a univocal
concept of these absolutely transcendental perfections which
formally contain all modes or degrees of the perfection in
question. That which we form is an analogous concept posses-
sing only a unity of proportion and our predications must
follow according to analogy also. In analogy of proper propor-
tionality is wrapped up the key to understanding some of the
mystery of the ordered hierarchy of creatures in the universe.
And unless the analogous concept of being is understood and
applied correctly, it is impossible to admit true predication
of being and its absolute perfections with regard to both
finite and infinite being. It is only by reason of the fact that
the analogates of being and the other transcendental per-
fections can be proportionally identified in a common term,
intrinsically and formally present in all of them, that demon-
strative value can be attached to these terms predicated accord-
ing to analogy of proper proportionality. In short, the concept
of being having only proportional unity, yet always signifying
the perfection of being in some mode, among intrinsically
different modes, is able to occupy the place of a middle term
in a metaphysical demonstration. In another place I have
treated more fully the forms of analogy according to St.
Thomas, including analogy of inequality.** But for the present
purpose we shall consider only those forms of analogy which
are required for analyzing and understanding those perfections
which are ultimately discovered to have as their principle and
proper cause infinite Being and Perfection.

The ability of the human intellect to compare qualitative
things as well as quantitative, challenges man’s measuring
power and carries the mind into metaphysical comparison.
Thus, in the science of metaphysics we are concerned with
transcendental or virtual “ quantity ” which has reference to

12 Disgertation: The Henological Argument For The Existence Of God (Notre
Dame, 1946), Ch. IV.
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virtual *“ amounts > or degrees of perfection as well as power.
Whereas predicamental or univocal quantity exists only in
corporeally extended things, virtual quantity which follows
upon being can be found within all categories and likewise
outside of them. St. Thomas asserts that by the very fact
that a thing has being or exists, it has virtual quantity as
regards its perfection in the order of being, “ex hoc quod
dicitur ens consideratur in eo quantitas virtualis quantum ad
perfectionem essendi.” ** Tt is thus that the perfection of form
in anything has a certain greainess. In discussing whether or
not habitus increases St. Thomas affirms:

Increase like other things pertaining to quantity is transferred
from bodily quantity to intelligible spiritual things. . . . In cor-
poreal quantity a thing is said to be great according as it reaches
the perfection of quantity due it; wherefore a certain quantity is
reputed great in a man which is not reputed great in an elephant.
And so also in forms we say a thing is great because it is perfect.
And since good has the nature of perfection, therefore ‘in things
which are great but not in quantity, to be greater is the same as to
be better.” (Augustine, De Trin., VI) ¢

In the effects of form which are being (esse) and operation,
as well as in form itself, we find virtual quantity. For every-
thing has being according as it has form, since form is the
principle of natural existence.® And every agent operates
through its form. Consequently, in the order of being things
with more perfect forms have greater “ amounts > or degrees
of the perfection of existence and in the order of operation such
natures have greater power of acting.* We see then that
transcendental quantity is as real as predicamental quantity
and that we may express comparisons or proportions in the
metaphysical order as well as in the physical and mathematical
orders. St. Thomas makes use of metaphysical proportion or
analogy to express proportionate relationship between potency
and act, effect and cause, and even between God and creatures

13 Dg Verit., g. 29, a. 8. ** De Verit., q. 27, a. 1, ad 3.
1t Summa Theol., I-II, 52, a. 1. ¢V Metaphys., lect. 18,

3
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asserting: “ Although between God and the creature there
cannot be a generic or specific likeness, there can nevertheless
be a certain likeness of analogy as between potentiality and
act and substance and accident.” ¥ But in such comparisons
we must clearly understand that we do not interpret them as
we do mathematical proportions, i. e., according to determined
distances. The term proportion has been extended from the
order of mathematics into the order of metaphysics and it is
used to designate any relation of virtual quantity. Actually
this is the way that we compare the life, being, powers and
perfections in the things around us. And according to St.
Thomas: “In this sense there can be a proportion of the
creature to God inasmuch as it is related to Him as the effect
to its cause and as potentiality to act, and in this way the
created intellect can be proportioned to know God.” *®
According to both Aristotle and St. Thomas the unity of
metaphysics is obtained by reducing the multiplicity of objects
to the analogical unity of being.®* All beings by the fact that
they participate in existence have an entitative ordination to
being and to the perfections consequent upon being. All are
proportionally one in being, yet every being in respect of its
existence is diverse simply from every other being. Thus
analogy of proper proportionality is based on the diversity of
the act of being and the similarity in all beings between the
proportionate or commensurate esse and the nature exercising
this perfection. The unity of all things in being consists in an
analogical community of relations which all beings maintain
with one another through their act of being or existence.?
In the analogy of proper proportionality it is the notion of
proportional likeness which is essential. This is concerned with
a likeness of relations existing between pairs or sets of terms
in different orders of reality. Thus there is a proportional like-
ness of relations existing between the proportions, matter :

17 De Pot., q. 8, a. 4, ad 9; and de Verit,, q. 8, a. 1, ad 6.

18 Summa Theol., I, q. 12, a. 1, ad 4.

10 IV Metaphys., 1008 a, and XI Metaphys., 1061 a; also IV Metaphys., lect. 1.
20 J Sent., d. 35, q. 1, a. 4.



LOGIC AND MYSTERY IN THE “ QUARTA VIA ”° OF ST. THOMAS 35

form as essence : existence, expressed geometrically but inter-
preted according to metaphysical analogy. We find here not
so much something common to the terms in the given com-
parison, but common to the relationship between the terms in
the proportions. Hence St. Thomas characterizes this form of
analogy as “ mutual likeness of proportions.” 2 Such analogy
is able to obtain in the order of infinite as well as finite reality,
and we may say, Infinite Being : Its existence as finite being :
its existence. Uncreated Being is able to exist according to
its proper mode, i.e., of itself, and created being according to
its proper mode, from ancther.

In discussing whether knowledge is predicated equivocally
of God and man, St. Thomas sets forth the {fundamental char-
acteristics of several forms of analogy which must be apphed
in a study of the relationship of creatures to God.”” Analogy
of attribution is distinguished from analogy of proportionality
chiefly by the fact that in the former the perfection or form
signified by the name is found only in the primary analogue
and attributed by the mind to the minor analogates by reason
of some relationship such as causality; whereas, in propor-
tionality the signified form exisis intrinsically in all of the
analogates according to a relation of proportion. According
to St. Thomas analogy of attribution is to be predicated in a
twofold manner. In the De Potentia we find a description of
these and the correct application of one type only to God
and creatures:

Now this kind of predication is twofold. The first is when one
thing is predicated of two with respect to a third; thus being is
predicated of quantity and quality with respect to substance. The
other is when a thing is predicated of two by reason of a relation-
ship between these two; thus being is predicated of substance and
quantity. In the first kind of predication the two things must be
preceded by something to which each of them bears a relation.
Thus substance has respect to quantity and quality, whereas in the
second kind of predication this is not necessary, but one of the

21 De Verit., q. 2, a. 11. Similitudo ad invicem proportionum.
22 Ibid., q. 3, a. 11.
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two must precede the other. Wherefore since nothing precedes
God, but He precedes the creature, the second kind of analogical
predication is applicable to Him but not the first.?

It seems that the first type of analogy (multorum ad unum)
must be excluded from predication of God and creatures for
it would mean that we are predicating as though they were
both minor analogates under the universal concept of being,
viewed as the primary analogue. And thus it would be prior
to the being of God, Himself. Likewise, the second type of
analogy (unius ad alterum) as applied to God and creatures
is different from this analogy as applied to two creatures. For
example, when we apply “ healthy ” to medicine and to the
person in whom it helps to cause health there is truly an
extrinsic denomination since health is found intrinsically only
in one analogate and attributed by the mind to the other by
reason of the relation of causality. Now, these terms healthy
medicine and animal health in a man are proportionate to each
other according to a certain determined ratio, though, of
course, not in the sense of mathematical ratic. But with
regard to God and creatures there is an analogy of attribution
founded on the causal relationship with no possibility of a
determined ratio. For the form or perfection of being, goodness,
love, wisdom, ete., which we know and name from creatures,
must be intrinsically present and absolutely subsisting in an
infinitely perfect Being if it is to be accepted as the absolute
Maximum Perfection. And it is this Being that we have posited
as the supereminent Principle after completing the processes
of observation and analogous comparison of some of the
mysterious transcendental perfections of existing creatures.

Whereas in creatures these perfections are accidentally pre-
sent in their natures, in the first and maximum Being, per-
fections are not said to be had or possessed but rather Perfection
constitutes Its very nature. As we shall see in the actual proof
of God’s existence, God Who is being, goodness, love, causes
like effects in beings proportionate to their natures and modes

% De Pot., q. 7, a. 7.
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of being. Such effects are capable of manifesting only imita-
tively and inadequately subsistent Perfection. St. Thomas
declares many times that these effects fall short of the power
of the Cause. And we shall also see that it is necessary to
make use of both analogy of proper proportionality and analogy
of attribution (unius ad alterum) in proving the existence of
God according to the quarta via. For we are concerned with
effects reflecting the nature of the first Exemplary Cause and
depending per se upon the first proper Efficient Course. We
are following here the teaching of St. Thomas that “ good”
is said of God and creatures according to both analogy of
attribution and proportionality. Proportionaliter, as form or
perfection common to all beings through a similitude to the
Summum Bonwm, and attributively, according to first Good-
ness effecting goodness in creatures.*

THE ABSOLUTE PRINCIPLE OF PERFECTION AND LIMITED
PARTICIPATING PERFECTION

We are not prepared to present all of the evidence for the
proper demonstration until we have analyzed participating
transcendental perfection. While the theory of analogous
reasoning has more reference to the orders of understanding
and predication of transcendental reality, participation has
more reference to the order of the existence of such reality, the
order of being.

It is a common teaching and a familiar theme in the
writings of St. Thomas that finite, derived existence is an act
or perfection received from first act and consequently enjoying
a certain participation in the being or esse of that which is
Being.®® Thus, we do not say that creatures are being but that
they have being in a limited way or mode. Whatever has its
being in such a way must have it non-essentially and must

2¢ Summa Theol., q. 18, a. 6.

5 Ibid., q. 44, a. 1; q. 71, a. 8; q. 75, a. 5, ad 1; I-IL, q. 94, a. 2; III Sent.,
d. 27, q. 2, a. 4; de Pot., q. 3, a. 5;IV Metaphys., lect. 1; VII Metaphys., lect. 3;
I Cont. Gent., c. 8; II Cont. Gent., cc. 13, 15.
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be traced back to an essentially existing Being, i. e., one whose
essence is to be. The quarta via involves more than the bare
outline of a proof invoking efficient causality, though that in
itself is sufficient to prove the existence of a first Cause. It
also involves more than the fact that composite being is the
subject of causal action. For prior to this fact, and basic to it,
is the consideration of the foundation for the very relationship
of such principles as act and potency, perfection and limit,
and existence and potential essence. In the Treatise on Cre-
ation, St. Thomas has asserted that from the fact that a
thing has being by participation it follows that it is caused
by another.** It can be seen that the characteristic of having
been caused is related to existence by participation as an
essential property is related to the essence of a thing. Now,
wherever an essential concomitant property is found, the essen-
tial nature itself must be found. Non-participating, uncaused,
simple Being is discovered to be the only foundation for and
source of participating, caused, composite being.

In this second part we are emphasizing the consideration of

existential being and its transcendental attributes according to
that which exists per essentiam and that which exists ab alio or
per participationem. Hence we must endeavor to understand
as far as possible what manner of participation we have refer-
ence to when considering infinite or essential Perfection and
finite or participated perfection. Abbé Penido describes three
distinet types of participation:
(1) to have part in the nature of another as the son shares in the
father’s nature; (2) to have part in a nature that is different, though
the part shared exists univocally in the other as the heat of fire
and that induced into iron; and (3) to have part by way of imi-
tation or similitude in the nature found by essence in another like
the imprint of a seal or a photographic image. In the last there is a
resemblance but not communication of nature. Here in a true
sense is analogous participation.?”

28 Summa Theol., I, q. 44, a. 1, ad 1.
27 Penido, “ Le role de I'analogie en théologie dogmatique,” Bibliothéque Thomiste,

XV (Paris, 1931), 360.
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We see then that participation in regard to an absolute per-
fection which exists per essentiam, and perfections which exist
per participationem must be taken in the third sense. It must
signify not having any actual part in, but imitating that which
is imitable in some, though an inadequate way.?® Yet in the
philosophy of St. Thomas, being which exists by participation
is not merely a resemblance or a copy of being which exists by
essence, though it is truly that with regard to form. In this
St. Thomas’ existential theory of participation severs itself
from the Platonic theory of pure forms or separated ideas. For
though St. Thomas seems to have borrowed the germ of the
theory of participation from Platonic philosophy, he gave it
a firm foundation in existential metaphysics by establishing the
relationship of causality between the Absolute Being and all
other beings whatsoever. All of the minor analogates contained
confusedly m the concept of being but predicated of ex-
plicitely as individuals enjoy the privilege of existing in essen-
tially diverse modes of derived or participated being. It is thus
(as we have explained above) that the vague ratio of being can
be understood as a distinct, specific being. For St. Thomas,
then, the participating being is at the same time a similitude or
Imitation of the being per essentiam and also the subject of
the causal action of a Being who is uncaused and non-partici-
pating.

For whatever is found in anything by participation, must be caused
in it by that to which it belongs essentially, as iron becomes ignited
by fire . . . ; therefore all things apart from God are not their own
being, but are beings by participation. Therefore it must be that
all things which are diversified by diverse participation of being
so as to be more or less perfect are caused by one First Being who
possesses being most perfectly.?®

Here we recognize something like the second type of partici-
pation described by Penido. However, as we have seen before,
St. Thomas does not hold that the being or esse which is in

28 Summa Theol., I, q. 4, a. 3, ad 1, et ad 8; II Sent., d. 17,q. 1, a. 1, ad 6.
2 Summa Theol., I, q. 44, a. 1; De Substantiis Separatis, c¢. 3 (Vives ed., XXVII,

278 a).
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the hierarchy of participating things is in them univocally, but
proportionally. And the perfection which is in the analogates
can be understood strictly, only with reference to their prin-
ciple. In the Compendium Theologiae we read, “ Things which
are by participation are reduced to that which is by essence as
their principle and cause.” *

Ultimately and radically we see that a finite being is a
composition by reason of the fact that its existence is parti-
cipated, and that only Being non-composite and absolutely
simple contains the sufficient reason for both participated being
and the cause of the sharing. The principle which is invoked
here is unquestionably that of causality, that is, whatever
exists, ultimately does so by virtue of a being that does not
receive its being, 1. e., an uncaused being. The argument from
causality is used to make explicit that which is assumed or
implied more vaguely and commonly in the doctrine of partici-
pation, which seems to underlie our considerations of sufficient
reason. Before we know that such perfections as being, good-
ness, and unity in a plant are unexplainable apart from an
all-perfect Cause, we know that they are limited. And we
know that this plant has less of these perfections than a man
has. It is obvious that there is discernible in creatures some-

" thing prior, both psychologically and ontologically, to the
actuality and the knowledge of the metaphysical composition
of potency and act which demands an adequate efficient cause.
The fact of metaphysical composition is recognized through a
process of philosophic speculation. But there is something
which is recognized more immediately and which is the very
raison d’étre of the metaphysical composition in things. It is
the reality of derived being, discovered by man in the mysteri-
ous, essentially varied, and limited character of the universally
possessed transcendental perfections, primarily the perfection
of being (esse) found in all things. This does not mean that
any other acts, i.e., actualized perfections in the universe,
cannot be known as effects which ultimately require an efficient

30 Compendium Theologiae, 1, c. 123.
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cause who is supremely actualized or infinite Act. The other
four proofs of St. Thomas are surely evident, valid, and neces-
sary in the particular spheres of reality to which they apply.
But the quarta via applies to a more extensive sphere of
reality, that is, any being and all being as such. It dominates
the entire sphere of finite existential reality. It is the limited,
graded, imperfect, non-per essentiam existence which is the
immediate indicator of produced or caused being. Hence we
find St. Thomas affirming: “ A being of this nature cannot
but be caused, just as man cannot but be capable of laughter.” 3
While this sentence is significant in showing the naturally in-
separable property relationship between participated and
caused being, it is in the whole passage that we find a profound
fact upon which is based the primacy and ultimate character of
participation.

Although the relation to a cause is not part of the definition of a
thing caused, still it follows as a consequence on what belongs to
its essence, because from the fact that a thing has being by par-
ticipation it follows that it is caused. Hence such a being cannot
be without being caused, just as a man cannot be without having
the faculty of laughing. But since to be caused does not enter into
the essence of being as such, therefore it is possible for us to find
a being uncaused.??

Here we see that since “ being caused ” is not of the ratio
of being or esse (taken simpliciter) it is possible to discover
uncaused Being. We are now in a position to see the ultimate
character of participation. For it can be seen that while “to
be caused ” is a necessary property of participated being, “ to
be,” that is, existence, is of the very nature of being simpliciter.
We define being as that the act of which is to exist. And
more generally, existence is defined as the act which places a
thing outside of nothing and outside of its causes. Now the
mind proceeding according to the two general movements
possible to it in acquiring knowledge, makes the primary
division of existential beings into those which do not have

31 Summa Theol., 1, q. 44, 2. 1, ad 1.
32 I'bid.
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their act of existence in a perfect and unlimited way and that
which s unlimited existence. Another way of expressing this
formula is according to being which has the perfection of
existence per essentiam and beings which have it per partici-
pationem.

St. Thomas has shown in several places that it is impossible
for some one thing to belong to two essentially diverse beings
and to both according to its essence.** Hence, the perfection of
existence can be had essentially by only one. In the others
it is had by a partial and non-exhaustive possession. This may
be illustrated by propositions which predicate a note totally
or only partially of a subject. When an attribute is predicated
totally and essentially of a subject it does not exceed or fall
short of the subject, but is identical and convertible with it,
as in “ Man is a rational animal.” But when an attribute is
predicated of a subject only partially, e. g., where the individual
participates in the species, as in “ John is a rational animal,”
the predicate exceeds the individual subject and is not con-
vertible with it. In the De Ente et Essentia®* St. Thomas

33 J1 Cont. Gent., c. 15. Impossible est autem aliquod unum duobus convenire
et utrique secundum quod ipsum. Quod enim de aliquo secundum quod ipsum
dicitur, ipsum non excedit: sicut habere tres angulos duobus rectis aequales non
excedit triangulum. Si igitur aliquid duobus conveniat non convenit utrique
secundum quod ipsum est. Impossible est igitur aliquod unum de ducbus praedicare
ita quod de neutro per causam dicatur sed oportet vel unum esse alterius causam,
sicut ignis est causa caloris corpori mixto cum tamen utrumque calidam dicatur;
vel oportet quod aliquod tertium sit causa utrique, sicut duabus candelis ignis est
causa lucendi. Esse autem dicitur de omni eo quod est. Impossible est igitur esse
aliqua duo quorum neutrum habeat causam essendi, sed oportet utrumque aec-
ceptorum esse per causam, vel alterum alteri esse causam essendi. Oportet igitur
quod ab illo cui nihil est causa essendi, sit omne illud quod quocumque mode est.
Deum autem supra ostendimus (I, e¢. 13) hujusmodi ens esse cui nihil sit causa
essendi.

3t De Ente et Essentia, c. 4. Falsum est dicere, quod natura hominis inquantum
hujusmodi habeat esse in hoc singulari: si enim esse in hoc singulari conveniret
homini, in quantum est homo, non esset nunquam extra hoc singulare; similiter, si
conveniret homini, inquantum est homo non esse in singulari, nunquam esset in eo.
Sed verum est dicere quod homo inquantum est homo, non habet quod sit in hoc
singulari vel in illo. Patet ergo quod natura hominis absolute considerata abstrahit
a qualibet esse.
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explains why the perfection of being a rational animal is not
confined to or convertible with the individual subject. While
it is true to say that John or Paul is essentially a man, it
is not true to say that the perfection of “being man” is
essentially John or Paul. For if to be in this individual belonged
to man, insofar as “ being man ” is concerned, human nature
would never exist outside of this individual. On the other hand,
if it belonged to the nature of man not to exist in the individual,
then rationality could not exist in John or Paul. But rational
animal is predicated essentially of and convertible with man,
natura secundum se, abstracted from all existence in individual
matter which limits essential form which in itself is relatively
inexhaustible or unlimited as to number.

Similarily on the metaphysical level the absolute transcen-
dental perfections of being, goodness, wisdom, love, and the
like are participated by many natures unequally and non-
univocally according to the different orders to which these
natures belong. Received or contained and limited by the
participating natures, as the essence of man is in the case of
the individual, the transcendental perfections are received and
limited by the essence or form in potency to receive and contain
them. And just as the perfection of human nature does not
of its essence denote “ being in ” or “not being in ” this indi-
vidual, so on the higher metaphysical level, abstracted from
the singular, sensible, existing things the transcendental per-
fections do not denote either being participated and limited or
imparticipated and unlimited. Otherwise these perfections
could not be found in both ways, for example, the wisdom
found in man and the wisdom of God. But the complete actual-
ization of such perfection demands by its very nature a subject
in which the perfection may exist in an unlimited mode of being
—infinite existence. Such perfections are not found in their
completeness in any existing created nature as we find the
perfection of human nature in a circumscribed specific nature
whose measure is a determined essence.

It is surely clear in the philosophy of St. Thomas that a
Being whose essence it is to exist, and exist @ se, cannot be
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diversified or multiplied.*® Neither can any of its nature be
imparted in a univocal way. In the question treating of God’s
perfection, ““ Whether any creature can be like God? ”3¢ the
Angelic Doctor answers four objections presented against any
likeness of creatures to God. First, he says that things are
at the same time like and unlike to God; like insofar as they
imitate what is capable of being imitated in God, and unlike
according as they (as effects) fall short of the power of their
cause. Secondly, God’s relation to creatures is not merely that
of a being in a higher genus, but of a being that transcends all
genera and constitutes their ultimate principle. This is why
we say that generic and specific perfections of creatures are
only virtually and not formally in God. As principle of their
genera He has the power to cause such perfections. Thirdly,
there is no possibility of the likeness of creatures to God being
univocal, since there is no “ agreement in form according to the
formality of the same genus or species,” but the likeness is
according to analogy. For being is predicated of God as
essential being and of creatures only as participating in being.
Lastly, St. Thomas asserts that though creatures may said
to be like God, the converse is not true. Such a Cause and its
effects are in entirely different orders and there cannot be a
mutual likeness between them. The example is given of a
statue which is like the man it represents while the man is not
like the statue which represents him. In the Quodlibetales
also is to be found one of St. Thomas’ best descriptions of
participated perfections.®

38 I Cont. Gent., c. 42.

3% Summa Theol., I, q. 4, 2. 8, ad 1-4.

37 Quodl. II, q. 2, a. 3. Respondec dicendum quod dupliciter aliquid de alique
praedicatur: uno modo essentialiter, alio modo per participationem; lux enim prae-
dicatur de corpore illuminato participative, sed si esset aliqua lux separata, prae-
dicaretur de ea essentialiter. Secundum erge hoc dicendum est, gizod ens praedicatur
de solo Deo essentialiter eo quod esse divinum est esse subsistens et absolutum; de
qualibet autem creatura praedicatur per participationem: nulla enim creatura est
suum esse, sed est habens esse. Sic et Deus dicitur bonus essentialiter, quia est
ipsa bonitas; creatura autem dicuntur bonae per participationem quia habent boni-
tatem: unumquodque enim inquantum est, bonum est secundum illud Augustini in
De Doctrina Christiana, I, qued inquantum sumus boni, sumus. Quandocumque
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TueE Frst Erricient CAusk oF ESSENTIALLY VARIED
PErFECTIONS

In the first two parts we have endeavored to answer two
questions which Aristotle holds must precede the knowledge of
a thing’s existence.*® According to his analysis of the knowledge
of anything, we must be able to answer four questions con-
cerning it. Whether the connection of an attribute with the
thing is a fact, and what is the reason for the connection? Are
two questions which must be answered before an unknown
existent and its nature can be admitted. Concerning the con-
nection of the attribute, we have connected the essentially
varied, limited, transcendental being and perfections depend-
ently with the source or principle of such perfections. And
secondly, we gave as the reason for such a connection partici-
pating perfection and per essentiam Perfection, on the basis
that total and absolute perfection is the only explanation for
derived being and its transcendent perfections. This reasoning
is based on the fact that the simple transcendental perfections
existing according to more and less require an absolute Maxi-
mum, and the diversity of being (esse) ultimately requires
simple subsistent Being as their principle.

Yet we do not claim to have completely answered the third
question of Aristotle, the fact of the existence (of God) until
we have completed the whole Thomistic argument which makes
use of the a posteriori demonstration common to all five of
St. Thomas’ proofs. In the quarta wvia it is the first proper
efficient Cause of being and its transcendental perfections that
is demonstrated. Thus as we have said above, the superemi-
nent Principle or Maximum is verified in explicit demonstration
where heretofore the reasoning proceeded more commonly and
inductively. Nevertheless, this latter process implicitly contains
the former and is satisfying and even conclusive to some types

autem aliquid praedicatur de altero per participationem, oportet ibi aliquid esse
practer id quod participatur: et ideo in qualibet creatura est aliud ipsa creatura
quae habet esse et ipsum esse.

38 IT Poster. Analyt., 89b, 22.
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of thinkers. We might even say that anyone accustomed to
the contemplation of divine mysteries and the penetration of
the mystery of being may very well be convinced of the
necessity of God as source of all of the “ partial ” mysteries—
the vestiges and traces of the Creator in the universe. Such
a one may not bother to pursue the syllogistic deductive
demonstration.

In the proper demonstration of the existence of God we
make use of the a posteriori method. Here we must employ as
a middle term what may be called a nominal, or rather, a
significative definition in contrast to the essential definition
used in a prior: demonstrations. We use the term “ significa-
tive ” in preference to the term “ nominal” because of the
connotation which the latter has in the history of philosophy.
According to this latter theory there is no universality, either of
concept or of objective reality, and the common name is merely
a sign selected to designate a plurality of objects. Signification
refers to that from which the giving of the name comes (id a
quo tmponitur nomen) ,*° that is, the form or nature which it
represents to the mind,—the qualitas nominis. Thus, the
significative definition is here meaningful to anyone who under-
stands even on the level of the lower analogates the nature of
such effects as being, geodness, truth, wisdom, ete. And the
signification takes on more meaning as the intellect penetrates
higher analogates.

In the De Potentia * we find a systematic series of arguments
for the existence of a first efficient Cause: (1) for the being
which is common to all things distinct from each other, (2) for
perfections found in degrees of more and less in several things,
and (8) for the composition in things which do not exist of
themselves but by way of participation. In this question St.
Thomas seems to have brought together into one summary
his reasoning on the existence of the Maaime Ens required as
efficient cause of the being and all transcendental perfections

3% Maritain, Inéroduction to Logic, p. 62.
# De Pot., q. 3, a. 5.
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in existing things. Moreover, he states from what philosopher
and work he has drawn his ideas.

In the first argument he asserts that where we find something
common to a number of things we must conclude that it is
the effect of one cause. For since each one is different from the
other, and diversity of cause produces diversity of effect, it
is impossible for the common note to belong to each one by
reason of itself. In other words, that which properly constitutes
finite, contigent, beings as individuals can never explain the
presence of a common transcendental attribute. The indi-
vidualizing traits in each are different, but the being, goodness,
unity, etc., are similar. The diverse do not of themselves
possess these common qualities. So St. Thomas concludes that,
since being is found in all things which are distinct from one
another, they must of necessity come into being not of them-
selves but by the action of some common cause. This argument
he ascribes to Plato who claimed that every multitude must be
preceded by unity. In the Phaedo Plato holds that the beauty
found in any corporeal being is * sister to the beauty found in
all others.” ** Neither Phaedo nor Phaedrus can be the source
of the beauty in them, but it must come from a higher principle
where the note is had in its full periection and is undivided.

The passage, “ it follows of necessity that they must come
into being not of themselves but by the action of some cause,”
requires that we consider St. Thomas’ teaching on the efficient
cause of the coming to be of all finite creatures. In the
Commentary on De Generatione Et Corruptione he asserts:

In one sense things come to be from that which has no being
without qualification. Yet in another sense they come to be always
from what is. For coming to be necessessarily implies the pre-
existence of something which potentially is but accidentally is not,
and this something is spoken of both as being and as not being.*

Obviously, the first coming to be spoken of refers to God’s
creative act through which the creature is made from non-being

¢ Phaedo, 101 a.
42 J De Generat., lect. 8.
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simpliciter, and tnerefore made being per se. For only that
which is Existence by essence can properly cause being in act,
existence, as its effect. Effects must be referred to proportionate
causes. Thus St. Thomas says:

it is not possible that a second cause by its own power be the
principle of being as such; this belongs to the first Cause since the
order of effects follows the order of causes. Now the first of all
effects is being, which is presupposed to all other effects, and does
not presuppose any other effect: wherefore to give being as such
must be the effect of the first Cause alone by its own power and
whatever other cause gives being does this insofar as it is the
recipient of the divine power and operation and not by its power.
. . . And since the power of every creature is finite, no creature can
possibly act even as instrument to the effect of creating some-
thing: since creation demands infinite energy in the power whence
it proceeds.*®

The second coming to be spoken of in the passage from the
De Generatione, * from what is” or pre-exists in some way,
has reference to generation. This is substantial becoming which
is within the power of natural agents, wherein is realized some-
thing from relative non-being that is, from potentiality. But
there is no question here of realizing or actualizing something
from absolute non-being. In the generation of an oak tree, for
example, a tree essentially or per se 1s made through the
intrinsic principles of matter and form uniting to make a
composite essence, and secondly, though the actualization of
this essence. For this i1s a subject with capacity to receive
further perfection which occurs when it receives the primary
act, ‘existence. In the order of specific beings, i.e., in the
hierarchy of natures, a new being but not being per se is made,
since we have not something made from absolute non-being.
For there was previously some being to become or change, and
thus this new being as being is made per accidens. Being in
potentia and being in actu are not contradictories, but only
contraries, that is, contrary states of being. They exist in the
same genus and there is here only a change or transmutation

st De Pot., q. 3, a. 4.
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from one state of being to another. Hence in generation the
new thing is a tree substantially or essentially caused and it
is being accidentally caused. As a tree it was made from non-
tree—an acorn, and thus made per se and substantially. As a
being it had its coming to be from heing in potency, by way
of change or alteration through contraries (not contradictories)
and thus made to be, per accidens.

In the second argument from the De Potentia is considered
the need of an absolutely perfect Being as the supreme measure
and source where several things possess the same note. “ For
if each one were of itself competent to have it there would be
no reason why one should have it more than another. . . .
Now there is one being most perfect and most true.” “ Conse-
quently he concludes that all less perfect beings derive per-
fection therefrom. St. Thomas tells us that he has taken this
from the argument of Aristotle in the Metaphysics.*® Lastly,
St. Thomas proves, according to the principle, “ Whatever
exists through another must be reduced to that which exists
of itself,” that this last must be a Being in whom there is no
composition whatsoever. He concludes that from such a Being
must proceed all the composite things which have being by
participation. And this is from Avicenna (Metaphysics VIII,
6; IX, 8) . The same proof is stated very directly in the Contra
Gentiles ** where it is shown that several different things would
not unite without a cause of the composition. And if the first

¢ Ibid.

5 II Metaphys., 993b.

“I Cont. Gent., ¢. 18. Si igitur compositus esset Deus, haberet componentem
non enim ipse seipsum componere posset, guia nihil est causa sui ipsius; esset enim
prius seipso, quod est impossible. Componens aulem est causa efficiens compositi.
Ergo Deus haberet causam efficientem. Et sic non esset causa prima quod supra
(c. 18) habitum est. . . . Praeterea, in omni composito bonum non est hujus vel
illius partis, sed totius, et dico bonum secundum illam bonitatem quae est propria
totius et perfectio eius: nam partes sunt imperfectae respectu totius; sicut partes
hominis non sunt homo, partes etiam numeri senarii non habent perfectionem senarii,
et similiter partes lineae non perveniunt ad perfectionem mensurae quae in tota linea
invenitur. Si ergo Deus est compositus, perfectio et bonitas eius propria invenitur
in toto, non autem in aliqua eius partium. Et sic non erit in eo pure illud bonum
quod est proprium ei. Non est ergo ipse primum et summum bonum.

4
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Cause were not simple it would require an efficieytt cause of its
own composition. Hence, there must be an ultimate “ com-
pounder ” devoid of all composition and absolutely simple and
perfect, Who is the adequate efficient Cause of the union of the
iwo diverse principles in creatures, i. e., perfection and the im-
perfect and limited receiver of the perfection.

The discussion of the divine imparting of being and other
simpliciter transcendental perfections is not complete without
a consideration of God’s exemplary causality. In the De
Veritate St. Thomas asserts that God effects natural existence
in things through creation without the mediation of an agent
cause but with the mediation of a formal cause, since natural
form is the principle of natural being.** Tt is evident that
natural forms considered in themselves cannot be principles
of existence without presupposing some previous principle.
Unless we wish to give these forms a separate and independent
existence as Platonic philosophy does, we must posit a principle
from which they proceed. To an objection which attempts to
set aside the divine preservation of things by pointing out
that since form without assistance from outside can be a prin-
ciple of operation and knowledge, it should likewise be a prin-
ciple of existence after divine action has ceased, St. Thomas
answers that the form of a thing is not the principle of knowl-
edge, operation, or existence apart from a previous principle,
viz., (God.*®

The extrinsic formal cause is called the forma ad quam in
distinction to the intrinsic formal cause, the forma secundum
quam which internally constitutes the finite being in a deter-
mined grade of being. This latter is the principle which as
correlative and complement of the material cause is compared
to it as act to potency, and together they constitute the essence

*" De Verit., q. 27, a. 1, ad 8. Dicendum quod esse naturale per creationem Deus
facit in nobis nulla causa agente mediante, sed tamen mediante aliqua causa formali:
forma enim naturalis principium est esse naturalis, et similiter esse spirituale gratui-
tum Deus facit in nobis nullo agente mediante sed tamen mediante aliqua forma
creata quae est gratia.

4 De Pot., q. 5, a. 1, ad 18.



LOGIC AND MYSTERY IN THE “° QUARTA VIA ~’ OF ST. THOMAS 51

of a corporeal being. This formal cause has both an actus
primus and an actus secundus. Its first act is the information
of matter, e. g., to vivify the body is the first act of the soul.
Its second act, operation is an act of the form as united to
the body and strictly attributed to the suppositum.*®

But the forma ad quam extrinsically determines the likeness
or image of the effect that is to be produced. It supplies the
artist with the pattern or idea of the effect which he as agent
intends to produce. It is the archetype to which the effect in
its own mode of being actually conforms more or less perfectly
—that is, as nearly as the existential is able to conform with
the intentional form. The architect’s plan as conceived by his
mind is not exactly the same as the form of each completed
building. The plan in the mind is much less limited and more
perfect in its own way than any effect, though the actualized
alone can be said to have real goodness and the other perfections
belonging to its order. But in the mind of the architect the
plan is not limited to any one time or place, nor composed of
any particular material and it is easily modified. Now in the
divine order, how infinitely and incomprehensively more perfect
must be the archetype than the actualized being in the finite
order. Hence St. Thomas insists that the similitude may
never be thought of in a univocal way.*

God sees in His essence the infinitude multitude of possible
things as so many ways in which He is imitable analogically.
The divine essence containing simply all of the divine attributes
is the formal and primary object of the divine intellect. This
is known as God’s simple intelligence. At the same time the
knowledge of the divine Being embraces everything actual or
possible in creation—what exists, has existed, or is yet to exist.
This is called God’s knowledge of vision. Any distinction, of
course, is based upon our imperfect mode of knowing and is

“ De Verit., q. 27, a. 3, ad 25. Duplex est actus formae: unus qui est operatio,
ut calefacere, qui est actus secundus, et talis actus formae supposito atiribuitur;
alius vero actus formae est materiae informatio quae est actus primus; sicut vivi-
ficare corpus est actus animae; et talis actus supposito formae non attribuitur.

5 De Pot., q. 3, a. 4, ad 9.
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not to be found in God.* St. Thomas points out that the
knowledge of God, contrary to our knowledge, which is deter-
mined and caused by things outside of the mind, is Itself the
Cause of things. Our knowledge is an accident in the genus of
quality; God’s knowledge is subsistent perfection, i.e., of His
very Essence.”” He does not know things because they are,
but things are because He knows and wills them to be. Ana-
logous to the artificer with practical knowledge by which he
produces a work of art, the divine knowledge insofar as the
divine will is joined to it, is the Cause of the existence of
creatures.

The knowledge of God is the Cause of things. For the knowledge
of God is to all things what the knowledge of the artificer is to
things made by his art. Now the knowledge of the artificer is the
cause of the things made by his art from the fact that the artificer
works by his intellect. Hence the form of the intellect must be the
principle of action as heat is the principle of heating. . . . The in-
telligible form does not denote a principle of action insofar as it
resides in the one who understands unless there is added to it the
inclination to an effect, which inclination is through the will. For
since the intelligible form has a relation to opposite things (inas-
much as the same knowledge relates to opposites), it would not
produce a determined effect unless it were determined to one thing
by the appetite, as the Philosopher says (Met. IX). Now it is
manifest that God causes things by His intellect, since His being is
His act of understanding; and hence His knowledge must be the
cause of things, insofar as His will is joined to it.%

#t Summa Theol., I, q. 14, a. 4. Unde cum ipsa sua essentia sit etiam specie in-
telligibilis, ut dictum est (q. 3, a. 7), ex necessitate sequitur quod ipsum intelligere
sit ejus essentia et ejus esse. Et sic patent ex omnibus praemissis quod in Deo
intellectus, intelligens, et id quod intelligitur, et species intelligibilis et ipsum
intelligere, sunt omnino unum et idem.

52 Ibid., q. 15, a. 2. Non est autem contra simplicitatem divini intellectus quod
multa intelligat; sed contra simplicitatem ejus esset, si per plures species ejus
intellectus formaretur. Unde plures ideae sunt in mente divina ut intellectae ab ipsa.
Quod hoc modo potest videri. Ipse enim essentiam, suam perfecte cognoscit. Unde
cognoscit eam secundum omnem modum quo cognoscibilis est. Potest autem
cognosci non solum secundum quod in se est sed secundum quod est participabilis
secundum aliquem modum similitudinis a creaturis. Unaquaeque autem creatura
habet propriam speciem, secundum quod aliquo modo participat divinae essentiae
similitudinem.

8 Ibid., q. 14, a. 4.
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The form of the effect in the divine Mind and the form
intrinsic to the constitution of the creature are said by St.
Thomas to be homogeneous forms but not univocal since they
have different modes of being, one in the Mind and the other
in the thing.”* This is that similitude between creatures and
Creator which the Angelic Doctor so many times compares to
the work of art and the idea in the mind of the artist. But
there is another likeness between God and creatures which
St. Thomas describes as both non-univocal and non-homo-
geneous:

There is another likeness inasmuch as the divine essence itself is
the supereminent but not homogeneous likeness of all things. It is
by reason of this latter likeness that good and the like are predi-
cated in common of God and creatures: but not by reason of the
former, because when we say ‘ God is good’ we do not mean to
define Him from the fact that He understands the creature’s good-
ness, since it has already been observed that not even the house in
the mind of the builder is called a house in the same sense as the
house in being.®®

This doctrine of the two likenesses (analogical) between crea-
tures and God is found again in the question on creation in the
De Potentia where we read:

This is true in one way inasmuch as creatures reproduce in their
own way the idea of the divine Mind as the work of a craftsman is
a reproduction of the form in his mind. In another way it is true in
that creatures are somewhat likened to the very nature of God,
for as much as they derive their being from the first Being, their
goodness from the sovereign Good and so on.*

Such are the absolute perfections which St. Thomas maintains
are predicated both causally and essentially of God, in the
following quotation:

These names are applied to God not as the Cause only, but also
essentially. For the words ‘ God is good or wise’ signify not only
that He is the Cause of wisdom or goodness but that these exist in

5¢ De Pot., q. 7, a. 7, ad 6,
58 Ibid.
5 Ibid., q. 8, a. 4, ad 9.
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Him in a more excellent way. Hence as regards what the name
signifies, these names are applied primarily to God rather than to
creatures, because these perfections flow from God to creatures, but
as regards the imposition of names, they are primarily applied by
us to creatures which we know first.>”

Thus it is evident that these are types of exemplarism, depend-
ing on whether the creature is a reproduction of the divine idea
as the forms in natural agents are, or is in some way likened
to the divine Nature itself, as finite goodness, love, wisdom and
the like are. In a passage in the Commentary on the Book of
Sentences St. Thomas makes this distinction most clearly. He
points first to the proper acceptation of divine examplarism,
the idea in the divine Mind. For in the philosophy of St.
Thomas, properly and formally speaking the cousa exemplaris
is the idea had by the agent and as such is found only in
an intelligent agent. But he also points out that the divine
Nature may also be called an exemplar sicut ratione when there
exists formally both in God and in creatures the same ratio
proportionaliter. Thus is first Goodness the exemplary cause
of everything that has goodness, and this is true for the other
absolute perfections of being. St. Thomas emphasizes the fact
that God is not the exemplar of color and of truth in the same
way.®

In the I Contra Gentiles, c. 93, St. Thomas teaches that
those moral virtues which derive their species from action
only—and action which is not inconsistent with divine per-
fection, indeed, cannot even be excluded from it,—are said to
be in God. Ferrariensis cornmenting on this asserts that such
divine virtues constitute the exemplars for human virtues.”

57 Summa Theol., I, q. 18, a. 6.

58 [ Sent., d. 19, ¢. 5, a. 2, ad 4.

5% (irea corollarium attendendum secundum doctrinam Sancti Thomae, I Sent.,
d. 19, q.5,a. 2, ad 4: Quod res dupliciter in Deo esse possunt exemplariter: scilicet,
in natura ipsius, et in intellectu. In natura divina dicuntur illa exemplariter esse
quae formaliter sunt et in Deo et in creatura. Cum enim sit utriusque una ratio
proportionaliter, secundum quod aliqua perfectio est in creatura, exemplatur a
perfectione existente in natura divina sicut imperfectum a perfecto: sicut, quia
sapientia formaliter est in Deo et in homine, sapientia humana est quaedam
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He compares the limited and particularized to the Absolute as
a candle light to the sun. But he is careful to stress the
Thomistic teaching that those virtues not properly applicable
to God find their exemplar not in the divine nature formally
but only in the divine wisdom, as is the case with all corporeal
things. The commentator on the Contra Gentiles emphasizes
especially these points, viz., any and all perfections of created

imitatio sapientiae divinae. In intellectu autem dicuntur exemplariter esse ea
quorum propriae rationes cognoscuntur. Et quia omnium etiam quae formaliter in
Deo non sunt proprias rationes Deus cognoscit, ideo omnia exemplariter sunt in-
tellectu divino, sive in divina sapientia, ut hic dicitur. . . . Considerandum
secundo, (in natura) quod illa proprie dicuntur habere inter se similitudinem
secundum convenientiam in natura quae in aliquo formaliter conveniunt quod,
scilicet, secundom suam formalem rationem in utroque inventur. Si autem quod
in uno formaliter est, in altero formaliter non sit, sed tantum virtualiter et eminenter,
illa non dicuntur similia secundum convenientiam in natura. Sed quamvis quod sic
alterum virtualiter et eminenter continet, non habeat convenientiam in natura cum
ipso, potest tamen concipi ut alteri proportionatum et ut eius propria ratio; sicut
virtus solis, licet non habeat cum calore similitudinem in natura, potest tamen
concipi ut ratio caloris eo quod calorem virtualiter et eminenter contineat; et sic
virtus solis concepta ut proportionata calori erit exemplar eius proprium in intel-
lectu, quae tamen secundum se non est exemplar formaliter secundum esse naturae,
nisi improprie velimus accipere nomen “exemplaris” pro omni similitudine quo-
modocumque accepta sive, inquam, sit adequata sive excedens.

Ad propositum ergo negatur nihil posse esse exemplariter in divina sapientia quod
non sit exemplariter in divina natura; accipiendo esse exemplariter in natura pro
eo quod est habere in ipsa similitudinem secundum convenientiam formalem in
natura. Stant enim simul quod aliquid in intellectu divino sive in esse cognito,
habeat proprium exemplar, eo quod eius propria ratio concipitur ab intellectu
divino; et tamen in divina natura formaliter esse non habeat, sed tantum virtualiter,
et sic in ipso natura exemplar non habeat. . . . Voco autem formalem similitudinem
eam quae est eiusdem rationis aut simpliciter aut proportionaliter. Unde cum divina
essentia concipitur ut propria ratio alicujus in ipso non existentis formaliter sed
eminenter tantum, ipsa res est in Deo exemplariter secundum repraesentationem
intelligibilem. tantum. Dum autem concipitur ut ratio eius quod in ipsa formaliter
est, res repraesentata habet in Deo similitudinem ac exemplar et secundum reprae-
sentationem intelligibilem et secundum convenientiam formalem in natura. Sapientia
enim humana et repraesentatur secundum propriam rationem per formam intellectam
sive conceptam ab intellectu divino; et convenientiam formalem habet cum natura
divina inquantum sapientia est, eo quod sapientia et in Deo et in homine sit
secundum unam rationem analogam, ut superius est ostensum {(c. 34, com.n.16)
Ft similiter dicitur de virtutibus quae proprie Deo conveniunt. Commentaria
Ferrariensis in Summam Contra Gentiles, c. 98 (Opera Omnia, ed. Leon., XIII,

257).
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things have their exemplars in the divine idea of them. All
absolute perfections as being, goodness, wisdom, and the like
are said to be exemplariter in the divine nature, since they exist
there eminently and formally. They are likewise known to the
divine intellect which is identical with the divine nature. All
mixed perfections such as humanity and corporeality are said
to exist only virtually and eminently in the divine Nature.

Tt does not seem that we should ever completely deny that
we have reached a knowledge of God’s existence until we have
actually demonstrated it through the a posteriori proof. On the
other hand, this demonstration is necessary and satisfying to
one who wishes all of the steps of logical inference made explicit.
Thus to complete the verification process a syllogism including
the following premises should be constructed.

Only Being per essenttam (Subsistent Perfection) can properly
efficiently cause the being found in the hierarchy of things in the
universe.

But Being per essentiam (Subsistent Perfection) is what we mean
by God.

.. God 1is the only proper efficient Cause of the being found in
the hierarchy of things in the universe.

The major premise is made evident in St. Thomas’ explanation
of the per se and per accidens coming to be of the being (esse)
in all creatures of the universe. The minor is the result of the
reasoning to the maximum being and perfection as ultimate
measure in the comparison of more and less of the same tran-
scendental perfection in several essentially different beings.
This includes the extended process of the analysis of participated
perfection and its absolute Source. For those who desire the
syllogistic process which produces the conclusion “ God exists,”
we must construct two syllogisms. One of these results in the
more common conclusion of the existence of a Perfection by
essence as the principle or source of limited and participated
perfection; the second is the further proper deduction from
this one.
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Participated and limited being and the transcendental perfections
cannot exist apart from Perfection per essentiam.

But these perfections (ete.) are found to exist in finite creatures.
.". Perfection per essentiam exists of necessity.
Perfectionper essentiam exists.

But only God is Perfection per essentiam.
.. God Exists.

CoNcoLUsIOoN

In conclusion let us recall that we began by warning the
reader that the penetration of the mystery of being and the
hierarchically ordered transcendental perfections is not an easy
task. We have seen that by mental operations which belong to
the inductive method, viz., observation and comparison, we
dialectically arrive at and posit a supereminent Principle. This
is the maximum which man’s intellect logically and psychologi-
cally demands when analogously comparing the degrees of
more and less of such perfections. Yet we predicate, we might
say, provisionally throughout our analysis of the imitative par-
ticipation of creatural perfections in perfection per essentiam.
The strict verification of the existence of such a Perfection is
through the demonstration of it as a first proper efficient (and
exemplary) Cause. Employing both the analogy of propor-
tionality and of attribution we name things and God from the
same perfection, since these perfections of being have the same
privilege which being itself has of existing in different modes,
even in an infinite mode. As to whether this process is
ontologically valid, i. e., verifiable in reality, we do not strictly
and conclusively pronounce upon until we have demonstrated
the absolute need of an existing Subsistent Perfection as the
proper efficient Cause of limited finite being and its transcen-
dental properties. Existing reality forms the basis of all true
predication in our judgments. Hence those predications by
which we attach the aitributes good, true, noble and the like
as names to God constitute enunciative propositions which will
remain so until we are In a position to assert judicatively their



58 SISTER M. ANNICE

truth. In predicating an attribute of any subject we join two
concepts in an enunciative proposition, seeking some identity
or difference. Unless the comparison conforms with things as
they are, it is not an expression of objective truth and therefore
does not represent reality. The mind does not give its assent,
by the judicative act, (which is the formal act of judging) to
these propositions until evidence cormpels it to do so. When we
have finally proved the existence of God through an a posteriori
demonstration requiring Him as First Cause of those perfections
predicated analogously of both God and creatures, the predica-
tions are verified and validated in the order of reality. The
quarta via does not seem to be strictly completed until we have
shown that the transcendental perfection of being and its
properties found in essentially varied degrees in creatures, are
unexplainable apart from an absolute Maximum, Subsistent
Perfection as their proper (per se) eflicient Cause. The con-
sideration of the exemplary Cause, while not necessary to the
primary proof, is helpful in understanding better the whole
theory of participated perfection.

Sister M. Annice, C. 8. C.

St. Mary’s College
Notre Dame, Indiana



THE FORMAL SUBJECT OF METAPHYSICS

Lo

F I NHE THOMIST revival that began at the turn of the
present century had to face the difficult and Insistent
epistemological challenge laid down by Kantianism.

Philosophy had to establish its right to existence. Its chief
concern was to defend its most intimate metaphysical concepts
against the destructive onslaughts of subjectivism. So quite
willingly the Thomists of the time plunged immediately into
metaphysical problems at the beginning of the philosophical
course. It seemed to them necessary to do so, because of the
intellectual atmosphere of the time. But as a result, ontology
became a sort of introduction to natural philosophy; it served
an instrumental function: it gave and justified the concepts
of being, substance, act and potency, cause and all the other
conceptual equipment needed to carry on a philosophical in-
vestigation of nature and of man.

Once Thomism became reestablished and began to enjoy a
feeling of stability, philosophers shifted the exposition of their
science to the more natural order, beginning with those sensible
objects that are more known to us and proceeding upward
toward immateriality and to God, the First Principle of reality,
Who is most knowable in His own nature. Yet there remained
an enticing temptation to compromise this order somewhat,
especially in metaphysics. In its sapiential function meta-
physics is synthetic and views all of being from the heights of
an analogical unity. But in its function as a science of the
ultimate principles of reality, metaphysics proceeds analytically,
that is, it works up from multiplicity to the peak of wisdom
and unity. The Summa Theologiae proceeds according to a
sapiential order, beginning with God and descending to crea-
tures. It is a properly theological order," and has the advantage

1 Creaturarum consideratio pertinet ad theologos et ad philosophos, sed diversi-
mode. Philosophi enim creaturas considerant, secundum quod in propria natura
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