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GOD: HOW NEAR A RELATION?
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danger is that too much might be implied. T do not

propose to treat of all the aspects of the “nearness” of
God to man, nor attempt to investigate all the anplications of
the category of “relation” commonly used in our effort to
give an adequate theological account of the links that exist
between the creature and the Creator. There are, however, a
number of questions that have been placed insistently before
the Catholic theologian recently that demand from him a more
adequate interpretation of God’s involvement in our world and
in our history. This statement implies a position that the
standard position is not strong enough. Though, as will appear,
I have no intention of reversing the classic Thomistic position
in this fundamental area, I do think that a concerted effort
is needed to explicitate the richness, the flexibility and the
relevance of this tradition of thought, and to see that in the
long run the reality we attempt to express is more important
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than the words we use in that attempt. Further, I do not hope
to give final answers, but I do hope that it will not pass as
presumptuous to open some areas of our standard theology to
more close scrutiny for the sake of the continuance of a
balanced development.

It can be reasonably admitted that the Thomistic arrange-
ment and presentation of the theology dealing with the Mystery
of God have not been easily understandable.* One soon gets
used to the predictable labels attached to the traditional “ De
Unitate Dei- De Trinitate Dei” schema: it is said to be too
static, philosophical, too little in line with the basic patterns
of Salvation History, ete. To anyone understanding the basic
approach of St. Thomas, this causes little concern; he finds
many of the current questions on God hopelessly naive, e. g.,
the “ Honest to God debate,” and feels that at the same time
they can be speedily and neatly dealt with by an appeal to
the best of traditional Thomism. Recent suggestions in theories
of a “developing Deity ” would be smartly dismissed as non-
sense. But here we must be careful: it is possible to evade a
responsibility. Are the Thomistic answers really available to
modern thought? Are they too concealed within a system of
thought that can appear overly rigid and exclusive? Have we
spoken sufficiently with the proponents of the newer Theisms
in an effort to re-actualize the context of the Thomistic doctrine
dealing with man’s affirmation of God? The answer to be given
must be carefully qualified in view of the excellent work that
has already been done.?

Those outside the Thomistic tradition seem to have consider-
able difficulty in understanding precisely what Thomists (and
for that matter, all Catholic theology) are getting at when it

1 Cf. X. Rahner, “ Remarks on the Dogmatic Treatise ‘ De Trinitate,”” Theologi-
cal Imvestigations IV (London, 1966), 77-104; G. Martelet, “ Theologie und
Heilsoeconomie in der Christologie der Tertia,”” Gott in Welt II (Freiburg,
1964), 3-42.

® Apart from the basic and well-known work of Rahner and Schillebeeckz, articles,
such as C. Kiesling, “ A Translation of Tillich’s Idea of God,” Journal of Ecumenical
Studies 4 (Winter, 1967), 700-715, are of great value.
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comes to discussing the reality of God’s relationship with man.
Some recent developments in Catholic theology admit, im-
plicitly at least, that we have fallen short in giving an adequate
account of the God-Man relationship, as we shall soon see.’®
It seems that traditional Catholic theology, from the Middle
Ages on, has left the reality of God too “ abstract,” not
sufficiently involved as an actual, free Presence in human
affairs. Perhaps the very richness of the notion of being and
the utter existential fulness of the divine Reality as understood
in Thomism has given the impression that nothing more can
be said. One source of constant questioning is the degree in
which the whole Being of God is really engaged in man’s
destiny and, consequently, the degree in which God’s actions
really reveal what He actually is. This seems to have been in
Fr. Y. Congar’s mind when he wrote:

Sooner or later, speculative theology, drawing upon revelation
attested to in Scripture, will have to pose the problem which
occupies us in a much more personal way: if there is such a deep
bond between theology and economy, if God discloses the en-soi
of his Mystery in the pour-nous of the alliance, of grace and the
incarnation, all that has been and is done for us, including the
incarnation, has been required, has it not, in spite of his absolute
liberty, by what God is in himself? Is there not in the mystery of
his en-soi, a presence, a call for the pour-nous, including hominiza-
tion? *

In a recent work Schubert Ogden has given intelligent and
clear expression to a new theism, called ““ neo-classical,” which
attempts essentially to establish the intrinsic relatedness of
the divine Reality to man and his world.® Ogden relies on the
basic work done by Whitehead and Hartshorne in this field.®

2 Cf. Magnus Loehrer, “ Dogmatische Bemerkungen zur Frage der Eigenschaften
und Verhaltensweisen Gottes,” Mysterium Salutis II (Einsiedeln-Ziirich-Koln,
1967), 291-815.

4% Christ in the Economy of Salvation and in our dogmatic Tracts,” Concilium
I (Jan., 1966), 4-15.

5 The Reality of God and other Essays (London: SCM Press, 1967).

® Cf. especially C. Hartshorne, The Divine Relativity: A Social Conception of
God (New Haven: Yale Univ. Press, 1948); Reality as Social Process (Glencoe,
Mll.: The Free Press, 1953).
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I will note the main points of this neo-classical approach, not
so much as an effort to identify the adversary as to have a
talking point for the furtherance of our announced intention to
explicitate the latent riches within the Thomistie tradition.
Ogden’s preoccupation with giving us a new brand of theism
begins with his perception of the increasingly atheistic assump-
tions of our contemporaries. Much of the classic theism
seems contradictory to the modern mind (and to Ogden).
One point singled out is the impossibility of harmonizing the
free character of creation with the immutable essence of God
as Pure Act” Whatever the case, the classic theism (and
Thomism is included explicitly in this) lacks existential allure
for men of our time.® God is just not sufficiently involved with
man and his world. The traditional idea of God as Pure Act,
static, impassive, immutable, must be supplanted by an idea
of the Divine Reality that is more viable for the modern mind.
Now one’s conception of God must not only be logically con-
sistent but also intelligible, if God is going to be accepted as
our ground of confidence in the ultimate worth of life. God
must be conceived of as genuinely related to the world and as
really affected by our actions.” A purely external relation of

? The Reality of God, p. 171: “ Theologians usually tell us that God creates the
world freely, as the contingent and non-necessary world our experience discloses
it to be. This assertion is also made necessary because it offers the only really
credible construction of the account of creation in Holy Scripture. At the same
time, because of their fixed commitment to the assumptions of classical metaphysics,
theologians also tell us that God’s act of creation is one with his own eternal
essence, which is in every respect necessary, exclusive of all contingency. Hence,
if we take them at their word, giving full weight to both of their assertions, we at
once find ourselves in the hopeless contradiction of a wholly necessary creation of
a wholly contingent world. . . . As Actus Purus, and thus a statically complete
perfection incapable in any respect of further self-realization, God can neither be
increased or diminished by what we do, and our action, like our suffering, must
be in the strictest sense wholly indifferent to him.”

® Ibid., p. 18.

® Ibid., p. 47: “... We have seen that the only God whose reality is implied by
a secular affirmation is the God who is the ground of confidence in the ultimate
worth or significance of our life in the world. Given this affirmation, God must be
so conceived that his being this ground of confidence is rendered as intelligible
as possible . . ., God must be conceived as a reality which is genuinely related to
our life in the world, and to which, therefore, both we ourselves and our various
actions all make a difference as to its actual being.”
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reason cannot be sufficient; God must be related to the world
with a real internal relatedness.'

This relatedness that is referred to here is parallelled to the
relation of the human subject to an historical event which
profoundly affects him.** The distinction between  existence ™
and “actuality ” is introduced in this context. “Existence”
is the non-variable in God, the abstract constant, which strictly
speaking is not relative; ‘“ actuality ” is the variable insofar as
the existent is verified in a variety of concrete ways."? Hence,
the way is open to a dipolar affirmation of God through which
God is said to be at once supremely absolute and supremely
relative ™

Ogden sees this in favourable contrast to traditional theism’s
monopolar affirmation of God who, in the doctrine of St.
Thomas, is related to the world in a purely nominal way.’* He
attributes in this perspective a merely unqualified negation of
real relatedness to the world. The traditional interpretation of
the Scriptural names, “ King,” “ Judge,” etc., succeeds merely
in eliminating any real element of relatedness of God to the

1 Ibid.: “ God must enjoy real internal relations to all our actions, and so be
affected by them in his own actual being.”

1 Ibid.: “ A person or thing may properly said to ‘exist,” provided the essential
characteristics by which he or it is defined are somehow actualized. Thus, I exist,
for example, so long as the complex of traits designated by my proper name as
all the stages of my life history is realized in some state or other of actual
relations with my fellow human beings and to the larger natural environment.
This is to say that my existence as such has to be distinguished from any of these
actual states, taken simply by itself. I exist as the person I essentially am,
whether as actually young or old, sick or well, in relation to these persons or those.
‘ Existence’ in short, properly functions as an abstract constant, always implying
‘ actuality > as an abstract variable. Hence to say that anything ‘exists > requires
that the variable ‘ actuality * have some specific value.”

12 Ibid., see also pp. 58 fi.

3 Ibid., pp. 48 11

 Ibid., p. 48: “The whole character of traditional theism is defined by an
essential one-sidedness or monopolarity. As it conceives God, he is so far from
being the eminently relative One, that he is denied to be related to our life at all.
He is said to be a reality which is in every respect absolute and whose only
relations with the world are purely nominal, or external relations of the world
to him.”
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world.” So, in the traditional theism, God is literally not
related to the world at all.

There may be a hint of bipolarity in the ordinary account of
theism, but this is in fact deceptive.’®* Mystery is appealed to,
but this is less a sense of the Mystery of God than a maze of
inconsistencies and logical confusion.” Throughout all this
there remains the existential repugnance of a statically in-
different Deity.

In the process of offering this neo-classical alternative to the
traditional theism, Ogden introduces “ the reformed subjectivist
principle ” of Whitehead, which in this instance means that the
paradigmatic case of reality consists in the “ self.” ** To exist,
as such, means to be related to one’s body, one’s society, one’s
world.” The self develops through this interaction through
relatedness. The temporality of the human self displaces the
old ideas of substance and being, and replaces them with newer
concepts of creative becoming and of being in process.?

In the light of this basic analogy God is seen as the supreme
instance of this creative becoming.** He is eminently social and
temporal, related to the world as the self is related to the body.
He is, in fact, absolute in this relativity.”® God in this sense can

15 Ihid., p. 49.

18 Ibid., p. 50.
7 Ibid., p. 51: “. .. the so called ‘mystery " has been unmasked as a logical

confusion, which makes supernaturalism all the more incredible as a reflective
account of our experience.”

38 Ibid., p. 57: “. .. According to this principle we can give an adequate answer
to the metaphysical question of the meaning of ‘reality’ only by imaginatively
generalizing ‘ elements disclosed in the analysis of the experience of subjects.’””

1 Ibid., p. 58.

20 Ibid.: “1f we begin by taking the self as thus experienced as the paradigmatic
case for reality as such, the result is a complete revolution of classical metaphysics.
It thereupon becomes clear that real internal relations to others and intrinsic
temporality are not ‘ mixed perfections’ peculiar to finite beings such as ourselves,
but ‘ simple perfections’ inherent in the meaning of ‘reality’ in the most funda-
mental use of the word. In consequence, the chief category for finally interpreting
anything real can no longer be ‘substance’ or ‘being,’ . . . but must be process or
creative becoming, construed as that which is in principle social and temporal. . . .”

 Ibid., p. 59: “This implies, naturally, that God is by analogy a living and
even growing God and that he is related to the universe of other beings some-
what as the human self is related to its body.”

22 Ibid., p. 60,
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never be without an actual world.® As so involved in the
worldly process, God appears as a worthy ground for our
confidence about the future, because our future is actually God’s
future too.*

Hence this newer dipolar approach to the affirmation of God
will appear as an acceptable form of theism that works through
accessible analogies and intelligible categories.

These rather skeletal indications of the neo-classical position
can be further fleshed out by reference to another article by
Ogden.”® The starting point is a brief note in Heidegger’s Sein
und Zeit which Ogden develops.® The basic question is, should
the eternity of God be interpreted more as a primal and infinite
temporality than as an eternal constant “ Nunc Stans”’? ¥
Ogden attempts to get into the general swing of Heidegger’s
thought as he analyses the instance of Dasein in the effort to
come to a general unveiling of Being. When God is recognized
as a Being, he must necessarily be understood as being-in-the-
world through care.”® Further, since the present is seized only
in relation to the past realization and future possibility, so
God’s present must be similarly conceived.”® God’s experience

28 Idid., p. 62.

2t Ibid., p. 64: “. .. the only God . . . is the dipolar ground of the ultimate
significance of our life in the world. It is just such a God that the premises of
neoclassical metaphysics enable and even require us to conceive. . . . God . . .
must be thought of as the eminently relative One who makes possible ‘a general
confidence about the future,” an assurance of the final worth of our life which will
not be disappointed.”

25 ¢« The Temporality of God,” The Reality of God, pp. 144-1683.

20 Sein Und Zeit (Halle, 1927), English trans., Being and Time (New York,
1962), p. 427, n. 1 (in original German); p. 499, n. xiii in English trans: “It
requires no extensive discussion to show that the traditional concept of eternity, in
the sense of the ‘ stationary now’ (nunmc stans), is drawn from the vulgar under-
standing of time and is limited by an orientation to the idea of the ‘constant’
presence-on-hand. If the eternity of God would admit of being ‘construed’
philosophically, it could be understood only as a more primal and °infinite’
temporality. Whether the via negationis et eminentiae could offer a possible way
to this goal would remain uncertain.”

27 Ogden, op. cit., pp. 145 fi.

%8 Ibid., p. 150.

* Ibid., p. 152: “...he (God) is an experiencing self who anticipates the future
and remembers the past and whose successive occasions of present experience are
themselves temporal occurences.”
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of himself is necessarily in a kind of divine temporality, in his
possession of himself in memory of the past, and as open to the
divine scope of future possibility.*® In fact, God is absolute
temporality, because his relatedness to the world is total. He
is not restricted in this relatedness as man is.** The only norm
of God’s relatedness to the world is himself.

Thus, Ogden, in instancing the primal and absolute tempo-
rality of God, considers that he has arrived at a theism that is
in favourable contrast with the classic tradition.

The above indications are not put forward as a complete
expression of a position that has been intelligently and roundly
worked out in the works referred to. My intention is merely
to rough out the general lines of this current approach for the
sake of the comment to follow.

Now the danger here for the doughty Scholastic is to weigh
in and thoroughly refute this theory point for point but, in so
doing, to overlook completely the acute theological and philoso-
phical perception that is evinced throughout. In that way, one
could fail completely to see the openings that are provided for a
presentation of the classic and Thomistic theism more in
accordance with contemporary thought and values. This, of
course, would take more time and space than is at the moment
available, but it is worth our while to begin what others may
well complete in a more competent and comprehensive manner.

On the Catholic side there is considerable evidence of an
attempt to appreciate in a more vital manner the existential
relevance of the divine Reality to man. K. Rahner’s bold
attempt to “economize” the Mystery of the Trinity is well
known.* Over and over again he states that the Trinity is a
Mystery of Salvation; that the immanent Trinity is the eco-
nomic Trinity; that the salvific function reveals precisely the
immanent personality of the Divine Three.** Hence, it would

30 Tbid.

3t Ibid., up. 154 fl.

32 Cf. “ Remarks on the Dogmatic Treatise, ‘ de Trinitate, ” Theol. Investigations
1V, pp. 87-102.

3 Ibid., p. 87. See also his latest approach to Trinitarian theology in  Der

Dreifaltige Gott als Transzendenter Urgrund der Heilsgeschichte,” Mysterium Salutis
11, pp. 817-398. For this point see especially pp. 881 I,
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be theologically unacceptable for him to conceive of the Father
or the Holy Spirit becoming man: only the Logos, the Word
of the Father, is the revealer.** No one can deny that this is
in general a laudable attempt, though Rahner’s most recent
and profound elaboration of the theology of the Trinity needs
a thorough and critical examination. This, however, cannot
concern us here.*

The problem, and the attempt to answer it, is better ex-
pressed in that section of theology usually called “de Deo
Uno.” Partially through the influence of Rahner *® a distinction
is being made between the “ Attributes” (Eigenschaften Got-
tes) and the salvation-historical “ Behavior” of God (Verhal-
tensweisen Gottes) .*” Dom Magnus Loehrer notes in his article
that, through the influence of the history of Apologetics, the
attributes of God have been rather philosophically set out and
construed, with a consequent loss of meaning when it comes to
interpreting the biblical metaphors.*® Likewise, the Magister-
ium has elaborated its doctrine on the attributes of God only
as the occasion arose and usually in the context of correcting an
error: hence the reaction against the Gnostics, Dualists, Gilbert
Porrecta, and so on.** He goes on to suggest a much more posi-
tive approach in which the influence of Barth and Brunner is
felt.** The above distinction between the “ attributes ” and the
“ behavior ” of God is accepted as a way of aflirming more com-
pletely the total Mystery of the Revealed God in his saving
Reality.

A philosophy of religion can realistically affirm the various
attributes of God; but when those attributes are transposed

¢ Pp. 88, 91, Theol. Investig. IV; pp. 378 fl. of Mysterium Salutis II.

3% Op. cit., “ Der Dreifalitige Gott. . . .” Rahner’s analysis and suggestions
concerning the meaning and the use of the idea of personality as applied to God
are very interesting.

3¢ Cf. X. Rahner, “ Gott,” LTRK IV (1960), 1083-1086.

37 «“ Dogmatische Bemerkungen zur Frage der Eigenschaften und Verhaltensweisen
Gottes,” Mysterium Salutis 11, pp. 291-314.

3% Op. cit., pp. 296 fi.

3® Ibid., p. 800.

*° Ibid., pp. 307 L.
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onto the theological plane, they too often conceal the decisive
free actions of God in his saving design for the world. They can
obscure the fact that God takes a determined attitude toward
man.** The knowledge of God’s free “ attitudes” or “be-
havior,” known only in Revelation, fills out, in a sense, the
knowledge we have of God through the attributes that are
basically affirmed of the Deity through creation.** These re-
vealed Verhaltensweisen (ways of behavior) are not subject
to conceptual synthesis. We are left with a fruitful sense of
God’s Mystery and the ineffable inner unity of the divine
Reality.** God’s revealed behavior cannot be deduced from the
attributes, yet these are, in retrospect, presupposed as the
foundation of God’s free action.**

These ways of behavior through Salvation-History are not
disincarnate gestures on God’s part. They are given definitive
expression in the event of Christ.** Here God is finally revealed
as Love in his free saving relations with man.** What may
have seemed anthropomorphisms in the Old Testament are
now given truly human expression in Christ.*” Thus, God’s
inmer Self is really revealed in the ““economia > of his salvific
activity.*®

4 Ibid., p. 802: “ Dies ist z. B. der Fall, wenn die Exodusassage ‘ Ich bin da, der
ich bin’ (Ex. 8: 14) ohne weiteres als Aussage der goettlichen Aseitaet gedeutet
wird, oder wenn die biblischen Aussagen ueber Gottes Heiligkeit und Liebe
einfach als Aussagen ueber Gott als ‘ Esse Subsistens’ bzw. als absolute Guete
gelesen werden. Wenn es wahr ist, dass Gottes freie Verhaltensweisen seine
Eigenschaften . . . voraussetzen, dann braucht nicht bestritten zu werden, dass in
diesem Sinn auch die verschiedenen Shriftaussagen ueber das freie Verhalten
Gottes einen solchen letzten metaphysischen Hintergrund implizieren, wei dies im
klassischen Traktat “ De Deo Uno ” immer gesehen wurde.”

4% Ibid., p. 303 1.

4 Ibid., p. 304.

“ Ibid., p. 304 1.

% Ibid., pp. 305 fi.

8 Ibid., p. 306: “. .. in Christus werde endgueltig offenbar, dass Gott Liebe ist
(I Jn. 4: 8). Diese Satz muss freilich richtig verstanden werden. Zunaechst ist zu
beachten, dass er nicht als Aussage ueber das metaphysiche Wesen Gottes gelesen
werden darf, sondern als Aussage ueber das letztefreie Verhalten Gottes zum
Menschen in der Heilsgeschichte zu verstehen ist.”

1 Ibid., p. 307.
8 Ibid,
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Conversely, this demands of man that he regard God not
as a neutral, metaphysical Deity, but as the God of Redemp-
tion, one who merits his trust more than provokes his fear.*
Thus the actual “behavior” of God calls forth a determined
attitude from man in the presence of God. There is implied the
reality of intersubjectivity, with all its free spontaneity, enabl-
ing God to be a real Presence in man’s life. This is born out in
the various situations of Salvation History in that God com-
municates his Name to man, not merely as a token to be
treasured but as a kind of symbol indicating the personal
character of God’s Self Gift to man.”* God reveals Himself as
eminently God-with-us and thus calls man to intimate com-
munion with himself.** In this context the divine names are
not seen as mere confirmations of what has already been attri-
buted to God through the processes of Natural Theology but
as a progressive revelation of the actual saving character of
God.*?

The Christian theologian, then, sees within the divine attri-
butes, as it were, a free zone of God’s actual activity made
known to us only through revelation, thereby giving us a deeper
knowledge of the divine Reality.*

This interesting approach does not deny the traditional theo-
logical method of affirming the God of revelation, but it does
explicitate some valuable points in its alertness to the contri-
butions made by Lutheran theology above all. Deep questions
nonetheless remain: what is really added? If one replies, the
concrete recognition of the saving freedom of God, the further
question arises: has it received its ultimate theological ex-

¢® Ibid., p. 308.

5% Ibid., pp. 308 ff.

5t Ibid., p. 810.

52 Jbid.

"8 Here the examples of God’s immutability and omnipresence are given. A
complete statement on the divine immutability is not possible unless it is realized
that God remains unchangeable in himself but actually becomes in the other . . .
in the incarnation (. . wirklich im andem wird) (emphasis original). Also, the
true character of the divine omnmipresence is not revealed to us save in the ful-
filment given by God’s dwelling in Christ. Cf. p. 811 f.
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pression? Does it resort all too easily to dialectic instead of
seeking a solution by deepening the categories already present
in the classic Thomistic scheme? In other words, is the above
approach, essentially, merely a more striking and appealing
statement of the problem rather than an attempt to give a
complete solution? For this, at least, we should be grateful. As
will be seen, my own approach will be developed more in the
direction of a deeper understanding of the available categories,
and, to that degree, I have no intention of passing final judg-
ment on this theological development. I instance it for the
moment as a Catholic attempt to come to grips with a problem
more and more clearly perceived, and consequently I must
leave it at that for the time being, while I shall attempt to
develop some points in another direction.

* * * * *

It must be rather forthrightly stated as a first point that
Catholic theology, in the general tradition of St. Thomas, has
not felt the “ remoteness ” of God as much as its critics might
suppose. This is undoubtedly due in large part to the strong
account it gives of itself in the doctrine of the Missions.** In
the same breath, St. Thomas and his followers can state that
God is related to man only by a relationship of reason and that
the three Divine Persons are really communicated to the soul
in grace.”* The “ mission-schema ” deeply affects the theology
of creation as well.*® As it lies there unexplained in the Summa,
St. Thomas’s theology of the Trinity can indeed appear quite

5 Ct. Summa Theol., I, q. 43. For profound commentaries on the whole doctrine,
see L. Chambat, Présence et Union. Les Missions des Personnes de la Sainte
Trinité selon St. Thomas d’Aquin (Abbaye Saint Wandrille, 1945); F. Cunningham,
The Indwelling of the Trinity. A Historico-doctrinal Study of the theory of St.
Thomas Aquinas (Dubuque, 1955).

58 Cf. Summa Theol., 1, q. 483, a. 2: “. .. Unde missio et datio in divinis dicuntur
temporaliter tantum. Generatio et spiratio solum ab aeterno. Processio autem et
exitus dicuntur in divinis et aeternaliter et temporaliter: nam Filius ab aeterno

processit ut sit Deus; temporaliter autem ut etiam sit homo . . . vel ut sit
in homine secundum invisibilem missionem.”
8¢ Ibid., q. 45, a. 5: “. . . divinae personae secundum rationem suae processionis

habent causalitatem respectu creationis rerum.”
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abstract and removed from the economia of Redemption. The
same goes for the “ de Unitate Dei ” which precedes the theology
of the Trinity.”” Provided, however, that the schema is ap-
proached with synthetic intent and with a sympathy for what
Aquinas is actually getting at in his attempt to give an ordered
and intelligent introduction into the totality of revealed Truth,
it is not difficult to appreciate this classic approach as a
remarkable piece of constructive theology. Whatever the case,
it must be admitted that, even if the above remarks partially
explain the lack of sensitivity on the part of Thomists to the
theistic problems felt by the neo-classical approach, they do
not offer a solution. We might address ourselves more funda-
mentally to the problem by making the following points: I.
The problem of the different perspectives; II. The field of
analogy; IT1. The “ relatio rationis ’; IV. The Being of God.

I. Tae ProBLEM OF THE DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVES

It is worth stressing again that my intent is wholly positive:
I do not wish to attempt to directly refute the * neo-classical ”
approach as Ogden has described it to us but only to accept
his implicit challenge to reactualize some of the true riches of
the classic and Thomistic affirmation of God. In a question of
this type different perspectives are to be expected. One point
of view can so impress itself on the objective account of a
particular theologian’s affirmation of God that the result is at
best misunderstanding and at worst complete unacceptability.
This is brought out especially in the present case where Ogden
has above all in mind to establish some point of contact with
the contemporary mind through the use of the categories and
analogies that implicitly or explicitly it seemingly finds appeal-
ing. If this is a dominant motive with him, it could hardly be
expected that he is in a position to be struck with the full
depth and extent of the classic Thomistic approach. His
concern is not the immediate concern of the Thomist, with

%7 See F. Bourassa, “ Sur le Traité de la Trinité,” Gregorianum 47 (1966), 284~
285.
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the latter’s employment of the formal metaphysical categories
of substance, relation, etc. Does this mean, then, that the
confrontation of these two approaches devolves around only
semantic considerations? One instinctively feels that it is much
more, for, along with the motive affecting our style of presenta-
tion, there is the deep question of the whole personal stance
of each theologian approaching this question. This may not
find expression in his particular account of the divine Reality.
One must be alert to both a pre-understanding of what we
wish to give formal expression to and a pre-valuation of the
reality concerned. Let us consider briefly each of the compon-
ents of the perspectives in which we approach this question of
God: 1) the motive that affects the theologian; 2) the pre-
understanding that he enjoys of the divine Reality; 8) the
pre-valuation that axiologically orientates him one way or the

other.
1. The Motive.

The Thomistic approach has for its immediate motive under-
standing. The intellectual penetration of the divine Reality,
which is the “ subiectum theologiae,” *® is the characteristic
action of the theologian. This radical intellectualism in theo-
logical procedure is based on the conviction that authentic
understanding is the surest road to affective progress and makes
for a ready and flexible expression of the object of theological
thought in accordance with the demands of a variety of circum-
stances. As it stands, however, the whole Thomistic system is
geared to intelligence, as act of the theologian in his contem-
plation of the revealed Mysteries, not to affective piety or
communication.*® If it appears cold or abstract, and therefore
hyper-rational and inhuman, this is only because someone has
not yet realized that we must first affirm what really is the

58 Ct. R. Gagnebet, “ Dieu, Sujet de la Théologie selon St. Thomas,” Analecta
Gregoriana, 1954, pp. 41-55; also, M. D. Chenu, Toward Understanding St. Thomas
(Chicago, 1964), pp. 196; 301-310.

5 Summa Theol., 1, q. 2 (prologue); In I Sent., dist. 2, div. text.; In II Sent.,
prol.;
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case, what actually is, rather than express the divine Reality
in terms which happen to be the most compatible here and
now with our affective inclinations or most adapted to instant
communication. It refuses to allow the divine Reality to be
measured by the subjective capacity of our affections or our
capabilities in communication. This is not to say that the
Thomistic method has no time for nourishment of faith and
charity, with its icy intellectuality, or that it is not interested
in pastoral relevance. The reverse is true: because it wishes to
know the real God, to love the real Good, because it wishes
to have a real content in its communications, it adopts from the
beginning an intellectual standpoint which can certainly appear
overly detached and disinterested; but it suffers the danger of
giving such an impression out of respect for its motive, which is
to give an objective account of the divine Reality.

Is the object of the newer theism similar? There is un-
doubtedly a stress on intelligibility for the modern mind,
intelligible relevance, on presenting God as a credible ground
for hope, ete. It is too early to state, and certainly too rash
to suggest, that the neo-classical theory has sacrificed an ontic
statement for the sake of an affective and subjective stimulus
and easier communicability. Ogden most certainly does wish
to give a metaphysical account of what God is really like.*
Nonetheless, perhaps a distracting element has entered into the
neo-classical position. Proponents of this theory wish to use
categories with which modern man is more familiar or that he
finds more appealing. This is, of course, laudable; but if a
rigorous critique has not been made on the objective grounds
of this topical appeal, confusion concerning the ultimately real
character of divine Reality must, seemingly, follow. Just be-
cause the contemporary mind is more at home with an exist-
ential account of reality interpreted in a broad evolutionary
and dynamic sweep, it does not necessarily follow that God is
actually like that. Because categories happen to be at this
moment more intelligible, it does not follow that they are more

80 0p. cit., especially pp. 44-70.
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apt. The only norm that governs our use of language and all
manner of conceptual tools for the affirmation of God must
surely be the divine Reality itself, what God really must be
like. Once we are on the road to affirming that, the language
of interpersonal involvement and symbol can be adapted for
affective expression and communication in our attempt to bring
out the personal relevance of such an objectively affirmed
Reality.

In brief, I suggest that, when the ontic stress of the Thomistic
method of affirming God is not fully appreciated, one cannot
expect that it is going to be credited with full marks. Further,
—though here I do wish to avoid too sweeping a statement—
because the neo-classical approach, as presented to us by
Ogden, tends to span the levels of ontic affirmation, affective
relevance, and intelligible communication, there is the appear-
ance of a weakness built into this approach. These next two
points will partially clarify what has been said up till now.

2. Pre-understanding.

Obviously any hermeneutic of various systems of thought
must be at pains to come to grips with the pre-understanding
present in a given instance. This is especially important when
the issue in hand is one of considerable depth and complexity
and necessarily profoundly affects the subjectivity of those
involved. Often Thomism is analysed in its affirmation of God
merely on the merits of its objectively expressed concepts, e.g.,
when it happens that someone opens the Summa and naively
begins to expatiate on the contents without taking into account
the whole theological life that it comes from. New, the pre-un-
derstanding for the theologian of the classic Christian tradition
is surely that there is One God and that he is revealed to us in
Christ Jesus. At no juncture is God actually regarded as an
aloof Deity, even if the metaphysical moment in our affirmation
of the divine Reality does give rise to the employment of highly
abstract conceptual tools drawn from philosophical systems
that attempt to state the objectivity of the real. The concepts
that are used by the theologian in his effort to affirm correctly
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the Reality of God make no pretence of encapsulating the
Divinity. In the dynamism of our affirmation of God the mind
must yield to the darkness of the Res Divina, the One, Simple
Infinite Reality that God is.** The very darkness and obscurity
into which the mind is drawn leads us to appreciate more fully
the concreteness of the historical facts in which God is revealed
to us: they stand before us in an historical originality and
spontaneity within the field of Absolute Ineffable Being that
has been affirmed of God through the formal metaphysical
categories. I have called this interplay of abstract and concrete
the formal and mysteric moments in our affirmation of the
Living God.** This double moment arises from the special
pre-understanding we have of God as the Lord of Creation and
Salvation History. An influential Protestant theologian, W.
Pannenberg, stresses the concrete historical actuality of the
event of God’s revelation of Himself.®* Though I cannot
endorse his position completely, I do feel that he exercises a
salutary influence in drawing attention to the event of Salvation
History that our conceptual knowledge must return to if it
is to attain to its most true affirmation of God. What we are
stressing here is, I feel, the noetic expression of what those
theologians already mentioned in more ontic terms with their
distinction between the “ Eigenschaften Gottes” (Attributes)
and the “ Verhaltensweisen Gottes” (Actual Behavior) .%
This being the case, I would think that the Thomistic ap-
proach is not given sufficient credit for its pre-understanding.
To sum up with regard to the second component of the per-
spective and, at the same time, acknowledging the danger of
oversimplification, it could be stated that the pre-understand-

81 Cf. De Div. Nom., c. 2, lect. 4; c. 7, lect. 4.

2 Cf. A. J. Kelly, “ To know the Mystery: The Theologian in the Presence of
the Revealed God,” The Thomist XXXII (1968), 40-47; 55-59.

%8 Cf. Theology as History, ed. J. M. Robinson and J. B. Cobb (New York,
1967). Special reference could be made to the opening essay by Robinson, “ Re-
velation as Word and as History ” (13-42), in which Pannenberg’s approach is
sketched; and to Pannenberg’s own essay. “The Revelation of God in Jesus of
Nazareth ” (101-1383).

8 Cf. M. Loehrer, op. cit., Mysterium Salutis II, pp. 291-814.
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ing that should be taken for granted and accounted for is that
God is an Ineffable Personal Mystery. For the Christian theo-
logian he is a Mystery of Love and, despite the absolute
intimacy of his communication, remains known as God, i.e.,
as the One who is accepted as being incomprehensible. No
word or concept will ever be adequate to express what God
truly is. The pre-understanding that is in operation behind the
structured affirmation of God in the classic and Thomistic
tradition teaches the theologian to regard God as an abiding
Mystery, dwelling in a darkness that is always beyond our
conceptual determinations.®

This is a far cry from the neo-classical approach which sees
in human subjectivity, through the reformed subjectivist prin-
ciple of Whitehead,* the paradigm case in the process of affirm-
ing the divine Reality. The Thomistic pre-understanding of
this whole problem would tilt the theologian in quite the
opposite direction: God is not immediately to be affirmed as
the image of man; rather, man must first assert the absolute
transcendance of God, and only then, with his eyes open to
the full scope of reality, is he in a position to qualify this basic
affirmation of the divine Transcendence by availing himself of
analogies, above all, those supplied by the being and life of
the human person. This point will be treated in a more detailed
fashion later. Suffice it to say that a conviction of the divine
Transcendence precedes the application of the various ana-
logies; the reverse procedure, working through * self-contained ”
analogies of the subjectivity of the human spirit, ete., is in
danger of aprioristically constricting the absolute character of
the divine Reality within the imagined limits of the analogy
that is first employed. So much, for the moment, with regard
to the pre-understanding that can be assumed in the Thomistic
aproach to the affirmation of God.

5 Summa Theol., 1, q. 12, a. 13, ad lum: “licet per revelationen gratiae in hac
vita non cognoscamus de Deo quid est, et sic ei quasi ignoto coniungamur. . ..’
%% As cited and employed by Ogden, op. cit.,, p. 57.
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8. Pre-valuation.

This third component of the general perspective is possibly
the most important in our attempt briefly to indicate the
generally accepted Thomistic style of approach to this central
theological issue. It comes to this: my formal theological
approach to God does not demand of me an abdication of
my personal relationship with the divine Mystery, known and
lived through faith. On this level, God for me can only be
the Father revealing himself in Christ. This remains, in that
radical, transrational mysticism of faith, an experience that
axiologically conditions the whole conceptual structure of my
theological affirmation. The Living God, accepted in faith, is
a Presence for the Christian theologian which, obscurely ex-
perienced and unobjectifiable as it is, gives a non-conceptual
depth and dynamism to formal theological expression. Our
concepts live from this depth of personal presence. They have
an objective formal signification, but in the total meaning of
any theological statement a non-conceptual plus value must be
allowed for, arising from that personal communion that faith
brings about between God and the believing mind. A con-
venient way of saying this is to say that there is a personal
significance completing the formal signification of our theolog-
ical statements and concepts.®”

Thus, my formal theological expression will presumably
indicate a drive toward objectivity in any assertions about the
divine Reality, a refusal to let God be measured by my own
subjective experience; but always present in such assertions
there is the consciousness (which I hesitate to call pre-theolog-
ical) of the fact that God is personally related to me in the
community of believers in a way that engages the divine
Personal Freedom and elicits an authentic response from me as
an individual believer in the here and now of this instant of
the History of Salvation.

* * * * *

°7 Cf. A. J. Kelly, op. cit., Part I, pp. 173-181.
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There, then, is a broad indication of what I consider the
general perspective of the Thomistic approach. To what extent
can I presume that this is shared by the neo-classical school?
With regard to the motive, some divergence has been noted:
regarding the pre-understanding, the primary conviction of the
utter transcendence of the divine Reality is not as strong, and
the pre-valuation may well be accepted as the same, depending
on one’s theology of faith, and the place that that faith and
the life of grace plays in the processes of theological thought.
For the moment, however, it is sufficient to stress the perspec-
tive of the Thomistic approach, above all, to make theologians
of this tradition realize, on the one hand, the intellectuality of
the Thomistic approach, and on the other, the non-conceptual
depth that accompanies the thought of the Christian theologian.

II. Tue FieLb oF ANALOGY

I have no intention of giving here an exhaustive treatment
of the principles guiding the use of analogy. It will be of some
use at this juncture, however, to indicate the major features of
the dynamic field in which our analogies, as applied to God,
operate. I would suggest that the determining features of this
field can be reduced to two mutally conditioning points: 1)
God is anticipated as a personal subject by theological thought;
2) the divine Reality is anticipated as an absolute Reality.

1. When the mind seeks the ultimate explanation of the
universe in its total intelligibility, it is right for it to anticipate
that this ultimate intelligible ground of reality will be a subject.
This is so if only for the simple reason that in every act of
knowledge and willing we “ come to ourselves ” as a persistent,
unified consciousness implied in all our acts. It would hardly
make sense to such enquiring intelligences, enjoying such an
all-pervasive presence of self in all activities and related in
intersubjective communion with other such consciousnesses, if
the total intelligibility of reality could reside in anything else
but a transcendent subject, personal in its knowledge and love.
This intimate experience of self as an intelligent source of all
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enquiry, experiencing, understanding, reflecting, and finally, of
committing oneself to reality through the act of judgment,
makes one anticipate a transcendent personal presence as the
deepest and most coherent source of the intelligibility of the
universe. One can put this another way in a more objective
idiom: the proofs for the existence of God, declaring the
presence of a transcending cause, necessarily include the recog-
nition of the personal character of God because of the personal
“ perfections ” which the universe contains and which demand
explanation.

Such an anticipation of the Reality of the divine Subject is
more strikingly experienced by the theologian precisely in his
Christian capacity, for his whole theological thought has ori-
ginated from the fruitful tension of his faith toward the God
who has revealed himself in Christ. God, as the object of faith
and as working that faith through the Spirit in the believer,
is, in a sense, experienced as the divine “Thou,” a living,
Personal presence in one’s life. Theology, springing from this
faith which alone puts the theologian in contact with the divine
revealed Reality, injects a vivid awareness of the Personhood
and subjectivity of the divine Reality which, in fact, may not
be objectivized until the very end of the theological process.
There are, nonetheless, clear grounds for seeing this anticipation
of the divine “ relatedness” to us in the fact that theology is
“fides quaerens intellectum.”

Hence God is anticipated as a uniquely personal Reality.
This anticipation gives shape and specification to our knowl-
edge. Despite the abstract conceptualities that might neces-
sarily be employed, and despite the ontic and even impersonal
character of some of the analogies that might be applied, our
theological thought and affirmations are polarized, in a very
definite way, by this anticipation of God as a Personal Reality.
Obviously, the neo-classical School has seen this very clearly.®

2. The second feature of this dynamic noetic field in which

® In its interpretation of the divine Reality directly in terms of the existence
and actually of the human subject.
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our analogies operate is the anticipation of the divine Reality
as an absolute Reality. This demands from the beginning of
the theological process a consciousness of the surpassing
plenitude of the divine Reality necessarily eluding categoriza-
tion within the limits of our experience. Our minds must neces-
sarily be given over to the process of negation, of judging “ This
is not God ” where this means the conceptual construct that
is employed by the mind to affirm the transcendent Reality
of God. There results, indeed, a darkness of thought before the
divine Reality, and a silence of word—there comes a point
when we can say no more about it. This is not necessarily some
profoundly mystical experience. It is rather a down-to-earth
recognition that we are truly endeavoring to affirm an absolute
Reality. While we speak of negation, darkness, silence, etc.,
it must be noted that the whole direction of our thinking about
God, or better, our knowledge of him, remains wholly positive.
It is a directed darkness. It results in a great knowledge of
the Reality that God is.

Merely to call attention to this point is not enough. A
question arises in many forms as to why we should feel justified
in going beyond this or that attempt at conceptualizing the
Divinity. Basic reasons can be given: if God is absolute, then
the process of our knowledge must subject its performance to
this recognition. We might come to this theological conviction
by an ontic concentration on the proofs for the existence of
God, or through a transcendental analysis of our knowing and
willing which points to the implicit acceptance of an unlimited
absolute in our spirit-activity, and this remains to be adequate-
ly thematized. However we affirm the absolute character of the
divine Reality, we must take the word absolute literally: this
divine Reality is not limited in the manner of the realities
directly accessible to our experience. By definition, what is
absolute evades limitation and restriction and hence all ade-
quate thematization by the human mind. This affirmation of
the absoluteness of the divine Reality is accompanied by the
experience of the self-transcending power of our knowing and
willing. These spirit-activities constantly surpass their own
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objective attainments. Thus, they are existentially indicating
a Reality which is beyond the present scope of our attainment
of reality. Though the Reality thus indicated is not attainable
in thematizable form at the present time and in the present
conditions of our spirit-activity, the presence of this fully-
sufficient Reality is obscurely intimated to the mind through
the thematizations of finite reality that it has arrived at.
Hence, there is that Known-Unknown character of the Absolute
in its relationship to our minds. This springs from the affirma-
tion of the necessary absoluteness of God coupled with the
experience of the self-transcendence of our spirit-activity in the
direction of the Absolute, which continually eludes objectific-
ation in terms of adequate conceptualization. The conjunction,
then, of the objective affirmation of the Absolute character of
the divine Reality and our subjective experience of self-tran-
scendence towards it explains why the mind of the theologian
is necessarily restless in his knowledge and feels continually
compelled to go beyond the conceptualizations already arrived
at, however valid these might be.*

In this way, what we have called the anticipation of the
absolute character of the divine Reality is borne out. We must
anticipate that God is not like this or that, not even like me
or it, since the absolute character of the divine Reality must
surpass the subjective-objective formulation we use in the
normal finite case. Rather, God is the supreme actualization of
all perfection, uniquely and concretely personalized in the
Being of God. He has everything that points in our experience
to the possibility of absolute concretization and nothing that
cannot be thus absolutely and unrestrictedly possessed.

Here is a sensitive point. On the one hand, we have God
anticipated as an eminent subject. On the other, we have this
anticipation of the absoluteness of the divine Reality. This
does not stop us from affirming consciousness of the divine
Reality as pertaining to the perfection of Being, but it does
prevent us from affirming that consciousness of God solely in

8 Cf. A, Kelly, op. cit., pp. 15-20; 50-55 and passim.
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the terms in which we experience it. We can objectively state
that God is the supreme Subject and as such is consciously
related to us. What we are not justified in doing is reading
into the divine Consciousness, in the sheer actuality of the
divine Existence, that subjective-objective polarity that char-
acterizes our human experience of subjectivity. God is quite
simply above this distinction and contains, consequently, what-
ever of the actuality of existence we imply in making this
distinction. To turn the matter around the other way, we are
not justified in affirming the Reality of God merely in the terms
of the subjectivity that we experience. Since we need both
polarizations to express our experience of reality, we need both
to express our affirmation of the fulness of the divine Reality.
We must avail ourselves of the whole scope of our knowledge of
reality if we are going to affirm God in the most real way.
Hence, I would feel that even such authors as Novak tend to
read too easily their own experience of subjectivity into the
divine Reality,” even though he does valuable service to the
classic theistic approach in expressing it in such a relevant
and attractive manner. It is true that we experience the
totality of what is affirmable of God only within the polarities
of subject and object. Object in general terms is a thematiza-
tion of the universe of what really is, as “ ob-jected,” as up
against the knowing mind. The subject, the knower, let us say,
experiences an unrestricted openness to the whole scope and
span of what is, yet the attainment is necessarily so limited.
There is not a complete correlation. It is as though the totality
of what is is broken by these two polarities. In the divine
Reality this is not the case. God simply is, not as subject and
object as we experience this division but in the one act of being
that includes what each member of this division has to include.
Since, however, we must talk of God in human terms, we will
naturally avail ourselves of this division in the hope of bringing
out in the best possible way the fulness of the divine Actuality.
To sum up, the divine subjectivity is the specifically divine

7 Cf. M. Novak, Belief and Unbelief. A Philosophy of Self-Knowledge (London,
1966), pp. 115-133 especially.
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act of conscious Being, transcending our limited, human experi-
ence of subjectivity. Spontaneous religious language (that
which often passes for “mere metaphor”) has a good deal
to teach the theologian. It exhausts the whole of reality,
delighting in inter-subjectivity of communion, yet speaking of
God in language which most properly applies in inanimate
objects on occasion. God is said to be a rock, etc. Of course,
this points to a special type of divine subjectivity exercised in
man’s regard, but it also hints at an instinct in the human
spirit that senses the special character of the divine subjec-
tivity, transcending all our finite experiences of it.

The peculiarities of the special noetic field in which our
various analogies operate are these two features: the anticipa-
tion of God as an eminent subject, and the anticipation of God
as the genuine absolute. They do not cancel one another out,
as might be thought, but rather complement one another in
a unique fashion: the anticipation and objectivization of the
divine subjectivity is corrected by the anticipation and eventual
thematization of the general terms of the absolute character of
the divine Reality, and the anticipation of the divine absolute-
ness is complemented by the anticipation of the divine sub-
jectivity, so that the mind will not be lead into a state of
noetic atrophy, before an infinite void, but be directed through
the obscurity of this knowledge to the darkness where the living
God truly dwells: Deo quast ignoto coniungamur.™

I have no doubt that Ogden and the tendency that he so ably
represents will (perhaps unwittingly) do the traditional classic
approach good service in stressing the anticipation of the divine
Reality as a unique subject. I feel that he has not adequately
taken account of the full noetic field and recognized the deter-
mining feature of anticipation of the divine absoluteness. The
next two sections will make this more clear, since they will
take us closer to the heart of the matter. It might be remarked
in passing that even the contemporary mind might find within
itself the resources to affirm the divine Reality if contemporary

7 Summa Theol., 1, q. 12, a. 13 ad lum.
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theologians stressed more the necessity of really anticipating
the absolute character of God instead of anticipating for the
contemporary mind the kind of God it feels most comfortable
with.

III. Tuxr “ Reratio Rationis ”” BETWEEN Gop AND MaN

We must now attempt to deepen more adequately the notion
of God’s relatedness to man and his world in the context of the
relatio rationis which Ogden has taken exception to. Here,
above all, it is necessary to be alive to the values that classic
Thomistic tradition wishes to stress.

It cannot be denied that classic theism, and Thomism in
particular, sees no possibility at all in there being any other
relation between God and the world than that of reason alone.
The pith of the argument lies in the absolute Is-ness of God,
the sheerly existent One. God cannot be said to acquire a new
real relationship to anyone or anything without thereby deny-
ing the ontic absoluteness of the divinity. This would mean a
further increment of actuality or perfection. By the same
token, the Deity cannot be thought of as totally relative to
reality “outside” itself as though God were some form of
subsisting transcendental relation in regard to the world. This
would mean that God was intrinsically constituted as an ab-
solute Being by an essential relation to what-is-not-God.”> To
the Thomistic theologian this would be nonsense.

Before going on with the discussion, two points can be con-
veniently made: 1) In this classical approach, we can readily
concede an ontic, objective concentration which has hitherto
left much that is of interpersonal and existential value unsaid.
There are many reasons why this might have been the case, and
we cannot go into them here. Suffice it to state the fact of the
matter. 2) In this whole discussion the category of relation is
not so easy to pin down.”” Admittedly St. Thomas and his

**See this argument as summarized by W. Kern, “ God-World Relationship,”
Sacramentum Mundi II (London-New York, 1968), pp. 403-406.
"® Cf. J. De Finance, Connaissance de L’'Etre (Paris, 1966), pp. 464-475.
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followers have used this category in a very objective sense,
describing it from the instances of the reference of one object
to another by reason of quantity or cause-effect proportion.™
Clearly the ontic consideration has been primary, as the basic
analogue was isolated for the understanding of this “ tenuissima
entitas.” Hence, even at this early stage it is worth asking the
question: have the real possibilities of this category been fully
exploited; is the nature of relation exactly the same when
existing between two things as when existing between two
persons? If not, then already there is room for seeing a different
complexion on the question of the relationship of God to man.
Straight away, the term relationship of reason seems to be open
to a more realistic interpretation in terms of intersubjectivity.
This is a point which must be looked into more closely since it
promises to open the way to a broader sympathy with the neo-
classical approach.

Let us, then, examine more deeply the meaning of the
relationship of reason that God has in regard to man and the
world. We can begin by asking just what are the real elements
in it.

1. The Real Relationship of Man to God.

Although it is clear enough that God does not actually
change and cannot, there is another side to the question that is
equally clear: the creature does change, viz., in its coming
into existence, in the development of its potential in life, in
the vital unfolding of its natural capacities. There is a further
radical transformation in the creature when man, the intelligent
and free agent, receives the free Self-Communication of God,
so that man becomes a new being in Christ. Thus, there is that
radical relationship of the creature to God as the sustenance
of its being whereby the creature is related to God as the
proper source of existence. (In this context it is sufficient to
draw attention to the completeness of the relationship of the

74 This is not to deny the role that Trinitarian theology had in developing the
philosophy of the relation.
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creature to the Creator, leaving aside the more technical
questions of just what kind of real relationship this is, predica-
mental or transcendental, etc.). Also, the created person as a
recipient of God’s free grace is related to God in a new way.
Man’s specifically human existence is elevated by the gracious
activity of God, so that man really does share in the infinite
eternal life of the Trinity, thus coming into the possession
of a unique, freely-given fulfilment of creaturely existence.
Through the transformation of his psychology, man can now
commune through faith and love with the divine Persons in
the knowledge that the present obscurity and limitation will
pass in an eschatological consummation when he shall see God
as he is, in vision full and immediate.

This much, then, is obviously real in God’s relationship to
man: he is related to us as Creator and Redeemer. This
implies that we are really related to him as the created and the
redeemed. In this relationship God penetrated the whole fabrie
of our human existence as the creative sustenance of our being;
he freely intervenes in man’s history, personal and publie, as
a Saving Presence. Yet he remains related to us only by a
relationship of reason. It must, however, be stressed that we
would not speak of the relatedness of God to man in this way
unless first we recognized that God had freely related man to
himself. The mind sees this relatedness because God has made
the first move. It is not a figment or equivocation. God really
brings about the creatures relatedness to himself, and this is
a real relationship. The difficulty of the whole matter resides
in this, that God remains God throughout the whole process of
his communications. If he changed in communicating himself,
it would simply not be God who was giving himself—or exist-
ence—to creatures.

The real element in this interrelatedness existing between
God and man finds conscious expression in man, especially
when he has received Grace.”” Man so graced, conscious of
his communion with the divine Persons, does not regard God

78 See W. Kern, op. cit., p. 404.
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as related to him in a purely figmentative way, externally or
non-literally.” God is a living Presence for man, a Mystery in
which his life and fulfilment are involved. This Presence of
God to man is included in man’s presence to himself and an
intelligent and free consciousness. God is, in this sense, appre-
hended as man’s Mystery, a Presence in man’s life and action,
the goal and Master of man’s destiny. God is “ related ” to man
as total love, a love which calls, exacts, redeems, consoles and
judges, in the depths of man’s conscious self. Man sees God as
eminently his God.

It could be objected that this apprehension of God’s related-
ness to man, based on man’s real relatedness to God, is nothing
more than a mystical flight, a projection onto God of the
spontaneity and conditions of our own freedom whereas, n
fact, traditional theism holds that God does not change and
is not “involved.” In answer it can be admitted that anthro-
pological utterance is used quite freely of God in the language
of myth and religious symbol. There is a basic reality that
must not be forgotten, however. This is the real freedom of
God. Tt is certain that there is no real relation of God to man;
it is sure that the only relation we can admit is that of reason
alone. Notwithstanding, there is in God Himself a real divine
liberty which will be seen as another real dimension to this
“relatio rationis.”

2. The Divine Freedom.

Included in our affirmation of God as the absolute Un-
conditioned is his freedom. He would not be God if he were
determined by necessity. God could not be made God by any
reality outside himself. Anything that exists apart from God
need not have been; God caused it to be. Man need not have

7® We can say God is literally related to the world, even if this does not mean
in exactly the same way as we are related to it. God is related to the world in
the way it is proper for him alone to be related to the universe. Hence I must take
exception with Ogden’s use of this word: “. .. The fully justified assertion that
God is not literally related to the world (if by “literal * is meant in the same way
as we are related to it) proves on examination to mean that he is literally not
related to it.” (p. 50)
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been redeemed and restored; God exercised a gracious and
compassionate freedom in thus re-creating man. Admittedly,
our recognition of the freedom of God must necessarily be
qualified by an equally strong assertion about his immutability
which follows necessarily from the absolute character of his
existence. We say: God does not change, yet he is free.
Logically we are led to say that God did not suddenly get a
new idea with regard to the creation or the redemption of
man; he must have eternally intended it. Yet, conversely, he
could have eternally not intended it.

Now this brings us to a striking and relevant aspect of
God’s freedom. As a freedom actually exercised in this concrete
“ economia,” it is backed by the absolute immutability of God.
We might be tempted to jump in immediately and say, “ There,
you see, God is eternally unchangeable, he is not really involved
after all.” There is another view to the matter. God has
eternally chosen to be our God. Implied in God’s loving and
wise intention that we should exist and commune with him is
the recognition that he is the God of our world and our history,
of this economy, despite the infinite number of possibilities
that were open to him. This is a process of thinking back into
God the value of these “ contingent ” events of our creation
and redemption, only to find oneself in the presence of a divine
liberty that has truly eternally committed itself to man, to
these men, to us sinners. God has eternally chosen to be our
kind of God; he has qualified himself in this way. In this
perspective it is hardly a daring statement to say that God
is freely and totally related to man, even though the term
“relation of reason ” remains valid on its own level.

8. God’s Relatedness to Man.

The qualification that must be added here is at once a
restriction and an intensification of God’s relatedness to his
creatures. It is a restriction, because God is not related in a
new, real way to anything outside himself, because of the sheer,
all-exhausting act of existence that properly belongs to him.
God can in no way acquire a new foundation of relatedness in
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himself nor be specified by a reality outside himself, as has
already been said. That would destroy the very notion of the
absolute. At the same time, our qualification of the way God
is related to man results in our seeing it as a more intense form
of relatedness. If God is not really related to things outside
himself, and if he has freely committed himself from eternity
to this temporal scheme of creation and grace, does it not
follow that his relatedness to the creature is present in the
very relatedness of his own divine consciousness to his own
divine Reality? In short, God is related to the creature because
he is “related” to himself. This does indeed sound like a
casuistic conundrum, but a small amount of reflection will
reveal the startling reality of the situation. Usually, we express
this divine knowledge and love of God for the creature as
being performed “ through himself,” “in the divine Essence,”
or other such phrases. Whatever be the words chosen to
mediate this Mystery, the message is constant: the creature
is present to the Creator in the Creator’s own presence to him-
self. God 1is related to the creature in experiencing his own
relatedness to himself, in his act of Existence. Thus the bond
of God’s relatedness to man, in his concrete personality, life
and development, is nothing less than the totality of the divine
Reality itself.”

Still, it is only a “ relation of reason.” This can be recognized
as the expression of the mind’s activity when it attempts to
designate the close, communal relatedness of God to man, and
vice versa, at the same time allowing for the absolute character

" This naturally means that the universe has its full reality only “in God,”
a reality it can only fully possess in eschatological hope when its deepest and
definitive actuality will be attained . . . though even then, it would seem, the
universe (and man) will have its deepest reality only “in God.” This is a
challenging problem for a truly Christian eschatology. W. Kern (op. cit., p. 404)
has some extremely concise remarks on the point of the God-world relationship.
It I understand him correctly, I find myself in agreement with his general point
stressing the special character of this relationship, but I am loath to follow him
in his suggestion that God could be in a sense really related to the world, but in
a way excluding the world being the foundation of that relationship, since the
whole propriety of our philosophical language in this context would be threatened.
His stress on the freedom of God seems to support the line that has been taken here.
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of God as a member in this interrelatedness. All this points
to a reality latent in this expression, signifying God’s real
nearness to man. Perhaps our treatment of this special rela-
tionship has not been sufficiently theological. It might be that
theology has been too easily influenced by the original philo-
sophical models in understanding the application of this cate-
gory of relation, e. g., spatial or qualitative proportions, inter-
actions, etc. Perhaps our consideration should swing more to
the properly theological model that dominates all theological
reflection, the Incarnation itself. God, the Eternal Word, is
“ subjected ” to human life and history. Though he remains
changeless and absolute * within ” the divine Reality, he makes
his own a thoroughly human history, in time, “ outside” of
God.”® This unique case shows the palpable historical actual-
ization of something that has eternally happened within the
divine Reality where one all-embracing and all-exhausting Act,
in which God claims and possesses all that is, has been and will
be in the universe.

Admittedly, the Incarnation, as that transformative claiming
of the sacred humanity by the Eternal Word, is the extreme
case. For all that, it seems to accord with the Pauline sweep
of theology to see it as the paradigm from which we can
understand the extent of God’s relatedness to man. More than
anything else, it dramatically presents the theologian with the
deep reality of God’s concern for man and his world. The
weak designation, relatio rationis, unable to convey the per-
sonal involvement of God in man’s fate, must be used in its
right place as an accurate designation. But it must not be

8 Theologians, such as K. Rahner, W. Brugger, F. Malmberg, have been working
on this important question. To what extent God changes in the other, in being
subject to human history and the modes of operation of an individual humanity,
is surely one of the biggest Christological questions at the moment. The greater
or lesser reality that one sees in “ God changing in the other ” will influence the
whole of the present question. At present I must be content with stressing the
divine Actuality as inclusive of the reality of creation in the divine freedom to
such an extent that God is really indicating his actual reality when he “ subjects ”
himself to humanity in the Incarnation. The question of the degree of type of
change must be left open for the moment.
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allowed to weaken our grasp of the utterly total and personal
relationship that God enjoys with regard to man.

After attempting to give some indication of the real meaning
hidden in the weak and possible misleading term, * relation
of reason,” we are now in a position to give a more positive
statement about the Reality of God as it is known by us.

IV. Tar Brine or Gop

The impression that the traditional affirmation of God as
Esse Subsistens makes on much of the contemporary theological
and philosophical mind is easy enough to ascertain. So often it
is characterized as impersonal, abstract, and, of course, all too
static. It is hard enough, however, to counteract this impres-
sion, should one wish to do so. Naturally we would be expected
to say that it has been misunderstood, or that it must be
reinterpreted along more dynamic lines. One finds it difficult
to make any blanket assertion of how the theologians of a
past age actually interpreted, for themselves, this formula.
The existential depths of their language will, in the main,
probably have to be their own secret, since they were not
concerned to express the values that appeal to us of a later
age. It is, therefore, of greater importance for us to interrogate
ourselves on the meaning we see in this simple phrase, Esse
Subsistens. This in turn depends largely on what we mean by
is: Is it just a logical figment? An empirical recognition that
such and such is the case? Or does the word “is” indicate
what we understand by an intuition into the deepest actuality
of reality? These are big questions. Let us content ourselves
with just noting a few points in this vital area.

1. Following the indications of St. Thomas ™ we are lead to
see for ourselves that the “is-ness™ of a being is the radical
actualization of all its reality. It is the fundamental en-actment
of all the formal components of the being in question. The
recognition of this leads us to see our activity of stating in

" Summa Theol., I, q. 8, a. 1: “Esse est illud quod magis intimum cuilibet et
quod profundius omnibus inest, cum sit formale respectu omnium quae in re sunt.”
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word and mind the existence of a being as staking out the
claim of this concrete existent in the universe of what really is.
In affirming that this is, we recognize the originality of the
existent as something which occupies a unique place in the.
whole span of reality. This recognition of the existence of
something is an appreciation of the quite special character
of individual things as they are confronting us, uniquely them-
selves, possessing in themselves through their act of existence
a unique enactment of perfection.®

2. When we affirm God as Ipsum Esse, what, then, are we
doing? It appears that the theologian is affirming of God, in
a shorthand way, all the radical energy, originality, spontaneity
and charm that he has encountered in existence on the level
of creation. It is not as though we are assigning God to a
characterless void, for we look to a supremely perfect con-
cretization of existence, the radical perfection that has been
grasped in reality. It is not as though an addition sum is
being done of all the perfections, in their various grades, and
then designating God as the possessor of the whole lot as we
have come to know them. What we are doing is more akin to
“allowing for,” within the divine Reality, a transcendent
totalization of the perfection of existence as we have come to
know it. Further, this formal, metaphysical “making allow-
ance for ” a perfect totalization of existence is in the concrete,
because of the actuality of God known in the history of salva-
tion, given an even more personal, free, and determined dimen-
sion. In other words, the ideas we might form of the positive
plenitude of the divine existence in its sheer actuality must be
completed by that specially concrete revealed knowledge we
have of God as the Trinity and of God as an eternal, free
Self-communicating Mystery. The theologian must allow for
all this in the ultimate act of existence that is God. Salvation
History, presenting us with the personal presence of God in our
midst, brings us ultimately to a more concrete, if more mysteri-

8 Cf. C. Fabro, La Notione metafisica de Partecipazione secondo S. Tommaso
d&’Aquino (Milan, 1939), pp. 135-138.
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ous, affirmation of the divine Act. Thus, the divine Act of
existence is recognized as not merely the source and sustenance
of human and worldly existence but as the originating source of
salvation itself. There is no need, then, for this term, Ipsum
Esse Subsistens, to be in any wise an untheological, abstract,
or static expression. There are still some considerations that
might make this more clear.

3. A remark on the terminology of mized and pure per-
fections might be helpful. It is very easy to isolate these two
types of perfections too much. Mized perfections as applied to
God, e.g., God “ hearing,” experiencing some emotion, etc.,
are so designated in a convenient enough manner to indicate
a special effect in the range of the divine activity which, it is
assumed, can eventually be reduced to more objective and
dispassionate language. For instance, God “ hearing” man’s
plea for redemption is translated into the more objectively
theological language of God’s election and foreknowledge imple-
menting the design of salvation. Be that as it may, we should
not fail to notice that the attribution to the Divinity of these
mixed perfections, even though we might know that, in fact,
God does not possess them, is an expression of a richly symbolic
knowledge of the divine Reality. It indicates a non-conceptual
and concrete attainment of the meaning of the Divinity which
cannot be adequately objectivized. There is a splendor or
radiance about the divine Actuality as it comes into our knowl-
edge which a purely conceptual designation cannot express. All
this goes to stress that it is man, not a detached mind, that is
grappling with the knowledge of God. There is a charm and
appeal about the divine Being that is too concrete for the
necessarily abstract, formal processes of objectivization. Hence,
the theologian must be ready to recognize a real, concrete
sense of God in the use of symbol and metaphor which are able
to bring home to man as a totality the reality of the absolute
Being of God in his concern for man.

In this context, a brief remark about the temporality of God
might be made. If the traditional theistic approach ever attri-
buted temporality to God, it would be surely on the plea of
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its being a “mixed ” perfection and, therefore, could fit into
metaphorical language about God in the sense of the above
paragraph. We certainly do speak of time in God in an anthro-
pomorphic manner. The point at issue here is: is there any
sense in which temporality could be attributed to God ab-
solutely, as something akin to the “ pure perfections ”’? Every
orthodox theist must certainly fail to see how there can be
succession or development in the sheer actuality of the divine
Being. There is room for closer study on this point. If tempor-
ality can really be expressed in terms of pure perfection, as not
essentially implying limitation, progress, transition from not
having perfection to having it, then there is nothing to stop
anyone from attributing this kind of temporality to God. If
the existential concept of temporality, drawn from a reflection
on the actuality of human existence, is, as applied to God,
nothing but an attempt to point to the ever complete actuality
and the continuous self-originating and self-possession of the
divine existence in which God is always actually appropriating
his Being and his Selfhood, then it could be said that the
divine existence might fittingly enough be expressed in terms of
absolute or primal time. Eternity would meaningfully appear,
not so much as a static “ Now ” but as a divine time in which
God is ever actually possessing himself and all else in himself.
Human time would then appear as a weak sharing in the
abounding originality of the “ divine ” time.

On the other hand, if temporality means subjecting God in
his absolute actuality to some form of development in our
theological affirmations, I cannot see how real temporality
could be attributed to the divine Reality. So much for this
brief remark.

To return to the main point: the designation of God as
“Ipsum Esse” can be understood to be a supremely vital and
complete affirmation. No one presumably is under the delusion
that he can express fully what God is but through this expres-
sion we say that God is the infinite Actuality, in a sense,
“situated ” by man’s experience of this actuality within the
limits of corporeal and historical existence. No one is saying
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that God is abstract because our concepts are abstract, but
it is affirmed that the realities that these concepts seek to
express are now actually in God. To appreciate this as fully
as possible, the mind must recollect itself in an experience of its
own actuality, in its attainment of being. In the experience of
this attainment, and of presence to self necessarily involved,
the human person comes to recognize that what s, being, is not
a vague abstraction but reality intuited in all its personal
warmth, with all 1ts subtle colorations and textures, in the
special charm of spontaneity and in the singular originality of
existence. Such a “notion” of being, as the actualization of
“omnia quae in re sunt,”* is used in our affirmation of God
as the all-perfect act of Being. In speaking of God in this way
we are not contracting the divine Reality to the limits of our
own attainment of reality, rather, we are pointing to the con-
cretization of an infinite Actuality which remains merely situ-
ated for us by our experience of reality through our natural
and supernatural capacities. Revelation does not add new
thoughts to this kind of knowledge but gives us a deeper and
more concrete insight into the implications of our basic affirma-
tion that God is, perfectly and infinitely.

* * * * *

SUMMARY:

In indicating these few points of just how concrete our
affirmation of the Being of God is, the question can be asked,
do we to a large extent transcend the problematic of the
God-world relationship? One is inclined to answer in the
affirmative. Sinee God is affirmed from “ within ” our existence,
the Reality of God is asserted from the fact that our existence
is “given ”—by God in its concrete historical form. God so
affirmed is our God, freely though eternally committing him-
self. To realize the reality and the concreteness of our affirma-
tion of God as Ipsum Esse is to realize his complete relatedness
to us.

81 Summa Theol., loc. cit.
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We arrived at this point by taking up, first of all, two noetic
considerations: I.the Perspective, and II. the Field of Analogy.
In these two points we stressed the interrelatedness that was
assumed at the beginning of the theological quest, yet showed
how the anticipation of the divine subjectivity was necessarily
corrected by a correlative anticipation of the divine absolute-
ness. We then took up the reality implied in the relatio rationts,
the God-universe relationship, and the inspection of this led us
to make the final remarks on the actual Being of God. Indeed,
God as we know him, is for-us, though we have no need to
lessen his absoluteness nor his freedom in stating that.

CONCLUSION:

I must admit that this has not been so much dialogue as

self-examination induced by the stimulating work of the neo-
classical school as brought to my attention, above all, by
Schubert Ogden. Much remains to be said in the line of fruitful
dialogue since here our treatment is rather lopsided. My main
conclusion would be that the “ relatio rationis ” as applied to
God in his relationship with the universe is not as extrinsic or
existentially unappealing as it might seem. I have given my
reasons at some length, but they reduce to the real relatedness
that God brings about in the creature through the free but
eternal exercise of his freedom. By this he makes himself
eminently the God of our Universe, “ our kind of God.” For
this reason, the name “ relatio rationis ” might well be replaced
by the term “ relationship of intersubjectivity ” in certain con-
texts, once the basic metaphysical contours of the question are
established. (One might hazard, “ relatio conscientiae person-
-alis ”) . Whatever words one uses, one must attempt to bring
out the reality that is implied here without destroying one term
-of the relationship, namely God, in his absolute fulness of
Being.

Such are the general lines of the approach. There are many
points that need clarification. I am grateful for the stimulus
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that the neo-classical theologians offer in their application of
“ Process Theology ™ to the Being of God; but in the end, I feel
we must differ, for no matter how intelligently this theory
has been put forward, or how sensitive it is to the values of
contemporary theology, it remains an anthropomorphism, how-
ever finely drawn.

AntaONY J. KELLY, C.SS.R.
St. Mary’s Seminary
Wendouree, Victoria
Australia



THOMAS AQUINAS AND ANALOGY: A TEXTUAL
ANALYSIS

[

philosopher or philosophical tradition may wish to

WHATEVER PARTICULAR claims or assertions a
make, what is unqualifiedly affirmed in the very

endeavor of philosophy is inward or mental experience; and
“ spoken words are the symbols of mental experience.” * Speech
and mental experience or understanding would seem to be
inseparable. The philosopher’s inquiry into the whole invari-
ably leads, then, to an inquiry into language.

By looking directly at whatever presents itself in our familiar world,
at things and their properties, at human affairs and actions, we
run the risk of being blinded, as do people who observe the sun
during an eclipse if they do not look at its image on some watery
surface. . .. To avoid being “ blinded ” Socrates thought he had to
“ take refuge in spoken words” . .., in exchanging questions and
answers with himself and with others and in them search for the
truth of things.?

Philosophers whose conceptions of human speech and under-
standing are as divergent as Heidegger’s and Aristotle’s still
concur in the centrality of language for man. Aristotle defines
man as a living being possessing speech, and Heidegger asserts
that:

To be a man is to speak . . . in his profound essence he is a
speaker, the speaker. That is his distinction and at the same time
his burden. It distinguishes him from stones, plants, animals, but
also from gods.®

* Aristotle, On Interpretation, 1. 1623, tr. E. M. Edghill, in The Basic Works of
Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon (New York: Random House, 1941).

* Jacob Klein, “ Aristotle, An Introduction,” in Ancients and Moderns, ed. Joseph
Cropsey (New York: Basic Books, 1964), p. 56.

8 Martin Heidegger, An Introduction to Metaphysics, p. 69.
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For Aristotle and Aquinas, to “take refuge in spoken words ”
is to take refuge in the power of human language to translate
the language of the things themselves and thus to symbolize
the mind’s experience of the whole. This power of language is,
in part, the power of analogous signification. Analogy, briefly,
is the dilation of the focus of our meanings and words beyond
their original concrete matrix. Without analogy, names would
be but serial numbers stamped upon the objects of our experi-
ence and designating no more than the sequence in which we
encountered them. Embedded so deeply in the fabric of man,
analogy, it seems, is a “ mystery ” in the sense of an inexhaust-
ible source of concrete problems. This is to say that analogy
itself is analogous, i.e., subject to a variety of formulations
all of which bear upon the mysterious issue involved, none of
which, however, fully embody it. Our discussion, then, in
focusing upon the Thomistic doctrine of analogy, necessarily
lays no claim to an explanation of analogy as such but rather
seeks only an accurate explication of but one traditional (i.e.,
the Thomistic) formulation of the problem, or “mystery ” as
we have defined it, of analogy.

The Thomistic doctrine of analogy has been handed across
the centuries nestled for the most part in the largely un-
questioned categories of Thomas’s commentator, Cardinal
Cajetan, Thomas De Vio (1468-1534). Recently, however, the
accuracy and authority of Cajetan’s interpretation of Thomas
on this point have been as widely disputed as they were once
accepted. Therefore it seems that we must initiate our discus-
sion either by validating the position of Cajetan or by prying
the Thomistic doctrine free from a regrettable distortion of
long standing. In either case we must see what it is that
Cajetan maintains Thomas to be saying.

Cajetan constructs his interpretation of St. Thomas around
an early text in the Commentary on the Sentences of Peter
Lombard (1254-56) , which text reads as follows:

Something is predicated analogously in three ways. First, it may be
predicated according to intention alone and not according to its
being (secundum intentionem tantum, et non secundum esse).
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This happens when one intention is referred to several things
according to a priority and posteriority, and yet this single intention
really exists only in one thing. Thus, the intention of health is
referred to animal, urine, and diet in different ways, according to
a priority and posteriority, but not according to a different being,
because health exists only in an animal. The second of these is
analogy according to being but not according to intention (secun-
dum esse et non secundum intentionem).

This occurs when several things are equally matched in the inten-
tion of some common note even though that note does not have
a being of one and the same sort (esse unius rationis) in each of
them. An instance of this is that all bodies are made equal in the
intention of “body.” As a result the logician, who considers only
intentions, says that this term “body ” is predicated univocally of
all bodies. In reality, however, this nature exists with a being of a
different sort in corruptible and incorruptible bodies. Thus, in the
eyes of a metaphysician or a philosopher of nature, who consider
things according to the being they have, neither body nor any other
term is predicated univocally of corruptible and of incorruptible
things, as is clear from words of the Philosopher and of the
Commentator in the fifth text of the tenth book of the Meta-
physics. The third of these is analogy according to intention and
according to being (secundum intentionem et secundum esse).
And this is when they are equally matched neither in a common
intention nor in being. Thus being is predicated of substance and
of accident. Of such things the common nature will have some
being in each one of the things of which it is predicated, but it
will differ because they are of greater or lesser perfection. Similarly,
I maintain that truth and goodness and the like are predicated
analogically of God and of creatures. This means that according
to their being (esse) all these things exist in God and in creatures
according to their grealer or lesser perfection. From this it follows
that, since they cannot exist according to the same being in both,
they are diverse truths (diversae veritates).t

Thomas’s threefold division stated above (secundum inten-
tionem tantum, et non secundum esse; secundum esse et non
secundum intentionem; secundum intentionem et secundum
esse) forms the structure of Cajetan’s treatise De nominum
analogia (1498) and these become Cajetan’s analogy of attri-

Thomas Aquinas, I Sent., d. 19, q. 5, a. 2, ad 1.
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bution, analogy of inequality, and analogy of proportionality,
respectively.

‘Cajetan’s analogy of inequality, intended to parallel
Thomas’s analogy secundum esse et non secundum intentionem,
finds the following definition in Cajetan’s treatise:

Things are said to be analogous by analogy of inequality if they
have a common name, and the notion indicated by this name is
exactly the same but unequally participated in.®

According to Cajetan, analogy of inequality, the predication
of a generic (or specific) concept of its inferiors, is not analogy
at all, except by an abusive extension of that term.

Cajetan defines analogy of attribution, paralleling analogy
secundum intentionem tantum et non secundum esse, as
follows:

Analogous by attribution are those things which have a common
name, and the notion signified by this name is the same with
respect to the term but different as regards the relationship to
this term.®

While Cajetan recognizes the logical usage and validity of
analogy of attribution, he denies that it can have any meta-
physical or religious application whatsoever. Consequently,
analogy of attribution is not analogy properly so-called; for
analogy, as Cajetan interprets it, is a metaphysical doctrine.
That is to say that what is common to or shared by the diverse
analogues is intrinsic to their existence. When formally con-
sidered, analogy of attribution is for Cajetan always extrinsie,
as is clear from the first of his four criteria of analogy of
attribution: “so that only the primary analogate realizes the
perfection formally, whereas the others have it only by extrinsic
denomination.” " Cajetan rejects altogether intrinsic attri-
bution; for it implies necessarily some intrinsic common formal
causes.® Thomas’s bifurcation of analogy into analogia multor-

® Cajetan, De nominum analogia, n. 4.
® Ibid., n. 8.

7 Ibid., n. 10.

8 Ibid., n. 11.
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um ad unum and analogia unius ad alterum, to be found
throughout Thomas’s writings,’ appears in De nominum ana-
logia as analogia duorum ad tertium and analogia unius ad
alterum, both subdivisions of analogy of attribution.*

Finally, concerning analogy of proper proportionality, corre-
sponding to analogy secundum intentionem et secundum esse,
Cajetan says:

We say that analogous by proportionality are called those things
which have a common name, and the notion expressed by this name
is proportionally the same. Or to say the same in a different way,
analogous by proportionality are called those things which have
a common name, and the notion expressed by this name is similar
according to a proportion.!*

Cajetan identifies this third division of analogy, i. e., secundum
intentionem et secundum esse, with the analogy of proportion-
ality presented by Thomas in his De veritate (1256-59):

Consequently it must be said that knowledge is predicated neither
entirely univocally nor yet purely equivocally of God’s knowledge
and ours. Instead, it is predicated analogously, or in other words
according to a proportion. Now an agreement according to propor-
tion can be of two kinds. According to this, two kinds of com-
munity can be noted in analogy . . . The first kind of agreement is
one of proportion; the second of proportionality. . . .22

The example cited in both texts (i.e., I Sent., d. 19, q. 25, a. 2,
ad 1 and De verit., q. 2, a. 11) is that of “ sight ” said analog-
ously of both corporeal and intellectual vision. “ Proportion-
ality ” is chosen over and against “ proportion ” since the latter
entails a determinate relationship between the analogue, which
simply does not obtain outside of the category of quantity.
Further, in discerning between proper proportionality and im-
proper proportionality (metaphor), Cajetan explains how
proper proportionality is had: “ For instance, principle can be
predicated of the heart with respect to an animal and of a

® Cf. Summa Theol., I, q. 18, a. 5; De Pot., q. 7, a. T; I Cont. Gent., c. 34.
1% Cajetan, op. cit., n. 17.

11 Ibid., n. 23.

12 De Verit., q. 2, a. 1lc.
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foundation with respect to a house.” ** Proper proportionality
entails a real perfection intrinsic to each analogue, whereas
improper proportionality or metaphor requires no such intrinsic
reality. Finally, Cajetan considers proper proportionality to
be the only valid form of analogy for metaphysical and religious
discourse.**

(1) because it arises from the genus of inherent formal causality,
for it predicates perfections that are inherent to each analogate,**
[and] (2) because only terms which are analogous by this type of
analogy are called analogous by the Greeks, from whom we have
borrowed the term.!®

So far as Cajetan is concerned, then, proportionality alone is
truly and properly analogy “as we have learned from the
Greeks,” * and the movement from analogy of inequality to
analogy of attribution and finally to analogy of proper propor-
tionality is a movement from the *less properly analogous to
those which are truly analogous.” *’

Although the tri-partite division of analogy cited and dis-
cussed above is to be found but once in the entire corpus of
Thomas’s writings, Cajetan and his numerous adherents at-
tempt to correlate and reconcile every other analogy text with
it (i.e., I Sent., d. 19, q. 25, a. 2, ad 1). For example of how
Cajetan deals with other and seemingly discrepant texts, we
may cite one of the many texts in which Thomas divides
analogy two ways into multorum ad uwnum and wunius ad
alterum:

Therefore it must be said that these names are said of God and
creatures in an analogous sense, that is, according to proportion.
Now names are so used in two ways: either according as many
things are proportionate to one, for example healthy is predicated
of medicine and urine in relation and in proportion to health of

** Cajetan, op. cit., n. 26.

14 Ibid., n. 27.

4a Ibid., n. 26.

15 Ibid., n. 28; cf. n. 2 and cf. Aristotle, Ethics, I, 7.
18 Cajetan, op. cif., n. 2.

7 Ibid.
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a body, of which the former is the sign and the latter the cause:
or according as one thing is proportionate to another, thus healthy
is said of medicine and animal, since medicine is the cause of
health in the animal body. And in this way some things are said of
God and creatures analogically, and not in a purely equivocal nor
in a purely univocal sense. For we can name God only from
creatures, as was said above. Thus, whatever is said of God and
creatures, is said according to the relation of a creature to God as
its principle and cause, wherein all perfections of things pre-exist
excellently.®

Cajetan reads this entire passage as an explication of his own
category of analogy of attribution, of which “multa . . . ad
unum ” and “unum . . . ad alterum > are subdivisions; ** and
it is in this fashion that this passage has been read for centuries.
Further, in his commentary on the above passage, Cajetan
distinguishes names said of God and creatures from instances
of analogy of attribution:

But there is similarity in the fact that analogy belongs to either
thing by reason of an order obtaining between two things, although
differently in each case. For between God and the creature there
is a formal imitative similarity (similitudo formalis imitativa)
(which is touched upon in the text when creatures are said to be
ordered to God as to their cause, in which all perfections pre-exist) :
between a healthy animal and urine, however, there is not similarity
but a relationship of signification (relatio significationis). Thus in
the former there is an analogical community according to formal
predication, while in the latter there is a community of attribution
to one thing according to whatever predication, either extrinsic or
intrinsie.?®

The distinction drawn between “ similitudo formalis ” and “ re-
latio significationis ” underscores the point made earlier—that
for Cajetan analogy is properly metaphysical rather than
semantic or logical. Cajetan finds the following article of the
same question congenial as well to his own insistence that all
analogates are to possess intrinsically and “ formaliter ” the
perfection predicated analogously of each.

18 Summa Theol., 1, q. 18, a. 5c.
1® Cf. ibid., nn. 9, 18.

2% Cajetan, Commentaria in Summam theologiae, 1, q. 18, a. 5, n. xiv.
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However, as was shown above, names of this sort are predicated
of God not only as cause but also properly. For when God is called
good or wise, this signifies not only that he is the cause of wisdom
and goodness but also that these perfections exist in him in a
higher way. In light of these considerations, then, it must be
maintained that, as far as the reality signified is concerned (ad rem
significatam), these predications are made antecedently of God
rather than of creatures because perfections of this sort flow from
God to creatures. As far as the imposition of the name is concerned
(ad impositionem nominis), however, creatures are named first,
because we know them first. Therefore they have a way of signify-
ing which befits creatures as has been said above.®

With respect to the above distinction between ““ ad rem signifi-
catam ” and “ ad impositionem nominis,” the whole weight of
Cajetan’s interpretation comes down upon the “ res significata,”
the common or participated intrinsic perfection threading each
of the analogates to each other, rather than upon the “ modus
significandi,” a logical or semantic question.

Summarily, then, at the structural center of Cajetan’s inter-
pretation of Thomas on analogy is the tripartite division of
analogy in the Sentences, the third member of which is
identified with the analogy of proportionality treated in De
veritate, q. 2, a. 11. Central as well is the focus upon the
“res significata,” 1. e., the assumption that analogy is properly
metaphysical.

Cajetan’s position has not been without its critics, notably
Sylvester of Ferrara and Francis Suarez; but until recently, his
adherents have easily out-numbered and out-published his
opponents. Although our full criticism of Cajetan’s position
will take the form of a positive counter-proposal, several brief
points might well be raised and levelled against Cajetan here.

First, Cajetan’s acceptance of the tri-partite division of
analogy in the Sentences as normative seems hardly tenable
textually. This division occurs only once in Thomas’s writ-
ings ** and can hardly be taken as a formal division of analogy.

2 Summa Theol., I, q. 13, a. 6.
22 Cf. Ralph McInerny, The Logic of Analogy (The Hague, 1961), p. 96.
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This is MclInerny’s conclusion in what is an impressively
thorough and careful analysis of Thomas’s analogy texts. Con-
cerning this tri-partite division, McInerny comments:

We are reading the present text as presenting, not a division of
the analogy of names, but as pointing out that the foundation of
analogous names is not always the same. In such an example as
‘healthy,” that from which the name is imposed has existence in
only one of the things named by it. Various references or proposi-
tions to that in which sanitas exists are the foundation for the
extension of the word senum. In the second division we were
apprised of a remote and proper way of looking at things. These
different vantage points give rise to the univocity and analogy with
respect to the same name and the same thing named by it. In
the third division, we are told of analogous names which are so
founded that that from which the name is imposed exists in each
of the things named analogously but ¢ secundum rationem maioris
et minoris perfectionis.” 2

Second, Cajetan’s reduction of all proper analogy to analogy
of proportionality as discussed in De wveritate, q. 2, a. 11 has
been widely and variously criticized. Cajetan himself, as noted
earlier, points to Greek usage and to the possession of intrinsic
perfection “ formaliter ” in accounting for his position. Cajetan
fails to recognize that Thomas used the term * analogia”
differently than the Greeks used dvaloyia and that thus no
one-to-one correspondence is possible between the two terms.*
“ St. Thomas makes the phrase ‘ secundum analogiam > common
to every nonchance equivocation, something Aristotle does not
do with the phrase kar’ dvaloyiav.” ** Also, while both Kluber-
tanz and Montagnes conclude that proportionality as proposed
in the De veritate was for Thomas a temporary and isolated po-
sition to which he never again returned,”® McInerny maintains
that there is no conflict between the proportion of the Summa

2 Ibid., pp. 122-3.

2¢ Cf, ibid., p. 35.

25 Ibid., p. 94.

#¢ Cf. George P. Klubertanz, St. Thomas Aquinas on Analogy (Chicago, 1960),
Pp. 86, 94, 97; and Bernard Montagnes, La Docirine De L'Analogie De L’étre
D’aprés St. Thomas D'Aquin (Lorwain, 1963), pp. 65-66.
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theologiae and the proportionality of the De veritate.” In De
veritate, Thomas distinguishes between proportion and propor-
tionality only after stating: “ Consequently it must be said
that knowledge is predicated neither entirely univocally nor yet
purely equivocally of God’s knowledge and ours. Instead, it
is predicated analogously, or in other words according to a
proportion.” *® This appears to be in perfect harmony with the
Summa where Thomas speaks of names common to God and
creatures in terms of a proportion of one to the other.” In
either instance God’s knowledge is known and named from
ours. “ Proportion” in the Summa, it seems, extends to both
determinate and indeterminate proportions, whereas the point
of the distinction drawn in the De wveritate seems to be to
state explicitly that between some things named analogously
there is a determinate relation, while between others not; and
yet that in both cases the one is known and named from the
other. Thus, contrary to Cajetan’s interpretation, the text of
the De wveritate does not deny that there is a proportion
“unius ad alterum” in the names common to God and
creatures. In fact, the two-fold division (unius ad alterum /
multorum ad unum) is reiterated in the reply to the sixth
objection of the same article. Thus McInerny’s conclusion
appears sound:

What St. Thomas is stressing in the De wveritate is that this
proportion or relation is indeterminate; it is not determinate as if
by moving from our knowing we could know what God’s knowl-
edge is.2°

What St. Thomas is after in the De veritate is the recognition that
such a proportion does not put us in possession of determinate
knowledge about God.3!

Regardless of whether one accepts the conclusion of Klubertanz
and Montagnes, or that of McInerny, Cajetan’s position is

27 Cf. McInerny, op. cit., p. 85.
%8 De Verit., q. 2, a. 1lc.

2® Summa Theol., 1, q. 18, a. bc.
¥ MclInerny, op. cit., p. 88.

31 Ibid., p. 90.
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rendered untenable. It seems rather clear that Cajetan’s own
independent thought and writing intrudes itself between
exegete and text so that “ Cajetan becomes, on the matter of
analogy, not so much a commentator who wants to understand
the text before him, as an author who sees the text in the
light of his own independent work.” **

Third, the cardinal presupposition of Cajetan—that the anal-
ogy of names is a metaphysical doctrine—is the most funda-
mental focus of recent criticism. While Cajetan clearly creates
the impression that possession of the analogous perfection
“ formaliter ” is constitutive of the analogy of names, Thomas
leaves no doubt that a name could be analogously common to
God and creature even if it were intended to signify only
“ causaliter.” ** Cajetan’s position seems irreconcilable with
what appears to be a formal statement of Thomas on analogy:
“ when something is analogously predicated of many things,
that from which the others are named is found properly only
in one thing.”?* Thus it would seem that intrinsic versus
extrinsic denomination would be accidental to the analogy of
names as such.®* In fact, to be named analogously would
always be an extrinsic denomination. Melnerny concludes
that:

The phrase ‘illud invenitur secundum propriam rationem in uno
eorum tantum’ has nothing to do with possessing the perfection
intrinsically. To say that among things called healthy, only animal
can be so denominated from a perfection intrinsic to it, is to
say more than is said when we are told that animal, urine and food
are called healthy analogically. Whether this ontological situation
holds or not, all the rules given for the analogy of names are valid
and unchanged. We cannot argue from the fact that things are
named analogically to one ontological situation or the other, for
what they have in common is to be named analogically—not to be
this way or that but to be named in this way.>®

32 Ibid., p. 18.

33 Summa Theol., 1, q. 13; McInerny, op. cit., p. 17.
34 Summa Theol., I, q. 16, a. 6¢.

8 Cf. McInerny, op. cit., pp. 91, 93.

%8 Ibid., p. 98.
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The point here is simply that the analogy of names is a logical
rather than a metaphysical question, a point which Cajetan
missed altogether; and “ the division of analogy resulting from
such confusion can only be regarded as a gross identification of
the logical and real orders.” *

* * * * *

Prior to any attempt at presenting a clear and cohesive
doctrine of analogy in the writings of Aquinas, it is well to
note the bewildering variety of texts from which any such
doctrine must be gleaned. Nowhere in the writings of Thomas
is there to be fond a thematic, ex professo treatment of analogy;
rather, Thomas simply employs analogy, presupposing prior
instruction and familiarity. Analogy is one element in the
“ philosophy ” of Thomas; and “he does not expound this
philosophy systematically for its own sake but only partially
and for the solution of particular problems, usually theological
ones.” * But this raises fundamental questions of methodology
to which we will later return briefly, the scope of which, how-
ever, lies beyond the reach of this study. The textual point to
be made here concerning analogy is simply that “ the diversity
of problems and viewpoints rather than doctrinal develop-
ment is the principal background for the variety of terminolo-
gy.”*® Concerning chronological development in Thomas’s
conception of analogy, Klubertanz concludes that the results
of chronological investigations are meager,* and McInerny sees
no evidence of any evolution or significant shift in Thomas’s
mind on these points.** Consequently, while no doubt at the
cost of some oversimplification, though hopefully without any
risk of significant distortion, we will in our treatment trace no
chronological development of the doctrine of analogy through
Thomas’s writings.

37 Ibid., p. 35.

28 G. Klubertanz, op. cit., p. 22; cf. p. 105.

82 Ibid., p. 22. Klubertanz proposes six general areas of usage of analogy in the
writings of Thomas—cf. ibid., pp. 106-107.

0 Cf. ibid., p. 104.
¢ Cf. Mclnerny, op. cit., p. vi.
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Once what it means to be named analogically is pared from
one or other concrete application of analogous appellation, it
seems apparent that the analogy of names itself is a logical or
semantic question, belonging to the logic of signification and
quite distinct from the ontological doctrines of the analogy of
being, participation, and analogous causation. To be named
happens to things as they are known and is not intrinsic to
them as they exist “ in rerum natura.” ** In Thomas, analogical
signification is nearly always compared with univocation and
equivocation; and in every such instance, things are said
(“ dicuntur ) rather than are (“sunt”) analogues, univocals,
or equivocals (“analoga,” “univoca,” “equivoca”). “The
emphasis is always on dicuntur as opposed to sunt, on ratio
as opposed to the mode of existence which things enjoy apart
from being known and named.” **

St. Thomas could not be clearer on the status of the analogy of
names: it is a logical doctrine to be discussed in terms of what is
formal to logical discussions and, above all, to be divided by
properly logical criteria. By attaching nearly every statement on
the analogy of names to equivocation, St. Thomas makes it difficult
for us to treat the analogy of names as something other than a
logical intention.**

By logical or second intentions are meant ideas about first
intentions, i. e., ideas derived from or verified in first intentions.
First intentions, in turn, are ideas about real things, i. e., ideas
derived from or verified in things in the real world. First
intentions, then, belong to things as they are in the real world,
i.e., to things as extramentally existent, whereas second, or
logical, intentions belong to things as they are in the intellect,
i.e., to things as intramentally known. Examples of first inten-
tions would be: “ bread,” “ white,” *“ animal,” * man,” “ ration-
al,” etc., while corresponding second intentions would be:
“ substance,” “accident,” “ genus,” “ species,” “specific dif-
ference,” etc. Logic, then, becomes the science of second

2 Cf. ibid., p. 125.

¢ Ibid., p. 71.
4 Ibid., p. 34.
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intentions, whose task it is to explicate the properties of or
relations between things as known. Even though logic entails
knowledge of real entities which are themselves the remote
foundations of logical intentions, and even though logic aims
at ordering such knowledge of real entities, the logical and real
orders must nevertheless be held distinct.

Analogous, univocal, and equivocal signification are con-
cerned with the relationship between word, concept, and
referent.”* Words are conventional or arbitrary signs of con-
cepts, which, in turn, are natural signs of things as known.
Given the situation that one word is applied to a plurality of
concrete referents, univocal, equivocal, and analogous signifi-
cation refer to whether the concepts signified by the single
word are in the case of each concrete referent virtually identi-
cal, virtually diverse, or systematically ambiguous, respectively.
We will return to the relation between analogy, univocation,
and equivocation. The point to be made here is that analogy
is a second intention, a logical relation, obtaining between the
three constitutive elements in verbal signification: word, con-
cept, thing. To demonstrate the logical or second-intentional
character of analogous, univocal, and equivocal signification,
we may note that the very same concrete referents may be
analogues, univocals or equivocals, depending upon the names
given them. For instance, a shrieking infant and an enthusiastic
student are analogues when they are said to be “ concerned,”
univocals when said to be “ alive,” and equivocals when said to
be “ trying.” Although logical intentions are remotely grounded
in things as they really exist, their proximate foundations are
always things as known. Thus, “ whatever be the foundation
in reality for their similarity—and it need not be cause/effect—
it is unimportant for the statement of what it means for things
to be named analogically.” ** We have focused already upon
what it means fo be named in contrast with simply to be; now
we must focus upon what it means to be named analogously,
in contrast with to be named univocally or equivocally.

*5Cf. John A. Oesterle, Logic (Englewood Cliffs, 1952), chapters 1 and 3.
¢ McInerny, op. cit., p. 133.
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Thomas frequently presents analogy as a kind of equivoca-
tion, as in the following text:

The term “ animal ” which is predicated of the living animal and
of the drawing of that animal is not used purely equivocally; for
the philosopher broadly speaking takes equivocal names in a broad
sense according to which they include analogous terms, because
being, which is an analogical term, is sometimes said to be equivo-
cally predicated of different predicaments.*

With pure or chance equivocals the same name signifies totally
diverse concepts, whereas with analogues or equivocals by
design the same name signifies concepts which, while diverse,
are not totally divergent or unrelated but are instead “ partim
diversae et partim non diversae,” and “in aliquo uno con-
venientes ”:

Something can be predicated of diverse things in multiple fashion.
First of all, when the concept is absolutely identical so that it
may be used of several things univocally, such as the term animal
of both a horse and a cow. Second, when the concepts are simply
diverse so that they are predicated of various things equivocally,
as the term dog of the stellar constellation and of an animal. Third,
when the concepts are partly diverse and partly not diverse (partim
sunt diversae et partim non diversae); they are diverse insofar as
they imply diverse relations; they are one, however, insofar as these
same diverse relations are referred to one single thing. Such things
are said to be predicated analogously, that is proportionately, inso-
far as each thing in relationship to its relation is referred to that
one thing.*®

Something can be predicated of several because of different con-
cepts in two ways. The first way because of completely different
concepts which have no relation to one common thing. And these
are called accidentally equivocal terms because it happens,
as it were, by chance that one man gives a name to one thing
and. another man gives the same name to another thing. As, for
example, happens most conspicuously in the case where two men
are called by the same name. The second way, one name is used
of several according to concepts which are not totally different but
which agree in some respect. (In aliquo uno convenientes) .4

4* Summa Theql., I, q. 13, a. 10, ad. 4.
8 IV Metaphys., lect. 1, n. 5385.
¢ 1 Ethic., lect. 7, nn. 95-96; cf. I Sent., d. 31, q. 2, a. 1, ad. 2.
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The examples following upon the latter citation above are quite
illustrative: “ military ” is said of sword, quirass, and horse in
that “ they have reference to one principle ”’; ““ healthy ” is said
of medicine, food, and wine in that “ they have reference to
one end ”’; “ being ” is said of substance, quantity, and quality
“ according to the different relationships to the same subject ”’;
“sight ” is said of body and mind “ according to a relationship
to different subjects ”; ““ good ” is said of many things * accord-
ing to analogy, or the same proportion, inasmuch as all good
things depend upon one first principle of goodness or inasmuch
as they are ordered to one end.” ** What distinguishes these
examples from each other is not that some are with real
foundation and others without but rather the variety of founda-
tions upon which they rest. The point may again be made
here that:

‘To be named analogically ’ is always an extrinsic denomination of
things, not something which belongs to them as they exist in
rerum natura. This is something which attaches to things as known,
and on this level, the reason is always the same: many things
receive a common name insofar as they are denominated from
what the name principally signifies.’*

There is, then, in analogous signification, an element of
community in the midst of diversity. “There is diversity
because the name signifies different proportions or relations or
references; there is unity because these proportions or relations
or references are to one and the same thing. . . . The analogous
name is one of multiple signification but that multiplicity is
reduced to a certain unity because the name signifies many
relations to one and the same thing.” *2

In like manner it should be known that that one thing to which
diverse relations are referred in analogous predication is one in
number and not only one in concept (ratio), just as in the case
of that one thing designated by a univocal name.

50 Ibid.

5t MclInerny, op. cit., p. 125,

5% Ibid., p. 74.

53 IV Metaphys., lect. 1, n. 535-6.
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In the case of all names which are predicated analogously of several
things, it is necessary that all be predicated with respect to one, and
therefore that that one be placed in the definition of all. Because
“ the intelligibility which a name means is its definition,” as is said
in the fourth book of the Metaphysics, a name must be anteced-
ently predicated of that which is put in the definitions of the
others, and consequently of the others, according to the order in
which they approach, more or less, that first analogate. . . 54

Something is said to be predicated analogously which is predicated
of several things whose intelligibilities are different but which are
attributed to one and the same thing.’

The “ one ” to which the various analogues have diverse propor-
tions or relations or references, the ““ one ” to which the diverse
“rationes ” and definitions are attributed, is the “ ratio pro-
pria > of the analogous name: “ When something is said anal-
ogously of many things, that thing is found according to its
proper concept (ratio) in only one of those things from which
the others receive the name.” *® The “ ratio propria ” is saved
by only one of the analogues, while the others refer to it,
proportion themselves to it “per prius et posterius.” For
example, “animal” alone saves the “ratio propria” of
“healthy ” which is “id quod habet sanitatem ”; and “ sub-
stantia ” alone saves the “ratio propria” of “ens” which is
“id quod habet esse.”

This community of reference to or participation in the
“ratio propria” does not, however, cause analogy to shade
off into univocation.

Things named univocally participate equally in the common notion
signified by their common name. The notion signified by ¢ animal ’
is “ animate sensitive substance’ and it is participated in equally by
man and horse. In things named analogically, on the other hand,
the common notion signified by the name is not shared equally
by all the things which receive the name; only one of the analogates
is signified perfectly by the name. The others are signified imper-

54 Summa Theol., 1, q. 13, a. 6c.
% De principiis naturae, c. 6, n. 366.
58 Summa Theol., I, q. 16, a. 6c.
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fectly and in a certain respect, that is, insofar as they refer in some
way to what is perfectly signified.’”

Analogy, then, in Janus-like fashion, stands between and faces
both equivocation and univocation. Thus Thomas frequently
describes it as midway between them.

This type of community is midway between pure equivocation and
simple univocation. For in things which are predicated analogously
there is neither a single intelligibility (as in univocation) nor simply
different intelligibilities (as in equivocation). Rather, a name which
is predicated in several ways signifies different proportions to some
one thing. .. .58

The distinction between analogy and equivocation and uni-
vocation may be brought out as well by considering the distinct
manner in which each of them is divided.

It should be said that equivocal, analogous, and univocal names are
distinguished differently. For equivocal names are distinguished
according to the things signified; univocal names are distinguished
according to diverse differences; but analogous names are distin-
guished according to diverse modes.®

The division of analogy which Thomas intends to be formal and
exhaustive * is not the tri-partite division adopted by Cajetan **
but rather the bifurcation of analogy into “multorum ad
unum ” and “unius ad alterum.”

Therefore it must be said that these names are said of God and
creatures in an analogous sense, that is, according to proportion.
This can happen in two ways: either according as many things
are proportioned to one (thus, for example, healthy is predicated
of medicine and urine in relation and in proportion to health of
body, of which the latter is the sign and the former the cause), or
according as one thing is proportioned to another (thus, healthy

% Mclnerny, op. cit., p. 76. In his more recent study of analogy, Studies in
Analogy (The Hague, 1968), MclInerny focuses upon the problem of whether or not
there is a ratio communis in an analogous name and how it may differ from the
ratio communis of a univocal name.

58 Summa Theol., 1, q. 18, a. 5c.

5% I Sent., d. 22, q.1, a. 3, ad. 2.

¢ Ct. McInerny, op. cit., p. 82.

$1Cf. I Sent., d. 19, q. 5, a. 2, ad 1, and our discussion of this text.
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is said of medicine and an animal, since medicine is the cause of
health in the animal body). And in this way some things are said
of God and creatures analogically, and not in a purely equivocal
nor in a purely univocal sense. For we can name God only from
creatures. Hence, whatever is said of God and creatures is said
according as there is some relation of the creature to God as to its
principle and cause, wherein all the perfections of things pre-exist
excellently. Now this mode of community is a mean between pure
equivocation and simple univocation. For in analogies the idea
is not, as it is in univocals, one and the same; yet it is not
totally diverse as in equivoeals; but the name which is thus used
in a multiple sense signifies various proportions to some one thing:
e. g., healthy, applied to urine, signifies the sign of animal health;
but applied to medicine, it signifies the cause of the same health.®?

The mode of this predication is twofold. In the first way something
is predicated of two things by being referred to a third thing, as.
the term ““ being ” of quality and quantity in respect to substance.
The other way is when something is predicated of two others refer-
ring one to the other, as the term being (ens) is of substance and
quantity.®®

It has already been pointed out at some length that a dis-
tinction between intrinsic and extrinsic attribution on onto-
logical grounds is simply accidental to the analogy of names
formally as such, which is to say that: “ the intrinsic possession
of the perfection is irrelevant to the intent of the phrase that
something said analogically of many is found in only one of
them with respect to its proper notion.” * Every instance of
analogy involves extrinsic denomination, understood in logical
rather than ontological categories: “ When something is said
analogically of many things, it is found according to its own
essence in only one of them, and the others are denominated
from it.” ®° Summarily, things are said to be named analogi-
cally when they have a common name which signifies one of
them principally, “secundam rationem propriam,” and the
other (s) secondarily, “secundum proportionem.”

%% Summa Theol., 1, q. 13, a. 5c.

% De Pot., q. 7, a. 7; cf. I Cont. Gent., c. 34.
¢ MclInerny, op. cit., p. 93.

88 Summa Theol., 1, q. 16, a. 6c.
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The final distinction we wish to draw is that between analogy
and metaphor. “ What distinguishes the analogous name from
metaphor is this: those things which do not verify the proper
notion of the common name are nonetheless properly, if less
so, signified by it and consequently it can properly suppose for
them.” * The discussion in IT Sent. d. 13, q. 1, a. 2 under the
title “ utrum lux proprie invenitur in spiritualibus? ”’ may per-
haps prove illustrative of the point to be made here. Ambrose
and Denis argue that “light ” said of spiritual things is said
improperly and is but a metaphor. They recognize only the
“ratio propria” of “light” (i.e., principle of corporeal visi-
bility) , whereas Augustine recognizes a common notion, a
“ratio communis,” (i.e., principle of manifestation) as well.
Consequently, it is Augustine’s view that “light” is said
properly of spiritual things and even more properly thereof
than of corporeal things. The “ more ” pertains, however, to
an ontological judgment having to do with the “res signifi-
cata ” rather than the “modus significandi.” Thomas concurs
with Augustine in concluding: “light exists more truly m
spiritual things than in corporeal things. Not so much by reason
of the proper concept of light but by reason of its manifesta-
tion.” * What is immediately significant here for the purposes
of our discussion is the extension or radiation of meaning from
the “ ratio propria ” to form a “ ratio communis,” a community
of meaning. This is simply not the case with metaphor where
the name has only its “ratio propria” which is transferred to
an alien context and usage.

What distinguishes the analogy of names from metaphorical usage
is this: the former have been given an extended meaning and are
no longer univocal terms having only a ‘ratio propria.” Thanks to
their ‘ratio communis’ they have become analogous. The meta-
phor, on the other hand, is a univocal term, used in a proposition to
suppose for something which does not fall under its signification.
Thus the term is used improperly.©® ’

¢ McInerny, op. cit., p. 147.

87 IT Sent., d. 18, q. 1, a. 2c.

s McInerny, op. cit., pp. 149-150. This question’ of the relationship of analogy
to metaphor in Thomas Aquinas is discussed thematically at some length in Stidies
in Analogy.
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Our attempt so far has been to point out and explicate the
logical character of the analogy of names. Within this schema
the question of divine names, i.e., names common to both God
and creatures, arises as a special instance or application rather
than as a subdivision of the analogy of names.* Such names
are clearly neither equivocal nor univocal but are rather either
analogous or metaphorical. Things are named as they are
known; thus a thing can be named precisely to the degree to
which and according as it is known. Formally, analogy pre-
supposes concepts, presupposes knowledge of what is named,
presupposes an epistemological foundation. Consequently, the
problem of how we name God with creature-names leads to
the prior and more fundamental problem of how we know
God with creature-knowledge.

Yet, if we focus first upon the problem of naming God, it
is clear that God is named from creatures and that creatures
are “ secundum modum significationis ” or “ secundum ordinem
nominis ”’ the * per prius,” the “id a quo” of such names. In
creatures alone is the “ratio propria” of such names saved.
Yet, “secundum rem significatam” or “secundum rem no-
minis ” God is the “per prius,” the “id a quo” of names
common to God and creatures.

We cannot give any names to God except those which we derive
from creatures.”

The name of anything which is named by us can be taken in a
twofold way. It is either the expression or signification of an
intellectual concept . . . and thus the name exists in creatures first
rather than in God; or insofar as it manifests the essence (quid-
ditas) of the thing which is named and this time the name exists
first of all in God.™

Thus the perfections found among creatures which serve as the
matrix of names said of God now appear to be only quite
imperfectly found or verified in creatures. God s essentially

* Cf. ibid., p. 153.
% Summa Theol., 1, q. 18, a. 5c.
"1 Ad Ephesios, c. 8, lect., 4.
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each of the perfections which man in some sense and to some
degree has. God is pure act whereas man in some respects is,
to a degree, actualized.

Being is predicated essentially only of God, since the divine esse
is subsistent and absolute. Being is predicated of all creatures by
participation: no creature is its own existence, but rather is a
being which has existence. In the same way, God is essentially
good, because he is goodness itself; creatures are called good by
participation, because they have goodness.’?

Thomas describes the extrapolation involved in naming God
and creatures in terms of the three steps found in the writings
and tradition of pseudo-Dionysius: (1) affirmation; (2) nega-
tion; (8) supereminent affirmation.”® For example, (1) God
is said to be ‘good ’—(2) not in the sense that creatures are
said to be ‘ good *— (3) but with a supereminent goodness that
altogether transcends human goodness.

The underlying problem throughout this discussion, however,
is the epistemological one. A logical analysis such as the above
is simply descriptive and seemingly explains nothing. The
critical question seems to be: how does one attain the perspec-
tive or standpoint from which (1) creature-concepts become
applicable to God and (2) the ultimate ground of such crea-
ture-concepts shifts from created reality to uncreated reality?
Actually, these are but two aspects of a single insight—an
insight which is apparently without foundation. With respect
to our previous discussion, the problem is that of forming a
“ratio communis ” that will include God and creature alike,
1.e., the problem of extending man’s meanings and concepts
to infinite or transcendent proportions without their becoming
inapplicable to the finite and the concrete. Needless to say,
the scope of this question is immense and well beyond the focus
of this study. We will only hint at the lines which a thorough
analysis of this question might take.

2 Quodl., 11, q. 2, a. lc.
** Cf. Pseudo-Dionysius, The Divine Names, in Rolt, Dionysius the Areopagite
(New York, 1920).



252 ROBERT E. MEAGHER

It seems that, in names common to God and creature, the
underlying reference of effect to cause accounts for the common
name and grounds its ratio communis, without which such a
name would be said not properly but metaphorically of God.

Whatever is said of God and creatures is said by virtue of a certain
ordering of the creature to God, as its principle and cause, wherein
all the perfections of things pre-exist excellently.”*

Every agent is found to produce effects which resemble it. Hence if
the first goodness is the efficient cause of all good things, it must
imprint its likeness upon the things which it produces. Thus, each
thing is called good because of an intrinsic perfection, through a
likeness of the divine goodness impressed upon it, and yet is further
-denominated good because of the first goodness which is the
exemplar and efficient cause of all created goodness.™

The analogy of divine names, then, is rooted in the analogous
causation of God as creator.

We find that there are three modes of agent causality. There is
an agent causality which acts equivocally . . . and one that acts
univocally. . . . The mode of God’s causality is neither of these

. . not univocal . . . not equivocal. . . . Thus the third mode of
agent causality is analogous causation. Hence it is clear that the
divine being (esse) produces creaturely being (esse) in its own but
imperfect likeness. Therefore, divine being is said to be in its own
but imperfect likeness. Therefore, divine being is said to be the
being of all things from which all created being flows as from its
efficient and exemplary cause.™

Likeness of creatures to God is not affirmed because of communi-
cation in form according to the same concept of genus and species,
but solely according to analogy, viz., inasmuch as God is being by
virtue of his essence, things are being by virtue of participation.””

* * * * *

Thomas’s doctrine of the analogy of divine names is, like
nearly all of his teaching, a hybrid of theology or faith and

7 Summa Theol., 1, q. 13, a. 5c.

7 De Verit., q. 21, a. 4c.

"8 IT Sent., d. 8, q. 1, a. 2c.

7" Summa Theol., 1, q. 4, a. 3, ad. 8.
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philosophy or reason. That the world is created by God is a
datum of divine revelation alone, whereas the principle that
“ omne agens agit sibi simile,” as well as the notions of partici-
pation and exemplarity, are products of philosophical reason-
ing. Maritain has described the teaching of Thomas as an
immense movement of thought between two intuitions: the
intuition of Being and the intuition of God.”® The analogy of
divine names is an extremely significant expression of that
movement. Similarly, Josef Pieper likens Thomas’s task of
reconciling revelation and reason to the bending of Achilles’
bow—the two tips of the bow representing the Bible and
Aristotelian philosophy.” For Thomas, the reception of Aris-
totelianism was a theological act, the work of theology in full
possession of its faith, a theology not yet separated from the
world, its conditions, its perspectives, its procedures, its cul-
ture.’* For Thomas, theology exists only if revelation exists
and only if man accepts this revelation.®® Thus it seems that
there is no fully satisfying solution in Thomas to our contem-
porary probings into the naming and knowledge of God; for
St. Thomas’s point of departure, 1. e., the acceptance of divine
revelation, represents for many modern men a destination
which hardly seems itself attainable. His philosophical cate-
gories as well may seem to be outflanked by our questions.
Yet it seems that philosophy takes different forms indigenous
to each age; and perhaps faith, too, may assume a modern
form hopefully giving rise to a “ synthesis ” that will allow us
to know, to interpret, and to name ourselves and our world in
terms of a relationship to what lies at the ground of our
existence.

Rorert E. MEAGHER
University of Notre Dame
Notre Dame, Indiana

8 Cf. Jacques Maritain, St. Thomas Aquinas (New York, 1958), p. 100.
" Cf. Josef Pieper, Guide to Thomas Aquinas (New York, 1964), p. 107,
80 Cf. ibid., p. 49.

8t Ct. ibid., p. 129.



KNOWLEDGE OF CAUSALITY IN HUME AND
AQUINAS

HERE ARE MANY reasons why a re-examination of
Hume’s analysis of knowledge, especially insofar as

this analysis bears upon the causal relation, is im-
portant. First of all, Hume’s influence on contemporary
thinkers, scientists as well as philosophers, is tremendous. His
thought, to large extent, arms the logical positivists with the
basic arguments which they employ to show that metaphysical
statements are meaningless.? His view, moreover, that all neces-
sary propositions are nonexistential and that all existential
propositions are contingent and nondemonstrative—to which
his teaching on the causal bond is closely linked—is one of the
reasons why the analytic philosophers are prevented beforehand
from inquiring into inferences concerning God’s existence.?

1 On this point, cf. Julius R. Weinberg, An Ezxzamination of Logical Positivism
(Paterson, N. J.: Littlefield, Adams and Co., 1960), p. 3. Hume’s position on the
philosophical significance of the causal proposition is frequently reflected in con-
temporary philosophers, in particular, logical positivists and analysts. Moritz
Schlick, for instance, writes: * Necessity means nothing more than universal
validity: the sentence: ‘A follows necessarily from B, so far as content in
concerned, is completely identical with the sentence:  In every case where the state
A occurs, the state B follows,” and nothing more whatsoever” (The Philosophy
of Nature [New York: Philosophical Library, 1949}, p. 89). Wittgenstein puts
it more succincily: “ A necessity for one thing to happen because another has
happened does not exist. There is only logical necessity ” (Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus [London: Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd., 1949], 6.37, p. 181). For
an example of Hume’s pervasive influence on contemporary sciences, see William
S. Beck, Modern Science and the Nature of Life (New York: Doubleday &
Company, Inc., 1961), passim, but especially pp. 174-175. An excellent survey of
Hume’s influence on the elimination of causality as a philosophically valid notion
is provided by Gerald F. Kreyche in his article, “ Some Causes of the Elimination
of Causality in Contemporary Science,” The Thomist XXIX, No. 1 (1965), 60-78.

2 That Hume’s criticism of the philosophical viability of the causal proposition
has profoundly influenced both logical positivism and analytic philosophy on this

254
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Thus, to understand some of the major trends in contemporary
thought, an understanding of their Humean basis is essential.

For a realist, an even deeper reason motivates a study of
Hume. With Hume, the realist maintains that human knowl-
edge is derived from experience, that it begins with the deliver-
ances of the senses. Yet the realist, unlike Hume, holds that we
can, through experience, come to know things as they actually
are, that we can grasp at least some of the relations which
really exist among the sensible beings of experience. Obviously
“ experience ” leads Hume and the realist to opposing positions.
Thus it is incumbent upon the realist to examine Hume’s
analysis of experience, to confront it with his own, and to show
why Hume’s inquiry fails to account for some fundamental
data of experience.

The present study, which falls into two parts, takes the form
of a hypothetical meeting of the Edinburgh branch of the
Scottish Philosophical Association in December, 1774. There
David Hume, former Under-Secretary of State, presented a
paper summarizing the chief points of his speculative philoso-
phy. Thomas Davingwood, professor of antiquities in the
University of Edinburgh, then replied to Mr. Hume’s paper.
Professor Davingwood’s studies of the ancients had led him to
examine the writings of some obscure medievalists, whose views,
he discovered, had been “ grossly and grotesquely distorted.”

* * * * *

It is a pleasant honor to be invited to summarize for you

question is abundantly clear from the literature. For instance, Diogenes Allen
observes: “Logical Positivism and Linguistic Analysis have greatly altered the
condition of the field of the philosophy of religion. Exponents of these philosophies
would, for the most part, endorse the criticisms of Hume. . . . The upshot of
Hume’s criticism is that the grounds for the clalim that there is a God are inade-
quate ” (The Reasonableness of Faith [Washington: Corpus Books, 1968), pp. xv,
xiv. Cf. also the debate between Eugene Fontinell (“Faith and Metaphysics ")
and Joseph Owens (“This Sublime Truth”) in Speaking of God, ed. Denis
Dirscherl (Milwaukee: The Bruce Publishing Company, 1967) and the colloquy
between J. N. Findlay and G. E. Hughes, “ Can God’s Existence Be Disproved? ”
in New Essays in Philosophical Theology, ed. A. Flew and A. MacIntyre (London:
SCM Press, Ltd., 1955), pp. 47-67.
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the chief elements of my philosophy insofar as it bears on the
nature and scope of human understanding, particularly with
respect to the meaning of the causal relation. While I pretend
not to unlock the deepest mysteries of human knowing,®* I am
confident that the principles disclosed by my analysis of experi-
ence and the conclusions to which these principles lead are of
the greatest significance in helping human kind attain to that
truth properly befitting it and in avoiding the fruitless and
disputatious reasonings so oft employed by those overvain and
quarrelsome spirits who are forever searching after occult
powers, forms, substances and accidents, and other abstruse
entities. For I believe that, by applying the experimental
method, whose value has been illumined so brilliantly by the
incomparable Newton and other luminaries in the realm of
mechanics, to questions bearing on man and human knowing,
we shall discover those truths conformable to man’s nature and
lay bare the authority of that abstruse philosophy which in
times past has posed in the dress of wisdom, yet in truth
cloaked the most foolish superstition.*

® Cf. Treatise of Human Nature (henceforth cited as T) (Garden City, N. Y.:
Doubleday & Co., 1961), Introduction, p. xiv: “The essence of the mind being
equally unknown to us with that of external bodies, it must be equally impossible
to form any notion of its powers and qualities otherwise than from careful and
exact experiments. . . . And though we must endeavour to render all our principles
as universal as possible, by tracing up our experiments to the utmost, and
explaining all effects from the simplest and fewest causes, it is still certain we cannot
go beyond experience; and any hypothesis, that pretends to discover the ultimate
original qualities of human nature, ought at first to be rejected as presumptuous
and chimerical.”

¢ Cf. Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding (henceforth cited as E)
(Garden City: Doubleday, n.d.), Sect. I, p. 812: “Here indeed lies the
justest and most plausible objection against a considerable part of metaphysics,
that they are not properly a science; but arise either from the fruitless
efforts of human vanity, which would penetrate into subjects utterly in-
accessible to the understanding, or from the craft of popular superstitions, which,
being unable to defend themselves on fair ground, raise these entangling brambles
to cover and protect their weakness. . . . The only means of freeing learning, at
once, from these abstruse questions, is to inquire seriously into the nature of human
understanding, and show, from an exact analysis of its powers and capacity, that it
is by no means fitted for such remote and abstruse subjects.”

On the truth conformable to man, cf. E.,, Sect. I, pp. 318-814: “It cannot be
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In making this application of the experimental method to
human understanding I first direct attention to those appear-
ances or phenomena disclosed to us in our immediate experience
of being conscious of something. Today I propose to analyze
this experience, applying the results of this analysis to the
relation between the event that we call cause and the event
that we call effect.

The generic term covering the immediate data of conscious
experience is perceptions. For it will be allowed that ““ nothing
is ever really present to the mind, besides its own perceptions,” ®
and these are the only existent things of which we are certain,
being directly present to our minds, drawing from us our most
firm assent, and serving as the unshakeable basis for all our
conclusions.® Perceptions admit of two classes. Of these, the
first are what I term impressions, which, as it were, force their
entry into the mind; under these I include all our sensations,
passions, and emotions as they first appear in consciousness.
The second class of perceptions are called ideas, being less lively
and vigorous than the preceding, of which they are copies or
mmages.”

Both impressions and ideas may, as more acute scrutiny of

doubted, that the mind is endowed with several powers and faculties, that these
powers are distinct from each other, that what is really distinct to the immediate
perception may be distinguished by reflection; and consequently, that there is a
truth and falsehood in all propositions on this subject, and a truth and falsehood,
which lie not beyond the compass of human understanding.” Cf. Ibid., p. 815,
on rejection of abstruse metaphysics, as well as Ibid., Sect. XII, Part III, p. 430.

5T, 1. iv, 11, p. 180.

*T, 1, iv, II, p. 198: “ The only existences of which we are certain, are percep-
tions, which, being immediately present to us by consciousness, command our
strongest assent, and are the first foundation of all our conclusions.” Cf. T., I,
i, VI, p. 62; E., Sect. XII, I, pp. 420-421.

T, 1,1, 1, p. 22 “All the perceptions of the human mind resolve themselves
into two distinet kinds, which I shall call impressions and idess. The difference
betwixt these consists in the degrees of force and liveliness, with which they strike
upon the mind, and make their way into our thought or consciousness. Those
perceptions which enter with most force and violence, we may name impressions;
and, under this name, I comprehend all our sensations, passions, and emotions, as
they make their first appearance in the soul. By ideas, I mean the faint images of
these in thinking and reasoning.” Cf. also E., Sect. 1I, pp. 816-317.
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experience shows, be either simple or complex. The former are
irreducible to more elemental constituents, admitting no dis-
tinction or separation, whereas the latter can be broken down
into composing parts, viz., into simple impressions and ideas.?
Although complex ideas, owing to the freedom and arbitrariness
of our fancy, need not have any exact impressions correspond-
ing to them, I make bold to declare “ that all our simple ideas,
in their first appearance, are derived from simple impressions,
which are correspondent to them, and which they exactly repre-
sent.” ® As to our impressions, those resulting from our think-
ing or reflecting upon the ideas present to the mind are derived
from those ideas, which, in turn, are derived from antecedent
impressions.'” Impressions of sensation or feeling, on the other
hand, are simply given to us in experience. Doubtlessly they
derive from things external to us, but as I believe that nothing
is of greater harm to genuine philosophy than an oversearching
into causes,’ it is sufficient to note that they arise from “un-
known causes.” **

The maxim stated above with respect to the derivation of all
our simple ideas from antecedent impressions may appear of
little moment. Yet its discovery is most fortunate, indeed a
happy event for true philosophy. For by means of this principle
we have an infallible guide, a test that can be applied to any
idea, even the most abstruse, that occurs in human discourse.
Thus, whenever we suspect that an idea bandied about by
philosophers may be chimerical and, in truth, no genuine or
meaningful notion, we can quickly determine the issue by

8T, I, i, I, p. 3: “There is another division of our perceptions . . . which
extends itself both to our impressions and ideas. This division is into simple and
complex. Simple perceptions, or impressions and ideas, are such as admit of no
distinction nor separation. The complex are the contrary to these, and may be
distinguished into parts.”

°T,L 1, 1, p. 4.

wor, I, i, II, p. 72 *“Impressions may be divided into two kinds, those of
sensation, and those of reflection. The first kind arises in the soul originally, from
unknown causes. The second is derived, in a great measure, from our ideas.”

1CE T, 1,4, IV, p. 7: “ Nothing is more requisite for a true philosopher, than
to restrain the intemperate desire of searching into causes.”

137, 1,1i II, p. 7, text cited in note 10.
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demanding from those who advance the idea in question that
impression whence it is derived. Should they be unable to
furnish us with this impression, we can at once conclude that
they have been arguing over a mere word to which no meaning-
ful idea can be assigned.*®

Impressions once present to the mind reappear in it as ideas
after two different fashions, according as either the memory or
the imagination is the faculty at work. If the idea retains a
considerable part of that liveliness and vigor characteristic of
the impression, then it is the result of memory. If not, the
imagination or fancy is the faculty responsible.* Ideas of
memory also differ from those of imagination in that they pre-
serve the original order of the impressions, at least to some
degree, whereas there is nothing freer and more arbitrary than
the fancy. Yet the latter difference, being not always observ-
able, serves not to distinguish infallibly ideas of memory from
those of imagination, whence 1 conclude that the essential
feature allowing us to discern the ideas of memory from those
of imagination is the superior force and vivacity of the former.'

B E. Sect. II, pp. 819-320: “ All ideas, especially abstract ones, are naturally
faint and obscure; the mind has but a slender hold of them. ... On the contrary,
all impressions, that is, all sensations, either outward or inward, are strong and
vivid. . . . When we entertain, therefore, any suspicion that a philosophical term
is employed without any meaning or idea . . ., we need but inquire, from what
impression is that supposed idea derived? And if it be impossible to assign any,
this will serve to confirm our suspicion. By bringing ideas into so clear a light we
may reasonably hope to remove all dispute, which may arise, concerning their nature
and reality.” Cf.also T, L, ii, IIT, p. 81; E., Sect. VII, Pt. I, p. 851, Pt. II, p. 368,

# 7,14 I, p. 88 “We find, by experience, that when any impression has
been present with the mind, it again makes its appearance there as an idea; and
this it may do after two different ways: either when, in its new appearance, it
retains a considerable degree of its first vivacity, and is somewhat intermediate
betwixt an impression and an idea; or when it entirely loses that vivacity, and is a
perfect idea. The faculty by which we repeat our impressions in the first manner.
is called the memory, and the other the imagination.”

wr 1,4 IIT, p. 9: “There is another difference betwixt these two kinds of
ideas, which is no less evident, namely, that though neither the ideas of the memory
nor imagination, neither the lively nor faint ideas, can make their appearance in the
mind, unless their correspondent impressions have gone before to prepare the way
for them, yet the imagination is not restrained to the same order and form with
the original impressions; while the memory is in a manner tied down in that respect,
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Because memory does, on most occasions and to large extent,
preserve the original order of impressions, there is a connection
among the ideas it provides. Yet there is nothing discernible
within any of our ideas inseparably and infallibly linking it to
any other. Basically this results from the derivation of our
ideas from impressions, since ‘ there are not any two impres-
sions which are perfectly inseparable,” whence it naturally
follows that there are no two ideas perfectly inseparable.'®
Nor is there any separate idea of existence which the mind
needs to add to any of its conceptions to render it real. What-
ever we conceive, we conceive as existent, or, what comes to
the same, nothing we imagine is absolutely impossible.*” Thus
there is no essential connection among our various ideas flowing
from qualities observable in them. Yet, as experience also
shows, our ideas are definitely connected in the mind. Despite
the complete freedom of the imagination in disposing of those

without any power of variation.” But compare this passage with T., 1, iii, V, p. 77:
“ When we search for the characteristic, which distinguishes the memory from the
imagination, we must immediately perceive, that . . . these faculties are as little
distinguished from each other by the arrangement of their complex ideas. For,
though it be a peculiar property of the memory to preserve the original order and
position of its ideas, while the imagination transposes and changes them as it
pleases; yet this difference is not sufficient to distinguish them in their operaton,
or make us know the one from the other; it being impossible to recall the past
impressions, in order to compare them with our present ideas, and see whether
their arrangement be exactly similar. Since therefore the memory is known, neither
by the order of its complex ideas, nor the nature of its simple ones; it follows, that
the difference betwixt it and the imagination lies in its superior force and
vivacity.”

7,54 I, p. 9.

7T, 1, i, VI, p. 61: “ There is no impression nor idea of any kind, of which
we have any consciousness or memory, that is not conceived as existent. . . .
The idea of existence, then, 1s the very same with the idea of what we conceive
to be existent. . . . That idea, when conjoined with the idea of any object, makes
no addition to it. Whatever we conceive, we conceive to be existent.” Cf. also T.,
Appendix, pp. 554, 555, and esp. p. 558: “ Whatever is distinct is distinguishable,
and whatever is distinguishable is separable by the thought or imagination. All
perceptions are distinct. They are, therefore, distinguishable, and separable, and
may be conceived as separately existant, and may exist separately, without any
contradiction or absurdity.” Cf. T., I, i, II, p. 80: “ Whatever the mind clearly
conceives includes the idea of possible existence, or, in other words . . . nothing we
imagine is absolutely impossible.”
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ideas which it fashions, it appears as though the imagination
is carried, as it were by Nature herself, from one idea to an-
other. This proclivity to join ideas can scarce be the result of
chance, for we observe that certain ideas regularly unite with
others. There is, then, some uniting principle which, while not
providing an inseparable link between ideas, supplies a kind of
attraction in the mental universe comparable to the attraction
of gravity in the physical and forming, as it were, the cement
of the mind, binding idea to idea.®* The ultimate causes of
this mental attraction I pretend not to explain,™ but the more
proximate causes are qualities naturally leading the imagination
to pass from one idea to another. These qualities are those of
resemblance, contiguity in time and place, and cause and
effect.”® The natural relations or principles of association imply
not, as already noted, any inseparable, necessary bond among
our ideas. They are, as it were, endowments of nature, provid-
ing men—and animals as well—for carrying on the affairs of

¥T,1, 14, IV, p. 10: “ Were ideas entirely loose and unconnected, chance alone
would join them; and it is impossible the same simple ideas should fall regularly
into complex ones (as they commonly do), without some bond of union among
them, some associating quality, by which one idea naturally introduces another.
This uniting principle among ideas is not to be considered as an inseparable
connection; for that has been already excluded from the imagination . . . we are
only to regard it as a gentle force, which commonly prevails, and is the cause why,
among other things, languages so nearly correspond to each other; Nature, in a
manner, pointing out to every one those simple ideas, which are most proper to
be united into a complex one.” Cf. E., Sect. III, p. 320.

7,1 i, IV, p. 12: “Here is a kind of attraction, which in the mental world
will be found to have as extraordinary effects as in the natural, and to show itself
in as many and as various forms. Its effects are everywhere conspicuous; but, as
to its causes, they are mostly unknown, and must be resolved into original qualities
of human nature, which I pretend not to explain.”

*T.,1i IV, p. 10: “The qualities, from which this association arises, and by
which the mind is, after this manner, conveyed from one idea to another, are three,
viz., resemblance, contiguity in time or place, and cause and effect.” Cf. E., Sect.
III, p. 321. An unusually good critique of Hume’s approach to causation is given
by Matthew O’Donnell in ““ Hume’s Approach to Causation ” Philosophical Studies
X (1960), 64-99. Provocative essays on Hume’s definitions of cause are provided
by J. A. Robinson and Thomas J. Richards in their articles, both given the same
title—" Hume’s Two Definitions of Cause”—in Hume: A Collection of Critical
Essays, ed. V. C. Chappel (New York: Doubleday Anchor Books, 1966), pp.
129-161.
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life. This is evident above all in the relation of cause and effect,
which alone allows us to go beyond the evidence of memory and
sense, whenever we are dealing with matters of fact or exist-
ence. But neither animals nor children, nor the common run
of men, nor, for that matter, even philosophers in their daily
activities, are guided by reasoning in making those inferences
from cause to effect. An activity of such important conse-
quences for life cannot be trusted to the uncertainty of reason-
ing. Thus Nature has given us a more ready principle, that,
namely, of cause and effect as an associative bond in the
imagination, at once available to all for ready use in meeting
the contingencies of life.**

The relation of cause and effect may also be regarded as a
species of philosophical relation. The latter is any comparison
we may choose to make among ideas upon their arbitrary union
in the imagination.”” The kinds of philosophical relation I
reduce to the following seven: resemblance, degrees of quality,
contrariety, quantity or number, identity, space and time, and
cause and effect.” Of these, the first four are what may be
termed invariable relations, depending exclusively on the ideas
related, whereas the final three may be changed without any
change in the ideas related. By this I mean that the relations of

21 E., Sect. IX, pp. 883-385: “ It seems evident, that animals as well as men
learn many things from experience, and infer, that the same events will always
follow from the same causes. . . ./ But /It is impossible, that this inference of the
animal can be founded on any process of argument or reasoning. . . . Animals,
therefore, are not guided in these inferences by reasoning; neither are children;
neither are the generality of mankind, in their ordinary actions and conclusions;
neither are philosophers themselves, who, in all the active parts of life, are, in the
main, the same with the vulgar. . . . Nature must have provided some other
principle, of more ready, and more general use and application; nor can an operation
of such immense consequence in life, as that of inferring effects from causes, be
trusted to the uncertain process of reasoning and argumentation.” Cf. T., I, iii,
XVI, pp. 161-164.

27T, I i V, p. 18 “The word relation is commonly used in two senses
considerably different from each other. Either for that quality, by which two
ideas are connected together in the imagination, and the one naturally introduces
another . . . or for that particular circumstance, in which, even upon the
arbitrary union of two ideas in the fancy, we may think proper to compare them.”

27 1,1, V, pp. 13-14; T, I, iii, I, p. 63.
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resemblance, degrees of quality, contrariety, quantity and num-
ber are discovered simply by inspecting and reflecting upon
the ideas they unite. Those of identity, space and time, and
cause and effect can never arise from the simple viewing of ideas
but require experience for their disclosure.™

This excursus into the several species of philosophical rela-
tions may perchance appear an instance of abstruse meta-
physic. Thus I hasten to show the relevance of these distine-
tions to true philosophy. For all the objects of human inquiry
may, I gather from the writings of philosophers and experience
in human discourse, be divided into two types, viz., relations of
tdeas and matters of fact.*® The truth of propositions involving
objects of the first species is intuitively evident or demon-
stratively certain, being discoverable merely by exercising
thought. And it is in investigating objects of this kind that the
invariable philosophical relations disclose to us their use.
Matters of fact or of existence, on the contrary, can never be
discovered by the manipulation of ideas. No proposition con-
cerning existence or matters of fact can be the subject of demon-
strative reasoning, inasmuch as the denial of any matter of fact
or of existence does not involve any contradiction or absurdi-
ty.?” The truth of propositions dealing with matters of fact,

*T,1, 1, I, p. 63: “These relations may be divided into two classes; into
such as depend entirely on the ideas which we compare together, and such as may
be changed without any change in the ideas. . . . It appears therefore that of these
seven philosophical relations, there remain only four, which depending solely upon
ideas, can be the objects of knowledge and certainty. These four are resemblance,
contrariety, degrees in quality, and proportions in gquantity and number. Three
of these relations are discoverable at first sight, and fall more properly under the
province of intuition than demonstration.” On the need for experience to discover
the relations of identity, situations in time and place, and causation, cf. T., 1, iii,
II, pp. 66-67, where the necessity for the sensible presence of at least one of the
objects related is stressed.

25 E., Sect. IV, Pt. I, p. 322: “ All the objects of human reason or inquiry may
naturally be divided into two kinds, to wit, relations of ideas, and matiers of fact.”

T, 1, iii, I, pp. 64-65; E., Sect. IV, Pt. I, p. 322: “Of the first kind / L. e,,
relations of ideas / are the sciences of geometry, algebra, and arithmetic; and, in
short, every affirmation which is either intuitively or demonstratively certain.”

2" E., Sect. IV, Pt. I, p. 322: “ Matters of fact . . . are not ascertained in the
same manner; nor is our evidence of their truth, however great, of a like nature with
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as a consequence, can in no wise be determined by the invari-
able philosophical relations, which are valid whether any
objects corresponding to the ideas related exist or not. If we
turn to the three variable philosophical relations, we immedi-
ately note that two of these, those, namely, of identity and of
space and time, cannot advance us beyond our immediate
experience, inasmuch as they necessarily entail the immediate
presence of the objects related in idea to the mind. They are
rather perceptions than reasonings.?® Thus, if any of the phi-
losophical relations can assist us in going beyond present
experience to infer, from the existence of one object given in an
immediate perception to another object not given in such a
way, this can only be the relation of cause and effect. The
inference founded on this relation is unique. It does not deal
with ideal connections, as do the invariable relations, for it
bears upon actual existents and matters of fact. Yet this
relation, unlike those of identity and of space and time, does
not arise betwixt objects both of which are intuitively given
in an immediate impression.”® This causal relation has already
been numbered among those natural principles of the imagina-

the foregoing. The contrary of every matter of fact is still possible; because it
can never imply a contradiction.” For a synthetic passage, cf. E., Sect. 1V, Pt.
II, p. 330: “ All reasonings may be divided into two kinds, namely demonstrative
reasoning, or that concerning relations of ideas, and moral reasoning, or that con-
cerning matter of fact and existence.”

® T, L iii, IL, p. 67: “ All kinds of reasoning consist in nothing but a comparison,
and a discovery of those relations, either constant or inconstant, which two or
more objects bear to each other. This comparison we may make, either when both
the objects are present to the senses, or when neither of them is present, or when
only one. When both the objects are present to the senses along with the relation,
we call this perception rather than reasoning. . . . According to this way of
thinking, we ought not to receive as reasoning any of the observations we may
make concerning identity and the relations of time and place; since in none of them
the mind can go beyond what is immediately present to the senses.”

27,1, i, IT, p. 67: “1It is only causation, which produces such a connection,
as to give us assurance from the existence or action of one object, that it was
followed or preceded by any other existence or action . . . this conclusion beyond
the impressions of our senses can be founded only on the connection of cause and
effect.” Cf. E., Sect. IV, Pt. I, p. 323: * All reasonings concerning matter of fact
seem to be founded on the relation of cause and effect. By means of that relation
alone we can go beyond the evidence of our memory and senses.”
























































































































































































































































































































