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PREFACE

THE present volume represents selections of materials, drawn
entirely from Basic Writings of St. Thomas Aquinas, which
Random House published in 1945. Its intention is to serve
the purpose of an introduction to St. Thomas. Since it is
only an introduction, it cannot pretend to achieve the okjec-
tive that Basic Writings had in view. Nevertheless, in spite
of the special difficulties surrounding the selection of these
introductory texts, I hope that the work is sufficiently repre-
sentative in its choices, compact in its argumentation and
broad in its interests to meet the needs of a first approach
to St. Thomas.

The selection of the citations which go to make up the
Modern Library edition has been an extremely difficult un-
dertaking. The Summa Theologica, from which this volume,
like Basic Writings, is drawn, is a work that is continuous
in its analysis and its matter. Hence, having risked dis-
pleasing a good many readers of St. Thomas by being forced
to exclude some of their favorite texts from Basic Writings,
I must now risk displeasing even more readers by the great
compactness of this Introduction. But I have not made my
selections with an eye to the opinions of specialists; I have
aimed at meeting what seemed to me the needs of the college
student who is a beginner in St. Thomas. Such a student will
find in this book St. Thomas’ mature views of the most cru-
cial questions of natural theology, psychology, theory of
knowledge and ethics. . -

It is to be hoped that the reader of this /ntroduction will
follow St. Thomas’ own indications and look elsewhere in his
writings for the background or possible developments of the
various pieces in the present volume. An introduction is of
itself an incomplete sort of thing; or rather, its completion
comes from reaching the reality to which it has been its pur-
pose to lead. To seek completeness in an introduction is an
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viii PREFACE

illusion, not to say a contradiction. My aim has rather been
to achieve, not at all a total picture of St. Thomas, but rea-
sonably continuous doctrinal threads, which might serve as
an invitation to the student to undertake his own adventures
within the philosophical thought of St. Thomas.

Anton C, Pegis



Rp—

———

CONTENTS

Preface
Introduction

1,

GOD:

Summa Theologica, 1, qq. 1, 2, 3 (aa. 3, 4,
7);)57 6) 7, 11-17, 19 (aa" I-IO), 22, 25 (aa'
1-3).

. CREATION:

Summa Theologica, 1, qq. 44, 45 (a. 5), 46,
47, 48 (aa. 3-4), 49.

. MAN; HIS POWERS; HIS KNOWL-

EDGE:

Summa Theologica, 1, qq. 75 (aa. 1, 2, 4, 6),
76 (aa. 1-4), 77 (aa. 1-3, 5), 78, 79 (aa. 1-5,
11), 80-81, 82 (aa. 1, 2, 4), 83, 84, 85, 86
(a. 1), 87 (a. 1).

. THE END OF MAN:

Summa Contra Gentiles, Book III, Chapters
2, 3, 16-20, 25-26, 37-40, 47-48, 51-54, O1.

. HUMAN ACTS:

Summa Theologica, 1-11, qq. 6, 8 (a. 2), 9,
12 (aa. 1-2), 13 (aa. 1, 3-5), 18, 20 (a. 4).

. HABITS AND VIRTUES:

Summa Theologica, 1-11, qq. 49 (a. 4), 51,
54 (aa. 2-3), 55 (aa. 1, 4), 56 (a. 1), 57 (aa.
2-5), 58 (aa. 1-2), 60 (a. 1), 61 (aa. 1-2), 62,
63, 64 (aa. 1-2).

ix

PAGE
vii
xi

233

280

429

478

544




X CONTENTS

7. LAW:
Summa Theologica, 1-11, qq. 9o, 91, 93 (aa.
1-3), 94, 95 (aa. 1-2).

8. GRACE:
Summa Theologica, 1-11, qq. 109, 112.

Bibliography

PAGE

609

651
682




INTRODUCTION

THE comparatively short life of St. Thomas Aquinas covers
the second and third quarters of the thirteenth century. At
the beginning of his life, Greek and Arabian philosophy was
just entering the Latin world; three years after his death,
the large-scale condemnation of Aristotelianism in Paris by
Bishop Stephen Tempier signalized what turned out to be a
defeat for Christian thinkers in the presence of Greek and
Arabian philosophers, Platonists and Aristotelians alike. Be-
tween these termini, the thought of St. Thomas unfolded
with an interior calmness of order and an assurance of judg-
ment that the historian of the thirteenth century must record
with increasing perplexity. His age influenced him much
more than it listened to him. It gave him the problems with
which he was to be concerned; in many cases it even set for
him directions that he was to follow, explore and complete.
It is impossible to understand the works of St. Thomas with-
out seeing them in the context of his world; yet it is astonish-
ing to observe how little that world understood and followed
his reflections on its fundamental issues during that critical
third quarter of the thirteenth century which marked the
first decisive philosophical encounter between Hellenism and
Christianity.

St. Thomas Aquinas was born in the Castle of Roccasecca,
near Aquino, Italy, early in 1225. From 1231 to 1239 he
remained in the Benedictine Monastery of Monte Cassino
where his parents had entered him as an oblate. In 1239 he
went to study the liberal arts at the newly established Uni-
versity of Naples. Having decided, in 1244, to become a
Dominican, he set out for Paris and arrived there in the sam-
mer of 1245. Whether he remained there or went for his
studies to Cologne is a disputed point. In any case, when St.
Albert the Great was sent to Cologne in 1248 to found a
house of studies, St. Thomas became his pupil and remained
with him in Cologne until 1252. In that year he returned to

X1



xii INTRODUCTION

the Dominican convent of St. James in Paris, where he com-
mented on the Gospels (1252-1254) and on the Sentences
of Peter Lombard (1254-1256), receiving his license to teach
from the University of Paris in 1256. During the next three
years he inaugurated his career as a professor of theology in
Paris, fulfilling in this way the desire, which he was to ex-
press at the beginning of the Comntra Gentiles, of being a
teacher of divine wisdom. In 1259 St. Thomas returned to
Italy where he taught at the Papal Curia: at Anagni (1259-
1261), Orvieto (1261-1265), Rome (1265-1267), Viterbo
(1267-1268). St. Thomas’ meeting with his fellow Domini-
can William of Moerbeke at Orvieto led to William’s transla-
tion of the writings of Aristotle from Greek originals as well
as St. Thomas’ commentaries on the Philosopher. Returning
to Paris in 1268, by way of Bologna and Milan, he entered
into the struggles against the Latin Averroists in the Faculty
of Arts and against the new attacks by the seculars on the
religious orders. Finding himself under attack by the Augus-
tinians, he was finally relieved of his teaching duties in 1272
and commissioned by his Order to establish a new house of
studies in Naples. On his way to the Council of Lyons in
1274, to which he had been summoned by Pope Gregory X,
he died at the Cistercian monastery of Fossanuova, March
7, 1274. He was canonized by Pope John XXII on July 18,
1323. In 1567 Pope Pius V pronounced him the Angelic
Doctor. Since 1880, when he was named Patron of Catholic
Schools by Pope Leo XIII, St. Thomas has received many
official honors from the Church.

St. Thomas’ writings belong to many fields of activity and
are a faithful mirror of his participation in the religious and
intellectual life of his age. His theological writings are a
landmark in the history of theology. The Commentary on
The Four Books of Sentences of Peter Lombard (Scriptum
in IV Libros Sententiarum) was written in 1254-1256(?).
The famous Summa Contra Gentiles dates from about 1260.
The Summa Theologica, left unfinished, is a classic synthesis
of Christian thought and represents St. Thomas at his dis-
tinctive best. The work belongs to the years 1256-1272. I
may add in passing that, though tradition has honored the use
of the name Summa Theologica, the correct title of the work
is either Summa or Summa Theologiae. In this same group of
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writings we must also locate the Compendium of Theology
(Compendium Theologiae, 1273).

Of St. Thomas’ commentaries, mention must be made of
those on Boethius (De Trinitate, De Hebdomadibus, 1257~
1258), on Dionysius the pseudo-Areopagite (De Divinis
Nominibus, about 1261), as well as on the anonymous and
extremely influential Book of Causes (Liber de Causis,
1268). St. Thomas’ commentaries on Aristotle (1261-1272)
are a decisive moment in his career. There are commentaries
on almost the whole Aristotelian!corpus: Plkysics, Meta-
physics, Nicomachean Ethics, Politics, On the Soul, Posterior
Analytics, On Interpretation, On the Heavens, On Genera-
tion and Corruption. The Disputed Questions deals with
many topics: On Truth (De Veritaie, 1256-1259), On the
Power of God (De Potentia Dei, 1259-1263), On Evil (De
Malo, 1263-1268), On Spiritual Creatures (De Spiritualibus
Creaturis, 1269), On the Soul (De Anima, 1269-1270). St.
Thomas has also written short treatises or Opuscula, of
which mention must be made at least of the following: On
Being and Essence (De Ente et Essentia, 1256), On the
Eternity of the World (De Aeternitate Mundi, 1270), On the
Unity of the Intellect (De Unitate Intellectus, 1270), On
Separate Substances (De Substantiis Separatis, 1272).

II

An age which had as many philosophical masters (Gree}<,
Arabian and Jewish) as did the thirteenth century, and in
which these masters had very brilliant disciples, cannot be
represented by any neat historical formula. On the other
hand, those who yield to the impulse to treat the h.is‘tory of
mediaeval philosophy with impeccable scholarship joined to
philosophical neutrality are being learned spectators whereas
the reality which they are investigating, namely, p}.nlosophy
as it has existed in history, requires that their learning be an
instrument of their philosophical understanding of that which
in history is itself philosophical. Certainly, a patient .readmg
of the theologians and the philosophers of the thirteenth
century suggests that, though they are the.hexrs and the
disciples of many and conflicting philosophical traditions,
which crossed and re-crossed one another in the course of a
long history, yet they had many problems in common; and
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behind the more particular problems, a good many of the
thinkers of the thirteenth century saw the emergence, on the
boundary between Greek and Christian thought, of issues
which were more basic not only because they contained the
distinctively Greek contribution to philosophy, but also be-
cause they revealed what was permanently philosophical and
permanently true in the Greeks. That is why St. Thomas
Aquinas, for example, studied the history of philosophy not
merely as though it were the record of human opinions, but
also and even more as though within this record there was
to be found the unfolding of philosophy itself. That is why
his diagnosis of the history of philosophy meant to him a
philosophical inquiry depending on the intelligibility and
truth of philosophical doctrines. The Plato who was a phi-
losopher in the fifth and fourth centuries B.C. was a philoso-
pher none the less; and while the historical Plato is insepa-
rably wedded in his individuality to the calamitous age of
Athens between the Peloponnesian War and the rise of Philip
of Macedon, Platonism remains in any age an understand-
able philosophical phenomenon, however much it may be
true that it belongs to the half century following the death
of Socrates. And to St. Thomas, at least, Platonism in the
course of history has meant primarily a reasonably coherent
philosophical doctrine and method which could grow in the
hands of Platonic disciples from Proclus to Avicenna but
which retained in its very growth the original inspiration of
the doctrine and the method to which Plato gave existence.
In any case, we must recognize that a Greek Plato, a Persian
Avicenna and a Jewish Maimonides were to St. Thomas
Aquinas, as to many others of his age, philosophical contem-
poraries. We must recognize further that in following the
practice of calling Aristotle T/ke Philosopher, St. Thomas
had no intention of burying philosophy in the fourth century
B.C.; on the contrary, what he intended to do was to insist
on the fact that, though philosophy can exist at any time
only on the condition of being original, yet some philosophi-
cal doctrines began by being original with Aristotle.

The most important result of St. Thomas’ attitude toward
philosophy and its history is what may be called the histori-
cally social character of his own philosophical work. He lives
and thinks in the company of others. When he reaches a
certain philosophical conclusion, he will very often go out
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of his way to say that such a conclusion had been reached
by one or more of his predecessors; or he might say that he
disagreed with Avicenna or Averroes in reaching it; or even
that Plato and Aristotle may have formulated the principle
that he used, even though they may not have followed
through their principle to the end. In short, St. Thomas’ use
of the history of philosophy, far from being accessory orna-
mentation, was a necessary part of his own philosophical
argument and a sign of his allegiance and discipleship to
those who had made that argument possible for him. When
he said, therefore, that we study what men have thought in
order to discover the truth, he was giving expression, in a
remarkably accurate way, to the conviction that philosophy
has a history not in the sense that it is ever old but in the
sense that those who explore its perpetual newness become
an increasing company from generation to generation.

We must be prepared to go very far indeed in the direction
of respecting with St. Thomas Aquinas the living character
of philosophy before we understand fully the genuinely phil-
osophical character of his conversations with the Greek and
Arabian philosophers. Platonism, to repeat, is not for him
a convenient abstraction designating a group of thinkers with
vague family likenesses; before it is the name of a group, it
is the name of a doctrine and of a method. But we must go
further than this; for St. Thomas’ historical relations to
Platonism are very special. There are not many philosophical
aberrations that were either inherited or developed by the
thinkers of the thirteenth century that St. Thomas does not
trace to the Platonic metaphysics, psychology and episte-
mology. Whether the problem be the nature of God and the
divine goodness, the procession of creatures from God, their
constitution and unity, their causality and autonomy under
the creative causality of God, the unity and economy of
man’s composite being—the ultimate issue for St. Thomas
is Platonism because it is for him the ultimate source to
which the many and seemingly varied positions of later
thinkers were reducible. Nor are the Platonic errors in these
different domains fundamentally many. They are basically
one error, running like a guiding thread in all the directions
of the Platonic philosophical fabric. They are, in St. Thomas’
estimation, errors of existence. If St. Thomas disagrees with
Plato on the nature of God, creation, the divine transcend-
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ence and the divine causality, the constitution of creatures
as beings, the economy of their natures, and particularly the
economy of man’s nature, the reason is one and the only one,
even though it has many consequences. Plato, so the reason
runs, did not know the nature of being; and in the Platonic
unawareness of being from the point of view of existence we
are invited by St. Thomas Aquinas to locate the many tan-
gled threads of the most serious philosophical issues in the
thirteenth century.

It is worthwhile following St. Thomas’ conversation with
Plato. It will introduce us to the crucial issues of St. Thomas’
age. It will enable us to understand that in turning to Aris-
totle St. Thomas was doing so for motives that were ulti-
mately not to be found in Aristotle himself. Finally, it will
enable us to appreciate, however briefly, the distinctive trait
of what it is now fashionable to call the existentialism of
St. Thomas Aquinas.

IIT

Of the many issues in the thirteenth century in which St.
Thomas was involved and which were eminently issues of
existence three are particularly significant, namely, the na-
ture of being, the nature of man and the nature of knowledge.
It seemed to St. Thomas Aquinas that on these three issues
his ultimate opponent was Plato himself. And though history
could offer to him Platonists of many sorts, and even of many
degrees, nevertheless, what especially interested him was the
fundamental attitude and method of the Platonic philosophy.
If Platonism is the name of a school, that is true because it
is first and foremost the name of a philosophical doctrine and
method. That doctrine concerns the parallelism and simi-
larity of treatment which St. Thomas has observed in the
Platonic answer to three specific problems.

There is (A) the Platonic separation of being from be-
coming, of the intelligible and stable Ideas or Forms from
changing and unstable sensible things. There is (B) the
problem of the relations between intellectual knowledge and
sensation. Intellectual knowledge neither comes from sensi-
ble things, nor is it about them; and to say that reminiscence
is a necessary moment in the origin of intellectual knowledge
is to admit this precise fact, namely, that such knowledge is
neither from nor of sen51ble things. There is (C) the separa-
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tion of soul from body, according to which Platonism has the

tendency to say that man is a sou/ using a body rather than

a composite of soul and body. The implication of this tend-
ency is that the whole nature of man is to be found in the
soul, and that the body is a sort of residence for man—a resi-
dence which is sometimes a workshop, sometimes a prison,
sometimes a grave.

The common enemy in the Platonic effort to separate be-
ing from becoming, mind from sense and soul from body is
matter. Plato has tried to protect the purity of intelligible
essences, the universality and immateriality of intellectual
knowledge, as well as the rational dignity of the soul, from
the stain of matter. True being is the world of intelligible
essences, true knowing is intellectual, the true man is the
rational soul alone. These are surely cherished Platonic
dreams, and St. Thomas Aquinas was both respectful and
careful in their presence; and if he finally parted company
with Plato, it was precisely at that moment when he was
called upon to account for the role and the reality of matter
in the universe.

Here, be it observed, St. Thomas differs from Plato by a
principle. For since matter is a creature in a world of crea-
tures, it has an intelligible role to play in the structure and
organization of the world. Matter is not a barbarian, for in
a world of creatures which depend for their whole being upon
a creating God, there are no natural barbarians. In any case,
Plato’s effort to save essences, mind and knowledge from the
barbarism of matter was to St. Thomas Aquinas a sign that
Plato had not succeeded in looking upon all of reality from
a truly unified point of view.

For, why should a philosopher cut off some parts and as-
pects of reality in order to save them from the rest? Why
honor the Ideas with the name being at the price of keeping
becoming in the outer darkness of the imitation of being? To
this there can be but one answer. Only the philosopher who
has not seen being as a whole, who has not seen the order
and the unity of being from the point of view of being itself
—only such a philosopher can reserve the name being for
some realities and deny it to others. But what does this
mean? It means, among other things, that when Plato sepa-
rated being from becoming as that which truly 7s from that
which is imitationally, he was basing his notion of being, not
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on existence, but on the private characteristics of a certain
sort of being.

It is here that the Platonic method, which is for St.
Thomas Aquinas the cornerstone of Platonism, makes itself
apparent. And it is this method, so widely practiced by his
contemporaries, that St. Thomas has singled out with a steady
insistence throughout his writings and with remarkable elab-
orateness in his commentary on the Liber de Causis. What is
this method? It is the method of modeling the properties of
existing beings on the abstractions of the human intellect.
In other words, it is the method of thinking that being takes
its characteristics as being from what it reveals of itself in
the state of being thought. One need not argue that Plato
modeled being on thought, as though he examined thought
in order to discover the attributes of being. Nor did St.
Thomas Aquinas ever so argue. But one can and must argue
that Plato set out to investigate being by using reason and
thought alone. Assuredly, Plato did not measure being by
thought; but he did, as it is clear from the Phaedo, deliber-
ately make the effort to become a pure and solitary reason,
free from the body and from sensation, in order to investi-
gate being adequately. Now, in St. Thomas’ view, this Pla-
tonic method fails by as much as the human reason or human
abstract thought is powerless, by itself, to apprehend and to
know the conditions of actually existing things. For, accord-
ing to St. Thomas, there are many and profoundly important
aspects of existence that thought alone or the reason alone
cannot know about things; and the most important of these
important aspects and conditions is existence.

The Ideas are, as St. Thomas repeatedly contends, the
center of the Platonic metaphysics. They are true being, they
exclude the imperfect conditions of sensible matter, and man
must become a pure mind in order to know them. Now it is
St. Thomas’ conviction that the method which led Plato to
posit the Ideas was intended by Plato himself to transcend
the imperfections of sensible things; but, according to St.
Thomas, that method succeeded in forcing Plato to have a
dis-existentialized view of being, of man and of knowledge.
Why so? Because the more Plato sought to discover the ulti-
mate conditions of reality by means of a reason which had
methodically cut itself off from the body and from all sensi-
ble experience, the more he was investing with the name of
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being the abstract essences which were the only objects that
such a methodically isolated reason could reach; and the
more abstract essences became the center of Plato’s world,
the more Plato found himself incapable of explaining those
conditions of actual beings which he could not derive from, or
envisage within the economy of, the abstract essences which
were the exemplars of his world.

Whether we examine the Platonic conception of the nature
and the origin of being or the interior economy of such a
being as man, the Platonic commitment to abstract essences
as the ultimate models and, in some sense, the sources of the
sensible beings around us, can lead to only one result. To
be adequately the models and exemplars of reality, the Pla-
tonic Ideas would have to be creative divine ideas; and they
would have to transcend the world of sensible things as the
Creator transcends His creatures. But, in fact, the Ideas,
being in St. Thomas’ estimation of no more power and tran-
scendence than are human abstractions, are powerless to
cause within sensible things the very conditions of matter
which they yet represent abstractly. This is the most ulti-
mate conflict in Platonism, the conflict between being and
essence. Consider the case of man as an example. How does
it happen that man is entirely intelligible as an essence but
not entirely intelligible as a being? For the Platonic man is
entirely intelligible as a rational animal, but he is not quite
so intelligible as soul and body. Why are being and essence
thus at odds with one another? Because being and essence
are related to matter in radically different ways within Pla-
tonism. Corporeal matter disturbs the economy of man’s be-
ing, but not the economy of his essence. And this must mean
that according to Platonism the whole being of man is not
included within the ordering of the world by the Platonic
Ideas. In other words, it means that matter escapes the
causality of the Ideas, and to this extent sensible beings are
not entirely intelligible in their origin. Matter enters the
economy of the sensible world, not within the providence of
God, nor as a co-principle within the economy of composite
essences, but radically outside the whole domain and source
of intelligibility. Matter is there as an unreduced stranger
within reality, an unintelligible and barbaric alien. Tt is there
to be ordered, but it does not serve essentially the intelligible
structure of reality. For Plato, the Ideas are not divine ideas
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of individual being whose composite being is entirely in-
telligible to God. Conceivably, the Ideas might serve as the
definitions of the essences of composite beings; but they can-
not be the productive causes of the being of composite things.

By as much, therefore, as the Ideas are models of material
things whose materiality they are yet powerless to cause,
by so much Plato excludes from his explanation of reality
the existential conditions of sensible beings. This does not
mean merely that Plato was unable to account for the exist-
ence of matter, or to include matter within the causality of
the intelligible source of all being. The malady is much
deeper than this. Plato’s flight from matter is bound to be a
flight from existence; for a metaphysics which does not deal
with being as a whole does not deal with being at all. Plato
could not successfully exclude matter and becoming from the
domain of being, however much he may have tried; rather,
by trying to exclude them, he excluded himself. And this is
another way of saying that the Platonic metaphysics of the
Ideas is a metaphysics of flight from existence.

But the dilemmas of a metaphysics which turns its back
on existence in order to avoid matter can prove embarrassing
not only in the problem of the origin of things but also in the
problem of their interior constitution and economy. If in the
problem of the origin of the world St. Thomas opposed Pla-
tonic participation, he also found it necessary to carry this
opposition through to its logical results in the further con-
tention that, on Platonic grounds, we are unable to explain
the unity of any being as a being and the unity of its nature.
Once more, let us take man as an example. It is known how
indefatigably St. Thomas Aquinas defended the unity of
man’s being as well as the unity of the composite economy of
his nature. What it is necessary to see in this defense is that
the issue between St. Thomas and Plato (an issue deliber-
ately raised by St. Thomas himself) is, once more, a question
of existence.

Composite in nature, man yet is for St. Thomas one being.
There is a mystery to consider. And the mystery is manifold.
For if man, though composed of soul end bbdy, is one being,
then he has one nature, that is to say, an internal organiza-
tion and order serving as a whole one specific and final pur-
pose. To say, however, that man has a unity of nature is to
say that he has an ordered relationship among his various
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powers, so that they work and function together for an end
which is expressive of the very nature of man. Yet we are
not to suppose that this ordered relationship among man’s
many powers (intellect, will, imagination, memory, sight,
hearing, etc.) exists as a meaningless reflection of the unity
of man’s nature. On the contrary, if man is a composite be-
ing, if he is soul and body, if, therefore, he has many and
varied powers within the unity of his nature, to St. Thomas
that means that man is the sort of being that requires the
simultaneous and inter-ordinated activity of his several pow-
ers to achieve the unitary purpose of his nature. St. Thomas
does not think of man as a unity as though his various func-
tions do not interfere with one another; man is rather a unity
in the sense that he has to act through several powers af tke
same time, contributing to one another, so that by their
togetherness one work, distinctively human, may be the re-
sult.

Is man one being? And if so, to what purpose?

To the first of these questions St. Thomas’ answer proved
very disconcerting to his contemporaries. They all agreed,
certainly, that man was one being; but sometimes some of
them did not mind saying that man was one being because he
was the union of two beings. This position, which is not ex-
actly unknown in modern philosophy, struck St. Thomas
Aquinas as bad arithmetic and worse philosophy. If man is
the sum of two actually constituted beings, then he is two
beings; in which case there would arise all sorts of embarrass-
ing questions. Why this two-in-one? And how could some-
thing that was two beings act as one being—be one agent?
You could try to relieve the difficulty by saying that man is
not a soul and a body, but a soul witk a body. This would
make man a unity by the expedient of saying that man was a
soul using and ruling a body. This is the position which St.
Thomas attributes to Plato and to St. Augustine.

But it will not work. For man is not a soul, if that means
that his whole nature as man is verified in the soul alone,
since precisely the notion of a rational animal is not verified
in the soul alone. To put man’s whole nature in the soul
might evade the difficulty of making man two beings; but it
poses the other difficulty that the soul alone, though a spirit-
ual substance, is not a complete being. St. Thomas, there-
fore, offers to his Platonic contemporaries two dilemmas. If,
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as everybody admitted, the knowledge of truth was the end
and -purpose of the soul as a spiritual substance, how could
the soul accomplish this purpose by itself? Assuming that
this question receives some sort of answer, how did they ac-
count for the fact that man, who is for them very little less
than the angels, is yet an incarcerated angel? What, after all,
is an angel doing with a body?

St. Thomas’ conviction is that there are no adequate Pla-
tonic answers to these questions. As he sees the problem, any
explanation, to be acceptable, must satisfy at least two con-
ditions, both posed by the fact to be explained—man himself.
The human soul is in itself a spiritual substance; it does not
need the body in order to exist, since precisely it can and
does exist through itself. And yet this spiritual substance,
which exists through itself, does not exist by itself; it does
not exist as a soul alone. Now how can man be one being?
And what is the w/y of such a being?

To the first of these questions St. Thomas answers that
man can be one being if the whole composite receives actual
existence through one cause or principle. For St. Thomas, at
least, being one being follows from being one being. Such a
principle is the soul. Subsistent in itself, it is nevertheless also
the principle through which the whole composite exists. The
famous Thomistic doctrine of the unicity of the substantial
form in man, so resisted by the thinkers of the late thirteenth
century, has for its purpose to explain how man is one being
in his very existence. To say that man is a composite being
can be ambiguous. It should not mean that man is made up
of two beings; it must rather mean that, though man is com-
posed of soul and body, the body exists in and through the
existence of the soul. That is why we may say that, existen-
tially considered, it is the body that is in the soul, not the
soul in the body.

That this is a paradoxical thesis needs scarcely to be
denied. But we must add immediately that it is no more para-
doxical than the paradox it is trying to explain. What a crea-
ture is man! He is spirit and matter together. He is not an
imprisoned angel; he is by nature an incarnate spirit. This
is the fact to explain—without changing it and without ex-
plaining it away. But the more we are true to the fact of man
as an incarnate spirit, to the fact of a subsistent and spiritual
soul which is yet by nature a part of man, the more we are
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driven to ask the why of such a being. And we are equally
driven to exclude as impossible all explanations of man which
render the facts impossible. What is, is possible; and man is.
And because man is an observable reality, he poses the prob-
lem of the unity of his being and of his nature.

The Thomistic explanation of the unity of man is his-
torically decisive far beyond the confines of the thirteenth
century. There are, according to St. Thomas, two things that
cannot be said on this point. In the first place, we cannot say
that an intellectual substance is joined to a body as a con-
sequence of being an intellectual substance. For the good of
such a substance is a spiritual good, the knowledge of truth.
It is not, therefore, in the line of the essential purpose of the
soul as an intellectual substance that it should be joined to a
body. On the other hand, we cannot say that the soul is joined
to a body for the good of the body itself, since matter serves
form rather than making it its servant. What, then? There
is, in St. Thomas’ view, only one answer which remains true
to the fact without violating any principles. If an intellectual
substance is joined to a body neither precisely because it is
intellectual nor for the sake of a body, then it must be so
joined because it is unequal by étself to the task of accom-
plishing the work proper to an intellectual substance. That is
to say, a spiritual substance such as the human soul, which is
intellectual in its nature and purpose, and which yet is part
of the human composite, must require to be such a part in
order to become completely an intellectual substance. We are
invited by St. Thomas Aquinas, therefore, to look upon the
human composite of soul and body as being the complement
of the intellectual nature of the soul. If the knowledge of
truth is the aim of a spiritual substance, and if the soul,
which is such a substance, is an incarnate spirit, then it is
incarnate in order to do the work of a spirit; and, what is no
less decisive, it must do a spiritual work as an incarnate
spirit.

We are now standing in the presence of a philosophical
decision which is unique in history. To say that man must do
a spiritual work as an incarnate spirit is to say that as a
knower man is a composite being. Where the Platonic knower
is a pure reason, and the Cartesian knower a pure mind, the
Thomistic knower is, as knower, the composite of soul and
body. Let us say this in another way. Man as a knower must
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be partly material in order to be adequately a knower. Of
course, such a notion is bound to sound scandalous to modern
ears. For we are the heirs of generations of philosophic specu-
lations according to which man is a tkinker and a mind. Now
it is a fact that the Thomistic man is a knower rather than
a thinker, and he is a composite being rather than a mind.
In fact, St. Thomas does not even have in his vocabulary a
term corresponding to 'the term thinker: you cannot trans-
late such a term into Thomistic Latin. If we are to judge
matters as St. Thomas has done, we are bound to say that
the European man became a thinker after he ruined himself
as a knower; and we can now even trace the steps of that
ruination—from Augustinian Platonism to the nominalistic
isolationism of Ockham to the despairing and desperate
methodism of Descartes. For what we call the decline of
mediaeval philosophy was really a transition from man as a
knower to man as a thinker—from man knowing the world of
sensible things to man thinking abstract thoughts in separa-
tion from existence. What is thinking but dis-existentialized
knowing?

There is no need to dwell on man as a thinker except per-
haps to say that the recent revolts by existential theologians
and existential philosophers, not to mention existential his-
torians, is a critical lesson for all to consider. Philosophers
have tried to be thinkers; they have tried to give a concep-
tual and totally abstract reproduction of reality; some of
them have even played at being God in order to give, from
the point of view of mind, a total and totally abstract presen-
tation of reality. Now, what the contemporary revolt by ex-
istentialists will lead to no one will predict. But what it
means is clear enough; it means the emptiness of abstract
thought closed on abstractions. It is equally clear that, in the
violence of their revolt, some existentialists should circle
round man’s existence very closely, very anxiously and very
desperately. And well they should. For an existential revolt
against abstractions is historically understandable and phil-
osophically salutary. But a revolt of existence, which turns
out to be a revolt against intelligibility in the world, merely
ruins the world in order to save existence. The remedy for
meaning without a world is not a world without meaning.
For, granted that thinking without existence is empty, exist-
ence without intelligibility is just as empty.

-
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The Thomistic doctrine of man, in which the knowing sub-
ject is a composite being, an incarnate spirit, yields neither
to the impulse to conceptualize existence nor to the im-
pulse to stop conceptualization in the presence of existence.
Rather, St. Thomas sets himself the problem to explain how
it is that we know concrete sensible being. It is not abstrac-
tions that we know, though we use abstractions; it is things.
What is more, we know things as being, not as essences; we
say that things have essences, not that they are essences.
How is this knowing of beings to be explained? And how is it
that we are able to pronounce the very fo be? Being is not
the name of any essence, and in the sense in which we are
said to conceive essences we cannot say that we conceive
being. We have, to be sure, a concept of being, but it is not
the concept of az essence, nor is it abstracted as essential
concepts are; for, far from excluding the individuals from
which it is abstracted, it includes them, since that to which
it refers is individual in every individual being—namely, its
act of to be.

The notion of act is fundamental in the metaphysics and
epistemology of St. Thomas. For him, the name being takes
its origin from the act of to be; it is therefore a name of
things from the standpoint of act, not from the standpoint of
essence. Essence itself, as St. Thomas understands it, is not
a thing or a reality in itself. If you ask: what is a thing? to
St. Thomas the question means: what sort of being does a
thing have? But because a thing is called a being from its act
of to be, to ask what is is to be concerned with the sortness
of its act of to be. To be a man is to be humanly.

How then can being—that being which has been such a
stranger from the philosophical horizons of Plato and of most
modern philosophers—how can being be known? For it can-
not be conceived as an essence, since it is not an essence. But,
be it observed, the being that is in question here is not some
abstraction. It is the being of sensible things; it is sensible
things. The being that we are called upon to know, and the
knowledge of which we are called upon to explain, is concrete
sensible being—manifold and multiple, changing and in-
definitely varied. Now, how can such being—such beings—
be known, given that, because they are beings and not
essences, they cannot be completely conceptualized?

To this question, too, St. Thomas thinks that there is but
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one answer. The first requisite of knowledge is that the thing
known be in the knower. The second requisite is that the
thing known, since it is a being and not an essence, be in the
knower as a being and not as an essence. The third requisite
is that, since the thing to be known is a concrete sensible
being, it must be in the knower as a concrete sensible being.
Without these requisites, there would not be knowledge as St.
Thomas understands it; there would not be a human know-
ing which is the knowing of sensible beings.

The Thomistic doctrine that man as a knower is a com-
posite being, that ke knows through the use of his several
powers together and inter-ordinated, is the exact complement
of knowing understood in the light of the above requisites.
Man must as a knower be sensible things in order to know
them. Man as a knower must be such that he can give exist-
ence, within his knowledge, not to abstract essences, but to
sensible beings. That is why man as a knower needs a body;
for, through the senses of his body he can give sensible exist-
ence in the order of knowing to that which is sensible in the
order of being. The body as part of the knowing man answers
for St. Thomas Aquinas the two questions which knowledge
poses for him. In knowing sensible being, how do we know it
as sensible, which it is, and as being, which it likewise is? St.
Thomas’ answer is that sensible being exists in our knowl-
edge as sensible being; its actuality exists in our sensible
knowledge as sensible actuality, and not as an abstraction.
And it is because we can give sensible actuality, within our
knowledge, to what is a sensible actuality in the order of ex-
istence that we can say we know sensible beings.

It is important to stress this approach to human knowl-
edge from the point of view of the act of being in sensible
things. To know is to be; to know sensible things is, by
means of knowing, to be sensible things. To St. Thomas,
knowing first presents itself in the mode of act; for it is the
mode of act which is the mode of being. If we think of knowl-
edge as intellectual abstraction, we shall never explain why
we know being from the point of view of its actuality. If St.
Thomas believes that abstraction is not working in a void,
and that conceptualization is rooted in the actuality of
things, it is because before the work of abstraction and con-
ceptualization by the intellect (or, rather, by man through
the intellect) there is the work of giving sensible existence,
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within man’s knowledge, to the sensible being of things. In
other words, being (the being of and in sensible things) first
comes to us in the way that it is, as sensible actuality, and
human knowing begins by being the exercise by man of the
sensible act of being in things.

That is why abstraction as St. Thomas understands it is
not a separation from existence; it is the consideration by
the intellect of the essential elements within the actuality of
things. In other words, given St. Thomas’ view of sensible
knowledge, we are bound to say that for him abstraction al-
ways takes place within the apprehended actuality of things.
That is why we can use concepts and form judgments. For a
judgment is not built on abstractions; it is in the line of the
act of being, not in the line of essence. In going from con-
cepts to judgments we do not miraculously get something
from nothing—as though we begin knowledge with concep-
tualized essences and then by the employment of judgment
we begin to speak the language of being. Conceptualized
essences, unless they be conceptualized within our apprehen-
sion of being, will never enable us to form judgments. For
judgments, including attributive judgments, depend for their
possibility on our apprehension of being as act, and of es-
sence itself from the viewpoint of act; for it is act which
unifies being, and it is within the unity of being that we must
seek the unity of essence and therefore the ground of judg-
ment.

Y

There would be many more names and many more strug-
gles within the thirteenth century that we would have to con-
sider in order to give a complete picture of St. Thomas and
his age. But perhaps, in a general appreciation of the philo-
sophical spirit of St. Thomas, it is not unjust to concentrate
our attention on his relations to Plato. The Thomistic cri-
tique of Plato is a permanent and decisive aspect of Thomism,
just as it is a permanent and decisive issue in the thirteenth
century. Nor is it difficult to see the role assigned to Aristotle
by St. Thomas Aquinas. Where the Platonic method in phi-
losophy threatens to leave man in a void of abstractions, the
Aristotelian critique of Plato has the basic merit of saving
the reality of the world from Platonic abstractionism. But in
following the direction of the Aristotelian critique of Plato,
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St. Thomas breathed into Aristotle’s conception of the world
a vision that the Stagirite himself had never known. The
world which St. Thomas analyzes by means of the principles
of the Aristotelian Pkysics is a world of creatures, something
that Aristotle had never known; and while it is true that
Averroes and the Averroists used the Aristotelian doctrine of
motion against the Christian doctrine of creation, St. Thomas
Aquinas preferred to interpret it as failing to reach the idea
of creation, rather than as denying it.

It has always been a problem for students of St. Thomas
to explain his comparatively milder treatment of Aristotle
than of Plato. No doubt, he agreed with Aristotle much more
than he ever did with Plato; although it is a fact that he
has had occasion to side with Plato against Aristotle. Now
one has only to think of all the principles and doctrines which
St. Thomas received from Aristotle in order to recognize that
the most obvious reason for his mildness toward Aristotle is
that, after all, no other attitude is possible in the circum-
stances. It is quite probable, too, that the intellectual situa-
tion in the world around him suggested to St. Thomas the
attitude he adopted. For that situation, so rampant with
Platonism, some of which even masqueraded under the name
of Aristotle, required precisely the sort of use of Aristotle
which St. Thomas actually made. An Aristotle, in fact, whose
De Anima, Physics and Metaphysics are made to be stout
weapons in defense of truth against Plato’s isolation of soul
from body, his sacrifice of being in the name of its intelligi-
bility, his disparaging attitude toward the world of sense and
toward sense knowledge—such an Aristotle was a veritable
ally of every Catholic theologian in the thirteenth century.

What is, however, perplexing about such an Aristotle is
not the timeliness of his arrival in the Paris of St. Thomas
during the middle of the thirteenth century, nor the extent of
his services to the cause of philosophy and theology. What is
perplexing is, rather, that such an Aristotle existed, to a great
extent, only in the mind of St. Thomas Aquinas; and what is
no less perplexing is that St. Thomas has criticized Aristotle
often enough to leave no doubt on this point. What many still
like to call the Aristotelian-Thomistic synthesis is the result
of more than one benign Thomistic interpretation of the Phi-
losopher. To identify St. Thomas with an Aristotle who is, in
many important respects, his own creation, is a compliment
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to St. Thomas himself. To do so without realizing that St.
Thomas’ Aristotle is a Thomist who, on some basic funda-
mentals, was never an Aristotelian is a historical illusion that
is both dangerous and without justification in our own day.
For whereas St. Thomas could and did transform Aristotle
according to the needs and purposes of the thirteenth cen-
tury, and thus served the cause of truth in his world, to iden-
tify Aristotle and St. Thomas today, or to speak without
grave qualification of “the Aristotelianism of St. Thomas,” is
to risk the danger of ignoring and even losing those very doc-
trines which are the work of the personal genius of St.
Thomas himself. And the point of this loss is not merely that
it would be an injustice to an eminent Catholic theologian;
the point is that we would be the losers.

Admittedly, the historian of St. Thomas does not have the
right to alter his mildness toward Aristotle. Yet he has also
the duty to point out, no matter how briefly, that the Aris-
totle of history bequeathed to the thirteenth century many
doctrines and dilemmas which increased the philosophical
turmoil of that age. If Plato had transformed man into a
reason and freed him from matter by turning him from exist-
ence toward abstractions, Aristotle freed man from the reign
of matter and motion by likewise transforming him into a
reason and by likewise turning him from existence to-
ward thought. To confine man within reason in order to
escape matter is, in its own way, a form of dis-existentializa-
tion. Nor is the Aristotelian theology any less a dis-existen-
tialized one, however much St. Thomas may have used the
Metaphysics of Aristotle for a genuinely existential apprecia-
tion of being. The end of man is surely an embarrassingly
obscure point in the Aristotelian ethics, and the problem of
the relations between soul and body in man is equally so. All
this is not to say that we must disparage Aristotle in order to
magnify St. Thomas. Quite the contrary, the only point in
calling attention to these and similar Aristotelian embarrass-
ments is to free ourselves of the illusion that we can be
Thomists (supposing, for the moment, that at least some of
us do) by means of the Aristotelianism which led to these
embarrassments.

It will be abundantly clear to those who read the following
pages that St. Thomas Aquinas was the disciple of his pred-
ecessors, and even their spokesman, at the very moment of
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being their critic. For by his own practice we are warranted
in saying that St. Thomas’ predecessors helped him to reach
the truths that he did. Sometimes they helped him by reach-
ing them before him; sometimes they helped by struggling
toward them and, by their very failures, revealing to all who
could read what would have to be done in order to succeed
where they failed. If he was a critic of his predecessors, it was
in their name that St. Thomas was their critic. If his doc-
trines were new, he yet managed to find many beginnings of
these doctrines in the past. Nothing is newer in the history
of Christian thought than St. Thomas’ notion of existence;
and, speaking from the historical vantage point of the twen-
tieth century, let us add that nothing has been rarer in the
history of philosophy since the thirteenth century than that
notion of existence. And yet the same St. Thomas Aquinas,
who loved truth much more than he was aware of his own
novelty, presents many of his most distinctive notions as
having a long birth in the history of Christian thought before
him. “According to reason and Aristotle,” he has often said.
He stood on a giant past; and though he himself was a giant,
he always looked upon his intellectual stature with the genu-
ine humility of one who, even in his highest speculative
reaches, accepted the fruits of philosophical victory as much
in the name of those who went before him as in his own.

Anton C. Pegis
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THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA
ParT ONE
Question I

THE NATURE AND DOMAIN OF SACRED
DOCTRINE

(In Ten Articles)

To pPLACE our purpose within definite limits, we must first in-
vestigate the nature and domain of sacred doctrine. Concern-
ing this there are ten points of inquiry:—

(1) Whether sacred doctrine is necessary? (2) Whether it
is a science? (3) Whether it is one or many? (4) Whether
it is speculative or practical? (5) How it is compared with
other sciences? (6) Whether it is a wisdom? (7) Whether
God is its subject-matter? (8) Whether it is argumentative?
(9) Whether it rightly employs metaphors and similes? (10)
Whether the Sacred Scripture of this doctrine may be ex-
pounded in different senses?

First Article

WHETHER, BESIDES THE PHILOSOPHICAL SCIENCES,
ANY FURTHER DOCTRINE IS REQUIRED?

We proceed thus to the First Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that, besides the philosophical sci-
ences, we have no need of any further knowledge. For man
should not seek to know what is above reason: Seek not the
things that are too kigh for thee (Ecclus. iii. 22). But what-
ever is not above reason is sufficiently considered in the phil-

3
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osophical sciences. Therefore any other knowledge besides
the philosophical sciences is superfluous.

Obj. 2. Further, knowledge can be concerned only with be-
ing, for nothing can be known, save the true, which is con-
vertible with being. But everything that is, is considered in
the philosophical sciences—even God Himself; so that there
is a part of philosophy called theology, or the divine science,
as is clear from Aristotle.! Therefore, besides the philosophi-
cal sciences, there is no need of any further knowledge.

On the contrary, It is written (2 Tim. iii. 16): All Scrip-
ture inspired of God is profitable to teach, to reprove, to cor-
rect, to instruct in justice. Now Scripture, inspired of God, is
not a part of the philosophical sciences discovered by human
reason. Therefore it is useful that besides the philosophical
sciences there should be another science—i.e., inspired of
God.

I answer that, It was necessary for man’s salvation that
there should be a knowledge revealed by God, besides the
philosophical sciences investigated by human reason. First,
because man is directed to God as to an end that surpasses
the grasp of his reason: The eye hath not seen, O God, be-
sides Thee, what things Thou hast prepared for them that
wait for Thee (Isa. 1xiv. 4). But the end must first be known
by men who are to direct their thoughts and actions to the
end. Hence it was necessary for the salvation of man that
certain truths which exceed human reason should be made
known to him by divine revelation. Even as regards those
truths about God which human reason can investigate, it was
necessary that man be taught by a divine revelation. For the
truth about God, such as reason can know it, would only be
known by a few, and that after a long time, and with the
admixture of many errors; whereas man’s whole salvation,
which is in God, depends upon the knowledge of this truth.
Therefore, in order that the salvation of men might be
brought about more fitly and more surely, it was necessary
that they be taught divine truths by divine revelation. It was
therefore necessary that, besides the philosophical sciences
investigated by reason, there should be a sacred science by
way of revelation.

Reply Obj. 1. Although those things which are beyond
man’s knowledge may not be sought for by man through his

* Metaph., V, 1 (1026a 19).
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reason, nevertheless, what is revealed by God must be ac-
cepted through faith. Hence the sacred text continues, For
many things are shown to thee above the understanding of
man (Ecclys. iii. 25). And in such things sacred science con-
sists.

Reply Obj. 2. Sciences are diversified according to the di-
verse nature of their knowable objects. For the astronomer
and the physicist both prove the same conclusion—that the
earth, for instance, is round: the astronomer by means of
mathematics (i.e., abstracting from matter), but the physi-
cist by means of matter itself. Hence there is no reason why
those things which are treated by the philosophical sciences,
so far as they can be known by the light of natural reason,
may not also be treated by another science so far as they are
known by the light of the divine revelation. Hence the the-
ology included in sacred doctrine differs in genus from that
theology which is part of philosophy.

Second Article
WHETHER SACRED DOCTRINE IS A SCIENCE?

We proceed thus to the Second Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that sacred doctrine is not a science.
For every science proceeds from self-evident principles. But
sacred doctrine proceeds from articles of faith which are not
self-evident, since their truth is not admitted by all: For all
men have not faith (2 Thess. iii. 2). Therefore sacred doc-
trine is not a science.

0bj. 2. Further, science is not of individuals. But sacred
doctrine treats of individual facts, such as the deeds of Abra-
ham, Isaac and Jacob, and the like. Therefore sacred doctrine
is not a science.

On the contrary, Augustine says that to this science alone
belongs that whereby saving faith is begotten, nourished,
protected and strengthened.? But this can be said of no sci-
ence except sacred doctrine. Therefore sacred doctrine is a
science.

I answer that, Sacred doctrine is a science. We must bear
in mind that there are two kinds of sciences. There are some
which proceed from principles known by the natural light of

2 De Trin., XIV, 1 (PL 42, 1037).
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the intellect, such as arithmetic and geometry and the like.
There are also some which proceed from principles known
by the light of a higher science: thus the science of optics
proceeds from principles established by geometry, and music
from principles established by arithmetic. So it is that sacred
doctrine is a science because it proceeds from principles made
known by the light of a higher science, namely, the science
of God and the blessed. Hence, just as music accepts on au-
thority the principles taught by the arithmetician, so sacred
science accepts the principles revealed by God.

Reply Obj. 1. The principles of any science are either in
themselves self-evident, or reducible to the knowledge of a
higher science; and such, as we have said, are the principles
of sacred doctrine.

Reply Obj. 2. Individual facts are not treated in sacred
doctrine because it is concerned with them principally; they
are rather introduced as examples to be followed in our lives
(as in the moral sciences), as well as to establish the author-
ity of those men through whom the divine revelation, on
which this sacred scripture or doctrine is based, has come
down to us.

Third Article
WHETHER SACRED DOCTRINE IS ONE SCIENCE?

We proceed thus to the Third Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that sacred doctrine is not one sci-
ence, for according to the Philosopher that science is one
which treats only of one class of subjects® But the creator
and the creature, both of whom are treated in sacred doc-
trine, cannot be grouped together under one class of subjects.
Therefore sacred doctrine is not one science.

Obj. 2. Further, in sacred doctrine we treat of angels,
corporeal creatures and human morality. But these belong to
separate philosophical sciences. Therefore sacred doctrine
cannot be one science.

On the contrary, Holy Scripture speaks of it as one sci-
ence: Wisdom gave him the knowledge [scientiam] of holy
things (Wis. x. 10).

1 answer that, Sacred doctrine is one science. The unity of

3 Post. Anal., 1, 28 (87a 38).
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a power or habit is to be gauged by its object, not indeed, in
its material aspect, but as regards the formality under which
it is an object. For example, man, ass, stone, agree in the one
formality of being colored; and color is the formal object of
sight. Therefore, because Sacred Scripture (as we have said)
considers some things under the formality of being divinely
revealed, all things which have been divinely revealed have
in common the formality of the object of this science. Hence,
they are included under sacred doctrine as under one science.

Reply Obj. 1. Sacred doctrine does not treat of God and
creatures equally, but of God primarily, and of creatures
only so far as they are referable to God as their beginning or
end. Hence the unity of this science is not impaired.

Reply Obj. 2. Nothing prevents inferior powers or habits
from being diversified by objects which yet agree with one
another in coming together under a higher power or habit;
because the higher power or habit regards its own object un-
der a more universal formality. Thus, the object of the com-
mon sense is the sensible, including, therefore, whatever is
visible or audible. Hence the common sense, although one
power, extends to all the objects of the five senses. Similarly,
objects which are the subject-matter of different philosophi-
cal sciences can yet be treated by this one single sacred sci-
ence under one aspect, namely, in so far as they can be in-
cluded in revelation. So that in this way sacred doctrine
bears, as it were, the stamp of the divine science, which is one
and simple, yet extends to everything.

Fourth Article
WHETHER SACRED DOCTRINE IS A PRACTICAL SCIENCE?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that sacred doctrine is a practical
science, for a practical science is that which ends in action,
according to the Philosopher.* But sacred doctrine is or-
dained to action: Be ye doers of the word, and not hearers
only (Jas. i. 22). Therefore sacred doctrine is a practical sci-
ence.

Obj. 2. Further, sacred doctrine is divided into the Old
and the New Law. But law belongs to moral science, which

* Metaph., Ia, 1 (993b 21).
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is a practical science. Therefore sacred doctrine is a practical
science.

On the contrary, Every practical science is concerned with
the things man can do; as moral science is concerned with
human acts, and architecture with buildings. But sacred doc-
trine is chiefly concerned with God, Who is rather the Maker
of man. Therefore it is not a practical but a speculative sci-
ence.

I answer that, Sacred doctrine, being one, extends to things
which belong to the different philosophical sciences, because
it considers in each the same formal aspect, namely, so far as
they can be known through the divine light. Hence, although
among the philosophical sciences some are speculative and
others practical, nevertheless, sacred doctrine includes both;
as God, by one and the same science, knows both Himself
and His works.

Still, it is more speculative than practical, because it is
more concerned with divine things than with human acts;
though even of these acts it treats inasmuch as man is or-
dained by them to the perfect knowledge of God, in which
consists eternal beatitude.

This is a sufficient answer to the Objections,

Fifth Article

WHETHER SACRED DOCTRINE IS NOBLER THAN
OTHER SCIENCES?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that sacred doctrine is not nobler
than other sciences, for the nobility of a science depends on
its certitude. But other sciences, the principles of which can-
not be doubted, seem to be more certain than sacred doe-
trine; for its principles—namely, articles of faith—can be
doubted. Therefore other sciences seem to be nobler.

Obj. 2. Further, it is the part of a lower science to draw
upon a higher; as music draws upon arithmetic. But sacred
doctrine does draw upon the philosophical sciences; for Je-
rome observes, in his Epistle to Magnus, that tke ancient
doctors so enriched their books with the doctrines and
thoughts of the philosophers, that thou knowest not what
more to admire in them, their profane erudition or their
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scriptural learning.® Therefore sacred doctrine is inferior to
other sciences.

On the contrary, Other sciences are called the handmaid-
ens of this one: Wisdom sent her maids to invite to the tower
(Prov. ix. 3).

I answer that, Since this science is partly speculative and

. partly practical, it transcends all other sciences, speculative
and practical. Now one speculative science is said to be nobler
than another either by reason of its greater certitude, or by
reason of the higher dignity of its subject-matter. In both

. these respects this science surpasses other speculative sci-

~  ences: in point of greater certitude, because other sciences

. derive their certitude from the natural light of human reason,

~  which can err, whereas this derives its certitude from the light

. of the divine knowledge, which cannot err; in point of the

L higher dignity of its subject-matter, because this science

treats chiefly of those things which by their sublimity tran-

- scend human reason, while other sciences consider only those

1 things which are within reason’s grasp. Of the practical sci-

. ences, that one is nobler which is ordained to a more final
end, as political science is nobler than military science; for
the good of the army is directed to the good of the state. But
the purpose of this science, in so far as it is practical, is
eternal beatitude, to which as to an ultimate end the ends of
all the practical sciences are directed. Hence it is clear that
from every standpoint it is nobler than other sciences.

Reply Obj. 1. It may well happen that what is in itself the
more certain may seem to ys the less certain because of the
weakness of our intellect, whick is dazzled by the clearest
objects of nature; as the owl is dazzled by the light of the
sun.® Hence the fact that some happen to doubt about the
articles of faith is not due to the uncertain nature of
the truths, but to the weakness of the human intellect; yet
the slenderest knowledge that may be obtained of the highest
things is more desirable than the most certain knowledge
obtained of the lowest things, as is said in De Animalibus
1l

Reply Obj. 2. This science can draw upon the philosophi-
cal sciences, not as though it stood in need of them, but only

S Epist. LXX (PL 22, 668). o Aristotle, Metaph., Ia, 1 (993b 9).

{ 7 Aristotle, De Part. Anim., 1, 5 (644b 31).
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in order to make its teaching clearer. For it accepts its prin-
ciples, not from the other sciences, but immediately from
God, by revelation. Therefore it does not draw upon the
other sciences as upon its superiors, but uses them as its
inferiors and handmaidens: even so the master sciences make
use of subordinate sciences, as political science of military
science. That it thus uses them is not due to its own defect or
insufficiency, but to the defect of our intellect, which is more
easily led by what is known through natural reason (from
which proceed the other sciences), to that which is above
reason, such as are the teachings of this science.

Sixth Article
WHETHER THIS DOCTRINE IS A WISDOM?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article:—

Objection 1..It seems that this doctrine is not a wisdom.
For no doctrine which borrows its principles is worthy of the
name of wisdom, seeing that the wise man directs, and is not
directed.® But this doctrine borrows its principles. Therefore
it is not a wisdom.

Obj. 2. Further, it is a part of wisdom to prove the princi-
ples of other sciences. Hence it is called the chief of sciences,
as is clear in Etkics vi® But this doctrine does not prove
the principles of other sciences. Therefore it is not a wisdom.

0bj. 3. Further, this doctrine is acquired by study, whereas
wisdom is acquired by God’s inspiration, and is accordingly
numbered among the gifts of the Holy Spirit (Ise. xi. 2).
Therefore this doctrine is not a wisdom.

On the contrary, It is written (Deut. iv. 6): This is your
wisdom and understanding in the sight of nations.

I answer that, This doctrine is wisdom above all human
wisdoms not merely in any one order, but absolutely. For
since it is the part of a wise man to order and to judge, and
since lesser matters can be judged in the light of some higher
cause, he is said to be wise in any genus who considers the
highest cause in that genus. Thus in the realm of building,
he who plans the form of the house is called wise and archi-
tect, in relation to the subordinate laborers who trim the

® Aristotle, Metaph., I, 2 (982a 18). ° Aristotle, Eth., VI, 7 (11412
20).
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wood and make ready the stones: thus it is said, 4s ¢ wise
architect I have laid the foundation (1 Cor. iii. 10). Again,
in the order of all human life, the prudent man is called
wise, inasmuch as he directs his acts to a fitting end: thus it
is said, Wisdom is prudence to a man (Prov. x. 23). There-
fore, he who considers absolutely the highest cause of the
whole universe, namely God, is most of all called wise. Hence
wisdom is said to be the knowledge of divine things, as Au-
gustine says.!® But sacred doctrine essentially treats of God
viewed as the highest cause, for it treats of Him not only so
far as He can be known through creatures just as philoso-
phers knew Him—Tkat which is known of God is manifest in
them (Rom. 1. 19)—but also so far as He is known to Him-
self alone and revealed to others. Hence sacred doctrine is
especially called a wisdom.

Reply Obj. 1. Sacred doctrine derives its principles, not
from any human knowledge, but from the divine knowledge,
by which, as by the highest wisdom, all our knowledge is
ordered.

Reply Obj. 2. The principles of the other sciences either
are evident and cannot be proved, or they are proved by
natural reason in some other science. But the knowledge
proper to this science comes through revelation, and not
through natural reason. Therefore it is not its business to
prove the principles of the other sciences, but only to judge
them. For whatsoever is found in the other sciences contrary
to the truth of this science must be condemned as false.
Hence, it is said: Destroyitg counsels and every height that
exalteth itself against the knowledge of God (2 Cor. X. 4, 5).

Reply Obj. 3. Since judgment pertains to wisdom, in ac-
cord with a twofold manner of judging there is a twofold
wisdom. A man may judge in one way by inclination, as who-
ever has the habit of a virtue judges rightly of what is virtu-
ous by his very inclination towards it. Hence it is the virtu-
ous man, as we read,!* who is the measure and rule of human-
acts. In another way, a man may judge by knowledge, just
as man learned in moral science might be able to judge
rightly about virtuous acts, though he had not virtue. The
first manner of judging divine things belongs to that wisdom

¥ De Trin.,, XII, 14 (PL 42, 1009).—Cf. Cicero, De Officiis, 11, 2
(p. 80). 1 Aristotle, Eth., X, 5 (1176a 17).
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which is numbered as a gift of the Holy Ghost: T#e spiritual
man judgeth all things (r Cor. ii. 15). And Dionysius says:
Hierotheus is taught not only as one learning, but also as
experiencing divine things.'> The second manner of judging
belongs to this doctrine, inasmuch as it is acquired by study,
though its principles are obtained by revelation.

Seventh Article

WHETHER GOD IS THE SUBJECT-MATTER OF THIS
SCIENCE?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that God is not the subject-matter
of this science. For, according to the Philosopher,!? in every
science the essence of its subject is presupposed. But this
science cannot presuppose the essence of God, for Damascene
says: It is impossible to express the essence of God.** There-
fore God is not the subject-matter of this science,

Obj. 2. Further, whatever conclusions are reached in any
science must be comprehended under the subject-matter of
that science. But in Holy Scripture we reach conclusions not
only concerning God, but concerning many other things, such
as creatures and human morality. Therefore God is not the
subject-matter of this science.

On the contrary, The subject-matter of a science is that
of which it principally treats. But in this science the treat-
ment is mainly about God; for it is called theology, as treat-
ing of God. Therefore God is the subject-matter of this
science.

I answer that, God is the subject-matter of this science.
The relation between a science and its subject-matter is the
same as that between a habit or a power and its object. Now
properly speaking the object of a power or habit is that un-
der whose formality all things are referred to that power or
habit, as man and stone are referred to sight in that they are
colored. Hence colored things are the proper object of sight.
But in sacred doctrine all things are treated under the aspect
of God, either because they are God Himself, or because

2 De Div. Nom., I1, g (PG 3. 648). 3 Post. Anal.,, I, 1 (71a 13).
3 De Fide Orth., 1, 4 (PG 94, 797)-
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they refer to God as to their beginning and end. Hence it
follows that God is in very truth the subject-matter of this
science. This is made clear also from the principles of this
science, namely, the articles of faith, for faith is about God.
The subject-matter of the principles and of the whole science
must be the same, since the whole science is contained virtu-
ally in its principles.

Some, however, looking to what is treated in this science,
and not to the aspect under which it is treated, have asserted
the subject-matter of this science to be something other than
God—that is, either things and signs,'® or the works of salva-
tion,6 or the whole Christ, that is, the head and members.'”
Of all these things, in truth, we treat in this science, but so
far as they are ordered to God.

Reply Obj. 1. Although we cannot know in what consists
the essence of God, nevertheless in this doctrine we make use
of His effects, either of nature or of grace, in the place of a
definition, in regard to whatever is treated in this doctrine
concerning God; even as in some philosophical sciences we
demonstrate something about a cause from its effect, by tak-
ing the effect in the place of a definition of the cause.

Reply Obj. 2. Whatever other conclusions are reached in
this sacred science are comprehended under God, not as parts
or species or accidents, but as in some way ordained to Him.

Eighth Article
WHETHER SACRED DOCTRINE IS ARGUMENTATIVE?

We proceed thus to tke Eighth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems this doctrine is not argumentative.
For Ambrose says: Put arguments aside where faith is
sought.*® But in this doctrine faith especially is sought: Bu?
these things are written that you may believe (Jo. xx. 31).
Therefore sacred doctrine is not argumentative. ]

Obj. 2. Further, if it is argumentative, the argument is
either from authority or from reason. If it is from authority,
it seems unbefitting its dignity, for the proof from authority

3 Peter Lombard, Sent., I, i, 1 (I, 14); cf. St. Augustine, De Doc.
Christ., 1, 2 (PL 34, 19).  ** Hugh of St. Victor, De Sacram., Prol.,
2 (PL 176, 183). ¥ Robert Grosseteste, Hexaém. (p. 176) ; Robert
Kilwardby, De Nat. Theol. (p. 17). 18 De Fide, I, 13 (PL 16, 570).
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is the weakest form of proof according to Boethius.!® But if
from reason, this is unbefitting its end, because, according
to Gregory, faith has no merit in those things of which hu-
man reason brings its own experience.®° Therefore sacred
doctrine is not argumentative.

On the contrary, The Scripture says that a bishop should
embrace that faithful word whick is according to doctrine,
that he may be able to exkort in sound doctrine and to con-
vince the gainsayers (Tit. 1. g).

I answer that, As the other sciences do not argue in proof
of their principles, but argue from their principles to demon-
strate other truths in these sciences, so this doctrine does not
argue in proof of its principles, which are the articles of faith,
but from them it goes on to prove something else; as the
Apostle argues from the resurrection of Christ in proof of the
general resurrection (r Cor. xv, 12). However, it is to be
borne in mind, in regard to the philosophical sciences, that
the inferior sciences neither prove their principles nor dis-
pute with those who deny them, but leave this to a higher
science; whereas the highest of them, viz., metaphysics, can
dispute with one who denies its principles, if only the op-
ponent will make some concession; but if he concedes noth-
ing, it can have no dispute with him, though it can answer
his arguments. Hence Sacred Scripture, since it has no sci-
ence above itself, disputes argumentatively with one who
denies its principles only if the opponent admits some at least
of the truths obtained through divine revelation. Thus, we
can argue with heretics from texts in Holy Scripture, and
against those who deny one article of faith we can argue from
another. If our opponent believes nothing of divine revela-
tion, there is no longer any means of proving the articles of
faith by argument, but only of answering his objections—if
he has any—against faith. Since faith rests upon infallible
truth, and singe the contrary of a truth can never be demon-
strated, it is clear that the proofs brought against faith are
not demonstrations, but arguments that can be answered.

Reply Obj. 1. Although arguments from human reason
cannot avail to prove what belongs to faith, nevertheless,
this doctrine argues from articles of faith to other truths.

Reply Obj. 2. It is especially proper to this doctrine to

®In Top. Cicer, I (PL 64, 1166); De Differ. Top., III (PL 64,
1199). ®In Evang., 11, hom. 26 (PL 76, 1197).
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argue from authority, inasmuch as its principles are obtained
by revelation; and hence we must believe the authority of
those to whom the revelation has been made. Nor does this
take away from the dignity of this doctrine, for although
the argument from authority based on human reason is the
weakest, yet the argument from authority based on divine
revelation is the strongest. But sacred doctrine also makes
use of human reason, not, indeed, to prove faith (for thereby
the merit of faith would ccme to an end), but to make clear
other things that are set forth in this doctrine. Since there-
fore grace does not destroy nature, but perfects it, natural
reason should minister to faith as the natural inclination of
the will ministers to charity. Hence the Apostle says: Bring-
ing into captivity every understanding unto the obedience
of Christ (2 Cor. x. 5). Hence it is that sacred doctrine
makes use also of the authority of philosophers in those
questions in which they were able to know the truth by natu-
ral reason, as Paul quotes a saying of Aratus: As some also
of your own poets seid: For we are also His offspring (Acts
xvii. 28). Nevertheless, sacred doctrine makes use of these
authorities as extrinsic and probable arguments, but properly
uses the authority of the canonical Scriptures as a necessary
demonstration, and the authority of the doctors of the
Church as one that may properly be used, yet merely as
probable. For our faith rests upon the revelation made to
the apostles and prophets, who wrote the canonical books,
and not on the revelations (if any such there are) made to
other doctors. Hence Augustine says: Only those books of
Scripture whick are called canonical ‘have I learned to hold
in such honor as to believe their authors have not erred in
any way in writing them. But other authors I so read as not
to deem anything in their works to be true, merely because
of their having so thought and written, whatever may have
been their holiness and learning.®* *

Ninth Article

WHETHER HOLY SCRIPTURE SHOULD USE METAPHORS?

We proceed thus to the Ninth Article:—
Objection 1. It seems that Holy Scripture should not use

2 Epist. LXXXII, 1 (PL 33, 277).
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metaphors. For that which is proper to the lowest science
seems not to befit this science, which holds the highest place
of all. But to proceed by the aid of various similitudes and
figures is proper to poetic, the least of all the sciences. There-
fore it is not fitting that this science should make use of such
similitudes.

0bj. 2. Further, this doctrine seems to be intended to make
truth clear. Hence a reward is held out to those who mani-
fest it: They that explain me shall have life everlasting (Ec-
clus. xxiv. 31). But by such similitudes truth is obscured.
Therefore to put forward divine truths under the likeness of
corporeal things does not befit this doctrine.

Obj. 3. Further, the higher creatures are, the nearer they
approach to the divine likeness. If therefore any creature be
taken to represent God, this representation ought chiefly to
be taken from the higher creatures, and not from the lower;
yet this is often found in the Scriptures.

On the contrary, It is written (Osee xii. 10): I have multi-
plied visions, and I have used similitudes by the ministry of
the prophets. But to put forward anything by means of si-
militudes is to use metaphors. Therefore sacred doctrine may
use metaphors.

I answer that, 1t is befitting Holy Scripture to put forward
divine and spiritual truths by means of comparisons with
material things. For God provides for everything according
to the capacity of its nature. Now it is natural to man to
attain to intellectual truths through sensible things, because
all our knowledge originates from sense. Hence in Holy
Scripture spiritual truths are fittingly taught under the like-
ness of material things. This is what Dionysius says: We
cannot be enlightened by the divine rays except they be hid-
den within the covering of many sacred veils*? It is also be-
fitting Holy Scripture, which is proposed to all without dis-
tinction of persons—7o the wise and to the unwise I am a
debtor (Rom. i. 14)—that spiritual truths be expounded by
means of figures taken from corporeal things, in order that
thereby even the simple who are unable by themselves to
grasp intellectual things may be able to understand it.

Reply Obj. 1. Poetry makes use of metaphors to produce a
representation, for it is natural to man to be pleased with

2 De Cael. Hier,, 1, 2 (PG 3, 121).
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representations. But sacred doctrine makes use of metaphors
as both necessary and useful.

Reply Obj. 2. The ray of divine revelation is not extin-
guished by the sensible imagery wherewith it is veiled, as
Dionysius says;?* and its truth so far remains that it does
not allow the minds of those to whom the revelation has been
made, to rest in the likenesses, but raises them to the knowl-
edge of intelligible truths; and through those to whom the
revelation has been made others also may receive instruction
in these matters. Hence those things that are taught meta-
phorically in one part of Scripture, in other parts are taught
more openly. The very hiding of truth in figures is useful for
the exercise of thoughtful minds, and as a defense against
the ridicule of the unbelievers, according to the words, Give
not that which is holy to dogs (Matt. vii. 6).

Reply Obj. 3. As Dionysius says,** it is more fitting that
divine truths should be expounded under the figure of less
noble than of nobler bodies; and this for three reasons. First,
because thereby men’s minds are the better freed from error.
For then it is clear that these things are not literal descrip-
tions of divine truths, which might have been open to doubt
had they been expressed under the figure of nobler bodies,
especially in the case of those who could think of nothing
nobler than bodies. Second, because this is more befitting the
knowledge of God that we have in this life. For what He is
not is clearer to us than what He is. Therefore similitudes
drawn from things farthest away from God form within us
a truer estimate that God is above whatsoever we may say or
think of Him. Third, because thereby divine truths are the
better hidden from the unworthy,

Tenth Article

WHETHER IN HOLY SCRIPTURE A WORD MAY HAVE
SEVERAL SENSES?

We proceed thus to the Tenth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that in Holy Scripture a word cannot
have several senses, historical or literal, allegorical, tropo-
logical or moral, and anagogical. For many different senses
in one text produce confusion and deception and destroy all

BIbid.  *0p. cit., 11, 2 (PG 3, 136).
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force of argument. Hence no argument, but only fallacies,
can be deduced from a multiplicity of propositions. But Holy
Scripture ought to be able to state the truth without any
fallacy. Therefore in it there cannot be several senses to a
word.

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says that the Old Testament
has a fourfold division: according to history, etiology, anal-
o0gy, and allegory.*® Now these four seem altogether different
from the four divisions mentioned in the first objection.
Therefore it does not seem fitting to explain the same word
of Holy Scripture according to the four different senses men-
tioned above.

Obj. 3. Further, besides these senses, there is the paraboli-
cal, which is not one of these four.

On the contrary, Gregory says: Holy Scrzpture by the
manner of its speeck transcends every science, because in
one and the same sentence, while it describes a fact, it reveals
a mystery.28

I answer that, The author of Holy Scripture is God, in
‘Whose power it is to-signify His meaning, not by words only
(as man also can do), but also by things themselves. So,
whereas in every other science things are signified by words,
this science has the property that the things signified by the
words have themselves also a signification. Therefore that
first signification whereby words signify things belongs to
the first sense, the historical or literal. That signification
whereby things signified by words have themselves also a
signification is called the spiritual sense, which is based on
the literal, and presupposes it. Now this spiritual sense has
a threefold division. For as the Apostle says (Heb. x. 1) the
Old Law is a figure of the New Law, and Dionysius says
the New Law itself is a figure of future glory?* Again, in the
New Law, whatever our Head has done is a type of what we
ought to do. Therefore, so far as the things of the Old Law
signify the things of the New Law, there is the allegorical
sense; so far as the things done in Christ, or so far as the
things which signify Christ, are signs of what we ought to
do, there is the moral sense. But so far as they signify what
relates to eternal glory, there is the anagogical sense. Since

% De Util. Cred., 111 (PL 42, 68). * Moral.,, XX, 1 (PL %6, 135).
T De Eccles. Hier., V, 2 (PG 3, 501).
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the literal sense is that which the author intends, and since
the author of Holy Scripture is God, Who by one act com-
prehends all things by His intellect, it is not unfitting, as
Augustine says,?® if, even according to the literal sense, one
word in Holy Scripture should have several senses.

Reply Obj. 1. The multiplicity of these senses does not
produce equivocation or any other kind of multiplicity, see-
ing that these senses are not multiplied because one word
signifies several things, but because the things signified by
the words can be themselves signs of other things. Thus in
Holy Scripture no confusion results, for all the senses are
founded on one—the literal—from which alone can any argu-
ment be drawn, and not from those intended allegorically,
as Augustine says.?® Nevertheless, nothing of Holy Scripture
perishes because of this, since nothing necessary to faith is
contained under the spiritual sense which is not elsewhere
put forward clearly by the Scripture in its literal sense.

Reply Obj. 2. These three—history, etiology, analogy—
are grouped under the literal sense. For it is called history,
as Augustine expounds,®® whenever anything is simply re-
lated; it is called etiology when its cause is assigned, as when
Our Lord gave the reason why Moses allowed the putting
away of wives—namely, because of the hardness of men’s
hearts (Matt. xix, 8); it is called analogy whenever the
truth of one text of Scripture is shown not to contradict the
truth of another. Of these four, allegory alone stands for
the three spiritual senses. Thus Hugh of St. Victor includes
the anagogical under the allegorical sense, laying down three
senses only—the historical, the allegorical and the tropologi-
cal 3l

Reply Obj. 3. The parabolical sense is contained in the
literal, for by words things are signified properly and figura-
tively. Nor is the figure itself, but that which is figured, the
literal sense. When Scripture speaks of God’s arm, the literal
sense is not that God has such a member, but only what is
signified by this member, namely, operative power. Hence it
is plain that nothing false can ever underlie the literal sense
of Holy Scripture.

% Confess., X11, 31 (PL 32, 844). ? Epist. XCIII, 8 (PL 33, 334).
® De Util. Cred., 3 (PL 42, 68). # Cf. De Sacram., 1, 4 (PL 176.
184) —Cf. also De Scriptur. et Scriptor. Sacris, 3 (PL 175, 11).



Question II

THE EXISTENCE OF GOD
(In Three Articles)

Because the chief aim of sacred doctrine is to teach the
knowledge of God not only as He is in Himself, but also as
He is the beginning of things and their last end, and espe-
cially of rational creatures, as is clear from what has been
already said,! therefore, in our endeavor to expound this
science, we shall treat: (1) of God; (2) of the rational crea-
ture’s movement towards God;2 (3) of Christ Who as man
is our way to God.2

In treating of God there will be a threefold division:—

For we shall consider (1) whatever concerns the divine
essence. (2) Whatever concerns the distinctions of Persons.*
(3) ;Vhatever concerns the procession of creatures from
Him.

Concerning the divine essence, we must consider:—

(z) Whether God exists? (2) The manner of His exist-
ence, or, rather, what is #o¢ the manner of His existence.®
(3) Whatever concerns His operations—namely, His knowl-
edge,” will,® power.?

Concerning the first, there are three points of inquiry:—

(1) Whether the proposition God exists is self-evident?
(2) Whether it is demonstrable? (3) Whether God exists?

First Article
WHETHER THE EXISTENCE OF GOD IS SELF-EVIDENT?

We proceed thus to the First Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that the existence of God is self-
evident. For those things are said to be self-evident to us
the knowledge of which exists naturally in us, as we can see
in regard to first principles. But as Damascene says, the
knowledge of God is naturally implanted in all.° Therefore
the existence of God is self-evident.

BONT, 2. 7. TSEETESSSS T T - =4 Q. 2708 S O SR (RS
"Q.14. ®Q.19. °Q.25. *De Fide Orth, 1, 1; 3 (PG 94, 789;
793).
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0bj. 2. Further, those things are said to be self-evident
which are known as soon as the terms are known, which the
Philosopher says is true of the first principles of demonstra-
tion.!* Thus, when the nature of a whole and of a part is
known, it is at once recognized that every whole is greater
than its part. But as soon as the signification of the name
God is understood, it is at once seen that God exists. For by
this name is signified that thing than which nothing greater
can be conceived. But that which exists actually and men-
tally is greater than that which exists only mentally. There-
fore, since as soon as the name God is understood it exists
mentally, it also follows that it exists actually. Therefore the
proposition God exists is self-evident.

Obj. 3. Further, the existence of truth is self-evident. For
whoever denies the existence of truth grants that truth does
not exist: and, if truth does not exist, then the proposition
Truth does not exist is true: and if there is anything true,
there must be truth. But God is truth itself: I am the way,
the truth, and the life (Jo. xiv. 6). Therefore God exists is
self-evident.

On the contrary, No one can mentally admit the opposite
of what is self-evident, as the Philosopher states concerning
the first principles of demonstration.'? But the opposite of
the proposition God is can be mentally admitted: Tke fool
said in his heart, There is no God (Ps. lii. 1). Therefore, that
God exists is not self-evident.

I answer that, A thing can be self-evident in either of two
ways: on the one hand; self-evident in itself, though not to
us; on the other, self-evident in itself, and to us. A proposi-
tion is self-evident because the predicate is included in the
essence of the subject: e.g., Man is an animal, for animal is
contained in the essence of man. If, therefore, the essence of
the predicate and subject be known to all, the proposition
will be self-evident to all; as is clear with regard to the first
principles of demonstration, the terms of which are certain
common notions that no one is ignorant of, such as being and
non-being, whole and part, and the like. If, however, there
are some to whom the essence of the predicate and subject is
unknown, the proposition will be self-evident in itself, but

1 post. Anal., I, 3 (72b 18). ¥ Metaph., 111, 3 (1005b 11); Post.
Anal., 1, 10 (76b 23).
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not to those who do not know the meaning of the predicate
and subject of the proposition. Therefore, it happens, as
Boethius says, that there are some notions of the mind which
are common and self-evident only to the learned, as that in-
corporeal substances are not in space.'® Therefore I say that
this proposition, God exists, of itself is self-evident, for the
predicate is the same as the subject, because God is His own
existence as will be hereafter shown.!* Now because we do
not know the essence of God, the proposition is not self-
evident to us, but needs to be demonstrated by things that
are more known to us, though less known in their nature—
namely, by His effects.

Reply 0bj. 1. To know that God exists in a general and
confused way is implanted in us by nature, inasmuch as
God is man’s beatitude. For man naturally desires happiness,
and what is naturally desired by man is naturally known by
him. This, however, is not to know absolutely that God
exists; just as to know that someone is approaching is not
the same as to know that Peter is approaching, even though
it is Peter who is approaching; for there are many who im-
agine that man’s perfect good, which is happiness, consists
in riches, and others in pleasures, and others in something
else.

Reply Obj. 2. Perhaps not everyone who hears this name
God understands it to signify something than which nothing
greater can be thought, seeing that some have believed God
to be a body.'5 Yet, granted that everyone understands that
by this name God is signified something than which nothing
greater can be thought, nevertheless, it does not therefore
follow that he understands that what the name signifies
exists actually, but only that it exists mentally. Nor can it
be argued that it actually exists, unless it be admitted that
there actually exists something than which nothing greater
can be thought; and this precisely is not admitted by those
who hold that God does not exist.

Reply Obj. 3. The existence of truth in general is self-
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evident, but the existence of a Primal Truth is not self-
evident to us.

Second Article
WHETHER IT CAN BE DEMONSTRATED THAT GOD EXISTS?

We proceed thus to the Second Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that the existence of God cannnot
be demonstrated. For it is an article of faith that God exists.
But what is of faith cannot be demonstrated, because a
demonstration produces scientific knowledge, whereas faith
is of the unseen, as is clear from the Apostle (Heb. xi. 1).
Therefore it cannot be demonstrated that God exists.

Obj. 2. Further, essence is the middle term of demonstra-
tion. But we cannot know in what God’s essence consists,
but solely in what it does not consist, as Damascene says.'®
Therefore we cannot demonstrate that God exists.

Obj. 3. Further, if the existence of God were demon-
strated, this could only be from His effects. But His effects
are not proportioned to Him, since He is infinite and His
effects are finite, and between the finite and infinite there is
no proportion. Therefore, since a cause cannot be demon-
strated by an effect not proportioned to it, it seems that the
existence of God cannot be demonstrated.

On the contrary, The Apostle says: Tke invisible things of
Him are clearly seen, being understood by the things that
are made (Rom. i. 20). But this would not be unless the
existence of God could be demonstrated through the things
that are made; for the first thing we must know of anything
is, whether it exists.

I answer that, Demonstration can be made in two ways:
One is through the cause, and is called propter quid, and this
is to argue from what is prior absolutely. The other is
through the effect, and is called a demonstration quia; this
is to argue from what is prior relatively only to us. When an
effect is better known to us than its cause, from the effect
we proceed to the knowledge of the cause. And from every
effect the existence of its proper cause can be demonstrated,
so long as its effects are better known to us; because, since
every effect depends upon its cause, if the effect exists, the

¥ De Fide Orth., 1, 4 (PG 94, 800).
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cause must pre-exist. Hence the existence of God, in so far
as it is not self-evident to us, can be demonstrated from
those of His effects which are known to us.

Reply Obj. 1. The existence of God and other like truths
about God, which can be known by natural reason, are not
articles of faith, but are preambles to the articles; for faith
presupposes natural knowledge, even as grace presupposes
nature and perfection the perfectible. Nevertheless, there is
nothing to prevent a man, who cannot grasp a proof, from
accepting, as a matter of faith, something which in itself is
capable of being scientifically known and demonstrated.

Reply Obj. 2. When the existence of a cause is demon-
strated from an effect, this effect takes the place of the
definition of the cause in proving the cause’s existence. This
is especially the case in regard to God, because, in order to
prove the existence of anything, it is necessary to accept as a
middle term the meaning of the name, and not its essence,
for the question of its essence follows on the question of its
existence. Now the names given to God are derived from His
effects, as will be later shown.'” Consequently, in demon-
strating the existence of God from His effects, we may take
for the middle term the meaning of the name God.

Reply 0bj. 3. From effects not proportioned to the cause
no perfect knowledge of that cause can be obtained. Yet
from every effect the existence of the cause can be clearly
demonstrated, and so we can demonstrate the existence of
God from His effects; though from them we cannot know
God perfectly as He is in His essence.

Third Article
WHETHER GOD EXISTS?

We proceed thus to the Third Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that God does not exist; because if
one of two contraries be infinite, the other would be alto-
gether destroyed. But the name God means that He is
infinite goodness. If, therefore, God existed, there would be
no evil discoverable; but there is evil in the world. There-
fore God does not exist.

Obj. 2. Further, it is superfluous to suppose that what can

SRR, 2. 1.
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be accounted for by a few principles has been produced by
many. But it seems that everything we see in the world can
be accounted for by other principles, supposing God did not
exist. For all natural things can be reduced to one principle,
which is nature; and all voluntary things can be reduced to
one principle, which is human reason, or will. Therefore there
is no need to suppose God’s existence.

On the contrary, It is said in the person of God: I am
Who am (Exod. iii. 14).

I answer that, The existence of God can be proved in five
ways.

The first and more manifest way is the argument from
motion. It is certain, and evident to our senses, that in the
world some things are in motion. Now whatever is moved
is moved by another, for nothing can be moved except it is
in potentiality to that towards which it is moved; whereas
a thing moves inasmuch as it is in act. For motion is nothing
else than the reduction of something from potentiality to
actuality. But nothing can be reduced from potentiality to
actuality, except by something in a state of actuality. Thus
that which is actually hot, as fire, makes wood, which is
potentially hot, to be actually hot, and thereby moves and
changes it. Now it is not possible that the same thing should
be at once in actuality and potentiality in the same respect,
but only in different respects. For what is actually hot can-
not simultaneously be potentially hot; but it is simultane-
ously potentially cold. It is therefore impossible that in the
same respect and in the same way a thing should be both
mover and moved, i.e., that it should move itself. Therefore,
whatever is moved must be moved by another. If that by
which it is moved be itself moved, then this also must needs
be moved by another, and that by another again. But this
cannot go on to infinity, because then there would be no first
mover, and, consequently, no other mover, seeing that sub-
sequent movers move only inasmuch as they are moved by
the first mover; as the staff moves only because it is moved
by the hand. Therefore it is necessary to arrive at a first
mover, moved by no other; and this everyone understands
to be God.

The second way is from the nature of efficient cause. In the
world of sensible things we find there is an order of efficient
causes. There is no case known (neither is it, indeed, possi-



26 THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q.2.ART. 3

ble) in which a thing is found to be the efficient cause of
itself; for so it would be prior to itself, which is impossible.
Now in efficient causes it is not possible to go on to infinity,
because in all efficient causes following in order, the first is
the cause of the intermediate cause, and the intermediate is
the cause of the ultimate cause, whether the intermediate
cause be several, or one only. Now to take away the cause is
to take away the effect. Therefore, if there be no first cause
among efficient causes, there will be no ultimate, nor any
intermediate, cause. But if in efficient causes it is possible to
go on to infinity, there will be no first efficient cause, neither
will there be an ultimate effect, nor any intermediate efficient
causes; all of which is plainly false. Therefore it is necessary
to admit a first efficient cause, to which everyone gives the
name of God.

The third way is taken from possibility and necessity, and
runs thus. We find in nature things that are possible to be
and not to be, since they are found to be generated, and to be
corrupted, and consequently, it is possible for them to be and
not to be. But it is impossible for these always to exist, for
that which can not-be at some time is not. Therefore, if
everything can not-be, then at one time there was nothing in
existence. Now if this were true, even now there would be
nothing in existence, because that which does not exist begins
to exist only through something already existing. Therefore,
if at one time nothing was in existence, it would have been im-
possible for anything to have begun to exist; and thus even
now nothing would be in existence—which is absurd. There-
fore, not all beings are merely possible, but there must exist
something the existence of which is necessary. But every
necessary thing either has its necessity caused by another, or
not. Now it is impossible to go on to infinity in necessary
things which have their necessity caused by another, as has
been already proved in regard to efficient causes. Therefore
we cannot but admit the existence of some being having of
itself its own necessity, and not receiving it from another,
but rather causing in others their necessity. This all men
speak of as God.

The fourth way is taken from the gradation to be found
in things. Among beings there are some more and some less
good, true, noble, and the like. But more and less are pre-
dicted of different things according as they resemble in their
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different ways something which is the maximum, as a thing
is said to be hotter according as it more nearly resembles
that which is hottest; so that there is something which is
truest, something best, something noblest, and, consequently,
something which is most being, for those things that are
greatest in truth are greatest in being, as it is written in
Metaph. ii.'® Now the maximum in any genus is the cause of
all in that genus, as fire, which is the maximum of heat, is
the cause of all hot things, as is said in the same book.'?
Therefore there must also be something which is to all beings
the cause of their being, goodness, and every other perfec-
tion; and this we call God.

The fifth way is taken from the governance of the world.
We see that things which lack knowledge, such as natural
bodies, act for an end, and this is evident from their acting
always, or nearly always, in the same way, so as to obtain
the best result. Hence it is plain that they achieve their end,
not fortuitously, but designedly. Now whatever lacks knowl-
edge cannot move towards an end, unless it be directed by
some being endowed with knowledge and intelligence; as the
arrow is directed by the archer. Therefore some intelligent
being exists by whom all natural things are directed to their
end; and this being we call God.

Reply Obj. 1. As Augustine says: Since God is the highest
good, He would not allow any evil to exist in His works, un-
less His ommnipotence and goodness were such as to bring
good even out of evil.2° This is part of the infinite goodness
of God, that He should allow evil to exist, and out of it
produce good.

Reply Obj. 2. Since nature works for a determinate end
under the direction of a higher agent, whatever is done by
nature must be traced back to God as to its first cause. So
likewise whatever is done voluntarily must be traced back
to some higher cause other than human reason and will,
since these can change and fail; for all things that are
changeable and capable of defect must be traced back to an
immovable and self-necessary first principle, as has been
shown.

B Metaph. Ia, 1 (993b 30).  *Ibid. (993b 25). ™ Enchir., XI
(PL 40, 236).



Question IIT

ON THE SIMPLICITY OF GOD

WHEN the existence of a thing has been ascertained, there
remains the further question of the manner of its existence,
in order that we may know its essence. Now because we
cannot know what God is, but rather what He is not, we
have no means for considering how God is, but rather how
He is not.

Therefore, we must consider (1) how He is not; (2) how
He is known by us;* (3) how He is named.?

Now it can be shown how God is not, by removing from
Him whatever does not befit Him—viz., composition, motion,
and the like. Therefore (1) we must discuss His simplicity,
whereby we remove composition from Him. And because
whatever is simple in material things is imperfect and a part
of something else, we shall discuss (2) His perfection;® (3)
His infinity;* (4) His immutability;5 (5) His unity.®

Concerning His simplicity, there are eight points of in-
quiry: (1) Whether God is a body? (2) Whether He is com-
posed of matter and form? (3) Whether in Him there is
composition of quiddity or essence (or nature) and subject?
(4) Whether there is in Him a composition of essence and
being? (5) Whether He is composed of genus and difference?
(6) Whether He is composed of subject and accident? (7)
Whether He is in any way composite, or wholly simple? (8)
Whether He enters into composition with other things?

Third Article

WHETHER GOD IS THE SAME AS, HIS ESSENCE OR
NATURE?

We proceed thus to the Third Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that God is not the same as His
essence or nature. For nothing is in itself. But the essence or
nature of God—i.e., the Godhead—is said to be in God.
Therefore it seems that God is not the same as His essence
or nature.

Obj. 2. Further, the effect is assimilated to its cause; for
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every agent produces its like. But in created things the sup-
positum is not identical with its nature; for a man is not the
same as his humanity. Therefore God is not the same as His
Godhead.

On the contrary, It is said of God that He is life itself, and
not only that He is a living thing: 7 am the way, the truth,
and the Zz'je (Jo. xiv. 6). Now the relation between Godhead
and God is the same as the relation between life and a living
thing. Therefore God is His very Godhead.

I answer that, God is the same as His essence or nature.
To understand this, it must be noted that in things com-
posed of matter and form, the nature or essence must differ
from the suppositum, for the essence or nature includes only
what falls within the definition of the species; as humanity
includes all that falls within the definition of man, for it is by
this that man is man, and it is this that humanity signifies,
that, namely, whereby man is man. Now individual matter,
with all the individuating accidents, does not fall within the
definition of the species. For this particular flesh, these
bones, this blackness or whiteness, etc., do not fall within
the definition of a man. Therefore this flesh, these bones,
and the accidental qualities designating this particular mat-
ter, are not included in humanity; and yet they are in-
cluded in the reality which is a man. Hence, the reality
which is a man has something in it that humanity does not
have. Consequently, humanity and a man are not wholly
identical, but humanity is taken to mean the formal part of
a man, because the principles whereby a thing is defined
function as the formal constituent in relation to individuat-
ing matter. The situation is different in things not composed
of matter and form, in which individuation is not due to
individual matter—that is to say, to fkis matter—but the
forms themselves are individuated of themselves. Here it is
necessary that the forms themselves should be subsisting
supposita. Therefore suppositum and nature in them are iden-
tified. Since, then, God is not composed of matter and form,
He must be His own Godhead, His own Life, and whatever
else is so predicated of Him.

Reply Obj. 1. We can speak of simple things only as
though they were like the composite things from which we
derive our knowledge. Therefore, in speaking of God, we
use concrete nouns to signify His subsistence, because with
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us only those things subsist which are composite, and we use
abstract nouns to signify His simplicity. In speaking there-
fore of Godhead, or life, or the like as being in God, we
indicate the composite way in which our intellect under-
stands, but not that there is any composition in God.

Reply Obj. 2. The effects of God do not imitate Him
perfectly, but only as far as they are able. It pertains to
defect in imitation that what is simple and one can be repre-
sented only by a multiplicity. This is the source of com-
position in God’s effects, and therefore in them suppositum
is not the same as nature.

Fourth Article
WHETHER ESSENCE AND BEING ARE THE SAME IN GOD?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that essence and being [esse] are
not the same in God. For if it be so, then the divine being
has nothing added to it. Now being to which no addition is
made is the being-in-general which is predicated of all things.
Therefore it follows that God is being-in-general which can
be predicated of everything. But this is false: For men gave
the incommunicable name to stomes and wood (Wis. xiv.
21). Therefore God’s being is not His essence.

Obj. 2. Further, we can know whether God exists, as was
said above,” but we cannot know w/at He is. Therefore God’s
being is not the same as His essence—that is, as His quiddity
or nature. :

On the contrary, Hilary says: In God being is not an ac-
cidental quality, but subsisting truth.® Therefore what sub-
sists in God is His being.

I answer that, God is not only His own essence, as has
been shown, but also His own being. This may be shown in
several ways. First, whatever a thing has besides its essence
must be caused either by the constituent principles of that
essence (like a proper accident that necessarily accompanies
the species—as the faculty of laughing is proper to a man—
and is caused by the constituent principles of the species),
or by some exterior agent,—as heat is caused in water by
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fire. Therefore, if the being of a thing differs from its essence,
this being must be caused either by some exterior agent or by
the essential principles of the thing itself. Now it is impos-
sible for a thing’s being to be caused only by its essential
constituent principles, for nothing can be the sufficient cause
of its own being, if its being is caused. Therefore that thing,
whose being differs from its essence, must have its being
caused by another. But this cannot be said of God, because
we call God the first efficient cause. Therefore it is impossible
that in God His being should differ from His essence.
Second, being is the actuality of every form or nature; for
goodness and humanity are spoken of as actual, only be-
cause they are spoken of as being. Therefore, being must be
compared to essence, if the latter is distinct from it, as ac-
tuality to potentiality. Therefore, since in God there is no
potentiality, as shown above, it follows that in Him essence
does not differ from being. Therefore His essence is His be-
ing. Third, just as that which has fire, but is not itself fire, is
on fire by participation, so that which has being, but is not
being, is a being by participation. But God is His own
essence, as was shown above. If, therefore, He is not His own
being, He will be not essential, but participated, being. He
will not therefore be the first being—which is absurd. There-
fore, God is His own being, and not merely His own essence.
Reply Obj. 1. A thing-that-has-nothing-added-to-it can be
understood in two ways. Either its essence precludes any
addition (thus, for example, it is of the essence of an ir-
rational animal to be without reason), or we may understand
a thing to have nothing added to it, inasmuch as its essence
does not require that anything should be added to it (thus
the genus animal is without reason, because it is not of the
essence of animal in general to have reason; but neither is it
of the essence of animal to lack reason). And so the divine
being has nothing added to it in the first sense; whereas
being-in-general has nothing added to it in the second sense.
Reply Obj. 2. To be can mean either of two things. It may
mean the act of being, or it may mean the composition of a
proposition effected by the mind in joining a predicate to a
subject. Taking fo be in the first sense, we cannot under-
stand God’s being (or His essence); but only in the second
sense. We know that this proposition which we form about
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God when we say God is, is true; and this we know from
His effects, as was said above.?

Seventh Article
WHETHER GOD IS ALTOGETHER SIMPLE?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that God is not altogether simple.
For whatever is from God imitates Him. Thus from the first
being are all beings, and from the first good are all goods.
But in the things which God has made, nothing is altogether
simple. Therefore neither is God altogether simple.

Obj. 2. Further, whatever is better must be attributed to
God. But with us that which is composite is better than that
which is simple: thus, chemical compounds are better than
elements, and elements than the parts that compose them.
Therefore it cannot be said that God is altogether simple.

On the contrary, Augustine says, God is truly and abso-
lutely simple 10 )

I answer that, The absolute simplicity of God may be
shown in many ways. First, from the previous articles of this
question. For there is neither composition of quantitative
parts in God, since He is not a body; nor composition of
form and matter; nor does His nature differ from His sup-
positum; nor His essence from His being; neither is there in
Him composition of genus and difference, nor of subject and
accident. Therefore, it is clear that God is in no way com-
posite, but is altogether simple. Secondly, because every com-
posite is posterior to its component parts, and is dependent
on them; but God is the first being, as has been shown
above.!* Thirdly, because every composite has a cause, for
things in themselves diverse cannot unite unless something
causes them to unite. But God is uncaused, as has been
shown above,!? since He is the first efficient cause. Fourthly,
because in every composite there must be potentiality and
actuality (this does not apply to God) for either one of the
parts actualizes another, or at least all the parts are as it
were in potency with respect to the whole. Fifthly, because
nothing composite can be predicated of any one of its parts,
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And this is evident in a whole made up of dissimilar parts;
for no part of a man is 2 man, nor any of the parts of the
foot, a foot. But in wholes made up of similar parts, although
something which is predicated of the whole may be predi-
cated of a part (as a part of the air is air, and a part of
water, water), nevertheless certain things are predicable of
the whole which cannot be predicated of any of the parts;
for instance, if the whole volume of water is two cubits, no
part of it can be two cubits. Thus in every composite there
is something which is not it itself. But, even if this could be
said of whatever has a form, viz., that it has something
which is not it itself, as in a white object there is something
which does not belong to the essence of white, nevertheless,
in the form itself there is nothing besides itself. And so,
since God is absolute form, or rather absolute being, He can
in no way be composite. Hilary touches upon this argument
when he says: God, Who is strength, is not made up of
things that are weak; nor is He, Who is light, composed of
things that are dark.*

Reply Obj. 1. Whatever is from God imitates Him, as
caused things imitate the first cause. But it is of the essence
of a thing caused to be in some way composite; because at
least its being differs from its essence, as will be shown here-
after.’*

Reply Obj. 2. With us composite things are better than
simple things, because the perfection of created goodness is
not found in one simple thing, but in many things. But the
perfection of divine goodness is found in one simple thing,
as will be shown hereafter.’s
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Question V

ON GOODNESS IN GENERAL
(In Six Articles)

WE NEXT consider goodness:—

First, goodness in general. Secondly, the goodness of God.!

Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:—

(1) Whether goodness and being are the same really? (2)
Granted that they differ only in idea, which is prior in
thought? (3) Granted that being is prior, whether every
being is good? (4) To what cause should goodness be re-
duced? (5) Whether goodness consists in limit, species and
order? (6) Whether goodness is divided into the befitting,
the useful, and the pleasant?

First Article
WHETHER GOODNESS DIFFERS REALLY FROM BEING?

We proceed thus to the First Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that goodness differs really from
being. For Boethius says: I perceive that in nature the fact
that things are good is one thing, that they are is another?

Obj. 2. Further, nothing can be its own form. But that is
called good which has the form of being, according to the
commentary on the Book of Causes® Therefore goodness
differs really from being.

0bj. 3. Further, goodness is receptive of more and less.
But being cannot receive more and less. Therefore goodness
differs really from being.

On the contrary, Augustine says that, inasmuch as we are,
we are good.*

I answer that, Goodness and being are really the same, and
differ only in idea; which is clear from the following ar-
gument, The essence of goodness consists in this, that it is in
some way desirable. Hence the Philosopher says: Goodness is
what all desire.® Now it is clear that a thing is desirable only
in so far as it is perfect, for all desire their own perfection.

Q. 6. 2De Hebdom. (PL 64, 1312). ®De Causis, XX (p.
177).  *De Doct. Christ., 1, 32 (PL 34, 32). °Eth., I, 1 (10942
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But everything is perfect so far as it is actual. Therefore it is
clear that a thing is perfect so far as it is being; for being is
the actuality of every thing, as is clear from the foregoing.®
Hence it is clear that goodness and being are the same really.
But goodness expresses the aspect of desirableness, which
being does not express.

Reply Obj. 1. Although goodness and being are the same
really, nevertheless, since they differ in thought, they are not
predicated of a thing absolutely in the same way. For since
being properly signifies that something actually is, and ac-
tuality properly correlates to potentiality, a thing is, in con-
sequence, said absolutely to have being accordingly as it is
primarily distinguished from that which is only in potenti-
ality; and this is precisely each thing’s substantial being.
Hence it is by its substantial being that everything is said
to have being absolutely; but by any further actuality it is
said to have being relatively. Thus to be white signifies being
relatively, for to be white does not take a thing out of ab-
solutely potential being, since it is added to a thing that
actually has being. But goodness expresses perfection, which
is something desirable, and hence it expresses something
final. Hence, that which has ultimate perfection is said to be
absolutely good, but that which has not the ultimate per-
fection it ought to have (although, in so far as it is at all
actual, it has some perfection) is not said to be perfect ab-
solutely nor good absolutely, but only relatively. In this way,
therefore, viewed in its first (Z.e., substantial) being, a thing
is said to be absolutely, and' to be good relatively i.e., in so
far as it has being); but viewed in its complete actuality a
thing is said to be relatively, and so be good absolutely.
Hence the saying of Boethius, tkat in nature the fact that
things are good is one thing, that they are is another,” is to be
referred to being good absolutely, and being absolutely. Be-
cause, regarded in its first actuality, a thing is a being abso-
lutely; and regarded in its complete actuality, it is good
absolutely, though even in its first actuality, it is in some way
good, and even in its complete actuality, it is in some way
being.

Reply Obj. 2. Goodness is a form so far as it is understood
absolutely according to complete actuality.

°Q. 3,2a.4; 9. 4,a.1,ad 3. TDe Hebdom. (PL 64, 1312).
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Reply Obj. 3. Again, goodness is spoken of as more or less
according to a superadded actuality, for example, according
to knowledge or virtue.

Second Article
WHETHER GOODNESS IS PRIOR IN IDEA TO BEING?

We proceed thus to the Second Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that goodness is prior in idea to
being. For names are arranged according to the arrangement
of the things signified by the names. But Dionysius assigned
the first place, among other names of God, to His goodness
rather than to His being.® Therefore in idea goodness is prior
to being.

0bj. 2. Further, that which is the more extensive is prior
in idea. But goodness is more extensive than being, because
as Dionysius notes,? goodness extends to things both existing
and non-existing ; whereas being extends to existing things
alone. Therefore goodness is in idea prior to being.

0Obj. 3. Further, what is more universal is prior in idea.
But goodness seems to be more universal than being, since
goodness has the aspect of the desirable. Now to some non-
existence is desirable, for it is said of Judas: It were better
for him, if that man had not been born (Matt. xxvi. 24).
Therefore in idea goodness is prior to being.

Obj. 4. Further, not only is being desirable, but life,
knowledge, and many other things besides. Thus it seems
that being is a particular appetible, and goodness a universal
appetible. Therefore, absolutely, goodness is prior in idea to
being.

On the contrary, It is said in the Book of Causes that
the first of created things is being.1°

I answer that, In idea being is prior to goodness. For the
meaning signified by the name of a thing is that which the
intellect conceives of the thing and intends by the word that
stands for it. Therefore, that is prior in idea which is first
conceived by the intellect. Now the first thing conceived by
the intellect is being, because everything is knowable only
inasmuch as it is actually.!* Hence, being is the proper object

8 De Div. Nom., III, 1 (PG 3, 680). °0p. cit.,, V, 1 (PG 3, 816).
2 De Causis, IV (p. 164). 1 Aristotle, Metaph., VIII, 9 (1051a 31).
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of the intellect, and is thus the first intelligible, as sound is
the first audible. Therefore in idea being is prior to goodness.

Reply Obj. 1. Dionysius defines the divine names accord-
ing as they imply some causal relation in God; for we name
God, as he says,'? from creatures, as a cause from its effects.
But goodness, since it has the aspect of the desirable, implies
the idea of a final cause, the causality of which is first
among causes, since an agent does not act except for some
end; and by an agent matter is moved to its form. Hence the
end is called the cause of causes. Thus goodness, as a cause,
is prior to being, as is the end to the form. Therefore among
the names signifying the divine causality, goodness precedes
being. Again, according to the Platonists, who, through not
distinguishing primary matter from privation,’® said that
matter was non-being,'* goodness is more extensively partic-
ipated than being; for primary matter participates in good-
ness as seeking it, for all seek their like, but it does not par-
ticipate in being, since it is presumed to be non-being.
Therefore Dionysius says that goodness extends to the non-
existent. s

Reply Obj. 2. The same solution applies to this objection.
Or it may be said that goodness extends to existing and non-
existing things, not so far as it can be predicated of them,
but so far as it can cause them—if, indeed, by the non-
existent we understand not unqualifiedly those things which
do not exist, but those which are potential, and not actual.
For goodness has the aspect of the end in which not only
actual things find their completion, but also towards which
tend even those things which are not actual, but merely
potential. But being implies the relation of a formal cause
only, either inherent or exemplar; and its causality does not
extend save to those things which are actual.

Reply Obj. 3. Non-being is desirable, not of itself, but
only relatively—i.e., inasmuch as the removal of an evil,
which is removed by non-being, is desirable. Now the re-
moval of an evil cannot be desirable, except so far as this
evil deprives a thing of some being. Therefore it is being
which is desirable of itself, while non-being is desirable only
relatively, viz., inasmuch as one seeks some being of which

2 De Div. Nom., I, 7 (PG 3, 596).  **Cf. Aristotle, Phys., I, 9
(192a 2). M Cf. Aristotle, ibid. (192a 3). * De Div, Nom., V, 1
(PG 3, 816).
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one cannot bear to be deprived; and thus it happens that
even non-being can be spoken of as relatively good.

Reply Obj. 4. Life, wisdom, and the like, are desirable
only so far as they are actual. Hence in each one of them
some sort of being is desired. And thus nothing is desirable
except being, and consequently nothing is good except
being.

Third Article
WHETHER EVERY BEING IS GOOD?

We proceed thus to the Third Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that not every being is good. For
goodness is something superadded to being, as is clear from
what has been said. But whatever is added to being limits it;
as substance, quantity, quality, etc. Therefore goodness
limits being. Therefore not every being is good.

0bj. 2. Further, no evil is good: Woe to you that call
evil good, and good evil (Isa. v. 20). But some things are
called evil. Therefore not every being is good.

0bj. 3. Further, goodness implies desirability. Now pri-
mary matter does not imply desirability, but rather that
which desires. Therefore primary matter does not contain
the formality of goodness. Therefore not every being is
good.

0bj. 4. Further, the Philosopher observes that in mathe-
matics goodness does not exist.'® But mathematicals are en-
tities, or otherwise there would be no science of mathematics.
Therefore not every being is good.

On the contrary, Every being that is not God, is God’s
creature. Now every creature of God is good (r Tim. iv. 4):
and God is the greatest good. Therefore every being is good.

I answer that, Every being, as being, is good. For all be-
ing, as being, has actuality and is in some way perfect, since
every act is some sort of perfection, and perfection implies
desirability and goodness, as is clear from what has been
said. Hence it follows that every being as such is good.

Reply Obj. 1. Substance, quantity, quality, and every-
thing included in them, limit being by applying it to some
essence or nature. Now in this sense, goodness does not add

® Metaph., 11, 2 (996b 1).
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anything to being beyond the aspect of desirability and per-
fection, which is also proper to being, whatever its nature.
Hence goodness does not limit being.

Reply Obj. 2. No being is said to be evil, considered as
being, but only so far as it lacks being. Thus a man is said
to be evil, because he lacks the being of virtue; and an eye
is said to be evil, because it lacks the power to see well.

Reply Obj. 3. As primary matter has only potential being,
so it is only potentially good. Although, according to the
Platonists,'” primary matter may be said to be a non-being
because of the privation added to it, nevertheless, it does
participate to a certain extent in goodness, viz., by its or-
dination to, or aptitude for, goodness. Consequently, not to
be desirable, but to desire, befits it.

Reply Obj. 4. Mathematicals do not subsist as separate
beings, for if they subsisted there would be in them some
good, viz., their very being; but they have a separate ex-
istence only in the reason, inasmuch as they are abstracted
from motion and matter; and it is thus that they are ab-
stracted from an end whose nature it is to act as a moving
cause. Nor is it repugnant that in some logical entity we do
not find the good, or the character of goodness; for the idea
of being is prior to the idea of goodness, as was said in the
preceding article.

Fourth Article

WHETHER GOODNESS HAS THE ASPECT OF A
FINAL CAUSE?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that goodness has not the aspect of
a final cause, but rather of the other causes. For, as Dio-
nysius says, Goodness is praised as beauty.'® But beauty has
the aspect of a formal cause. Therefore goodness has the
aspect of a fermal cause.

Obj. 2. Further, goodness is self-diffusive; for Dionysius
says that goodness is that whereby all things subsist, and
are.!® But to be self-giving implies the aspect of an efficient

7 Cf. Aristotle, Phys., I, 9 (192a 2).  **De Div. Nom., IV, 7 (PG
3, 701). * 0p. cit., IV, 4; 20 (PG 3, 700; 720) ; cf. also, 0p. cit., IV,
1 and 4 (PG 3, 693; 697).
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cause. Therefore goodness has the aspect of an efficient cause.

Obj. 3. Further, Augustine says that we exist, because God
is good.*® But we are from God as from an efficient cause.
‘Therefore goodness implies the aspect of an efficient cause.

On the contrary, The Philosopher says that tkat is to be
considered as the end and the good of other things, for the
sake of whick something is* Therefore goodness has the
aspect of a final cause.

I answer that, Since goodness is that which all things de-
sire, and since this has the aspect of an end, it is clear that
goodness implies the aspect of an end. Nevertheless, the idea
of goodness presupposes the idea of an efficient cause, and
also of a formal cause. For we see that what is first in causing
is last in the thing caused. Fire, e.g., heats first of all before
it reproduces the form of fire, though the heat in the fire
follows from its substantial form. Now in causing, first comes
goodness and the end, moving the agent to act; secondly,
the action of the agent moving to the form; thirdly, comes
the form. Hence in that which is caused the converse ought
to take place, so that there should be, first, the form whereby
it is a being; secondly, we consider in it its effective power,
whereby it is perfect in being, for a thing is perfect when it
can reproduce its like, as the Philosopher says;?? thirdly,
there follows the formality of goodness which is the basic
principle of perfection in a being.

Reply Obj. 1. Beauty and goodness in a thing are identi-
cal fundamentally, for they are based upon the same thing,
namely, the form; and this is why goodness is praised as
beauty. But they differ logically, for goodness properly re-
lates to appetite (goodness being what all things desire), and
therefore it has the aspect of an end (the appetite being a
kind of movement towards a thing). On the other hand,
beauty relates to a cognitive power, for those things are said
to be beautiful which please when seen. Hence beauty con-
sists in due proportion, for the senses delight in things duly
proportioned, as in what is like them—because the sense
too is a sort of reason, as is every cognitive power. Now, since
knowledge is by assimilation, and likeness relates to form,
beauty properly belongs to the nature of a formal cause.

® De Doc. Christ., 1, 32 (PL 34, 32). # Phys., 11, 3 (19352 23).
2 Meteor., IV, 3 (380a 12).
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Reply Obj. 2. Goodness is described as. self-diffusive in
the sense that an end is said to move.

Reply Obj. 3. He who has a will is said to be good, so far
as he has a good will; because it is by our will that we em-
ploy whatever powers we may have. Hence a man is said to
be good, not because he has a good intellect, but because he
has a good will. Now the will relates to the end as to its
proper object. Thus the saying, we exist because God is
good 23 has reference to the final cause.

Fifth Article

WHETHER THE ESSENCE OF GOODNESS CONSISTS IN
LIMIT, SPECIES AND ORDER?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that the essence of goodness does not
consist in limit, species and order. For goodness and being
differ logically. But limit, species and order seem to belong to
the nature of being, for it is written: Thou hast ordered
all things in measure, and number and weight (Wis. xi. 21).
And to these three can be reduced species, limit and order,
as Augustine says: Measure fixes the limit of everything,
number gives it its species, and weight gives it rest and sta-
bility.2* Therefore the essence of goodness does not consist
in limit, species and order.

0bj. 2. Further, limit, form, and order are themselves
good. Therefore if the essence of goodness consists in limit,
species and order, then every limit must have its own limit,
species and order. The same would be the case with species
and order in endless succession.

0bj. 3. Further, evil is the privation of limit, species and
order. But evil is not the total absence of goodness. Therefore
the essence of goodness does not consist in limit, species
and order.

Obj. 4. Further, that wherein consists the essence of good-
ness cannot be spoken of as evil. Yet we can speak of an
evil limit, species and order. Therefore the essence of good-
ness does not consist in limit, species and order.

Obj. 5. Further, limit, species and order are caused by

=g, Augustine, De Doc. Christ., I, 32 (PL 34, 32). * De Genesi
ad Litt., IV, 3 (PL 34, 299).
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weight, number and measure, as appears from the quotation
from Augustine.”> But not every good thing has weight,
number and measure; for Ambrose says: It is of the nature
of light not to have been created in number, weight and
measure.?® Therefore the essence of goodness does not con-
sist in limit, species and order.

On the contrary, Augustine says: These three—limit,
species, order—as common good things, are in everything
God has made; thus, where these three abound the ihings
are very good; where they are less, the things are less goed;
where they do not exist at all, there can be nothing good.*?
But this would not be unless the essence of goodness con-
sisted in them. Therefore the essence of goodness consists in
limit, species and order.

I answer that, Everything is said to be good so far as it is
perfect; for in that way is it desirable (as has been shown
above). Now a thing is said to be perfect if it lacks nothing
according to the mode of its perfection. But since everything
is what it is by its form (and since the form presupposes
certain things, and from the form certain things necessarily
follow), in order for a thing to be perfect and good it must
have a form, together with all that precedes and fcllows upon
that form. Now the form presupposes determination or com-
mensuration of its principles, whether material or efficient,
and this is signified by the limit: hence it is said that meas-
ure fixes the limit.?® But the form itself is signified by the
species, for everything is placed in its species by its form.
Hence number is said to give the species, for definitions sig-
nifying species are like numbers, according to the Philoso-
pher;?® for as a unit added to, or taken from, a number,
changes its species, so a difference added to, or taken from, a
definition, changes its species. Further, upon the form fol-
lows an inclination to the end, or to an action, or something
of the sort; for everything, in so far as it is in act, acts and
tends towards that which befits it according to its form; and
this belongs to weight and order. Hence the essence of good-
ness, so far as it consists in perfection, consists also in limit,
species and order.

B Ibid.  * Hexaém., I, 9(PL 14, 154). ¥ De Nat. Boni, 3 (PL
42, 553).  2St. Augustine, De Genesi ad Litt., IV, 3 (PL 34, 299).
* Metaph., VIII, 3 (1043b 34).
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Reply Obj. 1. These three follow upon being, only so far
as it is perfect; and according to this perfection it is good.

Reply Obj. 2. Limit, species and order are said to be good,
and to be beings, not as though they themselves were sub-
sistents, but because through them other things are both be-
ings and good. Hence they have no need of other things
whereby to be good, for they are spoken of as good, not as
though formally so constituted by something else, but as
formally constituting others good: thus whiteness is not said
to be a being because it exists in anything else, but because,
by it, something else has accidental being, viz., a thing that is
white.

Reply Obj. 3. All being is through some form. Hence, ac-
cording to the particular being of a thing is its limit, species,
order. Thus, a man has a limit, species and order, as a man;
and another limit, species, and order, as he is white, virtuous,
knowing, and so on, according to everything predicated of
him. But evil deprives a thing of some sort of being, as
blindness deprives us of that being which is sight; and so it
does not destroy every limit, species and order, but only such
as follow upon the being of sight.

Reply Obj. 4. As Augustine says, Every limit, as limit, is
good (and the same can be said of species and order). But an
evil limit, species and order are so called as being less than
they ought to be, or as not belonging to that to which they
ought to belong; or they are called evil, because they are out
of place and incongruous.>°

Reply Obj. 5. The nature of light is spoken of as being
without number, weight and measure, not absolutely, but in
comparison with corporeal things, because the power of
light extends to all corporeal things inasmuch as it is an
active quality of the first body that causes change, i.e., the
heavens,

Sixth Article

WHETHER GOCDNESS IS RIGHTLY DIVIDED INTO THE
BEFITTING, THE USEFUL AND THE PLEASANT?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article:—
Objection 1. It seems that goodness is not rightly divided

® De Nat. Boni, 22 (PL 42, 558).
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into the befitting, the useful and the pleasant. For goodness
is divided by the ten predicaments, as the Philosopher says.3!
But the befitting, the useful and the pleasant can be found
under one predicament. Therefore goodness is not rightly
divided by them.

Obj. 2. Further, every division is made by opposites. But
these three do not seem to be opposites, for the befitting is
pleasing, and nothing unbefitting is useful; whereas this
ought to be the case if the division were made by opposites,
for then the befitting and the useful would be opposed, as
also Tully observes.3? Therefore the division is improper.

0bj. 3. Further, where one thing is because of another,
there is only one thing. But the useful is not good, except so
far as it is pleasing and befitting. Therefore the useful ought
not to be divided from the pleasant and the befitting.

On the contrary, Ambrose makes use of this division of
goodness in his De Officiis.®?

I answer that, This division properly concerns human
goodness. But if we consider the nature of goodness from a
higher and more universal point of view, we shall find that
this division properly concerns goodness as such. For a thing
is good so far as it is desirable, and is a term of the move-
ment of appetite. The term of this movement can be seen
from a consideration of the movement of a natural body. The
movement of a natural body terminates absolutely in the
end, and relatively in the means through which it comes to
the end, where the movement ceases; so that a term of move-
ment is so called in so far as it terminates any part of that
movement. Now the ultimate term of movement can be taken
in two ways: either as the thing itself towards which it tends,
e.g., a place or form; or as a state of rest in that thing. Thus,
in the movement of appetite, the thing desired that termi-
nates the movement of appetite relatively, as a means of
tending towards something else, is called the useful; that
sought after as the last thing absolutely terminating the
movement of the appetite, as a thing towards which for its
own sake the appetite tends, is called the befitting, for the
befitting is that which is desired for its own sake; but that
which terminates the movement of appetite in the form of
rest in the thing desired, is called the pleasant.

% Eth. 1,6 (10962 19).  **De Of., 11, 3 (pp. 81-82).  * De Of,,
I, 9 (PL 16, 35).
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Reply Obj. 1. Goodness, so far as it is really identical with
being, is divided by the ten predicaments. But this division
belongs to it according to its proper formality.

Reply Obj. 2. This division is not by opposite things, but
by opposite aspects. Now those things are properly called
pleasing which have no other formality under which they are
desirable except the pleasant, although at times they are
harmful and unbefitting. Whereas the useful applies to such
as are undesirable in themselves, but are desired only as help-
ful to something further: e.g., the taking of bitter medicine;
while the befitting are said to be such as are desirable in
themselves.

Reply Obj. 3. Goodness is not divided into these three as
something univocal which is predicated equally of them all,
but as something analogical which is predicated of them ac-
cording to priority and posteriority. For it is predicated by
priority of the befitting, then of the pleasant, and lastly of
the useful.



Question VI

THE GOODNESS OF GOD
(In Four Articles)

WE NEXT consider the goodness of God, under which head
there are four points of inquiry: (1) Whether to be good be-
longs to God? (2) Whether God is the highest good? (3)
Whether He alone is essentially good? (4) Whether all
things are good by the divine goodness?

First Article
WHETHER TO BE GOOD BELONGS TO GOD?

We proceed thus to the First Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that to be good does not belong to
God. For goodness consists in limit, species and order. But
these do not seem to belong to God, since God is immense,
and is not ordered to anything. Therefore to be good does
not belong to God.

0bj. 2. Further, the good is what all things desire. But all
things do not desire God, because all things do not know
Him; and nothing is desired unless it is known. Therefore to
be good does not belong to God.

On the contrary, 1t is written (Lam. iii. 25): The Lord is
good to them that hope in Him, to the soul that secketh Him.

I answer that, To be good belongs pre-eminently to God.
For a thing is good according to its desirableness. Now every-
thing seeks after its own perfection, and the perfection and
form of an effect consist in a certain likeness to the agent,
since every agent makes its like; and hence the agent itself
is desirable and has the nature of good. For the very thing
which is desirable in it is the participation of its likeness.
Therefore, since God is the first producing cause of all things,
it is manifest that the aspect of good and of desirableness be-
long to Him; and hence Dionysius attributes good to God as
to the first efficient cause, saying that God is called good as
by Whom all things subsist.!

1 De Div. Nom., 4 (PG 3, 700).
46
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Reply Obj. 1. To have limit, species and order belongs to
the essence of caused good; but good is in God as in its cause,
and hence it belongs to Him to impose limit, species and
order on others; wherefore these three things are in God as
in their cause.

Reply Obj. 2. All things, by desiring their own perfection,
desire God Himself, inasmuch as the perfections of all things
are so many similitudes of the divine being, as appears from
what is said above.? And so of those beings which desire God,
some know Him as He is in Himself, and this is proper to a
rational creature; others know some participation of His
goodness, and this belongs also to sensible knowledge; and
others have a natural desire without knowledge, as being
directed to their ends by a higher knower.

Second Article
WHETHER GOD IS THE HIGHEST GOOD?

We proceed thus to the Second Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that God is not the Zighest good. For
the kighest good adds something to good, or otherwise it
would belong to every good. But everything which is an addi-
tion to anything else is a composite thing: therefore the high-
est good is composite. But God is supremely simple, as was
shown above.® Therefore God is not the highest good.

Obj. 2. Further, Good is what all desire, as the Philosopher
says.* Now what all desire is nothing but God, Who is the
end of all things: thereforé there is no other good but God.
This appears also from what is said (Luke xviii. 19): None
is good but God alone. But we use the word highest in com-
parison with others, as, e.g., the highest hot thing is used in
comparison with all other hot things. Therefore God cannot
be called the highest good.

Obj. 3. Further, highest implies comparison. But things
not in the same genus are not comparable; as sweetness is not
properly called greater or less than a line. Therefore, since
God is not in the same genus as other good things, as appears
above,’ it seems that God cannot be called the highest good
in relation to them.

RlON4, a: 3. QiR 7 “Eth., 1, 1 (1094a 3). s O NS
55 4-4,a. 3.
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On the contrary, Augustine says that the Trinity of the
divine persons is the highest good, discerned by purified
minds.

I answer that, God is the highest good absolutely, and not
only in any genus or order of things. For good is attributed to
God, as was said, inasmuch as all desired perfections flow
from Him as from the first cause. They do not, however, flow
from Him as from a univocal agent, as was shown above,”
but as from an agent that does not agree with its effects
either in species or genus. Now the likeness of an effect in
the univocal cause is found uniformly; but in the equivocal
cause it is found more excellently, as heat is in the sun more
excellently than it is in fire. Therefore as good is in God as
in the first,but not the univocal, cause of all things, it must
be in Him in a most excellent way; and therefore He is called
the highest good.

Reply Obj. 1. The highest good does not add to good any
absolute thing, but only a relation. Now a relation, by which
something is said of God relatively to creatures, is not really
in God, but in the creature, for it is in God in our idea only.
In the same way, what is knowable is so called with relation
to knowledge, not that it depends on knowledge, but because
knowledge depends on it. Thus it is not necessary that there
should be composition in the highest good, but only that
other things be deficient in comparison with it.

Reply Obj. 2. When we say that good is what all desire,
it is not to be understood that every kind of good thing is
desired by all, but that whatever is desired has the nature of
good. And when it is said, None is good but God alone, this
is to be understood of the essentially good, as will be ex-
plained.?

Reply Obj. 3. Things not of the same genus are in no way
comparable to each other if they are in diverse genera. Now
we say that God is not in the same genus with other good
things. This does not mean that He is in any other genus, but
that He is outside genus, and is the principle of every genus.
Thus He is compared to others by excess, and it is this kind
of comparison that the highest good implies.

®De Trin., I, 2 (PL 42,822). "Q.4,a.2and3.  °A.3.
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Third Article

WHETHER TO BE ESSENTIALLY GOOD BELONGS TO GOD
ALONE?

We proceed thus to the Third Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that to be essentially good does not
belong to God alone. For as one is convertible with being, so
is good, as we said above.® But every being is one essentially,
as appears from the Philosopher.® Therefore every being is
good essentially.

Obj. 2. Further, if good is what all things desire, since be-
ing itself is desired by all, then the being of each thing is its
good. But everything is a being essentially: therefore every
being is good essentially.

Obj. 3. Further, everything is good by its own goodness.
Therefore if there is anything which is not good essentially,
it is necessary to say that its goodness is not its own essence.
Therefore its goodness, since it is a being, must be good; and
if it is good by some other goodness, the same question ap-
plies to that goodness also. Therefore we must either proceed
to infinity, or come to some goodness which is not good by
any other goodness. Therefore the first supposition holds
good. Therefore everything is good essentially.

On the contrary, Boethius says that all things but God
are good by participation.! Therefore they are not good
essentially.

I answer that, God alone is good essentially. For every-
thing is called good according to its perfection. Now perfec-
tion in a thing is threefold: first, according to the constitu-
tion of its own being; secondly, in respect of any accidents
being added as necessary for its perfect operation; thirdly,
perfection consists in the attaining to something else as the
end. Thus, for instance, the first perfection of fire consists
in its being, which it has through its own substantial form;
its secondary perfection consists in heat, lightness and dry-
ness, and the like; its third perfection is to rest in its own
place. This triple perfection belongs to no creature by its own
essence; it belongs to God only, Whose essence alone is His
being, in Whom there are no accidents, since whatever be-

°Q.5,a.1.  * Metaph., I1I, 2 (1003b 32).  *'De Hebdom. (PL.
64, 1313).
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longs to others accidentally belongs to Him essentially: e.g.,
to be powerful, wise, and the like, as appears from what is
stated above.’? Furthermore, He is not directed to anything
else as to an end, but is Himself the last end of all things.
Hence it is manifest that God alone has every kind of per-
fection by His own essence, and therefore He alone is good
essentially.

Reply Obj. 1. One does not include the idea of perfection,
but only of indivision, which belongs to everything according
to its own essence. Now the essences of simple things are
undivided both actually and potentially, but the essences of
composite things are undivided only actually; and therefore
everything must be one essentially, but not good essentially,
as was shown above.

Reply Obj. 2. Although everything is good in that it has
being, yet the essence of a creature is not being itself, and
therefore it does not follow that a creature is good essentially.

Reply Obj. 3. The goodness of a creature is not its very
essence, but something superadded; it is either its being, or
some added perfection, or the order to its end. Still, the good-
ness itself thus added is called good, just as it is called being.
But it is called being because by it something has being, not
because it itself has being through something else. Hence it
is called good because by it something is good, and not be-
cause it itself has some other goodness whereby it is good.

Fourth Article

WHETHER ALL THINGS ARE GOOD BY THE DIVINE
GOODNESS?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that all things are good by the divine
goodness. For Augustine says: Tkis and that are good. Take
away this and that, and see good itself if thou canst; and so
thou shalt see God, good not by any other good, but the good
of every good.r® But everything is good by its own good:
therefore everything is good by that very good which is God.

0bj. 2. Further, as Boethius says,!* all things are called

2Q.3,a.6. **De Trin.,, VIII, 3 (PL 42, 949).  * De Hebdom.
(PL 64, 1312).
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good according as they are directed to God, and this is by
reason of the divine goodness: therefore all things are good
by the divine goodness.

On the contrary, All things are good inasmuch as they
have being. But they are not called beings through the divine
being, but through their own being: therefore all things are
not good by the divine goodness, but by their own goodness.

I answer that, As regards relative things, we may admit ex-
trinsic denomination. Thus, a thing is denominated placed
from place, and measured from measure. But as regards what
is said absolutely, opinions differ. Plato held the separate
existence of the essences of all things, and that individuals
were denominated by. them as participating in the separate
essences; for instance, that Socrates is called man according
to the separate Form of man.’> Now just as he laid down
separate Forms of man and horse which he called absolute
man and absolute horse,'¢ so likewise he laid down separate
Forms of being and of one, and these he called absolute being
and absolute oneness,'” and by participation in these every-
thing was called being or one. What was thus absolute being
and absolute one, he said was the highest good.!® And be-
cause good is convertible with being, as is also one, he called
the absolute good God,'® from whom all things are called
good by way of participation.?®

Although this opinion appears to be unreasonable in af-
firming that there are separate forms of natural things sub-
sisting of themselves—as Aristotle argues in many ways*'—
still, it is absolutely true thdt there is something first which
is essentially being and essentially good, which we call God,
as appears from what is shown above.?? Aristotle agrees with
this.2® Hence from the first being, essentially being and good,
everything can be called good and a being inasmuch as it par-
ticipates in the first being by way of a certain assimilation,

3 Cf. Aristotle, Metaph., I, 6 (987b 7); St. Augustine, Lib. 83
Quaest., q. 46 (PL 40, 30). ¢ Aristotle, Metaph., II, 2 (997b 8).
7 0p. cit., II, 4 (999b 26).  *Cf. Aristotle, Eth., I, 6 (1096a 23);
Macrobius, In Somn. Scipion., I, 2 (p. 482). *St. Augustine, De
Civit. Dei, VIII, 8 (PL 41, 233); Plato, Republic, VI (p. 508¢c).
® Cf, St. Augustine, De Trin., VIII, 3 (PL 42, 949); St. Albert, In
Eth., 1, tr. 5, ch. 13 (VII, 76). 2 Metaph., I, 9 (990a 33); VI, 7-8
(10312 15) ; Eth., 1, 6 (1096a 11). 2@; 2flasat = Metaph., la, 1
(993b 24); cf. above, q. 2, a. 3.
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although distantly and defectively, as appears from the
above.?

Everything is therefore called good from the divine good-
ness, as from the first exemplary, effective and final principle
of all goodness. Nevertheless, everything is called good by
reason of the likeness of the divine goodness belonging to it,
which is formally its own goodness, whereby it is denomi-
nated good. And so of all things there is one goodness, and
yet many goodnesses.

This is a sufficient Reply to the Objections.

§ 005 3.




Question VII

THE INFINITY OF GOD
(In Four Articles)

AFTER considering the divine perfection, we must consider
God’s-infinity, and His existence in things;® for God is said
to be everywhere, and in all things, inasmuch as He is bound-
less and infinite.

Concerning the first, there are four points of inquiry: (1)
Whether God is infinite? (2) Whether anything besides Him
is infinite in essence? (3) Whether anything can be infinite
in magnitude? (4) Whether an infinite multitude can exist?

First Article
WHETHER GOD IS INFINITE?

We proceed thus to the First Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that God is not infinite. For every-
thing infinite is imperfect, as the Philosopher says, because
it has parts and matter, as is said in Pkysics iii.? But God is
most perfect: therefore He is not infinite.

Obj. 2. Further, according to the Philosopher,® finite and
infinite belong to quantity. But there is no quantity in God,
for He is not a body, as was shown above.* Therefore it does
not belong to Him to be infinite.

Obj. 3. Further, what is here in such a way as not to be
elsewhere is finite according to place. Therefore, that which
is this thing in such a way as not to be another thing is finite
according to substance. But God is this, and not another; for
He is not a stone or wood. Therefore God is not infinite in
substance.

On the contrary, Damascene says that God is infinite and
eternal and boundless.’

I answer that, All the ancient philosophers attribute in-
finitude to the first principle, as it is said,® and this with rea-

1Q.8.  ?Aristotle, Phys., III, 6 (207a 27).  *Op.cit,, I, 2 (185b
2). SOf 3 ¥anis 5 De Fide Orth., 1, 4 (PG 94, 800). ° Aris-
totle, Phys., 111, 4 (203a 1).
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son;? for they considered that things flow forth infinitely
from the first principle. But because some erred concerning
the nature of the first principle, as a consequence they erred
also concerning its infinity. For they asserted that matter
was the first principle;® and consequently they attributed to
the first principle a material infinity, asserting that some
infinite body was the first principle of things.

We must consider therefore that a thing is called infinite
because it is not finite. Now matter is in a way made finite by
form, and the form by matter. Matter is made finite by form
inasmuch as matter, before it receives its form, is in poten-
tiality to many forms; but on receiving a form, it is termi-
nated by that one. Again, form is made finite by matter inas-
much as form, considered in itself, is common to many; but
when received in matter, the form is determined to this one
particular thing. Now matter is perfected by the form by
which it is made finite, and therefore infinity as attributed
to matter has the nature of something imperfect, for it is as
it were formless matter. On the other hand, form is not made
perfect by matter, but rather is contracted by matter; and
hence the infinite, regarded on the part of the form not de-
termined by matter, has the nature of something perfect.
Now being is the most formal of all things, as appears from
the above.? Since therefore the divine being is not a being
received in anything, but God is His own subsistent being (as
was shown above!?), it is clear that God Himself is infinite
and perfect.

From this appears the Reply to the First Objection.

Reply Obj. 2. The term of quantity is, as it were, its form,
and this can be seen in the fact that a figure which consists in
the termination of quantity is a kind of quantitative form.
Hence the infinite of quantity is in the order of matter, and
such a kind of infinite cannot be attributed to God, as was
said above.

Reply Obj. 3. The fact that the being of God is self-sub-
sisting, not received in any other, and is thus called infinite,
shows God to be distinguished from all other beings, and all
others to be apart from Him; much as, were there such a
thing as a self-subsisting whiteness, the very fact that it did

TIbid. (203b 4). 8 Aristotle, Metaph., I, 3 (983b 6). Q. 4, a.
I. *Q. 3, a. 4.
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not exist in anything else would make it distinct from every
other whiteness existing in a subject.

Second Article

WHETHER ANYTHING BUT GOD CAN BE ESSENTIALLY
INFINITE?

We proceed thus to the Second Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that something else besides God can
be essentially infinite. For the power of anything is propor-
tioned to its essence. Now if the essence of God is infinite,
His power must also be infinite. Therefore He can produce
ag infinite effect, since the extent of a power is known by its
eftect. .

Obj. 2. Further, whatever has infinite power has an infinite
essence. Now the created intellect has an infinite power, for
it apprehends the universal, which can extend itself to an
infinitude of singulars. Therefore every created intellectual
substance is infinite.

Obj. 3. Further, primary matter is something other than
God, as was shown above.l! But primary matter is infinite.
Therefore something besides God can be infinite.

On the contrary, The infinite cannot be from some prin-
ciple, as is said in Pkysics iii.*? But everything outside God
is from God as from its first principle. Therefore nothing be-
sides God can be infinite.

I answer that, Things other than God can be relatively in-
finite, but not absolutely infinite. For with regard to the in-
finite as applied to matter, it is manifest that everything
actually existing possesses a form; and thus its matter is de-
termined by form. But because matter, considered as existing
under some substantial form, remains in potentiality to many
accidental forms, what is absolutely finite can be relatively
infinite. For example, wood is finite according to its own
form, but still it is relatively infinite inasmuch as it is in po-
tentiality to an infinite number of shapes. But if we speak of
the infinite in reference to form, it is manifest that those
things, the forms of which are in matter, are absolutely finite,
and in no way infinite. If, however, any created forms are not
received into matter, but are self-subsisting, as some think to

Q=2 ak .85 3 Aristotle, Phys. 111, 4 (203b 7).
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be the case with the angels,'® these will be relatively infinite,
inasmuch as such forms are not terminated, nor contracted,
by any matter. But because a created form thus subsisting
has being, and yet is not its own being, it follows that its be-
ing is received and contracted to a determinate nature. Hence
it cannot be absolutely infinite.

Reply Obj. 1. It is against the nature of a produced thing
for its essence to be its being, because subsisting being is not
a created being; and hence it is against the nature of a pro-
duced thing to be absolutely infinite. Therefore, as God, al-
though He has infinite power, cannot make a thing to be not
made (for this would imply that two contradictories are true
at the same time), so likewise He cannot make anything to
be absolutely infinite.

Reply Obj. 2. The reason why the power of the intellect in
a way extends itself to an infinity of things is that the intel-
lect is a form not in matter; but it is either wholly separated
from matter, as are angelic substances, or at least there is the
separation of an intellectual power, which is not the act of
any organ, in the intellectual soul joined to a body.

Reply Obj. 3. Primary matter does not exist by itself in
nature, since it is not actual being, but only potential. Hence
it is something concreated rather than created. Nevertheless,
primary matter even as a potentiality is not absolutely in-
finite, but relatively, because its potentiality extends only to
natural forms.

Third Article
WHETHER AN ACTUALLY INFINITE MAGNITUDE CAN EXIST?

We proceed thus to the Third Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that there can be something actually
infinite in magnitude. For in mathematics there is no error,
since there is no lie in things abstract, as the Philosopher
says.* But mathematics uses the infinite in magnitude; and
thus, the geometrician in his demonstrations says, Let tkis
line be infinite. Therefore it is not impossible for a thing to
be infinite in magnitude.

Obj. 2. Further, what is not against the nature of anything
can agree with it. Now to be infinite is not against the nature

3 Cf. below, q. 50, a. 2. * Aristotle, Phys. II, 2 (193b 35).
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of magnitude, but rather both the finite and the infinite seem
to be attributes of quantity. Therefore it is not impossible
for some magnitude to be infinite.

0bj. 3. Further, magnitude is infinitely divisible, for the
continuous is defined as tkat which is infinitely divisible, as is
clear from Plkysics iii.!®> But contraries are concerned about
one and the same thing. Since, therefore, addition is opposed
to division, and increase is opposed to diminution, it appears
that magnitude can be increased to infinity. Therefore it is
possible for magnitude to be infinite.

Obj. 4. Further, movement and time have quantity and
continuity derived from the magnitude over which movement
passes, as it is said in PZysics iv.*® But it is not against the
nature of time and movement to be infinite, since every de-
terminate indivisible in time and circular movement is both
a beginning and an end. Therefore neither is it against the
nature of magnitude to be infinite.

On the contrary, Every body has a surface. But every
body which has a surface is finite, because surface is the term
of a finite body. Therefore all bodies are finite. The same ap-
plies also to surface and to a line. Therefore nothing is in-
finife in magnitude.

I answer that, Tt is one thing to be infinite in essence, and
another to be infinite in magnitude. For granted that there
exists a body which is infinite in magnitude, as fire or air, yet
this would not be infinite in essence, because its essence
would be terminated in a species by its form, and confined to
some individual by matter. And so, assuming from what has
preceded that no creature is infinite in essence, it still re-
mains to inquire whether any creature can be infinite in
magnitude.

We must therefore observe that a body, which is a com-
plete magnitude, can be considered in two ways: mathe-
matically, in which case we consider its quantity only; and
naturally, in which case we consider its matter and form.

Now it is manifest that a natural body cannot be actually
infinite. For every natural body has some determined sub-
stantial form. Therefore, since accidents follow upon the sub-
stantial form, it is necessary that determinate accidents
should follow upon a determinate form; and among these

3 0p. cit., II1, 1 (200b 20). ¥ 0p. cit., IV, 11 (2192 12).
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accidents is quantity. So every natural body has a greater or
smaller determinate quantity. Hence it is impossible for a
natural body to be infinite. The same appears from move-
ment, because every natural body has some natural move-
ment, whereas an infinite body could not have any natural
movement. It cannot have one in a straight line, because
nothing moves naturally by such a movement unless it is out
of its place; and this could not happen to an infinite body,
for it would occupy every place, and thus every place would
be indifferently its own place. Neither could it move circu-
larly, since circular motion requires that one part of the body
be necessarily transferred to a place which had been occu-
pied by another part, and this could not happen as regards
an infinite circular body: for if two lines be drawn from the
center, the farther they extend from the center, the farther
they are from each other; and therefore, if a body were in-
finite, the lines would be infinitely distant from each other,
and thus one could never occupy the place belonging to the
other.

The same applies to a mathematical body. For if we im-
agine a mathematical body actually existing, we must im-
agine it under some form, because nothing is actual except
by its form. Hence, since the form of quantity as such is
figure, such a body must have some figure. It would therefore
be finite, for figure is confined by a term or boundary.

Reply Obj. 1. A geometrician does not need to assume that
a given line is actually infinite: he needs to take some actu-
ally finite line, from which he can subtract whatever he finds
necessary; which line he calls infinite.

Reply Obj. 2. Although the infinite is not against the na-
ture of magnitude in general, it is against the nature of any
species of it. Thus, for instance, it is against the nature of
a bicubical or tricubical magnitude, whether circular or tri-
angular, and so on. Now what is not possible in any species
cannot exist in the genus, and hence there cannot be any in-
finite magnitude, since no species of magnitude is infinite.

Reply Obj. 3. The infinite in quantity, as was shown
above, belongs to matter. Now by division of the whole we
approach to matter, since parts are as matter; but by addi-
tion we approach to the whole which is as a form. Therefore,
the infinite is not found in the addition of magnitude, but
only in division.
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Reply Obj. 4. Movement and time are not actual as
wholes, but successively, and hence they have potentiality
mixed with actuality. But magnitude is an actual whole, and
therefore the infinite in quantity refers to matter, and does
not agree with the totality of magnitude; yet it agrees with
the totality of time or movement: for to be in potentiality
befits matter.

Fourth Article
WHETHER' AN INFINITE MULTITUDE CAN EXIST?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that an actually infinite multitude is
possible. For it is not impossible for a potentiality to be made
actual. But number can be multiplied to infinity. Therefore
it is possible for an infinite multitude actually to exist.

Obj. 2. Further, it is possible for any individual of any
species to be actual. But the species of figures are infinite.
Therefore an infinite number of actual figures is possible.

0bj. 3. Further, things not opposed to each other do not
obstruct each other. But supposing a multitude of things to
exist, there can still be many others not opposed to them.
Therefore it is not impossible for others also to coexist with
them, and so on to infinitude. Therefore an actual infinite
number of things is possible.

On the contrary, 1t is written, Thou hast ordered all things
in measure, and number and, wezglzt (Wis. xi. 21).

I answer that, A twofold opinion has obtained on this sub-
ject. Some, as Avicenna and Algazel,'” said that it was im-
possible for an absolutely infinite multitude to exist actually,
but that an accidentaily infinite multitude was not impos-
sible. A multitude is said to be infinite absolutely, when an
infinite multitude is necessary that something may exist.
Now this is impossible, because it would mean that some-
thing is dependent on an infinity for its existence; and hence
its generation would never be accomplished, because it is
impossible to traverse what is infinite.

A multitude is said to be accidentally infinite when its
existence as such is not necessary, but accidental. This can
be shown, for example, in the work of an artisan requiring a

1 Cf. Averroes, Destruct. Destruct., I (IX, 12vab).
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certain absolute multitude, namely, art in the soul, the move-
ment of the hand, and a hammer; and supposing that such
things were infinitely multiplied, the work would never be
finished, since it would depend on an infinite number of
causes. But the multitude of hammers, which results when
one hammer is broken and is replaced by another, is an acci-
dental multitude; for it happens by accident that many ham-
mers are used, and it matters little whether one or two, or
many are used, or an infinite number, if the work is carried
on for an infinite time. In this way they said that there can
be actually an accidentally infinite multitude.

This, however, is impossible, since every kind of multitude
must belong to a species of multitude. Now the species of
multitude are to be reckoned by the species of numbers. But
no species of number is infinite, for every number is multi-
tude. measured by one. Hence it is impossible that there be
an actually infinite multitude, either absolutely or acci-
dentally. Furthermore, multitude in the world is created, and
everything created is comprehended under some definite in-
tention of the Creator; for no agent acts aimlessly. Hence
everything created must be comprehended under a certain
number. Therefore it is impossible for an actually infinite
multitude to exist, even accidentally.

But a potentially infinite multitude is possible, because the
increase of multitude follows upon the division of a magni-
tude, since the more a thing is divided, the greater number
of things result. Hence, just as the infinite is to be found
potentially in the division of the continuous, because we thus
approach matter, as was shown above, in the same way the
infinite can also be found potentially in the addition of multi-
tude.

Reply Obj. 1. Whatever exists potentially is made actual
according to its mode of being. For instance, a day is reduced
to act successively, and not all at once. Likewise the infinite
in multitude is reduced to act successively, and not all at
once, because every multitude can be succeeded by another
multitude to infinity.

Reply Obj. 2. Species of figures are infinite by the infini-
tude of number. Now there are various species of figures,
such as trilateral, quadrilateral and so on; and as an infi-
nitely numerable multitude is not all at once reduced to act,
so neither is the multitude of figures.
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Reply Obj. 3. Although the supposition of some things
does not preclude the supposition of others, still the supposi-
tion of an infinite number is opposed to any single species of

multitude. Hence it is not possible for any actually infinite
multitude to exist.



Question XI

THE UNITY OF GOD
(In Four Articles)

AFTER the foregoing, we consider the divine unity, concern-
ing which there are four points of inquiry: (1) Whether one
adds anything to being? (2) Whether one and many are op-
posed to each other? (3) Whether God is one? (4) Whether
He is in the highest degree one?

First Article
WHETHER ONE ADDS ANYTHING TO BEING?

We proceed thus to the First Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that one adds something to being.
For everything is in a determinate genus by addition to be-
ing, which encompasses all genera. But one is in a determi-
nate genus, for it is the principle of number, which is a spe-
cies of quantity. Therefore one adds something to being.

0bj. 2. Further, that which divides something common is
by addition to it. But being is divided by one and by many.
Therefore one adds something to being.

0bj. 3. Further, if one does not add to being, one and being
must have the same meaning. But it would be nugatory to
call being by the name of being: therefore it would be equally
so to call being ene. Now this is false. Therefore one adds
something to being.

On the contrary, Dionysius says: Nothing which exists is
not in some way one,t which would be false if one were an
addition to being, in the sense of limiting it. Therefore one
is not an addition to being.

I answer that, One does not add any reality to being, but
is only the negation of division; for one means undivided
being. This is the very reason why one is convertible with
being. For every being is either simple of composite. But
what is simple is undivided, both actually and potentially;
whereas what is composite has not being while its parts are
divided, but after they make up and compose it. Hence it is

1 De Div. Nom., V, 2 (PG 3, 977).
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manifest that the being of anything consists in indivision;
and hence it is that everything guards its unity as it guards
its being.

Reply Obj. 1. Some, thinking that the one convertible with
being is the same as the one which is the principle of number,
were divided into contrary opinions. Pythagoras and Plato,
seeing that the oze convertible with being did not add any
reality to being, but signified the substance of being as undi-
vided, thought that the same applied to the one which is the
principle of number.> And because number is composed of
unities, they thought that numbers were the substances of all
things. Avicenna, however, on the contrary, considering that
the ore which is the principle of number added a reality to
the substance of being (otherwise number made of unities
would not be a species of quantity), thought that the one
convertible with being added a reality to the substance of be-
ings; as white adds to man.2 This, however, is manifestly
false, inasmuch as each thing is one by its substance. For if
a thing were one by anything else but by its substance, since
this again would be one, supposing it were again one by an-
other thing, we should be driven on to infinity. Hence we
must adhere to the former statement; therefore we must say
that the one which is convertible with deing does not add a
reality to being; but that the one which is the principle of
number does add a reality to being, belonging to the genus of
quantity.

Reply Obj. 2. There is nothing to prevent a thing, which in
one way is divided, from being in another way undivided, as
what is divided in number may be undivided in species; thus
it may be that a thing is in one way one, and in another way
many. Still, if it is absolutely undivided, either because it is
so according to what belongs to its essence (though it may be
divided as regards what is outside its essence, as what is one
in subject may have many accidents), or because it is undi-
vided actually, and divided potentially (as what is one in
the whole, and is many in its parts), in which case a thing
will be one absolutely, and many accidentally. On the other
hand, if it be undivided accidentally, and divided absolutely,
as if it were divided in essence and undivided in idea or in

2 Cf. Aristotle, Metaph., I, 5 (987a 13; a 19); I, 6 (987b 23).—Cf.
also St. Thomas, In Metaph., I, lect. 7 and 8. ® Metaph., 111, 3
(79r).—Cf. also Averroes, Destruct. Destruct., 111 (IX, 25ra).
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principle or cause, it will be many absolutely, and one acci-
dentally; as what are many in number, and o#e in species, or
one in principle. This is the way in which being is divided by
one and by many; as it were by one absolutely, and by many
accidentally. For multitude itself would not be contained un-
der being unless it were in some way contained under one.
Thus Dionysius says that tkere is no kind of multitude that
is not in a way one. But what are many in their parts are one
in their whole; and what are many in accidents are one in
subject; and what are many in number are one in species;
and what are many in species are one in genus,; and what are
many in processions are one in principle.*

Reply Obj. 3. It does not follow that it is nugatory to say
being is one; since one adds something to being logically.

Second Article
WHETHER ONE AND MANY ARE OPPOSED TO EACH OTHER?

We proceed thus to the Second Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that one and many are not mutually
opposed. For no opposite is predicated of its opposite. But
every multitude is in a certain way one, as appears from the
preceding article. Therefore one is not opposed to multitude.

0bj. 2. Further, no opposite is constituted by its opposite.
But multitude is constituted by one. Therefore it is not op-
posed to multitude.

0bj. 3. Further, each thing has one opposite. But the op-
posite of many is few. Therefore, the opposite is not one.

0bj. 4. Further, if one is opposed to multitude, it is op-
posed as the undivided is to the divided, and is thus opposed
to it as privation is to habit. But this appears to be incon-
gruous, because it would follow that one comes after multi-
tude, and is defined by it; whereas, on the contrary, multi-
tude is defined by one. Hence there would be a vicious circle
in the definition; which is inadmissible. Therefore one and
many are not opposed.

On the contrary, Things which are opposed in idea are
themselves opposed to each other. But the idea of one con-
sists in indivisibility; and the idea of multitude contains
division. Therefore one and many are opposed to each other.

4 De Div. Nom., XIII, 2 (PG 3, 980).
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I answer that, One is opposed to many, but in various
ways. The one which is the principle of number is opposed to
multitude which is number as the measure is to the thing
measured. For one implies the idea of a primary measure;
and number is multitude measured by one, as is clear from
Metaph. x.5 But the one which is convertible with being is
opposed to multitude by way of privation; as the undivided
is to the divided.

Reply Obj. 1. No privation entirely takes away the being
of a thing, inasmuch as privation means negation in the sub-
ject, according to the Philosopher.® Nevertheless, every pri-
vation takes away some being; and so in being, by reason of its
community, the privation of being has its foundation in being;
which is not the case in privations of special forms, as of sight,
or of whiteness, and the like. And what applies to being ap-
plies also to one and to good, which are convertible with being,
for the privation of good is founded in some good; likewise the
removal of unity is founded in some one thing. Hence it hap-
pens that multitude is some one thing, and evil is some good
thing, and non-being is some kind of being. Nevertheless,
opposite is not predicated of opposite, since one is absolute,
and the other is relative; for what is relatively being (i.e., in
potency) is non-being absolutely, i.e., actually; or what is
being absolutely in the genus of substance is non-being rela-
tively as regards some accidental being. In the same way,
what is relatively good is absolutely bad, or vice versa; like-
wise, what is absolutely onme is relatively many, and vice
versa.

Reply Obj. 2. A whole is twofold. In one sense it is homo-
geneous, composed of like parts; in another sense it is heter-
ogeneous, composed of dissimilar parts. Now in every homo-
geneous whole, the whole is made up of parts having the form
of the whole, as, for instance, every part of water is water;
and such is the constitution of a continuous thing made up
of its parts. In every heterogeneous whole, however, every
part is wanting in the form belonging to the whole; as, for
instance, no part of a house is a house, nor is any part of man
a man. Now multitude is such a kind of whole. Therefore, in-
asmuch as its part has not the form of the multitude, the
latter is composed of unities, as a house is composed of not

S Aristotle, Metaph., IX, 1 (1052b 18); 6 (10572 3).  °Op. cit,,
III, 2 (10042 15); cf. Cat., X (12a 26).
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houses; not, indeed, as if unities constituted multitude so far
as they are undivided, in which way they are opposed to
multitude, but so far as they have being; as also the parts
of a house make up the house by the fact that they are be-
ings, not by the fact that they are not houses.

Reply Obj. 3. Many is taken in two ways: absolutely, and
in that sense it is opposed to one; in another way, as import-
ing some kind of excess, in which sense it is opposed to few.
Hence, in the first sense two are many; but not in the second
sense.

Reply Obj. 4. One is opposed to many privatively, inas-
much as the idea of many involves division. Hence division
must be prior to unity, not absolutely in itself, but accord-
ing to our way of apprehension. For we apprehend simple
things by composite things; and hence we define a point to
be, what has no part, or the beginning of a line. Multitude
also, in idea, follows on one; because w2 do not understand
divided things to convey the idea of multitude except by the
fact that we attribute unity to every member. Hence one is
placed in the definition of multitude; but multitude is not
placed in the definition of oze. But division comes to be un-
derstood from the very negation of being: so what first comes
to the intellect is being; secondly, that this being is not that
being, and thus we apprehend division as a consequence;
thirdly, comes the notion of one; fourthly, the notion of
multitude.

Third Article
WHETHER GOD IS ONE?

We proceed thus to the Third Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that God is not one. For it is written,
For there be many gods and many lords (1 Cor. viii. 5).

Obj. 2. Further, one, as the principle of number, cannot
be predicated of God, since quantity is not predicated of
God; likewise, neither can one which is convertible with de-
ing be predicated of God, because it imports privation, and
every privation is an imperfection, which cannot apply to
God. Therefore God is not one.

On the contrary, 1t is written, Hear, O Israel, the Lord our
God is one Lord (Deut.vi. 4).

I answer that, It can be shown from three sources that God
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is one. First from His simplicity. For it is manifest that the
reason why any singular thing is tkis particular thing is
because it cannot be communicated to many, since that
whereby Socrates is a man can be communicated to many,
whereas what makes him this particular man is communi-
cable only to one. Therefore, if Socrates were a man by what
makes him to be this particular man, as there cannot be
many Socrateses, o there could not in that way be many
men. Now this belongs to God alone; for God Himself is His
own nature, as was shown above.” Therefore, in the very
same way God is God and this God. It is impossible therefore
that there should be many gods.

Secondly, this is proved from the infinity of His protection.
For it was shown above that God comprehends in Himself
the whole perfection of being.® If, then, many gods existed,
they would necessarily differ from each other. Something,
therefore, would belong to one which did not belong to an-
other. And if this were a privation, one of them would not be
absolutely perfect; but if a perfection, one of them would be
without it, So it is impossible for many gods to exist. Hence
also the ancient philosophers, constrained as it were by truth,
when they asserted an infinite principle, asserted likewise
that there was only one such principle.

Thirdly, this is shown from the unity of the world. For all
things that exist are seen to be ordered to each other since
some serve others. But things that are diverse do not come
together in the same order unless they are ordered thereto by
some one being. For many aré reduced into one order by one
better than by many: because one is the per se cause of one,
and many are only the accidental cause of one, inasmuch as
they are in some way one. Since, therefore, what is first is
most perfect, and is so per se and not accidentally, it must be
that the first which reduces all into one order should be only
one. And this is God.

Reply Obj. 1. Gods are called many by the error of some
who worshipped many deities, thinking as they did that the
planets and other stars were gods, and also the particular
parts of the world. Hence the Apostle adds: Our God is one,
etc. (1 Cor. viii. 6).

Reply Obj. 2. One which is the principle of number is not

Q. 3,2.3. °Q.4,a. 2
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predicated of God, but only of material things. For one which
is the principle of number belongs to the genus of mathe-
maticals, which are material in being, and abstracted from
matter only in idea. But one which is convertible with being
is something metaphysical and does not, in being, depend on
matter. And although in God there is no privation, still, ac-
cording to the mode of our apprehension, He is known to us
by way only of privation and remotion. Thus there is no rea-
son why certain privative terms should not be predicated of
God, for instance, that He is incorporeal, and infinite; and in
the same way it is said of God that He is one.

Fourth Article
WHETHER GOD IS SUPREMELY ONE?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that God is not supremely one. For
one is so called from the privation of division. But privation
cannot be greater or less. Therefore God is not more one
than other things which are called owe.

Obj. 2. Further, nothing seems to be more indivisible than
what is actually and potentially indivisible; such as a point,
and unity. But a thing is said to be more one according as it
is indivisible. Therefore God is not more one than unity is
one and a point is one.

0bj. 3. Further, what is essentially good is supremely good.
Therefore, what is essentially one is supremely one. But
every being is essentially one, as the Philosopher says.®
Therefore, every being is supremely one; and therefore God
is not one more than any other being is one.

On the contrary, Bernard says: Among all things called
one, the unity of the Divine Trinity holds the first place.r®

I answer that, Since one is an undivided being, if anything
is supremely one it must be supremely being and supremely
undivided. Now both of these belong to God. For He is su-
premely being inasmuch as His being is not determined by
any nature to which it is adjoined; since He is being itself,
subsistent, absolutely undetermined. And He is supremely
undivided inasmuch as He is divided neither actually nor po-

® Metaph., 111, 2. (1003b 32). **De Consider., V, 8 (PL 182,
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tentially by any mode of division; since He is altogether sim-
ple, as was shown above.l! Hence it is manifest that God is
one in the supreme degree.

Reply Obj. 1. Although privation considered in itself is not
susceptive of more or less, still according as its opposite is
subject to more and less, privation also can be predicated ac-
cording to more and less. Therefore, according as a thing is
more or less or not at all divided or divisible, in that degree it
is called more, or less, or supremely, one.

Reply Obj. 2. A point and unity, which is the principle of
number, are not supremely being, inasmuch as they have
being only in some subject. Hence neither of them can be
supremely one. For as a subject cannot be supremely oze be-
cause of the diversity of accident and subject, so neither can
an accident. «

Reply Obj. 3. Although every being is one by its substance,
still every substance is not equally the cause of unity; for the
substance of some things is composite, and of others not.

2Q. 38 7.



Question XII

HOW GOD IS KNOWN BY US
(In Thirteen Articles)

As HITHERTO we have considered God as He is in Himself,
we now go on to consider how He is in our knowledge, that
is, how He is known by creatures. Concerning this there are
thirteen points of inquiry. (1) Whether any created intellect
can see the essence of God? (2) Whether the essence of God
is seen by the intellect through any created species? (3)
Whether the essence of God can be seen by the corporeal
eye? (4) Whether any created intellectual substance is suf-
ficient by its own natural powers to see the essence of God?
(5) Whether the created intellect needs any created light in
order to see the essence of God? (6) Whether, of those who
see the essence of God, one sees it more perfectly than an-
other? (7) Whether any created intellect can comprehend
the essence of God? (8) Whether a created intellect, seeing
the essence of God, knows all things in it? (9) Whether what
is there known is known by any likenesses? (10) Whether
the created intellect knows all at once what it sees in God?
(11) Whether in the state of this life any man can see the
essence of God? (12) Whether by natural reason we can
know God in this life? (13) Whether there is in this life any
knowledge of God through grace above the knowledge of
natural reason?

First Article

WHETHER ANY CREATED INTELLECT CAN SEE THE
ESSENCE OF GOD?

We proceed thus to the First Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that no created inteilect can see the
essence of God. For Chrysostom, commenting on Jo/n i. 18
(No man hath seen God at any time), says: Not prophets
only, but neither angels nor archangels have seen God. For
how can a creature see what is uncreatable?* Dionysius also,

*In Ioann., hom. XV (PG 59, ¢8).
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speaking of God, says: Neither is there sense, nor image, nor
opinion, nor reason, nor knowledge of Him.?

Obj. 2. Further, everything infinite, as such, is unknown.
But God is infinite, as was shown above.? Therefore in Him-
self He is unknown.

Obj. 3. Further, the created intellect knows only existing
things. For what falls first under the apprehension of the
intellect is being. Now God is not something existing; but He
is rather super-existence, as Dionysius says.* Therefore God
is not intelligible; but above all intellect.

Obj. 4. Further, there must be some proportion between
the knower and the known, since the known is the perfection
of the knower. But no proportion exists between the created
intellect and God, for there is an infinite distance between
them. Therefore a created intellect cannot see the essence of
God.

On the contrary, 1t is written: We shall see Him as He is
(1 John iii. 2).

I answer that, Since everything is knowable according as
it is actual, God, Who is pure act without any admixture of
potentiality, is in Himself supremely knowable. But what is
supremely knowable in itself may not be knowable to a par-
ticular intellect, because of the excess of the intelligible ob-
ject above the intellect; as, for example, the sun, which is
supremely visible, cannot be seen by the bat by reason of its
excess of light. ’

Therefore, some who considered this held that no created
intellect can see the essence of God.5 This opinion, however,
is not tenable. For the ultimate beatitude of man consists in
the use of his highest function, which is the operation of the
intellect. Hence, if we suppose that a created intellect could
never see God, it would either never attain to beatitude, or
its beatitude would consist in something else beside God;
which is opposed to faith. For the ultimate perfection of the
rational creature is to be found in that which is the source of
its being; since a thing is perfect so far as it attains to its
source. Further, the same opinion is also against reason. For
there resides in every man a natural desire to know the cause
of any effect which he sees. Thence arises wonder in men. But

?De Div. Nom., 1, 5 (PG 3, 593). SN ¢ De Div. Nom.,
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if the intellect of the rational creature could not attain to the
first cause of things, the natural desire would remain vain.

Hence it must be granted absolutely that the blessed see
the essence of God.

Reply Obj. 1. Both of these authorities speak of the vision
of comprehension. Hence Dionysius premises immediately
before the words cited, He is universally to all incomprehen-
sible,® etc. Chrysostom, likewise, after the words quoted,
says: He says this of the most certain vision of the Father,
which is such a perfect consideration and comprehension as
the Father has of the Son.”

Reply Obj. 2. The infinity of matter not made perfect by
form, is unknown in itself, because all knowledge is through
form; whereas the infinity of the form not limited by matter
is in itself supremely known. God is infinite in this way, and
not in the first way: as appears from what was said above.®

Reply Obj. 3. God is not said to be not existing as if He
did not exist at all, but because He exists above all that ex-
ists, inasmuch as He is His own being. Hence it does not
follow that He cannot be known at all, but that He tran-
scends all knowledge; which means that He is not compre-
hended.

Reply Obj. 4. Proportion is twofold. In one sense it means
a certain relation of one quantity to another, according to
which double, treble and equal are species of proportion. In
another sense, every relation of one thing to another is called
proportion. And in this sense there can be a proportion of
the creature to God, inasmuch as it is related to Him as the
effect to its cause, and as potentiality to act; and in this way
a created intellect can be proportioned to know God.

Second Article

WHETHER THE ESSENCE OF GOD IS SEEN BY A CREATED
INTELLECT THROUGH A LIKENESS?

We proceed thus to the Second Article:—
Objection 1. It seems that the essence of God is seen by the
created intellect through some likeness. For it is written: We

¢ De Div. Nom., 1, 5 (PG 3, 593). "In Ioann., hom. XV (PG 59,
99). *Q.7a.1.
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know that when He shall appear, we shall be like to Him,
and we shall see Him as He is (1 John iii. 2).

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says: When we know God,
some likeness of God comes to be in us.®

Obj. 3. Further, the intellect in act is the actual intelligi-
ble; as sense in act is the actual sensible. But this comes
about inasmuch as the sense is informed with the likeness of
the sensible thing, and the intellect with the likeness of the
thing understood. Therefore, if God is seen actually by the
created intellect, it must be that He is seen through some
likeness.

On the contrary, Augustine says, that when the Apostle
says, ‘We see through a glass and in an enigma,’ by the terms
‘glass’ and ‘enigma’ certain likenesses are signified by him,
which are accommodated to an understanding of God.*® But
to see the essence of God is not an enigmatic or a reflected
vision, but is, on the contrary, of an opposite kind. Therefore
the divine essence is not seen through likenesses.

I answer that, Two things are required both for sensible
and for intellectual vision—viz., power of sight, and union
of the thing seen with the sight. For vision is made actual
only when the thing seen is in a certain way in the seer.
Now in corporeal things it is clear that the thing seen cannot
be by its essence in the seer, but only by its likeness; as the
likeness of a stone is in the eye, whereby the vision is made
actual, whereas the substance of the stone is not there. But
if the source of the visual power and the thing seen were one
and the same thing, it would necessarily follow that the seer
would possess both the visual power, and the form whereby
it sees, from that one same thing.

Now it is manifest both that God is the author of the in-
tellectual power and that He can be seen by the intellect.
And since the intellectual power of the creature is not the
essence of God, it follows that it is some kind of participated
likeness of Him Who is the first intellect. Hence also the in-
tellectual power of the creature is called an intelligible light,
as it were, derived from the first light, whether this be under-
stood-of the natural power, or of some superadded perfection
of grace or of glory. Therefore, in order to see God, there is

®De Trin., IX, 11 (PL 42, 969).  * Op. cit.,, XV, g (PL 42, 1069).
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needed some likeness of God on the part of the visual pewer,
whereby the intellect is made capable of seeing God. But
on the part of the thing seen, which must in some way be
united to the seer, the essence of God cannot be seen through
‘any created likeness. First, because, as Dionysius says, by
the likenesses of the inferior order of things, the superior can
in no way be known;'! as by the likeness of a body the es-
sence of an incorporeal thing cannot be known. Much less
therefore can the essence of God be seen through any created
species whatever. Secondly, because the essence of God is
His very being, as was shown above,*? which cannot be said
of any created form. Hence, no created form can be the like-
ness representing the essence of God to the seer. Thirdly,
because the divine essence is uncircumscribed, and contains
in itself supereminently whatever can be signified or under-
stood by a created intellect. Now this cannot in any way be
represented by any created species, for every created form
is determined according to some aspect of wisdom, or of
power, or of being itself, or of some like thing. Hence, to say
that God is seen through some likeness is to say that the
divine essence is not seen at all; which is false.

Therefore it must be said that to see the essence of God
there is required some likeness in the visual power, namely,
the light of glory strengthening the intellect to see God,
which is spoken of in the Psalm (xxxv. 10): In Thy light we
shall see light. The essence of God, however, cannot be seen
by any created likeness representing the divine essence as it
is in itself.

Regly Obj. 1. That authority speaks of the likeness which
is caused by participation in the light of glory.

Reply Obj. 2. Augustine there speaks of the knowledge of
God here on earth.™®

Reply Obj. 3. The divine essence is being itself. Hence, as
other intelligible forms which are not their own being are
united to the intellect by means of some being whereby the
intellect itself is informed and made in act, so the divine es-
sence is united to the created intellect, as the object actually
understood, making the intellect in act through itself.

 De Div. Nom., I, 1 (PG 3,588). *Q.3,a.4. *DeTrin,IX,
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Third Article

WHETHER THE ESSENCE OF GOD CAN BE SEEN WITH
THE BODILY EYE?

We proceed thus to the Third Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that the essence of God can be seen
by the bodily eye. For it is written (Job xix. 26): In my
flesh I shall see . . . God, and (ibid. xlii. 5), With the hear-
ing of the ear I have heard Thee, but now my eye seeth Thee.

0bj. 2. TFurther, Augustine says: Those eyes (namely, of
the glorified) will therefore have a greater power of sight,
not so much to see more keenly, as some report of the sight
of serpents or of eagles (for whatever acuteness of vision is
possessed by these creatures, they can see only corporeal
things), but to see even incorporeal things.'* Now whoever
can see incorporeal things, can be raised up to see God.
Therefore the glorified eye can see God.

Obj. 3. Further, God can be seen by man through a vision
of the imagination. Tor it is written: I saw the Lord sitting
upon a throne, etc. (Ise. vi. 1). But an imaginary vision origi-
nates from sense; for imagination is a movement produced
by the sense in act.}® Therefore God can be seen by a vision
of sense.

On the contrary, Augustine says: No one has ever seen
God as He is either in this life, or in the angelic life, in the
manner that visible things are seen by corporeal vision.'s

I answer that, It is impossible for God to be seen by the
sense of sight, or by any other sense or power of the sensitive
part of the soul. For every such power is the act of a corpo-
real organ, as will be shown later.!” Now act is proportioned
to the being whose act it is. Hence no power of that kind can
go beyond corporeal things. But God is incorporeal, as was
shown above.l® Hence, He cannot be seen by the sense or the
imagination, but only by the intellect.

Reply Obj. 1. The words, In my flesh I shall see God my
Saviour, do not mean that God will be seen with the eye of
flesh, but that man existing in the flesh after the resurrection

1 De Civit. Dei, XXII, 29 (PL 41, 799). % Aristotle, De An., III,
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will see God. Likewise the words, Now my eye seeth Thee,
are to be understood of the mind’s eye, as the Apostle says:
May He give unto you the spirit of wisdom . . . in the
knowledge of Him, that the eyes of your heart may be en-
lightened (Ephes. i. 17, 18).

Reply Qbj. 2. Augustine speaks'® as one inquiring, and
conditionally. This appears from what preceded that remark:
Therefore they will have an altogether difierent power [viz.,
glorified eyes], if through it they shall see that incorporeal
nature; and afterwards he explains this, saying: It is very
credible that we shall so see the mundane bodies of the new
keavens and the new earth, as to see most clearly God every-
where present and governing all corporeal things; not as we
now see the invisible things of God as understood by what
is made, but as when we see men among whom we live, living
and exercising the functions of human life, we do not believe
they live, but see it. Hence it is evident that the glorified
eyes will see God in the way that now our eyes see the life
of another. But life is not seen with the bodily eye as a thing
in itself visible, but as the accidental object of the sense;
which indeed is not known by sense, but at once, together
with sense, by some other cognitive power. But that the
divine presence is known by the intellect immediately on
the sight of, and through corporeal things, happens from two
causes—viz., from the perspicacity of the intellect, and from
the refulgence of the divine glory infused into the body after
its renovation.

Reply Obj. 3. The essence of God is not seen in a vision
of the imagination, but the imagination receives some form
representing God according to some mode of likeness; as in
divine Scripture divine things are metaphorically described
by means of sensible things.

Fourth Article

WHETHER ANY CREATED INTELLECT BY iTS NATURAL
POWERS CAN SEE THE DIVINE ESSENCE?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article:—
Objection 1. It seems that a created intellect can see the
divine essence by its own natural power. For Dionysius says:

® De Civit. Dei, XXII, 29 (PL 41, 780).
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An angel is a pure mirror, most clear, receiving, if it is per-
missible to say so, the whole beauty of God.?° But the origi-
nal is seen when its reflection is seen. Therefore, since an
angel understands himself by his natural power, it seems that
by his own natural power he understands the divine essence.

0bj. 2. Further, what is supremely visible is made less
visible to us by reason of our defective bodily or intellectual
sight. But the angelic intellect has no defect. Therefore, since
God is supremely intelligible in Himself, it seems that in like
manner He is supremely so to an angel. Therefore, if the
angel can understand other intelligible things by his own
natural power, all the more can he understand God.

0bj. 3. Further, bodily sense cannot be raised up to under-
stand incorporeal substance, since it is above its nature.
Therefore, if to see the essence of God is above the nature of
every created intellect, it follows that no created intellect
can reach the vision of the essence of God at all. But this is
false, as appears from what is said above. Therefore it seems
that it is natural for a created intellect to see the divine es-
sence.

On the contrary, It is written: The grace of God is life
everlasting (Rom. vi. 23). But life everlasting consists in the
vision of the divine essence, according to the words: T/is is
eternal life, that they may know Thee the only true God, etc.
(Jo. xvii. 3). Therefore, to see the essence of God is possible
to the created intellect by grace, and not by nature.

I answer that, It is impossible for any created intellect to
see the essence of God by its own natural power. For knowl-
edge takes place according as the thing known is in the
knower. But the thing known is in the knower according
to the mode of the knower. Hence the knowledge of every
knower is according to the mode of its own nature. If there-
fore the mode of being of a given thing exceeds the mode of
the knower, it must result that the knowledge of that thing
is above the nature of the knower. Now the mode of being of
things is manifold. For some things have being only in this
individual matter; such are all bodies. There are other beings
whose natures are themselves subsisting, not residing in mat-
ter at all, which, however, are not their own being, but re-
ceive it: and these are the incorporeal substances called an-

® De Div. Nom., IV, 22, (PG 3, 724).
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gels. But to God alone does it belong to be His own subsistent
being.

Therefore, what exists only in individual matter we know
naturally, since our soul, through which we know, is the form
of some particular matter. Now our soul possesses two cogni-
tive powers. One is the act of a corporeal organ, which natu-
rally knows things existing in individual matter; hence sense
knows only the singular. But there is another kind of cogni-
tive power in the soul, called the intellect; and this is not the
act of any corporeal organ. Therefore the intellect naturally
knows natures which exist only in individual matter; not in-
deed as they are in such individual matter, but according as
they are abstracted therefrom by the consideration of the in-
tellect. Hence it follows that through the intellect we can
understand these things in a universal way; and this is be-
yond the power of sense. Now the angelic intellect naturally
knows natures that are not in matter; but this is beyond the
power of the intellect of the human soul in the state of its
present life, united as it is to the body.

It follows, therefore, that to know self-subsistent being is
natural to the divine intellect alone, and that it is beyond
the natural power of any created intellect; for no creature is
its own being, since its being is participated. Therefore,.a
created intellect cannot see the essence of God unless God by
His grace unites Himself to the created intellect, as an object
made intelligible to it.

Reply Obj. 1. This mode of knowing God is natural to an
angel—namely, to know Him by His own likeness refulgent
in the angel himself. But to know God by any created like-
ness is not to know the essence of God, as was shown above.
Hence it does not follow that an angel can know the essence
of God by his own power.

Reply Obj. 2. The angelic intellect is not defective, if de-
fect be taken to mean privation, as if it were without any-
thing which it ought to have. But if defect be taken nega-
tively, in that sense every creature is defective, when
compared with God, since it does not possess the excellence
which is in God.

Reply Obj. 3. The sense of sight, as being altogether ma-
terial, cannot be raised up to anything immaterial. But our
intellect, or the angelic intellect, inasmuch as it is elevated
above matter in its own nature, can be raised up above its
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own nature to a higher level by grace. An indication of this
is that sight cannot in any way know in abstraction what it
knows concretely; for in no way can it perceive a nature
except as this one particular nature; whereas our intellect is
able to consider in abstraction what it knows in concretion.
For although it knows things which have a form residing in
matter, still it resolves the composite into both elements, and
considers the form separately by itself. Likewise, also, the
intellect of an angel, although it naturally knows the being
concreted in any nature, still it is able to separate that being
by its intellect; since it knows that the thing itself is one
thing, and its being is another. Since therefore a created in-
tellect is naturally capable of apprehending the concreted
form and the concreted being in abstraction, by way of a
certain resolution, it can by grace be raised up to know sepa-
rate subsisting substance and separate subsisting being.

Fifth Article

WHETHER THE CREATED INTELLECT NEEDS ANY CREATED
LIGHT IN ORDER TO SEE THE ESSENCE OF GOD?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that the created intellect does not
need any created light in order to see the essence of God. For
what is of itself lucid in sersible things does not require any
other light in order to be seen. Therefore the same applies to
intelligible things. Now God is intelligible light [Zxx]. There-
fore He is not seen by the means of any created light
[lumen].

Obj. 2. Further, if God is seen through a medium, He is
not seen in His essence. But if seen by any created light,
He is seen through a medium. Therefore He is not seen in
His essence.

Obj. 3. Further, what is created can be natural to some
creature. Therefore, if the essence of God is seen through
any created light, such a light could be made natural to some
creature. And thus, that creature would not need any other
light to see God; which is impossible. Therefore it is not nec-
essary that every creature should require a superadded light
in order to see the essence of God.
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On the contrary, It is written: In Thy light we shall see
light (Ps. xxxv. 10).

I answer that, Everything which is raised up to what ex-
ceeds its nature must be prepared by some disposition above
its nature; as, for example, if air is to receive the form of
fire, it must be prepared by some disposition for such a form.
But when any created intellect sees the essence of God, the
essence of God itself becomes the intelligible form of the in-
tellect. Hence it is necessary that some supernatural disposi-
tion should be added to the intellect in order that it may be
raised up to such a great height. Now since the natural power
of the created intellect does not enable it to see the essence
of God, as was shown above, it is necessary that its power of
understanding should be increased by divine grace. Now this
increase of the intellectual powers is called the illumination
of the intellect, as we also call the intelligible itself by the
name of light or illumination. And this is the light spoken
of in the Apocalypse (xxi. 23): The glory of God hath en-
lightened it—viz., the society of the blessed who see God. By
this light the blessed are made deiform—that is, like to God,
according to the saying: When He shall eppear we skall be
like to Him, and we shall see Him as He is (1 John iii. 2).

Reply Obj. 1. A created light is necessary to see the es-
sence of God, not in order to make the essence of God intel-
ligible, which is of itself intelligible, but in order to enable
the intellect to understand in the same way as a habit makes
a power more able to act. In the same way, corporeal light
is necessary as regards external sight, inasmuch as it makes
the medium actually transparent, and susceptible of color.

Reply Obj. 2. This light is required to see the divine es-
sence, not as a likeness in which God is seen, but as a per-
fection of the intellect, strengthening it to see God. There-
fore it may be said that this light is not a medium in which
God is seen, but one by wkick He is seen; and such a medium
does not take away the immediate vision of God.

Reply Obj. 3. The disposition to the form of fire can be
natural only to the subject of that form. Hence the light of
glory cannot be natural to a creature unless the creature
were to have a divine nature; which is impossible. For by
this light the rational creature is made deiform, as was said
above.
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Sixth Article

WHETHER OF THOSE WHO SEE THE ESSENCE OF GOD,
ONE SEES MORE PERFECTLY THAN ANOTHER?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that of those who see the essence of
God, one does not see more perfectly than another. For it is
written (1 John iii. 2): We shall see Him as He is. But He
is only in one way. Therefore He will be seen by all in one
way only; and therefore He will not be seen more perfectly
by one.and less perfectly by another.

0Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says that one person cannot
understand one and the same thing more perfectly than an-
other.! But all who see God in His essence have an under-
standing of the divine essence; for Ged is seen by the intel-
lect and not by sense, as was shown above. Therefore of
those who see the divine essence, one does not see more
clearly than another.

0bj. 3. Further, That anything be seen more perfectly
than another can happen in two ways: either on the part of
the visible object, or on the part of the visual power of the
seer. On the part of the object, it may so happen because
the object is received more perfectly in the seer, that is, ac-
cording to a more perfect likeness; but this does not apply
to the present question, for God is present to the intellect
seeing His essence not through any likeness, but through His
essence, It follows then that if one is to see Him more per-
fectly than ancther, this will happen according to a difference
in intellectual power. Thus it follows too that the one whose
intellectual power is the higher will see Him the more clearly;
and this is incongruous, since equality with angels is prom-
ised to men as their beatitude.

On the contrary, Eternal life consists in the vision of God,
according to Jokn (xvii. 3): This is eternal life, that they
may know Thee the only true God, etc. Therefore, if all see
the essence of God equally in eternal life, all will be equal;
the contrary to which is declared by the Apostle: Star differs
from star in glory (1 Cor. xv. 41).

2 Lib. 83 Quaest., q. 32 (PL 40, 22).
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I answer that, Of those who see the essence of God, one
sees Him more perfectly than another. This does not take
place as if one had a more perfect likeness of God than an-
other, since that vision will not be through any likeness. But
it will take place because one intellect will have a greater
power or faculty to see God than another. The faculty of
seeing God, however, does not belong to the created intellect
naturally but through the light of glory, which establishes
the intellect in a kind of deiformity, as appears from what
is said above. Hence the intellect which has more of the light
of glory will see God the more perfectly. But he will have
a fuller participation of the light of glory who has more
charity, because where there is the greater charity, there is
the more desire, and desire in a certain manner makes the one
desiring apt and prepared to receive the object desired.
Hence he who possesses the more charity, will see God the
more perfectly, and will be the more beatified.

Reply Obj. 1. In the words, We shall see Him as He is, the
conjunction as determines the mode of vision on the part of
the object seen, so that the meaning is, we shall see Him to
be as He is, because we shall see His being, which is His
essence. But it does not determine the mode of vision on the
part of the one seeing; as if the meaning was that the mode
of seeing God will be as perfect as is the mode of God’s being,.

Thus appears the answer to the Second Objection. For
when it is said that one intellect does not understand one and
the same thing better than another, this would be true if
referred to the mode of the thing understood; for whoever
understands it otherwise than it really is does not understand
it truly. But if it is referred to the mode of understanding,
then the statement is not true, for the understanding of one
is more perfect than the understanding of another.

Reply Obj. 3. The diversity of seeing will not arise because
of the object seen, for the same object will be presented to
all—viz., the essence of God; nor will it arise from the di-
verse participation of the object through different likenesses;
but it will arise because of the diverse faculty of the intellect,
not, indeed, the natural faculty, but the glorified faculty, as
was said.
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Seventh Article

WHETHER THOSE WHO SEE THE ESSENCE OF GOD
COMPREHEND HIM?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that those who see the divine essence
comprehend God. For the Apostle says (Pkil. iii. 12): But I
follow after, if I may by any means comprehend. But the
Apostle did not follow in vain, for he himself said (r Cor. ix.
26): I . . . so run, not as at an uncertainty. Therefore he
comprehended and in the same way others also, whom he
invites to do the same, saying: So run that you may com-
prehend.

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says: That is comprehended
which is so seen as a whole, that nothing of it is hidden from
the seer.?2 But if God is seen in His essence, He is seen whole,
and nothing of Him is hidden from the seer, since God is
simple. Therefore, whoever sees His essence, comprehends
Him.

Obj. 3. Further, if it be said that He is seen as a whole,
but not wholly, it may be contrarily urged that wkolly refers
either to the mode of the seer or to the mode of the thing
seen. But he who sees the essence of God sees Him wholly,
if the mode of the thing seen is considered, since he sees Him
as He is; so, too, he sees Him wholly if the mode of the seer
be meant, since the intellect will with its full power see the
divine essence. Therefore all.who see the essence of God see
Him wholly; therefore they comprehend Him.

On the contrary, 1t is written: O most mighty, great, and
powerful, the Lord of hosts is Thy Name. Great in counsel,
and incomprehensible in thought (Jer. xxxii. 18, 19). There-
fore, He cannot be comprehended.

I answer that, It is impossible for any created intellect to
comprehend God; but ¢o attain to God with the mind in some
degree is great beatitude, as Augustine says.?®

In proof of this we must consider that what is compre-
hended is perfectly known; and that is perfectly known
which is known so far as it can be known. Thus, if anything
which is capable of scientific demonstration is held only by

2 Epist. CXLVIIIL, 9 (PL 33, 606). ® Serm. CXVII, 3 (PL 38,
663).
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an opinion resting on a probable proof, it is not compre-
hended. For instance, if anyone knows by scientific demon-
stration that a triangle has three angles equal to two right
angles, he comprehends that truth; whereas if anyone ac-
cepts it as a probable opinion because wise men or most men
teach it, he does not comprehend the thing itself, because he
does not attain to that perfect mode of knowledge of which it
is intrinsically capable. But no created intellect can attain tc
that perfect mode of the knowledge of the divine intellect
whereof it is intrinsically capable. Here is the proof. Every-
thing is knowable according to its actuality. But God, Whose
being is infinite, as was shown above,** is infinitely knowable.
Now no created intellect can know God infinitely. For a
created intellect knows the divine essence more or less per-
fectly in proportion as it receives a greater or lesser light of
glory. Since therefore the created light of glory received into
any created intellect cannot be infinite, it is clearly impossi-
ble for any created intellect to know God in an infinite de-
gree. Hence it is impossible that it should comprehend God.

Reply Obj. 1. Comprehension is twofold: in one sense it
is taken strictly and properly, according as something is in-
cluded in the one comprehending; and thus in no way is God
comprehended either by the intellect or by anything else;
for since He is infinite, He cannot be included in any finite
being, so that a finite being contain Him infinitely, as befits
Him. It is in this sense that we now take comprehension.
But in another sense comprehension is taken more largely as
opposed to non-attainment; for he who attains to anyone is
said to comprehend him when he attains to him. And in this
sense God is comprehended by the blessed, according to the
words, I keld him, and I will not let him go (Cant. iii. 4);
in this sense also are to be understood the words quoted from
the Apostle concerning comprehension. According to this
meaning, comprehension is one of the three prerogatives of
the soul, answering to hope, as vision answers to faith, and
fruition answers to charity. For even among ourselves not
everything seen is held or possessed, since things sometimes
appear afar off, or they are not in our power of attainment.
Neither, again, do we always enjoy what we possess, either
because we find no pleasure in them, or because such things

80: 7, a. 1.
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are not the ultimate end of our desire, so as to give it ful-
fillment and peace. But the blessed possess these three things
in God, because they see Him, and in seeing Him, possess
Him as present, having the power to see Him always; and
possessing Him, they enjoy Him as the ultimate fulfillment
of desire.

Reply Obj. 2. God is called incomprehensible not because
anything of Him is not seen, but because He is not seen as
perfectly as He is capable of being seen. Thus, when any
demonstrable proposition is known by a probable reason
only, it does not follow that any part of it is unknown, either
the subject, or the predicate, or the composition; but as a
whole it is not as perfectly known as it is capable of being
known. Hence Augustine, in his definition of comprehension,
says: @ whole is comprehended when it is seen in such a way
that nothing of it is hidden from the seer, or when its bound-
aries can be completely viewed or traced;? for the bound-
aries of a thing are said to be completely surveyed when the
end of the knowledge of it is attained.

Reply 0bj. 3. The word wholly denotes a mode of the ob-
ject; not that the whole object does not come under knowl-
edge, but that the mode of the object is not the mode of the
one who knows. Therefore, he who sees God’s essence sees
in Him that He exists infinitely, and is infinitely knowable.
Nevertheless, this infinite mode does not extend to enable
the knower to know. infinitely; thus, for instance, a person
can have a probable opinion that a proposition is demonstra-
ble, although he himself does not know it as demonstrated.

Eighth Article

WHETHER THOSE WHO SEE THE ESSENCE OF GOD
SEE ALL IN GOD?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article:—

Objection 1.1t seems that those who see the essence of God
see all things in God. For Gregory says: What do they not
see, who see Him Who sees all things? *° But God sees all
things. Therefore, those who see God see all things.

Obj. 2. Further, whoever sees a mirror, sees what is re-
flected in the mirror. But all actual or possible things shine

= Epist. CXLVIIL, g (PL 33, 606).  *Dial., 1V, 33 (PL 77, 376).
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forth in God as in a mirror; for He knows all things in Him-
self. Therefore, whoever sees God, sees all actual things, and
also all possible things.

Obj. 3. Further, whoever understands the greater, can un-
derstand the least, as is said in De Anima iii.2” But all that
God does, or can do, is less than His essence. Therefore, who-
ever understands God, can understand all that God does or
can do.

Obj. 4. Further, the rational creature naturally desires to
know all things. Therefore, if in seeing God it does not know
all things, its natural desire will not rest satisfied. Hence, in
seeing God it will not be fully happy; which is incongruous.
Therefore, he who sees God knows all things.

On the contrary, The angels see the essence of God, and
vet they do not know all things. For, as Dionysius says, the
inferior angels are cleansed from ignorance by the superior
angels.?® Also they are ignorant of future contingent things,
and of secret thoughts; for this knowledge belongs to God
alone. Therefore, whosoever sees the essence of Ged does not
know all things.

I answer that, A created intellect, in seeing the divine es-
sence, does not see in it all that God does or can do. For it
is manifest that things are seen in God according as they are
in Him. But all things are in God as effects are in the power
of their cause. Therefore all things are seen in God as an
effect is seen in its cause. Now it is clear that the more per-
fectly a cause is seen, the more of its effects can be seen in
it. For whoever has a lofty understanding, as soon as ore
demonstrative principle is put hefore him, can gather the
knowledge of many conclusions; but this is beyond one of
a weaker intellect, for ke needs things to be explained to him
separately. And so that intellect can know all the effects of
a cause and the reasons for those effects in the cause itself
which comprehends the cause wholly. Now no created intel-
lect can comprehend God wholly, as was shown above. There-
fore, no created intellect, in seeing God, can know all that
God does or can do, for this would be to comprehend His
power; but, among the things that God does or can do, any
intellect can know the more, the more perfectly it sees God.
Reply Obj. 1. Gregory speaks concerning the sufficiency of
7 Aristotle, De An., I11, 4 (429b 3). * De Cael. Hier., VII, 3 (PG
2c8).
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the object, namely, God, Who in Himself sufficiently con-
tains and shows forth all things; but it does not follow that
whoever sees God knows all things, for he does not perfectly
comprehend Him.

Reply Obj. 2. It is not necessary that whoever sees a mir-
ror should see all that is in the mirror, unless his glance com-
prehends the mirror itself.

Reply Obj. 3. Although it is greater to see God than to see
all things else, still it is a greater thing to see Him so that all
things are known in Him, than to see Him in such a way that
not all things, but fewer or more, are known in Him. For it
has already been shown that the number of things known in
God varies according as He is seen more or less perfectly.

Reply Obj. 4. The natural desire of a rational creature is
to know everything that belongs to the perfection of the in-
tellect, namely, the species and genera of things and their
essences, and these everyone who sees the divine essence will
see in God. But to know other singulars, their thoughts and
their deeds, does not belong to the perfection of a created in-
tellect nor does its natural desire go out to these things;
neither, again, does it desire to know things that as yet do not
exist, but which God can call into being. But if God alone
were seen, Who is the fount and source of all being and of all
truth, He would so fill the natural desire for knowledge that
nothing else would be desired, and the seer would be com-
pletely beatified. Hence Augustine says: Unkappy the man
who knoweth all these [that is, all creatures] and knoweth
not Thee! but happy whosd knoweth Thee although he know
not these. And whoso knoweth both Thee and them is not
the happier for them, but for Thee alone.*®

Ninth Article

WHETHER WHAT IS SEEN IN GOD, BY THOSE WHO SEE THE
DIVINE ESSENCE, IS SEEN THROUGH ANY LIKENESS?

We proceed thus to the Ninth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that what is seen in God by those
who see the divine essence is seen by means of some likeness.
For every kind of knowledge comes about by the knower
being assimilated to the object known. For thus the intellect

*® Confess., V, 4 (PL 32, 708).
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in act becomes the actual intelligible, and the sense in act
becomes the actual sensible, inasmuch as it is informed by
a likeness of the object, as the eye by the likeness of color.
Therefore, if the intellect of one who sees the divine essence
understands any creatures in God, it must be informed by
their likenesses.

0bj. 2. Further, what we have seen, we keep in memory.
But Paul, seeing the essence of God while in rapture, when
he had ceased to see the divine essence, as Augustine says,??
remembered many of the things he had seen in that rapture;
hence he said: I have keard secret words which it is not
granted to man to utter (2 Cor. xii. 4). Therefore it must be
said that certain likenesses of what he remembered remained
in his mind; and in the same way, when he actually saw the
essence of God, he had certain likenesses or species of what
he actually saw in it.

On the contrary, A mirror and what is in it are seen by
means of one species. But all things are seen in God as in an
intelligible mirror. Therefore, if God Himself is not seen by
any likeness but by His own essence, neither are the things
seen in Him seen by any likenesses or species.

I answer that, Those who see the divine essence see what
they see in God not by any likeness, but by the divine essence
itself united to their intellect. For each thing is known in so
far as its likeness is in the one who knows. Now this takes
place in two ways. For as things which are like to one and
the same thing are like to each other, a cognitive power can
be assimilated to any knowable object in two ways. In one
way, it is assimilated by the object itself, when it is directly
informed by the likeness of the object; in which case the
object is known in itself. In another way, when the cognitive
power is informed by a species of something which resembles
the object; and in this way the knowledge is not of the thing
in itself, but of the thing in its likeness. For the knowledge
of a man in himself differs from the knowledge of him in
his image. Hence, to know things thus by their likeness in
the one who knows, is to know them in themselves or in their
own natures; whereas to know them by their likenesses pre-
existing in God is to see them in God. Now there is a differ-

® De Genesi ad Litt., X1, 28; 34 (PL 34, 478; 483) ; Epist. CXLVII,
13 (PL 33, 611).
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ence between these two kinds of knowledge. Hence, accord-
ing to the knowledge whereby things are known by those who
see the essence of God, they are seen in God Himself not by
any other likenesses but by the divine essence alone present
to the intellect; by which also God Himself is seen.

Reply Obj. 1. The created intellect of one who sees God is
assimilated to the things seen in God inasmuch as it is united
to the divine essence, in which the likenesses of all things
pre-exist.

Reply Obj. 2. There are some cognitive powers which can
form other images from those first conceived: thus the imagi-
nation from the preconceived species of a mountain and of
gold forms the likeness of a golden mountain; and the intel-
lect, from the preconceived ideas of genus and difference,
forms the idea of species. In like manner, from the likeness
of an image we can form in our minds the likenesses of the
original of the image. Thus Paul, or any other person who
sees God, by the very vision of the divine essence, can form
in himself the likenesses of the things seen in the divine es-
sence; which remained in Paul even when he had ceased to
see the essence of God. Still, this kind of vision, whereby
things are seen by these species thus conceived, is not the
same as that whereby things are seen in God.

Tenth Article

WHETHER THOSE WHO SEE THE ESSENCE OF GOD
SEE ALL THEY SEE IN IT AT THE SAME TIME?

We proceed thus to the Tenth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that those who see the essence of
God do not see all they see in Him at one and the same time.
For, according to the Philosopher: It may happen that many
things are known, but only one is understood ' But what is
seen in God, is understood; for God is seen by the intellect.
Therefore, those who see God do not see many things in Him
at the same time.

Obj. 2. Further, Augustine says, God moves the spiritual
creature according to time **—that is, by intelligence and
affection. But the spiritual creature is the angel, who sees

R Top., 11, 10 (114b 34). %2 De Genesi ad Litt., VIII, 20; 22 (PL
34, 388; 389).
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God. Therefore those who see God understand and are af-
fected successively; for time means succession.

On the contrary, Augustine says: Our thoughts will not be
unstable, going to and fro from ome thing to another; but
we shall see all we know at one glance ®®

I answer that, What is seen in the Word is seen not succes-
sively, but at the same time. In proof whereof, the reason
why we ourselves cannot know many things all at once is
because we understand many things by means of diverse
species. But our intellect cannot be actually informed by di-
verse species at the same time, so as to understand by them;
as one body cannot bear different shapes simultaneously.
Hence, when many things can be understood by one species,
they are understood at the same time; as the diverse parts
of a whole are understcod successively, and not all at the
same time, if each one is understood by its own species,
whereas if all are undersicod under the one species of the
whole, they are understood simultaneously. Now it was shown
abeve that things seen in God are not seen singly by their
own similitude, but all are seen by the one essence of God.
Hence they are seen simultaneously, and not successively.

Regly Obj. 1. We understand one thing only when we un-
derstand by one species; but many things understood by one
species are understood simultaneously, as in the species of a
man we understand animal and raiional, and in the species
of a kouse we understand the wall and the ro0f.

Reply Obj. 2. As regards their natural knowledge, whereby
they know things by the diverse species with which they are
endowed, the angels do not know all things simultaneously,
and thus, in understanding, they are moved according to
time; but as regards the things which they see in God, they
see all at the same time.

Eleventh Article

WHETHER ANYONE IN THIS LIFE CAN SEE THE ESSENCE
OF GOD?

We proceed thus to the Eleventh Article:—
Objection 1. It seems that in this life one can see the divine
essence. For Jacob said: I have seen God face to face (Gen.

8 De Trin., XV, 16 (PL 42, 1079).
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xxxii. 30). But to see Him face to face is to see His essence,
as appears from the words: We sec now in a glass and in a
dark manner, but then face to face (1 Cor. xiii. 12). There-
fore God can be seen in this life in His essence.

Obj. 2. Further, the Lord said of Moses: I speak to him
mouth to mouth, and plainly, and not by riddles and figures
doth he see the Lord (Num. xii. 8) ; but this is to see God in
His essence. Therefore it is possible to see the essence of God
in this life.

Obj. 3. Further, that wherein we know all other things,
and whereby we judge of other things, is in itself known to
us. But even now we know all things in God; for Augustine
says: If we both see that what you say is true, and we both
see that what I sey is true, where, I ask, do we see this?
neither I in thee, nor thou in me; but both of us in that in-
commutable truth itself above our minds.®* He also says that,
We judge of all things according to the divine truth3® and
that, it is the business of reason to judge of these corporeal
things according to the incorporeal and eternal ideas; which,
unless they were above the mind, could not be incommuta-
ble.3® Therefore even in this life we see God himself.

Obj. 4. Further, according to Augustine, those things that
are in the soul by their essence are seen by intellectual vi-
sion.?” But intellectual vision is of intelligible things, not
by any likenesses, but by their very essences, as he also says
there. Therefore, since God is in our soul by His essence, it
follows that He is seen by us in His essence.

On the contrary, 1t is written, Man shall not see Me, and
live (Exod. xxxiii. 20), and the Gloss upon this says: In this
mortal life God can be seen by certain images, but not by
the likeness itself of His own nature38

I answer that, God cannot be seen in His essence by one
‘who is merely man, except he be separated from this mortal
life. The reason is, because, as was said above, the mode of
knowledge follows the mode of the nature of the knower. But
our soul, as long as we live in this life, has its being in cor-
poreal matter; hence it knows naturally only what has a
form in matter, or what can be known by such a form. Now

¥ Confess., XI1, 25 (PL 32, 840). % De Vera Relig., XXX ; XXXI
(PL 34, 146; 147). 3 De Trin., X1I1, 2 (PL 42, 999). ¥ De Genesi
ad Litt., X11, 24; 31 (PL 34, 474; 479). * Glossa ordin. (1, 203B).
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it is evident that the divine essence cannot be known through
the nature of material things. For it was shown above that
the knowledge of God by means of any created likeness is
not the vision of His essence. Hence it is impossible for the
soul of man in this life to see the essence of God. This can
be seen in the fact that the more our soul is abstracted from
corporeal things, the more it is capable of receiving abstract
intelligible things. Hence in dreams and alienations of the
bodily senses, divine revelations and foresight of future
events are perceived the more clearly. It is not possible,
therefore, that the soul in this mortal life should be raised
up to the highest of intelligible objects, that is, to the divine
essence.

Reply Obj. 1. According to Dionysius, a maen is said in the
Scriptures to have seen God in the sense that certain figures
were formed in the senses or imagination, according to some
likeness representing something divine2® So when Jacob says,
I have seen God face to face, this does not mean the divine
essence, but some figure representing God. And this is to be
referred to some high mode of prophecy, s¢ that God is seen
to speak, though in an imaginary vision; as will later be ex-
plained in treating of the degrees of prophecy.** We may
also say that Jacob spoke thus to designate some exalted
intellectual contemplation, above the ordinary state.

Reply Obj. 2. As God works miracles in corporeal things,
so also He does supernatural wonders above the common
order, raising the minds of some living in the flesh, but who
forego the use of the senses, even up to the vision of His own
essence; as Augustine says of Moses, the teacher of the Jews,
and of Paul, the teacher of the Gentiles.*! This will be treated
more fully in the question on rapture.*? :

Reply Obj. 3. All things are said to be seen in God, and
all things are judged in Him, because by the participation of
His light we know and judge all things; for the very light
of natural reason is a participation of the divine light; as
likewise we are said to see and judge of sensible things in
the sun, that is, by the sun’s light. Hence Augustine says,
The lessons of instruction can be seew only if they be il-

*® De Cael. Hier., IV, 3 (PG 3, 180). 4 S RNII=TT G I 748 &3S
 De Genesi ad Litt., X1I, 26; 27; 28; 34 (PL 34, 476; 477; 478; 482) ;
Epist. CXLVII, 13 (PL 33, 610). 218, 7.011-11; qgaysiiar o35 435
and 6.
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lumined by their own sun,*® namely, God. Just as therefore,
in order to see a sensible thing it is not necessary to see the
substance of the sun, so in like manner to see something in-
telligible, it is not necessary to see the essence of God.

Reply Obj. 4. Intellectual vision is of the things which are
in the soul by their essence, as intelligible things are in the
intellect. And thus God is in the souls of the blessed; not thus
is He in our soul, but by presence, essence, and power.

Twelfth Article

WHETHER GOD CAN BE KNOWN IN THIS LIFE BY
NATURAL REASON?

We proceed thus to the Twelfth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that by natural reason we cannot
know God in this life. For Boethius says that reason does not
grasp a simple form.** But God is a supremely simple form,
as was shown above.*® Therefore natural reason cannot at-
tain to know Him.

Obj. 2. Further, the soul understands nothing by natural
reason without an image.*® But we cannot have an image of
God, Who is incorporeal. Therefore we cannot know God by
natural knowledge.

Obj. 3. Further, the knowledge of natural reason belongs
to both good and evil, inasmuch as they have a common na-
ture. But the knowledge of God belongs only to the good; for
Augustine says: The eye of the human mind is not fixed on
that excellent light unless purified by the justice of faith*
Therefore God cannot be known by natural reason.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. i. 19), That which is
known of God, namely, what can be known of God by natu-
ral reason, is manifest in them.

I answer that, Our natural knowledge begins from sense.
Hence our natural knowledge can go as far as it can be led
by sensible things. But our intellect cannot be led by sense
so far as to see the essence of God; because sensible creatures
are effects of God which do not equal the power of God, their
cause. Hence from the knowledge of sensible things the whole

 Solil., 1, 8 (PL 32, 877). # De Consol., V, prose 4 (PL 63, 847).
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power of God cannot be known; nor therefore can His es-
sence be seen. But because they are His effects and depend
on their cause, we can be led from them so far as to know of
God whether He exists, and to know of Him what must neces-
sarily belong to Him, as the first cause of all things, exceed-
ing all things caused by Him.

Hence, we know His relationship with creatures, that is,
that He is the cause of all things; also that creatures differ
from Him, inasmuch as He is not in any way part of what
is caused by Him; and that His efiects are removed from
Him, not by reason of any defect on His part, but because
He superexceeds them all.

Reply Obj. 1. Reason cannot reach a simple form, so as
to know what it is; but it can know whether it is.

Reply Obj. 2. God is known by natural knowledge through
the images of His effects.

Reply Obj. 3. Since the knowledge of God’s essence is by
grace, it belongs only to the good, but the knowledge of Him
by natural reason can belong to both good and bad; and
hence Augustine says, retracting what he had said before:
I do not approve what I said in praver, ‘God who willest that
only the pure should know truth’*> For it can be answered
thet many who are not pure know many truths,*® that is, by
natural reason.

Thirteenth Article

WHETHER BY GRACE A HIGHER KNOWLEDGE OF GOD CAN
BE OBTAINED THAN BY NATURAL REASON?

We proceed thus to the Thirteenth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that by grace a higher knowledge
of God is not obtained than by natural reason. For Dionysius
says that whoever is the better united to God in this life, is
united to Him as to one entirely unknown.’® He says the
same of Moses, who nevertheless obtained a certain excel-
lence by the knowledge conferred by grace. But to be united
to God, while not knowing of Him what He is, comes about
also by natural reason. Therefore God is not more known to
us by grace than by natural reason.

“®Solil., 1, 1 (PL 32, 870). ® Retract., I, 4 (PL 32, 589). *De
Myst. Theol., 1, 3 (PG 3, 1001).
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Obj. 2. Further, we can acquire the knowledge of divine
things by natural reason only through images; and the same
applies to the knowledge given by grace. For Dionysius says
that it is impossible for the divine ray to shine upon us ex-
cept as screened round about by the many colored sacred
veils.”® Therefore we do know God more fully by grace than
by natural reason.

0bj. 3. Further, our intellect adheres to God by the grace
of faith. But faith does not seem to be knowledge; for Greg-
ory says that tkings not seen are the objects of faith, and not
of knowledge.5® Therefore there is not given to us a more
excellent knowledge of God by grace.

On the contrary, The Apostle says that God hath revealed
to us by His Spirit, what none of the princes of this world
knew (1 Cor. ii. 8, 10), namely, the philosophers, as the
Gloss expounds.’s

I answer that, We have a more perfect knowledge of God
by grace than by natural reason. Which is proved thus. The
knowledge which we have by natural reason requires two
things: images derived from the sensible things, and a natu-
ral intelligible light enabling us to abstract intelligible con-
ceptions from them.

Now in both of these, human knowledge is assisted by
the revelation of grace. For the intellect’s natural light is
strengthened by the infusion of gratuitous light, and some-
times also the images in the imagination are divinely formed,
so as to express divine things better than do those which
we receive naturally from gensible things, as appears in
prophetic visions; while sometimes sensible things, or even
voices, are divinely formed to express some divine meaning;
as in the Baptism, the Holy Ghost was seen in the shape of
a dove, and the voice of the Father was heard, This is My
beloved Son (Matt. iii. 17).

Reply Obj. 1. Although by the revelation of grace in this
life we do not know of God what Ie is, and thus are united
to Him as to one unknown, still we know Him more fully
according as many and more excellent of His effects are
demonstrated to us, and according as we attribute to Him
some things known by divine revelation, to which natural

* De Cael. Hier., 1, 2 (PG 3, 121). *In Evang., I1, hom. 26 (PL
76, 1202). % Glossa interl., super I Cor. 11, 10 (VI, 36r).
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reason cannot reach, as, for instance, that God is Three and
One.

Reply 0bj. 2. From the images either naturally received
from sense, or divinely formed in the imagination, we have
so much the more excellent intellectual knowledge, the
stronger the intelligible light is in man; and thus through the
revelation given by the images a fuller knowledge is received
by the infusion of the divine light.

Reply Obj. 3. Faith is a kind of knowledge, inasmuch as
the intellect is determined by faith to some knowable object.
But this determination to one object does not proceed from
the vision of the believer, but from the vision of Him Who is
believed. Thus, as far as faith falls short of vision, it falls
short of the nature which knowledge has when it is science;
for science determines the intellect to one object by the vi-
sion and understanding of first principles.



Question XIIT

THE NAMES OF GOD
(In Twelve Articles)

AFTER the consideration of those things which belong to the
divine knowledge, we now proceed to the consideration of
the divine names. For everything is named by us according
to our knowledge of it.

Under this head, there are twelve points for inquiry. (1)
Whether God can be named by us? (2) Whether any names
applied to God are predicated of Him substantially? (3)
Whether any names applied to God are said of Him properly,
or are all to be taken metaphorically? (4) Whether any
names applied to God are synonymous? (5) Whether some
names are applied to God and to creatures univocally or
equivocally? (6) Whether, supposing they are applied ana-
logically, they are applied first to God or to creatures? (7)
Whether any names are applicable to God from time? (8)
Whether this name God is a name of nature, or of operation?
(9) Whether this name God is a communicable name? (10)
Whether it is taken univocally or equivocally as signifying
God, by nature, by participation, and by opinion? (11)
Whether this name, Who is, is the supremely appropriate
name of God? (12) Whether affirmative propositions can be
formed about God?

First Article
WHETHER A NAME CAN BE GIVEN TO GOD?

We proceed thus to the First Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that no name can be given to God.
For Dionysius says that, Of Him there is neither name, nor
can one be found of Him,' and it is written: What is His
name, and what is the name of His Son, if thou knowest?
(Prov. xxx. 4).

Obj. 2. Further, every name is either abstract or concrete.
But concrete names do not belong to God, since He is sim-
ple, nor do abstract names belong to Him, since they do not

*De Div. Nom., 1, 5 (PG 3, 593).
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signify any perfect subsisting thing. Therefore no name can
be said of God.

Obj. 3. Further, nouns signify substance with quality;
verbs and participles signify substance with time; pronouns
the same with demonstration or relation. But none of these
can be applied to God, for He has no quality, or accident, or
time; moreover, He cannot be felt, so as to be pointed out;
nor can He be described by relation, inasmuch as relations
serve to recall a thing mentioned before by nouns, partici-
ples, or demonstrative pronouns. Therefore God cannot in
any way be named by us.

On the contrary, It is written (Exod. xv. 3): The Lord is
a man of war, Almighty is His name.

I answer that, Since, according to the Philosopher,®> words
are signs of ideas, and ideas the similitudes of things, it is
evident that words function in the signification of things
through the conception of the intellect. It follows therefore
that we can give a name to anything in so far as we can
understand it. Now it was shown above that in this life we
cannot see the essence of God;® but we know God from crea-
tures as their cause, and also by way of excellence and remo-
tion. In this way therefore He can be named by us from
creatures, yet not so that the name which signifies Him ex-
presses the divine essence in itself in the way that the name
man expresses the essence of man in himself, since it signifies
the definition which manifests his essence. For the idea ex-
pressed by the name is the definition.

Reply Obj. 1. The reason why God has no name, or is said
to be above being named, is because His essence is above all
that we understand about God and signify in words.

Reply Obj. 2. Because we come to know and name God
from creatures, the names we attribute to God signify what
belongs to material creatures, of which the knowledge is nat-
ural to us, as was shown above.* And because in creatures of
this kind what is perfect and subsistent is composite, whereas
their form is not a complete subsisting thing, but rather is
that whereby a thing is, hence it follows that all names used
by us to signify a complete subsisting thing must have a
concrete meaning, as befits composite things. On the other
hand, names given to signify simple forms signify a thing not

2 Perik., I (16a 3). 8Q. 12,a. 11 and 12, ¢Q. 12,a. 4.
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as subsisting, but as that whereby a thing is; as, for instance,
whiteness signifies that whereby a thing is white. And since
God is simple and subsisting, we attribute to Him simple and
abstract names to signify His simplicity, and concrete names
to signify His subsistence and perfection; although both
these kinds of names fail to express His mode of being, be-
cause our intellect does not know Him in this life as He is.

Reply Obj. 3. To signify substance with quality is to sig-
nify the suppositum with a nature or determined form in
which it subsists. Hence, as some things are said of God in
a concrete sense, to signify His subsistence and perfection,
so likewise nouns are applied to God signifying substance
with quality. Further, verbs and participles, which signify
time, are applied to Him because His eternity includes all
time. For as we can apprehend and signify simple subsistents
only by way of composite things, so we can understand and
express simple eternity only by way of temporal things, be-
cause our intellect has a natural proportion to composite and
temporal things. But demonstrative pronouns are applied to
God as pointing to what is understood, not to what is sensed.
For we can point to Him only as far as we understand Him.
Thus, according as nouns, participles and demonstrative pro-
nouns are applicable to God, so far can He be signified by
relative pronouns.

Second Article

WHETHER ANY NAME CAN BE APPLIED TO GOD
SUBSTANTIALLY?

We proceed thus to the Second Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that no name can be applied to God
substantially. For Damascene says: Everything said of God
must not signify His substance, but rather show forth what
He is not; or express some relation, or something following
from His nature or operation.’

Obj. 2. Further, Dionysius says: You will find a chorus of
koly doctors addressed to the end of distinguishing clearly
and praiseworthily the divine processions in the denomina-
tions of God.® This means that the names applied by the holy

® De Fide Orth., 1, 9 (PG 94, 833).  °De Div. Nom., 1, 4 (PG 3,
589).
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doctors in praising God are distinguished according to the
divine processions themselves. But what expresses the proces-
sion of anything does not signify anything pertaining to its
essence. Therefore the names said of God are not said of
Him substantially.

Obj. 3. Further, a thing is named by us according as we
understand it. But in this life God is not understood by us
in His substance. Therefore neither is any name we can use
applied substantially to God.

On the contrary, Augustine says: For God to be is to be
strong or wise, or whatever else we may say of that simplicity
whereby His substance is signified.” Therefore all names of
this kind signify the divine substance.

I answer that, Names which are said of God negatively or
which signify His relation to creatures manifestly do not at
all signify His substance, but rather express the distance of
the creature from Him, or His relation to something else, or
rather, the relation of creatures to Himself.

But as regards names of God said absolutely and affirma-
tively, as good, wise, and the like, various and many opin-
ions have been held. For some have said that all such names,
although they are applied to God affirmatively, nevertheless
have been brought into use more to remove something from
God than to posit something in Him. Hence they assert that
when we say that God lives, we mean that God is not like
an inanimate thing; and the same in like manner applies to
other names. This was taught by Rabbi Moses.® Others? say
that these names applied to God signify His relationship
towards creatures: thus in the words, God is geod, we mean,
God is the cause of goodness in things; and the same inter-
pretation applies to other names.

Both of these opinions, however, seem to be untrue for
three reasons. First, because in neither of them could a rea-
son be assigned why some names more than others should be
applied to God. For He is assuredly the cause of bodies in
the same way as He is the cause of good things; therefore
if the words God is good signified no more than, God is the
cause of good things, it might in like manner be said that
God is a body, inasmuch as He is the cause of bodies. So
also to say that He is a body implies that He is not a mere

?De Trin., VI, 4 (PL 42, 927). 8 Guide, 1, 58 (p. 82).  °Alain
of Lille, Theol. Reg. XX1; XXVI (PL 210, 631; 633).
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potentiality, as is primary matter. Secondly, because it would
follow that all names applied to God would be said of Him
by way of being taken in a secondary sense, as healthy is
secondarily said of medicine, because it signifies only the
cause of health in the animal which primarily is called
healthy. Thirdly, because this is against the intention of
those who speak of God. For in saying that God lives, they
assuredly mean more than to say that He is the cause of our
life, or that He differs from inanimate bodies.

Therefore we must hold a different doctrine—viz., that
these names signify the divine substance, and are predicated
substantially of God, although they fall short of representing
Him. Which is proved thus. For these names express God, so
far as our intellects know Him. Now since our intellect knows
God from creatures, it knows Him as far as creatures repre-
sent Him. But it was shown above that God prepossesses in
Himself all the perfections of creatures, being Himself abso-
lutely and universally perfect.!® Hence every creature repre-
sents Him, and is like Him, so far as it possesses some
perfection: yet not so far as to represent Him as something
of the same species or genus, but as the excelling source of
whose form the effects fall short, although they derive some
kind of likeness thereto, even as the forms of inferior bodies
represent the power of the sun. This was explained above in
treating of the divine perfection.!’ Therefore, the aforesaid
names signify the divine substance, but in an imperfect man-
ner, even as creatures represent it imperfectly. So when we
say, God is good, the meaning is not, God is the cause of
goodness, or, God is not evil; but the meaning is, Whatever
good we attribute to creatures pre-exists in God, and in a
higher way. Hence it does not follow that God is good be-
cause He causes goodness; but rather, on the contrary, He
causes goodness in things because He is good. As Augustine
says, Because He is good, we are.}?

Reply Obj. 1. Damascene says that these names do not
signify what God is because by none of these names is what
He is perfectly expressed; but each one signifies Him in an
imperfect manner, even as creatures represent Him imper-
fectly.

Reply Obj. 2. In the signification of names, that from

Q. 4,a.2. 2Q.4,a.3. 2De Doc. Christ,, 1, 32 (PL 34, 32).
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which the name is derived is different sometimes from what
it is intended to signify, as for instance this name stone
[lapis] is imposed from the fact that it hurts the foot [ledit
pedem]; yet it is not imposed to signify that which hurts the
foot, but rather to signify a certain kind of body; otherwise
everything that hurts the foot would be a stone. So we must
say that such divine names are imposed from the divine
processions; for as according to the diverse processions of
their perfections, creatures are the representations of God,
although in an imperfect manner, so likewise our intellect
knows and names God according to each kind of procession.
But nevertheless these names are not imposed to signify the
processions themselves, as if when we say God lives, the sense
were, life proceeds from Him, but to signify the principle it-
self of things, in so far as life pre-exists in Him, although it
pre-exists in Him in a more eminent way than is understood
or signified.

Reply Obj. 3. In this life, we cannot know the essence of
God as it is in itself, but we know it according as it is rep-
resented in the perfections of creatures; and it is thus that
the names imposed by us signify it.

Third Article

WHETHER ANY NAME CAN BE APPLIED TO GOD
PROPERLY?

We proceed thus to the Third Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that no name is applied properly to
God. For all names which we apply to God are taken from
creatures, as was explained above. But the names of crea-
tures are applied to God metaphorically, as when we say,
God is a stone, or a lion, or the like. Therefore names are
applied to God in a metaphorical sense.

0bj. 2. Further, no name can be applied properly to any-
thing if it should be more truly denied of it than given to
it. But all such names as good, wise, and the like, are more
truly denied of God than given to Him; as appears from
what Dionysius says.!® Therefore none of these names is said
of God properly. :

Obj. 3. Further, corporeal names are applied to God in a

33 De Cael. Hier., 11, 3 (PG 3, 141).
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metaphorical sense only, since He is incorporeal. But all such
names imply some kind of corporeal condition; for their
meaning is bound up with time and composition and like
corporeal conditions. Therefore all these names are applied
to God in a metaphorical sense.

On the contrary, Ambrose says, Some names there are
which express evidently the property of the divinity, and
some which express the clear truth of the divine majesty; but
others tkere are which are said of God metaphorically by way
of similitude.** Therefore not all names are applied to God in
a metaphorical sense, but there are some which are said of
Him properly.

I answer that, According to the preceding article, our
knowledge of God is derived from the perfections which flow
from Him to creatures; which perfections are in God in a
more eminent way than in creatures. Now our intellect ap-
prehends them as they are in creatures, and as it apprehends
them thus does it signify them by names. Therefore, as to
the names applied to God, there are two things to be con-
sidered—viz., the perfectlons themselves which they signify,
such as goodness, life, and the like, and their mode of sig-
nification. As regards what is signiﬁed by these names, they
belong properly to God, and more properly than they belong
to creatures, and are applied primarily to Him. But as re-
gards their mode of signification, they do not properly and
strictly apply to God; for their mode of signification befits
creatures.

Reply Obj. 1. There are’some names which signify these
perfections flowing from God to creatures in such a way that
the imperfect way in which creatures receive the divine per-
fection is part of the very signification of the name itself, as
stone signifies a material being; and names of this kind can
be applied to God only in a metaphorical sense. Other names,
however, express the perfections themselves absolutely, with-
out any such mode of participation being part of their signifi-
cation, as the words being, good, living, and the like; and
such names can be applied to God properly.

Reply Obj. 2. Such names as these, as Dionysius shows,
are denied of God for the reason that what the name signifies
does not belong to Him in the ordinary sense of its significa-

X De Fide, 11, Prol. (PL 16, 583).
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tion, but in a more eminent way. Hence Dionysius says also
that God is above all substance and all life.

Reply Obj. 3. These names which are applied to God prop-
erly imply corporeal conditions, not in the thing signified,
but as regards their mode of signification; whereas those
which are applied to God metaphorically imply and mean a
corporeal condition in the thing signified.

Fourth Article
WHETHER NAMES APPLIED TO GOD ARE SYNONYMOUS?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that these names applied to God are
synonymous names. For synonymous names are those which
mean exactly the same. But these names applied to God
mean entirely the same thing in God; for the goodness of
God is His essence, and likewise it is His wisdom. Therefore
these names are entirely synonymous.

0Obj. 2. Further, if it be said that these names signify one
and the same thing in reality, but differ in idea, it can be
objected that an idea to which no reality corresponds is an
empty notion. Therefore if these ideas are many, and the
thing is one, it seems also that all these ideas are empty
notions.

Obj. 3. Further, a thing which is one in reality and in idea
is more one than what is one in reality and many in idea.
But God is supremely one. Therefore it seems that He is not
one in reality and many in idea; and thus the names applied
to God do not have different meanings. Hence they are syn-
onymous.

On the contrary, All synonyms united with each other are
redundant, as when we say, vesture clothing. Therefore if all
names applied to God are synonymous, we cannot properly
say good God, or the like; and yet it is written, O most
mighty, great and powerful, the Lord of hosts is Thy name
(Jer. xxxii. 18).

I answer that, These names spoken of God are not syn-
onymous. This would be easy to understand, if we said that
these names are used to remove or to express the relation
of cause to creatures; for thus it would follow that there are

% De Cael. Hier., 11, 3 (PG 3, 141).
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different ideas as regards the diverse things denied of God,
or as regards diverse effects connoted. But according to what
was said above, namely, that these names signify the divine
substance, although in an imperfect manner, it is also clear
from what has been said that they have diverse meanings.
For the idea signified by the name is the conception in the
intellect of the thing signified by the name. But since our
intellect knows God from creatures, in order to understand
God it forms conceptions proportioned to the perfections
flowing from God to creatures. These perfections pre-exist
in God unitedly and simply, whereas in creatures they are
received divided and multiplied. Just as, therefore, to the
diverse perfections of creatures there corresponds one simple
principle represented by the diverse perfections of creatures
in a various and manifold manner, so also to the various and
multiplied conceptions of our intellect there corresponds one
altogether simple principle, imperfectly understood through
these conceptions. Therefore, although the names applied
to God signify one reality, still, because they signify that
reality under many and diverse aspects, they are not syn-
onymous.

Thus appears the solution of the First Objection, since
synonymous names signify one thing under one aspect; for
names which signify different aspects of one thing do not
signify primarily and absolutely one thing, because a name
signifies a thing only through the medium of the intellectual
conception, as was said above.

Reply Obj. 2. The many aspects of these names are not
useless and empty, for there corresponds to all of them one
simple reality represented by them in a manifold and im-
perfect manner.

Reply Obj. 3. The perfect unity of God requires that what
are manifold and divided in others should exist in Him sim-
ply and unitedly. Thus it comes about that He is one in
reality, and yet multiple in idea, because our intellect appre-
hends Him in a manifold manner, as things represent Him.
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Fifth Article

WHETHER WHAT IS SAID OF GOD AND OF CREATURES
IS UNIVOCALLY PREDICATED OF THEM?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that the things attributed to God
and creatures are univocal. For every equivocal term is re-
duced to the univocal, as many are reduced to one: for if
the name dog be said equivocally of the barking dog and of
the dogfish, it must be said of some univocally—viz., of all
barking dogs; otherwise we proceed to infinitude. Now there
are some univocal agents which agree with their effects in
name and definition, as man generates man; and there are
some agents which are equivocal, as the sun which causes
heat, although the sun is hot only in an equivocal sense.
Therefore it seems that the first agent, to which all other
agents are reduced, is a univocal agent: and thus what is
said of God and creatures is predicated univocally.

Obj. 2. Further, no likeness is understood through equiv-
ocal names. Therefore, as creatures have a certain likeness to
God, according to the text of Genesis (i. 26), Let us make
man to our image and likeness, it seems that something can
be said of God and creatures univocally.

Obj. 3. Further, measure is homogeneous with the thing
measured, as is said in Metaph. x.2° But God is the first
measure of all beings. Therefore God is homogeneous with
creatures; and thus a name may be applied univocally to
God and to creatures.

On the contrary, Whatever is predicated of various things
under the same name but not in the same sense is predicated
equivocally. But no name belongs to God in the same sense
that it belongs to creatures; for instance, wisdom in crea-
tures is a quality, but not in God. Now a change in genus
changes an essence, since the genus is part of the definition;
and the same applies to other things. Therefore whatever is
said of God and of creatures is predicated equivocally.

Further, God is more distant from creatures than any
creatures are from each other. But the distance of some crea-
tures makes any univocal predication of them impossible, as

1® Aristotle, Metaph., IX, 1 (1053a 24).
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in the case of those things which are not in the same genus.
Therefore much less can anything be predicated univocally
of God and creatures; and so only equivocal predication can
be applied to them.

I answer that, Univocal predication is impossible between
God and creatures. The reason of this is that every effect
which is not a proportioned result of the power of the ef-
ficient cause receives the similitude of the agent not in its
full degree, but in a measure that falls short; so that what is
divided and multiplied in the effects resides in the agent
simply, and in an unvaried manner. For example, the sun by
the exercise of its one power produces manifold and various
forms in these sublunary things. In the same way, as was said
above, all perfecticns existing in creatures divided and multi-
plied pre-exist in God unitedly. Hence, when any name ex-
pressing perfection is applied to a creature, it signifies that
perfection as distinct from the others according to the nature
of its definition; as, for instance, by this term wise applied
to a man, we signify some perfection distinct from a man’s
essence, and distinct from his power and his being, and from
all similar things. But when we apply wise to God, we do not
mean to signify anything distinct from His essence or power
or being. And thus when this term wise is applied to man, in
some degree it circumscribes and comprehends the thing sig-
nified; whereas this is not the case when it is anplied to God,
but it leaves the thing signified as uncomprehended and as
exceeding the signification of the name. Hence it is evident
that this term wise is not applied in the same way to God
and to man. The same applies to other terms. Hence, no
name is predicated univocaliy of God and of creatures.

Neither, on the other hand, are names applied to God and
creatures in a purely equivocal sense, as some have said.l”
Because if that were so, it follows that from creatures noth-
ing at all could be known or demonstrated about God; for
the reasoning would always be exposed to the fallacy of equiv-
ocation. Such a view is against the Philosopher, who proves
many things about God, and also against what the Apostle
says: The invisible things of God are clearly seen being un-
derstood by the things that are made (Rom. i. 20). There-
fore it must be said that these names are said of God and

¥ Maimonides, Guide, I, 59 (p. 84); Averroes, In Metaph., XII,
comm. 51 (VIII, 158r).
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creatures in an analogous sense, that is, according to pro-
portion.

This can happen in two ways: either according as many
things are proportioned to one (thus, for example Zealthy
is predicated of medicine and urine in relation and in pro-
portion to health of body, of which the latter is the sign and
the former the cause), or according as one thing is propor-
tioned to another (thus, %ealthy 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 crea-
tures. 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 equivocals; but
the name which is thus used in a multiple sense signifies
various proportions to some one thing: e.g., kealthy, applied
to urine, signifies the sign of animal health; but applied to
medicine, it signifies the cause of the same health.

Reply Obj. 1. Although in predications all equivocals must
be reduced to univocals, still in actions the non-univocal
agent must precede the univocal agent. For the non-univocal
agent is the universal cause of the whole species, as the sun
is the cause of the generation of all men. But the univocal
agent is not the universal efficient cause of the whole species
(otherwise it would be the cause of itself, since it is con-
tained in the species), but is a particular cause of this
individual which it places under the species by way of par-
ticipation. Therefore the universal cause of the whole species
is not a univocal agent: and the universal cause comes be-
fore the particular cause. But this universal agent, while not
univocal, nevertheless is not altogether univecal (otherwise
it could not produce its own likeness); but it can be called
an analogical agent, just as in predications all univocal
names are reduced to one first non-univocal analogical name,
which is being.

Reply Obj. 2. The likeness of the creature to God is im-
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perfect, for it does not represent the same thing even ge-
nerically.'$

Reply 0bj. 3. God is not a measure proportioned to the
things measured; hence it is not necessary that God and
creatures should be in the same genus.

The arguments adduced in the contrary sense prove in-
deed that these names are not predicated univocally of God
and creatures; yet they do not prove that they are predicated
equivocally.

Sixth Article

WHETHER NAMES PREDICATED OF GOD ARE PREDICATED
PRIMARILY OF CREATURES?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that names are predicated primarily
of creatures rather than of God. For we name anything ac-
cordingly as we know it, since names, as the Philosopher
says,'® are signs of ideas. But we know creatures before we
know God. Therefore the names imposed by us are predi-
cated primarily of creatures rather than of God.

Obj. 2. Further, Dionysius says that we name God from
creatures.?® But names transferred from creatures to God are
said primarily of creatures rather than of God; as lion, stone,
and the like. Therefore all names applied to God and crea-
tures are applied primarily to creatures rather than to God.

Obj. 3. Further, all names applied to God and creatures in
common are applied to God as the cause of all creatures, as
Dionysius says.2! But what is applied to anything through its
cause is applied to it secondarily; for %eaithy is primarily
predicated of animal rather than of medicine, which is the
cause of health. Therefore these names are said primarily
of creatures rather than of God.

On the contrary, It is written, I bow my knees to the
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, of Whom all paternity in
heaven and earth is named (Ephes. iii. 14, 15); and the same
holds of the other names applied to God and creatures.
Therefore these names are applied primarily to God rather
than to creatures.

Q. 4, a. 3. ®Perih, I (162 3).  * De Div. Nom., I, 6 (PG
3, 596). 2 De Myst. Theol., 1, 2 (PG 3, 1000).
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I answer that, In names predicated of many in an analogi-
cal sense, all are predicated through a relation to some one
thing; and this one thing must be placed in the definition of
them all. And since tZe essence expressed by the name is the
definition, as the Philosopher says,?? such a name must be ap-
plied primarily to that which is put in the definition of the
other things, and secondarily to these others according as
they approach more or less to the first. Thus, for instance,
kealthy applied to animals comes into the definition of
kealthy applied to medicine, which is called healthy as being
the cause of health in the animal; and also into the definition
of kealthy which is applied to urine, which is called healthy
in so far as it is the sign of the animal’s health.

So it is that all names applied metaphorically to God are
applied to creatures primarily rather than to God, because
when said of God they mean only similitudes to such crea-
tures. For as smiling applied to a field means only that the
field in the beauty of its flowering is like to the beauty of the
human smile by proportionate likeness, so the name of lion
applied to God means only that God manifests strength in
His works, as a lion in his. Thus it is clear that applied to
God the signification of these names can be defined only from
what is said of creatures.

But to other names not applied to God in a metaphorical
sense, the same rule would apply if they were spoken of God
as the cause only, as some have supposed.?® For when it is
said, God is good, it would then only mean, God is the cause
of the creature’s goodness; and thus the name good applied
to God would include in its meaning the creature’s goodness.
Hence good would apply primarily to creatures rather than
God. But, as was shown above, these names are applied to
God not as the cause only, but also essentially. For the words,
God is good, or wise, signify not only that He is the cause of
wisdom or goodness, but that these exist in Him in a more ex-
cellent way. Hence as regards what the name signifies, these
names are applied primarily to God rather than to creatures,
because these perfections flow from God to creatures; but as
regards the imposition of the names, they are primarily ap-
plied by us to creatures, which we know first. Hence they

# Aristotle, Metaph., 111, 4 (10122 23). * Alain of Lille, Theol.
Reg., XXI1; XXVI (PL 210, 631; 633).
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have a mode of signification which belongs to creatures, as
was said above.

Reply Obj. 1. This objection refers to the imposition of
the name: to that extent it is true.

Reply Obj. 2. The same rule does not apply to metaphoti-
cal and to other names, as was said above.

Reply Obj. 3. This objection would be valid if these names
were applied to God only as cause, and not also essentially,
for instance, as kealthy is applied to medicine,

Seventh Article

WHETHER NAMES WHICH IMPLY RELATION TO CREATURES
ARE PREDICATED OF GOD TEMPORALLY?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that names which imply relation to
creatures are not predicated of God temporally. For all such
names signify the divine substance, as is universally held.
Hence also Ambrose says that this name Lord is a name
of power,?* which is the divine substance; and Creator signi-
fies the action of God, which is His essence. Now the divine
substance is not temporal, but eternal. Therefore these names
are not applied to God temporally, but eternally.

Obj. 2. Further, that to which something applies tem-
porally can be described as made; for what is white tempo-
rally is made white. But to be made does not apply to God.
Therefore nothing can be predicated of God temporally.

Obj. 2. Further, if any names are applied to God tempo-
rally because they imply relation to creatures, the same rule
holds good of all things that imply relation to creatures. But
some names implying relation to creatures are spoken of God
from eternity; for from cternity He knew and loved the crea-
ture, according to the word: I iave loved thee with an ever-
lasting love (Jer. xxxi. 3). Therefore also other names im-
plying relation to creatures, as Lord and Creator, are applied
to God from eternity.

Obj. 4. Further, names of this kind signify relation. There-
fore that relation must be something in God, or in the crea-
ture only. But it cannot be that it is something in the
creature only, for in that case God would be called Lord from

2 De Fide, I (PL 16, 553).
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the opposite relation which is in creatures; and nothing is
named from its opposite. Therefore the relation must be
something in God. But nothing temporal can be in God, for
He is above time. Therefore these names are not applied to
God temporally.

Obj. 5. Further, a thing is called relative from relation; for
instance, lord from lordship, and white from whiteness.
Therefore if the relation of lordship is not really in God, but
only in idea, it follows that God is not really Lord, which is
plainly false.

0bj. 6. Further, in relative things which are not simultane-
ous in nature, one can exist without the other; as a knowable
thing can exist without the knowledge of it, as the Philoso-
pher says.®® But relative things which are said of God and
creatures are not simultaneous in nature. Therefore a relation
can be predicated of God to the creature even without the
existence of the creature; and thus these names, Lord and
Creator, are predicated of God from eternity, and not tem-
porally.

On the contrary, Augustine says that this relative appel-
lation Lord is applied to God temporally.26

I answer that, Some names which import relation to crea-
tures are applied to God temporally, and not from eternity.

To see this we must learn that some have said that relation
is not a reality, but only an idea.2” But this is plainly seen
to be false from the very fact that things themselves have a
mutual natural order and relation. Nevertheless it is neces-
sary to know that, since a relation needs two extremes, there
are three conditions that make a relation to be real or logical.
Sometimes from both extremes it is an idea only, as when a
mutual order or relation can be between things only in the
apprehension of reason; as when we say that tke same is the
same as itself. For the reason, by apprehending one thing
twice, regards it as two; and thus it apprehends a certain re-
lation of a thing to itself. And the same applies to relations
between being and non-being formed by reason, inasmuch as
it apprehends non-being as an extreme. The same is true of
those relations that follow upon an act of reason, as genus
and species, and the like.

* Aristotle, Cat., VII (7b 30). * De Trin., V, 16 (PL 42, 922).
1 Cf. Averroes, In Metaph., XII, comm. 19 (VIII, 144r).—Cf. also
St. Thomas, De Pot., q. 8, a. 2.
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Now there are other relations which are realities as regards
both extremes, as when a relation exists between two things
according to some reality that belongs to both. This is clear
of all relations consequent upon quantity, as great and small,
double and half, and the like; for there is quantity in both
extremes. The same applies to relations consequent upon
action and passion, as motive power and the movable thing,
father and son, and the like.

Again, sometimes a relation in one extreme may be a real-
ity, while in the other extreme it is only an idea. This hap-
pens whenever two extremes are not of one order, as sense
and science refer, respectively, to sensible things and to
iznowable things; which, inasmuch as they are realities exist-
ing in nature, are outside the order of sensible and intelligible
existence. Therefore, in science and in sense a real relation
exists, because they are ordered either to the knowledge or to
the sensible perception of things; whereas the things looked
at in themselves are outside this order. Hence in them there
is no real relation to science and sense, but only in idea, inas-
much as the intellect apprehends them as terms of the rela-
tions of science and sense. Hence, the Philosopher says that
they are called relative, not because they are related to other
things, but because others are related to them.?® Likewise, on
the right is not applied to a column, unless it stands on the
right side of an animal; which relation is not really in the col-
umn, but in the animal.

Since, therefore, God is outside the whole order of crea-
tion, and all creatures are drdered to Him, and not con-
versely, it is manifest that creatures are really related to God
Himself; whereas in God there is no real relation to crea-
tures, hut a relation only in idea, inasmuch as creatures are
related to Him. Thus there is nothing to prevent such names,
which import relation to the creature, from being predicated
of God temporally, not by reason of any change in Him, but
by reason of the change in the creature; as a column is on
the right of an animal, without change in itself, but because
the animal has moved.

Reply Obj. 1. Some relative names are imposed to signify
the relational ordinations themselves, as master and servant,
father and son, and the like; and these are called relatives in
being [secundum esse]. But others are imposed to signify the

2 Metaph., IV, 15 (10212 29).
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things from which follow certain relations, as the mover and
the moved, the %ead and the being that has a head, and the
like; and these are called relatives in name [secundum dici].
Thus, there is the same twofold difference in divine names.
For some signify the relation itself to the creature, as Lord,
and these do not signify the divine substance directly, but
indirectly, in so far as they presuppose the divine substance;
as dominion presupposes power, which is the divine sub-
stance. Others signify the divine essence directly, and the
corresponding relation consequently; as Sevior, Creator, and
the like, signify the action of God, which is His essence. Yet
both kinds of names are said of God temporally so far as they
imply a relation either principally or consequently, but not
so far as they signify the essence, either directly or indirectly.

Reply Obj. 2. Just as relations applied to God temporally
are in God only in our idea, so, to become, or to be made are
applied to God only in idea, with no change in Him; as when
we say, Lord, Thou art become our refuge (Ps. Ixxxix. 1).

Reply Obj. 3. The operation of the intellect and will is in
the operator, and therefore names signifying relations follow-
ing upon the action of the intellect or will are applied to God
from eternity; whereas those following upon the actions pro-
ceeding, according to our mode of thinking, to external ef-
fects are applied to God temporally, as Sevior, Creator, and
the like.

Reply Obj. 4. Relations signified by such names as are
applied to God temporally are in God only in idea; but the
opposite relations in creatures are real. Nor is it incongruous
that God should be denominated from relations really exist-
ing in things, provided that the opposite relations be at the
same time understood by us as existing in God, so that God
is spoken of relatively to the creature inasmuch as the crea-
ture is related to Him; just as the Philosopher says that the
object is said to be knowable relatively because knowledge
relates to it.??

Reply Obj. 5. Since God is related to the creature for the
reason that the creature is related to Him: and since the re-
lation of subjection is real in the creature, it follows that God
is Lord not in idea only, but in reality; for He is called Lord
according to the manner in which the creature is subject to
Him.

2 Ibid. (1021a 30).
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Reply Obj. 6. To know whether relations are simultaneous
by nature or otherwise, it is not necessary to consider the
order of things to which they belong but the meaning of the
relations themselves. For if one includes another in its idea,
and wvice versa, then they are simultaneous by nature: as dou-
ble and half, father and son, and the like. But if one includes
another in its idea, and not vice versa, they are not simultane-
ous by nature. This is the way that science and its object are
related, for the Znowable expresses a possibility, and science
expresses a possible habit, or an act. Hence the concept
knowable according to its mode of signification is prior to
science; but if the knowable object becomes actually known,
then it is simultaneous with science in act; for the known
object is nothing as such unless the knowledge of it exists.
Hence, though God is prior to the creature, still, because the
signification of Lord includes the idea of a servant and wvice
versa, these two relative terms, Lord and servant, are simul-
taneous by nature. Hence God was not Lord until He had a
creature subject to Himself.

Eighth Article
WHETHER THIS NAME GOD NAMES A NATURE?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that this name, God, does not name a
nature. For Damascene says that God (®cbg) is so called
from Beciv which means to take care of, and to cherish all
things; or from aiOswy, that is, to burn, for our God is a con-
suming fire; or from OcdcOar, which means to consider all
things.®® But all these names belong to operation. Therefore
this name God signifies His operation and not His nature.

Obj. 2. Further, a thing is named by us as we know it. But
the divine nature is unknown to us. Therefore this name God
does not signify the divine nature.

On the contrary, Ambrose says that God names a nature.3!

I answer that, Whence a name is imposed, and what the
name signifies are not always the same thing. For just as we
know substance from its properties and operations, so we
sometimes name a substance from some operation or prop-
erty: e.g., we name the substance of a stone from a particular

® De Fide Orth., 1, 9 (PG 94, 835).  *' De Fide, I, 1 (PL 16, 553).
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action, namely, that it hurts the foot [ledit pedem] ; but still
this name is not meant to signify the particular action, but
the stone’s substance. On the other hand, when the things in
question are known to us in themselves, such as heat, cold,
whiteness, and the like, then they are not named from
other things. Hence, as regards such things, the meaning of
the name and its source are the same.

Because therefore God is not known to us in His nature,
but is made known to us from His operations or His effects,
it is from these that we can name Him, as was said above;
hence this name God is a name of operation so far as relates
to the source of its meaning. For this name is imposed from
His universal providence over all things, since all who speak
of God intend to name God that being which exercises provi-
dence over all. Hence Dionysius says: The Deity watches
over all with perfect providence and goodness3? But though
taken from this operation, this name God is imposed to sig-
nify the divine nature.

Reply Obj. 1. All that Damascene says refers to provi-
dence,®® which is the source of the signification of the name
God.

Reply Obj. 2. We can name a thing according to the
knowledge we have of its nature from its properties and ef-
fects. Hence because we can know what stone is in itself from
its property, this name stone signifies the nature of stone in
itself; for it signifies the definition of stone, by which we
know what it is, for the essence which the name signifies is
the definition, as is said in Metapk. iv.3* Now from the divine
effects we cannot know the divine nature in itself, so as to
know what it is; but only by way of eminence, causality, and
negation, as was stated above.?® So it remains that the name
God signifies the divine nature. For this name was imposed
to signify something existing above all things, the principle
of all things, and removed from all things; for this is what
those who name God intend to signify.

2 De Div. Nom., XII, 2 (PG 3, 969). 3 De Fide Orth., 1, 9 (PG
94, 836). 3 Aristotle, Metaph., I11, 7 (10122 23). S0 Tl e
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Ninth Article
WHETHER THIS NAME GOD IS COMMUNICABLE?

We proceed thus to the Ninth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that this name God is communicable.
For whosoever shares in the thing signified by a name shares
in the name itself. But this name God signifies the divine
nature, which is communicable to others, according to the
words, He hath given us great and precious promises, that by
these we may be made partakers of the divine nature (2 Pet.
i. 4). Therefore this name God can be communicated to
others.

Obj. 2. Further, only proper names are not communicable,
Now this name God is not a proper, but an appellative noun;
which appears from the fact that it has a plural, according
to the text, I have said, You are gods (Ps. Ixxxi. 6). There-
fore the name God is communicable.

Obj. 3. Further, this name God comes from operation, as
was explained. But other names given to God from His op-
erations or effects are communicable; as good, wise, and the
like. Therefore this name God is communicable.

On the contrary, It is written: They gave the incommuni-
cable name to wood and stones (Wis. xiv, 21), in reference
to the divine name. Therefore this name God is incommuni-
cable.

I answer that, A name is communicable in two ways, prop-
erly, and through likeness. It is properly communicable if its
whole signification can be given to many; through likeness it
is communicable according to some part of the signification
of the name. For instance, this name Zon is properly com-
municated to all beings of the same nature as lion; through
likeness it is communicable to those who share in something
of the lion’s nature, as for instance courage, or strength, and
such are called lions metaphorically. To know, however, what
names are properly communicable, we must consider that ev-
ery form existing in a singular subject, by which it is individ-
uated, is common to many either in reality or at least in idea;
as human nature is common to many in reality and in idea,
whereas the nature of the sun is not common to many in
reality, but only in idea. For the nature of the sun can
be understood as existing in many subjects; and the rea-
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son is because the intellect understands the nature of every
species by abstraction from the singular. Hence, to be in
one singular subject or in many is outside the idea of the
nature of the species. So, given the idea of a species, it can be
understood as existing in many. But the singular, from the
fact that it is singular, is divided off from all others. Hence
every name imposed to signify any singular thing is incom-
municable both in reality and idea: for the plurality of this
individual thing cannot be conceived. Hence no name signi-
fying any individual thing is properly communicable to
many, but only by way of likeness; as a person can be called
Achilles metaphorically, because he may possess something
of the characteristics of Achilles, such as strength. On the
other hand, forms which are individualed not by any sup-
positum, but by and of themselves, as being subsisting forms,
if understood as they are in themselves, could not be com-
municable either in reality or in idea; but only perhaps by
way of likeness, as was said of individuals. But since we are
unable to understand simple self-subsisting forms as they
really are, and we understand ‘them after the manner of com-
posite things having forms in matter, therefore, as was said
in the first article, we give them concrete names signifying a
nature existing in some suppositum. Hence, so far as concerns
names, the same situation applies to names we impose to sig-
nify the nature of composite things as to names given by us
to signify simple subsisting natures.

Since, then, this name God is given to signify the divine
nature, as was stated above, and since the divine nature can-
not be multiplied as was shown above ¢ it follows that this
name God is incommunicable in reality, but communicable in
human opinion; just as in the same way this name su» would
be communicable according to the opinion of those who say
there are many suns. Therefore, it is written: You served
them who by nature are not gods (Gal. iv. 8); and the Gloss
adds, Gods not in nature, but in human opinion.3” Neverthe-
less, this name God is communicable, not in its whole signifi-
cation, but in some part of it by way of some likeness; so that
they are called gods who share in divinity by likeness, ac-
cording to the text, I kave said, You are gods (Ps. Ixxxi. 6).

BT, a. 3. 3 Peter Lombard, In Gal., super IV, 8 (PL 192,
139) ; cf. Glossa interl. (VI, 84v).
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But if any name were given to signify God not as to His
nature but as to His suppositum, according as He is con-
sidered as tkis something, that name would be absolutely
incommunicable; as, for instance, perhaps the Tetragram-
maton among the Hebrews; and this is like giving to the sun
a name which signifies this individual one.

Reply Obj. 1. The divine nature is communicable only ac-
cording to the participation of some likeness.

Reply Obj. 2. This name God is an appellative name, and
not a proper name, for it signifies the divine nature as resid-
ing in some one possessing it; although God Himself in real-
ity is neither universal nor particular. For names do not fol-
low upon the mode of being in things, but upon the mode of
being that things have in our knowledge. And yet God is in-
communicable in reality, as was said above concerning the
name sus.

Reply 0bj. 3. These names good, wise, and the like, are im-
posed from the perfections proceeding from God to crea-
tures; but they are not meant to signify the divine nature,
but rather the perfections themselves absolutely; and there-
fore even in reality they are communicable to many. But this
name God is given to God from His own proper operation,
which we experience continually, to signify the divine nature.

Tenth Article

WHETHER THIS NAME GOD IS APPLIED TO GOD UNIVOCALLY,
BY NATURE, BY PARTICIPATION, AND ACCORDING
TO OPINION?

We proceed thus to the Tenth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that this name God is applied to God
univocally by nature, by participation, and according to
opinion. For where a diverse signification exists, there is no
contradiction of affirmation and negation; for equivocation
prevents contradiction. But a Catholic who says: A#n idol is
not God, contradicts a pagan who says: An idol is God.
Therefore God in both instances is said univocally.

0bj. 2. Further, as an idol is God in opinion, and not in
truth, so the enjoyment of carnal pleasures is called happi-
ness in opinion, and not in truth. But this name beatitude is
applied univocally to this opined happiness, and also to true
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happiness. Therefore this name God is also applied univo-
cally to the true God and to God according to opinion.

0Obj. 3. Further, those names are called univocal which are
one in meaning. Now when a Catholic says: There is one
God, he understands by the name God an omnipotent being,
and one to be venerated above all things; while the pagan
understands the same when he says: An idol is God. There-
fore this name God is applied univocally to both.

On the contrary, That which is in the intellect is the like-
ness of what is in the thing, as is said in Perikerm. i.3% But
the word animal, applied to a true animal and to a picture of
one, is used equivocally. Therefore this name God, when
applied to the true God and to God in opinion, is applied
equivocally.

Further, No one can signify what he does not know. But
the pagan does not know the divine nature. So when he says
an idol is God, he does not signify the true Deity. On the
other hand, a Catholic signifies the true Deity when he says
there is one God. Therefore this name God is not applied
univocally, but equivocally, to the true God and to God ac-
cording to opinion.

I answer that, This name God in the three aforesaid sig-
nifications is taken neither univocally nor equivocally, but
analogically. This is apparent from this reason:—Univocal
names have absolutely the same meaning, while equivocal
names have absolutely diverse meanings; whereas in analogi-
cals, a name taken in one signification must be placed in the
definition of the same name taken in other significations; as,
for instance, being which is applied to substance is placed in
the definition of being as applied to accident; and healthy
applied to animal is placed in the definition of healthy as ap-
plied to urine and medicine. For of health in the animal
urine is the sign and medicine the cause.

The same applies to the question at issue. For this name
God, as signifying the true God, includes the idea of God
when it is used to signify God according to opinion or by
participation. For when we name anyone god by participa-
tion, we understand by the name god some likeness of the
true God. Likewise, when we call an idol god, by this name
god we understand that something is signified which men

3 Aristotle, Perik., I (16a 5).

B ——




Q. 13. ART. 10 THE NAMES OF GOD 121

think to be God. It is thus manifest that God has different
meanings, but that one of them is present in the others.
Hence it is manifestly said analogically.

Reply Obj. 1. The multiplicity of names does not depend
on the predication of a name, but on its signification: for
this name man, of whomsoever it is predicated, whether
truly or falsely, is predicated in one sense. But it would be
multiplied if by the name man we meant to signify diverse
things; for instance, if one meant to signify by this name
man what man really is, and another meant to signify by the
same name a stone, or something else. Hence it is evident
that a Catholic saying that an idol is not God contradicts
the pagan asserting that it is God; because each of them
uses this name God to signify the true God. For when the
pagan says an idol is God, he does not use this name as
meaning God in opinion, for he would then speak the truth,
as also Catholics sometimes use the name in that sense, as
in the Psalm, Al the gods of the Gentiles are demons (Ps.
XCV. 5).

The same remark applies to the second and third Objec-
tions. For those arguments proceed according to a diversity
in the predication of a name, and not according to a diverse
signification.

Reply Obj. 4. Animal applied to a true and a pictured
animal is not said in a purely equivocal way; for the Philoso-
pher takes equivocal names in a large sense, according to
which they include analogous names,*® because being as well,
which is predicated analogically, is something said to be
predicated equivocally of diverse predicaments.

Reply Obj. 5. Neither a Catholic nor a pagan knows the
very nature of God as it is in itself; but each one knows it
according to some idea of causality, or excellence, or remo-
tion as was said above.*® So a pagan can take this name God
in the same way when he says an idol is God, as the Catholic
does in saying an idol is not God. But if there were someone
entirely ignorant of God, he could not even name Him; un-
less, perhaps, as we utter names the meaning of which we do
not know.

#iGat., 1 (12 1), S0, S S L,
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Eleventh Article

WHETHER THIS NAME, HE WHO IS, IS THE MOST
PROPER NAME OF GOD?

We proceed thus to the Eleventh Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that this name HE WHO IS is not
the most proper name of God. For this name God is an in-
communicable name. But this name, HE WHO IS, is not an
incommunicable name. Therefore this name HE WHO IS is
not the most proper name of God.

Obj. 2. Further, Dionysius says that the name Good ex-
cellently manifests all the processions of God.** But it espe-
cially belongs to God to be the universal source of all things.
Therefore this name GOOD is supremely proper to God, and
not this name HE WHO IS.

0bj. 3. Further, every divine name seems to imply relation
to creatures, for God is known to us only through creatures.
But this name HE WHO IS imports no relation to creatures.
Therefore this name HE WHO 1S is not the most proper
name of God.

On the contrary, It is written that when Moses asked, If
they should say to me, What is His name? what shall I say
to them? the Lord answered him, Thus shalt thou say to
them, HE WHO IS hath sent me to you (Exod. iii. 13, 14).
Therefore this name, HE WHO IS, is the most proper name
of God.

I answer that, This name, HE WHO IS, is the most proper
name of God for three reasons:—

First, because of its signification. For it does not signify
some form, but being itself. Hence, since the being of God is
His very essence (which can be said of no other being),*? it
is clear that among other names this one most properly
names God; for everything is named according to its essence.

Secondly, because of its universality. For all other names
are either less universal, or, if convertible with it, add some-
thing above it at least in idea; hence in a certain way they
inform and determine it. Now in this life our intellect can-
not know the essence itself of God as it is in itself, but how-
ever it may determine what it understands about God, it falls

“ De Div. Nom., 111, 1 (PG 3, 680). g T,
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short of what God is in Himself. Therefore the less deter-
minate the names are, and the more universal and absolute
they are, the more properly are they applied to God. Hence
Damascene says that, HE WHO 15 is the principal of all names
applied to God; for comprehending all in itself, it contains
being itself as an infinite and indeterminate sea of sub-
stance.*®> Now by any other name some mode of substance is
expressed determinately, whereas this name HE wHo 15 de-
termines no mode of being, but is related indeterminately to
2ll; and that is why it names the infinite ocean of substance.

Thirdly, from its consignification, for it signifies being in
the present; and this above all properly applies to God,
whose being knows not past or future, as Augustine says.**

Reply Obj. 1. This name HE wWHo 1s is the name of God
more properly than this name God, both as regards its source,
namely, being, and as regards the mode of signification and
consignification, as was said above. But as regards the object
intended to be signified by the name, this name God is more
proper, as it is imposed to signify the divine nature; and still
more proper is the name Tetragrammaton, imposed to signify
the substance itself of God, incommunicable and, if one may
so speak, singular.

Reply Obj. 2. This name Good is the principal name of
God in so far as He is a cause, but not absolutely; for abso-
lutely speaking, being is understood by us before cause.

Reply Obj. 3. It is not necessary that all the divine names
should import relation to creatures; it suffices that they be
imposed from some perfections flowing from God to crea-
tures. Among these the first is being, from which comes this
name, HE WHO IS.

Twelfth Article

WHETHER AFFIRMATIVE PROPOSITIONS CAN BE FORMED
ABOUT GOD?

We proceed thus to the Twelfth Article:—
Objection 1. It seems that affirmative propositions cannot

“ De Fide Orth., 1, 9 (PG 94, 836). “ Cf. Peter Lombard, Sent.,
1, viii, 1 (I, 58); St. Isidore, Etymol., VII, 1 (PL 82, 261); Rhabanus
Maurus, In Exod., I, 6 (PL 108, 21).
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be formed about God. For Dionysius says that negations
about God are true; but afirmations are vague.*

Obj. 2. Further, Boethius says that a simple form cannot
be a subject.*® But God is most absolutely a simple form, as
was shown.*” Therefore He cannot be a subject. But every-
thing about which an affirmative proposition is made is taken
as a subject. Therefore an affirmative proposition cannot be
formed about God.

Obj. 3. Further, every intellect is false which understands
2 thing otherwise than as it is. But God has being without
any composition, as was shown above.* Therefore, since
every intellect which makes an affirmation understands some-
thing as composite, it seems that a true affirmative proposi-
tion about God cannot be made.

Omn the contrary, What is of faith cannot be false. But some
affirmative propositions are of faith; as that God is Three
and One, and that He is omnipotent. Therefore true affirma-
tive propositions can be formed about God.

I answer that, Affirmative propositions can be truly formed
about God. To prove this we must observe that in every true
affirmative proposition the predicate and the subject must
signify in some way the same thing in reality, and diverse
things in idea. And this appears to be the case both in prop-
ositions which have an accidental predicate and in those
which have a substantial predicate. For it is manifest that
man and wkite are the same in subject, and diverse in idea;
for the idea of man is one thing, and that of whiteness is an-
other. The same applies when I say, man is an animal, since
the same thing which is man is truly animal; for in the same
suppositum there is both a sensible nature by reason of which
he is called animal, and the rational nature by reason of
which he is called man; hence, here again, predicate and sub-
ject are the same as to suppositum, but diverse as to idea.
But in propositions where the same thing is predicated of it-
self, the same rule in some way applies, inasmuch as the intel-
lect considers as the suppositum what it places in the subject;
and what it places in the predicate it considers as the nature
of the form existing in the suppositum, according to the say-
ing that predicates are taken formally, and subjects mate-
rially. To this diversity in idea corresponds the plurality of

* De Cael. Hier., 11, 3 (PG 3, 140). “ De Trin., 11 (PL 64, 1250).
BRONG) a. 7. “ Ibid.
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predicate and subject, while the intellect signifies the identity
of the thing by the composition itself.

God, however, as considered in Himself, is altogether one
and simple, yet our intellect knows Him according to diverse
conceptions because it cannot see Him as He is in Himself.
Nevertheless, although it understands Him under diverse
conceptions, it yet knows that absolutely one and the same
reality corresponds to its conceptions. Therefore the plurality
of predicate and subject represents the plurality of idea; and
the intellect represents the unity by composition.

Reply Obj. 1. Dionysius says that affirmations about God
are vague or, according to another translation, incongruous,
inasmuch as no name can be applied to God according to its
mode of signification,*® as was said above.

Reply Obj. 2. Our intellect cannot apprehend simple sub-
sisting forms as they really are in themselves; but it appre-
hends them after the manner of composite things in which
there is something taken as subject and something that is in-
herent. Therefore it apprehends the simple form as a subject
and attributes something else to it.

Reply Obj. 3. This preposition, The intellect understand-
ing anything otherwise than it is, is false, can be taken in two
senses, according as this adverb otherwise modifies the verb
to understand from the standpoint of the thing understood,
or from the standpoint of the one who understands. Taken as
referring to the thing understood, the proposition is true, and
the meaning is: Any intellect which understands that a thing
is otherwise than it is, is false. But this does not hold in the
present case, because our intellect, in forming a proposition
about God, does not affirm that He is composite, but that He
is simple. But taken as referring to the one who understands,
the proposition is false. For our intellect understands in one
way, and things are in another. Thus it is clear that our intel-
lect understands material things below itself in an immaterial
way; not that it understands them to be immaterial things:
but its way of understanding is immaterial. Likewise, when
it understands simple things above itself, it understands them
according to its own way, which is composite; yet not so as
to understand them to be composite things. And thus our in-
tellect is not false in composing a judgment concerning God.

* De Cael. Hier., 11, 3 (PG 3, 140).



Question XIV

ON GOD’S KNOWLEDGE

(In Sixteen Articles)

HavING considered what belongs to the divine substance, we
have now to treat of what belongs to God’s operation. And
since one kind of operation is immanent, and another kind of
operation proceeds to an exterior effect, we shall treat first
of knowledge and of will® (for understanding abides in the
intelligent agent, and will in the one who wills); and after-
wards of the power of God, which is taken to be the prin-
ciple of the divine operation as proceeding to an exterior
- effect.2 Now because to understand is a kind of life, after
treating of the divine knowledge, we must consider the divine
life.® And as knowledge concerns truth, we shall have to con-
sider truth* and falsehood.” Further, as everything known is
in the knower, and the essences of things as existing in the
knowledge of God are called ideas, to the consideration of
knowledge there will have to be added a consideration of
ideas.®

Concerning knowledge, there are sixteen points for in-
quiry: (1) Whether there is knowledge in God? (2) Whether
God understands Himself? (3) Whether He comprehends
Himself? (4) Whether His understanding is His substance?
(5) Whether He understands other things besides Himself?
(6) Whether He has a proper knowledge of them? (7)
Whether the knowledge of God is discursive? (8) Whether
the knowledge of God is the cause of things? (9) Whether
God has knowledge of non-existing things? (10) Whether He
has knowledge of evil? (11) Whether He has knowledge of
individual things? (12) Whether He knows the infinite?
(13) Whether He knows future contingent things? (14)
Whether He knows whatever is enunciable? (15) Whether
the knowledge of God is variable? (16) Whether God has
speculative or practical knowledge of things?
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First Article
WHETHER THERE IS KNOWLEDGE IN GOD?

We proceed thus to the First Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that in God there is not knowledge
[scientia]. For knowledge is a habit; and habit does not be-
long to God, since it is the mean between potentiality and
act. Therefore knowledge is not in God.

Obj. 2. Further, since science is about conclusions, it is a
kind of knowledge caused by something else, namely, the
knowledge of principles. But nothing caused is in God; there-
fore science is not in God.

0bj. 3. Further, all knowledge is universal, or particular.
But in God there is no universal or particular.” Therefore
there is no knowledge in God.

On the contrary, The Apostle says, O the depth of the
rickes of the wisdom and of the knowledge of God (Rom. xi.
33).

I answer that, In God there exists the most perfect knowl-
edge. To prove this, we must note that knowing beings are
distinguished from non-knowing beings in that the latter pos-
sess only their own form; whereas the knowing being is nat-
urally adapted to have also the form of some other thing, for
the species of the thing known is in the knower. Hence it is
manifest that the nature of a non-knowing being is more con-
tracted and limited; whereas the nature of knowing beings
has a greater amplitude and éxtension. That is why the Phi-
losopher says that the soul is in a sense all things.8 Now the
contraction of a form comes through the matter. Hence, as
we have said above, according as they are the more immate-
rial, forms approach more nearly to a kind of infinity.?
Therefore it is clear that the immateriality of a thing is the
reason why it is cognitive, and that according to the mode of
immateriality is the mode of cognition. Hence, it is said in
De Anima ii. that plants do not know, because of their mate-
riality.1® But sense is cognitive because it can receive species
free from matter; and the intellect is still further cognitive,
because it is more separated from matter and unmixed, as is

EBOBraialso, adiize & De An., II1, 8 (431b 21). Q. WA ae
* Aristotle, De An., II, 12 (424a 32).
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said in De Anima iii.!* Since therefore God is in the highest
degree of immateriality, as was stated above,'? it follows that
He occupies the highest place in knowledge.

Reply Obj. 1. Because perfections flowing from God to
creatures exist in a higher state in God Himself,'® whenever
a name taken from any created perfection is attributed to
God, there must be separated from its signification anything
that belongs to the imperfect mode proper to creatures.
Hence knowledge is not a quality in God, nor a habit; but
substance and pure act.

Reply Obj. 2. Whatever is divided and multiplied in crea-
tures exists in God simply and unitedly as was said above.l*
Now man has different kinds of knowledge, according to the
different objects of his knowledge. He has understanding as
regards the knowledge of principles; he has science as re-
gards knowledge of conclusions; he has wisdom, according
as he knows the highest cause; he has counsel or prudence,
according as he knows what is to be done. But God knows all
these by one simple act of knowledge, as will be shown.
Hence the simple knowledge of God can be named by all
these names; in such a way, however, that there must be re-
moved from each of them, so far as they are predicated of
God, everything that savors of imperfection; and everything
that expresses perfection is to be retained in them. Hence it
is said, With Him is wisdom and strength, He hath counsel
and understanding. (Job xii. 13).

Reply Obj. 3. Knowledge is according to the mode of the
one who knows, for the thing known is in the knower accord-
ing to the mode of the knower. Now since the mode of the
divine essence is higher than that of creatures, divine knowl-
edge does not exist in God after the mode of created knowl-
edge, so as to be universal or particular, or habitual, or po-
tential, or existing according to any such mode.

Second Article

WHETHER GOD UNDERSTANDS HIMSELF?

We proceed thus to the Second Article:—
Objection 1. It seems that God does not understand Him-

20p. cit, III, 4 (429a 18; b3). Q. 7,a 1. Q. 4 a 2
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self. For it is said in the Book of Causes, Every knower who
knows his own essence returns completely to his own es-
sence.rd But God does not go out from His own essence, nor
is He moved at all; thus He cannot return to His own es-
sence. Therefore He does not know His own essence.

0bj. 2. Further, to understand is a kind of passion and be-
coming, as the Philosopher says;'® and knowledge also is a
kind of assimilation to the object known, and the thing
known is the perfection of the knower. But nothing becomes,
or suffers, or is made perfect by itself; nor, as Hilary says, is
@ thing its own likeness.'” Therefore God does not know
Himself.

0bj. 3. Further, we are like to God chiefly in our intellect,
because we are in the image of God in our mind, as Augustine
says.!8 But our intellect understands itself only as it under-
stands other things, as is said in De Anima iii.*® Therefore
God understands Himself only so far perchance as He under-
stands other things.

On the contrary, It is written: The things that are of God
no man knoweth, but the Spirit of God (r Cor. ii. 11).

I answer that, God understands Himself through Himself.
In proof whereof it must be known that, although in oper-
ations which pass to an external effect the object of the
operation, which is taken as the term, exists outside the oper-
ator, nevertheless, in operations that remain in the operator,
the object signified as the term of operation resides in the
operator; and according as it is in the operator is the oper-
ation actual. Hence the Philosopher says that tke sensible in
act is the sensc in act, and the intelligible in act is the intel-
lect in act.?° For the reason why we actually feel or know a
thing is because our intellect or sense is actually informed by
the sensible or intelligible species. And because of this only,
it follows that sense or intellect is distinct from the sensible
or intelligible object, since both are in potentiality.

Since therefore God has nothing in Him of potentiality,
but is pure act, His intellect and its object must be altogether
the same; so that He neither is without the intelligible spe-

¥ De Causis, XV (p. 173). 1 De An., 111, 4 (429b 24) ; 7 (4312 6).
" De Trin., 111, 23 (PL 10, 92). B De Genesi ad Litt., VII, 12 (PI,
34, 347); De Trin., XV, 1 (PL 42, 1057). ¥ Aristotle, De An., 111,
4 (430a 2). 2 0p. cit., 111, 2 (426a 16); 4 (4302 3).
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cies, as is the case with our intellect when it understands
potentially, nor does the intelligible species differ from the
substance of the divine intellect, as it differs in our intellect
when it understands actually; but the intelligible species it-
self is the divine intellect itself, and thus God understands
Himself through Himself.

Reply Obj. 1. To return to its own essence means only that
a thing subsists in itself. Inasmuch as the form perfects the
matter by giving it being, it is in a certain way diffused in it;
and it returns to itself inasmuch as it has being in itself.
Therefore, those cognitive powers which are not subsisting,
but are the acts of organs, do not know themselves, as in
the case of each of the senses; whereas those cognitive pow-
ers which are subsisting know themselves, and this is why it
is said in the Book of Causes that whoever knows his essence
returns to it.>! Now it supremely belongs to God to be self-
subsisting. Hence, according to this mode of speaking, He
supremely returns to His own essence and knows Himself.

Reply Obj. 2. Becoming and passion are taken equivocally
when to understand is described as a kind of becoming or
passion, as is stated in De Anima iii.?? For to understand is
not the motion that is an act of something imperfect passing
from one state to another, but it is an act, existing in the
agent itself, of something perfect. Likewise, that the intellect
is perfected by the intelligible object, 7.e., is assimilated to
it, this belongs to an intellect which is sometimes in poten-
tiality ; because the fact of its being in a state of potentiality
makes it differ from the intelligible object and assimilates it
thereto through the intelligible species, which is the likeness
of the thing understood, and makes it to be perfected thereby,
as potentiality is perfected by act. On the other hand, the
divine intellect, which is in no way in potentiality, is not
perfected by the intelligible object, nor is it assimilated
thereto, but is its own perfection and its own intelligible ob-
ject.

Reply Obj. 3. Its physical being does not belong to pri-
mary matter, which is a potentiality, unless it is reduced to
act by a form. Now our possible intellect has the same rela-
tion to intelligible objects as primary matter has to physical

% De Causis, XV (p. 173). 2 Aristotle, De An., II1, 4 (429b 24) ;
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things; for it is in potentiality as regards intelligible objects,
just as primary matter-is to physical things. Hence our pos-
sible intellect can be exercised concerning intelligible objects
only so far as it is perfected by the intelligible species of
something; and thus it understands itself by an intelligible
species, in the same way that it understands other things: for
it is manifest that by knowing the intelligible object it under-
stands also its own act of understanding, and by this act
knows the intellectual power. But God is as pure act both
in the order of being, as also in the order of intelligible ob-
jects; therefore He understands Himself through Himself.

Third Article
WHETHER GOD COMPREHENDS HIMSELF?

We proceed thus to the Third Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that God does not comprehend Him-
self. For Augustine says, that whatever comprehends itself is
finite to itself.2 But God is in all ways mﬁmte Therefore He
does not comprehend Himself.

0bj. 2. If it be said that God is infinite to us, and finite to
Himself, it can be urged to the contrary, that everything in
God is truer than it is in us. If therefore God is finite to Him-
self, but infinite to us, then God is more truly finite than
infinite; which is against what was laid down above.?* There-
fore God does not comprehend Himself.

On the contrary, Augustine says, Everything that under-
stands itself, comprekends itself*® But God understands Him-
self. Therefore He comprehends Himself.

I answer that, God comprehends Himself perfectly, as can
be thus proved. A thing is said to be comprehended when the
end of the knowledge of it is attained, and this is accom-
plished when it is known as perfectly as it is knowable.
Thus, a demonstrable proposition is comprehended when
known by demonstration, not, however, when it is known by
some probable argument. Now it is manifest that God knows
Himself as perfectly as He is perfectly knowable. For every-
thing is knowable according to the mode of its actuality,
since a thing is not known according as it is in potentiality,

B 1ib. 83 Quaest., q. 15 (PL 40, 15). *Q. 7,a. 1.  ®Lib. 83
Quaest., q. 15 (PL 40, 15).
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but in so far as it is in actuality, as said in Metaph. ix.28
Now the power of God in knowing is as great as His actuality
in existing; because it is from the fact that He is in act and
free from all matter and potentiality, that God is cognitive,
as was shown above. Whence it is manifest that He knows
Himself as much as He is knowable; and for that reason He
perfectly comprehends Himself.

Reply Obj. 1. The strict meaning of comprehension sig-
nifies that one thing possesses and includes another; and in
this sense everything comprehended is finite, as also is every-
thing included in another. But God is not said to be compre-
hended by Himself in this sense, as if His intellect were
another reality apart from Himself which contained and in-
cluded Him; such ways of speaking are rather to be taken by
way of negation. For just as God is said to be in Himself in-
asmuch as He is not contained by anything outside of Him-
self; so He is said to be comprehended by Himself inasmuch
as nothing in Himself is hidden from Him. For Augustine
says that The whole is comprehended when seen, if it is seen
in such a way that nothing of it is hidden from the seer>

Reply Obj. 2. When it is said, God is finite to Himself, this
is to be understood according to a certain proportional like-
ness, because He has the same relation in not exceeding His
intellect, as anything finite has in not exceeding a finite in-
tellect. But God is not to be called finite to Himself in the
sense that He understands Himself to be something finite.

Fourth Article

WHETHER THE ACT OF GOD’S INTELLECT IS HIS
SUBSTANCE?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that the act of God’s intellect is not
His substance. For to understand is an operation. But an
operation signifies something proceeding from the operator.
Therefore the act of God’s intellect is not His substance.

0bj. 2. Further, to understand one’s act of understanding
is to understand something that is neither great nor chiefly
understood, but secondary and accessory. If therefore God

* Aristotle, Metaph., VIII, g (10512 31). * Epist. CXLVII, 9
(PL 33, 606).
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be His own act of understanding, His act of understanding
will be as when we understand our act of understanding: and
thus God’s act of understanding will not be something great.

0bj. 3. Further, every act of understanding involves un-
derstanding something. When therefore God understands
Himself, if He Himself is not distinct from this act of under-
standing, He understands that He understands, and that He
understands that He understands Himself; and so on to in-
iinity. Therefore the act of God’s irtellect is not His sub-
stance.

On the contrary, Augustine says, In God to be is the same
as to be wise.?® But to be wise is the same thing as to under-
stand. Therefore in God to be is the same thing as to under-
stand. But God’s being is His substance, as was shown
above.?? Therefore the act of God’s intellect is His substance.

I answer that, It must be said that the act of God’s intel-
lect is His substance. For if His act of understanding were
other than His substance, then something else, as the Phi-
losopher says,3° would be the act and perfection of the divine
substance, to which the divine substance would be related as
potentiality is to act; which is altogether impossible, because
the act of understanding is the perfection and act of the one
understanding. Let us now consider how this is. As was laid
down above, to understand is not an act passing to anything
extrinsic, but it remains in the operator as his own act and
perfection; as being is the perfection of the one existing: for
just as being follows on the.farm, so in like manner to under-
stand follows on the intelligible species. Now in God there is
no form which is something other than His being, as was
shown above ! Hence, as His essence itself is also His intelli-
gible species, it necessarily follows that His act of under-
standing must be His essence and His being.

Thus it follows from all the foregoing that in God intellect,
the object understood, the intelligible species, and His act of
understanding are entirely one and the same. Hence, when
God is said to be understanding, no multiplicity is attached
to His substance.

Reply Obj. 1. To understand is not an operation proceed-
ing out of the operator, but remaining in him.

Reply Obj. 2. When that act of understanding which is

BDe Trin, VII, 2; VI, 4 (PL 42, 936; 927). Q. 3, a. 4.
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not subsistent is understood, something great is not under-
stood; as when we understand our act of understanding; and
so this cannot be likened to the act of the divine understand-
ing which is subsistent.

Thus appears the Reply to Obj. 3. For the act of divine
understanding, which subsists in itself, belongs to its very
self and is not another’s; hence it need not proceed to in-
finity.

Fifth Article
WHETHER GOD KNOWS THINGS OTHER THAN HIMSELF?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that God does not know other things
besides Himself. For all other things but God are outside of
God. But Augustine says that God does not behold anything
out of Himself32 Therefore He does not know things other
than Himself.

0bj. 2. Further, the object understood is the perfection of
the one who understands. If therefore God understands other
things besides Himself, something else will be the perfection
of God, and will be nobler than He; which is impossible.

Obj. 3. Further, the act of understanding is specified by
the intelligible object, as is every other act from its own ob-
ject. Hence the intellectual act is so much the nobler, the
nobler the object understood. But God is His own intellectual
act, as is clear from what has been said. If therefore God
understands anything other than Himself, then God Himself
is specified by something other than Himself; which cannot
be. Therefore He does not understand things other than
Himself.

On the contrary, It is written: All things are naked and
open to His eyes (Heb. iv. 13).

I answer that, God necessarily knows things other than
Himself. For it is manifest that He perfectly understands
Himself; otherwise His being would not be perfect, since His
being is His act of understanding. Now if anything is per-
fectly known, it follows of necessity that its power is per-
fectly known. But the power of anything can be perfectly
known only by knowing to what that power extends. Since,

® Lib. 83 Quaest., q. 46 (PL 40, 30).
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therefore, the divine power extends to other things by the
very fact that it is the first effective cause of all things, as is
clear from the aforesaid,?® God must necessarily know things
other than Himself. And this appears still more plainly if we
add that the very being of the first efficient cause—viz., God
—is His own act of understanding. Hence whatever effects
pre-exist in God, as in the first cause, must be in His act of
understanding, and they must be there in an intelligible way:
for everything which is in another is in it according to the
mode of that in which it is.

Now in order to know how God knows things other than
Himself, we must consider that a thing is known in two
ways: in itself, and in another. A thing is known in itself
when it is known by the proper species adequate to the know-
able object itself; as when the eye sees a man through the
species of a man. A thing is seen in another through the spe-
cies of that which contains it; as when a part is seen in the
whole through the species of the whole, or when a man is
seen in a mirror through the species of the mirror, or by any
other way by which one thing is seen in another.

So we say that God sees Himself in Himself, because He
sees Himself through His essence; and He sees other things,
not in themselves, but in Himself, inasmuch as His essence:
contains the likeness of things other than Himself.

Reply Obj. 1. The passage of Augustine in which it is said
that God sees nothing outside Himself is not to be taken in
such a way, as if God saw nothing that was outside Himself,
but in the sense that what is qutside Himself He does not see
except in Himself, as was explained above.

Reply Obj. 2. The object understood is a perfectlon of the
one understanding, not by its substance, but by its species,
according to which it is in the intellect as its form and per-
fection. For, as is said in De Anima iii,** a stone is not in the
soul, but its species. Now those things which are other than
God are understood by God inasmuch as the essence of God
contains their species, as was explained above; and hence it
does not follow that anything is the perfection of the divine
intellect other than the divine essence.

Reply Obj. 3. The intellectual act is not specified by what
is understood in another, but by the principal object under-

2@ 2, 3.3, # Aristotle. De An., III, 8 (431b 29).
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stood in which other things are understood. For the intel-
lectual act is specified by its object inasmuch as the intelli-
gible form is the principle of the intellectual operation, since
every operation is specified by the form which is its principle
of operation, as heating by heat. Hence the intellectual op-
eration is specified by that intelligible form which makes the
intellect to be in act. And this is the species of the principal
thing understood, which in God is nothing but His own es-
sence in which all the species of things are comprehended.
Hence it does not follow that the divine intellectual act, or
rather God Himself, is specified by anything other than the
divine essence itself.

Sixth Article

WHETHER GOD KNOWS THINGS OTHER THAN HIMSELF
BY PROPER KNOWLEDGE?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that God does not know things other
than Himself by proper knowledge. For, as was shown, God
knows things other than Himself according as they are in
Him. But other things are in Him as in their common and
universal first cause, and are therefore known by God as in
their first and universal cause. This is to know them by gen-
eral, and not by proper, knowledge. Therefore God knows
things besides Himself by general, and not by proper knowl-
edge.

Obj. 2. Further, the created essence is as distant from the
divine essence, as the divine essence is distant from the cre-
ated essence. But the divine essence cannot be known through
the created essence, as was said above.3® Therefore neither
can the created essence be known through the divine essence.
Thus, as God knows only by His essence, it follows that He
does not know what the creature is in its essence, so as to
know what it is, which is to have a proper knowledge of it.

0bj. 3. Further, proper knowledge of a thing can come
only through its proper likeness. But as God knows all things
by His essence, it seems that He does not know each thing
by its proper likeness; for one thing cannot be the proper
likeness of many and diverse things. Therefore God has not

%Q. 2,a. 2.
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a proper knowledge of things, but a general knowledge; for
to know things otherwise than by their proper likeness is to
have only a common knowledge of them.

On the contrary, To have a proper knowledge of things is
to know them not only in general, but as they are distinct
from each other. Now God knows things in that manner.
Hence it is written that He reaches even to the division of
the soul and the spirit, of the joints also and the marrow, and
is @ discerner of the thoughts and intents of the heart; nei-
ther is there any creature invisible in His sight (Heb. iv. 12,
§

I answer that, Some have erred on this point, saying that
God knows things other than Himself only in general, that is,
only as beings.3¢ For as fire, if it knew itself as the principle
of heat, would know the nature of heat, and all things else
in so far as they are hot; so God, through knowing Himself
as the source of being, knows the nature of being, and all
other things in so far as they are beings.

But this cannot be. For to know a thing in general, and
not in particular, is to have an imperfect knowledge of it.
Hence our intellect, when it is reduced from potentiality to
act, acquires first a universal and confused knowledge of
things, before it knows them in particular; as proceeding
from the imperfect to the perfect, as is clear from Physics i.%*
If therefore the knowledge of God regarding things other
than Himself were only universal and not particular, it would
follow that His understanding would not be absolutely per-
fect; therefore neither would His being. And this is against
what was said above?® We must therefore say that God
knows things other than Himself with a proper knowledge,
not only in so far as being is common to them, but in so far
as one is distinguished from the other.

In proof thereof we may observe that some, wishing to
show that God knows many things by one means, bring for-
ward some examples, as, for instance, that if the center knew
itself, it would know all lines that proceed from the center;3°
or if light knew itself, it would know all colors.*” Now al-
though these examples are similar in part, namely, as regards

% Attributed to Averroes by St. Thomas, In I Sent., d. xxxv, q. 1,
a. 3. ¥ Aristotle, Phys.,, I, 1 (184a 22). *Q. 4, a. 1. *Cf.
Alex. of Hales, Summa Theol., I, no. 166 (I, 249). “ Cf. Pseudo-
Dionysius, De Div. Nom., VII, 2 (PG 3, 870).
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universal causality, nevertheless they fail in this respect, that
multitude and diversity are caused by the one universal
principle, not as regards that which is the principle of dis-
tinction, but only as regards that in which they communi-
cate. For the diversity of colors is not caused by the light
only, but by the diverse disposition of the diaphanous me-

dium which receives it; and likewise, the diversity of the -

lines is caused by their diverse position. Hence it is that this
kind of diversity and multitude cannot be known in its prin-
ciple by a proper knowledge, but only in a general way. In
God, however, it is otherwise. For it was shown above that
whatever perfection exists in any creature wholly pre-exists
and is contained in God in an excelling manner.*’ Now not
only what is common to creatures—viz., being—belongs to
their perfection, but also what makes them distinguished
from each other; as living and understanding, and the like,
whereby living beings are distinguished from the non-living,
and the intelligent from the non-intelligent. Likewise, every
form whereby each thing is constituted in its own species is
a perfection. Hence it is that all things pre-exist in God, not
only as regards what is common to all, but also as regards
what distinguishes one thing from another. And therefore as
God contains all perfections in Himself, the essence of God
is compared to all other essences of things, not as the com-
mon to the proper, as unity is to numbers, or as the center
[of a circle] to the radii, but as perfect act to imperfect acts;
as if I were to compare man to animal, or six, a perfect num-
ber, to the imperfect numbers contained under it. Now it is
manifest that by a perfect act imperfect acts can be known
not only in general but also by proper knowledge; thus, for
example, whoever knows a man, knows an animal by proper
knowledge, and whoever knows the number six, knows the
number three also by proper knowledge.

Since therefore the essence of God contains in itself all
the perfection contained in the essence of any other being,
and far more, God can know all things in Himself with a
proper knowledge. For the nature proper to each thing con-
sists in some particular participation of the divine perfection.
Now God could not be said to know Himself perfectly unless
He knew all the ways in which His own perfection can be

O VA8 at 2.
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shared by others. Neither could He know the very nature
of being perfectly, unless He knew all the ways of being.
Hence it is manifest that God knows all things with a proper
knowledge, according as they are distinguished from each
other.

Reply Obj. 1. Thus to know a thing as it is in the knower
may be understood in two ways. In one way, according as
this adverb tAus imports the mode of knowledge on the part
of the thing known; and in that sense it is false. For the
knower does not always know the object known according to
the being it has in the knower; since the eye does not know
a stone according to the being it has in the eye, but by the
species of the stone which is in it the eye knows the stone
according to its being outside the eye. And even if any
knower should know the object known according to the being
it has in the knower, the knower nevertheless knows it ac-
cording to its being outside the knower; thus the intellect
knows a stone according to the intelligible being it has in
the intellect, inasmuch as it knows that it understands; and
yet it knows the being of a stone in its own nature. If how-
ever the adverb £Zus be understood to import the mode [of
knowledge] on the part of the knower, in that sense it is true
that only the knower has knowledge of the object known as
it is in the knower; for the more perfectly the thing known is
in the knower, the more perfect is the mode of knowledge.

We must say therefore that God knows not only that
things are in Him, but, by the fact that they are in Him, He
knows them in their own nature, and all the more perfectly,
the more perfectly each one is in Him.

Repty Obj. 2. The created essence is compared to the es-
sence of God as the imperfect to the perfect act. Therefore
the created essence cannot sufficiently lead us to the knowl-
edge of the divine essence, but rather the converse.

Reply Obj. 3. The same thing cannot be considered as the
proportioned likeness of diverse things. But the divine es-
sence excels all creatures. Hence it can be taken as the proper
likeness of each thing according to the diverse ways in which
diverse creatures participate in it and imitate it.
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Seventh Article
WHETHER THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOD IS DISCURSIVE?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that the knowledge of God is dis-
cursive. For the knowledge of God is not habitual knowledge,
but actual knowledge. Now the Philosopher says: Tke ka-
bitual knowledge may regard many things at once; but ac-
tual understanding regards only one thing at a time.*2 There-
fore as God knows many things, Himself and others, as was
shown above, it seems that He does not understand all at
once, but proceeds from one to another.

Obj. 2. Further, to know the effect through its cause be-
longs to discursive knowledge. But God knows other things
through Himself, as effects through their cause. Therefore
His knowledge is discursive.

0bj. 3. Further, God knows each creature more perfectly
than we know it. But we know the effects in their created
causes; and thus we go discursively from causes to things
caused. Therefore it seems that the same applies to God.

On the contrary, Augustine says, God does not see all
things in their particularity or separately, as if He looked
first here and then there; but He sees all things togetker at
once.*3

I answer that, In the divine knowledge there is no dis-
cursiveness; the proof of which is as follows. In our knowl-
edge there is a twofold discursion. One is according to suc-
cession only, as when we have actually understood anything,
we turn ourselves to understand something else; while the
other mode of discursion is according to causality, as when
through principles we arrive at the knowledge of conclusions.
The first kind of discursion cannot belong to God. For many
things, which we understand in succession if each is con-
sidered in itself, we understand simultaneously if we see them
in some one thing; if, for instance, we understand the parts
in the whole, or see different things in a mirror. Now God sees
all things in one thing alone, which is Himself. Therefore
God sees all things together, and not successively. Likewise
the second mode of discursion cannot be applied to God.

“Top., 11, 10 (114b 34). “ De Trin., XV, 14 (PL 42, 1077).
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First, because this second mode of discursion presupposes
the first, for whosoever proceeds from principles to conclu-
sions does not consider both at once; secondly, because to
advance thus is to proceed from the known to the unknown.
Hence it is manifest that when the first is known, the second
is still unknown; and thus the second is known not in the
first, but from the first. Now the term of discursive reasoning
is attained when the second is seen in the first, by resolving
the effects into their causes; and then the discursion ceases.
Hence as God sees His effects in Himself as in their cause,
His knowledge is not discursive,

Reply Obj. 1. Although the act of understanding is one in
itself, nevertheless many things may be understood in some-
thing one, as was shown above.

Reply Obj. 2. God does not know first a cause and then,
through it, its hitherto supposedly unknown effects; He
knows the effects in the cause, and hence His knowledge is
not discursive, as was shown above.

Reply Obj. 3. It is true that God sees the effects of created
causes in the causes themselves, much better than we can;
but still not in such a manner that the knowledge of the ef-
fects is caused in Him by the knowledge of the created
causes, as is the case with us; and hence His knowledge is
not discursive.

Eighth Article

WHETHER THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOD IS THE CAUSE OF
THINGS?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that the knowledge of God is not the
cause of things. For Origen says (on Rom. viii. 30): 4 thing
will not happen, because God knows it as future, but because
it is future, it is on that account known by God before it
exists. A

Obj. 2. Further, given the cause, the effect follows. But
the knowledge of God is eternal. Therefore if the knowledge
of God is the cause of created things, it seems that creatures
are eternal.

0bj. 3. Further, The knowable thing is prior to knowledge,

“In Rom., VII, super VIII, 30 (PG 14, 1126).
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and is its measure, as the Philosopher says.*> But what is
posterior and measured cannot be a cause. Therefore the
knowledge of God is not the cause of things.

On the contrary, Augustine says, Not because they are,
does God know all creatures spiritual and temporal, but be-
cause He knows them, therefore they are.tS

I answer that, The knowledge of God is the cause of things.
For the knowledge of God is to all creatures what the knowl-
edge of the artificer is to things made by his art. Now the
knowledge of the artificer is the cause of the things made by
his art from the fact that the artificer works through his in-
tellect. Hence the form in the intellect must be the principle
of action; as heat is the principle of heating. Nevertheless,
we must observe that a natural form, being a form that re-
mains in that to which it gives being, denotes a principle
of action according only as it has an inclination to an effect;
and likewise, the intelligible form does not denote a principle
of action in so far as it resides in the one who understands
unless there is added to it the inclination to an effect, which
inclination is through the will. For since the intelligible form
has a relation to contraries (inasmuch as the same knowledge
relates to contraries), it would not produce a determinate
effect unless it were determined to one thing by the appetite,
as the Philosopher says.*” Now it is manifest that God causes
things by His intellect, since His being is His act of under-
standing; and hence His knowledge must be the cause of
things, in so far as His will is joined to it. Hence the knowl-
edge of God as the cause of things is usually called the
knowledge of approbation.

Reply Obj. 1. Origen*® spoke in reference to that aspect
of knowledge to which the idea of causality does not belong
unless the will is joined to it, as is said above.

But when he says that the reason why God foreknows
some things is because they are future, this must be under-
stood according to the cause of consequence, and not accord-
ing to the cause of being. For if things are in the future, it
follows that God foreknows them; but the futurity of things
is not the cause why God knows them.

Reply Obj. 2. The knowledge of God is the cause of things

+ Aristotle, Metaph., IX, 1 (10532 33). * De Trin., XV, 13 (PL
42, 1076); VI, 10 (PL 42, 931).  *" Aristotle, Metaph., VIII, 5
(1048a 11). “In Rom., VII, super VIII, 30 (PG 14, 1126).
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according as things are in His knowledge. But that things
should be eternal was not in the knowledge of God; hence, al-
though the knowledge of God is eternal, it does not follow
that creatures are eternal.

Reply Obj. 3. Natural things are midway between the
knowledge of God and our knowledge: for we receive knowl-
edge from natural things, of which God is the cause by His
knowledge. Hence, just as the natural things that can be
known by us are prior to our knowledge, and are its measure,
so the knowledge of God is prior to them, and is their meas-
ure; as, for instance, a house is midway between the knowl-
edge of the builder who made it, and the knowledge of the
one who gathers his knowledge of the house from the house
already built.

Ninth Article
WHETHER GOD HAS KNOWLEDGE OF THINGS THAT ARE NOT?

We proceed thus to the Ninth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that God has not knowledge of things
that are not. For the knowledge of God is of true things. But
trutk and being are convertible terms. Therefore the knowl-
edge of God is not of things that are not.

0bj. 2. Further, knowledge requires likeness between the
knower and the thing known. But those things that are not
cannot have any likeness to God, Who is very being. There-
fore what is not, cannot be known by God.

Obj. 3. Further, the knowledge of God is the cause of what
is known by Him. But it is not the cause of things that are
not, because a thing that is not has no cause. Therefore God
has no knowledge of things that are not.

On the contrary, The Apostle says: Who . . . calleth
those things that are not as those that are (Rom. iv. 17).

I answer that, God knows all things whatsoever that in any
way are. Now it is possible that things that are not absolutely
should be in a certain sense. For, absolutely speaking, those
things are which are actual; whereas things, which are not
actual, are in the power either of God Himself or of a crea-
ture, whether in active power, or passive; whether in the
power of thought or of imagination, or of any other kind
whatsoever. Whatever therefore can be made, or thought, or
said by the creature, as also whatever He Himself can do,
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all are known to God, although they are not actual. And to
this extent it can be said that He has knowledge even of
things that are not.

Now, among the things that are not actual, a certain dif-
ference is to be noted. For though some of them may not
be in act now, still they have been, or they will be; and God
is said to know all these with the knowledge of vision: for
since God’s act of understanding, which is His being, is
measured by eternity, and since eternity is without succes-
sion, comprehending all time, the present glance of God ex-
tends over all time, and to all things which exist in any time,
as to objects present to Him. But there are other things in
God’s power, or the creature’s, which nevertheless are not,
nor will be, nor have been; and as regards these He is said
to have the knowledge, not of vision, but of simple intelli-
gence. This is so called because the things we see around us
have distinct being outside the seer.

Reply 0bj. 1. Those things that are not actual are true in
so far as they are in potentiality, for it is true that they are
in potentiality; and as such they are known by God.

Reply Obj. 2. Since God is very being, everything is in
so far as it participates in the likeness of God; as everything
is hot in so far as it participates in heat. So, things in po-
tentiality are known by God, even though they are not in
act.

Reply 0bj. 3. The knowledge of God is the cause of things
when the will is joined to it. Hence it is not necessary that
whatever God knows should be, or have been or is to be; but
this is necessary only as regards what He wills to be, or per-
mits to be. Further, it is not in the knowledge of God that
these things be, but that they be possible.

Tenth Article

WHETHER GOD KNOWS EVIL THINGS?

We proceed thus to the Tenth Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that God does not know evil things.
For the Philosopher says that the intellect which is not in
potentiality does not know privation.*® But evil is the priva-
tion of good, as Augustine says.”® Therefore, as the intellect

® De An., 111, 6 (430b 23).  ® Confess. III, 7 (PL 32, 688).
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of God is never in potentiality, but always in act, as is clear
from the foregoing, it seems that God does not know evil
things.

Obj. 2. Further, all knowledge is either the cause of the
thing known, or is caused by it. But the knowledge of God
is not the cause of evil, nor is it caused by evil. Therefore
God does not know evil things.

0bj. 3. Further, everything known is known either by its
likeness, or by its opposite. But whatever God knows, He
knows through His essence, as is clear from the foregoing.
Now neither is the divine essence the likeness of evil, nor is
evil its contrary; for the divine essence has no contrary, as
Augustine says.! Therefore God does not know evil things.

Obj. 4. Further, what is known through another, and not
through itself, is imperfectly known. But evil is not known
by God through itself, otherwise evil would be in God; for
the thing known must be in the knower. Therefore if evil is
known through something else, namely, through good, it
will be known by Him imperfectly; which cannot be, for the
knowledge of God is not imperfect. Therefore God does not
know evil things.

On the contrary, 1t is written (Prov. xv. 11), Hell and
destruction are before God.

I answer that, Whoever knows a thing perfectly must
know all that can occur to it. Now there are some good things
to which corruption by evil may occur. Hence God would
not know good things perfectly, unless He also knew evil
things. Now a thing is know4ble in the degree in which it is;
hence, since this is the essence of evil that it is the privation
of good, by the very fact that God knows good things, He
also knows evil things; as by light darkness is known. Hence
Dionysius says: God through Himself receives the vision
of darkness, not otherwise seeing darkmess except through
light 52

Reply Obj. 1. The saying of the Philosopher must be un-
derstood as meaning that the intellect which is not in poten-
tiality does not know privation by a privation existing in it;
and this agrees with what he had said previously, that a point
and every indivisible thing are known by privation of divi-
sion. This is because simple and indivisible forms are in our

' De Civit. Dei, XII, 2 (PL 41, 350).  **De Div. Nom., VII, 2
(PG 3, 869).
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intellect, not actually, but only potentially; for were they in
our intellect actually, they would not be known by privation.
It is thus that simple things are known by separate sub-
stances. God therefore knows evil, not by a privation exist-
ing in Himself, but by its opposite, the good.

Reply Obj. 2. The knowledge of God is not the cause of
evil; it is the cause of the good whereby evil is known.

Reply Obj. 3. Although evil is not opposed to the divine
essence, which is not corruptible by evil, it is opposed to the
effects of God, which He knows by His essence; and know-
ing them, He knows the opposite evils.

Reply Obj. 4. To know a thing by something else only, be-
longs to imperfect knowledge, if that thing is knowable in
itself; but evil is not knowable in itself because the very na-
ture of evil consists in the privation of good; therefore evil
can neither be defined nor known except by good.

Eleventh Article
WHETHER GOD KNOWS SINGULAR THINGS?

We proceed thus to the Eleventh Article:—

Objection 1. It seems that God does not know singular
things. For the divine intellect is more immaterial than the
human intellect. Now the human intellect, by reason of its
immateriality, does not know singular things; but as the
Philosopher says, reason has to do with universals, sense
with singular things.>® Therefore God does not know singular
things.

0bj. 2. Further, in us those powers alone know the singu-
lar, which receive the species not abstracted from material
conditions. But in God things are in the highest degree ab-
stracted from all materiality. Therefore God does not know
singular things.

Obj. 3. Further, all knowledge comes about through some
likeness. But the likeness of singular things, in so far as they
are singular, does not seem to be in God; for the principle of
singularity is matter, which, since it is in potentiality only,
is altogether unlike God, Who is pure act. Therefore God
cannot know singular things.

% De An., 11, 5 (417b 22).
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On the contrary, 1t is written (Prov. xvi. 2), All the ways
of @ man are open to His eyes.

I answer that, God knows singular things. For all perfec-
tions found in creatures pre-exist in God in a higher way, as
is clear from the foregoing.** Now to know singular things is
part of our perfection. Hence God must know singular things.
Even the Philosopher considers it incongruous that anything
known by us should be unknown to God; and thus against
Empedocles he argues that God would be most ignorant if
He did not know discord.®> Now the perfections which are
found divided among inferior beings exist simply and unitedly
in God; hence, although by one power we know the universal
and immaterial, and by another we know singular and ma-
terial things, nevertheless God knows both by His simple in-
tellect.

Now some, wishing to show how this can be, said that God
knows singular things through universal causes.’® For noth-
ing exists in any singular thing that does not arise from some
universal cause. They give the example of an astronomer
who knows all the universal movements of the heavens, and
can thence foretell all eclipses that are to come. This, how-
ever, is not enough; for from universal causes singular things
acquire certain forms and powers which, however they may
be joined together, are not individuated except by individual
matter. Hence he who knows Socrates because he is white, or
because he is the son of Sophroniscus, or because of some-
thing of that kind, would not know him in so far as he is this
particular man. Hence, following the above explanation, God
would not know singular things in their singularity.
| On the other hand, others have said that God knows singu-
. lar things by the application of universal causes to particular
. effects.?” But this will not hold; for no one can apply a thing
to another unless he first knows that other thing. Hence the
said application cannot be the reason of knowing the particu-
lar; it rather presupposes the knowledge of singular things.

Therefore we must propose another explanation. Since
God is the cause of things by His knowledge, as was stated
above, His knowledge extends as far as His causality extends.
Hence, as the active power of God extends not only to forms,
‘ Q. 4, a. 2. ® De An., 1, 5 (410b 4); Metaph., 11, 4 (1000b 3).

® Cf. Avicenna, Metaph., VIII, 6 (zoorb).  ° Cf. Averroes, Destruct.
Destruct., XI (I1X, 47rb).
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which are the source of universality, but also to matter, as
we shall prove further on, the knowledge of God must extend
to singular things, which are individuated by matter.5® For
since He knows things other than Himself by His essence, as
being the likeness of things, or as their active principle, His
essence must be the sufficing principle of knowing all things
made by Him, not only in the universal, but also in the singu-
lar. The same would apply to the knowledge of the artificer,
if it were productive of the whole thing, and not only of the
form.

Reply Obj. 1. Our intellect abstracts the intelligible species
from the individuating principles; hence the intelligible spe-
cies in our intellect cannot be the likeness of the individual
principles, and on that account our intellect does not know
the singular. But the intelligible species in the divine intel-
lect, which is the essence of God, is immaterial not by ab-
straction, but of itself, being the principle of all the principles
which enter into the composition of the thing, whether these
be principles of the species or principles of the individual;
hence by it God knows not only universals, but also singular
things.

Reply Obj. 2. Although the species in the divine intellect
has no material conditions in its being like the species re-
ceived in the imagination and sense, yet it extends to both
immaterial and material things through its power.

Reply Obj. 3. Although matter, because of its potentiality,
recedes from likeness to God, yet, even in so far as it has
being in this wise, it retains <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>