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Preface

SOME years ago, a priest of singularly long and varied experience urged me to write "a
book about God." He said that wrong and imperfect notions of God lay at the root of all
our religious difficulties. Professor Lewis Campbell says the same thing in his own way
in his work, Religion in Greek Literature, where he declares that the age needs "a new
definition of God." Thinking the need over, | turned to the Summa contra Gentiles. | was
led to it by the Encyclical of Leo XllI, Aeterni Patris, urging the study of St Thomas. A
further motive, quite unexpected, was supplied by the University of Oxford in 1902
placing the Summa Contra Gentiles on the list of subjects which a candidate may at his
option offer in the Final Honour School of Literae Humaniores, -- a very unlikely book to
be offered so long as it remains simply as St Thomas wrote it. Lastly | remembered that
| had in 1892 published under the name of Aquinas Ethicus a translation of the principal
portions of the second part of St Thomas's Summa Theologica: thus | might be
reckoned some thing of an expert in the difficult art of finding English equivalents for
scholastic Latin.

There are two ways of behaving towards St Thomas's writings, analogous to two
several treatments of a church still standing, in which the saint might have worshipped.
One way is to hand the edifice over to some Society for the Preservation of Ancient
Monuments: they will keep it locked to the vulgar, while admitting some occasional
connoisseur: they will do their utmost to preserve every stone identically the same that
the mediaeval builder laid. And the Opera Omnia of St Thomas, handsomely bound,
may fill a library shelf, whence a volume is occasionally taken down for the sole purpose
of knowing what St Thomas said and no more. Another thirteenth-century church may
stand, a parish church still, in daily use; an ancient monument, and something besides;
a present-day house of prayer, meeting the needs of a twentieth-century congregation;
and for that purpose refitted, repainted, restored, repaired and modernised; having had
that done to it which its mediaeval architects would have done, had they lived in our
time. Nothing is more remarkable in our old English churches than the sturdy self-
confidence, and the good taste also lasting for some centuries, with which each
successive age has superimposed its own style upon the architecture of its
predecessors. If St Thomas's works are to serve modern uses, they must pass from
their old Latinity into modern speech: their conclusions must be tested by all the subtlety
of present-day science, physical, psychological, historical; maintained, wherever
maintainable, but altered, where tenable no longer. Thus only can St Thomas keep his
place as a living teacher of mankind.

For the history of the Contra Gentiles | refer the reader to the folio edition printed at the
Propaganda Press in 1878 cura et studio Petri Antonii Uccellii, pp. xiii-xxxIx. Thomas
Aquinas (1225-1274) came to the University of Paris in 1245, and there for three years
heard the lectures of Albertus Magnus, taking his Bachelor's degree in 1248. He
returned to the University in 1253, took his Master's degree in 1257, and thereupon
lectured in theology for two or three years, leaving the University in 1259 or 1260. He
wrote the Summa contra Gentiles in Italy, under the pontificate of Urban 1V (1261-1264),



at the request of St Raymund of Pennafort. He went for the third time to the University
of Paris in 1269, finally returning to Italy in 1271. Though the Summa contra Gentiles
was written in Italy, there is reason to believe that the substance of it was got together
during the Saint's second residence at Paris, and formed the staple of his lectures in the
University. The more celebrated Summa Theologica was a later work.

The Summa contra Gentiles is in the unique position of a classic whereof the author's
manuscript is still in great part extant. It is now in the Vatican Library. The manuscript
consists of strips of parchment, of various shades of colour, contained in an old
parchment cover to which they were originally stitched. The writing is in double
columns, minute and difficult to decipher, abounding in abbreviations, often passing into
a kind of shorthand. Through many passages a line is drawn in sign of erasure: but
these remain not less legible than the rest, and are printed as foot notes in the
Propaganda edition: they do not appear in the present translation. To my mind, these
erasures furnish the best proof of the authenticity of the autograph, which is questioned
by S. E. Frett, editor of Divi Thomae Opera Omnia (Vivs, Paris, 1874), vol. XIlI, preface
iv-vi. An inscription on the cover states that the manuscript is the autograph of St
Thomas, and that it was brought from Naples to the Dominican convent at Bergamo in
1354: whence its name of the "Bergamo autograph.' Many leaves were lost in the sack
of the convent by the armies of the first French Revolution; and the whole of Book IV is
missing.

The frequent erasures of the Saint himself lend some countenance to the omissions of
his translator. Re-reading his manuscript in the twentieth century, St Thomas would
have been not less ready than he showed himself in the thirteenth century to fulfil the
Horatian precept, saepe stylum vertas.

J.R.

Pope's Hall, Oxford, Michaelmas 1905
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CHAPTER I--The Function of the Wise Man
My mouth shall discuss truth, and my lips shall detest the ungodly (Prov. vii, 7).

ACCORDING to established popular usage, which the Philosopher considers should be
our guide in the naming of things, they are called "wise' who put things in their right [1]
order and control them well. Now, in all things that are to be controlled and put in order
to an end, the measure of control and order must be taken from the end in view; and the
proper end of everything is something good. Hence we see in the arts that art A governs
and, as it were, lords it over art B, when the proper end of art B belongs to A. [2] Thus
the art of medicine lords it over the art of the apothecary, because health, the object of
medicine, is the end of all drugs that the apothecary's art compounds. These arts that
lord it over others are called "'master-building," or "'masterful arts'; and the "'master-
builders' who practise them arrogate to themselves the name of "wise men.' But
because these persons deal with the ends in view of certain particular things, without
attaining to the general end of all things, they are called "wise in this or that particular
thing," as it is said, "As a wise architect | have laid the foundation' (1 Cor. iii, 10); while
the name of "wise' without qualification is reserved for him alone who deals with the last
end of the universe, which is also the first beginning of the order of the universe. Hence,
according to the Philosopher, it is proper to the wise man to consider the highest
causes.

Now the last end of everything is that which is intended by the prime author or mover
thereof. The prime author and mover of the universe is intelligence, as will be shown
later (B. Il, Chap. [1]XXIII, [2]XXIV). Therefore the last end of the universe must be the
good of the intelligence, and that is truth. Truth then must be the final end of the whole
universe; and about the consideration of that end [3] wisdom must primarily be
concerned. And therefore the Divine Wisdom, clothed in flesh, testifies that He came
into the world for the manifestation of truth: For this was | born, and unto this | came into
the World, to give testimony to the truth (John xvii, 37). The Philosopher also rules that
the first philosophy is the science of truth, not of any and every truth, but of that truth
which is the origin of all truth, and appertains to the first principle of the being of all
things; hence its truth is the principle of all truth, for things are in truth as they are in
being.

It is one and the same function to embrace either of two contraries and to repel the
other. Hence, as it is the function of the wise man to discuss truth, particularly of the first
beginning, so it is his also to impugn the contrary error. Suitably therefore is the double
function of the wise man displayed in the words above quoted from the Sapiential Book,
namely, to study, and upon study to speak out the truth of God, which of all other is
most properly called truth, and this is referred to in the words, My mouth shall discuss
truth, and to impugn error contrary to truth, as referred to in the words, And my lips shall
detest the ungodly.
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[1] For directe read recte.
[2] The idea is in Aristotle, Eth. Nic. 1, opening.

[3] Read Circa ejus finis considerationem.
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CHAPTER I11--Of the Author's Purpose

OF all human pursuits, the pursuit of wisdom is the more perfect, the more sublime, the
more useful, and the more agreeable. The more perfect, because in so far as a man
gives himself up to the pursuit of wisdom, to that extent he enjoys already some portion
of true happiness. Blessed is the man that shall dwell in wisdom (Ecclus xiv, 22). The
more sublime, because thereby man comes closest to the likeness of God, who hath
made all things in wisdom (Ps. ciii, 24). The more useful, because by this same wisdom
we arrive at the realm of immortality. The desire of wisdom shall lead to an everlasting
kingdom (Wisd. vi, 21). The more agreeable, because her conversation hath no
bitterness, nor her company any weariness, but gladness and joy (Wisd. viii, 16).

But on two accounts it is difficult to proceed against each particular error: first, because
the sacrilegious utterances of our various erring opponents are not so well known to us
as to enable us to find reasons, drawn from their own words, for the confutation of their
errors: for such was the method of the ancient doctors in confuting the errors of the
Gentiles, whose tenets they were readily able to know, having either been Gentiles
themselves, or at least having lived among Gentiles and been instructed in their
doctrines. Secondly, because some of them, as Mohammedans and Pagans, do not
agree with us in recognising the authority of any scripture, available for their conviction,
as we can argue against the Jews from the Old Testament, and against heretics from
the New. But these receive neither: hence it is necessary to have recourse to natural
reason, which all are obliged to assent to. But in the things of God natural reason is
often at a loss.
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CHAPTER llI--That the Truths which we confess concerning God fall under two Modes
or Categories

BECAUSE not every truth admits of the same mode of manifestation, and "a well-
educated man will expect exactness in every class of subject, according as the nature
of the thing admits," as is very well remarked by the Philosopher (Eth. Nicom. I, 1094b),
we must first show what mode of proof is possible for the truth that we have now before
us. The truths that we confess concerning God fall under two modes. Some things true
of God are beyond all the competence of human reason, as that God is Three and One.
Other things there are to which even human reason can attain, as the existence and
unity of God, which philosophers have proved to a demonstration under the guidance of
the light of natural reason. That there are points of absolute intelligibility in God
altogether beyond the compass of human reason, most manifestly appears. For since
the leading principle of all knowledge of any given subject-matter is an understanding of
the thing's innermost being, or substance -- according to the doctrine of the Philosopher,
that the essence is the principle of demonstration -- it follows that the mode of our
knowledge of the substance must be the mode of knowledge of whatever we know
about the substance. Hence if the human understanding comprehends the substance of
anything, as of a stone or triangle, none of the points of intelligibility about that thing will
exceed the capacity of human reason. [4] But this is not our case with regard to God.
The human understanding cannot go so far of its natural power as to grasp His
substance, since under the conditions of the present life the knowledge of our
understanding commences with sense; and therefore objects beyond sense cannot be
grasped by human understanding except so far as knowledge is gathered of them
through the senses. But things of sense cannot lead our understanding to read in them
the essence of the Divine Substance, inasmuch as they are effects inadequate to the
power that caused them. Nevertheless our understanding is thereby led to some
knowledge of God, namely, of His existence and of other attributes that must
necessarily be attributed to the First Cause. There are, therefore, some points of
intelligibility in God, accessible to human reason, and other points that altogether
transcend the power of human reason. [5]

The same thing may be understood from consideration of degrees of intelligibility. [6] Of
two minds, one of which has a keener insight into truth than the other, the higher mind
understands much that the other cannot grasp at all, as is clear in the “plain man' (in
rustico), who can in no way grasp the subtle theories of philosophy. Now the intellect of
an angel excels that of a man more than the intellect of the ablest philosopher excels
that of the plainest of plain men (rudissimi idiotae). The angel has a higher standpoint in
creation than man as a basis of his knowledge of God, inasmuch as the substance of
the angel, whereby he is led to know God by a process of natural knowledge, is nobler
and more excellent than the things of sense, and even than the soul itself, whereby the
human mind rises to the knowledge of God. But the Divine Mind exceeds the angelic
much more than the angelic the human. For the Divine Mind of its own
comprehensiveness covers the whole extent of its substance, and therefore perfectly
understands its own essence, and knows all that is knowable about itself; but an angel
of his natural knowledge does not know the essence of God, because the angel's own

20



substance, whereby it is led to a knowledge of God, is an effect inadequate to the power
of the cause that created it. Hence not all things that God understands in Himself can be
grasped by the natural knowledge of an angel; nor is human reason competent to take
in all that an angel understands of his own natural ability. As therefore it would be the
height of madness in a “plain man' to declare a philosopher's propositions false,
because he could not understand them, so and much more would a man show
exceeding folly if he suspected of falsehood a divine revelation given by the ministry of
angels, on the mere ground that it was beyond the investigation of reason. [7]

The same thing manifestly appears from the incapacity which we daily experience in the
observation of nature. We are ignorant of very many properties of the things of sense;
and of the properties that our senses do apprehend, in most cases we cannot perfectly
discover the reason. Much more is it beyond the competence of human reason to
investigate all the points of intelligibility in that supreme excellent and transcendent
substance of God. Consonant with this is the saying of the Philosopher, that "as the
eyes of bats are to the light of the sun, so is the intelligence of our soul to the things
most manifest by nature" (Aristotle, Metaphysics I, min. [).

To this truth Holy Scripture also bears testimony. For it is said: Perchance thou wilt
seize upon the traces of God, and fully discover the Almighty (Job xi, 7). And, Lo, God is
great, and surpassing our knowledge (Job xxxvi, 26). And, We know in part (I Cor. xiii,
9). Not everything, therefore, that is said of God, even though it be beyond the power of
reason to investigate, is at once to be rejected as false.

[4] Kant's distinction between understanding and reason is not to be looked for in St
Thomas, nor in his translator. St Thomas frequently uses the two terms indiscriminately:
when he does distinguish them, it is inasmuch as understanding is intuitive, reason
discursive. Understanding thus is the higher faculty. Understanding, not reason, is
ascribed to God and the angels.

[5] This argument will sound superfluous to most modern ears, content as men now are
to register and argue phenomena, without regard to essences and substances, or
altogether disbelieving in such “things in themselves.' We have thousands of practical
electricians; but who knows the essence of electricity? Even if molecular science shall
ever conduct us to an accepted theory of the ultimate constituents of matter, we can
scarcely hope thence to deduce the phenomena even of a pebble or one grain of sand.
They are likely to prove complex beyond human calculation. The only essences that we
know, and can use as a basis of deduction, are those which answer to certain abstract
conceptions, as ‘triangle,' “fortitude,' 'sovereignty.' Starting with implicit confidence in
the dicta of Aristotle, and lightly landing in conclusions by a priori methods, mediaeval
philosophers generally had no idea of the vast complexity of nature and of their own
ignorance of physics. We know more physics than they did, and we know our own
ignorance better. We stand stupefied and bewildered before the intricacy and vastness
of nature. And if nature is so far unknowable to us, how must God transcend our
knowledge? This St Thomas recognises (B. IV, Chap. I). Not the mystery and
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unknowableness of God needs to be brought home to the modern mind, but the fact
that anything can be known with certainty about God at all.

[6] Measured objectively, that is the higher degree of intelligibility, which it takes a
higher intelligence to understand. It contains more matter of understanding.

[7] What the man might more reasonably suspect would be the fact of the thing having

been divinely revealed by the ministry of angels. There is the whole difficulty of faith, not
in the thing revealed, e.qg., transubstantiation, but in the fact of revelation.
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CHAPTER IV--That it is an advantage for the Truths of God, known by Natural Reason,
to be proposed to men to be believed on faith

IF a truth of this nature were left to the sole enquiry of reason, three disadvantages
would follow. One is that the knowledge of God would be confined to few. The discovery
of truth is the fruit of studious enquiry. From this very many are hindered. Some are
hindered by a constitutional unfitness, their natures being ill-disposed to the acquisition
of knowledge. They could never arrive by study to the highest grade of human
knowledge, which consists in the knowledge of God. Others are hindered by the needs
of business and the ties of the management of property. There must be in human
society some men devoted to temporal affairs. These could not possibly spend time
enough in the learned lessons of speculative enquiry to arrive at the highest point of
human enquiry, the knowledge of God. Some again are hindered by sloth. The
knowledge of the truths that reason can investigate concerning God presupposes much
previous knowledge. Indeed almost the entire study of philosophy is directed to the
knowledge of God. Hence, of all parts of philosophy, that part stands over to be learnt
last, which consists of metaphysics dealing with points of Divinity. [8] Thus, only with
great labour of study is it possible to arrive at the searching out of the aforesaid truth;
and this labour few are willing to undergo for sheer love of knowledge.

Another disadvantage is that such as did arrive at the knowledge or discovery of the
aforesaid truth would take a long time over it, on account of the profundity of such truth,
and the many prerequisites to the study, and also because in youth and early manhood,
the soul, tossed to and fro on the waves of passion, is not fit for the study of such high
truth: only in settled age does the soul become prudent and scientific, as the
Philosopher says. Thus, if the only way open to the knowledge of God were the way of
reason, the human race would dwell long in thick darkness of ignorance: as the
knowledge of God, the best instrument for making men perfect and good, would accrue
only to a few, and to those few after a considerable lapse of time.

A third disadvantage is that, owing to the infirmity of our judgement and the perturbing
force of imagination, there is some admixture of error in most of the investigations of
human reason. This would be a reason to many for continuing to doubt even of the most
accurate demonstrations, not perceiving the force of the demonstration, and seeing the
divers judgements of divers persons who have the name of being wise men. Besides, in
the midst of much demonstrated truth there is sometimes an element of error, not
demonstrated but asserted on the strength of some plausible and sophistic reasoning
that is taken for a demonstration. And therefore it was necessary for the real truth
concerning divine things to be presented to men with fixed certainty by way of faith.
Wholesome therefore is the arrangement of divine clemency, whereby things even that
reason can investigate are commanded to be held on faith, so that all might easily be
partakers of the knowledge of God, and that without doubt and error. [9]

Hence it is said: Now ye walk not as the Gentiles walk in the vanity of their own notions,

having the understanding darkened (Eph. iv, 17, 18); and, | will make all thy sons taught
of the Lord (Isa. liv, 1, 5).
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[8] Metaphysica, quae circa divina versatur, answers pretty well to what is now called
natural theology. In the order of sciences, then, natural theology comes last in
philosophy, and presupposes a knowledge of all the rest. Ethics therefore do not
presuppose natural theology, but are presupposed by it. It follows that ethical
conclusions should be first reached by ethical reasonings, not by theological. This point
is further explained in my Ethics and Natural Law, pp. 123-125.

[9] It is true, absolutely speaking, that, without revelation, mankind might take their
theology on trust from philosophers, relying for their spirituality upon philosophic
experts, as upon legal experts for the maintenance of their proprietary rights. But then
we should expect of the Providence of God a greater concord of religious views among
philosophers than at present obtains. Philosophy, were she our sole guide, should not
be permitted to say and unsay.
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CHAPTER V--That it is an advantage for things that cannot he searched out by Reason
to be proposed as Tenets of Faith

SOME may possibly think that points which reason is unable to investigate ought not to
be proposed to man to believe, since Divine Wisdom provides for every being according
to the measure of its nature; and therefore we must show the necessity of things even
that transcend reason being proposed by God to man for his belief.

1. One proof is this. No one strives with any earnestness of desire after anything, unless
it be known to him beforehand. Since, then, as will be traced out in the following pages
(B. Ill, Chap. [3]CXLVIII), Divine Providence directs men to a higher good than human
frailty can experience in the present life, the mental faculties ought to be evoked and led
onward to something higher than our reason can attain at present, learning thereby to
desire something and earnestly to tend to something that transcends the entire state of
the present life. And such is the special function of the Christian religion, which stands
alone in its promise of spiritual and eternal goods, whereas the Old Law, carrying
temporal promises, proposed few tenets that transcended the enquiry of human reason.
[10]

2. Also another advantage is thence derived, to wit, the repression of presumption,
which is the mother of error. For there are some so presumptuous of their own genius
as to think that they can measure with their understanding the whole nature of the
Godhead, thinking all that to be true which seems true to them, and that to be false
which does not seem true to them. In order then that the human mind might be
delivered from this presumption, and attain to a modest style of enquiry after truth, it
was necessary for certain things to be proposed to man from God that altogether
exceeded his understanding.

3. There is also another evident advantage in this, that any knowledge, however
imperfect, of the noblest objects confers a very high perfection on the soul. And
therefore, though human reason cannot fully grasp truths above reason, nevertheless it
is much perfected by holding such truths after some fashion at least by faith. And
therefore it is said: Many things beyond the understanding of man are shown to thee
(Ecclus iii, 23). And, The things that are of God, none knoweth but the Spirit of God: but
to us God hath revealed them through his Spirit (1 Cor. ii, 10, 11).

[10] Cf. Vatican Council, Sess. 2, cap. 2: "Though it is due to divine revelation that truths
of God, in themselves not inaccessible to human reason, in the present condition of
mankind can be known by all readily, with firm certitude, and without admixture of error;
still not on that account is revelation to be called absolutely necessary, but because
God in His infinite goodness has destined man to a supernatural end, that is, to a share
in the good things of God, which altogether surpass the intelligence of the human mind."
Faith is the indispensable prelude to the beatific vision, the supernatural end of man.
Both are immediate knowledges of God, faith the hearing of His word on earth, vision
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the seeing of His face in heaven. Without revelation there would be some natural
knowledge of God, but not the knowledge of faith.
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CHAPTER VI--That there is no lightmindedness in assenting to Truths of Faith, although
they are above Reason

THE Divine Wisdom, that knows all things most fully, has deigned to reveal these her
secrets to men, and in proof of them has displayed works beyond the competence of all
natural powers, in the wonderful cure of diseases, in the raising of the dead, and what is
more wonderful still, in such inspiration of human minds as that simple and ignorant
persons, filled with the gift of the Holy Ghost, have gained in an instant the height of
wisdom and eloquence. [11] By force of the aforesaid proof, without violence of arms,
without promise of pleasures, and, most wonderful thing of all, in the midst of the
violence of persecutors, a countless multitude, not only of the uneducated but of the
wisest men, flocked to the Christian faith, wherein doctrines are preached that
transcend all human understanding, pleasures of sense are restrained, and a contempt
is taught of all worldly possessions. That mortal minds should assent to such teaching is
the greatest of miracles, and a manifest work of divine inspiration leading men to
despise the visible and desire only invisible goods. Nor did this happen suddenly nor by
chance, but by a divine disposition, as is manifest from the fact that God foretold by
many oracles of His prophets that He intended to do this. The books of those prophets
are still venerated amongst us, as bearing testimony to our faith. This argument is
touched upon in the text: Which (salvation) having begun to be uttered by the Lord, was
confirmed by them that heard him even unto us, God joining in the testimony by signs
and portents and various distributions of the Holy Spirit (Heb. ii, 3, 4). This so wonderful
conversion of the world to the Christian faith is so certain a sign of past miracles, that
they need no further reiteration, since they appear evidently in their effects. It would be
more wonderful than all other miracles, if without miraculous signs the world had been
induced by simple and low-born men to believe truths so arduous, to do works so
difficult, to hope for reward so high. And yet even in our times God ceases not through
His saints to work miracles for the confirmation of the faith. [12]

[11] The reference is to the miraculous endowments, called charismata, of the Apostles
and first Christians. Acts ii, 4; X, 44-46; 1 Cor. Xiv.

[12] The whole argument of this chapter, a favourite with Cardinal Newman, is drawn
out in the concluding pages of the Grammar of Assent, pp. 456-492, ed. 1895.
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CHAPTER VII--That the Truth of reason is not contrary to the Truth of Christian Faith

THE natural dictates of reason must certainly be quite true: it is impossible to think of
their being otherwise. Nor a gain is it permissible to believe that the tenets of faith are
false, being so evidently confirmed by God. [13] Since therefore falsehood alone is
contrary to truth, it is impossible for the truth of faith to be contrary to principles known
by natural reason.

2. Whatever is put into the disciple's mind by the teacher is contained in the knowledge
of the teacher, unless the teacher is teaching dishonestly, which would be a wicked
thing to say of God. But the knowledge of principles naturally known is put into us by
God, seeing that God Himself is the author of our nature. Therefore these principles
also are contained in the Divine Wisdom. Whatever therefore is contrary to these
principles is contrary to Divine Wisdom, and cannot be of God.

3. Contrary reasons fetter our intellect fast, so that it cannot proceed to the knowledge
of the truth. If therefore contrary informations were sent us by God, our intellect would
be thereby hindered from knowledge of the truth: but such hindrance cannot be of God.

4. What is natural cannot be changed while nature remains. [14] But contrary opinions
cannot be in the same mind at the same time: therefore no opinion or belief is sent to
man from God contrary to natural knowledge.

And therefore the Apostle says: The word is near in thy heart and in thy mouth, that is,
the word of faith which we preach (Rom. x, 8). But because it surpasses reason it is
counted by some as contrary to reason, which cannot be. To the same effect is the
authority of Augustine (Gen. ad litt. ii, 18): " What truth reveals can nowise be contrary
to the holy books either of the Old or of the New Testament." Hence the conclusion is
evident, that any arguments alleged against the teachings of faith do not proceed
logically from first principles of nature, principles of themselves known, and so do not
amount to a demonstration; but are either probable reasons or sophistical; hence room
is left for refuting them. [15]

[13] The evidently refers to believers. To other men the thing is not so evident: why, it is
not for us to enquire. But to one who has the faith, "the tenets of faith" are "so evidently
confirmed by God" that he feels that for him to reject any of these tenets would be
tantamount to throwing over his God.

[14] A notable pronouncement against the Nominalists.

[15] A reference to the Aristotelian "demonstration’ by strict logical reasoning from
necessary truths, as laid down in the Posterior Analytics. This chapter goes to set aside
the notion that unsound theology may still be sound philosophy. But as a truth,
undiscernible by reason, may be discerned by revelation, so also may an error, or a flaw
in an argument, be evident on grounds of revelation only, and not on any other grounds,
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where the argument is complicated and the matter removed from every-day experience,
as in many Old Testament difficulties.
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CHAPTER VIII--Of the Relation of Human Reason to the first Truth of Faith
[16]

THE things of sense, from whence human reason takes its beginning of knowledge,
retain in themselves some trace of imitation of God, inasmuch as they are, and are
good; yet so imperfect is this trace that it proves wholly insufficient to declare the
substance of God Himself. Since every agent acts to the producing of its own likeness,
effects in their several ways bear some likeness to their causes: nevertheless the effect
does not always attain to the perfect likeness of the agent that produces it. In regard
then to knowledge of the truth of faith, which can only be thoroughly known to those
who behold the substance of God, human reason stands so conditioned as to be able to
argue some true likenesses to it: which likenesses however are not sufficient for any
sort of demonstrative or intuitive comprehension of the aforesaid truth. Still it is useful
for the human mind to exercise itself in such reasonings, however feeble, provided there
be no presumptuous hope of perfect comprehension or demonstration. With this view
the authority of Hilary agrees, who says (De Trinitate, ii, 10), speaking of such truth: "In
this belief start, run, persist; and though | know that you will not reach the goal, still |
shall congratulate you as | see you making progress. But intrude not into that sanctuary,
and plunge not into the mystery of infinite truth; entertain no presumptuous hope of
comprehending the height of intelligence, but understand that it is incomprehensible."

[16] The "first truth of faith" is God, not only that He is (His existence), but also what He
is (His essential nature).
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CHAPTER IX--The Order and Mode of Procedure in this Work

THERE is then a twofold sort of truth in things divine for the wise man to study: one that
can be attained by rational enquiry, another that transcends all the industry of reason.
This truth of things divine | do not call twofold on the part of God, who is one simple
Truth, but on the part of our knowledge, as our cognitive faculty has different aptitudes
for the knowledge of divine things. To the declaration therefore of the first sort of truth
we must proceed by demonstrative reasons that may serve to convince the adversary.
But because such reasons are not forthcoming for truth of the second sort, our aim
ought not to be to convince the adversary by reasons, but to refute his reasonings
against the truth, which we may hope to do, since natural reason cannot be contrary to
the truth of faith. The special mode of refutation to be employed against an opponent of
this second sort of truth is by alleging the authority of Scripture confirmed from heaven
by miracles. There are however some probable reasons available for the declaration of
this truth, to the exercise and consolation of the faithful, but not to the convincing of
opponents, because the mere insufficiency of such reasoning would rather confirm them
in their error, they thinking that we assented to the truth of faith for reasons so weak.
[17]

According then to the manner indicated we will bend our endeavour, first, to the
manifestation of that truth which faith professes and reason searches out, alleging
reasons demonstrative and probable, some of which we have gathered from the books
of philosophers and saints, for the establishment of the truth and the confutation of the
opponent. Then, to proceed from what is more to what is less manifest in our regard, we
will pass to the manifestation of that truth which transcends reason, solving the
arguments of opponents, and by probable reasons and authorities, so far as God shall
enable us, declaring the truth of faith.

Taking therefore the way of reason to the pursuit of truths that human reason can
search out regarding God, the first consideration that meets us is of the attributes of
God in Himself; secondly of the coming forth of creatures from God,; thirdly of the order
of creatures to God as to their last end. [18]

[17] | invite the reader, especially if he be an "adversary," carefully to read this sentence
and bear it in mind throughout the book. The arguments alleged are never fanciful or
frivolous, if you understand them, except where they involve some mediaeval ignorance
of physics, cases usually omitted in this translation. But they frequently fall short of
demonstration, as their author was well aware, who was often content with
probabilities.

[18] These three divisions answer to Books I, 1, 11l respectvely. Book 1V is devoted to

that truth of God which transcends reason, and is known only, or principally, by faith.
These first nine chapters form the introduction to the work.
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CHAPTER X--Of the Opinion of those who say that the Existence of God cannot he
proved, being a Self-evident Truth

THIS opinion rests on the following grounds: [19]

1. Those truths are self-evident which are recognised at once, as soon as the terms in
which they are expressed are known. Such a truth is the assertion that God exists: for
by the name "God' we understand something greater than which nothing can be
thought. This notion is formed in the understanding by whoever hears and understands
the name "God,' so that God must already exist at least in the mind. Now He cannot
exist in the mind only: for what is in the mind and in reality is greater than that which is
in the mind only; but nothing is greater than God, as the very meaning of the name
shows: it follows that the existence of God is a self evident truth, being evidenced by the
mere meaning of the name.

2. The existence of a being is conceivable, that could not be conceived not to exist;
such a being is evidently greater than another that could be conceived not to exist. Thus
then something greater than God is conceivable if He could be conceived not to exist;
but anything “greater than God' is against the meaning of the name "God.' It remains
then that the existence of God is a self-evident truth.

3. Those propositions are most self-evident which are either identities, as "Man is man,’'
or in which the predicates are included in the definitions of the subjects, as "Man is an
animal.' But in God of all beings this is found true, that His existence is His essence, as
will be shown later ([4]Chap. XXII); and thus there is one and the same answer to the
guestion "What is He?' and "Whether He is.' [20] Thus then, when it is said "God is,' the
predicate is either the same with the subject or at least is included in the definition of the
subject; and thus the existence of God will be a self-evident truth.

4. Things naturally known are self-evident: for the knowledge of them is not attained by
enquiry and study. But the existence of God is naturally known, since the desire of man
tends naturally to God as to his last end, as will be shown further on (B. Ill, Chap. [5]
XXV).

5. That must be self-evident whereby all other things are known; but such is God; for as
the light of the sun is the principle of all visual perception, so the divine light is the
principle of all intellectual cognition.

[19] This opinion is St Anselm's, and the first two arguments alleged for it are his
"Ontological argument for the existence of God," revived by Descartes, rejected by
Kant. See Fr Bdder's Natural Theology, pp. 24-29 (Manuals of Catholic Philosophy).

[20] The answer is that given in Exodus iii, 14: | am who am.

32



CHAPTER XI--Rejection of the aforesaid Opinion, and Solution of the aforesaid
Reasons

THE above opinion arises partly from custom, men being accustomed from the
beginning to hear and invoke the name of God. Custom, especially that which is from
the beginning, takes the place of nature; hence notions wherewith the mind is imbued
from childhood are held as firmly as if they were naturally known and self-evident. Partly
also it owes its origin to the neglect of a distinction between what is self-evident of itself
absolutely and what is self-evident relatively to us. Absolutely indeed the existence of
God is self-evident, since God's essence is His existence. But since we cannot mentally
conceive God's essence, his existence is not self-evident relatively to us.

1. Nor is the existence of God necessarily self-evident as soon as the meaning of the
name “God' is known. First, because it is not evident, even to all who admit the
existence of God, that God is something greater than which nothing can be conceived,
since many of the ancients said that this world was God. Then granting that universal
usage understands by the name "God' something greater than which nothing can be
conceived, it will not follow that there exists in rerum natura something greater than
which nothing can be conceived. For "thing' and "notion implied in the name of the
thing" must answer to one another. From the conception in the mind of what is declared
by this name "God' it does not follow that God exists otherwise than in the mind. Hence
there will be no necessity either of that something, greater than which nothing can be
conceived, existing otherwise than in the mind; and from this it does not follow that there
is anything in rerum natura greater than which nothing can be conceived. And so the
supposition of the nonexistence of God goes untouched. For the possibility of our
thought outrunning the greatness of any given object, whether of the actual or of the
ideal order, has nothing in it to vex the soul of any one except of him alone who already
grants the existence in rerum natura of something than which nothing can be conceived
greater. [21]

2. Nor is it necessary for something greater than God to be conceivable, if His non-
existence is conceivable. For the possibility of conceiving Him not to exist does not arise
from the imperfection or uncertainty of His Being, since His Being is of itself most
manifest, but from the infirmity of our understanding, which cannot discern Him as He is
of Himself, but only by the effects which He produces; and so it is brought by reasoning
to the knowledge of Him.

3. As it is self-evident to us that the whole is greater than its part, so the existence of
God is most self-evident to them that see the divine essence, inasmuch as His essence
is His existence. But because we cannot see His essence, we are brought to the
knowledge of His existence, not by what He is in Himself but by the effects which He
works. [22]

4. Man knows God naturally as he desires Him naturally. Now man desires Him

naturally inasmuch as he naturally desires happiness, which is a certain likeness to the
divine goodness. Thus it is not necessary that God, considered in Himself, should be
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naturally known to man, but a certain likeness of God. Hence man must be led to a
knowledge of God through the likenesses of Him that are found in the effects which He
works.

5. God is that wherein all things are known, not as though other things could not be
known without His being known first, as happens in the case of self-evident principles,
but because through His influence all knowledge is caused in us.

[21] St Thomas means: 'If | form a notion of a thing, and then get a name to express
that notion, it does not follow that the thing, answering to such name and notion, exists.'
St Anselm's disciples reply: "True of the notions of all other things, as islands or dollars,
which may or may not be; but not true of the notion of that one thing, whereof existence
is a very part of the notion.' In other words, whereas St Thomas denies the lawfulness of
the transition from the ideal to the actual order, they maintain that the transition is lawful
in arguing the existence of that one Being, who is the actuality of all that is ideal. "But is
such actuality possible?' "It is conceivable, therefore possible.' "It may be conceivable,
only because it is conceived inadequately, without insight into the inconsistencies which
it involves.' "You have no right to assume inconsistencies where you discern none,’'
rejoins Leibnitz. And so this “ontological argument' will be tossed up and down, as an
apple of discord, to the end.

[22] "Is a conceptual view of His essence a sufficient argument of His existence?' That
is the question which St Anselm raises.
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CHAPTER XII--Of the Opinion of those who say that the Existence of God is a Tenet of
Faith alone and cannot be demonstrated

THE falseness of this opinion is shown to us as well by the art of demonstration, which
teaches us to argue causes from effects, as also by the order of the sciences, for if
there be no knowable substance above sensible substances, there will be no science
above physical science; as also by the efforts of philosophers, directed to the proof of
the existence of God; as also by apostolic truth asserting: The invisible things of God
are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made (Rom. i, 20). [23]

The axiom that in God essence and existence are the same is to be understood of the
existence whereby God subsists in Himself, the manner of which is unknown to us, as
also is His essence; not of the existence which signifies an affirmative judgement of the
understanding. For in the form of such affirmative judgement the fact that there is a God
falls under demonstration; as our mind is led by demonstrative reasons to form such a
proposition declaratory of the existence of God. [24] In the reasonings whereby the
existence of God is demonstrated it is not necessary to assume for a premise the
essence or quiddity [25] of God: but instead of the quiddity the effect is taken for a
premise, as is done in demonstrations a posteriori from effect to cause. All the names of
God are imposed either on the principle of denying of God Himself certain effects of His
power, or from some habitude of God towards those effects. [26] Although God
transcends sense and the objects of sense, nevertheless sensible effects are the basis
of our demonstration of the existence of God. Thus the origin of our own knowledge is in
sense, even of things that transcend sense.

[23] As also by the Vatican Council defining: "If any one says that the one and true God,
our Creator and Lord, cannot be known with certitude by the natural light of reason
through the things that are made, let him be anathema" (Sess. 3, can. 1, De Revel.)

[24] Compositionem intellectus. In the language of the schoolmen, componere et
dividere, "to put together or put asunder notions," means to make judgements,
affirmative and negative.

[25] Quiddity, quidditas, the answer to the question quid est? -- "What is the thing
essentially?’

[26] Uncreated, as a name of God, would be an example of the first; Father, of the
second.
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CHAPTER XllI--Reasons in Proof of the Existence of God

WE will put first the reasons by which Aristotle proceeds to prove the existence of God
from the consideration of motion as follows.

Everything that is in motion is put and kept in motion by some other thing. It is evident to
sense that there are beings in motion. A thing is in motion because something else puts
and keeps it in motion. That mover therefore either is itself in motion or not. If it is not in
motion, our point is gained which we proposed to prove, namely, that we must posit
something which moves other things without being itself in motion, and this we call God.
But if the mover is itself in motion, then it is moved by some other mover. Either then we
have to go on to infinity, or we must come to some mover which is motionless; but it is
impossible to go on to infinity, therefore we must posit some motionless prime mover. In
this argument there are two propositions to be proved: that everything which is in motion
is put and kept in motion by something else; and that in the series of movers and things
moved it is impossible to go on to infinity. [27]

The Philosopher also goes about in another way to show that it is impossible to proceed
to infinity in the series of efficient causes, but we must come to one first cause, and this
we call God. The way is more or less as follows. In every series of efficient causes, the
first term is cause of the intermediate, and the intermediate is cause of the last. But if in
efficient causes there is a process to infinity, none of the causes will be the first:
therefore all the others will be taken away which are intermediate. But that is manifestly
not the case; therefore we must posit the existence of some first efficient cause, which
is God. [28]

Another argument is brought by St John Damascene (De Fid. Orthod. 1, 3), thus: It is
impossible for things contrary and discordant to fall into one harmonious order always or
for the most part, except under some one guidance, assigning to each and all a
tendency to a fixed end. But in the world we see things of different natures falling into
harmonious order, not rarely and fortuitously, but always or for the most part. Therefore
there must be some Power by whose providence the world is governed; and that we call
God. [29]

[27] | refrain from translating the rest of this lengthy argument, based upon the
treacherous foundation of Aristotelian Physics. See Aristotle, Physics, vii, viii
Metaphysics, xi, 7. Whoever will derive an argument for the divine existence from the
mechanism of the heavens must take his principles from Newton, not from Aristotle.
Besides Motion he must take account of Force and Energy, not to say of Cosmic
Evolution. He must know not only the motion of impact, as when a row of ninepins
knock one another down from a push given to the first, but also the motion that is set up
by gravitation. Aristotle knew nothing of gravitation; and only half knew the inertia of
matter declared by Newton's first law of motion. He supposed that motion, of its own
nature, not only needed starting but also needed continual keeping up by some
continually acting cause. He did not know that the question with a moving body is, not
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what there is to keep it in motion, but what there is to stop it. It would be a mistake to
represent the Aristotelian argument of the Prime Mover as referring to some primitive
push, or some rotary motion started in the primitive nebula, at the first creation of
matter. Matter, to Aristotle, to Plato, and to the Greeks generally, is eternal, not created.
| need hardly add that between an immovable Prime Mover and a Personal God a wide
gulf intervenes which Aristotle does not bridge over. See however [6] Chapter XXIII of
this Book. The whole idea of a Prime Mover has vanished from modern physics. The
whole universe, as we know it, is a congeries of sun-and-planet systems -- some of
them apparently still in process of formation -- arranged possibly in the shape of a huge
convex lens. These bodies act and react on each other. And besides these molar
motions there are also molecular motions quite as real. The causes of these motions
are innumerable forces. The study of them carries us back to consider the “primitive
collocation' of the forces of the universe, a collocation whereby they were arranged in a
“position of advantage,' so that out of their interaction has ensued this orderly world, and
in it our earth, fit habitation for living things. On this “primitive collocation,' Father Bdder
writes (Natural Theology, p. 56): "Although we have nothing to say against the
assumption made by astronomers, that our cosmic system resulted from the
condensation and division of a primitive rotating nebula; yet we cannot admit this nebula
without observing that there must have been a first arrangement of the material
elements which constituted it, one which already contained the present system, or else
the said system could never have resulted from it. Now this first arrangement was
neither the effect of the forces of matter, nor was it essential to matter. . . . Therefore if
we would explain the origin of that system without violation of reason, we are forced to
say that its first beginning, nebular or otherwise, is due to an intelligent cause." To this
effect he adds this quotation from Huxley (Life and Letters of Charles Darwin, Il, 201,
202): "The teleological and the mechanical views of nature are not, necessarily,
mutually exclusive. On the contrary, the more purely a mechanist the speculator is, the
more firmly does he assume a primordial molecular arrangement of which all the
phenomena of the universe are consequences, and the more completely is he thereby
at the mercy of the teleologist, who can always defy him to disprove that this primordial
molecular arrangement was not intended to evolve the phenomena of the universe."
Omne quod movetur ab alio movetur, | translate "Everything in motion is put and kept in
motion by another": such is the sense of St Thomas and of Aristotle. The ab alio
however is not in Aristotle. His words are: "Everything in motion must be put and kept in
motion by something" (Phys. vii, 1); and he adds: "Everything in local motion is moved
either by itself or by another" (Physics, vii, 2) Things that had souls he thought were
moved by themselves, and especially the heavenly bodies, which were guided by some
sort of animating soul in perpetual circular motion. St Thomas (B. Ill, Chap. [7]LXXXVII,
in the Latin) has his doubts as to the heavenly bodies being animated. He considers
however (B. lll, Chap. [8]LXXXII) "that sublunary bodies are ruled by God through the
heavenly bodies." Taking ‘movement' for “local motion,' the argument of the Prime
Mover, for a modern mind, resolves itself into the question of “primitive collocation.'
Some collocation is presupposed to every mechanical problem. "Why this collocation
rather than that?" is a question answerable only either by a regressus in infinitum
(Q.E.A.) or by an invocation of Mind and Design. The argument however may, avalil
itself of a wider meaning of motus, namely, change; and contend that, at the back of the
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changes apparent everywhere, there must he some Changeless Being, author and
guide of this changing universe. So presented, it is sometimes called the "argument
from contingent to necessary being.’

[28] A rough outline of the argument of the First Cause. There is some trace of it in the
Metaphysics of Aristotle, ii, 3.

[29] The argument from Design, on which see Bdder, Nat. Theol., pp. 46-61.
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CHAPTER XIV--That in order to a Knowledge of God we must use the Method of
Negative Differentiation
[30]

AFTER showing that there is a First Being, whom we call God, we must enquire into the
conditions of His existence. We must use the method of negative differentiation,
particularly in the consideration of the divine substance. For the divine substance, by its
immensity, transcends every form that our intellect can realise; and thus we cannot
apprehend it by knowing what it is, but we have some sort of knowledge of it by knowing
what it is not. [31] The more we can negatively differentiate it, or the more attributes we
can strike off from it in our mind, the more we approach to a knowledge of it: for we
know each thing more perfectly, the fuller view we have of its differences as compared
with other things; for each thing has in itself a proper being, distinct from all others.
Hence in dealing with things that we can define, we first place them in some genus, by
which we know in general what the thing is; and afterwards we add the differentias
whereby the thing is distinguished from other things; and thus is achieved a complete
knowledge of the substance of the thing. But because in the study of the divine
substance we cannot fix upon anything for a genus (Chap. [9]XXV), nor can we mark
that substance off from other things by affirmative differentias, we must determine it by
negative differentias. In affirmative differentias one limits the extension of another, and
brings us nearer to a complete designation of the thing under enquiry, inasmuch as it
makes that thing differ from more and more things. And the same holds good also of
negative differentias. For example, we may say that God is not an accident, in that He is
distinguished from all accidents; then if we add that He is not a body, we shall further
distinguish Him from some substances; and so in order by such negations He will be
further distinguished from everything besides Himself; and then there will be a proper
notion of His substance, when He shall be known as distinct from all. Still it will not be a
perfect knowledge, because He will not be known for what He is in Himself. [32]

To proceed therefore in the knowledge of God by way of negative differentiation, let us
take as a principle what has been shown in a previous chapter, that God is altogether
immovable, which is confirmed also by the authority of Holy Scripture. For it is said: | am
the Lord and change not (Mal. iii, 6); With whom there is no change (James i, 17); God
is not as man, that he should change (Num. xxiii, 19). [33]

[30] "Negative differentiation,’ the chapter will explain the phrase. In St Thomas it is
remotio.

[31] St Gregory Nazianzen, in one of his poems, calls God "one and all things and

nothing." In the Summa Theologica, B. I, g. 13, art. 2, St Thomas guards his statement
thus: "Of the names that are predicated of God absolutely and affirmatively, as "good,’
‘wise," and the like, some have said that all such names are invented rather to remove

something from God than to posit anything in Him. . . .. But this account is
unsatisfactory. . . . And therefore we must say otherwise, that such names do signify the
divine substance . . . . but fail to represent it perfectly. . . . None of them is a perfect
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expression of the substance of God, but each of them signifies it imperfectly, as
creatures also represent it imperfectly.”

[32] Not every notion can be absolutely denied of God, as 'spirit," "‘power," "wise," ‘just.’
Although He is none of these things in a purely human sense, He is all of them in a
more excellent way.

[33] St Thomas passes from ‘immovable' to "immutable.’ Aristotle (Physics, vii, 2),
distinguishes three sorts of "'motion": “local motion' (now the subject matter of
dynamics); change,' or ‘'motion in quality’ (now the matter of chemistry); "growth and
decay,' or ‘'motion in quantity' (matter of biology). Thus three incongruous things were
labelled with one name, to the prejudice of science for many centuries.
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CHAPTER XV--That God is Eternal

THE beginning of anything and its ceasing to be is brought about by motion or change.
But it has been shown that God is altogether unchangeable: He is therefore eternal,
without beginning or end. [34]

2. Those things alone are measured by time which are in motion, inasmuch as time is
an enumeration of motion. [35] But God is altogether without motion, and therefore is
not measured by time. Therefore in Him it is impossible to fix any before or after: He has
no being after not being, nor can He have any not being after being, nor can any
succession be found in His being, because all this is unintelligible without time. He is
therefore without beginning and without end, having all His being at once, wherein
consists the essence of eternity.

3. If at some time God was not, and afterwards was, He was brought forth by some
cause from not being to being. But not by Himself, because what is not cannot do
anything. But if by another, that other is prior to Him. But it has been shown that God is
the First Cause; therefore He did not begin to be: hence neither will He cease to be;
because what always has been has the force of being always.

4. We see in the world some things which are possible to be and not to be. But
everything that is possible to be has a cause: for seeing that of itself it is open to two
alternatives, being and not being; if being is to be assigned to it, that must be from some
cause. But we cannot proceed to infinity in a series of causes: therefore we must posit
something that necessarily is. Now everything necessary either has the cause of its
necessity from elsewhere, [36] or not from elsewhere, but is of itself necessary. But we
cannot proceed to infinity in the enumeration of things necessary that have the cause of
their necessity from elsewhere: therefore we must come to some first thing necessary,
that is of itself necessary; and that is God. Therefore God is eternal, since everything
that is of itself necessary is eternal.

Hence the Psalmist: But thou, O Lord, abidest for ever: thou art the self-same, and thy
years shall not fail (Ps. ci, 13-28).

[34] But all our experience of life involves change. Our experience lends itself more
readily to the conception of eternal death than of eternal life. To our eye, the motionless
and changeless is the dead, the effete and exhausted, or the inanimate. Yet we dare to
predicate eternity of a living God! The difficulty is met in the next chapter, where it is
argued that God is pure actuality, an activity and life so full as to be above change.

[35] "An enumeration of motion in respect of before and after," says Aristotle, Physics,
iv, 11 ult. The unit in this enumeration is one revolution of the earth on its axis.

[36] In which case it is what Aristotle calls "not absolutely necessary, but following
necessarily' upon the existence of something else, which may or may not be.
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CHAPTER XVI--That in God there is no Passive Potentiality
[37]

EVERYTHING that has in its substance an admixture of potentiality, to the extent that it
has potentiality is liable not to be: because what can be, can also not be. But God in
Himself cannot not be, seeing that He is everlasting; therefore there is in God no
potentiality.

2. Although in order of time that which is sometimes in potentiality, sometimes in
actuality, is in potentiality before it is in actuality, yet, absolutely speaking, actuality is
prior to potentiality, [38] because potentiality does not bring itself into actuality, but is
brought into actuality by something which is already in actuality. [39] Everything
therefore that is any way in potentiality has something else prior to it. But God is the
First Being and the First Cause, and therefore has not in Himself any admixture of
potentiality.

4. Everything acts inasmuch as it is in actuality. [40] Whatever then is not all actuality,
does not act by its whole self, but by something of itself. But what does not act by its
whole self, is not a prime agent; for it acts by participation in something else, not by its
own essence. The prime agent then, which is God, has no admixture of potentiality, but
iS pure actuality.

6. We see that there is that in the world which passes from potentiality to actuality. But it
does not educe itself from potentiality to actuality, because what is in potentiality is not
as yet, and therefore cannot act. Therefore there must be some other prior thing,
whereby this thing may be brought out from potentiality to actuality. And again, if this
further thing is going out from potentiality to actuality, there must be posited before it yet
some other thing, whereby it may be reduced to actuality. But this process cannot go on
for ever: therefore we must come to something that is only in actuality, and nowise in
potentiality; and that we call God. [41]

[37] Potentia passiva, the Aristotelian “potentiality’ in its opposition to "act.' Taken
actively, the word potentia is to be rendered "Power," not “potentiality.” As God
possesses the power to create whatever can be made at all, there is in Him the promise
and potency of all possible being. In Him all things that are or ever can be exist
“eminently and virtually.' He is all that they are, but in a better and more excellent way, -
- in some such way as a seal is in regard of all the impressions that ever can be taken
of it, or as a king in regard of a viceroy or lord-lieutenant. so much so that actual
creation makes no addition to God or to the sum total of Being absolutely speaking. --
Cf. Isa. xl.

[38] "Actuality is prior to potentiality." The whole metaphysical proof of the existence of
God may be said to be summed up in these words.

[39] A metaphysical and therefore more general statement of the physical law of inertia.
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[40] "Every agent acts inasmuch as it is in actuality,’ is a favourite axiom of the
schoolmen, to which there is a reciprocal: "Everything that is acted upon is acted upon
inasmuch as it is in potentiality': which is also put thus, "Everything received is received
according to the mode of the recipient.' "To be in actuality,' is something akin to the
modern conception of “energy.' Every agent then acts according to its proximately
available energy. A man does only what he is "up to doing.'

[41] This last is in substance the whole argument of Chap. XllIl. St Thomas is thinking of
such an instance in the first place as the birth of a child, or the growth of a crop of
wheat. Intellectual agents have some limited power of educing themselves from
potentiality to actuality, e.g., from armed peace to war: but their case is not under
consideration here.
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CHAPTER XVIlI--That in God there is no Composition

IN every compound there must be actuality and potentiality. For a plurality of things
cannot become one thing, unless there be actuality and potentiality. For things that are
not one absolutely, are not actually united except by being in a manner tied up together
or driven together: in which case the parts thus got together are in potentiality in respect
of union; for they combine actually, after having been potentially combinable. But in God
there is no potentiality: therefore there is not in Him any composition. [42]

3. Every compound is potentially soluble in respect of its being compound, although in
some cases there may be some other fact that stands in the way of dissolution. But
what is soluble is in potentiality not to be, which cannot be said of God, seeing that He
is of Himself a necessary Being.

[42] Read: "Non enim plura possunt fieri unum, nisi aliquid ibi sit actus et aliquid
potentia. Quae enim non sunt unum simpliciter, actu non uniuntur, nisi quasi colligata
vel sicut congregata: in quibus etiam ipsae partes congregatae sunt sicut in potentia
respectu unionis."”
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CHAPTER XX--That God is Incorporeal

EVERY corporeal thing, being extended, is compound and has parts. But God is not
compound: therefore He is not anything corporeal.

5. According to the order of objects is the order and distinction of powers: therefore
above all sensible objects there is some intelligible object, existing in the nature of
things. But every corporeal thing existing in nature is sensible: therefore there is
determinable above all corporeal things something nobler than they. If therefore God is
corporeal, He is not the first and greatest Being. [43]

With this demonstrated truth divine authority also agrees. For it is said: God is a spirit
(John iv, 24): To the King of ages, immortal, invisible, only God (1 Tim. i, 17): The
invisible things of God are understood and discerned by the things that are made (Rom.
i, 29). For the things that are discerned, not by sight but by understanding, are
incorporeal.

Hereby is destroyed the error of the first natural philosophers, who posited none but
material causes. The Gentiles also are refuted, who set up the elements of the world,
and the powers therein existing, for gods; also the follies of the Anthropomorphite
heretics, who figured God under bodily lineaments; also of the Manicheans, who
thought God was an infinite substance of light diffused through infinite space. The
occasion of all these errors was that, in thinking of divine things, men came under the
influence of the imagination, which can be cognisant only of bodily likeness. And
therefore we must transcend imagination in the study of things incorporeal.

[43] | have not translated the rest of this long chapter, founded as most of it is upon
Aristotelian physics. One leading characteristic of bodies, inertia, may be confidently
fixed upon as not predicable of the Supreme Being.
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CHAPTER XXI--That God is His own Essence
[44]

IN everything that is not its own essence, quiddity, or nature, there must be some
composition. For since in everything its own essence is contained, -- if in anything there
were contained nothing but its essence, the whole of that thing would be its essence,
and so itself would be its own essence. If then anything is not its own essence, there
must be something in that thing besides its essence, and so there must be in it
composition. Hence also the essence in compound things is spoken of as a part, as
humanity in man. But it has been shown that in God there is no composition. God
therefore is His own essence.

2. That alone is reckoned to be beyond the essence of a thing, which does not enter
into its definition: for the definition declares what the thing essentially is. But the
accidents of a thing are the only points about it which fall not within the definition:
therefore the accidents are the only points about a thing besides its essence. But in God
there are no accidents, as will be shown (Chap. [10]XXIII): therefore there is nothing in
Him besides His essence.

3. The forms that are not predicable of subsistent things, whether in the universal or in
the singular, are forms that do not of themselves subsist singly, individualised in
themselves. It is not said that Socrates or man or animal is whiteness; because
whiteness is not anything subsisting singly in itself, but is individualised by the
substance in which it exists. Also the essences or quiddities of genera or species are
individualised according to the definite matter of this or that individual, although the
generic or specific quiddity includes form and matter in general: hence it is not said that
Socrates or man is humanity. But the Divine Essence is something existing singly by
itself, and individualised in itself, as will be shown ([11]Chap. XLII). The Divine Essence
therefore is predicated of God in such a way that it can be said: "God is His own
essence.' [45]

[44] That is to say, whatever God is, He essentially is, which cannot be said of man: for
there are many things in and about every man over and above what is essential to his
being man.

[45] Humanity is not man, but Deity is God. In every man, besides his humanity, or

specific nature, there are his individual characteristics (accidentia individuantia). God is
not made up of a specific nature with individual characteristics.
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CHAPTER XXIlI--That in God Existence and Essence is the same
[46]

IT has been shown above (Chap. [12]XV, n. 4) that there is an Existence which of itself
necessarily is; and that is God. If this existence, which necessarily is, is contained in
some essence not identical with it, then either it is dissonant and at variance with that
essence, as subsistent existence is at variance with the essence of whiteness; or it is
consonant with and akin to that essence, as existence in something other than itself is
consonant with whiteness. In the former case, the existence which of itself necessarily
is will not attach to that essence, any more than subsistent existence will attach to
whiteness. In the latter case, either such existence must depend on the essence, or
both existence and essence depend on another cause, or the essence must depend on
the existence. The former two suppositions are against the idea of a being which of
itself necessarily is; because, if it depends on another thing, it no longer is necessarily.
From the third supposition it follows that that essence is accidental and adventitious to
the thing which of itself necessarily is; because all that follows upon the being of a thing
is accidental to it; and thus the supposed essence will not be the essence at all. God
therefore has no essence that is not His existence.

2. Everything is by its own existence. Whatever then is not its own existence does not of
itself necessarily exist. But God does of Himself necessarily exist: therefore God is His
own existence.

4. "Existence' denotes a certain actuality: for a thing is not said to "be’ for what it is
potentially, but for what it is actually. But everything to which there attaches an actuality,
existing as something different from it, stands to the same as potentiality to actuality. If
then the divine essence is something else than its own existence, it follows that essence
and existence in God stand to one another as potentiality and actuality. But it has been
shown that in God there is nothing of potentiality (Chap. [13]XVI), but that He is pure
actuality. Therefore God's essence is not anything else but His existence. [47]

5. Everything that cannot be except by the concurrence of several things is compound.
But nothing in which essence is one thing, and existence another, can be except by the
concurrence of several things, to wit, essence and existence. Therefore everything in
which essence is one thing, and existence another, is compound. But God is not
compound, as has been shown (Chap. [14]XVIIl). Therefore the very existence of God
is His essence.

This sublime truth was taught by the Lord to Moses (Exod. iii, 13, 14) If they say to me,
What is his name? what shall | say to them? Thus shalt thou say to the children of
Israel: He who is hath sent me to you: showing this to be His proper name, He who is.
But every name is given to show the nature or essence of some thing. Hence it remains
that the very existence or being of God is His essence or nature.
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[46] That is to say, it is the same thing for God to be at all and to be exactly what He is.
"Godhead' and "this God' are identical. No one possibly could be God save Him alone
who actually is God. In God the ideal order and the actual order coincide, the order of
thought (essence) and the order of being (existence).

[47] This distinction of actuality and potentiality is the saving of philosophy. Even
physical science in our day has found “potential’ a convenient term. The distinction is
heedlessly abolished by those who put activity for being, and seem to think that the
human mind itself would perish the moment it ceased to act, as though there could be
no reality that was not actualised. But perfect actuality can be nothing less than God: so
that if actuality alone exists without potentiality, God alone exists. Nature by the
institution of sleep teaches us to distinguish the potential from the actual. If mind may be
dormant and yet not cease to be, so may the objects of mind be dormant -- unobserved
by human sense, unpictured in human imagination, unrecalled in human memory, or
even wholly out of the ken of human knowledge, -- and still really and truly be, as
"permanent possibilities of sensation™ or of cognition. This phrase of J. S. Mill is
felicitous, if we remember, as he did not, that a "permanent possibility” is something
raised above nothingness. Here then we have the confutation of idealism, of Berkeley
and Kant and all their tribe. Phenomena, or appearances, cannot be actual to man
except as objects of sensation or other human cognition: but they may very well be and
are potential, observable though unobserved, out of all human mind. Potentiality
however cannot be mere potentiality: it must rest on something actual. The actuality on
which potential phenomena, appearances or accidents rest, is the substance in which
they inhere. The horns then of idealism are broken. Subject is not percipere; object is
not percipi. If any one claims the liberty of using such a terminology, he must at least be
brought to an admission that there is much of Mind which is not subject in his sense,
and much of Matter that is not object. Mind and Matter are like sea and land, two vast
potentialities. They meet on the coast-line: but the coast-line of percipere and percipi is
far from being the whole reality.
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CHAPTER XXIlI--That in God there is no Accident

EVERYTHING that is in a thing accidentally has a cause for its being therein, seeing
that it is beside the essence of the thing wherein it is. If then there is anything in God
accidentally, this must be by some cause. Either therefore the cause of the accident is
the Divinity itself, or something else. If something else, that something must act upon
the divine substance: for nothing induces any form, whether substantial or accidental, in
any recipient, except by acting in some way upon it, because acting is nothing else than
making something actually be, which is by a form. Thus God will be acted upon and
moved by some agent, which is against the conclusions of Chapter [15]XIll. But if the
divine substance itself is the cause of the accident supposed to be in it, then, --
inasmuch as it cannot possibly be the cause of it in so far as it is the recipient of it,
because at that rate the same thing in the same respect would actualise itself, -- then
this accident, supposed to be in God, needs must be received by Him in one respect
and caused by Him in another, even as things corporeal receive their proper accidents
by the virtue of their matter, and cause them by their form. Thus then God will be
compound, the contrary of which has been above proved. [48] &gt;

4. In whatever thing anything is accidentally, that thing is in some way changeable in its
nature: for accident as such may be and may not be in the thing in which it is. If then
God has anything attaching to Him accidentally, it follows that He is changeable, the
contrary of which has above been proved (Chap. [16]XIII, [17]XV).

5. A thing into which an accident enters, is not all and everything that is contained in
itself: because accident is not of the essence of the subject. But God is whatever He
has in Himself. Therefore in God there is no accident. -- The premises are proved thus.
Everything is found more excellently in cause than in effect. [49] But God is cause of all:
therefore whatever is in Him is found there in the most excellent way possible. But what
most perfectly attaches to a thing is the very thing itself. This unity of identity is more
perfect than the substantial union of one element with another, e.g., of form with matter;
and that union again is more perfect than the union that comes of one thing being
accidentally in another. It remains therefore that God is whatever He has.

Hence Augustine (De Trinitate, v, c. 4, n. 5): "There is nothing accidental in God,
because there is nothing changeable or perishable." The showing forth of this truth is
the confutation of sundry Saracen jurists, who suppose certain "ideas" superadded to
the Divine Essence. [50]

[48] A body, according to St Thomas, is made up of a potential subject, called "matter,’
connaturally extended in space; and further of an actuating principle of energy, called
'substantial form," which is so united to the potential subject, or ‘matter, that the latter
thereby becomes an individual body within a definite species, deriving its power of
action from the 'substantial form," or principle of energy.
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[49] Shakespeare's genius was a better thing than Shakespeare's Othello. Ordinarily,
the cause is not permanently exhausted by the effort of causation; more remains behind
than has been put into the effect. A man is more proud of what he can do than of what
he has done. There would be small satisfaction in viewing a work of your mind, or of
your hands, if you felt that your hand had lost its cunning, and your mind was now
effete.

[50] Intentiones. For intentio meaning idea, see B. |, Chap. LIIl. The reference is to
archetypal ideas of creation, something akin to the Platonic Ideas, the "multitude of
things intelligible," discussed in Chap. L-LV of this book. The "Saracen jurists'
(Saracenorum in jure loquentium) are apparently Avicenna and his school, against
whom these chapters are directed.
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CHAPTER XXIV--That the Existence of God cannot he characterised by the addition of
any Substantial Differentia
[51]

IT is impossible for anything actually to be, unless all things exist whereby its substantial
being is characterised. An animal cannot actually be without being either a rational or an
irrational animal. Hence the Platonists, in positing Ideas, did not posit self-existent Ideas
of genera, seeing that genera are characterised and brought to specific being by
addition of essential differentias; but they posited self-existent Ideas of species alone,
seeing that for the (further) characterising of species (in the individuals belonging to it)
there is no need of essential differentias. [52] If then the existence of God is
characterised and receives an essential characteristic by the addition of something else,
that existence will not of itself actually be except by having that other thing superadded
to it. But the existence of God is His own very substance, as has been shown. It would
follow that the substance of God could not actually be except by something supervening
upon it; and thence the further conclusion would ensue that the substance of God is not
of itself necessarily existent, the contrary of which has been shown above (Chap.
[18]XV, n. 4)

2. Everything that needs something superadded to enable it to be, is in potentiality in
respect of that addition. Now the divine substance is not in any way in potentiality, as
has been shown (Chap. [19]XVI), but God's own substance is God's own being.
Therefore His existence cannot be characterised by any superadded substantial
characteristic.

[51] This and the next chapter go to show that the logical arrangement is inapplicable to
God, by which genus and differentia together constitute the species or definition, as
animal and rational make up man.

[52] There is an ideal or typical man in the Platonic scale, but no ideal animal. The

former is specific in reference to Socrates, the latter would be generic. The type stops at
the species. This piece of Platonism is not formulated in the writings of Plato.
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CHAPTER XXV--That God is not in any Genus

EVERYTHING that is in any genus has something in it whereby the nature of the genus
is characterised and reduced to species: for there is nothing in the genus that is not in
some species of it. But this is impossible in God, as has been shown in the previous
chapter.

2. If God is in any genus, He is either in the genus of accident or the genus of
substance. He is not in the genus of accident, for an accident cannot be the first being
and the first cause. Again, He cannot be in the genus of substance: for the substance
that is a genus is not mere existence [53] : otherwise every substance would be its own
existence, since the idea of the genus is maintained in all that is contained under the
genus: at that rate no substance would be caused by another, which is impossible
(Chap. [20]XI1l, [21]XV). But God is mere existence: therefore He is not in any genus.

3. Whatever is in a genus differs in point of existence from other things that are in the
same genus: otherwise genus would not be predicated of several things. But all things
that are in the same genus must agree in the quiddity, or essence, of the genus:
because of them all genus is predicated so as to answer the question what (quid) each
thing is. [54] Therefore the existence of each thing that exists in a genus is something
over and above the quiddity of the genus. But that is impossible in God. [55]

4. Everything is placed in a genus by reason of its quiddity. But the quiddity of God is
His own mere (full) existence [56] . Now a thing is not ranked in a genus on the score of
mere (bare) existence: otherwise "being,' in the sense of mere (bare) existence, would
be a genus. But that "being' cannot be a genus is proved in this way. If "being' were a
genus, some differentia would have to be found to reduce it to species. But no
differentia participates in its genus: | mean, genus is never comprehended in the idea of
the differentia: because at that rate genus would be put twice over in the definition of the
species. [57] Differentia then must be something over and above what is understood in
the idea of genus. Now nothing can be over and above what is understood by the idea
of "being’; since "being’ enters into the conceivability of all things whereof it is
predicated, and thus can be limited by no differentia. [58]

Hence it is also apparent that God cannot be defined, because every definition is by
genus and differentias. It is apparent also that there can be no demonstration of God
except through some effect of His production: because the principle of demonstration is
a definition of the thing defined. [59]

[53] There is always an ambiguity in this term of ‘mere existence,' ipsum esse, auto to
einai. Either it means ens abstractissimum, the thinnest and shallowest of concepts,
denoting the barest removal from nothingness: or it is ens plenissimum, being that
includes (virtually at least) all other being, as the Platonic auto to kalon virtually includes
all beauty. In this latter sense the term is predicable of God alone. In God "mere
existence' means pure actuality.
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[54] Quod quid est, to ti en einai, where quod is a clumsy equivalent for to.

[55] God is mere and sheer existence, not existence modelled upon some quiddity
(Chap. XXII). In this study it should be borne in mind that “essence’ represents the ideal
order: “existence' the actual. God is the unity of essence and existence, of the ideal and
the actual; the point at which the potential finally vanishes into the actual. In every
existent being, under God, there is an admixture of potentiality. This is to be kept
steadily in view in bringing St Thomas to bear upon Kant and Hegel.

[56] If God and the creatures were included in one genus, the genus could not he the
“full existence' (esse plenissimum) of God, for that is not predicable of the creature. We
should have to fall back upon the other meaning of ipsum esse, namely, “bare
existence,' and upon that St Thomas argues.

[57] As if we took 'living' for a differentia attachable to the genus "animal,’ and so
formed a species ‘living animal.'

[58] Being means anything and everything that in any way is, and can at all be said to
be removed from the merest nothing. There is being in thought, conceptual, or ideal
being; and there is being of thing, -- actually existent being. Being in this latter sense of
what actually exists cannot be a genus, because the whole apparatus of genus, species
and differentia belongs to the business of definition; and definition does not lay down
actual existence (esse), but ideal being (essentia). It is no part of the definition of a
triangle to state that any such things as triangles do actually exist. Therefore we read in
this chapter (n. 3): "The existence of each thing that exists in a genus is something over
and above the quiddity of the genus." In other words, “existence' lies outside every
possible generic notion. Nor again can being in the sense of what is in thought be a
genus, because such conceptual being penetrates and pervades the whole ideal order,
to which genus, species and differentia belong: it is the fundamental notion of the order,
and appears everywhere, and therefore cannot be screened off as a genus. -- See
Metaphysics in the Stonyhurst Series of "Manuals of Catholic Philosophy,” pp. 35-38.

[59] God cannot be demonstrated in the Aristotelian sense, as truths are demonstrated

in the exact sciences, notably mathematics. You can demonstrate in this sense nothing
but what you thoroughly comprehend.
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CHAPTER XXVI--That God is not the formal or abstract being of all things

THINGS are not distinguished from one another in so far as they all have being,
because in this they all agree. If therefore things do differ from one another, either
“being' itself must be specified by certain added differentias, so that different things
have a different specific being; or things must differ in this that "being' itself attaches to
specifically different natures. The first alternative is impossible, because no addition can
be made to "being," in the way that differentia is added to genus, as has been said
(Chap. [22]XXV, n. 4). It remains therefore that things differ in that they have different
natures, to which “being' accrues differently. But the divine being is not something
accessory to any nature, but is the very nature or essence of God (Chap. [23]XXII). If
therefore the divine being were the formal and abstract being of all things, all things
would have to be absolutely one. [60]

4. What is common to many is not anything over and above the many except in thought
alone. For example, "animal’ is not anything over and above Socrates and Plato and
other animals, except in the mind that apprehends the form of “animal’ despoiled of all
individualising and specifying marks: for what is really animal is man: otherwise it would
follow that in Plato there were several animals, to wit, animal in general, and man in
general, and Plato himself. Much less then is bare being in general anything over and
above all existing things, except in the mind alone. If then God be being in general, God
will be nothing more than a logical entity, something that exists in the mind alone.

This error is set aside by the teaching of Holy Scripture, which confesses God lofty and
high (Isa. vi, 1), and that He is above all (Rom. ix, 5). For if He is the being of all, then
He is something of all, not above all. The supporters of this error are also cast out by
the same sentence which casts out idolaters, who gave the incommunicable name of
God to stocks and stones (Wisd. xiv, 8, 21). For if God were the being of all, it would not
be more truly said, "A stone is a being,' than "A stone is God.'

What has led men into this error is a piece of faulty reasoning. For, seeing that what is
common to many is specialised and individualised by addition, they reckoned that the
divine being, to which no addition is made, was not any individual being, but was the
general being of all things: failing to observe that what is common or universal cannot
really exist without addition, but merely is viewed by the mind without addition. "Animal’
cannot be without “rational’ or “irrational’ as a differentia, although it may be thought of
without these differentias. [61] Moreover, though the universal be thought of without
addition, yet not without susceptibility of addition. "Animal’ would not be a genus if no
differentia could be added to it; and so of other generic names. But the divine being is
without addition, not only in thought, but also in rerum natura; and not only without
addition, but without even susceptibility of addition. Hence from this very fact, that He
neither receives nor can receive addition, we may rather conclude that God is not being
in general, but individual being: for by this very fact His being is distinguished from all
other beings, that nothing can be added to it. (Chap. [24]XXIV).
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[60] If all things agreed in being -- and that the divine being — all things would agree also
in nature, since the being of God is simply identical with His nature. Agreeing at once in
being and in nature, they would agree all over, all would be absolutely one, and one
great and sole Reality would pervade and constitute the universe. To erect such a
"Reality,’ or "Idea," or "Absolute," and then to proclaim it God, is pantheism. St Thomas
argues that this all-pervading entity is not the universe, still less is it God: it has no
concrete existence whatever: it is the shallowest, poorest and barest of the mind's
reations, extending to and denoting everything, and therefore meaning and
comprehending next to nothing. In its fourth canon, De Deo Creatore, the Vatican
Council anathematises any who say that "God is a universal or indefinite being, which
by self-determination constitutes the universe."

[61] This statement, along with the previous ([25]n. 4), is St Thomas's repudiation of
ultra-realism, a doctrine with which the schoolmen are often charged, as though they
gave the objects of universal concepts, as universal, a place in rerum natura. The neo-
Kantian school, identifying reality with thought, may be more open to the accusation. Is
not the old mediaeval strife about “universals' still being waged under other names?
Modern scholars make a great difficulty of admitting that the "common element" in a
number of similar objects, e.g., of dogs, can be thought of without addition of colour,
size, and other points, which go to individualise this dog. Take all those points away,
they say, and you have nothing left. Certainly you have no picture in the imagination left.
But cursory, rapid thinking, -- and such is our usual thinking, -- is done without any
picture in the imagination; we think vaguely, or, as Cardinal Newman in the Grammar of
Assent calls it, "notionally."” Only in vivid thought is a sensible picture in the imagination
formed, and the apprehension becomes what Newman calls "real.” The object then
appears with its individualising features upon the imaginative canvas, the mind
meanwhile remarking to itself that this figure, e.g., of this dog, is a specimen or type, to
which other objects will conform with various differences.
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CHAPTER XXVIII--That God is Universal Perfection

AS all perfection and nobility is in a thing inasmuch as the thing is, so every defect is in
a thing inasmuch as the thing in some manner is not. As then God has being in its
totality, so not-being is totally removed from Him, because the measure in which a thing
has being is the measure of its removal from not-being. Therefore all defect is absent
from God: He is therefore universal perfection.

2. Everything imperfect must proceed from something perfect: therefore the First Being
must be most perfect.

3. Everything is perfect inasmuch as it is in actuality; imperfect, inasmuch as it is in
potentiality, with privation of actuality. That then which is nowise in potentiality, but is
pure actuality, must be most perfect; and such is God. [62]

4. Nothing acts except inasmuch as it is in actuality: action therefore follows the
measure of actuality in the agent. It is impossible therefore for any effect that is brought
into being by action to be of a nobler actuality than is the actuality of the agent. It is
possible though for the actuality of the effect to be less perfect than the actuality of the
acting cause, inasmuch as action may be weakened on the part of the object to which it
is terminated, or upon which it is spent. Now in the category of efficient causation
everything is reducible ultimately to one cause, which is God, of whom are all things.
Everything therefore that actually is in any other thing must be found in God much more
eminently than in the thing itself; God then is most perfect.

Hence the answer given to Moses by the Lord, when he sought to see the divine face or
glory: I will show thee all good (Exod. xxxiii, 19).

[62] It does not follow from this that human perfection is perfect self-realisation, in the
sense of every power being realised to the utmost. The powers of man are many, not all
of equally high quality. The utmost realisation of one might and would interfere with the
realisation of another: the baser might be brought out to the loss of nobler and better:
the perfection of man is a harmony of powers, which implies both use and restraint of
them severally according to the excellence of their several functions. In man, much
must be left in potentiality, if the best actuality that he is capable of is to be realised. In
an orchestra, where every instrument played (or brayed) continuously at its loudest, the
result would be din indescribable, a maximum of noise with a minimum of music.
Perfection is actuality up to standard. In a finite nature, the standard imposes limitations,
according to the Aristotelian canon of the golden mean, a canon not framed for the
infinite.

56



CHAPTER XXIX--How Likeness to God may be found in Creatures

EFFECTS disproportionate to their causes do not agree with them in name and
essence. And yet some likeness must be found between such effects and their causes:
for it is of the nature of an agent to do something like itself. Thus also God gives to
creatures all their perfections; and thereby He has with all creatures a likeness, and an
unlikeness at the same time. For this point of likeness, however, it is more proper to say
that the creature is like God than that God is like the creature. For that is said to be like
a thing, which possesses its quality or form. Since then that which is found to perfection
in God is found in other beings by some manner of imperfect participation, the said point
of likeness belongs to God absolutely, but not so to the creature. And thus the creature
has what belongs to God, and is rightly said to be like to God: but it cannot be said that
God has what belongs to the creature, nor is it fitting to say that God is like the creature;
as we do not say that a man is like his picture, and yet his picture is rightly pronounced
to be like him.
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CHAPTER XXX--What Names can be predicated of God

WE may further consider what may be said or not said of God, or what may be said of
Him only, what again may be said of God and at the same time also of other beings.
Inasmuch as every perfection of the creature may be found in God, although in another
and a more excellent way, it follows that whatever names absolutely denote perfection
without defect, are predicated of God and of other beings, as for instance, "goodness,’
‘wisdom,' "being," and the like. But whatever names denote such perfection with the
addition of a mode proper to creatures, cannot be predicated of God except by way of
similitude and metaphor, whereby the attributes of one thing are wont to be adapted to
another, as when a man is called a "block' for the denseness of his understanding. Of
this sort are all names imposed to denote the species of a created thing, as ‘'man," and
'stone’: for to every species is due its own proper mode of perfection and being. In like
manner also whatever names denote properties that are caused in things by their
proper specific principles, [63] cannot be predicated of God otherwise than
metaphorically. But the names that express such perfections with that mode of
supereminent excellence in which they appertain to God, are predicated of God alone,
as for instance, "Sovereign Good," "First Being," and the like. | say that some of the
aforesaid names imply perfection without defect, if we consider that which the name
was imposed to signify. But if we consider the mode of signification, every name is
attended with defect: for by a name we express things as we conceive them in our
understanding: but our understanding, taking its beginning of knowledge from sensible
objects, does not transcend that mode which it finds in such sensible objects. In them
the form is one thing, and that which has the form another. The form, to be sure, is
simple, but imperfect, as not subsisting by itself: while that which has the form subsists,
but is not simple -- nay, is concrete and composite. [64] Hence whatever our
understanding marks as subsisting, it marks in the concrete: what it marks as simple, it
marks, not as something that is, but as that whereby something is. [65] And thus in
every name that we utter, if we consider the mode of signification, there is found an
imperfection that does not attach to God, although the thing signified may attach to God
in some eminent way, as appears in the name "goodness' and "good.' "Goodness'
denotes something as not subsisting by itself: "good," something as concrete and
composite. In this respect, then, no name befits God suitably except in respect of that
which the name is imposed to signify. Such names therefore may be both affirmed and
denied of God, affirmed on account of the meaning of the name, denied on account of
the mode of signification. But the mode of supereminence, whereby the said perfections
are found in God, cannot be signified by the names imposed by us, except either by
negation, as when we call God “eternal’ or “infinite," or by reference or comparison of
Him to other things, as when He is called the "First Cause' or the "Sovereign Good.' For
we cannot take in (capere) [66] of God what He is, but what He is not, and how other
beings stand related to Him.

[63] e.g., space-enclosing as a property of triangles.
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[64] Concretionem habens. The concrete to St Thomas means the composite. Any
existing created substance, as he teaches, is compounded of specific nature and
individualising notes, of actuality and potentiality, of essence and existence. Thus, in
creation, the abstract alone is simple, concrete being is compound.

[65] Thus the concrete man is something that is: the abstract humanity is that whereby
man is man, not something that is by itself.

[66] Capere is chorein, “find room for' in our (limited) understanding.’

59



CHAPTER XXXI--That the Plurality of divine Names is not inconsistent with the
Simplicity of the Divine Being predicated of God and of other Beings

THE perfections proper to other things in respect of their several forms must be
attributed to God in respect of His productivity alone, which productivity is no other than
His essence. Thus then God is called "wise,' not only in respect of His producing
wisdom, but because, in so far as we are wise, we imitate in some measure His
productivity, which makes us wise. But He is not called 'stone,’ though He has made
stones, because in the name of 'stone’ is understood a determinate mode of being
wherein a stone is distinguished from God. Still a stone is an imitation of God its cause,
in being, in goodness, and other such respects. Something of the sort may be found in
the cognitive and active powers of man. The intellect by its one power knows all that the
sentient part knows by several powers, and. much more besides. Also, the higher the
intellect, the more it can know by one effort, to which knowledge an inferior intellect
does not attain without many efforts. Again, the royal power extends to all those
particulars to which the divers powers under it are directed. Thus also God by His one
simple being possesses all manner of perfection, all that other beings compass by
divers faculties -- yea, much more. Hereby the need is clear of many names predicated
of God: for as we cannot know Him naturally otherwise than by arriving at Him from the
effects which He produces, the names whereby we denote His perfections must be
several and diverse, answering to the diverse perfections that are found in things. But if
we could understand His essence as it is in itself, and adapt to it a name proper to it, we
should express it by one name only, as is promised to those who shall behold Him in
essence: In that day there shall be one Lord, and his name shall be one (Zach. xiv, 9).
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CHAPTER XXXII--That nothing is predicated of God and other beings synonymously
[67]

AN effect that does not receive a form specifically like the form whereby the agent acts,
is incapable of receiving in synonymous predication the name taken from that form. [68]
But, of the things whereof God is cause, the forms do not attain to the species of the
divine efficacy, since they receive piecemeal and in particular what is found in God
simply and universally.

3. Everything that is predicated of several things synonymously, is either genus species,
differentia, accidens, or proprium. But nothing is predicated of God as genus, as has
been shown (Chap. [26]XXV); and in like manner neither as differentia; nor again as
species, which is made up of genus and differentia; nor can any accident attach to Him,
as has been shown (Chap. [27]XXIIl); and thus nothing is predicated of God either as
accident or as proprium, for proprium is of the class of accidents. The result is that
nothing is predicated synonymously of God and other beings.

6. Whatever is predicated of things so as to imply that one thing precedes and the other
is consequent and dependent on the former, is certainly not predicated synonymously.
Now nothing is predicated of God and of other beings as though they stood in the same
rank, but it is implied that one precedes, and the other is consequent and dependent. Of
God all predicates are predicated essentially. He is called "being' to denote that He is
essence itself; and "good,' to denote that He is goodness itself. But of other beings
predications are made to denote participation. Thus Socrates is called "a man,' not that
he is humanity itself, but one having humanity. It is impossible therefore for any
predicate to be applied synonymously and in the same sense to God and other beings.

[67] Synonymously,' that is, in the same sense. This and the next three chapters
suppose the doctrine of Aristotle about synonyma and homonyma to be found in the
beginning of his Categories, and in the text-books. The conclusion of this chapter, if
accepted, renders pantheism untenable.

[68] e.g., one who has no genius for painting, taking lessons in painting from a Murillo,
is incapable of receiving a form, or quality, of painter like that which his master has.
Murillo is a painter of another species than his pupil. If both are called painters, they do
not bear the designation in the same sense.
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CHAPTER XXXIII--That it is not at all true that the application of common Predicates to
God and to Creatures involves nothing beyond a mere Identity of Name

WHERE there is a mere accidental identity of name, there is no order or respect implied
of one thing to another, but quite by accident one name is applied to several different
things. But this is not the case with the names applied to God and to creatures: for in
such a community of names we have regard to the order of cause and effect (Chap.
[28]XXIX, [29]XXXII). [69]

2. Moreover, there is some manner of likeness of creatures to God (Chap. [30]XXIX).

3. When there is no more than a mere identity of name between several things, we
cannot be led from one of them to the knowledge of another; but from the attributes
found in creatures we are led to a knowledge of the attributes of God (Chap. [31]XXX,
[B2]XXXI).

5. There is no use predicating any name of any thing unless by the name we come to
understand something about the thing. But if names are predicated of God and
creatures by a mere coincidence of sound, we understand by those names nothing
whatever about God, seeing that the significations of those names are known to us only
inasmuch as they apply to creatures: there would at that rate be no use in saying or
proving of God that God is a good being, or anything else of the sort.

If it is said that by such names we only know of God what He is not -- in that, e.g., He is
called “living' as not being of the genus of inanimate things -- at least it must be allowed
that the predicate 'living,' applied to God and to creatures, agrees in the negation of the
inanimate, and thus will be something more than a bare coincidence of name. [70]

[69] The theological and devotional terms which we derive from creatures and apply to
God are not as the Aristotelian homonyma, where, under sameness of name, two
different senses are expressed of two entirely different thing, mere namesakes and
nothing more, as when we call a post alike a log stuck in the ground and a delivery of
letters.

[70] St Thomas says what suffices for his present argument: he is not undertaking to
exhaust the sense of the phrase living God.'
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CHAPTER XXXIV--That the things that are said God and Creatures are said
analogously

THUS then from the foregoing arguments the conclusion remains that things said alike
of God and of other beings are not said either in quite the same sense, or in a totally
different sense, but in an analogous sense, that is, in point of order or regard to some
one object. And this happens in two ways: in one way inasmuch as many things have
regard to one patrticular, as in regard to the one point of health an animal is called
“healthy' as being the subject of health medicine is called "healthful' as being productive
of health; food is "healthy,’' being preservative of health; urine, as being a sign of health:
in another way, inasmuch as we consider the order or regard of two things, not to any
third thing, but to one of the two, as "being' is predicated of substance and accident
inasmuch as accident is referred to substance, not that substance and accident are
referred to any third thing. Such names then as are predicated of God and of other
beings are not predicated analogously in the former way of analogy -- for then we
should have to posit something before God -- but in the latter way. [71]

In this matter of analogous predication we find sometimes the same order in point of
name and in point of thing named, sometimes not the same. The order of naming
follows the order of knowing, because the name is a sign of an intelligible concept.
When then that which is prior in point of fact happens to be also prior in point of
knowledge, there is one and the same priority alike in point of the concept answering to
the name and of the nature of the thing named. Thus substance is prior to accident by
nature, inasmuch as substance is the cause of accident; [72] and prior also in
knowledge, inasmuch as substance is put in the definition of accident; and therefore
"being' is predicated of substance before it is predicated of accident, alike in point of the
nature of the thing and in point of the concept attaching to the name. [73] But when
what is prior in nature is posterior in knowledge, in such cases of analogy there is not
the same order alike in point of the thing named and in point of the concept attaching to
the name. Thus the power of healing, that is in healing remedies, is prior by nature to
the health that is in the animal, as the cause is prior to the effect: but because this
power is known from its effect, it is also named from its effect: hence, though "healthful’
or "health- producing," is prior in order of fast, yet the application of the predicate
“healthy' to the animal is prior in point of the concept attaching to the name. Thus then,
because we arrive at the knowledge of God from the knowledge of other realities, the
thing signified by the names that we apply in common to God and to those other
realities -- the thing signified, | say, is by priority in God, in the mode proper to God: but
the concept attaching to the name is posterior in its application to Him: hence He is said
to be named from the effects which He causes. [74]

[71] Therefore we call God "good' as being the origin of goodness, and creatures "good'
as being effects of divine goodness. But at that rate, it appears, we ought to know the
goodness of God before we know the goodness of creatures, which seems not to be the
case. This objection St Thomas proceeds to clear away.
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[72] The thing appearing is the cause of the appearance, of actual appearance, when a
capable finite mind is present, as in the case of a book being read; of the potentiality of
appearance, when, as with an unread book, no such capable finite mind is there.

[73] Children have some inkling of substance before they have any of accidents, as is
shown by this, that the first names they use are nouns substantive, not adjectives. On
dumb animals Cardinal Newman writes in his Grammar of Assent (p. 111, cd. 1895) "It
is one peculiarity of animal natures to be susceptible of phenomena through the
channels of sense: it is another to have in those sensible phenomena a perception of
the individuals to which this or that group of them belongs. This perception of individual
things, amid the mass of shapes and colours which meets their sight, is given to brutes
in large measure, and that, apparently, from the moment of their birth. It is by no mere
physical instinct, such as that which leads him to his mother for milk, that the new-
dropped lamb recognises each of his fellow-lambkins as a whole, consisting of many
parts bound up in one, and, before he is an hour old, makes experience of his and their
rival individualities. And much more distinctly do the horse and dog recognise even the
personality of their master.”

[74] This distinction between the "thing signified' (res nominis) and the “concept
attaching to the name' (ratio nominis) is of interest to the idealist. It supposes -- as Kant
also supposes, though Hegel apparently does not -- a distinction between things and
our way of looking at them.
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CHAPTER XXXV--That the several Names predicated of God are not synonymous

THOUGH the names predicated of God signify the same thing, still they are not
synonymous, because they do not signify the same point of view. For just as divers
realities are by divers forms assimilated to the one simple reality, which is God, so our
understanding by divers concepts is in some sort assimilated to Him, inasmuch as, by
several different points of view, taken from the perfections of creatures, it is brought to
the knowledge of Him. And therefore our understanding is not at fault in forming many
concepts of one thing; because that simple divine being is such that things can be
assimilated to it in many divers forms. According to these divers conceptions the
understanding invents divers names, an assigns them to God — names which, though
they denote one and the same thing, yet clearly are not synonymous, since they are not
assigned from the same point of view. The same meaning does not attach to the name
in all these cases, seeing that the name signifies the concept of the understanding
before it signifies the thing understood.
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CHAPTER XXXVI--That the Propositions which our Understanding forms of God are not
void of meaning

FOR all the absolute simplicity of God, not in vain does our understanding form
propositions concerning Him, putting together and putting asunder. [75] For though our
understanding arrives by way of divers concepts to the knowledge of God, still it
understands the absolute oneness of the object answering to all those concepts. Our
mind does not attribute the manner of its understanding to the object is understood: [76]
thus it does not attribute immateriality to a stone, though it knows the stone
immaterially. [77] And therefore it asserts unity of the object by an affirmative
proposition, which is a sign of identity, when it says, "God is good': in which case any
diversity that the composition shows is referable to the understanding, but unity to the
thing understood. And on the same principle sometimes our mind forms a statement
about God with some mark of diversity by inserting a preposition, as when it is said,
"Goodness is in God.' Herein is marked a diversity, proper to the understanding; and a
unity, proper to the thing.

[75] That is, affirmative and negative propositions.

[76] Kant would have said: The mind does not, or anyhow should not, mistake the forms
of its own thought for properties of noumena. Hegel denied that there were any
noumena, and held thought-forms to be everything that is. Forms of thought, e.qg.,
universality, were quite recognised by the schoolmen.

[77] All our knowledge is immaterial, or in other words, universal, got by a

spiritualisation of the impressions of sense: we know at once hoc aliquid et tale. To
know hoc aliquid by itself would be impossible. The first knowledge is a judgement.
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CHAPTER XXXVIII--That God is His own Goodness
[78]

EVERY good thing, that is not its own goodness, is called good by participation. But
what is called good by participation presupposes something else before itself, whence it
has received the character of goodness. This process cannot go to infinity, as there is
no processus in infinitum in a series of final causes: for the infinite is inconsistent with
any end, while good bears the character of an end. [79] We must therefore arrive at
some first good thing, which is not good by participation in reference to anything else,
but is good by its own essence; and that is God.

4. What is, may partake of something; but sheer being can partake of nothing. For that
which partakes, is potentiality: but being is actuality. But God is sheer being, as has
been proved (Chap. [33]XXIl): He is not then good by participation, but essentially so.
[80]

5. Every simple being has its existence and what it is, in one: [81] if the two were
different, simplicity would be gone. But God is absolute simplicity, as has been shown
(Chap. [34]XVIII): therefore the very goodness that is in Him is no other than His own
very self.

The same reasoning shows that no other good thing is its own goodness: wherefore it is
said: None is good but God alone (Mark x, 18; Luke xviii, 19).

[78] It is possible, | fear, in any school of learning to pass examinations and take
degrees, philosophical and theological, by consistent repeating of an accepted
phraseology that one does not really understand. What is the meaning of the axiom that
God is His own goodness, His own wisdom, His own power, and the rest? It means that
goodness, wisdom, power, is inseparable from God; and that each of the divine
attributes, could we but view it adequately, would be found to involve all the rest. On the
other hand, any given man, as Dr Smith, is not inseparable from his own learning
except hypothetically, if his learning is to be at all, inasmuch as Dr Smith's learning has
and can have no existence apart from Dr Smith. Formally speaking, the Doctor gives
being to his own learning, so long as it lasts. But, besides that he might die and his
learning with him -- whereas God and God's goodness cannot cease to be -- he might
also forget all that he knows, and still remain Dr Smith. Nor does his learning involve his
other attributes, his stature, for example, or his irascibility.

[79] "The infinite is inconsistent with any end, while good bears the character of an end.”
It may be urged that end does not bear the same sense in both these propositions. In
the former it means limit (peras: in the latter it means, end in view, the perfection that
crowns growth and effort (telos). The answer is that the infinite is inconsistent with any
end, if infinity has to be traversed before that end is reached: for infinity is
untraversable.
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[80] Whereas Dr Smith is not essential wisdom.

[81] That is, its existence and its essence are the same (Chap. XXIlI).
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CHAPTER XXXIX--That in God there can be no Evil

ESSENTIAL being, and essential goodness, and all other things that bear the name of
“essential,’ contain no admixture of any foreign element; although a thing that is good
may contain something else besides being and goodness, for there is nothing to prevent
the subject of one perfection being the subject also of another. Everything is contained
within the bounds of its essential idea in such sort as to render it incapable of containing
within itself any foreign element. But God is goodness, not merely good. There cannot
therefore be in Him anything that is not goodness, and so evil cannot be in Him at all.

3. As God is His own being, nothing can be said of God that signifies participation. If
therefore evil could be predicated of Him, the predication would not signify participation,
but essence. Now evil cannot be predicated of any being so as to be the essence of
any: for to an essentially evil thing there would be wanting being, since being is good.
[82] There cannot be any extraneous admixture in evil, as such, any more than in
goodness. Evil therefore cannot be predicated of God.

5. A thing is perfect in so far as it is in actuality: therefore it will be imperfect inasmuch
as it is failing in actuality. Evil therefore is either a privation, or includes a privation, or is
nothing. But the subject of privation is potentiality; and that cannot be in God: therefore
neither can evil.

This truth also Holy Scripture confirms, saying: God is light, and there is no darkness in
Him, (1 John i, 5) Far from God impiety, and iniquity from the Almighty (Job xxxiv, 10).

[82] Denied by Buddhists, and by other Asiatic-minded and dissatisfied persons, who
will have it that being is thought, or will, and that thought, will, and all conscious effort is
misery.
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CHAPTER XL--That God is the Good of all Good

GOD in His goodness includes all goodnesses, and thus is the good of all good.

2. God is good by essence: all other beings by participation: therefore nothing can be
called good except inasmuch as it bears some likeness to the divine goodness. He is

therefore the good of all good.

Hence it is said of the Divine Wisdom: There came to me all good things along with it
(Wisd. vii, 11).

From this it is further shown that God is the sovereign good (Chap. [35] XLlI.
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CHAPTER XLII--That God is One

THERE cannot possibly be two sovereign goods. But God is the sovereign good.
Therefore there is but one God.

2. God is all-perfect, wanting in no perfection. If then there are several gods, there must
be several thus perfect beings. But that is impossible: for if to none of them is wanting
any perfection, nor is there any admixture of imperfection in any, there will be nothing to
distinguish them one from another.

7. If there are two beings, each necessarily existent, they must agree in point of
necessary existence. Therefore they must be distinguished by some addition made to
one only or to both of them; and thus either one or both must be composite. But no
composite being exists necessarily of itself, as has been shown above (Chap.
[36]XVIII). Therefore there cannot be several necessary beings, nor several gods.

9. If there are two gods, this name "God' is predicated of each either in the same sense
or in different senses. If in different senses, that does not touch the present question: for
there is nothing to prevent anything from being called by any name in a sense different
from that in which the name is ordinarily borne, if common parlance so allows. [83] But if
the predication is in the same sense, there must be in both a common nature, logically
considered. [84] Either then this nature has one existence in both, or it has two different
existences. If it has one existence, they will be not two but one being: for there is not
one existence of two beings that are substantially distinct. But if the nature has a
different existence in each possessor, neither of the possessors will be his own
essence, or his own existence, as is proper to God (Chap. [37]XXIl): therefore neither of
them is that which we understand by the name of God. [85]

12. If there are many gods, the nature of godhead cannot be numerically one in each.
There must be therefore something to distinguish the divine nature in this and that god:
but that is impossible, since the divine nature does not admit of addition or difference,
whether in the way of points essential or of points accidental (Chap. [38]XXIII, [39]
XXIV).

13. Abstract being is one only: thus whiteness, if there were any whiteness in the
abstract, would be one only. But God is abstract being itself, seeing that He is His own
being (Chap. [40]XXIll). [86] Therefore there can be only one God.

This declaration of the divine unity we can also gather from Holy Writ. For it is said:
Hear, O Israel, the Lord thy God is one Lord (Deut. vi, 4) And, One Lord, one faith (Eph.
iv, 5).

By this truth the Gentiles are set aside in their assertion of a multitude of gods. Yet it
must be allowed that many of them proclaimed the existence of one supreme God, by
whom all the other beings to whom they gave the name of gods had been created. [87]
They awarded the name of godhead to all everlasting substances, [88] chiefly on the
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score of their wisdom and felicity and their government of the world. And this fashion of
speech is found even in Holy Scripture, where the holy angels, or even men bearing the
office of judges, are called gods: There is none like thee among gods, O Lord (Ps. Ixxxv,
8.); and, | have said, Ye are gods (Ps. Ixxxi, 6). [89] Hence the Manicheans seem to be
in greater opposition to this truth in their maintenance of two first principles, the one not
the cause of the other. [90]

[83] A name thus applied goes for no more than a nickname, or a family name. There is
or was a French family bearing the name Dieu.

[84] Secundum rationem; where ratio, meaning “our mode of thinking," is opposed to
res. The phrase suffices to show that St Thomas was no ultra-realist: he did not take the
humanity, common to Peter and John, to be one and the same physical reality.

[85] If either of the two supposed possessors of a common divine nature, existing
separately in each, were his own nature (essence), or his own existence, that nature, or
that existence, could not be repeated in another possessor of it.

[86] By abstract here is meant ideal, in the Platonic sense: thus ens abstractum
answers to auto to on. It is not abstract in the sense of indeterminate: it is not that
thinnest of abstractions, being in general. It is being, sheer, simple, and full. See Chap.
[41]XXV note, [42]XXVI. In fact ens abstractum here is tantamount to ens perfectum: cf.
the argument about “perfectum bonum, Ill, Chap. XLVIII, 5. But probably this argument
is not St Thomas's at all. It is wanting in the Bergamo autograph in the Vatican library.

[87] So Plato, Timaeus, 40, 41
[88] Spiritual substances are meant, i.e., angels.

[89] Cf. John X, 34, for the meaning of gods here. Ps. Ixxxv, 8, might refer to the false
gods of the Gentiles. A better instance might be Ps. xlix, God, the Lord of gods, spoke:
and Ps. Ixxvii, The bread of angels, where the Hebrew is elim (gods).

[90] Manicheism, in its essential duality of good and evil, is much older than Manes. The
earliest savages peopled the earth with spirits, some friendly, some hostile to man: the
reduction of these friendly and hostile spirits to two several heads, and the neglecting to
confess one, supreme over good and evil alike, (cf. Isa. xlv, 6, 7) was the genesis of
Manicheism.
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CHAPTER XLIII--That God is Infinite

INFINITY cannot be attributed to God on the score of multitude, seeing there is but one
God. Nor on the score of quantitative extension, seeing He is incorporeal. It remains to
consider whether infinity belongs to Him in point of spiritual greatness. Spiritual
greatness may be either in power or in goodness (or completeness) of nature. Of these
two greatnesses the one follows upon the other: for by the fact of a thing being in
actuality it is capable of action. According then to the completeness of its actuality is the
measure of the greatness of its power. Thus it follows that spiritual beings are called
great according to the measure of their completeness, as Augustine says: "In things in
which greatness goes not by bulk, being greater means being better" (De Trinit. vi, 9).
But in God infinity can be understood negatively only, inasmuch as there is no term or
limit to His perfection. And so infinity ought to be attributed to God.

2. Every actuality inhering in another takes limitation from that wherein it is: for what is
in another is therein according to the measure of the recipient. An actuality therefore
that is in none, is bounded by none: thus, if whiteness were self-existent, the perfection
of whiteness in it would have no bounds till it attained all the perfection of whiteness that
is attainable. [91] But God is an actuality in no way existent in another: He is not a form
inherent in matter; nor does His being inhere in any form or nature; since He is His own
being, His own existence (Chap. [43]XXI). The conclusion is that He is infinite.

4. Actuality is more perfect, the less admixture it has of potentiality. Every actuality,
wherewith potentiality is blended, has bounds set to its perfection: while that which is
without any blend of potentiality is without bounds to its perfection. But God is pure
actuality without potentiality (Chap. [44]XVI), and therefore infinite.

6. There cannot be conceived any mode in which any perfection can be had more
perfectly than by him, who is perfect by his essence, and whose being is his own

goodness. But such is God: therefore anything better or more perfect than God is
inconceivable. He is therefore infinite in goodness.

7. Our intellect, in understanding anything, reaches out to infinity; a sign whereof is this,
that, given any finite quantity, our intellect can think of something greater. But this
direction of our intellect to the infinite would be in vain, if there were not something
intelligible that is infinite. There must therefore be some infinite intelligible reality, which
is necessarily the greatest of realities; and this we call God.

8. An effect cannot reach beyond its cause: now our understanding cannot come but of
God, who is the First Cause. If then our understanding can conceive something greater
than any finite being, the conclusion remains that God is not finite. [92]

9. Every agent shows greater power in action, the further from actuality is the

potentiality which it reduces to actuality, as there is need of greater power to warm
water than to warm air. But that which is not at all, is infinitely distant from actuality, and
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is not in any way in potentiality: therefore if the world was made a fact from being
previously no fact at all, the power of the Maker must be infinite.

This argument avails to prove the infinity of the divine power even to the mind of those
who assume the eternity of the world. For they acknowledge God to be the cause of the
substantial being of the world, although they think that substance to have been from
eternity, saying that the eternal God is the cause of an ever-existing world in the same
way that a foot would be the cause of an everlasting foot-print, if it had been from
eternity stamped on the dust. Still, even accepting the position thus defined, it follows
that the power of God is infinite. For whether He produced things in time, according to
us, or from eternity, according to them, there can be nothing in the world of reality that
He has not produced, seeing that He is the universal principle of being; and thus He has
brought things to be, without presupposition of any matter or potentiality. Now the
measure of active power must be taken according to the measure of potentiality or
passivity; for the greater the pre-existing or preconceived passivity, the greater the
active power required to reduce it to complete actuality. The conclusion remains that, as
finite power in producing an effect is conditioned on the potentiality of matter, the power
of God, not being conditioned on any potentiality, is not finite, but infinite, and so is His
essence infinite.

To this truth Holy Scripture bears witness: Great is the Lord and exceedingly to he
praised, and of his greatness there is no end (Ps. cxliv, 3).

[91] This argument for the infinity seems to make against the personality of God. "An
actuality that is in none," it will be said, is no one's actuality. If personality is some sort
of limitation, how can the infinite be other than the impersonal? This ground is beset
with formidable difficulties. See General Metaphysics, Stonyhurst Series, p. 282. Such
reply as | can make is the following: | would rather call personality an exclusiveness
than a limitation. Then | might observe that the three Persons of the Blessed Trinity,
while having one and the same nature in common, are mutually exclusive of one
another as Persons. But as this mystery lies beyond the ken of philosophy, | prefer to
reply that the actuality of God is exclusive of absolutely everything that comes within our
direct cognition: it is exclusive of the entire universe. So St Thomas, though not so the
pantheistic school, who make their Absolute formally inclusive of all. Here surely is a
great difference. God then, according to St Thomas, is not infinite in the sense of
formally containing within His own being, as part of Himself, the being of this world. He
is distinct with a real, physical distinction from the universe which He has created. He is
infinite, not as being identified with the universe, but as being infinitely above it: and
better than it, so far above it and so far better than it that the universe, as compared
with His being, has in that comparison no being and no goodness at all. See note on
page 15. True, His actuality is "in none," but that is because it is complete and perfect in
itself, individualised in itself, filling up the measure of divinity and identified with it, so
that there can be no second God, and none could possibly be God but He who is God.
Thus God can be called by no proper name, as Michael or John, applied to angel and to
man, to distinguish one individual from his compeers. Is not this completeness and
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exclusiveness to be called personality? Personality, a distinguishing perfection of the
highest of creatures, cannot well be denied to the most perfect of beings, their Creator.

[92] Our concept of an infinite being is invoked to prove not the existence but the infinity
of God, His existence as First Cause being supposed to be already proved from other
sources. There is then here no tacit falling back upon the argument of St Anselm,
rejected in Chap. XI.

75



CHAPTER XLIV--That God has Understanding

IN no order of causes is it found that an intelligent cause is the instrument of an
unintelligent one. But all causes in the world stand to the prime mover, which is God, as
instruments to the principal agent. Since then in the world there are found many
intelligent causes, the prime mover cannot possibly cause unintelligently.

5. No perfection is wanting in God that is found in any kind of beings (Chap. [45]XXVIII):
nor does any manner of composition result in Him for all that (Chap. [46]XVIII). But
among the perfections of creatures the highest is the possession of understanding: for
by understanding a thing is in a manner all things, having in itself the perfections of all
things. [93]

6. Everything that tends definitely to an end, either fixes its own end, or has its end fixed
for it by another: otherwise it would not tend rather to this end than to that. But the
operations of nature tend to definite ends: the gains of nature are not made by chance:
for if they were, they would not be the rule, but the exception, for chance is of
exceptional cases. Since then physical agents do not fix their own end, because they
have no idea of an end, they must have an end fixed for them by another, who is the
author of nature. But He could not fix an end for nature, had He not Himself
understanding. [94]

7. Everything imperfect is derived from something perfect: for perfection is naturally
prior to imperfection, as actuality to potentiality. [95] But the forms that exist in particular
things are imperfect, for the very reason that they do exist in particular, and not in the
universality of their idea, or the fulness of their ideal being. They must therefore be
derived from some perfect forms, which are not under particular limitations. Such forms
cannot be other than objects of understanding, seeing that no form is found in its
universality or ideal fulness, except in the understanding. Consequently such forms
must be endowed with understanding, if they are to subsist by themselves: for only by
that endowment can they be operative. God therefore, who is the first actuality existing
by itself, whence all others are derived, must be endowed with understanding. [96]

This truth also is in the confession of Catholic faith: for it is said: He is wise of heart and
mighty of power (Job ix, 4): With him is strength and wisdom (Ibid. xii, 16): Thy wisdom
is made wonderful to me (Ps. cxxxviii, 6): O depth of riches, of wisdom and of
knowledge of God (Rom. vi, 33).

[93] The vastness of the stellar universe is in a manner the reach and amplitude of my
mind, when | come to form some slight idea of it.

[94] This is the Argument from Design, so valuable to the theologian in dealing with
evolution. See Chap. XIII.
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[95] Evolutionism says just the opposite. Is not the whole notion of development a
process from the imperfect to the perfect? But the eternal question abides -- What begot
the first germ, containing in itself the promise and potency of the vast development
which we see? St Thomas asserts a priority of nature of the perfect to the imperfect, not
a priority of time. God, though prior in duration, is not prior in time to the creature, as He
is not in time at all: there is no time antecedent to creation. In the series of created
causes, the imperfect is doubtless prior in time to the perfect. The first verses of
Genesis assure us of that, as well as all sound study of evolution.

[96] The forms' here spoken of (not the human soul) are entities denoted by abstract
names, as beauty, dexterity, squareness. They exist only in particular substances, and
in each case imperfectly according to the imperfections of that in which they exist. Thus
beauty is marred by the age, bodily infirmities and accidents, of any beautiful living
being. No living being on earth is ideally beautiful. Is then every ideal ‘form' something
that practically cannot be? St Thomas thinks not. Recognising that the ideal cannot be
except in a mind, he thereupon posits ideals which are themselves minds -- self-
conscious ideals, and these are the angels. The Platonic ideas, or ideals, are thus
brought into rerum natura as angels, one angel being the self-conscious ideal of one
quality, as, perhaps, of swiftness, another of another, as, perhaps, of accuracy. Thus he
says in [47]ll, 93: "Separate substances (i.e., angels) are certain essences existing by
themselves (quidditates subsistentes).” This essence, existing by itself, and conscious
of itself — existing therefore in a mind, its own mind, as all ideal being needs to exist in a
mind -- this ideal essence, | say, is not limited, as forms are limited in the material
universe, by being reduced to the particular. An angel, says St Thomas (Contra Gent.,
[48]11, 93), is not reduced to the particular as one individual of many in a species: each
angel is a species by himself, a living, conscious specific essence, sole of its kind. Thus
among angels there are particular species, but not particular individuals of a species:
this or that species is this or that individual, containing an ample measure, though not a
divine fulness, of the specific essence. St Thomas does not say that specific forms
necessarily exist by themselves: he does not teach the necessary existence of angels:
all he argues is that, if these forms exist by themselves at all (si sint subsistentes), they
must be self-conscious and intelligent beings. The utmost that he can be said to
contend for is that angels are a fitting complement of the universe (Il, 91). All that is
absolutely necessary is the existence of a Supreme Being, who virtually contains in
Himself all perfections which are represented in our minds by various abstract forms; a
Being who is the Actuality of all ideal perfection (Chap. [49]XXVIIl). The argument then
in the text is: "Imperfect forms are apparent everywhere in the material creation.
Imperfect forms must come of perfect forms; perfect forms are ideal forms: ideal forms
can exist nowhere but in the mind: if these ideal forms exist anywhere by themselves,
they must themselves be minds conscious of what they are: such self-conscious ideals
are the angels: anyhow, whether existing by themselves or not, ideals must be
represented in one Perfect Mind: God therefore is Mind." The argument is Platonic; or
rather, Neoplatonist, as the making of the ideals into angels shows. It is rather a
probable intuition than an argument. As an argument, it has many difficulties. St
Thomas cannot have meant to say that any angel was living perfect beauty, or living
perfect wisdom, for then it would be God: but perhaps we might have a living perfect
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fragrance, or a living perfect agility; and we may suppose that only these minor
perfections, which do not carry all other perfections with them, are personified in the
angels, and that only in an imperfect way. Omitting the theory of angels, which will recur
again (Book Il, Chap. [50]LV, [51]XCVIII, with notes) we may formulate the matter finally
thus: The ideal must be realised somewhere. It is realisable only in mind. Now whatever
we may think of angels, and their intermediate realisation of ideals, we must arrive
ultimately at one mind that realises the whole ideal order. That one grand realiser and
realisation of all ideals is the Mind of God.
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CHAPTER XLV--That in God the Understanding is His very Essence

TO understand is an act of an intelligent being, existing in that being, not passing out to
anything external, as the act of warming passes out to the object warmed: [97] for an
intelligible object suffers nothing from being understood, but the intelligence that
understands it is perfected thereby. But whatever is in God is the divine essence.
Therefore the act of understanding in God is the divine essence.

5. Every substance is for the sake of its activity. If therefore the activity of God is
anything else than the divine substance, His end will be something different from
Himself; and thus God will not be His own goodness, seeing that the good of every
being is its end.

From the act of understanding in God being identical with His being, it follows
necessarily that the act of His understanding is absolutely eternal and invariable, exists
in actuality only, and has all the other attributes that have been proved of the divine
being. God then is not potentially intelligent, nor does He begin anew to understand
anything, nor does He undergo any change or composition in the process of
understanding.

[97] In other words, the act of understanding is what is called an 'immanent act,’ not a
“transient act.'
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CHAPTER XLVI--That God understands by nothing else than by His own Essence

UNDERSTANDING is brought actually to understand by an impression made on the
understanding, just as sense comes actually to feel by an impression made on sense.
The impression made on the understanding then is to the understanding as actuality to
potentiality. If therefore the divine understanding came to understand by any impression
made on the understanding other than the understanding itself, the understanding
would be in potentiality towards that impression, which, it has been shown, cannot be
(Chap. [52]XVI, [53]XVII).

3. Any impression on the understanding that is in the understanding over and above its
essence, has an accidental being: by reason of which fact our knowledge reckons as an
accident. But there can be no accident in God. Therefore there is not in His
understanding any impression besides the divine essence itself.
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CHAPTER XLVII--That God perfectly understands Himself

WHEN by an impression on the understanding that power is brought to bear on its
object, the perfection of the intellectual act depends on two things: one is the perfect
conformity of the impression with the thing understood: the other is the perfect fixing of
the impression on the understanding: which perfection is the greater, the greater the
power of the understanding to understand. Now the mere divine essence, which is the
intelligible representation whereby the divine understanding understands, is absolutely
one and the same with God Himself and with the understanding of God. God therefore
knows Himself most perfectly.

6. The perfections of all creatures are found at their best in God. But of perfections
found in creatures the greatest is to understand God: seeing that the intellectual nature
is pre-eminent above other natures, and the perfection of intellect is the act of
understanding, and the noblest object of understanding is God. God therefore
understands Himself perfectly.

This also is confirmed by divine authority, for the Apostle says: The spirit of God
searcheth into even the deep things of God (1 Cor. ii, 10).
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CHAPTER XLVIII--That God primarily and essentially knows Himself alone

THE Understanding is in potentiality in regard of its object, in so far as it is a different
thing from that object. If therefore the primary and essential object of divine
understanding be something different from God, it will follow that God is in potentiality in
respect of some other thing, which is impossible (Chap. [54]XVI).

5. A thing understood is the perfection of him who understands it: for an understanding
is perfected by actually understanding, which means being made one with the object
understood. [98] If therefore anything else than God is the first object of His
understanding, something else will be His perfection, and will be nobler than He, which
is impossible.

[98] An Aristotelian phrase, meaning no more than that the object is represented by an
image in the mind.
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CHAPTER XLIX--That God knows other things besides Himself

WE are said to know a thing when we know its cause. But God Himself by His essence
is the cause of being to others. Since therefore He knows His own essence most fully,
we must suppose that He knows also other beings.

3. Whoever knows anything perfectly, knows all that can be truly said of that thing, and
all its natural attributes. But a natural attribute of God is to be cause of other things.
Since then He perfectly knows Himself, He knows that He is a cause: which could not
be unless He knew something also of what He has caused, which is something different
from Himself, for nothing is its own cause.

Gathering together these two conclusions, it appears that God knows Himself as the
primary and essential object of His knowledge, and other things as seen in His essence.
[99]

[99] For this and the following chapters see note to Chap. LXIII.
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CHAPTER L--That God has a particular Knowledge of all things

EVERY agent that acts by understanding has a knowledge of what it does, reaching to
the particular nature of the thing produced; because the knowledge of the maker
determines the form of the thing made. But God is cause of things by His
understanding, seeing that in Him to be and to understand are one. But everything acts
inasmuch as it is in actuality. God therefore knows in particular, as distinct from other
things, whatever He causes to be. [100]

3. The collocation of things, distinct and separate, cannot be by chance, for itis in
regular order. This collocation of things, then, distinct and separate from one another,
must be due to the intention of some cause. It cannot be due to the intention of any
cause that acts by physical necessity, because physical nature is determined to one line
of acton. Thus of no agent, that acts by physical necessity, can the intention reach to
many distinct effects, inasmuch as they are distinct. [101] The distinct arrangement and
collocation of things must proceed from the intention of some knowing cause. [102]
Indeed it seems the proper function of intellect to remark the distinction of things. It
belongs therefore to the First Cause, which of itself is distinct from all others, to intend
the distinct and separate collocation of all the materials of the Universe.

4. Whatever God knows, He knows most perfectly: for there is in Him all perfection
(Chap. [65]XXVIII). Now what is known only in general is not known perfectly: the main
points of the thing are not known, the finishing touches of its perfection, whereby its
proper being is completely realised and brought out. Such mere general knowledge is
rather a perfectible than a perfect knowledge of a thing. If therefore God in knowing His
essence knows all things in their universality, He must also have a particular knowledge
of things.

8. Whoever knows any nature, knows whether that nature be communicable: for he
would not know perfectly the nature of "animal,’ who did not know that it was
communicable to many. But the divine nature is communicable by likeness. God
therefore knows in how many ways anything may exist like unto His essence. Hence
arises the diversity of types, inasmuch as they imitate in divers ways the divine
essence. God therefore has a knowledge of things according to their several particular
types. [103]

This also we are taught by the authority of canonical Scripture. God saw all things that
he had made, and they were very good (Gen. i, 31). Nor is there any creature invisible
in his sight, but all things are naked and open to his eyes (Heb. iv, 13).

[100] Since the Creator is an understanding, He understands whatever He gives being
to; and giving being to each thing in particular, He understands each in particular.

[101] This merely means that physical causes act without any definite intention on their
part of any particular results to follow from their action. Electrical tension in the air tends
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to discharge itself in the form of lightning, but not to kill this particular man under the
tree, although it does kill. The volcanic nisus prompts to an eruption, but not to the
destruction of such and such a city that is built over the volcano. So far as physical
agencies are concerned, the lava, or flaming gas, takes its determined path, neither
making for the city, as such, nor avoiding it, as such.

[102] St. Thomas does not use the word collocatio. His repeated phrase is distinctio
rerum, which | have rendered “distinct arrangement and collocation,’ first, because such
is really the meaning, and, secondly, because this argument has attracted attention, and
been acknowledged to have weight, in respect of what is called the “primitive
collocation' of the materials of the universe, a collocation impossible to explain by any
physical causation, and pointing evidently to some ordering and disposing Intelligence.

[103] This is an important principle, often laid down as follows: -- God knows His own
nature in all the various modes in which that nature can be copied outside Himself In
knowing this, He knows the ideal order, every detail and all inter-relations of details in
any possible universe. This is called the knowledge of simple understanding, inasmuch
as it is the knowledge of all creatable creatures and their ongoings, antecedent to and
apart from the creation and actual existence of any: this knowledge however dwells only
in the ideal order of possibilities, and may therefore be called general and universal,
though not abstract, inasmuch as it deals with types of individual things, but not with
particular existences in rerum natura as actually existing, but only as potentialities. God
further knows things outside Himself as they actually and individually exist, inasmuch as
all things are of His causation and creation, and exist and act under His will and power.
He knows them by insight of Himself, not as He is a mere nature, but as He is a nature
willing to create on these particular lines. This knowledge of the universe as the
universe actually is for all time, is called the knowledge of vision. For these two
knowledges see Chap. LXVI. The knowledge of simple understanding is not abstract,
inasmuch as God knows, not only types of species, but types of different individuals
possible in each species; and all these several types He knows, not by so many several
ideas, but in the one act by which He knows Himself.
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CHAPTER LI--Some Discussion of the Question how there is in the Divine
Understanding a Multitude of Objects

THIS multitude cannot be taken to mean that many objects of understanding have a
distinct being in God. For these objects of understanding would be either the same with
the divine essence, and at that rate multitude would be posited in the essence of God, a
doctrine above rejected on many grounds (Chap. [56]XXXI); or they would be additions
made to the divine essence, and at that rate there would be in God some accident,
which we have above shown to be an impossibility (Chap. [57]XXXIII). Nor again can
there be posited any separate existence of these intelligible forms, which seems to have
been the position of Plato, who, by way of avoiding the above inconveniences,
introduced the doctrine of Ideas. For the forms of physical things cannot exist without
matter, as neither can they be understood without matter. And even supposing them so
to exist, even this would not suffice to explain God understanding a multitude of objects.
For, assuming the aforesaid forms to exist outside the essence of God, and that God
could not understand the multitude of things without them, such understanding being
requisite to the perfection of His intellect, it would follow that God's perfection in
understanding depended on another being than Himself, and consequently His
perfection in being, seeing that His being is His understanding: the contrary of all which
has been shown (Chap. [58]XL). Moreover, assuming what shall be proved hereafter
(Bk 11, Chap. [59]XV), that whatever is beyond the essence of God is caused by God,
the above forms, if they are outside of God, must necessarily be caused by Him. But He
is cause of things by His understanding, as shall be shown (Bk II, Chap. [60]XXIlI,
[61]XXIV). Therefore God's understanding of these intelligible forms is a natural
prerequisite for the existence of such forms. God's understanding then of the multitude
of creatures is not to be explained by the existence of many intelligible abstract forms
outside of God.
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CHAPTER LII--Reasons to show how the Multitude of intelligible Ideal Forms has no
Existence except in the Divine Understanding

IT is not to be supposed that the multitude of intelligible ideal forms is in any other
understanding save the divine, say, the understanding of an angel. For in that case the
divine understanding would depend, at least for some portion of its activity, upon some
secondary intellect, which is impossible: for as substances are of God, so also all that is
in substances: hence for the being of any of these forms in any secondary intellect there
is prerequired an act of the divine intelligence, whereby God is cause.

2. It is impossible for one intellect to perform an intellectual operation by virtue of
another intellect being disposed to that operation: that intellect itself must operate,
which is disposed so to do. The fact then of many intelligible forms being in some
secondary intellect cannot account for the prime intellect knowing the multitude of such
forms.
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CHAPTER LIlI--How there is in God a Multitude of Objects of Understanding

AN external object, coming to be an object of our understanding, does not thereby exist
in our understanding in its own proper nature: but the impression (species) of it must be
in our understanding, and by that impression our understanding is actualised, or comes
actually to understand. The understanding, actualised and “informed' by such an
impression, understands the “thing in itself.' The act of understanding is immanent in the
mind, and at the same time in relation with the thing understood, inasmuch as the
aforesaid ‘impression,' which is the starting-point of the intellectual activity, is a likeness
of the thing understood. Thus informed by the impression (species) of the thing, the
understanding in act goes on to form in itself what we may call an “intellectual
expression' (intentio) of the thing. This expression is the idea (ratio, logos) of the thing,
and so is denoted by the definition. So it must be, for the understanding understands
alike the thing absent and the thing present; in which respect imagination and
understanding agree. [104] But the understanding has this advantage over the
imagination, that it understands the thing apart from the individualising conditions
without which the thing exists not in rerum natura. This could not be except for the
understanding forming to itself the aforesaid "expression.' This “expression' (intentio) in
the understanding, being, we may say, the term of the intellectual activity, is different
from the “intellectual impression' (species intelligibilis), which actualises the
understanding and which must be considered the starting-point of intellectual activity;
and yet both the one and the other, both the “impression’ (species) and the “expression'
(intentio), are likenesses of the "thing in itself," which is the object of the understanding.
From the fact of the intellectual impression, which is the form of the intellect and the
starting-point of intellectual knowledge, being a likeness of the external thing, it follows
that the expression, or idea, formed by the understanding, is also like the thing: for as
an agent is, so are its activities. And again, from the fact of the expression, or idea, in
the understanding being like to its object, it follows that the understanding in the act of
forming such an idea understands the said object.

But the divine mind understands by virtue of no impression other than its own essence
(Chap. [62]XLVI). At the same time the divine essence is the likeness of all things. It
follows therefore that the concept of the divine understanding itself, which is the Divine
Word, is at once a likeness of God Himself understood, and also a likeness of all things
whereof the divine essence is a likeness. Thus then by one intelligible impression
(species intelligibilis), which the divine essence, and by one intellectual recognition
(intentio intellecta), which is the Divine Word, many several objects may be understood
by God. [105]

[104] The “impression' (species) can come only from the thing being present: but the
expression (intentio ratio, logos, verbum mentale) of the thing endures in the
understanding when the thing is away. So too does the corresponding phantasma, or
sense-picture in the imagination, endure in the absence of the object. See Father
Maher's Psychology, Stonyhurst Series, Longmans, ed. 4, pp. 51-53, 310.
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[105] Few modern readers, | fear, will read this explanation with the same zest which St
Thomas evidently felt in writing it. Kantian idealism on the one hand, and physical
science on the other, have averted the modern mind -- is it for ever? -- from species
intelligibilis and intentio intellecta, or verbum mentale. Accidents, scientifically
considered, as colour, odour, shape, are not to us what they were to the mediaeval
schoolman. We busy ourselves with the sensation of colour, the effect on retina and
brain and inner consciousness, and further with the vibrations from without that are apt
to set up such a sensation in a creature organised as man is. And at the back of colour
we discern with the mind's eye, what the bodily eye is insensible to, a colourless,
invisible molecular structure, and a complication of interacting forces all but infinite in
multitude, all but infinitesimal in power. Whoever would rehabilitate Thomist philosophy
to the requirements of modern science, has before him work for a lifetime, no old man's
labour. One thing however | will say about the “likeness' (similitudo) here said to obtain
between the thing in itself and our impression or idea of the thing. There can be no
question here of any such likeness as obtains between a portrait, or photograph, and
the person who sits for it. What can be maintained on behalf of Realistic Dualism is this,
that between the impression or idea in consciousness and the thing in itself there is a
certain correlation or proportion, inasmuch as the thing in itself, striking our senses and
thereby our understanding, is apt to induce in us certain sensations and consequent
ideas. These aptitudes, or potentialities, relative to man, are the objective properties, or
accidents, of the thing in itself as cognizable by man. This doctrine is simply an
extension to all substance of a conclusion generally received in respect to those
interesting substances whom we call our friends and acquaintances. We have
impressions and ideas of them, gathered from their conversation and their dealings with
us. We trust that our friends are at heart such as their conversation represents them. If
they are not, they are false and deceitful, or at least unknowable and unlovable persons;
and there is an end of friendship. But assuming that our fellow-men, or some of them,
as things in themselves, answer to our impressions and ideas of them, what of horses
and dogs, and the lower sentient creation generally? What again of plants, of minerals
and gases? Are they not all so many potential energies, to some extent impressing us,
but in great measure beyond us, and even when away from us still real? And in the
ascending scale, what of angels and of God? These are interesting questions to all
except the solipsist. Abandon solipsism, and any extreme form of idealism becomes
impossible; nay, it may be found necessary to come to terms with Realistic Dualism.
Does not monism spell solipsism? | have translated similitudo “likeness," but the
intelligent reader will take it to mean no more than “proportion,’ or “correspondence,’ of
the impression or idea in the mind with the thing in itself. "Things in themselves' are
knowable in point of their aptitudes in our regard, aptitudes which remain potential, and
do not drop to zero, when not exercised. If any one will venture on the fatal denial of
potentiality, and assume that, as in God, so also in the creatures of God, nothing is but
what is actualised, no logic can save him from the last excesses of pantheism.
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CHAPTER LIV--That the Divine Essence, being One, is the proper Likeness and Type
of all things Intelligible
[106]

BUT again it may seem to some difficult or impossible that one and the same simple
being, as the divine essence, should be the proper type (propria ratio) and likeness of
different things. For as different things are distinguished by means of their proper forms,
it needs must be that what is like one thing according to its proper form should be found
unlike to another.

True indeed, different things may have one point of likeness in so far as they have one
common feature, as man and ass, inasmuch as they are animals. If it were by mere
discernment of common features that God knew things, it would follow that He had not a
particular but only a general knowledge of things (contrary to Chap. [63]L). To return
then to a proper and particular knowledge, of which there is here question.

The act of knowledge is according to the mode in which the likeness of the known
object is in the knowing mind: for the likeness of the known object in the knowing mind
is as the form by which that mind is set to act. If therefore God has a proper and
particular knowledge of many different things, He must be the proper and particular type
of each. We have to enquire how that can be. [107]

As the Philosopher says, the forms of things, and the definitions which mark such forms,
are like numbers, in which the addition or subtraction of unity varies the species of the
number. So in definitions: one differentia subtracted or added varies the species: thus
“sentient substance' varies in species by the addition of “irrational’ or “rational.’ But in
instances of ‘the many in one' the condition of the understanding is not as the condition
of concrete nature. The nature of a concrete being does not admit of the severance of
elements, the union of which is requisite to the existence of that being: thus animal
nature will not endure if the soul be removed from the body. But the understanding can
sometimes take separately elements that in actual being are united, when one of them
does not enter into the concept of the other; thus in “three' it may consider ‘two' only,
and in ‘rational animal' the 'sentient' element alone. Hence the understanding may take
what is inclusive of many elements for a proper specimen of many, by apprehending
some of them without others. It may take "ten' as a proper specimen of nine by
subtraction of one unit, and absolutely as a proper specimen of all the numbers included
in ‘ten.' So also in ‘'man’' it might recognise a proper type of “irrational animal' as such,
and of all the species of “irrational animal,’ unless these species involved some positive
differentias. [108] Therefore a certain philosopher, named Clement, said that in the
scale of beings the nobler are types and patterns of the less noble. [109] Now the divine
essence contains in itself the noble qualities of all beings, not by way of a compound but
by way of a perfect being (Chap. [64]XXXI). Every form, as well particular as general, is
a perfection in so far as it posits something; and involves imperfection only in so far as it
falls short of true being. The divine understanding then can comprehend whatever is
proper to each in its essence, by understanding wherein each thing imitates the divine
essence, and wherein it falls short of the perfection proper to that essence. Thus, by
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understanding its own essence as imitable in the way of life without consciousness, it
gathers the proper form of a plant, by understanding the same essence as imitable in
the way of consciousness without intellect, the proper form of an animal; and so of the
rest. Evidently then the divine essence, inasmuch as it is absolutely perfect, may be
taken as the proper type of each entity; and hence by it God may have a particular
knowledge of all. But because the proper type of one is distinct from the proper type of
another -- and distinction is the principle of plurality -- there must be observable in the
divine intellect a distinction and plurality of recognised types, in so far as the content of
the divine mind is the proper type of different things. And as it is in this way that God is
cognisant of the special relation of likeness that each creature bears to Him, it follows
that the types (rationes) of things on the divine mind are not several or distinct, except in
so far as God knows things to be in several divers ways capable of assimilation to
Himself.

And from this point of view Augustine says that God has made man in one plan and
horse on another; and that the plans or types of things exist severally in the divine mind
(De div. quaest., LXXXIII, 46). And herein also is defensible in some sort the opinion of
Plato, who supposes ldeas, according to which all beings in the material world are
formed. [110]

[106] The doctrine in this chapter should be compared with the Hegelian doctrine of the
“background,’ which lies beyond all differences -- on which all distinctions are “projected’
-- in which all contradictions are reconciled, all opposites meet in unity.

[107] Knowledge is by likeness of the mental impression to the thing known. As the
likeness, so the knowledge. For a knowledge at once particular and all-embracing, there
must be in the mind a likeness of all and each of the things known. But God has such a
particular knowledge of all and each of His creatures, as well actual as possible (Chap.
L). There must then be in God a mental likeness of each and every such creature. But
whatever is in God is God's own essence, which is one and simple. How then can the
one, simple essence of God be a particular likeness of each of the whole multitude of
actual and possible creatures? That is the question.

[108] A positive differentia would be an attribute, which by what it was, not by what it
came short of being, could not possibly have place in man. Winged might be suggested
as such a differentia.

[109] Quoted from the pseudo-Dionysius, De div. Nom. c. 5, a writer of the fifth or sixth
century, who well may be quoting Clement of Alexandria.

[110] This explains how God knows types, but not His knowledge of existing individuals,
as John, this tree, my violin. Incidentally, to take a favourite thought of Newman's, as all
possible creation exists typically in the divine essence, so the Catholic faith contains all
the truths, speculative and practical, of all religions and all moralities, minus their
negations, in which, so far as they are false, their falsehood lies.
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CHAPTER LV--That God understands all things at once and together

THE reason why our understanding cannot understand many things together in one act
is because in the act of understanding the mind becomes one with the object
understood; [111] whence it follows that, were the mind to understand many things
together in one act, it would be many things together, all of one genus, which is
impossible. Intellectual impressions are all of one genus: they are of one type of being
in the existence which they have in the mind, although the things of which they are
impressions do not agree in one type of being: hence the contrariety of things outside
the mind does not render the impressions of those things in the mind contrary to one
another. And hence it is that when many things are taken together, being anyhow
united, they are understood together. Thus a continuous whole is understood at once,
not part by part; and a proposition is understood at once, not first the subject and then
the predicate: because all the parts are known by one mental impression of the whole.
[112] Hence we gather that whatever several objects are known by one mental
presentation, can be understood together: but God knows all things by that one
presentation of them, which is His essence; therefore He can understand all together
and at once.

2. The faculty of knowledge does not know anything actually without some attention and
advertence. Hence the phantasms, stored in the sensorium, are at times not actually in
the imagination, because no attention is given to them. We do not discern together a
multitude of things to which we do not attend together: but things that necessarily fall
under one and the same advertence and attention, are necessarily understood together.
Thus whoever institutes a comparison of two things, directs his attention to both and
discerns both together. But all things that are in the divine knowledge must necessarily
fall under one advertence; for God is attentive to behold His essence perfectly, which is
to see it to the whole reach of its virtual content, which includes all things. God
therefore, in beholding His essence, discerns at once all things that are.

6. Every mind that understands one thing after another, is sometimes potentially
intelligent, sometimes actually so; for while it understands the first thing actually, it
understands the second potentially. But the divine mind is never potentially intelligent,
but always actually: it does not, then, understand things in succession, but all at once.

Holy Scripture witnesses to this truth, saying that with God there is no change nor
shadow of vicissitude (James i, 17).

[111] There is no idealism in this statement. See Aristotle, De Anima, iii, 8. The act of
understanding consists in forming in the mind an image of the thing understood. The
mind in understanding becomes an image, and the object in being understood becomes
that same image. So St Thomas explains in the opening of Chapter LIII.

[112] The argument is this. The mind cannot resolve itself into several distinct and
independent things at once: but unify those things somehow, subordinate and make a
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whole of them, so doing the mind can "be all those things,' that is to say, it makes to
itself a representation of them altogether, regarding them as one, lumping them together
from one point of view.
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CHAPTER LVI--That there is no Habitual Knowledge in God

IN whatever minds there is habitual knowledge, not all things are known together: but
some things are known actually, others habitually. But in God all things are known
actually (Chap. [65]LV).

2. He who has a habit of knowledge, and is not adverting to what he knows, is in a
manner in potentiality, although otherwise than as he was before he understood at all:
but the divine mind is nowise in potentiality.

3. In every mind that knows anything habitually, the mind's essence is different from its
intellectual activity, which is the act of attentive thought. To such a mind, in habitual
knowledge, activity is lacking, though the essence of the mind itself cannot be lacking.
[113] But in God His essence is His activity (Chap. [66]XLV).

4. A mind that knows habitually only, is not in its ultimate perfection: hence that best of
goods, happiness, is not taken to be in habit but in act. If then God is habitually
knowing, He will not be all-perfect (contrary to Chap. [67]XXVIII).

5. As shown in chapter [68]XLVI, God has understanding by His essence, not by any
intelligible forms superadded to His essence. But every mind in habitual knowledge
understands by some such forms: for a habit is either a predisposition of the mind to
receive mental impressions, or forms, whereby it comes actually to understand; or it is
an orderly aggregation of such forms, existing in the mind, not in complete actuality, but
in some manner intermediate between potentiality and actuality. [114]

6. A habit is a quality: but in God there can be neither quality nor any other accident
(Chap. [69]XXIII): habitual knowledge therefore is not proper to God.

Because the mental state of thinking, or willing, or acting habitually only, is like the state
of a sleeper, David says, by way of removing all habitual states from God: Lo, he shall
not slumber or sleep who keepeth Israel (Ps. cxx, 4). And again it is said: The eyes of
the Lord are far brighter than the sun (Ecclus xxiii, 28), for the sun is always in the act of
shining.

[113] For the idealist, this distinction does not hold between the essence and the activity
of mind, or of any other substantial being.

[114] This latter is the "habit," made so much of in the Nicomachean Ethics, according to
which knowledge is a habit, and virtue a habit.
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CHAPTER LVII--That the Knowledge of God is not a Reasoned Knowledge

OUR thought is then reasoned, when we pass from one object of thought to another, as
in making syllogisms from principles to conclusions. Reasoning or arguing does not
consist in seeing how a conclusion follows from premises by inspection of both together.
That is not argument, but judging of argument. [115] Now God does not think of one
thing after another in any sort of succession, but of all things at once (Chap. [70]LV). His
knowledge therefore is not reasoned or argumentative, although He knows the
argument and reason of all things.

2. Every reasoner intues principles with one thought, and the conclusion with another.
There would be no need to proceed to a conclusion from the consideration of premises,
if the mere consideration of the premises at once laid the conclusion bare. But God
knows all things by one act which is His essence (Chap. [71]LV). His knowledge
therefore is not argumentative.

3. All argumentative knowledge has something of actuality and something of
potentiality, for conclusions are potentially in premises. But in the divine mind
potentiality has no place.

5. Things that are known naturally are known without reasoning, as appears in the case
of first principles. But in God there can be no knowledge that is not natural, nay,
essential: for His knowledge is His essence.

7. Only in its highest advance does the inferior touch upon the superior. But the highest
advance of our knowledge is not reasoning, but intuition (intellectus), which is the
starting-point of reasoning. God's knowledge then is not ‘rational,’ in the sense of
“argumentative,’ but intuitive only. [116]

8. Reasoning means a lack of intuition: the divine knowledge therefore is not reasoned.

If any should take it amiss that God cannot make a syllogism, let them mark that He has
the knowledge how to make syllogisms as one judging of them, not as one arguing
syllogistically.

To this there is witness of Holy Scripture in the text: All things are naked and open to his
eyes (Heb. iv, 13): whereas things that we know by reasoning are not of themselves
naked and open to us, but are opened out and laid bare by reason.

[115] St Thomas's words here and in the next argument should be considered by any
student of J. S. Mill's Logic. Mill judged the syllogism from ready-made specimens,
failing to note that the power of syllogism and the ability of a syllogiser is displayed, not
in the made syllogism, but in syllogising. It is such a view as would be that of the
biologist, who considered only dead plants and animals, and undervalued life
accordingly.
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[116] Reasoning all rests ultimately on intuitive first principles. All men “intue' something:
but a man of genius intues far beyond other men. His followers take his word an trust.
To the world at large, the soundness of his judgement is vindicated by experience:
scholars and critics arrive at some appreciation of it by a slow process of reasoning.
Instances are found in Newton's Principia and the campaigns of Marlbro'.
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CHAPTER LVIII--That God does not understand by Combination and Separation of
Ideas

THINGS mentally combinable and separable are naturally considered by the mind apart
from one another: for there would be no need of their combination and separation, if by
the mere apprehension of a thing as being it were at once understood what was in it or
not in it. [117] If therefore God understood by a mental process of combination and
separation, it would follow that He did not take in all things at one glance, but each thing
apart, contrary to what has been shown above (Chap. [72]LV).

3. A mind that combines and separates, forms different judgements by different
combinations. For a mental combination does not go beyond the terms of the
combination. Hence, in the combination, or affirmative judgement (compositione),
whereby the mind judges that man is an animal, it does not judge that a triangle is a
figure. Now combination or separation is an operation of the mind. If God therefore
views things by mentally combining and separating them, His mental act will not be one
only but manifold; and so His essence will not be one only.

Not for this however must we say that He is ignorant of tenable propositions: for His one
and simple essence is the pattern of all things manifold and compound; and so by it
God knows the whole multitude and complexity as well of actual nature as of the ideal
world (tam naturae quam rationis).

This is in consonance with the authority of Holy Scripture: for it is said, For my thoughts
are not your thoughts (Isa. lv, 8); and yet, The Lord knoweth the thoughts of men (Ps.
xciii, 11), which certainly proceed by combination and separation of ideas.

[117] If the English language would allow us, we might say: "If from the mere is-ness
(esse) of the thing we at once knew its what-ness (quidditas, essentia).’
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CHAPTER LIX--That the Truth to be found in Propositions is not excluded from God

THOUGH the knowledge of the divine mind is not after the manner of combination and
separation of ideas in affirmative and negative propositions, nevertheless there is not
excluded from it that truth which, according to the Philosopher, obtains only in such
combinations and separations. [118] For since the truth of the intellect is an equation of
the intellect and the thing, inasmuch as the intellect says that to be which is, or that not
to be which is not, truth belongs to that in the intellect which the intellect says, not to the
act whereby it says it; for it is not requisite to the truth of the intellect that the mere act of
understanding be equated to the thing, but what the mind says and knows by
understanding must be equated to the thing, so that the case of the thing shall be as the
mind says it is. But God by his simple understanding, in which there is no combination
and separation of ideas, knows not only the essence of things, but also the propositions
that are tenable concerning them (Chap. [73]LVII, [74]LVIIl). Thus what the divine mind
says by understanding is affirmation and negation. [119] Therefore the simplicity of the
divine mind does not import the shutting out from it of truth.

[118] The allusion is to a doctrine, common in the schools, that truth and falsehood,
strictly speaking, are not found in ideas and words, but in judgements and propositions.
How then is there truth in God, if He makes no propositions? That is the difficulty. The
answer is, that He knows what might be said of everything, all true propositions that
might be made about it, though His mind does not express itself in propositions, but is
one simple apprehension.

[119] That is to say, it is equivalent to all the knowledge that can ever be got into any
affirmative or negative propositions.
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CHAPTER LX--That God is Truth

TRUTH is a perfection of the understanding and of its act. But the understanding of God
is His substance; and the very act of understanding, as it is the being of God, is perfect
as the being of God is perfect, not by any superadded perfection, but by itself. It
remains therefore that the divine substance is truth itself.

4. Though truth is properly not in things but in the mind, nevertheless a thing is
sometimes called true, inasmuch as it properly attains the actuality of its proper nature.
Hence Avicenna says that the truth of a thing is a property of the fixed and appointed
being of each thing, inasmuch as such a thing is naturally apt to create a true
impression of itself, and inasmuch as it expresses the proper idea of itself in the divine
mind. [120] But God is His own essence: therefore, whether we speak of truth of the
intellect or truth of the object, God is His own truth.

This is also confirmed by the authority of our Lord saying of Himself: | am the way and
the truth and the life (John xiv, 6).

[120] As we speak of a “true soldier.'
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CHAPTER LXI--That God is pure Truth

THE understanding is not liable to error in its knowledge of abstract being, as neither is
sense in dealing with the proper object of each sense. [121] But all the knowledge of the
divine mind is after the manner of a mind knowing abstract being (Chap. [75]LVIII): it is
impossible therefore for error or deception or falsehood to creep into the cognitive act of
God.

3. The intellect does not err over first principles, but over reasoned conclusions from
first principles. But the divine intellect is not reasoning or argumentative (Chap.
[76]LVII), and is therefore not liable to deception. [122]

4. The higher any cognitive faculty is, the more universal and far-reaching is its proper
object: hence what sight is cognisant of accidentally, [123] general sensibility or
imagination seizes upon as a content of its proper object. But the power of the divine
mind is the acme of cognitive power: therefore all things knowable stand to it as proper
and ordinary objects of knowledge, not as accidental objects. But over proper and
ordinary objects of knowledge a cognitive faculty never makes a mistake.

5. An intellectual virtue is a perfection of the understanding in knowing. It never happens
that the understanding utters anything false, but its utterance is always true, when
prompted by any intellectual virtue; for it is the part of virtue to render an act good, and
to utter truth is the good act of the understanding. But the divine mind, being the acme
of perfection, is more perfect by its nature than the human mind by any habit of virtue.

6. The knowledge of the human mind is in a manner caused by things: hence it comes
to be that things knowable are the measure of human knowledge: for the judgement of
the mind is true, because the thing is so. But the divine mind by its knowledge is the
cause of things. [124] Hence God's knowledge must be the measure of things, as art is
the measure of products of art, whereof the perfection of each varies according to its
agreement with art. Thus the divine mind stands to things as things stand to the human
mind. But any error that arises out of any inequality between the human mind and the
thing is not in things, but in the mind. If therefore there were not an absolutely perfect
correspondence of the divine mind with things, the error would be in the things, not in
the divine mind. There is however no error in the things that be: because each has so
much of truth as it has of being. There is then no failure of correspondence between the
divine mind and the things that be.

Hence it is said: God is truthful (Rom. iii, 4): God is not like man, that he should lie
(Num. xxiii, 19): God is light, and there is no darkness in him (1 John i, 5).

[121] If an ear mistakes a sound or the eye a colour, the aurist, or the oculist, at once
infers that the organ is unhealthy; as sound is the "proper object" of hearing, and colour
of sight. But a mistake about the direction of a sound, or the distance of a hill, shows,
not an unhealthy, but an untrained ear or eye; as direction and distance are "accidental
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objects” of hearing and sight. In like manner the understanding in health, or the normal
understanding, never errs when it says, "Here's something': this is the cognition of
"abstract being," the "proper object " of the understanding.

[122] Man is never out in his intuitions, only in his reasonings: but the divine mind is one
all-comprehensive intuition. Such is the argument. But man is out in his intuitions often,
when he ventures on intuition of complex matter, taking for self-evident what is not even
true. Next door to the intuitions of a genius are the blunders of a fool. An “error of
judgement,’ as it is called, is not usually a wrong piece of reasoning, but a bad attempt
at intuition. St Thomas might reply that this comes of man attempting intuitions beyond
his sphere of vision. But the sphere of divine vision embraces all things.

[123] "Accidentally,' i.e., not merely by sight, but by association with some other faculty,
as when we see that a dog looks fierce.

[124] Understand, in the ideal order of possibility and conceptual truth, a necessary
order, -- but for contingent actual things there must be some reference to the divine will.
Of actual things, the divine mind by its knowledge is the exemplar, but not the efficient
cause.
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CHAPTER LXII--That the Truth of God is the First and Sovereign Truth

THE standard in every genus is the most perfect instance of the genus. But the divine
truth is the standard of all truth. The truth of our mind is measured by the object outside
the mind: our understanding is called true, inasmuch as it is in accordance with that
object. And again the truth of the object is measured by its accordance with the divine
mind, which is the cause of all things (B. Il, Chap. [77]XXIV), as the truth of artificial
objects is measured by the art of the artificer. Since then God is the first understanding
and the first object of understanding, the truth of every understanding must be
measured by His truth, as everything is measured by the first and best of its kind.
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CHAPTER LXIlI--The Arguments of those who wish to withdraw from God the
Knowledge of Individual Things
[125]

THE first argument is drawn from the very condition of individuality. For as matter
(materia signata) [126] is the principle of individuality, it seems that individuals cannot
be known by any immaterial faculty, inasmuch as all knowledge is a certain assimilation,
and hence even in us those powers alone apprehend individual objects, that make use
of material organs, as do the imagination and senses, but our understanding, which is
immaterial, does not recognise individuals as such: much less then is the divine
understanding apt to take cognisance of individuals, being, as it is, the furthest removed
from matter.

2. The second argument is that individual things do not always exist. Either then they
will always be known by God, or they will sometimes be known and sometimes not
known. The former alternative is impossible, because there can be no knowledge of that
which is not: for knowledge is only of things true, and things that are not cannot be true.
The second alternative is also impossible, because the knowledge of the divine mind is
absolutely invariable (Chap. [78]XLV).

3. The third argument is from the consideration that not all individual things come of
necessity, but some are by contingency: hence there can be no certain knowledge of
them except when they exist. For that knowledge is certain, which is infallible: but all
knowledge of contingent being is fallible while the thing is still in the future; for the
opposite may happen of that which is held in cognition: for if the opposite could not
happen, the thing would be a necessity: hence there can be no science in us of future
contingencies, only a conjectural reckoning. On the other hand we must suppose that all
God's knowledge is most certain and infallible (Chap. [79]LXI). It is also impossible for
God to begin to know anything, by reason of His immutability. From this it seems to
follow that He does not know individual contingencies.

4. The fourth argument is from this, that some individual effects have their cause in will.
Now an effect, before it is produced, can be known only in its cause: for so only can it
have being before it begins to have being in itself. But the motions of the will can be
known with certainty by none other than the willing agent, in whose power they are. It is
impossible therefore that God should have certain knowledge of such individual effects
as derive their causation from a created will.

5. The fifth argument is from the infinite multitude of individual things. The infinite as
such is unknown: for all that is known is measured in a manner by the comprehension
of the knower, measurement being nothing else than a marking out and ascertaining of
the thing measured: hence every art repudiates infinities. But individual existences are
infinite, at least potentially.

6. The sixth argument is from the vileness of individual things. As the nobility of
knowledge is weighed according to the nobility of the thing known, so the vileness also
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of the thing known seems to redound to the vileness of the knowledge. Therefore the
excellent nobility of the divine mind does not permit of God knowing sundry most vile
things that have individual existence.

7. The seventh argument is from the evil that is found in sundry individual things. Since
the object known is in some manner in the knowing mind, and evil is impossible in God,
it seems to follow that God can have no knowledge at all of evil and privation: only the
mind that is in potentiality can know that, as privation can be only in potentiality. [127]

[125] These chapters, LXIII-LXXI, along with L-LIV, form a monograph, directed against
Avicenna. See Erdmann's History of Philosophy, Eng. transl., vol. |, p. 365; Avicenne,
par le Baron Carra de Vaux, pp. 246 sg. (Alcan, Paris, 1900).

[126] "Materia signata means matter as referred to definite quantity and definite
dimensions; or matter as capable of certain dimensions." -- De Backer, S.J.,
Cosmologia, pp. 72, 75. Cf. Father Bdder, Psychologia, ed. 2, p. 583.

[127] Privation, e.g. hunger, is the being in potentiality to have something, and not
having it.
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CHAPTER LXIV--A list of things to be said concerning the Divine Knowledge

TO the exclusion of the above error we will show first that the divine mind does know
individual things; secondly, that it knows things which actually are not; thirdly, that it
knows future contingencies with infallible knowledge; fourthly, that it knows the motions
of the will; fifthly, that it knows infinite things; sixthly, that it knows the vilest and least of
things that be; seventhly, that it knows evils and all manner of privations or defects.
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CHAPTER LXV--That God Knows Individual Things

GOD knows things in so far as He is the cause of them. But the substantial effects of
divine causation are individual things, universals not being substantial things, but having
being only in individuals.

2. Since God's cognitive act is His essence, He must know all that is in any way in His
essence; and as this essence is the first and universal principle of being and the prime
origin of all, it virtually contains in itself all things that in any way whatsoever have being.

5. In the gradation of faculties it is commonly found that the higher faculty extends to
more terms, and yet is one; while the range of the lower faculty extends to fewer terms,
and even over them it is multiplied, as we see in the case of imagination and sense, for
the single power of the imagination extends to all that the five senses take cognisance
of, and to more. But the cognitive faculty in God is higher than in man: whatever
therefore man knows by the various faculties of understanding, imagination and sense,
God is cognisant of by His one simple intuition. God therefore is apt to know the
individual things that we grasp by sense and imagination.

6. The divine mind, unlike ours, does not gather its knowledge from things, but rather by
its knowledge is the cause of things; and thus its knowledge of things is a practical
knowledge. But practical knowledge is not perfect unless it descends to individual
cases: for the end of practical knowledge is work, which is done on individuals.

9. As the Philosopher argues against Empedocles, God would be very wanting in
wisdom, if He did not know individual instances, which even men know.

This truth is established also by the authority of Holy Scripture, for it is said: There is no
creature invisible in his sight: also the contrary error is excluded by the text: Say not, |
shall be hidden from God; and from the height of heaven who shall mind me? (Ecclus
xvi, 16).

From what has been said it is evident how the objection to the contrary (Chap. [80]LXIII,
1) is inconclusive: for though the mental presentation whereby divine understanding
understands is immaterial, it is still a type both of matter and form, as being the prime
productive principle of both.
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CHAPTER LXVI--That God knows things which are not
[128]

THE knowledge of the divine mind stands to things as the knowledge of the artificer to
the products of his art. But the artificer by the knowledge of his art knows even those
products of it which are not yet produced.

3. God knows other things besides Himself by His essence, inasmuch as His essence is
the type of other things that come forth from Him (Chap. [81]LIV). But since the essence
of God is infinitely perfect (Chap. [82]XLIII), while of every other thing the being and
perfection is limited, it is impossible for the whole sum of other things to equal the
perfection of the divine essence. Therefore the representative power of that essence
extends to many more things than the things that are. As then God knows entirely the
power and perfection of His essence, His knowledge reaches not only to things that are,
but also to things that are not.

6. The understanding of God has no succession, as neither has His being: it is all
together, ever abiding, which is the essential notion of eternity, whereas the duration of
time extends by succession of before and after. The proportion of eternity to the whole
duration of time is as the proportion of an indivisible point to a continuous surface, -- not
of that indivisible point which is a term of the surface, and is not in every part of its
continuous extent: for to such a point an instant of time bears resemblance; but of that
indivisible point which lies outside of the surface, and yet co-exists with every part or
point of its continuous extent: [129] for since time does not run beyond motion, eternity,
which is altogether beyond motion, is no function of time. Again, since the being of the
eternal never fails, eternity is present to every time or instant of time. Some sort of
example of this may be seen in a circle: for a point taken on the circumference does not
coincide with every other point; but the centre, lying away from the circumference, is
directly opposite to every point on the circumference. [130] Whatever therefore is in any
portion of time, co-exists with the eternal, as present to it, although in respect to another
portion of time it be past or future. But nothing can co-exist in presence with the eternal
otherwise than with the whole of it, because it has no successive duration. Whatever
therefore is done in the whole course of time, the divine mind beholds it as present
throughout the whole of its eternity; and yet it cannot be said that what is done in a
definite portion of time has always been an existing fact. The conclusion is that God has
knowledge of things that in the course of time as yet are not.

By these reasons it appears that God has knowledge of nonentities. But all nonentities
do not stand in the same regard to His knowledge. Things that neither are, nor shall be,
nor have been, are known by God as possible to His power: hence He does not know
them as being anywise in themselves, but only as being within the compass of divine
power. These sort of things are said by some to be known by God with the "knowledge
of simple understanding' (notitia simplicis intelligentiae). But as for those things that are
present, past, or future to us, God knows them as they are within the compass of His
power; and as they are within the compass of their own several created causes; and as
they are in themselves; and the knowledge of such things is called the "knowledge of
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vision' (notitia visionis). For of the things that are not yet with us, [131] God sees not
only the being that they have in their causes, but also the being that they have in
themselves, inasmuch as His eternity is indivisibly present to all time. We must
remember that God knows the being of everything through His own essence: for His
essence is representable by many things that are not, nor ever shall be, nor ever have
been. That same essence is the type of the power of every cause, in virtue of which
power effects pre-exist in their causes. Again the being of everything, that it has in itself,
is modelled upon the being of the divine essence. Thus then God knows nonentities
inasmuch as in some way they have being, either in the power of God, or in their
(creature) causes, or in themselves. [132]

To this the authority of Holy Scripture also gives testimony: All things are known to the
Lord our God before their creation; as also, after they are fully made, he regardeth all
(Ecclus xxiii, 29): and, Before | formed thee in the womb, | knew thee (Jer. i, 5).

[128] The difficulty is that untractableness of the concept of Not Being, which is
enlarged upon by Plato, Sophist, 237 sqg. In so far as Not Being is potentially, though not
actually, it is knowable by man, and still more by God. In fact the proper objects of
abstract science are in this potential and ideal order, of which the actual furnishes
illustrations. Cf. Plato, Rep. VII, 529 C.D. As St Thomas says presently: "Our mind could
grasp the ideal essence of a lion or a horse, even though all such animals were
destroyed.”

[129] The "continuous surface " is that of a ring, and the "point which lies outside of the
surface" is the centre of the ring.

[130] As between any two points you can draw a straight line, every point in space is
“directly opposite' every other point. What St Thomas means is that the line drawn from
the centre of the circle to any point in the circumference makes a right angle with the
tangent at that point.

[131] e.g., children yet unborn.

[132] "In themselves" so far as there is question of things that now are not, but have
been or shall be.
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CHAPTER LXVII--That God knows Individual Contingent Events
[133]

HENCE we may gather some inkling of how God has had an infallible knowledge of all
contingent events from eternity, and yet they cease not to be contingent. For
contingency is not inconsistent with certain and assured knowledge except so far as the
contingent event lies in the future, not as it is present. While the event is in the future, it
may not be; and thus the view of him who reckons that it still be may be mistaken: but
once it is present, for that time it cannot but be. Any view therefore formed upon a
contingent event inasmuch as it is present may be a certitude. But the intuition of the
divine mind rests from eternity upon each and every [one] of the events that happen in
the course of time, viewing each as a thing present. There is nothing therefore to hinder
God from having from eternity an infallible knowledge of contingent events.

2. A contingent event differs from a necessary event in point of the way in which each is
contained in its cause. A contingent event is so contained in its cause as that it either
may not or may ensue therefrom: [134] whereas a necessary event cannot but ensue
from its cause. But as each of these events is in itself, the two do not differ in point of
reality; and upon reality truth is founded. In a contingent event, considered as it is in
itself, there is no question of being or not being, but only of being: although, looking to
the future, a contingent event possibly may not come off. But the divine mind knows
things from eternity, not only in the being which they have in their causes, but also in the
being which they have in themselves.

3. As from a necessary cause the effect follows with certainty, with like certainty does it
follow from a contingent cause, when the cause is complete, provided no hindrance be
placed. But as God knows all things (Chap. [83]L). He knows not only the causes of
contingent events, but like-wise the means whereby they may be hindered from coming
off. He knows therefore with certitude whether they are going to come off or not. [135]

6. The knowledge of God would not be true and perfect, if things did not happen in the
way that God apprehends them to happen. But God, cognisant as He is of all being of
which He is the principle, knows every event, not only in itself, but also in its
dependence on any proximate causes on which it happens to depend: but the
dependence of contingent events upon their proximate causes involves their ensuing
upon them contingently. [136] God therefore knows sundry events to happen, and to
happen contingently: thus the certitude and truth of divine knowledge does not remove
the contingency of events.

7. When it is said, "God knows, or knew, this coming event," an intervening medium is
supposed between the divine knowledge and the thing known, to wit, the time to which
the utterance points, in respect to which that which is said to be known by God is in the
future. But really it is not in the future in respect of the divine knowledge, which existing
in the instant of eternity is present to all things. In respect of such knowledge, if we set
aside the time of speaking, it is impossible to say that so-and-so is known as non-
existent; and the question never arises as to whether the thing possibly may never
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occur. As thus known, it should be said to be seen by God as already present in its
existence. Under this aspect, the question of the possibility of the thing never coming to
be can no longer be raised: what already is, in respect of that present instant cannot but
be. The fallacy then arises from this, that the time at which we speak, when we say
"God knows," co-exists with eternity; or again the last time that is marked when we say
"God knew'; and thus a relation of time, past or present, to future is attributed to eternity,
which attribution does not hold; and thus we have fallacia accidentis. [137]

8. Since everything is known by God as seen by Him in the present, the necessity of
that being true which God knows is like the necessity of Socrates's sitting from the fact
of his being seen seated. This is not necessary absolutely, "by necessity of the
consequent,’ as the phrase is, but conditionally, or by necessity of the consequence.'
For this conditional proposition is necessary: "He is sitting, if he is seen seated.' Change
the conditional proposition into a categorical of this form: "What is seen sitting, is
necessarily seated': it is clear that the proposition is true as a phrase, where its
elements are taken together (compositam), but false as a fact, when its elements are
separated (divisam). [138] All these objections against the divine knowledge of
contingent facts are fallacia compositionis et divisionis.

That God knows future contingencies is shown also by the authority of Holy Scripture:
for it is said of Divine Wisdom, It knows signs and portents beforehand, and the issues
of times and ages (Wisd. viii, 8): and, There is nothing hidden from his eyes: from age to
age he regardeth (Ecclus xxxix, 24, 25).

[133] A “contingent event' is an event that depends on what Mill calls a “plurality of
causes': that is to say, a certain number of causes being jointly present; and again
preventing causes, almost innumerable, being all absent. The absence of any of the
requisite joint causes, or the presence of any of the preventing causes, is enough to
wreck the sequence; and as we cannot well know what cause will be present, and what
absent, the event to us looking forward is an uncertainty, something that may or may
not be; and looking back upon it, after it has happened, we regard it as something which
has been, but might not have been. But, to an omniscient mind, all events, so far as
they involve mere physical causation, are hypothetically necessary: they must be,
causes and conditions standing as they do. This hypothetical necessity of physical
causation is otherwise called "the uniformity of nature.' With this chapter, Book II, Chap.
XXX should be compared: see also B. Il, Chap. LV, footnote. Human acts, or acts of
free will, which are not even hypothetically necessary, are not included in the category
of contingent events here spoken of.

[134] This uncertainty, as | have argue in the previous note, is a mere incident of the
ignorance and infirmity of our minds in dealing with a complex case of causality. To an
omniscient mind there would be no uncertainty. Such a mind would read the contingent
event as necessarily contained in and necessarily following from its causes. | speak of
events of pure physical causation: for, as | have said, of such only is there question
here. | allow for the dependence of all physical nature upon the free will of God, creating
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things, preserving them in being and activity, fixing a certain collocation of causes from
the first, and occasionally by His own special action interfering (as man in an inferior
way also interferes) with the course of nature, by what is called a miracle.

[135] The "contingent' is nothing else than the hypothetically necessary. A wide range of
causative elements and conditions, as well negative as positive, is requisite and must
be presupposed to the sequence of a “contingent' event. But, where all requisite
conditions are fulfilled, the sequence of a "contingent' event in physical causation is as
necessary as that of any "necessary' event from its cause.

[136] "Contingently' upon the whole array of proximate causes being present, and every
effectual let or hindrance being absent.

[137] Fallacia accidentis is when an irrelevant accident is introduced into the conclusion,
as, "You ate what you bought: but you bought raw fish.' Time is in irrelevant accident to
the divine knowledge.

[138] This distinction appears in modern logic books as in sensu composito and in
sensu diviso. It has its value in the disputes on efficacious grace. There is a tradition of
Father Gregory de Valentia, S.J., fainting away when it was administered to him by a
Dominican disputant. Bolsover Castle in Derbyshire was built by "the building countess,"
of whom it was said that she would never die, while she kept on building. True in sensu
composito only. In point of fact the lady died in a great frost, which stopped her building
and her breath together.
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CHAPTER LXVIII--That God knows the Motions of the Will

GOD knows the thoughts of minds and the volitions of hearts in virtue of their cause, as
He is Himself the universal principle of being. All that in any way is, is known by God in
His knowledge of His own essence (Chap. [84]XLIX). Now there is a certain reality in
the soul, and again a certain reality in things outside the soul. The reality in the soul is
that which is in the will or thought. God knows all these varieties of reality.

3. As God by knowing His own being knows the being of everything, so by knowing His
own act of understanding and will He knows every thought and volition.

5. God knows intelligent substances not less well than He knows or we know sensible
substances, seeing that intelligent substances are more knowable, as being better
actualised.

This is confirmed by the testimony of Holy Scripture: -- God searcher of hearts and reins
(Ps. vii, 10): Hell and perdition are before the Lord: how much more the hearts of the
sons of men? (Prov. xi, 11): He needed not that any one should bear testimony of what
was in man: for he himself knew what was in man (John ii, 25).

The dominion of the will over its own acts, whereby it has it in its power to will and not to
will, is inconsistent with will-force being determined to one fixed mode of action: it is
inconsistent also with the violent interference of any external agency; but it is not
inconsistent with the influence of that Higher Cause, from whence it is given to the will
both to be and to act. And thus in the First Cause, that is, in God, there remains a
causal influence over the motions of the will, such that, in knowing Himself, God is able
to know these motions. [139]

[139] This or that actual motion of this individual will, not being determinately contained
in its cause, since "will-force" is not "determined to any fixed mode of action,” how can
God, by any knowledge of causes, gain cognisance of this particular motion of free-will
as actually taking place? By "a causal influence over the motions of the will," says St
Thomas. The discussion of this obscure "causal influence” made the strife of Thomist
and Molinist in the seventeenth century.
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CHAPTER LXIX--That God knows infinite things
[140]

BY knowing Himself as the cause of things, He knows things other than Himself (Chap.
[85]XLIX). But He is the cause of infinite things, if beings are infinite, for He is the cause
of all things that are. [141]

2. God knows His own power perfectly (Chap. [86]XLIX). But power cannot be perfectly
known, unless all the objects to which it extends are known, since according to that
extent the amount of the power may be said to be determined. But His power being
infinite (Chap. [87]XLIII) extends to things infinite, and therefore also His knowledge.

3. If the knowledge of God extends to all things that in any sort of way are, He must not
only know actual being, but also potential being. But in the physical world there is
potential infinity, though not actual infinity, as the Philosopher proves. God therefore
knows infinite things, in the way that unity, which is the principle of number, would know
infinite species of number if it knew whatever is in its potentiality: for unity is in promise
and potency every number. [142]

4. God in His essence, as in a sort of exemplar medium, knows other things. But as He
is a being of infinite perfection, there can be modelled upon Him infinite copies with
finite perfections, because no one of these copies, nor any number of them put
together, can come up to the perfection of their exemplar; and thus there always
remains some new way for any copy taken to imitate Him.

10. The infinite defies knowledge in so far as it defies counting. To count the parts of the
infinite is an intrinsic impossibility, as involving a contradiction. To know a thing by
enumeration of its parts is characteristic of a mind that knows part after part
successively, not of a mind that comprehends the several parts together. Since then the
divine mind knows all things together without succession, it has no more difficulty in
knowing things infinite than in knowing things finite.

11. All quantity consists in a certain multiplication of parts; and therefore number is the
first of quantities. [143] Where then plurality makes no difference, no difference can be
made there by anything that follows upon quantity. But in God's knowledge many things
are known in one, not by many different presentations, but by that one species, or
presentation, which is the essence of God. Hence a multitude of things is known by God
all at once; and thus plurality makes no difference in God's knowledge: neither then
does infinity, which follows upon quantity.

In accordance with this is what is said in Psalm cxlvi: And of his wisdom there is no
telling.

From what has been said it is clear why our mind does not know the infinite as the

divine mind does. Our mind differs from the divine mind in four respects; and they make
all the difference. The first is that our mind is simply finite, the divine mind infinite. The
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second is that as our mind knows different things by different impressions, it cannot
extend to an infinity of things, as the divine mind can. The third results in this way, that
as our mind is cognisant of different things by different impressions, it cannot be actually
cognisant of a multitude of things at the same time; [144] and thus it could not know an
infinity of things except by counting them in succession, which is not the case with the
divine mind, which discerns many things at once as seen by one presentation. The
fourth thing is that the divine mind is cognisant of things that are and of things that are
not (Chap. [88]LXVI).

It is also clear how the saying of the Philosopher, that the infinite, as infinite, is
unknowable, is in no opposition with the opinion now put forth: because the notion of
infinity attaches to quantity; consequently, for infinite to be known as infinite, it would
have to be known by the measurement of its parts, for that is the proper way of knowing
guantity: but God does not know the infinite in that way. Hence, so to say, God does not
know the infinite inasmuch as it is infinite, but inasmuch as, to His knowledge, it is as
though it were finite. [145]

It is to be observed however that God does not know an infinity of things with the
“knowledge of vision," because infinite things neither actually are, nor have been, nor
shall be, since, according to the Catholic faith, there are not infinite generations either in
point of time past or in point of time to come. But He does know an infinity of things with
the "knowledge of simple understanding': for He knows infinite things that neither are,
nor have been, nor shall be, and yet are in the power of the creature; [146] and He also
knows infinite things that are in His own power, which neither are, nor shall be, nor have
been. Hence to the question of the knowledge of particular things it may be replied by
denial of the major: for particular things are not infinite: if however they were, God would
none the less know them. [147]

[140] See General Metaphysics, Stonyhurst Series, pp. 207-220.

141] &gt;At the end of this chapter, St Thomas tells us that beings are not infinite: i.e.,
there is not an infinite multitude of actual existences, and by no process of creation ever
will there be. God's knowledge of infinite things then can only refer to an infinite
multitude of things possible, but nonexistent. Then the curious question comes: how far
do things, purely possible and never existent, make number, or multitude? Are ten
purely possible soldiers ten distinct entities? | think not, if they are taken to be perfectly
alike. But possible differences are infinite. The question has a bearing on the reality of
the abstract science of number.

[142] Unity is "the principle of number,' but is not itself number. The first number, as the
Greeks saw, is two. Infinity is no number either. It is not the crowning number of a series
of finite quantities, for it can never be got at by counting. As compared with an infinity of
a higher order, the infinity of a lower order again is no number: it is (relatively) zero.
Neither in lateral extension, then, nor in vertical superimposition, is infinity a number.
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The numbers are two, three, four, and so on as far as you can count. Each of these
terms is called by the schoolmen "a species of number.'

[143] Other quantities are extension, time and motion: but their parts are not so well
marked oOff.

[144] "The understanding can understand many things together, taking them as one, but
not many things together, taking them as many. By ‘taking them as one or many"' |
mean, by one or by several intellectual presentations. . . . . Whatsoever things therefore
the mind can understand by one presentation, it can understand together. Hence God
sees all things by one thing, which is His essence." -- St Thomas, Sum.Theol. I, g. 85,
art. 4.

[145] The reference is to Aristotle, Physics Ill, 6. The whole chapter is worth reading,
but these words in particular: "The infinite, as such, is unknowable. . . .. We must not
take the infinite to be any one definite reality, as a man, or a house, but in the sense in
which we speak of "the day' and "the performance,' entities of which is predicated no
substantial reality, but a reality that consists in perpetually coming to be and ceasing to
be; a reality which, though limited, is continually other and other. For the infinite is not
that, beyond which is nothing, but beyond which there is always something." Aristotle
then does not admit the possibility of the actual infinite, full and complete, but only of the
series running on without stopping, and never reaching a final term, which is called
potential infinity.

[146] Whether this knowledge includes act of free will, which under certain conditions
would have been elicited, but in point of fact never will be elicited, by men and angels,
has been the theme of a mighty dispute between Thomists saying no and Molinists
saying yes.

[147] The reference is to the fifth argument objected in Chap. [89]LXIIl, which might take
this form: The infinite is unknowable. But particular things are infinite. Therefore
particular things are unknowable -- even to God. The major, which St Thomas speaks of
denying, is really the minor premise of this syllogism.
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CHAPTER LXX--That God knows Base and Mean Things
[148]

THE stronger an active power is, to the more remote objects does it extend its action.
But the power of the divine mind in knowing things is likened to active power: since the
divine mind knows, not by receiving aught from things, but rather by pouring its
influence upon things. Since then God's mind is of infinite power in understanding
(Chap. [90]XLIII), its knowledge must extend to the remotest objects. But the degree of
nobility or baseness in all things is determined by nearness to or distance from God,
who is the fulness of nobility. Therefore the very vilest things in being are known to God
on account of the exceeding great power of His understanding.

2. Everything that is, in so far as it has place in the category of substance or quality, is
in actuality: it is some sort of likeness of the prime actuality, and is ennobled thereby.
Even potential being, from its reference to actuality shares in nobility, and so comes to
have the name of "being.' It follows that every being, considered in itself, is noble; and is
only mean and vile in comparison with some other being, nobler still. But the noblest
creatures are removed from God at a distance not less than that which separates the
highest in the scale of creation from the lowest. If then the one distance were to bar
God's knowledge, much more would the other; and the consequence would be that God
would know nothing beyond Himself.

3. The good of the order of the universe is nobler than any part of the universe. If then
God knows any other noble nature, most of all must He know the order of the universe.
But this cannot be known without taking cognisance at once of things nobler and things
baser: for in the mutual distances and relations of these things the order of the universe
consists.

4. The vileness of the objects of knowledge does not of itself redound on to the knower;
for it is of the essence of knowledge that the knower should contain within himself
impressions of the object known according to his own mode and manner. Accidentally
however the vileness of the objects known may redound upon the knower, either
because in knowing base and mean things he is withdrawn from the thought of nobler
things, or because from the consideration of such vile objects he is inclined to some
undue affections: which cannot be the case with God.

5. A power is not judged to be small, which extends to small things, but only that which
is limited to small things. A knowledge therefore that ranges alike over things noble and
things mean, is not to be judged mean; but that knowledge is mean, which ranges only
over mean things, as is the case with us: for we make different studies of divine and of
human things, and there is a different science of each. But with God it is not so; for with
the same knowledge and the same glance He views Himself and all other beings.

With this agrees what is said of the Divine Wisdom: It findeth place everywhere on
account of its purity, and nothing defiled stealeth in to corrupt it (Wisdom vii, 24, 25).
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[148] Against Averroes, who says (Destructio destructionum, disp. 3): "The meaner
does not understand of the nobler that which the nobler understands of himself; nor
does the nobler understand what the meaner understands of himself."
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CHAPTER LXXI--That God knows Evil Things

WHEN good is known, the opposite evil is known. But God knows all particular good
things, to which evil things are opposed: therefore God knows evil things.

2. The ideas of contraries, as ideas in the mind, are not contrary to one another:
otherwise they could not be together in the mind, or be known together: the idea
therefore whereby evil is known is not inconsistent with good, but rather belongs to the
idea of good (ratio qua cognoscitur malum ad rationem boni pertinet). [149] If then in
God, on account of His absolute perfection, there are found all ideas of goodness
(rationes bonitatis, as has been proved (Chap. [91]XL), It follows that there is in Him the
idea (ratio) whereby evil is known.

3. Truth is the good of the understanding: for an understanding is called good inasmuch
as it knows the truth. But truth is not only to the effect that good is good, but also that
evil is evil: for as it is true that what is, is, so it is true that what is not, is not. The good of
the understanding therefore consists even in the knowledge of evil. But since the divine
understanding is perfect in goodness, there cannot be wanting to it any of the
perfections of understanding; and therefore there is present to it the knowledge of things
evil.

4. God knows the distinction of things (Chap. [92]L). But in the notion of distinction there
is negation: for those things are distinct, of which one is not another: hence the first
things that are of themselves distinct, mutually involve the exclusion of one another, by
reason of which fast negative propositions are immediately verified of them, e.g., 'No
guantity is a substance.' God then knows negation. But privation is a sort of negation:
He therefore knows privation, and consequently evil, which is nothing else than a
privation of due perfection.

8. In us the knowledge of evil things is never blameworthy in mere point of knowledge,

that is in the judgement that is passed about evil things, but accidentally, inasmuch as

by the observation of evil things one is sometimes inclined to evil. But that cannot be in
God; and therefore there is nothing to prevent His knowing euvil.

With this agrees what is said, that Evil surpasseth not [God's] wisdom (Wisd. vii, 30)
and, Hell and perdition are before the Lord (Prov. xv, 11) and, My offences are not
hidden from thee (Ps. Ixviii, 6); and, He knoweth the vanity of men, and seeing doth he
not consider iniquity? (Job xi, 11.)

It is to be observed however that if God's knowledge were so limited as that His
knowledge of Himself did not involve His knowing other beings of finite and partial
goodness, at that rate He would nowise know privation or evil: because to the good
which is God Himself there is no privation opposed, since privation and its opposite are
naturally about the same object; and so to that which is pure actuality no privation is
opposed, and consequently no evil either. Hence on the supposition that God knows
Himself alone, by knowing the excellences of His own being, He will not know evil. [150]
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But because in knowing Himself He knows beings in which privations naturally occur,
He must know the opposite privations, and the evils opposite to particular goods.

It must be further observed that as God, without any argumentative process, knows
other beings by knowing Himself, so there is no need of His knowledge being
argumentative in coming to the knowledge of evil things through good things: for good is
as it were the ground of the knowledge of evil, evil being nothing else than privation of
good: hence what is evil is known through what is good as things are known through
their definitions, not as conclusions through their premises.

[149] "Evil is not knowable by itself, because it is of the essence of evil to be a privation
of good; and thus it can neither be defined nor known except through good" (Sum.
Theol., I, g. 14, art. 10, ad 4). "Vinegar and oil," as Aeschylus says (Agam. 322-3),
"poured into the same vessel, stand apart in unfriendly separation.” But in the vessel of
the mind contraries do not indeed blend, but stand together, and even call for one
another's presence, as elements mutually complementary. Thus, though darkness
excludes light, and good evil, the idea of darkness is complementary to that of light, and
the idea of evil complementary to that of good. This difference between the ideal and
the actual order, that in actuality, contraries are mutually exclusive, while as thoughts
they are mutually complementary, | do not remember to have seen noticed elsewhere.

[150] As pure actuality, God is incapable of potentiality, and therefore of privation. Thus

the contemplation of His own being, merely as His own, will not reveal to Him that of
which His own being is incapable, -- potentiality, privation, evil.
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CHAPTER LXXII--That God has a Will

FROM the fact that God has understanding, it follows that He has a will. Since good
apprehended in understanding is the proper object of the will, understood good, as
such, must be willed good. But anything understood involves an understanding mind. A
mind then that understands good, must, as such, be a mind that wills good.

3. What is consequent upon all being, is a property of being, as such. Such a property
must be found in its perfection in the first and greatest of beings. Now it is a property of
all being to seek its own perfection and the preservation of its own existence. Every
being does this in its own way: intelligent beings, by their will: animals, by their sensitive
appetite: unconscious nature, by a certain physical nisus. [151] It makes a difference
however whether the thing craved for is possessed or not. Where it is not possessed,
the nisus of desire proper to each several kind goes out to seek what is wanting: where
the thing is possessed, it is rested in and clung to. This characteristic of all being cannot
be wanting in the first of beings, which is God. Since then God has understanding, He
has also a will, whereby He takes complacency in His own being and His own
goodness.

4. The more perfect the act of understanding is, the more delightful to the understanding
mind. But God has understanding and a most perfect act thereof (Chap. [93]XLIV):
therefore that act yields Him the utmost delight. But as sensible delight is through the
concupiscible appetite, so is intellectual delight through the will. God then has a will.

This will of God the testimonies of Holy Scripture confess: All things whatsoever he hath
willed, the Lord hath done (Ps. cxxxiv, 6): Who resisteth his will? (Rom. ix, 19).

[151] Appetitum naturalem. It is not easy to kill a willow tree, nor to break up an atom of
water. Unstable compounds are easily broken up; but the more perfect and stable, with
difficulty. This resistance offered to destruction is the “physical nisus,' often spoken of by
the schoolmen under the name of appetitus naturalis. The will is appetitus rationalis;
and the region of soul in which passion dwells is a appetitus sensibilis.

120



CHAPTER LXXIII--That the Will of God is His Essence

GOD has will inasmuch as He has understanding. But He has understanding by His
essence (Chap. [94]XLIV, [95]XLV), and therefore will in like manner.

2. The act of will is the perfection of the agent willing. But the divine being is of itself
most perfect, and admits of no superadded perfection (Chap. [96]XXIII): therefore in
God the act of His willing is the act of His being.

3. As every agent acts inasmuch as it is in actuality, God, being pure actuality, must act
by His essence. But to will is an act of God: therefore God must will by His essence.

4. If will were anything superadded to the divine substance, that substance being
complete in being, it would follow that will was something adventitious to it as an
accident to a subject; also that the divine substance stood to the divine will as
potentiality to actuality; and that there was composition in God: all of which positions
have been rejected (Chap. [97]XVI, [98]XVIII, [99]XXIII). [152]

[152] Does not this argument prove too much, either that in man too essence and will
are the same, or that the human will is an accident to human substance? St Thomas
would reply by a distinction between act and faculty. In God, the distinction does not
obtain. Act and faculty are one in Him, one with His essence. But in man act and faculty
are distinct. The act of volition is accidental in man, it comes and it goes: but the faculty
or power of willing is not an accident to human substance, it is in essential property of
the same.
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CHAPTER LXXIV--That the Object of the Will of God in the First Place is God Himself

GOOD understood is the object of the will. But what is understood by God in the first
place is the divine essence: therefore the divine essence is the first object of the divine
will.

3. The object in the first place willed is the cause of willing to every willing agent. For
when we say, ‘| wish to walk for the benefit of my health," we consider that we are
assigning a cause; and if we are further asked, "Why do you wish to benefit your
health?' we shall go on assigning causes until we come to the final end, which is the
object willed in the first place, and is in itself the cause of all our willing. If then God wills
anything else than Himself in the first place, it will follow that that 'something else’ is to
Him a cause of willing. But His willing is His being (Chap. [100]LXXIIl), Therefore
something else will be the cause of His being, which is contrary to the notion of the First
Being.
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CHAPTER LXXV--That God in willing Himself wills also other things besides Himself
[153]

EVERY one desires the perfection of that which for its own sake he wills and loves: for
the things which we love for their own sakes we wish to be excellent, and ever better
and better, and to be multiplied as much as possible. But God wills and loves His
essence for its own sake. Now that essence is not augmentable and multipliable in itself
(Chap. [101]XLII), but can be multiplied only in its likeness, which is shared by many.
God therefore wills the multitude of things, inasmuch as He wills and loves His own
perfection.

3. Whoever loves anything in itself and for itself, wills consequently all things in which
that thing is found: as he who loves sweetness in itself must love all sweet things. But
God wills and loves His own being in itself and for itself; and all other being is a sort of
participation by likeness of His being.

6. The will follows the understanding. But God with His understanding understands
Himself in the first place, and in Himself understands all other things: therefore in like
manner He wills Himself in the first place, and in willing Himself wills all other things.

This is confirmed by the authority of Holy Scripture: Thou lovest all things that are, and
hatest nothing of the things that thou hast made (Wisd. xi, 2)

[153] Taken by itself, this chapter might seem to argue that God wills the existence of all
things that He understands as possible, and that He necessarily wills the existence of
things outside Himself, and so necessarily creates them. These conclusions are
rejected in Chap. LXXXI. Though God understands all things possible, He does not will
them all. If He willed them all, they would all be, which is absurd. It is impossible for all
things severally possible ever to come to be conjunctively realised in actuality.
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CHAPTER LXXVI--That with one and the same Act of the Will God wills Himself and all
other Beings

EVERY power tends by one and the same activity to its object and to that which makes
the said object an object to such a power, as with the same vision we see light and the
colour which is made actually visible by light. But when we wish a thing for an end, and
for that alone, that which is desired for the end receives from the end its character of an
object of volition. Since then God wills all things for Himself (Chap. [102]LXXIV), with
one act of will He wills Himself and other things.

2. What is perfectly known and desired, is known and desired to the whole extent of its
motive power. But a final end is a motive not only inasmuch as it is desired in itself, but
also inasmuch as other things are rendered desirable for its sake. He therefore who
perfectly desires an end, desires it in both these ways. But it is impossible to suppose
any volitional act of God, by which He should will Himself, and not will Himself perfectly:
since there is nothing imperfect in God. By every act therefore by which He wills
Himself, He wills Himself and other things for His own sake absolutely; and other things
besides Himself He does not will except inasmuch as He wills Himself.

3. As promises are to conclusions in things speculative, so is the end to the means in
things practical and desirable: for as we know conclusions by premises, so from the end
in view proceeds both the desire and the carrying out of the means. If then one were to
wish the end apart, and the means apart, by two separate acts, there would be a
process from step to step in his volition (Chap. [103]LVII). But this is impossible in God,
who is beyond all movement.

7. To will belongs to God inasmuch as He has understanding. As then by one act He
understands Himself and other beings, inasmuch as His essence is the pattern of them
all, so by one act He wills Himself and all other beings, inasmuch as His goodness is
the type of all goodness.
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CHAPTER LXXVII--That the Multitude of the Objects of God's Will is not inconsistent
with the Simplicity of His Substance

GOD wills other things inasmuch as He wills His own goodness (Chap. [L04]LXXV).
Things then come under the will of God according as they are included in His goodness.
But in His goodness all things are one: for they are in Him according to the mode that
befits Him; material things, immaterially; and things many, in union (Chap. [105]LV,
[106]LVIII). Thus the multitude of the objects of the divine will does not multiply the
divine substance.
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CHAPTER LXXVIII--That the Divine Will reaches to the good of Individual Existences

THE excellence of order in the universe appears in two ways, first, inasmuch as the
whole universe is referred to something beyond the universe, as an army to its leader:
secondly, inasmuch as the parts of the universe are referred to one another, like the
parts of an army; and the second order is for the sake of the first. But God, in willing
Himself as an end, wills other things in their reference to Him as an end. He wills
therefore the excellence of order in the universe in reference to Himself, and the
excellence of order in the universe in mutual reference of its parts to one another. But
the excellence of order is made up of the good of individual existences.

This is confirmed by the authority of Scripture: God saw the light, that it was good (Gen.

i, 4); and similarly of His other works; and lastly of them altogether: God saw all things
that he had made, and they were very good (Gen. i, 31).
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CHAPTER LXXIX--That God wills things even that as yet are not

SOME one might perhaps think that God wills only the things that are: for correlatives
go together; and if one perishes, the other perishes; if then willing supposes a relation of
the willing subject to the object willed, none can will any but things that are. Besides, the
will and its objects are to one another as Creator and creature: now God cannot be
called Creator, or Lord, or Father, except of things that are: neither then can He be said
to will any but things that are. And it may be further argued, that if the divine will is
invariable, as is the divine being, and wills only actual existences, it wills nothing but
what always is.

Let us say then in answer to these objections, that as good apprehended by the intellect
moves the will, the act of the will must follow the condition of the mental apprehension.
Now the mind apprehends the thing, not only as it is in the mind, but also as it is in its
own nature: for we not only know that the thing is understood by us (for that is the
meaning of its being "in the mind'), but also that the thing exists, or has existed, or is to
exist in its own nature. Though then at the time the thing has no being other than in the
mind, still the mind stands related to it, not as it is in the mind, but as it is in its own
nature, which the mind apprehends. Therefore the relation of the divine will to a non-
existent thing is to the thing according as it is in its own nature, attached to some certain
time, and not merely to the thing as it is in the knowledge of God. For God wills the
thing, that is not now, to be in some certain time: He does not merely will it inasmuch as
He Himself understands it. [154]

Nor is the relation of the will to its object similar to the relation of Creator to creature, of
Maker to made, of Lord to subject. For will, being an immanent act, does not involve the
actual external existence of the thing willed: [155] whereas making and creating and
governing do signify an action terminated to an external effect, such that without its
existence such action is unintelligible.

[154] God wills the thing, not merely, to be in His eternal understanding of it; but to be in
rerum natura at some fixed time; and (contrary to what idealists generally hold) its
existence in rerum natura is other than its existence in the divine understanding.

[155] And yet, "If He willed them, those creatures would exist” (Chap. LXXXI, n. 3), -- Of
course, for such time as God's will determined for them to exist in. This touches the
difficult point of the distinction, if any is to be drawn, between the will and the power of
the Almighty.
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CHAPTER LXXX--That God of necessity wills His own Being and His own Goodness

GOD wills His own being and His own goodness as His first object and reason for
willing all other things (Chap. [L07]LXXIV), and this He wills in everything that He does
will. Nor is it possible for Him to will it merely potentially: He must will it actually, as His
willing is His being.

4. All things, in so far as they have existence, are likened to God, who is the first and
greatest being. But all things, in so far as they have existence, cherish their own being
naturally in such manner as they can. Much more therefore does God cherish His own
being naturally.
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CHAPTER LXXXI--That God does not of necessity love other things than Himself

A WILL does not of necessity tend to the means to an end, if the end can be had
without those means. Since then the divine Goodness can be without other beings, --
nay, other beings make no addition to it, -- God is under no necessity of willing other
things from the fact of His willing His own goodness.

2. Since good, understood to be such, is the proper object of the will, the will may fasten
on any object conceived by the intellect in which the notion of good is fulfilled. Hence
though the being of anything, as such, is good, and its not-being, as such, is evil; still
the very not- being of a thing may become an object to the will, though not of necessity,
by reason of some notion of good fulfilled: for it is good for a thing to be, even though
some other thing is not. [156] The only good then which the will by the terms of its
constitution cannot wish not to be, is the good whose non-existence would destroy the
notion of good altogether. Such a good is no other than God. The will then by its
constitution can will the non-existence of anything else except of God. [157] But in God
there is will according to the fulness of the power of willing. God then can will the non-
existence of any other being besides Himself.

3. God in willing His own goodness wills also other things than Himself as sharing His
goodness. But since the divine goodness is infinite, and partakable in infinite ways, if by
the willing of His own goodness He of necessity willed the beings that partake of it, the
absurdity would follow that He must will the existence of infinite creatures sharing His
goodness in infinite ways: because, if He willed them, those creatures would exist, since
His will is the principle of being to creatures.

We must consider therefore why God of necessity knows other beings than Himself,
and yet does not of necessity will them to exist, notwithstanding that His understanding
and willing of Himself involves His understanding and willing other beings. The reason
of it is this: an intelligent agent's understanding anything arises from a certain condition
of the understanding, -- for by a thing being actually understood its likeness is in the
mind: but a volitional agent's willing anything arises from a certain condition of the object
willed, -- for we will a thing either because it is an end, or because it is a means to an
end. Now the divine perfection necessarily requires that all things should so be in God
as to be understood in Him. But the divine goodness does not of necessity require that
other things should exist to be referred to Him as means to an end; and therefore it is
necessary that God should know other things, but not that He should will other things.
[158] Hence neither does He will all things that are referable to His goodness: but He
knows all things which are in any way referable to His essence, whereby He
understands.

[156] How can mere not-being, as such, be an object of the will at all? St Thomas
perhaps is speaking of two existences incompatible with one another. But it is well to
remark, there is a difference between not-willing, which is a mere vacuity of will, and
willing-not, which is a positive act of will. The question may be raised, whether for things
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possible, but eternally non existent, any divine decree is requisite to keep them out of
existence. Is it not enough that there is no decree to call them into existence? Or is such
a decree of exclusion rendered requisite by the conjuntion of a perfect will with a perfect
actual knowledge? Anyhow God is under no antecedent necessity of decreeing the
existence of any creature, because He is well enough without creatures, supremely self-
sufficient and independent of all creation: which independence and self-sufficiency is
the root of the divine free-will ad extra: which free-will again alone bars pantheism,
disconcerts idealism (by taking away the determinism to which it leads), saves the
notion of a Personal God, and with it prayer, miracles, Christianity.

[157] A perverse will can will the non-existence of God Himself. St Thomas is speaking
of the normal will, which takes a right view of God, as the perverse will does not.

[158] It is necessary that He should know other things as intelligible and possible, not
that He should will other things to come to actual existence. Once more the ideal order
is necessary, but not the actual order of creation. The one necessary actuality is God.
Though creatures are means to God's end, they are not necessary means to any
necessary end of His: therefore their existence is not necessarily willed by Him, albeit
their possibility is necessarily discerned.
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CHAPTER LXXXII--Arguments against the aforesaid Doctrine and Solutions of the
same

THESE awkward consequences seem to follow, if any things that God wills He does not
will of necessity.

1. If the will of God in respect of certain objects of will is not determined by any of them,
it seems to be indifferent. But every faculty that indifferent is in a manner in potentiality.

2. Since potential being, as such, is naturally changeable, -- for what can be can also
not be, -- it follows that the divine will is variable. [159]

4. Since what hangs loose, indifferent between two alternatives, does not tend to one
rather than to the other, unless it be determined by one or other, either God wills none
of the things to which He is indifferent, or He is determined by one or other of them, in
which case there must be something antecedent to God to determine Him.

But none of the above objections can stand.

1. The indifference, or indeterminateness, of a faculty may be attributable either to the
faculty itself or to its object. To the faculty itself, when its indeterminateness comes from
its not having yet attained to its perfection. This argues imperfection in the faculty, and
an unfulfilled potentiality, as we see in the mind of a doubter, who has not yet attained
to premises sufficient to determine him to take either of two sides. To the object of the
faculty, when the perfect working of the faculty does not depend on its adoption of either
alternative, and yet either alternative may be adopted, as when art may employ different
instruments to do the same work equally well. This argues no imperfection in the faculty,
but rather its pre-eminent excellence, inasmuch as it rises superior to both opposing
alternatives, and therefore is indifferent to both and determined by neither. Such is the
position of the divine will with respect to things other than itself. Its perfection depends
on none of them; being as it is intimately conjoined with its own last end and final
perfection. [160]

2. In the divine will there is no potentiality. Unnecessitated, it prefers one alternative to
another respecting the creatures which it causes to be. It is not to be looked upon as
being in a potential attitude to both alternatives, so as first to be potentially willing both,
and then to be actually willing one. It is for ever actually willing whatever it wills, as well
its own self as the creatures which are the objects of its causation. But whatever
creature God wills to exist, that creature stands in no necessary relation to the divine
goodness, which is the proper object of the divine will.

4. We cannot admit that either the divine will wills none of the effects of its causation, or
that its volition is determined by some exterior object. The proper object of the will is
good apprehended as such by the understanding. Now the divine understanding
apprehends, not only the divine being, or divine goodness, but other good things
likewise (Chap. [108]XLIX); and it apprehends them as likenesses of the divine
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goodness and essence, not as constituent elements of the same. Thus the divine will
tends to them as things becoming its goodness, not as things necessary to its
goodness. So it happens also in our will: which, when it inclines to a thing as absolutely
necessary to its end, tends to it with a certain necessity; but when it tends to a thing
solely on account of its comeliness and appropriateness, does not tend to it necessarily.

[159] The difficulty is, that if the created object of God's will is a thing that may be or
may not be, God's will also of creating it may be or may not be.

[160] God in willing His own goodness is not thereby necessitated to will the existence
of, let us say, St Augustine, as though, if there were no Augustine, the goodness of God
would be incomplete. This argument of God's absolute self-sufficiency, His supreme
independence of creation, and consequent perfect liberty to create or not, is, | am
informed, the tenet of some at least of the wisest Brahmins of India.
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CHAPTER LXXXIII--That God wills anything else than Himself with an Hypothetical
Necessity
[161]

IN every unchangeable being, whatever once is, cannot afterwards cease to be. Since
then God's will is unchangeable, supposing Him to will anything, He cannot on that
supposition not will it.

2. Everything eternal is necessary. But God's will for the causation of any effect is
eternal: for, as His being, so His willing is measured by eternity. That will therefore is
necessary, yet not absolutely so, since the will of God has no necessary connexion with
this objection willed. It is therefore necessary hypothetically, on a supposition.

3. Whatever God once could do, He can still. His power does not grow less, as neither
does His essence. But He cannot now not-will what He is already supposed to have
willed, because His will cannot change: therefore He never could not-will whatever He
once willed (nunquam potuit non velle quidquid voluit). [162] It is therefore hypothetically
necessary for Him to have willed whatever He has willed, as it is for Him to will whatever
He does will: but in neither case is the necessity absolute.

4. Whoever wills anything, necessarily wills all that is necessarily requisite to that
purpose, unless there be some defect on his part, either by ignorance, or because his
will sometimes is drawn away by some passion from a right choice of means to the end:
nothing of which can be said of God. If God then in willing Himself wills anything else
besides Himself, He needs must will all that is necessarily required to the effecting of
the thing willed, as it is necessary that God should will the being of a rational soul, if He
wills the being of a man. [163]

[161] Otherwise called a consequent, as distinguished from an antecedent, or absolute,
necessity.

[162] Once God wills absolutely, even though freely, He wills irrevocably. He never has
to change His mind upon any unforeseen obstacle or intercession. He threatened the
Ninivites, whose repentance He foresaw, and whose pardon upon repentance He had
decreed.

[163] And, possibly, the human shape, if He wishes the being of a rational animal. Or is
a rational animal possible in the shape of a pig? Who shall reckon or particularise the
essential connexions and repugnances of things? How much, that we might wish to cast
out, cleaves to nature and must be, if natural things are to be at all! How thoughtlessly
may we murmur at God for not severing two elements essentially inseparable, or not
conjoining two others mutually repugnant! Is it possible under any circumstances, or
under what circumstances, for man's final happiness to be secured without toil and trial,
a crown without a cross? This is not a difficult chapter, but it suggests a great difficulty:
how God, willing from eternity this present creation, is perfectly the same God as He
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might have been from eternity willing no such thing; of how, there being not the slightest
entitative difference between God willing to create and God having no such will,
creation, which was nothing to begin with, ever came to be rather than not to be. The
difficulty has its foundation in this, that, within our experience, every new effect involves
some antecedent change either in the agent or in the matter acted upon. The more
powerful the agent, the less change is required, as when a strong man with little or no
effort lifts a weight, which a weaker one would have to strain himself to raise from the
ground. Hence we may faintly surmise how ‘in the limit' an Almighty agent would act
without being in the least altered by his action from the being that he would have been,
had he remained at rest. Not that | take this suggestion to remove the whole difficulty.
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CHAPTER LXXXIV--That the Will of God is not of things in themselves Impossible

THOSE things are in themselves impossible, which involve an inconsistency, as that
man should be an ass, which involves the rational being irrational. But what is
inconsistent with a thing, excludes some one of the conditions requisite to it, as being
an ass excludes a man's reason. If therefore God necessarily wills the things requisite
to that which by supposition He does will, it is impossible for Him to will what is
inconsistent therewith.

2. God, in willing His own being, wills all other things, that He does will, in so far as they
have some likeness to it. But in so far as anything is inconsistent with the notion of
being as such, there cannot stand therein any likeness to the first or divine being, which
is the fountain of being. God therefore cannot will anything that is inconsistent with the
notion of being as such, as that anything should be at once being and not being, that
affirmation and negation should be true together, or any other such essential
impossibility, inconsistency, and implied contradiction.

3. What is no object of the intellect, can be no object of the will. But essential
impossibilities, involving notions mutually inconsistent, are no objects of intellect, except
perchance through the error of a mind that does not understand the proprieties of
things, which cannot be said of God.
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CHAPTER LXXXV--That the Divine Will does not take away Contingency from things
[164]

HYPOTHETICAL necessity in the cause cannot lead to absolute necessity in the effect.
But God's will about a creature is not absolutely necessary, but hypothetically so (Chap.
[LO9]LXXXIII). Therefore the divine will is no argument of absolute necessity in
creatures. But only this absolute necessity excludes contingency: for even a contingent
fact may be extended either way into an hypothetical necessity: thus it is necessary that
Socrates moves, if he runs. It does not therefore follow that a thing happens of
necessity, if God wills it: all that holds is the necessary truth of this conditional: "If God
wills anything, the thing will be': but the “consequent’ (as distinguished from the
“consequence’) need not be a necessary truth. [165]

[164] A “contingent' thing, be it remembered, is a thing that actually is, but absolutely
might not be. Except God, all actuality is ultimately contingent, however it be often
hypothetically necessary.

[165] Thus in the proposition: “If | find the money, | shall pay twenty shillings in the

pound': the truth of the "consequence' is small comfort to my rueful creditors for the
falsity of the “consequent’
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CHAPTER LXXXVI--That Reason can be assigned for the Divine Will
[166]

THE end is a reason for willing the means. But God wills His own goodness as an end,
and all things else as means thereto: His goodness therefore is a reason why He wills
other things different from Himself.

2. The good of a part is ordained to the end of the good of the whole, as the imperfect to
the perfect. But things become objects of the divine will according as they stand in the
order of goodness. It follows that the good of the universe is the reason why God wills
every good of any part of the universe.

3. Supposing that God wills anything, it follows of necessity that He wills the means
requisite thereto. But what lays on others a necessity for doing a thing, is a reason for
doing it. Therefore the accomplishment of a purpose, to which such and such means
are requisite, is a reason to God for willing those means.

We may therefore proceed as follows. God wishes man to have reason, to the end that
he may be man: He wishes man to be, to the end of the completion of the universe: He
wishes the good of the universe to be, because it befits His own goodness. [167] The
same proportion however is not observable in all three stages of this ratiocination. The
divine goodness does not depend on the perfection of the universe, and receives no
accession thereby. The perfection of the universe, though depending necessarily on the
good of some particular components, which are essential parts of the universe, has no
necessary dependence on others, although even from them some goodness or beauty
accrues to the universe, such things serving solely for the fortification (munimentum) or
embellishment of the rest. But any particular good depends absolutely on the elements
that are requisite to it: and still even such goods have adjuncts that go merely to better
their condition. Sometimes therefore the reason of the divine will involves mere
becomingness, sometimes utility, sometimes also hypothetical necessity, but never
absolute necessity, except when the object of God's volition is God Himself.

[166] Reason is absolutely assignable for the volitions of God regarding the universe:
but relatively to us, we can assign it but vaguely, and, revelation apart, with much
uncertainty. By aid of the Aristotelian and Ptolemaic cosmogonies, mediaeval writers
had much to say of "the perfection of the universe," over which sayings the modern
astronomer stands amazed, murmuring low to himself, if he is a pious man, Nimis
profundae factae sunt cogitationes tuae (Ps. xci). A characteristic of the Middle Ages is
idealisation of unity, permanence, and systematic completeness in the social, political,
religious, and even in the cosmic order. To us "the perfection of the universe" is a less
obvious ground of argument, There is such a perfection, doubtless, as the Creator is
wise and good; and much of the wisdom and beauty of His work is manifest to our eyes;
but the entirety is beyond us. We cannot comprehend it, as we cannot comprehend
Him.
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[167] So St Thomas's autograph, Quia decet bonitatem ipsius.

138



CHAPTER LXXXVII--That nothing can be a Cause to the Divine Will

THOUGH some reason may be assigned for the divine will, yet it does not follow that
there is any cause of that will's volition. For the cause of volition is the end in view: now
the end in view of the divine will is its own goodness: that then is God's cause of willing,
which is also His own act of willing. But of other objects willed by God none is to God a
cause of willing, but one of them is cause to another of its being referred to the divine
goodness, and thus God is understood to will one for the sake of another. But clearly we
must suppose no passing from point to point of God's will, where there is only one act,
as shown above of the divine intellect (Chap. [110]LVII). For God by one act wills His
own goodness and all other things, as His action is His essence.

By this and the previous chapter the error is excluded of some who say that all things
proceed from God by sheer will, so that no reason is to be rendered of anything that He
does beyond the fact that God so wills. Which position is even contrary to divine
Scripture, which tells us that God has done all things according to the order of His
wisdom: Thou hast done all things in wisdom (Ps. ciii, 24); and God has shed wisdom
over all his works (Ecclus i, 10).
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CHAPTER LXXXVIII--That there is a Free Will in God

GOD does not necessarily will things outside Himself (Chap. [111]LXXXI).

3. Will is of the end: choice of the means. [168] Since then God wills Himself as end,
and other things as means, it follows that in respect of Himself He has will only, but in

respect of other things choice. But choice is always an act of free will.

4. Man by free will is said to be master of his own acts. But this mastery belongs most of
all to the Prime Agent, whose act depends on no other. [169]

[168] The terminology is from Aristotle, Eth. Nic. Ill, 1113. What St Thomas here calls
voluntas, and elsewhere intentio is the Aristotelian boulesis. Choice, electio, is
proairesis. See my Ethics and Natural Law, pp. 31 sq.; Aquinas Ethicus I, 52-54.

[169] For Scripture authority St Thomas might have quoted: The Lord is high above all
nations, and his glory above the heavens (Ps. CXIl). God's free will is contained in His
real physical distinctness from the universe, His sovereign pre-eminence over it, and
absolute independence of it. Identify God with the universe, and logically He is no
longer free. Pushed to extremity, Idealism means Pantheism, and Pantheism
Determinism. For if God has no free will, still less has man.
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CHAPTER LXXXIX--That there are no Passions in God

PASSION is not in the intellectual appetite, but only in the sensitive. But in God there is
no sensitive appetite, as there is no sensible knowedge.

2. Every passion involves some bodily alteration, [170] a thing impossible in the
incorporeal Deity.

3. In every passion the subject is more or less drawn out of his essential condition or
connatural disposition: which is not possible in the unchangeable God. [171]

4. Every passion fixes determinedly on some one object, according to the mode and
measure of the passion. Passion, like physical nature, rushes blindly at some one thing:
that is why passion needs repressing and regulating by reason. But the divine will is not
determined of itself to any one object in creation: but proceeds according to the order of
its wisdom (Chap. [112]LXXXII).

5. Every passion is the passion of a subject that is in potentiality. But God is altogether
free from potentiality, being pure actuality.

Thus every passion, generically as such, is removed from God. But certain passions are
removed from God, not only generically, but also specifically. For every passion takes
its species from its object: if then an object is altogether unbefitting for God, the passion
specified by that object is removed from God also on specific grounds. Such a passion
is Sadness and Grief, the object of which is evil already attaching to the sufferer. Hope,
again, though it has good for its object, is not of good obtained, but to be obtained, a
relation to good which is unbefitting for God by reason of His so great perfection, to
which addition is impossible. Much more does that perfection exclude any potentiality in
the way of evil. But Fear regards an evil that may be imminent. In two ways then Fear,
specifically as such, is removed from God, both because it supposes a subject that is in
potentiality, and because it has for its object some evil that may come to be in the
subject. Regret again, or Repentance, is repugnant to God, as well because it is a
species of sadness, as also because it involves a change of will.

Moreover, without an error of the intellectual faculty, it is impossible for good to be
mistaken for evil. And only in respect of private advantages is it possible for the loss of
one being to be the gain of another. But to the general good nothing is lost by the good
of any private member; but every private good goes to fill in the public good. [172] But
God is the universal good, by partaking in whose likeness all other things are called
good. No other being's evil then can possibly be good for God. Nor again, seeing that
God's knowledge makes no mistakes, can He apprehend as evil that which is simply
good, and no evil to Him. Envy therefore is impossible to God, specifically as Envy, not
only because it is a species of sadness, but also because it is sadness at the good of
another, and thus takes the good of another as evil to itself. [173]
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It is part of the same procedure to be sad at good and to desire evil. Such sadness
arises from good being accounted evil: such desire, from evil being accounted good.
Now Anger is desire of the evil of another for vengeance' sake. Anger then is far from
God by reason of its species, not only because it is a species of sadness, but also
because it is a desire of vengeance, conceived for sadness at an injury done one.

[170] What Alexander Bain calls "the diffusive wave of emotion." Bodily expression is of
the essence of a passion. A passion is as much corporeal as a sensation.

[171] Passion is a disturbance of physical equilibrium. Hence it comes to be forbidden
by physicians; and may, as St Thomas says, accelerate dissolution.

[172] As the flood-tide is filled in' (repraesentatur) by every advancing wave. The axiom
should go down in the pocket-book of the economist.

[173] The Greek dread is well known of the envy, or evil eye, of Heaven lighting upon
any exuberance of human prosperity. See the story of Polycrates and his ring in
Herodotus, Ill, 41. Julius Caesar and Augustus felt this dread, nor is it yet extinct.
Aeschylus philosophises upon it (Agam. 750-762). Cf. Daniel iv, 29-34; St Luke xii, 16-
21.
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CHAPTER XC--That there is in God Delight and Joy

THERE are some passions which, though they do not befit God as passions,
nevertheless, so far as their specific nature is considered, do not involve anything
inconsistent with divine perfection. Of the number of these is Delight and Joy. Joy is of
present good. Neither by reason of its object, which is good, nor by reason of the
relation in which the object, good actually possessed, stands to the subject, does joy
specifically contain anything inconsistent with divine perfection. Hence it is manifest that
joy or Delight has being properly in God. For as good and evil apprehended is the object
of the sensitive appetite, so also is it of the intellectual appetite, or will. It is the ordinary
function of both appetites to pursue good and to shun evil, either real or apparent,
except that the object of the intellectual appetite is wider than that of the sensitive,
inasmuch as the intellectual appetite regards good and evil simply, while the sensitive
appetite regards good and evil felt by sense; as also the object of intellect is wider than
the object of sense. But the activities of appetite are specified by their objects. There
exist therefore in the intellectual appetite, or will, activities specifically similar to the
activities of the sensitive appetite, and differing only in this, that in the sensitive appetite
they are passions on account of the implication of a bodily organ, but in the intellectual
appetite they are simple activities. [174] For as by the passion of fear, coming over the
sensitive appetite, one shuns evil looming in the future, so the intellectual appetite
works to the same effect without passion. [175] Since then joy and Delight are not
repugnant to God specifically, but only inasmuch as they are passions, it follows that
they are not wanting even in the divine will.

2. Joy and Delight are a sort of rest of the will in its object. But God singularly rests in
Himself as in the first object of His own will, inasmuch as He has all sufficiency in
Himself.

3. Delight is the perfection of activity, perfecting activity as bloom does youth. [176] But
the activity of the divine understanding is most perfect. If therefore our act of
understanding, coming to its perfection, yields delight, most delightful must be the act
whereby God understands.

4. Everything naturally feels joy over what is like itself, except accidentally, inasmuch as
the likeness hinders one's own gain, and “two of a trade' quarrel. But every good thing is
some likeness of the divine goodness, and nothing is lost to God by the good of His
creature. Therefore God rejoices in good everywhere.

Joy and Delight differ in our consideration: for Delight arises out of good really conjoined
with the subject; while Joy does not require this real conjunction, but the mere resting of
the will on an agreeable object is sufficient for it. [177] Hence, strictly speaking, Delight
is at good conjoined with the subject: Joy over good external to the subject. Thus, in
strict parlance, God takes delight in Himself: but has Joy both over Himself and over
other things.
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[174] See Dr Maher's Psychology, pp. 241, 470, 471, fourth edition, 1900, Longmans.
[175] The man takes precautions, but is not afraid.

[176] Aristotle, Eth. Nic. x. 1174. b, 22 sq., a great saying and a potent solvent of all
forms of hedonism.

[177] Delight would [be] edone and joy chara. The distinction between them is

foreshadowed by that which Plato puts in the mouth of Prodicus between hedesthai
(pleasure) and euphrainesthai (gladness), Protag. 337 C.
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CHAPTER XCI--That there is Love in God
[178]

IT is of the essential idea of love, that whoever loves wishes the good of the object
loved. But God wishes His own good and the good of other beings (Chap. [113]LXXV);
and in this respect He loves Himself and other beings.

2. It is a requisite of true love to love the good of another inasmuch as it is his good. But
God loves the good of every being as it is the good of that being, though He does also
subordinate one being to the profit of another.

3. The essential idea of love seems to be this, that the affection of one tends to another
as to a being who is in some way one with himself. The greater the bond of union, the
more intense is the love. And again the more intimately bound up with the lover the
bond of union is, the stronger the love. But that bond whereby all things are united with
God, namely, His goodness, of which all things are imitations, is to God the greatest
and most intimate of bonds, seeing that He is Himself His own goodness. There is
therefore in God a love, not only true, but most perfect and strong.

But some might be of opinion that God does not love one object more than another; for
a higher and a lower degree of intensity of affection is characteristic of a changeable
nature, and cannot be attributed to God, from whom all change is utterly removed.
Besides, wherever else there is mention of any divine activity, there is no question of
more and less: thus one thing is not known by God more than another. In answer to this
difficulty we must observe that whereas other activities of the soul are concerned with
one object only, love alone seems to tend to two. For love wishes something to
somebody: hence the things that we desire, we are properly said to "desire," not to
“love,’ but in them we rather love ourselves for whom we desire them. Every divine act
then is of one and the same intensity; but love may be said to admit of "greater and less'
in two ways, either in point of the good that we will to another, in which way we are said
to love him more to whom we wish greater good; or again in point of the intensity of the
act, in which way we are said to love him more to whom we wish, not indeed a greater
good, but an equal good more fervently and effectually. In the former way then there is
nothing to object to in the saying that God loves one more than another, inasmuch as
He wishes him a greater good: but, understood of the second way, the saying is not
tenable.

Hence it appears that of our affections there is none that can properly be in God except
joy and love, though even these are in Him not by way of passion, as they are in us.
That there is in God joy or delight is confirmed by the authority of Holy Scripture. | was
delighted day by day playing before him, says the Divine Wisdom, which is God (Prov.
viii, 30). The Philosopher also says that God ever rejoices with one simple delight. [179]
The Scripture also speaks of love in God: With everlasting love | have loved thee (Jer.
xxxi, 3); For the Father himself loveth you (John xvi, 27).
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But even other affections (affectiones), which are specifically inconsistent with divine
perfection, are predicated in Holy Writ of God, not properly but metaphorically, on
account of likeness of effects. Thus sometimes the will in following out the order of
wisdom tends to the same effect to which one might be inclined by a passion, which
would argue a certain imperfection: for the judge punishes from a sense of justice, as an
angry man under the promptings of anger. So sometimes God is said to be "angry,’
inasmuch as in the order of His wisdom He means to punish some one: When his anger
shall blaze out suddenly (Ps. ii, 13). He is said to be ‘compassionate,’' inasmuch as in
His benevolence He takes away the miseries of men, as we do the same from a
sentiment of pity: The Lord is merciful and compassionate, patient and abounding in
mercy (Ps. cli, 8). Sometimes also He is said to be ‘repentant,’ inasmuch as in the
eternal and immutable order of His providence, He builds up what He had previously
destroyed, or destroys what He had previously made, as we do when moved by
repentance: It repenteth me that | have made man (Gen. vi, 6, 7). God is also said to be
'sad,’ inasmuch as things happen contrary to what He loves and approves, as sadness
is in us at what happens against our will: And the Lord saw, and it seemed evil in his
eyes, because judgement is not: God saw that there is no man, and he was displeased,
because there was none to meet him (Isa. lix, 15, 16).

[178] Quod Deus est Amor, is the heading of the chapter: but all the conclusion argued
and drawn in the text is "that God loves," "that there is love in God." God is love, and
God is light, says St John (1 John iv, 9; i, 5); and, owing to the divine simplicity (Chap.
XVIII), it may be argued that whatever attribute is in God, is God.

[179] "God's delight is ever one and simple,” says Aristotle, Eth. Nic. vii, 1154b. He

adds: "For there is not only an actuality involving change, but also one involving
unchangeableness.” In the latter there is nothing of potentiality.
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CHAPTER XCIlI--In what sense Virtues can be posited in God

AS the divine goodness comprehends within itself in a certain way all goodnesses, and
virtue is a sort of goodness, the divine goodness must contain all virtues after a manner
proper to itself. But no virtue is predicated as an attribute of God after the manner of a
habit, as virtues are in us. For it does not befit God to be good by anything superadded
to Him, but only by His essence, since He is absolutely simple. Nor again does He act
by anything superadded to His essence, as His essence is His being (Chap. [114]XLV).
Virtue therefore in God is not any habit, but His own essence.

2. A habit is an imperfect actuality, half-way between potentiality and actuality: hence
the subjects of habits are compared to persons asleep. But in God actuality is most
perfect. Virtue therefore in Him is not like a habit or a science, but is as a present act of
consciousness, which is the extremest perfection of actuality.

Since human virtues are for the guidance of human life, and human life is twofold,
contemplative and active, the virtues of the active life, inasmuch as they perfect this
present life, cannot be attributed to God: for the active life of man consists in the use of
material goods, which are not assignable to God. Again, these virtues perfect human
conduct in political society: hence they do not seem much to concern those who keep
aloof from political society: much less can they befit God, whose conversation and life is
far removed from the manner and custom of human life. [180] Some again of the virtues
of the active life direct us how to govern the passions: but in God there are no passions.
[181]

[180] But is not God the head of all political society? Yes, that is allowed for in the next
chapter.

[181] On these passion-controlling virtues (temperance and fortitude) see Ethics and
Natural Law pp. 74-76, n. 3: pp. 85, 86, nn. 2, 3.
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CHAPTER XCIlI--That in God there are the Virtues which regulate Action

THERE are virtues directing the active life of man, which are not concerned with
passions, but with actions, as truth, justice, liberality, magnificence, prudence, art. Since
virtue is specified by its object, and the actions which are the objects of these virtues
are not inconsistent with the divine perfection, neither is there in such virtues,
specifically considered, anything to exclude them from the perfection of God.

3. Of things that come to have being from God, the proper plan of them all is in the
divine understanding (Chap. [115]LXVI). But the plan of a thing to be made in the mind
of the maker is Art: hence the Philosopher says that Art is "the right notion of things to
be made." There is therefore properly Art in God, and therefore it is said: Wisdom,
artificer of all, taught me (Wisd. vii, 21).

4. Again, the divine will, in things outside God, is determined by His knowledge (Chap.
[116]LXXXII). But knowledge directing the will to act is Prudence: because, according to
the Philosopher, Prudence is "the right notion of things to be done." There is therefore
Prudence in God; and hence it is said: With him is prudence (Job xii, 13).

5. From the fact of God wishing anything, He wishes the requisites of that thing. But the
points requisite to the perfection of each several thing are due to that thing: there is
therefore in God Justice, the function of which is to distribute to each his own. Hence it
is said: The Lord is just, and hath loved justice (Ps. x, 8).

6. As shown above (Chapp. [117]LXXIV, [118]LXXV), the last end, for the sake of which
God wills all things, in no way depends on the means to that end, neither in point of
being nor in point of well-being. Hence God does not wish to communicate His
goodness for any gain that may accrue to Himself thereby, but simply because the mere
communication befits Him as the fountain of goodness. But to give, not from any
advantage expected from the gift, but out of sheer goodness and the fitness of giving, is
an act of Liberality. God therefore is in the highest degree liberal; [182] and, as
Avicenna says, He alone can properly be called liberal: for every other agent but Him is
in the way of gaining something by his action and intends so to gain. This His liberality
the Scripture declares, saying: As thou openest thy hand, all things shall be filled with
goodness (Ps. ciii, 28) ; and, Who giveth to all abundantly, and reproacheth not (James
i, 5).

7. All things that receive being from God, necessarily bear His likeness, in so far as they
are, and are good, and have their proper archetypes in the divine understanding (Chap.
[119]LIV). But this belongs to the virtue of Truth, that every one should manifest himself
in his deeds and words for such as he really is. There is therefore in God the virtue of
Truth. [183] Hence, God is true (Rom. iii, 4); and, All thy ways are truth (Ps. cxviii, 151).

In point of exchange, the proper act of commutative justice, justice does not befit God,

since He receives no advantage from any one; hence, Who hath first given to him, and
recompense shall be made him? (Rom. xi, 35;) and, Who bath given to me beforehand,
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that | may repay him? (Job xli, 2.) Still, in a metaphorical sense, we are said to give
things to God, inasmuch as He takes kindly what we have to offer Him. Commutative
justice therefore does not befit God, but only distributive justice. [184]

To judge of things to be done, or to give a thing, or make a distribution, is not proper to
man alone, but belongs to any and every intellectual being. Inasmuch therefore as the
aforesaid actions are considered in their generality, they have their apt place even in
divinity: for as man is the distributer of human goods, as of money or honour, so is God
of all the goods of the universe. The aforesaid virtues therefore are of wider extension in
God than in man: for as the justice of man is to a city or family, so is the justice of God
to the entire universe: hence the divine virtues are said to be archetypes of ours. But
other virtues, which do not properly become God, have no archetype in the divine
nature, but only, as is the case with corporeal things generally, in the divine wisdom,
which contains the proper notions of all things. [185]

[182] Deus igitur est maxime liberalis. "Liberal," as an adjective, may connote either
liberalism or (as here) liberality.

[183] See my Ethics and Natural Law, pp.228, 229.

[184] Ethics and Natural Law, pp. 104-106. A corollary follows, that the creature has no
rights against the Creator.

[185] "The divine nature' is here spoken of as nature' is technically defined "the principle
of action.' Such a virtue as temperance has no place in the principle of divine action.
Bodily appetites not being proper to His being, God never acts the temperate man. He
does act the just judge.
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CHAPTER XCIV--That the Contemplative (Intellectual) Virtues are in God

IF Wisdom consists in the knowledge of the highest causes; and God chiefly knows
Himself, and knows nothing except by knowing Himself, as the first cause of all (Chap.
[120]XLVI), it is evident that Wisdom ought to be attributed to God in the first place.
Hence it is said: He is wise of heart (Job ix, 4.); and, All wisdom is of the Lord God, and
hath been with him alway (Ecclus i, 1). The Philosopher also says at the beginning of
his Metaphysics that Wisdom is a divine possession, not a human.

2. If Knowledge (Science) is an acquaintance with a thing through its proper cause, and
God knows the order of all causes and effects, and thereby the several proper causes
of individual things (Chapp. [121]LXV, [122]LXVII), it is manifest that Knowledge
(Science) is properly in God; hence God is the Lord of sciences (1 Kings ii, 3)

3. If the immaterial cognition of things, attained without discussion, is Understanding
(Intuition), [186] God has such a cognition of all things (Chap. [123]L); and therefore
there is in Him Understanding. Hence, He hath counsel and understanding (Job xii, 13).

[186] Intellectus. This word in St Thomas means sometimes the faculty of
“understanding'’; sometimes, as here, the act, or habit of understanding, of which so
much is made in modern philosophy under the name of “intuition." St Thomas too makes
much of it. Thus his intellectus principiorum is “intuition of first principles.' The
corresponding Aristotelian and Platonic word is nous as distinguished from dianoia.
Kant's "Reason' is his equivalent for nous and intellectus.
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CHAPTER XCV--That God cannot will Evil
EVERY act of God is an act of virtue, since llIs virtue is His essence (Chap. [124]XClI).

2. The will cannot will evil except by some error coming to be in the reason, at least in
the matter of the particular choice there and then made. For as the object of the will is
good, apprehended as such, the will cannot tend to evil unless evil be somehow
proposed to it as good; and that cannot be without error. [187] But in the divine
cognition there can be no error (Chap. [125]LXI).

3. God is the sovereign good, admitting no intermixture of evil (Chap. [126]LXI).

4. Evil cannot befall the will except by its being turned away from its end. But the divine
will cannot be turned away from its end, being unable to will except by willing itself
(Chap. [127]LXXV). It cannot therefore will evil; and thus free will in it is naturally
established in good. This is the meaning of the texts: God is faithful and without iniquity
(Deut. xxxii, 4); Thine eyes are clean, O Lord, and thou canst not look upon iniquity
(Hab. i, 13).

[187] This is explained in Book IlI, Chap. VI.
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CHAPTER XCVI--That God hates nothing

AS love is to good, so is hatred to evil; we wish good to them whom we love, and evil to
them whom we hate. If then the will of God cannot be inclined to evil, as has been
shown (Chap. [128]XCV), it is impossible for Him to hate anything.

2. The will of God tends to things other than Himself inasmuch as, by willing and loving
His own being and goodness, He wishes it to be diffused as far as is possible by
communication of His likeness. This then is what God wills in beings other than Himself,
that there be in them the likeness of His goodness. Therefore God wills the good of
everything, and hates nothing.

4. What is found naturally in all active causes, must be found especially in the Prime
Agent. But all agents in their own way love the effects which they themselves produce,
as parents their children, poets their own poems, craftsmen their works. Much more
therefore is God removed from hating anything, seeing that He is cause of all. [188]

Hence it is said: Thou lovest all things that are, and hatest nothing of the things that
Thou hast made (Wisd. xi, 25).

Some things however God is said, to hate figuratively (similitudinarie), and that in two
ways. The first way is this, that God, in loving things and willing their good to be, wills
their evil not to be: hence He is said to have hatred of evils, for the things we wish not to
be we are said to hate. So it is said: Think no evil in your hearts every one of you
against his friend, and love no lying oath: for all these are things that | hate, saith the
Lord (Zach. viii, 17). But none of these things are effects of creation: they are not as
subsistent things, to which hatred or love properly attaches. The other way is by God's
wishing some greater good, which cannot be without the privation of a lesser good; and
thus He is said to hate, whereas it is more properly love. Thus inasmuch as He wills the
good of justice, or of the order of the universe, which cannot be without the punishment
or perishing of some, He is said to hate those beings whose punishment or perishing He
wills, according to the text, Esau | have hated (Malach. i, 3); and, Thou hatest all who
work Iniquity, thou wilt destroy all who utter falsehood: the man of blood and deceit the
Lord shall abominate (Ps. v, 7). [189]

[188] God loves all the works of His hands antecedently. His first disposition to every
creature is one of good will. This much these arguments may be said to evince. But how
the will of God may stand to certain creatures consequently upon certain events, is not
here considered.

[189] In this view, the wicked and their punishment form part of the order of the
universe, one side of the eternal antithesis of good and evil. St Thomas's exposition is
succinct enough. Further elucidations must be sought from theologians; who, even
when orthodox, are far from consentient here. Who has found the answer to Job's
guestion: Why then do the wicked live? (Job xxi, 7.)
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CHAPTER XCVII--That God is Living

IT has been shown that God is intelligent and willing: but to understand and will are
functions of a living being only.

2. Life is attributed to beings inasmuch as they appear to move of themselves, and not
to be moved by another. Therefore things that seem to move of themselves, the moving
powers of which the vulgar do not perceive, are figuratively said to live, as we speak of
the “living' (running) water of a flowing stream, but not so of a cistern or stagnant pool;
and we call "quicksilver' that which seems to have a motion of its own. This is mere
popular speech, for properly those things alone move of themselves, which do so by
virtue of their composition of a moving force and matter moved, as things with souls;
hence these alone are properly said to live: [190] all other things are moved by some
external force, a generating force, or a force removing an obstacle, or a force of impact.
[191] And because sensible activities are attended with movement, by a further step
everything that determines itself to its own modes of activity, even though unattended
with movement, is said to live; hence to understand and desire and feel are vital actions.
But God, of all beings, is determined to activity by none other than Himself, as He is
prime agent and first cause; to Him therefore, of all beings, does it belong to live.

3. The divine being contains the perfection of all being (Chap. [129]XXVIII). But living is
perfect being; hence animate things in the scale of being take precedence of inanimate.
With God then to be is to live.

This too is confirmed by authority of divine Scripture: | will raise to heaven my hand, and
swear by my right hand, and say: | live for ever (Deut. xxxii, 40): My heart and my flesh)
have rejoiced in the living God (Ps. Ixxiii, 3).

[190] It must be remembered that the schoolmen assign some sort of soul, an anima
vegetativa, to plants. Others have thought that soul goes no further than consciousness.

[191] A “generating force' was St Thomas's notion of the forces of chemistry. The fall of
a stone he put down to removens prohibens, the support being removed, and the stone
left free to gratify its natural appetite for rest on earth. The motion of the heavenly
bodies he attributed, not without hesitation, to their being animated by a soul (Book I,
Chap. LXX). Had he followed out the idea, here obscurely expressed, of the inertia of
matter, he might have been led to divine the force of gravitation.
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CHAPTER XCVIII--That God is His own Life

IN living things, to live is to be: for a living thing is said to be alive inasmuch as it has a
soul; and by that soul, as by its own proper form, it has being: living in fact is nothing
else than living being, arising out of a living form. [192] But, in God, Himself is His own
being (Chap. [130]XXIl): Himself therefore is His own life.

2. To understand is to live: but God is His own act of understanding (Chap. [131]XLV).
3. If God is living, there must be life in Him. If then He is not His own life, there will be
something in Him that is not Himself, [193] and thus He will be compound, -- a rejected
conclusion (Chap. [132]XVIII).

And this is the text: | am life (John xiv, 6). [194]

[192] Hence of a dead man we say truly: "He is no more."'

[193] Not Himself, that is, not His whole self. It might be part of Himself, but then He
would have parts.

[194] This text may be not so immediately applicable as it seems, if it be the utterance,
not of God as God, ad intra, but of God made Man, communicator of a divine life to His
elect, ad extra. See my notes on St John i, 3, 4; xi, 25; xiv, 6. Be that application as it
may, the conclusion of this chapter, and so many similar conclusions in this book,
amount to this: that God is one self-conscious act, the realisation of the whole ideal
order, of life, of wisdom, of power, of goodness, of necessary being, -- what Plato was
groping after (Acts xvii, 27) in his theory of Ideas, -- gathered all in one, living,
conscious, pure actuality.

154



CHAPTER XCIX--That the Life of God is everlasting

IT is impossible for God to cease to live, since Himself He is His own life (Chap.
[133]XCVIII).

2. Everything that at one time is and at another time is not, has existence through some
cause. But the divine life has no cause, as neither has the divine being. God is therefore
not at one time living and at another not living, but always lives.

3. In every activity the agent remains, although sometimes the activity passes in
succession: hence in motion the moving body remains the same in subject throughout
the whole course of the motion, although not the same in our consideration. Where then
the action is the agent himself, nothing there can pass in succession, but all must be
together at once. But God's act of understanding and living is God Himself (Chapp.
[134]XLV, [135]XCVIII): therefore His life has no succession, but is all together at once,
and everlasting.

Hence it is said: This is the true God and life everlasting (1 John v, 20).
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CHAPTER C--That God is Happy

HAPPINESS is the proper good of every intellectual nature. Since then God is an
intellectual being, happiness will be His proper good. But God in regard of His proper
good is not as a being that is still tending to a proper good not yet possessed: that is the
way with a nature changeable and in potentiality; but God is in the position of a being
that already possesses its proper good. Therefore He not only desires happiness, as we
do, but is in the enjoyment of happiness.

2. The thing above all others desired or willed by an intellectual nature is the most
perfect thing in that nature, and that is its happiness. But the most perfect thing in each
is its most perfect activity: for power and habit are perfected by activity: hence the
Philosopher says that happiness is a perfect activity. [195] Now the perfection of activity
depends on four conditions. First, on its kind, that it be immanent in the agent. | call an
activity ‘immanent in the agent,' when nothing else comes of it besides the act itself:
such are the acts of seeing and hearing: such acts are perfections of the agents whose
acts they are, and may have a finality of their own in so far as they are not directed to
the production of anything else as an end. On the other hand, any activity from which
there results something done besides itself, is a perfection of the thing done, not of the
doer: it stands in the relation of a means to an end, and therefore cannot be the
happiness of an intellectual nature. Secondly, on the principle of activity, that it be an
activity of the highest power: hence our happiness lies not in any activity of sense, but in
an activity of intellect, perfected by habit. Thirdly, on the object of activity; and therefore
our happiness consists in understanding the highest object of understanding. Fourthly,
on the form of activity, that the action be perfect, easy, and agreeable. But the activity of
God fulfils all these conditions: since it is (1) activity in the order of understanding; and
(2) His understanding is the highest of faculties, not needing any habit to perfect it; and
(3) His understanding is bent upon Himself, the highest of intelligible objects; and (4) He
understands perfectly, without any difficulty, and with all delight. He is therefore happy.

3. Boethius says that happiness is a state made perfect by a gathering of all good
things. But such is the divine perfection, which includes all perfection in one single view
(Chapp. [136]XXVIII, [137]LIV).

4. He is happy, who is sufficient for himself and wants nothing. But God has no need of
other things, seeing that His perfection depends on nothing external to Himself; and
when He wills other things for Himself as for an end, it is not that He needs them, but
only that this reference befits His goodness.

5. It is impossible for God to wish for anything impossible (Chap. [138]LXXXIV). Again it
is impossible for anything to come in to Him which as yet He has not, seeing that He is
nowise in potentiality (Chap. [139]XVI). Therefore He cannot wish to have what He has
not: therefore He has whatever He wishes; and He wishes nothing evil (Chap.
[140]XCV). Therefore He is happy, according to the definition given by some, that "he is
happy who has what he wishes and wishes nothing evil."
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His happiness the Holy Scriptures declare: Whom he will show in his own time, the
blessed and powerful one (1 Tim. vi, 15).

[195] Aristotle, Eth. Nic., 1, vii, 15, 16: Ethics and Natural Law, pp. 6-13
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CHAPTER CI--That God Is His own Happiness
GOD'S happiness is the act of His understanding (Chap. [141]C). But that very act of

God's understanding is His substance (Chap. [142]XLV). He therefore is His own
happiness.
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CHAPTER ClI--That the Happiness of God is most perfect, and exceeds all other
happiness

WHERE there is greater love, there is greater delight in the attainment of the object
loved. But every being, other things being equal, loves itself more than it loves anything
else: a sign of which is that, the nearer anything is to oneself, the more it is naturally
loved. God therefore takes greater delight in His happiness, which is Himself, than other
blessed ones in their happiness, which is not what they are.

3. What is by essence, ranks above what is by participation. But God is happy by His
essence, a prerogative that can belong to no other: for nothing else but God can be the
sovereign good; and thus whatever else is happy must be happy by participation from
Him. The divine happiness therefore exceeds all other happiness.

4. Perfect happiness consists in an act of the understanding. But no other act of
understanding can compare with God's act: as is clear, not only from this that it is a
subsistent act, [196] but also because by this one act God perfectly understands
Himself as He is, and all things that are and are not, good and evil, whereas in all other
intellectual beings the act of understanding is not itself subsistent, but is the act of a
subsistent subject. Nor can any one understand God, the supreme object of
understanding, so perfectly as He is perfect, because the being of none is so perfect as
the divine being, nor can any act ever be more perfect than the substance of which it is
the act. [197] Nor is there any other understanding that knows even all that God can do:
for if it did, it would comprehend the divine power. Lastly, even what another
understanding does know, it does not know all with one and the same act. God
therefore is incomparably happy above all other beings.

5. The more a thing is brought to unity, the more perfect is its power and excellence. But
an activity that works in succession, is divided by different divisions of time: in no way
then can its perfection be compared to the perfection of an activity that is without
succession, all present together, especially if it does not pass in an instant but abides to
eternity. Now the divine act of understanding is without succession, existing all together
for eternity: whereas our act of understanding is in succession by the accidental
attachment to it of continuity and time. Therefore the divine happiness infinitely exceeds
human happiness, as the duration of eternity exceeds the "now in flux' of time (nunc
temporis fluens).

6. The fatigue and various occupations whereby our contemplation in this life is
necessarily interrupted, -- in which contemplation whatever happiness there is for man
in this life chiefly consists, -- and the errors and doubts and various mishaps to which
the present life is subject, show that human happiness, in this life particularly, can in no
way compare with the happiness of God.

7. The perfection of the divine happiness may be gathered from this, that it embraces all

happinesses according to the most perfect mode of each. By way of contemplative
happiness, it has a perfect and perpetual view of God Himself and of other beings. By
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way of active life, it has the government, not of one man, or of one house, or of one city,
or of one kingdom, but of the whole universe. Truly, the false happiness of earth is but a
shadow of that perfect happiness. For it consists, according to Boethius, in five things,
in pleasure, riches, power, dignity and fame. God then has a most excellent delight of
Himself, and a universal joy of all good things, without admixture of contrary element.
For riches, He has absolute self-sufficiency of all good. For power, He has infinite might.
For dignity, He has primacy and rule over all beings. For fame, He has the admiration of
every understanding that in any sort knows Him.

To Him then, who is singularly blessed, be honour and glory for ever and ever, Amen.
[198]

[196] That is to say, an act which has all the permanence and self-containedness of
substance.

[197] It would follow from this, that a man cannot perfectly comprehend an angel, nor
even another man vastly superior to himself. The saint then, on some points of his
character, is not amenable to the judgement of the ordinary man of common sense; nor
the philosopher, or theologian, or man of science, to the unrevised verdict of the plain
man; nor the statesman, or hero, to the man in the street.

[198] The interest of all this to us is that the heaven, which is the term of the labours of a
Christian man, is a participation in the perfect and transcendent happiness here
shadowed forth. | will anticipate and quote the conclusion of B. lll, Chap. LI. -- "By this
vision we are made like to God, and become partakers of His happiness. For God
Himself by His essence understands His substance, and that is His happiness. Hence it
is said: When he appeareth, he shall be like unto him, because he shall see him as he
is (1 John iii, 2). And the Lord said: | dispose unto you, as my Father hath disposed unto
me, a kingdom, that ye eat and drink at my table in my kingdom (Luke xxii, 29). This
cannot be understood of corporal meat or drink, but must be spoken of that food which
is taken at the table of Wisdom, whereof Wisdom herself says: Eat my bread, and drink
the wine that | have mingled for you (Prov. ix, 5). They then eat and drink at the table of
God, who enjoy the same happiness wherewith God is happy, seeing Him in the way in
which He sees Himself."
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BOOK Il
GOD THE ORIGIN OF CREATURES
CHAPTER I--Connexion of what follows with what has gone before.

THERE can be no perfect knowledge of anything unless its activity be known: for from
the mode of activity proper to a thing, and the species to which it belongs, the measure
and quality of its power is estimated; and the power shows the nature of the thing, for
each thing is naturally active according to the nature with which it is actually endowed.
[199] But there is a twofold activity: [200] one immanent in the agent, and a perfection of
his, as feeling, understanding and willing; the other passing out to an exterior thing, and
a perfection of the thing made and constituted thereby, as warming, cutting and
building. Both of these acts are proper to God: the first, inasmuch as he understands,
wills, rejoices and loves; the second inasmuch as He produces and brings things into
being, conserves and governs them. Of the first act of God we have spoken in the
previous book, treating of the divine knowledge and will. It remains now to treat of the
second action, whereby things are produced and governed by God.

[199] Hence "nature' is defined in the school "the principle of operation.’

[200] “Immanent' and “transient,' as presently described.
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CHAPTER IV--That the Philosopher and the Theologian view Creatures from Different
Standpoints

HUMAN philosophy considers creatures as they are in themselves: hence we find
different divisions of philosophy according to the different classes of things. But
Christian faith considers them, not in themselves, but inasmuch as they represent the
majesty of God, and in one way or another are directed to God, as it is said: Of the glory
of the Lord his work is full: hath not the Lord made his saints to tell of his wonders?
(Ecclus xlii, 16, 17.) Therefore the philosopher and the faithful Christian (fidelis)
consider different points about creatures: the philosopher considers what attaches to
them in their proper nature: the faithful Christian considers about creatures only what
attaches to them in their relation to God, as that they are created by God, subject to
God, and the like. [201] Hence it is not to be put down as an imperfection in the doctrine
of faith, if it passes unnoticed many properties of things, as the configuration of the
heavens, or the laws of motion. And again such points as are considered by philosopher
and faithful Christian alike, are treated on different principles: for the philosopher takes
his stand on the proper and immediate causes of things; but the faithful Christian argues
from the First Cause, showing that so the matter is divinely revealed, or that this makes
for the glory of God, or that God's power is infinite. Hence this speculation of the faithful
Christian ought to be called the highest wisdom, as always regarding the highest cause,
according to the text: This is your wisdom and understanding before the nations (Deut.
iv, 6). And therefore human philosophy is subordinate to this higher wisdom; and in sign
of this subordination divine wisdom sometimes draws conclusions from premises of
human philosophy. Further, the two systems do not observe the same order of
procedure. In the system of philosophy, which considers creatures in themselves and
from them leads on to the knowledge of God, the first study is of creatures and the last
of God; but in the system of faith, which studies creatures only in their relation to God,
the study is first of God and afterwards of creatures; and this is a more perfect view, and
more like to the knowledge of God, who, knowing Himself, thence discerns other
beings. Following this latter order, after what has been said in the first book about God
in Himself, it remains for us to treat of the beings that come from God.

[201] We have not gained by the divorce between philosophy and what is now called
‘science,’ as though philosophy were not science, or (physical) science were not one
branch of philosophy. The word "philosopher’ in the text therefore includes the physicist.
Nor does the word “philosopher' exclude the “faithful Christian man.' It is a difference of
formalities, or characters, as between "professor' and “volunteer,’ not an incompatibility.
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CHAPTER V--Order of Matters to be Treated

THE order of our treatise will be to deal first with the production and bringing of things
into being (Chapp VI-XXXVIII); secondly with the distinction of things (Chapp. XXXIX-
XLV); thirdly, with the nature of things thus produced and distinct so far as it appertains
to the truth of faith (Chapp. XLVI-CI).
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CHAPTER VI--That it belongs to God to be to other Beings the Principle of Existence

IN inferior agents it is a sign of attained perfection, when they can produce their own
likeness. But God is sovereignly perfect (B.l. Chap. [143]XXVIII). Therefore it belongs to
Him to make some being like Himself in actual existence.

6. The more perfect any principle of activity is, the wider its sphere of action. But that
pure actuality, which is God, is more perfect than actuality mingled with potentiality,
such as is in us. Now actuality is the principle of action. Since then by the actuality
which is in us, we are not only capable of immanent acts, such as understanding and
willing, but also of acts tending to exterior things and productive of effects, much more
can God, by virtue of His actuality, not only understand and will, but also produce an
effect.

Hence it is said: Who maketh great and wonderful and inscrutable works without
number (Job v. 9).
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CHAPTER VII--That there is in God Active Power

AS passive power, or passivity, follows upon being in potentiality, so active power
follows upon being in actuality; for everything acts by being in actuality, and is acted
upon by being in potentiality. But it belongs to God to be in actuality; and therefore there
is suitably ascribed to Him active power, but not passive power.

Hence it is said: Thou art powerful, O Lord (Ps. Ixxxviii, 9); and Thy power and thy
justice, O God, are even to the highest heaven, in the wonders that thou hast made (Ps.

Ixx, 18, 19).
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CHAPTER VIII--That God's Power is His Substance

ACTIVE power belongs to the perfection of a thing. But every divine perfection is
contained in God's own being (B. I, Chap. [144]XXVIIl). God's power therefore is not
different from his being. But God is His own being (B. I, Chap. [145]XXII); He is
therefore His own power.

4. In things the powers of which are not their substance, the said powers are accidents.
[202] But there can be no accident in God (B. I, Chap. [146]XXIIl), who is therefore his
own power.

[202] Without discussing this statement, it is at least safe to say that, for their working to
any orderly purpose, these powers depend upon a concatenation of conditions
accidental to the powers themselves, -- conditions, that is to say, which may or may not
be present where the agents are present.
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CHAPTER IX--That God's Power is His Action

GOD'S power is His substance, as has been shown in the previous chapter: also His
action is His substance, as has been shown of His intellectual activity (B. I, Chap.
[147]XLV), and the same argument holds of His other activities. Therefore in God power
and action are not two different things. [203]

2. The action of any being is a complement of its power; for it stands to power as the
second actuality to the first. [204] But the divine power, being God's very essence, has
no other complement than itself. And therefore in God action and power are not distinct.

4. Any action that is not the agent's very substance is in the agent as an accident in its
subject. But in God there can be nothing accidental. Therefore in God His action is none
other than His substance and His power.

[203] But hence a difficulty. God necessarily has the power of creating: if His power be

His action, it appears that the action of creating in Him is also necessary, and He cannot
but create, contrary to what has been already argued (B. I, Chap. LXXXI). This difficulty
is met in Chapp. XXXII, XXXV, arg. 2.

[204] In Aristotelian philosophy, an agent, quite ready to act but not yet acting, is said to

be in the “first actuality,’ e.g. a soldier with his rifle levelled and sighted; in acting, an
agent is said to be in the "second actuality,' e.g. the soldier firing.
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CHAPTER X--In what manner Power is said to be in God

SINCE the divine action is nothing else than the divine power, it is manifest that power
is not said to be in God as a principle of His action (for nothing is the principle of itself),
but as a principle of the thing made or done: also that when power is said to be in God
in respect of the things made or done by Him, this is a predication of objective fact: but
when it is said to be in Him in respect of His own action, such predication regards only
our way of viewing things, inasmuch as our understanding views under two different
concepts God's power and God's action. [205] Hence if there be any actions proper to
God, that do not pass into anything made or done, but are immanent in the agent, in
respect of these actions there is not said to be power in God except in our way of
viewing things, not in objective fact. There are such actions, namely, understanding and
willing. Properly speaking, the power of God does not regard these actions, but only
effects produced in the world external to Him. Intellect and will, then, are in God, not as
“faculties,' or “powers,' but only as actions. It is also clear from the aforesaid that the
multitude of actions which are attributed to God, as understanding, willing, producing
creatures, and the like, are not different things, since each one of these actions in God
is His own being, which is one and the same.

[205] Writing in Mind for November, 1902, Mr Bradley refuses to allow the term “will' in
man to bear any other meaning than that of actual "volition." He merges "power," or
“faculty,' in "act,' an identification which, St Thomas says, holds only in God. This is in
keeping with Mr Bradley's steady and uncompromising repudiation of all potential being.
Potential being, if it be at all, is the undoing of his philosophy. But see Appearance and
Reality, pp. 384-7.
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CHAPTER XI--That something is predicated of God in relation to Creatures

SINCE power is proper to God in respect of the effects of His production, and power
ranks as a principle, and a principle is so called in relation to its derivative; it is clear that
something may be predicated of God in relation to the effects of His production.

2. Itis unintelligible how one thing can be made a subject of predication in relation to
another thing, unless contrariwise the other thing be made a subject of predication in
relation to it. But other beings are made subjects of predication in relation to God, as
when it is said that they have their being from God and depend on Him. God therefore
must be made a subject of predication in relation to creatures.

3. Likeness is a relation. But God, as other agents, acts to the production of His own
likeness.

4. Knowledge is predicated in relation to the thing known. But God has knowledge of
other beings.

5. Whatever is first and sovereign, is so in relation to others, But God is the first being
and the sovereign good.
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CHAPTER XII--That the Relations, predicated of God in regard to Creatures, are not
really in God
[206]

THESE relations cannot be in God as accidents in a subject, seeing that in God there is
no accident (B. I, Chap [148]XXIIl). Nor again can they be in the very substance of God:
for then the substance of God in its very essence would be referred to another; but what
is referred to another for its very essence, in a manner depends on that other, as it can
neither be nor be understood without it; but this would make the substance of God
dependent on another being, foreign to itself.

2. God is the first measure of all beings (B. I, Chap. [149]XXVIII). He is to them as the
object is to our knowledge, that is to say, its measure. But though the object is spoken
of in relation to the knowledge of it, nevertheless the relation really is not in the object
known, but only in the knowledge of it. The object is said to be in relation, not because it
is itself related, but because something else is related to it.

3. The aforesaid relations are predicated of God, not only in respect of things that
actually are, but also in respect of things that potentially are, because of them also He
has knowledge, and in respect of them He is called both first being and sovereign good.
But what actually is bears no real relation to what is not actually but potentially. Now
God is not otherwise related to things that actually are than to things that potentially are,
because he is not changed by producing anything. [207]

4. To whatsoever is added anything fresh, the thing receiving that addition must be
changed, either essentially or accidentally. Now sundry fresh relations are predicated of
God, as that He is lord or ruler of this thing newly come into being. If then any relation
were predicated as really existing in God, it would follow that something fresh was
added to God, and therefore that He had suffered some change, either essential or
accidental, contrary to what was shown above (B. I, Chapp. [150]XXIIl, [151]XXIV) [208]

[206] It is the general doctrine of the school, that while the relations of creatures to God
are real (relationes reales), those of God to creatures are only conceptual (relationes
rationis). The meaning is that any change wrought by divine action is in creatures, not in
God

[207] This doctrine is not devoid of difficulties. Love and hatred are certain relative
affections. Can it be then that God has no more love for me, now that He has created
me, than He would have had for me as a mere possible creature never to be realised?
no more hatred of the sin that | have committed than of the sin that | might commit? Not
so, for God loves more where He sees more of His own, and hates more that which is in
greater opposition to Himself. There is more of God in an existing reality than in a
possible one; and sin is in greater opposition to God for being actually committed.
Hence greater love and greater hatred. Is not God then more closely related to
actualities than to potentialities? But, St Thomas would contend, the relation, even
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though closer, still remains conceptual. God is not really affected by my existing, or by
anything of my doing.

[208] From the following chapter (XIII) it appears that we not only know God in His
relations to us of Creator, Lord, etc., relations which in Him are conceptual, not real; but
also to some extent in His absolute attributes of omnipotence, wisdom, goodness,
intelligence and will, attributes which are realities in God, and are by us imperfectly
apprehended as such.
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CHAPTER XIllI--How the aforesaid Relations are predicated of God

IT cannot be said that the aforesaid relations are things existing outside of God. [209]
For since God is first of beings and highest of excellencies, we should have to consider
other relations of God to those relations, supposing them to be things; and if the second
relations again were things, we should have to invent again a third set of relations, and
so on to infinity. [210] Again, there are two ways in which a denomination may be
predicated. A thing is denominated from what is outside it, as from place a man is said
to be "somewhere,' and from time “once'; and again a thing is denominated from what is
within it, as "white' from whiteness. But from relation nothing is found to bear a
denomination as from something outside itself, but only as from something within itself:
thus a man is not called “father' except from the paternity that is in him. It is impossible
therefore for the relations, whereby God has relation to the creature, to be anything
outside God. Since then it has been shown that they are not in Him really and yet are
predicated of Him, the only possible conclusion is that they are attributed to Him merely
by our mode of thought, inasmuch as other beings are in relation to Him: for when our
understanding conceives that A is related to B, it further conceives that B is related to A,
even though sometimes B is not really so related.

Hence it is also clear that the aforesaid relations are not predicated of God in the same
way that other things are predicated of God: for all other things, as wisdom or will, are
predicated of His essence, while the aforesaid relations are by no means so predicated,
but only according to our mode of thought. And yet our thought is not at fault: for, by the
very fact of our mind knowing that the relations of effects of divine power have God
himself for their term it predicates some things of Him relatively.

[209] It is not difficult to recognise as combated here the sequel of a theory rejected
already (B.l, Chap. LI), the theory of Avicenna.

[210] This is the celebrated tritos anthropos argument, originated by Plato himself
against his own theory of Ideas, Parmenides, 132.
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CHAPTER XIV--That the Predication of many Relations of God is no prejudice to the
Simplicity and Singleness of His Being

IT is no prejudice to the simplicity of God's being that many relations are predicated of
Him, not as denoting anything affecting His essence, but according to our mode of
thought. For our mind, understanding many things, may very well be related in manifold
ways to a being that is in itself simple; and so it comes to view that simple being under
manifold relations. Indeed the more simple anything is, the greater is its power, and the
more numerous the effects whereof it is the principle; and thus it is viewed as coming
into relation in more manifold ways. The fact then that many things are predicated of
God relatively is an attestation of the supreme simplicity and singleness of His being.
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CHAPTER XV--That God is to all things the Cause of their being

HAVING shown (Chap [152]VI) that God is to some things the cause of their being, we
must further show that nothing out of God has being except of Him. Every attribute that
attaches to anything otherwise than as constituting its essence, attaches to it through
some cause, as whiteness to man. [211] To be in a thing independently of causation is
to be there primarily and immediately, as something ordinary (per se) and essential. It is
impossible for any one attribute, attaching to two things, to attach to each as
constituting its essence. What is predicated as constituent of a thing's essence, has no
extension beyond that thing: as the having three angles together equal to two right
angles has no extension beyond "triangle," of which it is predicated, but is convertible
with “triangle." Whatever then attaches to two things, cannot attach to them both as
constituting the essence of each. It is impossible therefore for any one attribute to be
predicated of two subjects without its being predicated of one or the other as something
come there by the operation of some cause: either one must be the cause of the other,
or some third thing must be cause of both. Now "being' is predicated of everything that
is. It is impossible therefore for there to be two things, each having being independently
of any cause; but either these things must both of them have being by the operation of a
cause, or one must be to the other the cause of its being. Therefore everything which in
any way is, must have being from that which is uncaused; that is, from God (B. I, Chap.
[153]XV).

2. What belongs to a thing by its nature, and is not dependent on any causation from
without, cannot suffer diminution or defect. For if anything essential is withdrawn from or
added to nature, that nature, so increased or diminished, will give place to another. If on
the other hand the nature is left entire, and something else is found to have suffered
diminution, it is clear that what has been so diminished does not absolutely depend on
that nature, but on some other cause, by removal of which it is diminished. Whatever
property therefore attaches to a thing less in one instance than in others, does not
attach to that thing in mere virtue of its nature, but from the concurrence of some other
cause. The cause of all effects in a particular kind will be that whereof the kind is
predicated to the utmost. Thus we see that the hottest body is the cause of heat in all
hot bodies, and the brightest body the cause of brightness in all bright bodies. But God
is in the highest degree "being' (B. I, Chap. [154]XIll). He then is the cause of all things
whereof "being' is predicated. [212]

3. The order of causes must answer to the order of effects, since effects are
proportionate to their causes. Hence, as special effects are traced to special causes, so
any common feature of those special effects must be traced to some common cause.
Thus, over and above the particular causes of this or that generation, the sun is the
universal cause of all generation; and the king is the universal cause of government in
his kingdom, over the officials of the kingdom, and also over the officials of individual
cities. But being is common to all things. There must then be over all causes some
Cause to whom it belongs to give being.
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4. What is by essence, is the cause of all that is by participation, as fire is the cause of
all things fiery, as such. But God is being by His essence because He is pure being;
while every other being is being by participation, because there can only be one being
that is its own existence (B. I, Chapp. [155]XXIl, [156]XLII). God therefore is cause of
being to all other beings.

5. Everything that is possible to be and not to be, has some cause: because, looked at
by itself, it is indifferent either way; and thus there must be something else that
determines it one way. Hence, as a process to infinity is impossible, there must be
some necessary being that is cause of all things which are possible to be and not to be.
[213]

6. God in His actuality and perfection includes the perfections of all things (B. I, Chap.
[157]XXVIII); and thus He is virtually all. He is therefore the apt producing cause of all.

This conclusion is confirmed by divine authority: for it is said: Who made heaven and
earth, the sea, and all things that are therein (Ps. cxlv, 6). And, All things were made by
him, and without him was made nothing (John i, 3). And From whom are all things, by
whom are all things, in (unto) whom are all things (Rom. xi, 16).

[211] We do not ask, what made man a rational animal, because man must be a rational
animal, if he is to be man at all. But we may well ask: What made the Englishman white
and the Chinaman yellow?

[212] This argument rests unfortunately on a theory of physical nature, to which there is
no counterpart in rerum natura, the theory of the “four elements,' a physical presentation
of Plato's doctrine of Ideas. Fire was taken to be ideally hot, and the cause of all heat:
air ideally cold, and the cause of all cold: water ideally humid, and cause of all humidity;
earth ideally dry, and cause of all dryness. The mediaeval mind delighted in this
recurrence to unity, ascribing all the particulars of a kind to some one source and cause,
the perfect expression of that kind. Thus motion was traced to one primum mobile,
political power to the Emperor, etc. The unities of nature are not so easy to discern in
the light of our increased knowledge. Nature is more manifold and broken into detalil
than as St Thomas knew it. It is true that the sun, "warmest and brightest of beings," is
the chief cause of heat and light that make human existence on earth possible; -- to the
sun we owe the coal-forests, -- and we may observe that the sun is thus an image of
God in the universe: but this is an analogy, not an argument. St Thomas's conclusion,
so far as | see, gains no support from modern physics: but, metaphysically, it may be
urged thus. -- God is ex hypothesi the ideal Being, the fulness of Being: the name "God'
means no less than that. If then there be a God at all, all other being must be derived
from Him.

[213] Understand, "and yet are.' This is the argument for the existence of God, known
as the “argument from contingent being.'
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CHAPTER XVI--That God has brought things into being out of nothing

TO every effect produced by God there is either something pre-existent or not. If not,
the thesis stands, that God produces some effect out of nothing pre-existent. If anything
pre-exists, we either have a process to infinity, which is impossible, or we must come to
something primitive, which does not presuppose anything else previous to it. Now this
primitive something cannot be God Himself, for God is not the material out of which
anything is made (B. I, Chap. [158]XVI): nor can it be any other being, distinct from God
and uncaused by God (Chap. [159]XV).

3. The more universal the effect, the higher the cause: for the higher the cause, the
wider its range of efficiency. Now being is more universal than motion. Therefore above
any cause that acts only by moving and transmitting must be that cause which is the
first principle of being; and that we have shown to be God (B. I, Chap. [160]XIll). God
therefore does not act merely by moving and transmuting: whereas every cause that
can only bring things into being out of pre-existing material acts merely in that way, for a
thing is made out of material by movement or some change.

4. It is not proper to the universal cause of being, as such, to act only by movement and
change: for not by movement and change is being, as such, made out of not-being, as
such, but "being this' is made out of "not being this.' But God is the universal principle of
being (Chap. [161]XV). Therefore it is not proper to Him to act only by movement or
change, or to need pre-existent material to make anything.

5. Every agent has a term of action like itself, for its acts inasmuch as it is in actuality.
Given then an agent in actuality by some form inherent in it, and not to the whole extent
of its substance, [214] it will be proper to such an agent to produce its effect by causing
a form in some way inherent in matter. But God is in actuality, not by anything inhering
in Him, but to the whole extent of His substance (B. I, Chap. [162]XVIII). Therefore the
proper mode of divine action is to produce the whole subsistent thing, and not a mere
inherent thing, as is form in matter.

10. Between actuality and potentiality such an order obtains, that, though in one and the
same being, which is sometimes in potentiality sometimes in actuality, potentiality is
prior in time to actuality (although actuality is prior in nature), yet, absolutely speaking,
actuality must be prior to potentiality, as is clear from this, that potentiality is not reduced
to actuality except by some actual being. But matter is being in potentiality. [215]
Therefore God, first and pure actuality, must be absolutely prior to matter, and
consequently cause thereof.

This truth divine Scripture confirms, saying: In the beginning God created heaven and
earth (Gen. i, 1). For to create is nothing else than to bring a thing into being without any
pre-existent material.

Hereby is confuted the error of the ancient philosophers, who supposed no cause at all
for matter, since in the actions of particular agents they always saw some matter pre-
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existent to every action. Hence they took up the common opinion, that nothing is made
out of nothing, which indeed is true of the actions of particular agents. But they had not
yet arrived at a knowledge of the universal agent, the active cause of all being, whose
causative action does not necessarily suppose any pre-existent material. [216]

[214] That is to say, given a corporeal agent: for the schoolmen held that material forms
on earth did not actuate the whole potentiality of the matter in which they inhered. So
they explained the mutability of sublunary substances. Cf. Chap. XXX.

[215] By ‘'matter' St Thomas does not mean material substances (corpora), but a sort of
matrix, or mother-stuff, conceived as not yet determined by any active principle, or
“form," and therefore in potentiality to all manner of material forms. This is called by the
schoolmen materia prima, or primordial matter. Primordial (or formless) matter, as such,
nowhere exists: that is to say, all existing matter is determined by some particular form,
S0 as to make this or that material substance or body: but primordial matter underlies all
material substances. For a first notion (I do not mean St Thomas's notion) of primordial
matter, see Plato, Timaeus, 50, 51, 52.

[216] That is to say, who works unconditionally, being Himself the Unconditioned. The
"error of the ancient philosophers” was the error of Plato (Timaeus, 30), who certainly
had arrived to some, though an imperfect, knowledge of the Universal Agent. Plato's
reluctance to confess God as more than the Demiurge, -- or ordering Mind of the
universe, not its Creator, -- came from his discerning, as he thought, the origin of evil in
the existence of matter, matter being more or less an irrational product, not originated
by mind, and but imperfectly controlled by mind. Monists at least will not deny the
derivation of matter from mind. To them, all reality is One and of One: but they deny
creation out of nothing, and consider matter a necessary and eternal outcome of the
Divine Mind. On Monism St Thomas touches, Chapp. LXXII-LXXV.
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CHAPTER XVII--That Creation is not a Movement nor a Change

EVERY movement or change is the actualisation of something that was in potentiality,
as such: but in this action of creation there is nothing pre-existent in potentiality to
become the object of the action.

2. The extremes of movement or change fall under the same order, [217] being either of
the same kind, as contraries are, or sharing one common potentiality of matter. But
nothing of this can be in creation, to which no previous condition of things is supposed.

3. In every change or movement there must be something coming to be otherwise than
as it was before. But where the whole substance of a thing is brought into being, there

cannot be any permanent residuum, now in this condition, now in that: because such a
residuum would not be produced, but presupposed to production.

[217] The "extremes" are the situation from which the movement or change starts, and
the situation in which it ends.

178



CHAPTER XVIlI--Solution of Arguments against Creation
[218]

HENCE appears the futility of arguments against creation drawn from the nature of
movement or change, -- as that creation must be in some subject, or that non-being
must be transmuted into being: for creation is not a change, but is the mere
dependence of created being on the principle by which it is set up, and so comes under
the category of relation: hence the subject of creation may very well be said to be the
thing created. [219] Nevertheless creation is spoken of as a ‘change' according to our
mode of conceiving it, inasmuch as our understanding takes one and the same thing to
be now non-existent and afterwards existing. If Creation (creaturedom) is a relation, it is
evidently some sort of reality; and this reality is neither uncreated, nor created by a
further act of creation. For since the created effect really depends on the Creator, this
relation must be a certain reality. Now every reality is brought into being by God; and
therefore also this reality is brought into being by God, and yet was not created by any
other creation than that of the first creature, because accidents and forms do not exist
by themselves, and therefore neither are they terms of separate creation, since creation
is the production of substantial being; but as they are “in another,’ so are they created in
the creation of other things.

[218] The addition of ab aeterno is evidently out of place in the title of this chapter. It
contains no reference to the question raised in Chap. XXXVIII.

[219] "Creation' here spoken of is not the action as it is of God, but the action as it is
received in the creature, constituting a relation to God which we may call "creaturedom.’
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CHAPTER XIX--That Creation is not Successive

SUCCESSION is proper to movement. But creation is not movement. Therefore there is
in it no succession.

2. In every successive movement there is some medium between the extremes. But
between being and not-being, which are the extremes in creation, there can be no
medium, and therefore no succession.

3. In every making, in which there is succession, the process of being made is before
the state of achieved completion. But this cannot happen in creation, because, for the
process of being made to precede the achieved completion of the creature, there would
be required some subject in which the process might take place. Such a subject cannot
be the creature itself, of whose creation we are speaking, because that creature is not
till the state of its achieved completion is realised. Nor can it be the Maker, because to
be in movement is an actuality, not of mover, but of moved. And as for the process of
being made having for its subject any pre-existing material, that is against the very idea
of creation. Thus succession is impossible in the act of creation.

5. Successive stages in the making of things become necessary, owing to defect of the
matter, which is not sufficiently disposed from the first for the reception of the form.
Hence, when the matter is already perfectly disposed for the form, it receives it in an
instant. Thus because a transparent medium is always in final disposition for light, it
lights up at once in the presence of any actually shining thing. Now in creation nothing is
prerequisite on the part of the matter, nor is anything wanting to the agent for action. It
follows that creation takes place in an instant: a thing is at once in the act of being
created and is created, as light is at once being shed and is shining.
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CHAPTER XXI--That it belongs to God alone to create

SINCE the order of actions is according to the order of agents, and the action is nobler
of the nobler agent, the first and highest action must be proper to the first and highest
agent. But creation is the first and highest action, presupposing no other, and in all
others presupposed. Therefore creation is the proper action of God alone, who is the
highest agent.

2. Nothing else is the universal cause of being but God (Chap. [163]XV).

3. Effects answer proportionally to their causes. Thus actual effects we attribute to
actual causes, potential effects to potential causes, particular effects to particular
causes, and universal effects to universal causes. Now the first thing caused is "being,’
as we see by its presence in all things. Therefore the proper cause of "being,' simply as
such, is the first and universal agent, which is God. Other agents are not causes of
“being,' simply as such, but causes of "being this," as ‘'man’ or "white": but "being,’ simply
as such, is caused by creation, which presupposes nothing, because nothing can be
outside of the extension of "being," simply as such. Other productions result in "being
this," or "being of this quality": for out of pre-existent being is made "being this,"' or "being
of this quality.' [220]

6. Every agent that acts as an instrument completes the action of the principal agent by
some action proper and connatural to itself, as a saw operates to the making of a stool
by cutting. If then there be any nature that operates to creation as an instrument of the
prime creator, this being must operate through some action due and proper to its own
nature. Now the effect answering to the proper action of an instrument is prior in the
way of production to the effect answering to the principal agent; hence it is that the final
end answers to the principal agent: [221] for the cutting of the wood is prior to the form
of the stool. There must then be some effect due to the proper operation of the
instrument used for creation; and this effect must be prior in the way of production to
"being': for "being' is the effect answering to the action of the prime creator. But that is
impossible: for the more general is prior in the way of generation to the more particular.
[222]

Hereby is destroyed the error of certain philosophers, who said that God created the
first spirit, and by it was created the second, and so in order to the last.

[220] tode ti, or toionde ti, as Aristotle would say, the former expressing some particular
substance, as ‘this steam,’ the latter some particular quality, as "the whiteness of these
washed garments.' The argument lies open to this difficulty. -- Effects answer
proportionally to their causes: but “being, simply as such,’ is an abstract effect: therefore
it answers to an abstract cause: which argues the Creator to be an abstract Being: now
abstract Being is mere mental fiction. -- St Thomas would not admit this Nominalist
position, that abstract Being is mere mental fiction. Force, Energy, Work, Life, surely are
not mere mental fictions, and yet they are abstract beings. Abstract Being does not exist
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as abstract: it is a reality in these and these particulars. St Thomas, in one place, if
indeed the argument is really his, calls God an abstract Being: see B. |, Chap. [164]XLII,
n. 13, with note. He means that God is a Being of ideal perfection. God is ideal Being,
actualised: He is the actuality of ideality. To say that God gives being to things is by no
means to deny that He gives also particular determinations of being. The first being was
created under certain particular determinations. Once created, created agents act and
react, modifying these determinations. But Being, as such, they can neither give nor
take away. They can neither create nor annihilate anything. Matter is indestructible; and
the light of intelligence, once kindled by the Creator's touch, burns for eternity.

[221] The final end which the work is intended to achieve directs the progress of the
work, as the principal agent also directs it. The final end first exists as an idea in the
mind of the principal agent: this idea guides the execution; and is realised last thing of
all, when the work is done.

[222] What shall a thing be, before it has being at all?
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CHAPTER XXII--That God is Almighty

AS creation is the work of God alone, so whatever beings are producible only by
creation must be immediately produced by Him. Such are all spirits, [223] the existence
of which for the present let us suppose, [224] and likewise all bodily matter. These
several existences are immediate effects of creative power. Now power is not
determined and limited to one effect, when it is productive of several effects
immediately, and that not out of any pre-existent material. | say 'immediately," because
if the production were through intermediate agents, the diversity of effects might be
ascribed to those intermediate causes. | say again not out of any pre-existent material,’
because the same agent by the same action causes different effects according to the
difference of material. God's power then is not determined and limited to one effect.

2. Every perfect active power is co-extensive with and covers all cases of its own proper
effect: thus perfect building power would extend to everything that could be called a
house. But the divine power is of itself the cause of being, and being is its proper effect.
Therefore that power extends to all things that are not inconsistent with the idea of
being: for if the divine power were available only for one particular effect, it would not be
the ordinary cause of being, as such, but cause of "this being.' Now what is inconsistent
with the idea of "being' is the opposite of "being,' which is "not-being.' God then can do
all things that do not include in themselves the element of not-being, that is to say, that
do not involve a contradiction.

3. Every agent acts inasmuch as it is in actuality. According then to the mode of
actuality of each agent in the mode of its active power. Now God is perfect actuality,
having in Himself the perfections of all beings (B. I, Chap. [165]XXVIII): therefore His
active power extends to all things that are not inconsistent with actual being.

5. There are three ways in which an effect may not be in the power of an agent. In one
way, because it has no affinity or likeness to the agent, for every agent acts to the
production of its own likeness somehow: [225] hence man cannot be the parent of brute
or plant, though he can be parent of man, who is more than they. In another way, on
account of the excellence of the effect, transcending the compass of the active power:
thus the active power of matter cannot produce spirit. In a third way, on account of the
material being determined to some effect, and the agent having no power over it: thus a
carpenter cannot make a saw, because his art gives him no power over iron. But in
none of these ways can an effect be withdrawn from the divine power: not for the
unlikeness of the effect, since every being, in so much as it has being, is like God
(Chap. [166]XV): nor again for the excellence of the effect, since God is above all in
goodness and perfection (B. I, Chapp. [167]XXVIII, [168]XLI): nor lastly for the defect of
the material, since God in His action needs no material (Chap. [169]XVI).

This also is taught by divine Scripture as a tenet of faith. | am God Almighty, walk before

me and be perfect (Gen. xvii, 1): | know that thou canst do all things (Job xlii, 2): No
word shall be impossible with God (Luke i, 37).
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Hereby is excluded the error of sundry philosophers, who have laid it down that God
can do nothing except according to the course of nature. On such it is said: As though
the Almighty had no power, they reckoned of him (Job xxii, 17).

[223] The term here translated “spirit' is substantia separata, "a substance existing by
itself apart' from matter. The expression seems to be taken from the aute kath' hauten
ousia of the Platonic Ideas, which the Neo-Platonists personified as spirits.

[224] He undertakes to prove it in Chap. XLVI.

[225] Thus my writing is like, or proportioned to, my thought, as a sign to the thing
signified.
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CHAPTER XXIlI--That God's Action in Creation is not of Physical Necessity, but of Free
Choice of Will

THE power of every necessary agent is determined and limited to one effect. That is the
reason why all physical effects always come out in the same way, unless there be some
interference: but acts of the will not so. But the divine power is not directed to one effect
only (Chap. [170]XXIl). God then does not act by physical necessity, but by will. [226]

2. Whatever does not involve a contradiction, is within the range of the divine power.
But many things that do not exist in creation would still involve no contradiction if they
did exist. This is most evidently the case in regard of the number and size and distances
of the stars and other bodies. They would present no contradiction, no intrinsic
absurdity, if they were arranged on another plan. Many things therefore lie within the
range of divine power, that are not found in nature. But whoever does some and leaves
out others of the things that he can do, acts by choice of will and not by physical
necessity. [227]

4. Since God's action is His substance (B. I, Chap. [171]LXXIII), the divine action cannot
come under the category of those acts that are “transient' and not in the agent, but must
be an act 'immanent’ in the agent, such as are acts of knowing and desiring, and none
other. God therefore acts and operates by knowing and willing.

6. A self-determined agent is prior to an agent determined from without: for all that is
determined from without is reducible to what is self-determined, or we should have
process to infinity. But he who is not master of his own action is not self-determined: for
he acts as led by another, not as his own leader. The prime agent then must act in such
a way as to remain master of his own action. But no one is master of his own action
except he be a voluntary agent.

7. Will-action is naturally prior to physical action: for that is naturally prior which is more
perfect, albeit in the individual it be posterior in time. But will-action is the more perfect,
as within our experience voluntary agents are more perfect than physical. Therefore
will-action must be assigned to God, the prime agent.

8. Where will-action and physical action go together, will-action represents the higher
power and uses the other as an instrument. But the divine power is supreme, and
therefore must act by will-action, not under physical necessity.

This truth also divine Scripture teaches us. All things, whatsoever he hath willed, the
Lord hath done (Ps. cxxxiv, 6): Who worketh all things according to the counsel of his
will (Eph. i, 11).

[226] The proof referred to rests principally on this, that the Creator works not upon any
pre-existent material. But this and the other arguments of Chap. XXII do not touch the
idealist and pantheist position, that the Supreme Mind thinks in necessary grooves or
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forms; that what theologians call “creatures' are but the necessary thoughts of God; and
that nothing is really possible but what thus actually comes to be. This position is taken
account of more in Chap. XXVI. It may be also met thus. We may lay down a
psychological proof of the freedom of the human will; and thence argue that a perfection
S0 conspicuous in the human mind cannot be denied to the Supreme Mind. -- see Free-
will in God and Man in Oxford and Cambridge Conferences, 1900, 1901, pp. 142 sq.
(Sands and Co., London).

[227] This is the argument above referred to (B. I, Chap. XIII notes) of the primitive

collocation of the materials of the universe being no consequence of physical necessity
but an ordinance of mind.
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CHAPTER XXIV--That God acts by His Wisdom
[228]

THE will is moved by some apprehension. [229] But God acts by willing. Since then in
God there is intellectual apprehension only, and He understands nothing otherwise than
by understanding Himself, whom to understand is to be wise (B. I, Chap. [172]LIV), it
follows that God works out all things according to His wisdom.

2. Every agent acts in so far as it has within it something corresponding to the effect to
be produced. But in every voluntary agent, as such, what corresponds to the effect to be
produced is some intellectual presentation of the same. Were there no more than a
mere physical disposition to produce the effect, the agent could act only to one effect,
because for one physical cause there is only one physical mode of operation (ratio
naturalis unius est una tantum). Every voluntary agent therefore produces its effect
according to the mode of intellectual operation proper to itself. But God acts by willing,
and therefore it is by the wisdom of His intellect that he brings things into being.

3. The function of wisdom is to set things in order. Now the setting of things in order can
be effected only through a knowledge of the relation and proportion of the said things to
one another, and to some higher thing which is the end and purpose of them all: for the
mutual order of things to one another is founded upon their order to the end which they
are to serve. But it is proper to intelligence alone to know the mutual relations and
proportions of things. Again, it is proper to wisdom to judge of things as they stand to
their highest cause. [230] Thus every setting of things in order by wisdom must be the
work of some intelligence. [231] But the things produced by God bear an orderly relation
to one another, which cannot be attributed to chance, since it (sit not sint) obtains
always or for the most part. Thus it is evident that God, in bringing things into being,
intended them in a certain order. Therefore His production of them was a work of
wisdom.

All this is confirmed by divine authority, for it is said: Thou has made all things in
wisdom (Ps. ciii, 24); and the Lord in wisdom founded the earth (Prov. iii, 19).

Hereby is excluded the error of some who said that all things depend on the absolute
will of God, independent of any reason.

[228] That is to say, not by arbitrary whim or irrational wilfulness. The thesis is against
the Nominalists, who denied the intelligible essences (intelligibilia) which are the
reasons of things (rationes rerum).

[229] The apprehension may be of a sensible object, provoking passion, or it may be an

intellectual apprehension. In God of course there is no passion, and no intellect that can
present things otherwise than as they are.
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[230] The "highest cause' is here then to be the final cause. Thus the purpose of the
navigation is the "highest cause' of the parts of a ship, as such; and to judge of those
parts in view of navigation belongs to nautical "wisdom.'

[231] A formal logician might quarrel with this argument: "All work of intelligence and
wisdom is a setting of things in order; therefore all setting of things in order is a work of
intelligence and wisdom:' an illogical conversion. St Thomas however does not argue in
that way. He gives us to understand that to set things in order is a peculiar work of
intelligence, which cannot be done by chance, least of all when the things ordered are
complex and manifold, as are the endless details of nature. Chance events, as Aristotle
observes, are rareties and exceptions: the course of nature, so uniform, or so seldom
varied, cannot be the work of chance. Thus that very uniformity of nature now taken to
militate against religion, is taken by St Thomas for an argument of divine contrivance.
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CHAPTER XXV--In what sense some things are said to be Impossible to the Almighty

IN God there is active power, but no potentiality. Now possibility is spoken of both as
involving active power and as involving potentiality. Those things then are impossible to
God, the possibility of which would mean in Him potentiality. Examples: God cannot be
any material thing: He cannot suffer change, nor defect, nor fatigue, nor forgetfulness,
nor defeat, nor violence, nor repentance, anger, or sadness.

Again, since the object and effect of active power is some produced reality, it must be
said to be impossible for God to make or produce anything inconsistent with the notion
of “reality,' or "being," as such, or inconsistent with the notion of a reality that is ‘'made,’
or produced," inasmuch as it is ‘'made,' or ‘produced.' Examples: God cannot make one
and the same thing together to be and not to be. He cannot make opposite attributes to
be in the same subject in the same respect. He cannot make a thing wanting in any of
its essential constituents, while the thing itself remains: for instance, a man without a
soul. [232] Since the principles of some sciences, as logic, geometry, and arithmetic,
rest on the formal, or abstract, constituents on which the essence of a thing depends, it
follows that God cannot effect anything contrary to these principles, as that genus
should not be predicable of species, or that lines drawn from the centre of a circle to the
circumference should not be equal. God cannot make the past not to have been. Some
things also God cannot make, because they would be inconsistent with the notion of a
creature, as such: thus He cannot create a God, or make anything equal to Himself, or
anything that shall maintain itself in being, independently of Him. He cannot do what He
cannot will: He cannot make Himself cease to be, or cease to be good or happy; nor
can He will anything evil, or sin. Nor can His will be changeable: He cannot therefore
cause what He has once willed not to be fulfilled. [233] There is however this difference
between this last impossibility on God's part and all others that have been enumerated.
The others are absolute impossibilities for God either to will or do: but the things now
spoken of God might will and do if His will or power be considered absolutely, but not if
it be considered under the presupposition of His will to the contrary. And therefore all
such phrases as, "God cannot act contrary to what He has arranged to do," are to be
understood in sensu composito; but, understood in sensu diviso, they are false, for in
that sense they regard the power and will of God considered absolutely. [234]

[232] God taketh away the spirit of princes (Ps. Ixxv), but then they cease to be princes.

[233] God would do certain things, apart from penance or prayer, which He foresees will
be interposed, as the destruction of Ninive (Jon. iii, 10), or of the Israelites in the desert
(Exod. xxxii, 10). He does not will such things absolutely; and St Thomas here speaks
of absolute will, e.g., of God's promises to Messiah and His Church, temporary
appearances notwithstanding (Ps. Ixxxviii, 33-38).

[234] For this distinction and doctrine see B. I, Chap. Ixxxiii, with notes.
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CHAPTER XXVI--That the Divine Understanding is not limited to certain fixed Effects

NOW that it has been shown (Chap. [173]XXIll) that the divine power does not act of
physical necessity, but by understanding and will, lest any one should think that God's
understanding or knowledge extend only to certain fixed effects, and that thus God acts
under stress of ignorance, though not under stress of physical constraint, it remains to
show that His knowledge or understanding is bounded by no limits in its view of effects.

2. We have shown above (B. I, Chap. [174]XLIII) the infinity of the divine essence. Now
the plane of the infinite can never be reached by any piling up of finite quantities,
because the infinite infinitely transcends any finite quantities however many, even
though they were infinite in number. [235] But no other being than God is infinite in
essence: all others are essentially included under limited genera and species. [236]
Howsoever then and to whatsoever extent the effects of divine production are
comprehended, it is ever within the compass of the divine essence to reach beyond
them and to be the foundation of more. The divine understanding then, in perfectly
knowing the divine essence (B. I, Chap. [175]XLVIl), transcends any infinity of actual
effects of divine power and therefore is not necessarily limited to these or those effects.

4. If the causality of the divine understanding were limited, as a necessary agent, to any
effects, it would be to those effects which God actually brings into being. But it has been
shown above (B. I, Chap. [176]LXVI) that God understands even things that neither are
nor shall be nor have been.

5. The divine knowledge stands to the things produced by God as the knowledge of an
artist to the knowledge of his art. But every art extends to all that can possibly be
contained under the kind of things subject to that art, as the art of building to all houses.
But the kind of thing subject to the divine art is "being' (genus subjectum divinae artis
est ens), since God by His understanding is the universal principal of being (Chapp.
[177]XXI, [178]XXIV). Therefore the divine understanding extends its causality to all
things that are not inconsistent with the notion of "being,' and is not limited to certain
fixed effects.

Hence it is said: Great is our Lord, and great his power, and of his wisdom; there is no
reckoning by number (Ps. cxlvi, 5).

Hereby is excluded the position of some philosophers who said that from God's
understanding of Himself there emanates a certain arrangement of things in the
universe, as though He did not deal with creatures at His discretion fixing the limits of
each creature and arranging the whole universe, as the Catholic faith professes. It is to
be observed however that, though the divine understanding is not limited to certain
effects, God nevertheless has determined to Himself fixed effects to be produced in due
order by His wisdom, as it is said: Thou hast disposed all things in measure, number
and weight (Wisd. xi, 21). [237]
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[235] Any quantitative infinite, -- allowing its possibility, -- still is infinite only in a certain
category. But God transcends all the categories. An infinite number would not be
intelligent, or just, or beautiful. Therefore it would fall infinitely short of God.

[236] It is said, | think, by Aristotle, that only natural objects fall into genera and species,
not artificial beings. It is no concern of St Thomas here to deny that artificial things may
anyhow be classified, though it be not by generic and specific differences. To classify is
to limit. God is above all classification.

[237] This common Hegelian position is that the world is necessary to God, and the
whole arrangement of the universe likewise an a priori necessity, nothing else being
possible: in fact that the term "actual being' includes at once all that is and all that ever
could be, while the terms “possible,’ "necessary," ‘contingent,' express nothing whatever
but certain limitations of our field of view. Neither Hegel, nor any sane man who
believes in a God at all, could ever suppose that there were things, producible in
themselves, which could not be produced because God did not know of them. One
wonders what opponents St Thomas could have met guilty of this absurdity. Ex
hypothesi God is a Being whose mental vision extends everywhere; so that what God
has no idea of, must be blank nonsense, and impossible as nonsensical. To Hegelians,
however, God is exhausted in the production, or evolution of the universe: He gives
being, and that of necessity, to all things whatsoever to which He possibly can give
being: nothing realisable, or actualisable, remains behind, nothing potential. St Thomas
meets this by insisting that God is infinite, and therefore inexhaustible; ten thousand
such worlds as this would not exhaust His capacity of production; and over them all He
would still remain, immeasurably exalted, distinct, independent, supreme. There is
however something, -- we cannot call it a limitation, but we may call it a condition of
divine intelligence and creative power, -- a condition less regarded by St Thomas, but
forcibly commending itself to us, upon six centuries longer experience of the prevalence
of evil on earth. Fewer combinations, far fewer perhaps, than St Thomas thought
possible, and our short-sighted impatience might crave for as remedial, may be really
possible at all. The range of intrinsic impossibilities may extend considerably, beyond
the abstract regions of logic and mathematics, into the land of concrete physical
realities, one reality, if existent, necessarily involving, or necessarily barring, the
existence of some other reality. Such necessity, such there be, is no limitation of divine
power or divine intelligence. God still discerns endless possibilities, and can do
whatever He discerns as possible; but much that men take for possibility is rendered on
this hypothesis sheer absurdity, -- as impossible, let us say, as a “spiritual elephant.' We
wonder why God does not mend matters, as we would mend them, had we His power.
Had we His power, we should also have His intelligence, and discern that there is no
riding out of our troubles on the backs of spiritual elephants. There is some hint of the
matter of this note in Chapp. [179]XXIX, [180]XXX following.
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CHAPTER XXVIII--That God has not brought things into being in discharge of any Debt
of Justice

JUSTICE is to another, rendering him his due. But, antecedently to the universal
production of all things, nothing can be presupposed to which anything is due.

2. An act of justice must be preceded by some act, whereby something is made
another's own; and that act, whereby first something is made another's own, cannot be
an act of justice. [238] But by creation a created thing first begins to have anything of its
own. Creation then cannot proceed from any debt of justice.

3. No man owes anything to another, except inasmuch as he in some way depends on
him, receiving something from him. Thus every man is in his neighbour's debt on God's
account; from whom we have received all things. But God depends on none, and needs
nothing of any.

5. Though nothing created precedes the universal production of all things, something
uncreated does precede it: for the divine goodness precedes as the end and prime
motive of creation, according to Augustine, who says: "Because God is good, we exist"
(De Verb. Apost. Serm. 13). But the divine goodness needs nothing external for its
perfection. Nor is it necessary, for all that God wills His own goodness, that He should
will the production of things other than Himself. God wills His own goodness
necessarily, but He does not necessarily will other things. Therefore the production of
creatures is not a debt of necessity to the divine goodness. But, taking justice in the
wider sense of the term, there may be said to be justice in the creation of the world,
inasmuch as it befits the divine goodness.

7. But if we consider the divine plan, according as God has planned it in His
understanding and will to bring things into being, from that point of view the production
of things does proceed from the necessity of the divine plan (B. I, Chap. [181]LXXXIII):
for it is impossible for God to have planned the doing of anything, and afterwards not to
do it. Thus fulfilment is necessarily due to His every plan. But this debt is not sufficient
to constitute a claim of justice, properly so called, in the action of God creating the
world: for justice, properly so called, is not of self to self.

Hence it is said: Who hath first given to Him, and recompense shall be made him?
(Rom. xi, 35.) Who hath first given to me, that | may repay him? (Job xli, 2.)

Hereby is shut out the error of some who have tried to prove that God can do no
otherwise than as He does, because He can do no otherwise than as He owes, or
ought.

[238] Justice does not provide the first occupation but is Conversant with the
maintenance or transference of titles already existent.
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CHAPTER XXIX--How in the Production of a Creature there may be found a debt of
Justice in respect of the necessary Sequence of something posterior upon something
prior

| SPEAK here of what is prior, not in order of time merely, but by nature. The debt is not
absolute, but conditional, of the form: "If this is to be, this must go before.' According to
this necessity a triple debt is found in the production of creatures. First, when the
conditional proceeds from the whole universe of things to some particular part requisite
for the perfection of the universe. Thus, if God willed the universe to be such as it is, it
was due that He should make the sun and water and the like, without which the
universe cannot be. [239] Second, when the conditional proceeds from one creature to
another. Thus, if God willed man to be, He was obliged to make plants and animals and
such like, which man needs to his perfect being: though God has made both the one
and the other out of His mere will. Third, when the conditional proceeds from the
existence of the individual creature to its parts and properties and accidents, on which
the creature depends for its being or perfection. Thus, supposing that God wished to
make man, it was due, on this supposition, that He should unite in him soul and body,
senses, and other appurtenances, intrinsic and extrinsic. In all these matters, rightly
considered, God is not said to be a debtor to the creature, but a debtor to the fulfilment
of His own plan.

On these explanations of the meaning of the term “debt' and "due,’ natural justice is
found in the universe both in respect of the creation of things and in respect of their
propagation; and therefore God is said to have established and to govern all things
justly and reasonably. Thus then is shut out a two-fold error: on the one hand of those
who would limit the divine power, saying that God can do only as He does, because so
He is bound to do; on the other, of those who say that all things follow on His sheer will,
and that no other reason is to be sought or assigned in creation than that God wills it so.

[239] True, but how differently one thinks and speaks when one has come to regard the
sun as a small star in the Milky Way! The stellar universe would not miss it. Still,
counting the sun a cosmically little thing, "these little things are great to little man."
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CHAPTER XXX--How Absolute Necessity may have place in Creation

ALTHOUGH all things depend on the will of God as their first cause, and this first cause
is not necessitated in its operation except on the supposition of its own purpose, not for
that however is absolute necessity excluded from creation, need we aver that all things
are contingent.

1. There are things in creation which simply and absolutely must be. Those things
simply and absolutely must be, in which there is no possibility of their not being. Some
things are so brought into being by God that there is in their nature a potentiality of not
being: which happens from this, that the matter in them is in potentiality to receive
another form. Those things then in which either there is no matter, or, if there is any, it is
not open to receive another form, have no potentiality of not being: such things then
simply and absolutely must be. If it be said that things which are of nothing, of
themselves tend to nothingness, and thus there is in all creatures a potentiality of not
being, -- it is manifest that such a conclusion does not follow. For things created by God
are said to tend to nothingness only in the way in which they are from nothing; and that
is only in respect of the power of the agent who has created them. Thus then creatures
have no potentiality of not being: but there is in the Creator a power of giving them
being or of stopping the influx of being to them. [240]

4. The further a thing is distant from the self-existent, that is, from God, the nigher it is to
not being; and the nigher it is to God, the further it is withdrawn from not being. Those
things therefore which are nighest to God, and therefore furthest removed from not
being, -- in order that the hierarchy of being (ordo rerum) may be complete, -- must be
such as to have in themselves no potentiality of not being, or in other words, their being
must be absolutely necessary.

We observe therefore that, considering the universe of creatures as they depend on the
first principles of all things, we find that they depend on the will (of God), -- not as
necessarily arising therefrom, except by an hypothetical, or consequent necessity, as
has been explained (Chap. [182]XXVIII). But, compared with proximate and created
principles, [241] we find some things having an absolute necessity. There is no
absurdity in causes being originally brought into being without any necessity, and yet,
once they are posited in being, having such and such an effect necessarily following
from them. That such natures were produced by God, was voluntary on His part: but
that, once established, a certain effect proceeds from them, is a matter of absolute
necessity. [242] What belongs to a thing by reason of its essential principles, must
obtain by absolute necessity in all things. [243]

[240] By "beings in which there is no matter,” St Thomas meant pure spirits. By "beings
in which the matter is not open to receive another form," he meant the heavenly bodies:
if he had written in our time, he might be well taken to mean those primitive atoms or

molecules, which have been termed "the building stones of the universe." He has in his
eye the whole class of natural objects, animate and inanimate, that can neither destroy
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themselves nor ever be destroyed and broken up by any of the ordinary processes of
nature, but are permanent from age to age, whether existing apart or in composition. In
the physical order, of which St Thomas here speaks, the existence of these beings is
"absolutely necessary"; no physical force can destroy them. One might say the same of
the total store of energy in the universe, according to the principle of the “conservation
of energy.' St Thomas's acquaintance with Plato was through the Neo-Platonists; and
their favourite Dialogue was the Timaeus, the following passage of which (Tim. 41) well
illustrates his meaning. The Platonic Demiurge is addressing the minor deities whom he
has compounded, them and their offspring: "Ye gods, god born, works of my fatherhood
and constructive power, what has been made by me is indissoluble, so long as it has
my consent to its being. Whatever is bound and put together may indeed be loosened:
but it were ill done to undo a work fairly compacted and well made. Therefore, made as
ye are, ye are not absolutely beyond death and dissolution: still ye shall never be
dissolved nor meet the doom of death, finding in my will a tie greater even and more
potent than the ties wherewith your being was originally bound together."

[241] That is, with physical causes.

[242] Unless the effect be neutralised by some further effect, which God may produce
either by direction of some natural agency or by special interposition (or perhaps
abstention) of His own.

[243] Or the thing must cease to be. Sint ut sunt, aut non sint, as was said in another
connexion. The interest of this chapter lies in the spectacle of a thirteenth century writer
cautiously and tentatively dealing with principles so familiar to us as the permanence of
matter and the uniformity of nature. | have omitted much that brings in mediaeval
physics to little profit for our time.
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CHAPTER XXXI--That it is not necessary for Creatures to have existed from Eternity
[244]

IF either the entire universe or any single creature necessarily exists, this necessity
must arise either from the being itself or from some other being. From the being itself it
cannot arise: for every being must be from the first being; and what has not being of
itself, cannot necessarily exist of itself. But if this supposed necessity arises from
another being, that is, from some extrinsic cause, then, we observe, an extrinsic cause
is either efficient or final. Now an effect necessarily arising from an efficient cause
means that the agent acts of necessity: when the agent does not act of necessity,
neither is it absolutely necessary for the effect to arise. But God does not act under any
necessity in the production of creatures (Chap. [183]XXIIl). So far therefore as the
efficient cause is concerned, there is not any absolute necessity for any creature to be.
Neither is there any such necessity in connexion with the final cause. For means to an
end receive necessity from their end only in so far as without them the end either cannot
be at all, or cannot well be. Now the end proposed to the divine will in the production of
things can be no other than God's own goodness, as has been shown (B. I, Chap.
[184]LXXV): which goodness depends on creatures neither for its being nor for its well-
being (B. I, Chapp. [185]XIll, [186]XXVIIl). There is then no absolute necessity for the
being of any creature: nor is it necessary to suppose creation always to have existed.
[245]

3. It is not necessary for God to will creation to be at all (B. I, Chap. [187]LXXXI):
therefore it is not necessary for God to will creation always to have been. [246]

[244] St Thomas's position in these eight chapters, XXXI-XXXVIII, is that the existence
of creatures from eternity can neither be proved nor disproved by philosophy. He
considers it certain from revelation, and from revelation only, that creation has not been
from eternity. This excited the surprise and indignation of some, who were confident that
their a priori arguments, which see in Chap. [188]XXXVIII, proved to a demonstration
the impossibility of any creation from eternity. Against them St Thomas directed one of
his Opuscula, n. xxiii, De ternitate Mundi, contra Murmurantes. The eternity of creation
was a leading principle with that master of thought in St Thomas's day, and for many
succeeding centuries, Averroes the Commentator, of whom we shall have much to say
presently.

[245] It is now generally recognised that the stellar universe, inconceivably vast as are
its dimensions, nevertheless is limited in space: whence it may plausibly be argued to
be limited in duration also, in the sense of not having existed from eternity. Where there
is no matter, neither is there any place, nor any marked out extension: but there is an
unfulfilled extensibility, or absolute space, which is founded upon the immensity of God.
In like manner, when as yet creatures were not, there was no time, as there was no
motion, nor any body to move. There was only a potentiality of time, founded upon the
eternity of God. Creatures have been from the beginning of time, as Plato saw (Timaeus
37, 38), but they cannot be argued to have been from eternity, eternally coexistent with
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God, unless they be argued to be necessary to God, in which case they cease to be
creatures.

[246] This argument, which is indeed the whole argument of the chapter, does not bar

the possibility of a “consequent,’ or hypothetical, necessity, that God wills creatures to
be at all, He must will then always to have been.
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CHAPTER XXXII, XXXV--Reasons alleged for the Eternity of the World on the part of
God, with Answers to the same

ARG. 1. Every agent that is not always in action, suffers some change when it comes to
act. But God suffers no change, but is ever in act in the same way; and from His action
created things come to be: therefore they always have been.

Reply (Chap. [189]XXXV). There is no need of God suffering any change for fresh
effects of His power coming to be. Novelty of effect can only indicate change in the
agent in so far as it shows novelty of action. Any new action in the agent implies some
change in the same, at least a change from rest to activity. But a fresh effect of God's
power does not indicate any new action in God, since His action is His essence (B. I,
Chap. [190]XLV).

Arg. 2. The action of God is eternal: therefore the things created by God have been
from eternity.

Reply. That does not follow. For, as shown above (Chap. [191]XXIIl), though God acts
voluntarily in creation, yet it does not follow that there need be any action on His part
intermediate between the act of His will and the effect of the same, as in us the action of
our motor activities is so intermediate. With God to understand and will is to produce;
and the effect produced follows upon the understanding and will according to the
determination of the understanding and the command of the will. But as by the
understanding there is determined the production of the thing, and its every other
condition, so there is also prescribed for it the time at which it is to be; just as any art
determines not only that a thing be of this or that character, but also that it be at this or
that time, as the physician fixes the time for giving the medicine. Thus, assuming God's
will to be of itself effectual for the production of an effect, the effect would follow fresh
from the ancient will, without any fresh action coming to be put forth on the part of God.

Arg. 3. Given a sufficient cause, the effect will ensue: otherwise it would be possible,
when the cause was posited, for the effect either to be or not to be. At that rate, the
sequence of effect upon cause would be possible and no more. But what is possible
requires something to reduce it to act: we should have therefore to suppose a cause
whereby the effect was reduced to act, and thus the first cause would not be sufficient.
But God is the sufficient cause of the production of creatures: otherwise He must be in
potentiality, and become a cause by some addition, which is clearly absurd.

Reply. Though God is the sufficient cause of the production and bringing forth of
creatures into being, yet the effect of His production need not be taken to be eternal.
For, given a sufficient cause, there follows its effect, but not an effect alien from the
cause. Now the proper effect of the will is that that should be which the will wants. If it
were anything else than what the will wanted, not the proper effect of the cause would
be secured, but a foreign effect. Now as the will wishes that this should be of this or that
nature, so it also wishes that it should be at this or that time. Hence, for will to be a
sufficient cause, it is requisite that the effect should be when the will wishes it to be. The
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case is otherwise with physical agencies: they cannot wait: physical action takes place
according as nature is ready for it: there the effect must follow at once upon the
complete being of the cause. [247] But the will does not act according to the mode of its
being, but according to the mode of its purpose; and therefore, as the effect of a
physical agent follows the being of the agent, if it is sufficient, so the effect of a
voluntary agent follows the mode of purpose.

Arg. 4. A voluntary agent does not delay the execution of his purpose except in
expectation of some future condition not yet realised. And this unfulfilled futurity is
sometimes in the agent himself, as when maturity of active power or the removal of
some hindrance is the condition expected: sometimes it is without the agent, as when
there is expected the presence of some one before whom the action is to take place, or
the arrival of some opportune time that is not yet come. A complete volition is at once
carried into effect by the executive power, except for some defect in that power. Thus at
the command of the will a limb is at once moved, unless there be some break-down in
the motor apparatus. Therefore, when any one wishes to do a thing and it is not at once
done, that must be either for some defect of power, the removal of which has to be
waited for, or because of the incompleteness of the volition to do the thing. I call it
“completeness of volition," when there is a will absolutely to do the thing, anyhow. The
volition | say is “incomplete," when there is no will absolutely to do the thing, but the will
is conditioned on the existence of some circumstance not yet present, or the withdrawal
of some present impediment. But certainly, whatever God now wills to be, He has from
eternity willed to be. No new motion of the will can come upon Him: no defect or
impediment can have clogged His power: there can have been nothing outside Himself
for Him to wait for in the production of the universe, since there is nothing else
uncreated save Him alone (Chapp. [192]VI, [193]XV). [248] It seems therefore
necessary that God must have brought the creature into being from all eternity.

Reply. The object of the divine will is not the mere being of the creature, but its being at
a certain time. What is thus willed, namely, the being of the creature at that time, is not
delayed: because the creature began to exist then exactly when God from eternity
arranged that it should begin to exist. [249]

Arg. 5. An intellectual agent does not prefer one alternative to another except for some
superiority of the one over the other. But where there is no difference, there can be no
superiority. But between one non-existence and another non-existence there can be no
difference, nor is one non-existence preferable to another. [250] But, looking beyond the
entire universe, we find nothing but the eternity of God. Now in nothing there can be
assigned no difference of instants, that a thing should be done in one instant rather than
in another. In like manner neither in eternity, which is all uniform and simple (B. I, Chap.
[194]XV), can there be any difference of instants. It follows that the will of God holds
itself in one unvarying attitude to the production of creatures throughout the whole of
eternity. Either therefore His will is that creation never be realised at all under His
eternity, or that it always be realised.
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Reply. It is impossible to mark any difference of parts of any duration antecedent to the
beginning of all creation, as the fifth objection supposed that we could do. [251] For
nothingness has neither measure nor duration, and the eternity of God has no parts, no
before and no after. We cannot therefore refer the beginning of all creation to any
severally marked points in any pre-existing measure. [252] There are no such points for
the beginning of creation to be referred to according to any relation of agreement or
divergence. Hence it is impossible to demand any reason in the mind of the agent why
he should have brought the creature into being in this particular marked instant of
duration rather than in that other instant preceding or following. God brought into being
creation and time simultaneously. [253] There is no account to be taken therefore why
He produced the creature now, and not before, but only why the creature has not
always been. There is an analogy in the case of place: for particular bodies are
produced in a particular time and also in a particular place; and, because they have
about them a time and a place within which they are contained, there must be a reason
assignable why they are produced in this place and this time rather than in any other:
but in regard of the whole stellar universe (coelum), beyond which there is no place, and
along with which the universal place of all things is produced, no account is to be taken
why it is situated here and not there. In like manner in the production of the whole
creation, beyond which there is no time, and simultaneously with which time is
produced, no question is to be raised why it is now and not before, but only why it has
not always been, or why it has come to be after not being, or why it had any beginning.

Arg. 6. Means to the end have their necessity from the end, especially in voluntary
actions. [254] So long then as the end is uniform, the means to the end must be uniform
or uniformly produced, unless they come to stand in some new relation to the end. Now
the end of creatures proceeding from the divine will is the divine goodness, which alone
can be the end in view of the divine will. Since then the divine goodness is uniform for
all eternity, alike in itself and in comparison with the divine will, it seems that creatures
must be uniformly brought into being by the divine will for all eternity. It cannot be said
that any new relation to the end supervenes upon them, so long as the position is clung
to that they had no being at all before a certain fixed time, at which they are supposed
to have begun to be.

Reply. Though the end of the divine will can be none other than the divine goodness,
still the divine will has not to work to bring this goodness into being, in the way that the
artist works to set up the product of his art, since the divine goodness is eternal and
unchangeable and incapable of addition. Nor does God work for His goodness as for an
end to be won for Himself, as a king works to win a city: for God is His own goodness.
He works for this end, only inasmuch as He produces an effect which is to share in the
end. In such a production of things for an end, the uniform attitude of end to agent is not
to be considered reason enough for an everlasting work. Rather we should consider the
bearing of the end on the effect produced to serve it. The one evinced necessity is that
of the production of the effect in the manner better calculated to serve the end for which
it is produced. [255]
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Arg. 7. Since all things, so far as they have being, share in the goodness of God; the
longer they exist, the more they share of that goodness: hence also the perpetual being
of the species is said to be divine. [256] But the divine goodness is infinite. Therefore it
is proper to it to communicate itself infinitely, and not for a fixed time only.

Reply. It was proper for the creature, in such likeness as became it, to represent the
divine goodness. Such representation cannot be by way of equality: it can only be in
such way as the higher and greater is represented by the lower and less. Now the
excess of the divine goodness above the creature is best expressed by this, that
creatures have not always been in existence: for thereby it appears that all other beings
but God Himself have God for the author of their being; and that His power is not tied to
producing effects of one particular character, as physical nature produces physical
effects, but that He is a voluntary and intelligent agent.

[247] The eruption takes place the instant the volcano is ready for it.

[248] The objection may take this form: God must act at once in the production of the
universe; because, with blank nothingness before Him, and infinite power at His control,
He has nothing whatever to wait for, no conceivable motive for delay. -- But neither has
He any constraining motive for action outside Himself; and therefore, if He acts outside
Himself, He acts as and when He pleases: there is nothing to force His hand or
anticipate His hour.

[249] St Thomas could scarcely accept the whole account, given by the opponent, of an
‘incomplete volition,' notably the statement that a volition is incomplete, "when there is
expected the arrival of some opportune time that is not yet come": otherwise,
antecedently to creation, God's volition of creating would be incomplete. St Thomas's
use of "at that time' (tunc), speaking of creation, has this difficulty, that time began only
with creation. There is nothing to mark creation starting at one point of time rather than
at another, looking at the eternal now of God. We can only measure the date of creation
backwards, and say that infinite time has not elapsed since creation; and that doubtless
is what St Thomas meant, as his next answer shows.

[250] This is not altogether true. One non-existence may have a possibility at the back
of it, another an absurdity. Possibilities differ from one another and even absurdities
things being absurd in divers ways, as mathematics show. There is a calculus of
negative quantities. This however does not make against the value of the objection.

[251] There seems to be some mistake here. Any careful reader of the Contra Gentiles
will find in (e.g., Chapp. LXI, 1: LXXVI, note) indications of the want of the author's final
revision, a task much more difficult with a manuscript than with a printed work. Every
modern author finds sundry small corrections necessary as he is going through the
press. The fact that the objection is based upon the self-same principle which St
Thomas invokes in his reply to it, namely that neither in nothingness nor in the eternity
of God can there be assigned any difference of instants. From this admitted principle
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the opponent argues that God must have created from all eternity. St Thomas in reply
allows that eternity affords us no means of fixing the date of creation: still, he contends,
we have a measure of the date in the time that has elapsed since, which, even though
we do not know it, is a knowable finite quantity.

[252] Even so, going outside the whole universe, we cannot localise the universe as
occupying any special place in space, as St Thomas presently remarks. Suppose the
universe, as a whole, to be in rectilinear motion, there is nothing to measure the motion

by.

[253] Matter (in motion), time, and place all began together. Place (topos) to the
schoolmen and Aristotle is the shell of space (chora) marking the outline of a body. If
the body were suddenly annihilated, all but the indefinitely thin film of its outer surfaces,
that film would mark the place which the body had occupied. In motion, bodies do not
carry their place with them, but go from place to place. This conception of place is to be
borne in mind in reading the words that follow immediately in St Thomas.

[254] That is to say, it is necessary to take the means, if the end is to be gained:
otherwise there is no necessity. You must eat, if you are to live; but there is no absolute
necessity of your doing either.

[255] The end to which creation is subservient as a means, is not the divine goodness
absolutely, but the communication or diffusion of that goodness. This communication
again is not exhaustive, but limited; and one of the limitations is the finitude of creation
in point of time.

[256] Etymologically, species (in-spicere) is what eidos (idein) is in Greek. Species is
scholastic Latin for eidos. Now eidos meant one thing in Plato, and another in Aristotle.
Species labours under a similar ambiguity. In the objection now under consideration, the
words of which are esse perpetuum speciei dicitur divinum esse, the language is rather
Platonic than Aristotelian. Individual men, John, Peter, Martin, pass away: but the
species, or idea, of ‘man' is perpetual and divine, an abiding type of possible creation,
founded upon the divine essence and known in the divine understanding eternally.
These archetypical ideas, -- intelligibilia St Thomas calls them, -- have been discussed
already (B.I, Chapp. [195]LI-[196]LIV). The following account of them will commend
itself to all Christian lovers of Plato. "God contains in Himself in exuberant fulness that
delights or can give pleasure. All the perfection that is divided among creatures, is found
united in Him; and He is all things, He is the uncreated being of all things, inasmuch as
He is the archetype and exemplar of them all. He had in His eternal knowledge the
divine plans and ideas of the things that He made; and whatever was created by Him
was for ever known by Him, has always lived in His mind, and always shall live there.
Hence the Gospel says: What was made, in Him was life (John i, 3, 4, as read by many
of the Fathers). Hence we too from eternity have had an ideal existence in God: in Him |
say, we have been and are uncreated, in whom, or in whose knowledge, all things
eternally live and are life. In the essence of God therefore there are exemplars of all
things; and the same divine essence is the one exemplar and the one idea of all. For all
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the multiplicity of creatures is reduced to unity in the sheer, simple, and superessential
essence of God; and all things in God are one. There are therefore in God most true
and perfect exemplars of things, which remain incorrupt for ever: whereas the things
that we see in this sensible world are mere symbols and signs of reality, that pass away
with time and perish" (Blosius, i.e. Louis of Blois, O.S.B., Institutio Spiritualis, Opera
Omnia, Cologne, 1571, p. 423).
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CHAPTERS XXXIII, XXXVI--Reasons alleged for the Eternity of the World on the part
Creatures, with answers to the same

ARG. 1. There are creatures in which there is no potentiality of not being (see Chap.
[197]XXX): it is impossible for them not to be, and therefore they always must be.

Reply (Chap. [198]XXXVI). The necessity of such creatures being is only a relative
necessity, as shown above (Chap. [199]XXX): it does not involve the creature's always
having been: it does not follow upon its substance: but when the creature is already
established in being, this necessity involves the impossibility of its not-being. [257]

Arg. 3. Every change must either go on everlastingly, or have some other change
preceding it. But change always has been: therefore also changeable things: therefore
creatures.

Reply. It has already been shown (Chapp. [200]XIl, [201]XVII) that without any change
in God, the agent, He may act to the production of a new thing, that has not always
been. But if a new thing may be produced by Him, He may also originate a process of
change. [258]

Arg. 5. If time is perpetual, motion must be perpetual, time being the “record of motion.'
[259] But time must be perpetual: for time is inconceivable without a present instant, as
a line is inconceivable without a point: now a present instant is always inconceivable
without the ending of a past and the beginning of a future instant; and thus every given
present instant has before it a time preceding and after it a time succeeding, and so
there can be no first or last time. It follows that created substances in motion have been
from eternity.

Reply. This argument rather supposes than proves the eternity of motion. The reason
why the same instant is the beginning of the future and the end of the past is because
any given phase of motion is the beginning and end of different phases. There is no
showing that every instant must be of this character, unless it be assumed that every
given phase of time comes between motion going before and motion following after,
which is tantamount to assuming the perpetuity of motion. Assuming on the contrary
that motion is not perpetual, one may say that the first instant of time is the beginning of
the future, and not the end of any past instant. Even in any particular case of motion we
may mark a phase which is the beginning only of movement and not the end of any:
otherwise every particular case of motion would be perpetual, which is impossible. [260]

Arg. 6. If time has not always been, we may mark a non-existence of time prior to its
being. In like manner, if it is not always to be, we may mark a non-existence of it
subsequent to its being. But priority and subsequence in point of duration cannot be
unless time is; and at that rate time must have been before it was, and shall be after it
has ceased, which is absurd. Time then must be eternal. But time is an accident, and
cannot be without a subject. But the subject of it is not God, who is above time and
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beyond motion (B. I, Chapp. [202]XIll, [203]XV). The only alternative left is that some
created substance must be eternal.

Reply. There is nothing in this argument to evince that the very supposition of time not
being supposes that time is (read, Si ponitur tempus non esse, ponatur esse). For when
we speak of something prior to the being of time, we do not thereby assert any real part
of time, but only an imaginary part. When we say, "Time has being after not being', we
mean that there was no instant of time before this present marked instant: as when we
say that there is nothing above the stellar universe, we do not mean that there is any
place beyond the stellar universe, which may be spoken of as "above' it, but that above
it there is no “place’ at all. [261]

[257] An impossibility in the physical order, inasmuch as there is no agent in nature
capable of breaking that substance up.

[258] If God can create a nebula, He may also set it spinning, with no more change in
Himself on the one account than on the other.

[259] arithmos kineseos, Aristotle, Physics, iv, 11.

[260] Even the motion of the whole universe may be regarded as one stupendous
particular case of motion. Left to physical causes alone, the universe must run down like
a clock, all positions of advantage being lost, all potential energy being converted into
kinetic, one uniform temperature and one dead equilibrium of forces coming to obtain
everywhere. This is an argument that motion and time must have had a beginning. Had
the universe been at work from eternity, its capacity of work would have been
exhausted ere now.

[261] See Chap. XXXII, notes.
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CHAPTER XXXIV, XXXVII--Reasons alleged for the Eternity of the World on the part of
the Creative Process itself, with Answers to the same

ARG. 1. It is the common opinion of all philosophers, and therefore it must be true, that
nothing is made of nothing (Aristotle, Physics, B. I, Chapp. [204]VII, [205]VI1Il). Whatever
is made, then, must be made of something; and that again, if it is made at all, must be
made of something else. But this process cannot go on to infinity; and therefore we
must come to something that was not made. But every being that has not always been
must have been made. Therefore that out of which all things are first made must be
something everlasting. That cannot be God, because He cannot be the material of
anything. Therefore there must be something eternal outside God, namely, primordial
matter. [262]

Reply (Chap. [206]XXXVII). The common position of philosophers, that nothing is made
of nothing, is true of the sort of making that they considered. For all our knowledge
begins in sense, which is of singular objects; and human investigation has advanced
from particular to general considerations. Hence, in studying the beginning of things,
men gave their attention to the making of particular things in detail. The making of one
sort of being out of another sort is the making of some particular being, inasmuch as it is
“this being,' not as it is "being' generally: for some prior being there was that now is
changed into “this being.' But entering more deeply into the origin of things,
philosophers came finally to consider the issuing of all created being from one first
cause (Chapp. [207]XV, [208]XVI). In this origin of all created being from God, it is
impossible to allow any making out of pre-existent material: for such making out of pre-
existent material would not be a making of the whole being of the creature. This first
making of the universe was not attained to in the thought of the early physicists, whose
common opinion it was that nothing was made of nothing: or if any did attain to it, they
considered that such a term as ‘making’ did not properly apply to it, since the name
‘making' implies movement or change, [263] whereas in this origin of all being from one
first being there can be no question of the transmutation of one being into another
(Chap. [209]XVII). Therefore it is not the concern of physical science to study this first
origin of all things: that study belongs to the metaphysician, who deals with being in
general and realities apart from motion. [264] We may however by a figure of speech
apply the name of ‘'making' to creation, and speak of things as ‘'made," whatsoever they
are, the essence or nature whereof has its origin from other being.

Arg. 2. Everything that takes a new being is now otherwise than as it was before: that
must come about by some movement or change: but all movement or change is in
some subject: therefore before anything is made there must be some subject of motion.

Reply. The notion of motion or change is foisted in here to no purpose: for what nowise
is, is not anywise, and affords no hold for the conclusion that, when it begins to be, it is
otherwise than as it was before.

These then are the reasons which some hold to as demonstrative, and necessarily
evincing that creatures have always existed, wherein they contradict the Catholic faith,
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which teaches that nothing but God has always existed, and that all else has had a
beginning of being except the one eternal God. Thus then it evidently appears that there
is nothing to traverse our assertion, that the world has not always existed. And this the
Catholic faith teaches: In the beginning God created heaven and earth (Gen. i, 1): and,
Before he made anything, from the beginning (Prov. viii, 22).

[262] Materia prima, see note, p. 86.

[263] The position supposed is this: "Nothing is made, manufactured, or concocted out
of nothing: but something may be created out of nothing.' | am not aware however of
any of the ancients having any idea of creation out of nothing. There is no word in
classical Greek for “creation' in the theological sense.

[264] A professor of physical science, as such, does not arrive at the Creator. Motions,
molar and molecular, -- vibrations and transferences chemical, biological, mechanical or
cosmic -- are his subject-matter; but the Creator and the creative act are above motion.
Atheist or theist, agnostic or Christian, a man may be equally proficient in physical
science, as also he may be in cookery, engine-driving, or soap-boiling. Is this, the range
of physical science is narrower and lower than that of literature. There is religious
literature and divine poetry. When a physicist pronounces on a religious question, either
for or against religion, he is sutor supra crepidam: he has overshot his subject. Of
course he ought to overshoot his subject. A man should no more be a physicist and
nothing else than he should be a tallow-chandler and nothing else. The misery is, when,
not having been conversant with God in his laboratory, observatory, or dissecting room,
the physicist poses upon this non-experience to turn antitheologian. One might as well
pose upon the limitations of the tallow vat. God is not evident in the melting of tallow,
nor in the scientific infliction and curing of wounds. This liparo-physico-antitheological
humour, as Aristophanes might have called it, is an exudation of the narrowest bigotry.
Wherever physical science becomes the staple of education, to the setting aside of
Latin and Greek, it will be found necessary in the interests of religion to insist upon a
parallel course of metaphysics, psychology, and ethics. A popular course is all that will
be possible or necessary. Otherwise, trained on physical science without literature or
philosophy, the mind suffers atrophy of the religious faculties, a disease which some
seem anxious to induce upon mankind, -- a painful disease nevertheless, productive of
much restlessness and irritability, as the life of Thomas Huxley shows. To repeat St
Thomas's words here: -- "It is not the concern of physical science to study the first origin
of all things: that study belongs to the metaphysician who deals with being in general
and realities apart from motion." All the more important is it for the physicist to imbibe
some tincture of metaphysics, that he may not "wallow in a slough of barbarism' (Plato,
Rep. vii, 533d). This note is suggested by Sir Oliver Lodge's article, Faith and Science,
in the Hibbert Journal for October, 1902, a masterly exposition of the present conflict
between the two, except for one mistake. Sir Oliver confounds the mysterious with the
miraculous. The daily bread of the Christian is mystery, not miracle. Miracle is obvious
to the senses; mystery lies beyond sense.
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CHAPTER XXXVIII--Arguments wherewith some try to show that the World is not
Eternal, and Solutions of the same

ARG. 1. God is the cause of all things (Chap. [210]XV). But a cause must be prior in
duration to the effects of its action.

Reply. That is true of things that act by motion, for the effect is not till the termination of
the motion: but with causes that act instantaneously there is no such necessity.

Arg. 2. Since the whole of being is created by God, it cannot be said to be made out of
any being: whence the conclusion follows that it is made out of nothing, and
consequently that it has existence after not existing.

Reply. To the notion of being made out of something, if that is not admitted one must
supply the contradictory notion: which contradictory notion is not being made out of
anything. Observe, it is not being made out of nothing, except in the former sense of not
being made out of anything. [265]

Arg. 3. It is not possible to pass through infinity. But if the world always had been,
infinity would have been passed through by this time, there being infinite days, or daily
rounds of the sun, if the world always has been.

Reply. An infinite quantity, though not existing in simultaneous actual realisation, may
nevertheless be in succession, because every infinite, so taken, is really finite. Any
given round of the sun could be passed, because so far the number of them was finite:
but when they are all viewed together, on the supposition that the world had always
existed, it would be impossible to fix upon any first day, and so to make any transition
from that to the present day, since transition always requires two extreme points.

Arg 4. It would follow that addition is made to the infinite, because to past days, or sun-
rounds, a new round is daily added.

Reply. There is nothing to hinder addition to the infinite on that side on which it is finite.
Supposing time eternal, it must be infinite as preceding, but finite as succeeding, for the
present is the limit of the past.

Arg. 5. It would follow in a world always existing that we should have an infinite series of
efficient causes, father being cause of child, and grandfather to father, and so to infinity.

Reply. The impossibility of an infinite series of efficient causes, according to
philosophers (Aristotle, Metaph. ii, 2), holds for causes acting together: because then
the effect has to depend on an infinity of co-existent actions; and the infinity of causes
there is essential, the whole infinite multitude of them being requisite for the production
of the effect. But in the case of causes not acting together no such impossibility holds, in
the opinion of those who suppose an endless series of generations. The infinity in this
case is accidental to the causes: for to Socrates's father, as such, it is quite an accident
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whether he be the son of another man or no: whereas to a stick, inasmuch as it moves
a stone, it is not an accident whether it be moved by an hand: for it only moves
inasmuch as it is moved.

Arg. 6. It would follow that an infinite multitude exists, to wit, the immortal souls of
infinite men who have been in the past.

Reply. This objection is more difficult: nevertheless the argument is not of much use,
because it supposes many things. [266]

Since these reasons, alleged by some to prove that the world has not always existed,
are not necessarily conclusive, though they have a certain probability, it is sufficient to
touch on them slightly, without insisting too much, that the Catholic faith may not seem
to rest on empty reasonings, and not rather on the solid basis of the teaching of God.

[265] ou genomenon ex oudenos (not made out of anything) is not equivalent to
genomenon ek tou medenos (made out of nothing). The former notion would be
applicable to a Creature created from eternity, if there were such: the latter would not.
The former denies pre-existent material, the latter affirms a previous condition of
nothingness. The former implies creation, the latter implies the lapse of a finite period
since creation.

[266] Among the rest, that the earth has been eternally habitable to man, which no
geologist would admit See Chap. LXXX, Arg. 3.
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CHAPTER XLI--That the Variety of Creatures does not arise from any Contrariety of
Prime Agents
[267]

IF the diversity of things proceeds from diversity or contrariety of diverse agents, this
would seem to hold especially of the contrariety of good and evil, so that all good things
should proceed from a good principle, and evils from an evil principle. Now there is
good and evil in all genera. But there cannot be one first principle of all evils: for the
very essence of such a principle would be evil, and that is impossible. Everything that is,
inasmuch as it is a being, must necessarily be good: for it loves and strives to preserve
its own being, a sign whereof is this fact, that everything fights against its own
destruction: now what all things seek is good. It is impossible therefore for the diversity
of things to arise from two principles, one good and one evil. [268]

9. What in no manner of way is, is neither good nor evil: while every thing that is, in so
far as it is, is good. A thing can be evil therefore only inasmuch as it is not-being, that is,
privative being; [269] and the evil is precisely the privation. Now privation never comes
of the ordinary action of any cause: because every cause acts inasmuch as it is
endowed with “form'; and thus the ordinary effect of its action must also be endowed
with “form," since every agent acts to the production of its own likeness, unless it be
accidentally hindered. It follows that evil does not come of the ordinary action of any
cause, but is accidentally incident among the effects of ordinary causation. [270] There
is therefore no one primary and essential principle of all evil: but the first principle of all
is one primary good, among the effects of which there ensues evil incidentally.

Hence it is said: | am the Lord, and there is none other, forming light and creating
darkness, making peace and creating evil: | am the Lord doing all these things (Isa. xlv,
6, 7). And, Good things and evil things, life and death, poverty and rank are from God
(Ecclus xi, 14). And, Against evil is good, and against life death; so against the just man
is the sinner. And so behold all the works of the Most High, two and two, and one
against one (Ecclus xxxiii, 15).

God is said to make and create evil things, inasmuch as He creates things that are good
in themselves and yet hurtful to others: thus the wolf, though a good thing naturally in
his kind, is evil to the sheep. Hence it is said: Shall there be evil in the city that the Lord
hath not done? (Amos iii, 6.)

Hereby is excluded the error of those who suppose two primitive contrary principles,
good and evil. This error of the early philosophers some evil-minded men have
presumed to introduce into Christian teaching, the first of whom was Marcion, and
afterwards the Manicheans, who have done most to spread this error.

[267] St Thomas has seven chapters ([211]XXXIX-[212]XLV) discussing the variety of
creatures, why the universe is not uniform but diversified, and how it has come to
consist of such diverse components. As regards living creatures, the discussion is
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familiar to us from Darwin's Origin of Species and the theory of Evolution. St Thomas
ventures on a larger question, the origin of all species, inanimate as well as animate. He
states and rejects various archaic theories; but the point of supreme interest to the
modern mind is never raised. In all the seven chapters there is not one word pointing to
evolution. | have been driven to make large omissions, omissions which | feel sure the
Saint would have sanctioned, had he been face to face with the cosmogonies of our
day. Life is short art is long: the ground of philosophy must not be cumbered with
obsolete machinery. It is pleaded on St Thomas's behalf that the question before him is
a metaphysical one, independent altogether of the manner in which actual species have
come into existence.

[268] Done into syllogistic form, the argument might stand thus:

What all things seek, even a principle of evil would seek.

But all things seek their own self-preservation.

Therefore even a principle of evil would seek its own self-preservation.

Again,

What all things seek, is good.

But self-preservation is what all things seek.

Therefore self-preservation is good.

But a principle of evil would seek its own self-preservation.

Therefore a principle of evil would seek some good.

But a principle of evil ought to be averse to all good.

Therefore a principle of evil is absurd. One wonders whether this is the argument that St
Thomas thought of at the table of St Louis, when he suddenly started up and cried, Ergo
conclusum est contra Manichaeos. But it is difficult to kill a heresy with a syllogism. One
might perhaps distinguish between absolute and relative good; and upon that distinction
urge that the self-preservation, which the evil principle sought, was good relatively to it
only, but evil absolutely for the world. The deepest flaw in the Manichean notion of an
Evil Principle is that which is pointed out in the next argument ([213]n. 9). Moreover
every argument which establishes the unity and infinite perfection of God, is destructive
of Manicheism. (Cf. Isaias xlv, 6, 7, quoted below.) Matter is not evil, as Plato supposed,

but its essential capacities for good are greatly limited; and, where good stops short, evil
readily enters in. God does not override essentialities.
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[269] Ens privativum. A privation as distinguished from a mere negation, is the lack of a
perfection due to the nature, as the lack of sense in this or that man, not the lack of
wings. Privation is in the individual only, never in the species. Hence all evil is in the
individual: the specific nature is entirely good.

[270] The usual example is that of a man limping: he walks by his ordinary locomotive

power, but limps inasmuch as he accidentally happens to be lame. The race does not
limp.

212



CHAPTER XLIV--That the Variety of Creatures has not arisen from Variety of Merits
and Demerits

ORIGEN in his book peri archon says that God out of mere bounty in His first production
of creatures made them all equal, all spiritual and rational, and they by free will behaved
in various ways, some adhering to God more or less, and others receding from Him
more or less; and thus by order of divine justice various grades ensued among spiritual
substances, some appearing as angels of various orders, some as human souls also of
various states and conditions, some again as demons in various states. He also said
that it was through this variety of rational creatures that God instituted a variety also of
material creatures, so that the nobler spiritual substances should be united to the nobler
bodies, and that in divers other ways the material creation might serve to express the
variety of spiritual substances. According to Origen, man, sun, and stars are composed
of rational substances united with corresponding bodies. Now all this opinion can be
shown to be manifestly false.

1. The better a thing is, the higher place does it hold in the intention of the agent who
produces it. But the best thing in creation is the perfection of the universe, which
consists in the orderly variety of things: [271] for in all things the perfection of the whole
is preferable to the perfection of parts and details. Therefore the diversity of creatures
does not arise from diversity of merits, but was primarily intended by the prime agent.

2. If all rational creatures were created equal from the beginning, we should have to
allow that they do not depend for their activity one on another. What arises by the
concurrence of divers causes working independently of one another is matter of chance;
and thus the diversity and order of creation comes by chance, which is impossible. [272]

12. Since a spiritual creature, or angel, does not deserve to be degraded except for sin,
-- and it is degraded from its high, invisible estate, by being united with a visible body, --
it seems that visible bodies have been added to these spiritual creatures because of sin;
which comes near to the error of the Manicheans, who laid it down that the visible
creation proceeded from an evil principle.

Origen seems not to have given sufficient weight to the consideration that, when we
give, not in discharge of any debt, but out of liberality, it is not contrary to justice if we
give in unequal measure: but God brought things into being under no debt, but of sheer
liberality (Chap. [214]XXVIII): therefore the variety of creatures does not presuppose
variety of merits.

[271] A salient thought and favourite principle with St Thomas. It comes out remarkably
in his speculations on grace. The final end for which God made mankind, according to
St Thomas and his school, is not the salvation of this and that individual soul, taken as
isolated units: it is a social construction, an organic whole, in which each soul and every
man has his proper place divinely allotted, -- not of course irrespective of the efforts of
his will to secure it, -- and places vary in quality and honour. But of them all no place is
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a bad place as God designed it. If any man's career ends in final woe, he must, by some
wilfulness of his own, have traversed and defeated God's special and particular purpose
on his behalf. The axiom, De minimis non curat praetor, does not hold of God's dealings
with His creatures (B. Ill, Chap. LXXVI), least of all with His rational creatures (B. I,
Chap. CXIll). The humblest place that God's special providence has prepared for any
spirit or human soul created by Him, is a good place, good with a twofold goodness,
good for the order and beauty of the universe, and good in view of the particular end of
that individual, which is happiness. Only in consequence of a man's own sin (B. lll,
Chap. CLXIIIl) undoing the special providence that made for his peace (Luke xix, 42),
does the man fall under another order of providence, which still secures the general
good, but no longer his gain.

[272] Impossible, because the world is an organic whole, one part subservient to
another. Such an organic body, such a cosmos, could never be the result of
unconcerted actions, and situations assigned in reward commensurate with such
actions.
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CHAPTER XLV--The Real Prime Cause of the Variety of Creatures.

SINCE every agent intends to induce its own likeness in the effect, so far as the effect
can receive it, an agent will do this more perfectly the more perfect itself is. But God is
the most perfect of agents: therefore it will belong to Him to induce His likeness in
creation most perfectly, so far as befits created nature. [273] But creatures cannot attain
to any perfect likeness of God so long as they are confined to one species of creature;
because, since the cause exceeds the effect, what is in the cause simply and as one
thing is found in the effect in a composite and manifold way, unless the effect be of the
same species as the cause; which is impossible in the case before us, for no creature
can be equal to God. Multiplicity therefore and variety was needful in creation, to the
end that the perfect likeness of God might be found in creatures according to their
measure.

2. As the things that are made of any material are contained in the potentiality of the
material, so the things done by any agent must be in the active power of the agent. But
the potentiality of the material would not be perfectly reduced to actuality, if out of the
material were made only one of those things to which the material is in potentiality. [274]
Therefore if any agent whose power extends to various effects were to produce only
one of those effects, his power would not be so completely reduced to actuality as by
making many. But by the reduction of active power to actuality the effect attains to the
likeness of the agent. Therefore the likeness of God would not be perfect in the
universe, if there was only one grade of all beings. [275]

3. A creature approaches more perfectly to the likeness of God by being not only good
itself, but able to act for the good of others. But no creature could do anything for the
good of another creature, unless there were plurality and inequality among creatures,
because the agent must be other than the patient and in a position of advantage
(honorabilius) over it. [276]

5. The goodness of the species transcends the goodness of the individual. [277]
Therefore the multiplication of species is a greater addition to the good of the universe
than the multiplication of individuals of one species.

7. To a work contrived by sovereign goodness there ought not to be lacking the height
of perfection proper to it. But the good of order in variety is better than the isolated good
of any one of the things that enter into the order: therefore the good of order ought not
to be wanting to the work of God; which good could not be, if there were no diversity
and inequality of creatures. There is then diversity and inequality between creatures, not
by chance, not from diversity of elements, not by the intervention of any (inferior) cause,
or consideration of merit, but by the special intention of God, wishing to give the
creature such perfection as it was capable of having.

Hence it is said, God saw all things that he had made, and they were very good (Gen. i,

31); and this after He had said of them singly, that they were good; because while
things are good singly in their several natures, all taken together they are very good,
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because of the order of the universe, which is the final and noblest perfection of
creation.

[273] And this He does much less in the kingdom of nature than in the kingdom of
grace, to which the former kingdom is subservient.

[274] e.q., if out of clay were made only drain-pipes.

[275] e.g., a society, all dukes. The fact is, differentiation is at the root of existence.
[276] St Thomas may be here said to anticipate the great physical and social discovery,
that if things or persons were all on a dead level, there would be no energy available
and no work done.

[277] The species of course has actual existence only in the individuals that represent it.
The meaning then of the saying is, that it is better to realise good of a higher order than

to multiply good of the same order again and again, to develop a head rather than ever
sSo many toes. At the same time the head cannot be without the toes.
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CHAPTER XLVI--That it was necessary for the Perfection of the Universe that there
should be some Intellectual Natures

THIS then being the cause of the diversity among creatures, it remains now to treat of
the several distinct creatures themselves as we proposed to do in the third part of this
book (Chap. [215]V). And we will show first that by the disposition of Divine Providence
assigning perfection to creatures in the way best befitting them, it was consonant with
reason that some intellectual creatures should be placed at the head of creation.

5. Nothing else moves God to the production of creatures but His own goodness, which
He has wished to communicate to other beings according to the manner of their
assimilation to Himself (B. I, Chap. [216]LXXXVII). Now the likeness of one thing may
be found in another in two ways: in one way in point of natural being, as the likeness of
heat is found in the body heated; in another way in point of knowledge, as the likeness
of fire (perceived) is in sight or touch. In order then that the likeness of God might be in
creatures in such modes as were possible, it was necessary that the divine goodness
should be communicated to creatures, not only by likeness in being, but also by
likeness in knowing. But mind alone can know the divine goodness. Therefore there
needed to be intelligent creatures.

6. In all comely arrangements of things, the attitude of the secondary to the last imitates
the attitude of the first to all, as well secondary as last, though the imitation is not always
perfect. Now God comprehends in Himself all creatures (B. |, Chapp. [217]XXV, [218]LI,
[219]LIV); and this is represented in material creatures, although in another way: for the
higher body comprehends and contains the lower, according to quantitative extension;
[278] whereas God contains all creatures in simple mode, and not by quantitative
extension. In order then that an imitation of God might not be wanting to creatures even
in this mode of containing, there were made intellectual creatures to contain material
creatures, not by any extension of quantity, but simply by mode of intelligence: for what
is understood is in the mind that understands it, and is comprehended in its intellectual
activity.

[278] So in the Ptolemaic system of concentric spheres making the heavens, the sphere
of the moon would "comprehend and contain” the earth. Perhaps we might substitute
some consideration like the following: that the orbit of the primary planet carries with it
and in a manner contains the orbit of the satellite: earth and earth-way carry and involve
moon and moon-way; while the sun carries all the planets, and all their "ways' or orbits.
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CHAPTER XLVII--That Subsistent Intelligences are Voluntary Agents

GOOD is what all things yearn after, and in all beings there is a craving (appetitus) for
good. In beings unendowed with any sort of cognition, this craving is called "physical
appetite’ (appetitus naturalis). [279] In beings that have sensitive cognition it is called
“animal appetite,’ and is divided into "concupiscible’ and “irascible.' [280] In intelligent
beings it is called the “intellectual' or ‘rational appetite,’ otherwise the “will.'

[279] Such are the tendencies to maintain themselves observable in chemical
compounds, and in organic bodies, as such, apart from conscious action.

[280] See Sum. Theol. | 2, g. 23, art. | (Aquinas Ethicus, I, 85).
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CHAPTER XLVIII--That Subsistent Intelligences have Free Will
THEY must be free, if they have dominion over their own acts.

2. A free agent is an agent that is cause of its own action (sui causa, sibi causa agendi).
Agents that are determined (moventur) and act only inasmuch as they are determined
by others, are not causes of their own acts. Only self-determining agents (moventia
seipsa) have liberty of action; and these alone are guided in their action by judgement.
A self-determining agent is made up of two elements, one determining and another
determined. The element determined is the appetite; and that is determined either by
intellect, or by phantasy, or by sense: for to these powers it belongs to judge. Of such
self-determining agents, those alone judge freely which determine their own judgement.
But no faculty of judging determines its own judgement unless it reflects upon its own
act. If then it is to determine itself to judge, it must know its own judgement; and that
knowledge belongs to intellect alone. Irrational animals then have a sort of free
determination, or action, but not a free judgement (sunt quodammodo liberi quidem
motus, sive actionis, non autem liberi judicii): [281] while inanimate things, being
dependent for their every determination on things other than themselves, have not so
much as free action, or determination. On the contrary, intelligent beings have not only
free action, but also free judgement, which is having free will. [282]

3. An apprehension becomes a motive according as the thing apprehended takes the
form of something good or suitable. In agents that determine their own movements,
[283] the outward action goes upon some judgement pronouncing a thing good or
suitable according as it is apprehended. If the agent pronouncing the judgement is to
determine himself to judge, [284] he must be guided to that judgement by some higher
form or idea in his apprehension. [285] This idea can be no other than the universal idea
(ipsa ratio) of goodness or fitness, by aid whereof a judgement is formed of any given
definite good, fit, or suitable thing. Therefore those agents alone determine themselves
to judge, which have this general concept of goodness or fitness, -- that is to say, only
intelligent agents. Therefore intelligent agents alone determine themselves, not only to
act, but also to judge. They therefore alone are free in judging, which is having free will.
[286]

4. No movement or action follows from a general concept except by the medium of
some patrticular apprehension, as all movement and action deals with particulars. Now
the understanding naturally apprehends the universal. In order then that movement or
any manner of action may follow upon the intellectual apprehension, the universal
concept of the understanding must be applied to particular objects. But the universal
contains in potentiality many particular objects. Therefore the application of the
intellectual concept may be made to many divers objects; and consequently the
judgement of the understanding about things to be done is not determined to one thing
only. [287]

5. Some agents are without liberty of judgement, either because they have no
judgement at all, as is the case with things that have no knowledge, as stones and
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plants, or because they have a judgement naturally determined to one effect, as
irrational animals. For by natural reckoning [288] the sheep judges that the wolf is
hurtful to it, and on this judgement flies from the wolf. But whatever agents have their
judgement of things to be done not determined by nature to one effect, they must have
free will. Such are all intelligent agents; for the understanding apprehends, not only this
or that good, but good itself in general. Hence, since it is through the idea in
apprehension that the understanding moves the will; and in all things the motive, or
moving power, and the object moved must be proportioned to one another; it follows
that the will of an intelligent subsistent being is not determined by nature except to good
in general. Whatever therefore is presented to the will under the specific notion of good
(sub ratione boni), the will may incline to it, without let or hindrance from any natural
determination to the contrary. Therefore all intelligent agents have free will, arising out
of the judgement of the understanding; and free will is defined "a free judgement on the
matter of a specific notion, or general concept.' [289]

[281] We should call it a "spontaneous movement, analogous to what is called the
motus primo-primus of the will in man, antecedent to reflection and “free judgement.’
The movements of dumb animals left to themselves are prompted by a sort of self; but
not by a self-conscious, free-judging, or free self.

[282] Hence the doctrine of the Thomist school, that the will is determined by the last
practical judgement made before action is taken. It seems to place freedom in the
intellect rather than in the will. It is bound up with a further doctrine, that command
(imperium) is a function of understanding, not of will. These are grave questions, which |
had rather not handle. Enough for me to have translated this important passage fully
and literally, and to have called attention to its significance.

[283] That is to say, in all (higher) animals (above, n. 2).

[284] All (higher) animals determine their own movements, and judge that certain things
are good for them: man alone determines his own judgement to this effect (n. 2).

[285] "Some higher form,' that is, by some intellectual presentation, something above
the presentation in sense, or phantasy, or vis cogitativa, which is all that other animals
have. For vis cogitativa see Chap. LX. Being intellectual, this “higher form' will be a
universal idea, not particular.

[286] Action is self-determined in all animals: judgement on the propriety of action is
self-determined in man alone among animals. That self-determination of judgement
means free will. Free will is due to the power of forming universal ideas, or general
concepts, of the suitable and the good (or to what Plato might have called the vision of
the idea of the good -- Rep. VI, 505: cf. Phaedrus, 248, 249). Such is the momentous
teaching of St Thomas in this chapter.
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[287] | may have habitually in my mind the universal judgement, "Nuisances are to be
abated.' From that, no action can arise. Annoyed by a noise in the street, | formulate a
further judgement, more definite, but still universal: "The nuisance of bawling newsboys
is to be abated.' No action is yet possible. But when | say to myself: "The nuisance of
this bawling newsboy is to be abated, trouble and expense notwithstanding'’; then and
then only, upon this particular practical judgement, action becomes possible and will
ensue. The argument shows that universal pronouncements of the understanding do
not necessitate any particular action. It seems to me to show no more than that.

[288] Naturali existimatione, the same as vis cogitativa.

[289] Liberum de ratione judicium. Ratio, as often in St Thomas, is ratio formalis, or
logos, the specific notion rather than the object of the specific notion, which is also the
object of definition. So immediately above, sub ratione boni. | need hardly add that
every specific notion is also a general concept. Not until intellect has universalised the
object of choice and viewed it as a generality, is the will free.
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CHAPTER XLIX--That Subsistent Intelligence is not Corporeal

IF the understanding were a corporeal substance, intelligible ideas of things would be
received in it only as representing individual things. At that rate, the understanding
would have no conception of the universal, but only of the particular, which is manifestly
false.

4. If the understanding were a corporeal substance, its action would not transcend the
order of corporeal things, and therefore it would understand nothing but corporeal
things, which is manifestly false, for we do understand many things that are not
corporeal.

5. There can be no infinite power in any finite body: but the power of the understanding
is in a manner infinite in the exercise of intelligence: for it knows the universal, which is
virtually infinite in its logical extension.

7 and 8. [290] Of no bodily substance is the action turned back upon the agent. But the
understanding in its action does reflect and turn round upon itself: for as it understands
an object, so also it understands that it does understand, and so endlessly.

Hence Holy Scripture calls intelligent subsistent beings by the name of “spirits,' using of
them the style which it is wont to use for the incorporeal Deity, according to the text,
God is a Spirit (John iv, 24).

Hereby is excluded the error of the ancient natural philosophers, who admitted no
substance but corporeal substance: which opinion some have endeavoured to foist into
the Christian faith, saying that the soul is an effigy of the body, a sort of outline contour
of the human body. [291]

[290] | have made what Latin play-writers call a contaminatio, or ‘commingling' of these
two arguments.

[291] Corpus effigiatum, sicut corpus exterius figuratum, where the autograph has in an
erasure, homo exterior figura.
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CHAPTER LII--That in Created Subsistent Intelligences there is a Difference between
Existence and Essence

THOUGH subsistent intelligences are not corporeal, nor compounded of matter and
form, nor existent as material [292] forms in matter, still it must not be thought that they
come up to the simplicity of the being of God: for there is found in them a certain
composition, inasmuch as existence (esse) and essence (quod est) is not in them the
same. [293]

4. Whatsoever reality subsists of and by itself, nothing attaches to that reality except
what is proper to being as being. For what is said of any reality not as such, does not
belong to that reality otherwise than accidentally by reason of the subject: [294] hence,
considered apart from the subject in a particular case, the attribute does not belong to
that reality at all. Now to be "caused by another' does not belong to being, as being:
otherwise every being would be caused by another, which is impossible (B. I, Chap.
[220]XI11) Therefore that existence which is being of itself and by itself, must be
uncaused. No caused being therefore is its own existence.

5. The substance of every reality is a being of itself and not through another. Hence
actual illumination is not of the substance of air, because it accrues to it through
another. But to every created reality existence accrues through another, otherwise it
would not be a creature. Therefore of no created substance is it true to say that its
existence is its substance. [295]

Hence in Exodus iii, 14, existence is assigned as the proper name of God, He who is:
because it is proper to God alone that His substance is none other than His existence.

[292] Read materiales from Chap. LI.

[293] In whatever reality essence and existence are identical, that reality is its own
existence: in other words, it exists of itself, which self-existence is proper to God alone.
That is the whole argument of this chapter. All scholastic writers agree in admitting
some sort of distinction between essence and existence in creatures: but as to the
nature of that distinction as it obtains in existing creatures, and the name by which the
distinction should he expressed, there has been fierce contention between the later
Thomists and other schools. Non nostrum inter vos tantas componere lites.

[294] A barber may be black, but not as a barber. His blackness has nothing to do with
his trade. "Black barber' is an accidental predication, inasmuch as blackness and hair-
cutting happen in this case both to be attributes of the same subject.

[295] The conclusion might be expressed thus: In every created reality, or actuality, the
actualisation, or realisation, is something distinct and separable from the thing
actualised, or realised. This is not saying that the actualisation might be taken away,
and the thing still remain. The distinction between essence and existence is not
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physical. But created essence has not such a hold on existence as to be incapable of
losing it. This loose hold upon existence is taken by the Thomist school to involve a real
distinction between essence and existence in creatures.

224



CHAPTER LIlI--That in Created Subsistent Intelligences there is Actuality and
Potentiality

IN whatever being there are found two elements, the one complementary to the other,
the proportion of the one element to the other is as the proportion of potential to actual:
for nothing is completed except by its own actuality. But in a created intelligent
subsistent being there are two elements, the substance itself and the existence thereof
which is not the same thing as the substance. Now that existence is the complement of
the existing substance: for everything actually exists by having existence. It follows that
in every one of the aforesaid substances there is a composition of actuality and
potentiality.

2. What is in any being, and comes of the agent that produced it, must be the actuality
of that being: for it is an agent's function to make a thing be in actuality. But, as shown
above (Chap. [221]XV), all other substances have their existence of the prime agent:
indeed their being created substances consists precisely in this, that they have their
existence of another. Existence itself therefore is in these created substances as a sort
of actualisation of the same. But that in which actuality is received is potentiality: for
actuality is such in relation to potentiality. In every created subsistent being therefore
there is potentiality and actuality.
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CHAPTER LV--That Subsistent Intelligences are Imperishable

WHAT ordinarily and of itself attaches to a thing, inheres in it necessarily and invariably
and inseparably, as roundness ordinarily and of itself inheres in a circle, but in a bit of
brass metal only incidentally. [296] It is possible for a bit of brass metal to be other than
round: it is impossible for a circle to be other than round. Now existence ordinarily
follows upon the form: for we call that “ordinary,’ which the thing is inasmuch as it is
itself; and everything has existence inasmuch as it has form. Substances therefore that
are not pure forms may be deprived of existence inasmuch as they lose their form, as
brass is deprived of roundness inasmuch as it ceases to be circular. But substances
that are pure forms are never deprived of existence: thus if the ideal circle had
substantial existence, that substance could never be made other than round. But
subsistent intelligences are pure subsistent forms: therefore it is impossible for them
ever to cease to exist. [297]

8. Everything that perishes, perishes by suffering something. Destruction is a sort of
suffering. But no subsistent intelligence can suffer any impression such as to lead to its
destruction. For to suffer is to receive something; and whatever is received in a
subsistent intelligence must be received according to the manner of the same: that is to
say, it must be received as an intelligible impression. But whatever is so received in a
subsistent intelligence, goes to perfect that intelligence, not to destroy it: for the
intelligible is the perfection of the intelligent. A subsistent intelligence therefore is
indestructible. [298]

10. The intelligible is the proper perfection of the intellect: hence the understanding in
the act of understanding, and its term, or object in the act of being understood, are one.
[299] What therefore belongs to the object as intelligible, must belong also to the mind
as cognisant of that object; because perfection and perfectible are of the same genus.
[300] Now the intelligible object, as such, is necessary and imperishable: for things
necessary, or things that must be, are perfectly cognisable to the understanding; while
things contingent, that are but might not be, as such, are cognisable only imperfectly:
they are not matter of science, but of opinion. [301] Hence the understanding attains to
science of perishable things, only in so far as they are imperishable, -- that is to say, in
so far as they become to the mind universals. Intellect therefore, as such, must be
indestructible. [302]

13. It is impossible for a natural desire to be void of object, for nature does nothing in
vain. But every intelligence naturally desires perpetuity of being, not only perpetuity of
being in the species, but in the individual: which is thus shown. The natural desire which
some creatures have arises from conscious apprehension: thus the wolf naturally
desires the killing of the animals on which he feeds, and man naturally desires
happiness. Other creatures, without any conscious apprehension, are led by the
inclination of primitive physical tendencies, which is called in some “physical appetite.'
The natural desire of being is contained under both modes: the proof of which is that
creatures devoid of any sort of cognitive faculty resist destructive agencies to the full
strength of their natural constitution, while creatures possessed of any manner of
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cognitive faculty resist the same according to the mode of their cognition. Those
creatures therefore, devoid of cognition, who have in their natural constitution strength
enough to preserve perpetual being, so as to remain always the same numerically, have
a natural appetite for perpetuity of being even in respect of sameness of number: while
those whose natural constitution has not strength for this, but only for preservation of
perpetuity of being in respect of sameness of species, also have a natural appetite for
perpetuity. This difference then must be noted in those creatures whose desire of being
is attended with cognition, that they who do not know being except in the present time,
desire it for the present time, but not for ever, because they have no apprehension of
everlasting existence: still they desire the perpetual being of their species, a desire
unattended with cognition, because the generative power, which serves that end, is
preliminary to and does not come under cognition. Those then that do know and
apprehend perpetual being as such, desire the same with a natural desire. But this is
the case with all subsistent intelligences. All such subsistent intelligences therefore
have a natural desire of everlasting being. Therefore they cannot possibly cease to be.

13. All things that begin to be, and afterwards cease to be, have both their beginning
and their ceasing from the same power: for the same is the power to make to be and to
make not to be. But subsistent intelligences could not begin to be except through the
power of the prime agent. Therefore neither is there any power to make them cease to
be except in the prime agent, inasmuch as that agent may cease to pour being into
them. But in respect of this power alone nothing can be called perishable; as well
because things are called necessary or contingent in respect of the power that is in
them, not in respect of the power of God (Chap. [222]XXX), as also because God, the
author of nature, does not withdraw from things that which is proper to their nature; and
it has been shown that it is proper to intellectual natures to be perpetual.

[296] For this use of “ordinarily’ and “incidentally’ as a rendering of per se and per
accidens, see my Aquinas Ethicus, I, 404. It answers to “principal’ and "accessory' in
English law.

[297] The meaning of this impossibility has been explained in Chap. XXX, and appears
again in the last argument of this chapter. For the doctrine that "subsistent intelligences
[angels] are pure subsistent forms" see B. |, Chap. XLIV, n. 7, with note. The Platonic
‘idea,’ existing apart from things, was personified by the Neoplatonists, and became a
daimon (spirit). But in becoming a spirit it still remained a self-subsistent “idea,' or “form,’
to the Neoplatonist. The schoolmen held the doctrine of angels as part of the Christian
revelation. But being much influenced by Neoplatonism through Arabian and other
channels, they came to say of angels some things that the Neoplatonists had said of
daimones. The angel then ipsa forma subsistens, it was substantia separata, it was a
pure substantial form subsisting by itself. It stood in sharp contrast with Aristotelian
“forms' that were in matter, the most noteworthy of which was the human soul, the “form
of the body.'
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[298] Yes, if the being be nothing else but intelligence, which St Thomas supposes
throughout, calling it a "pure form' (ipsa forma).

[299] Cf. I, Chap. XLIV, n. 4. This Aristotelian utterance means that the understanding
forms within itself an idea expressive of the object: in that idea the mind expressing and
the object expressed meet.

[300] There must be some element of virtue in a mind that has any appreciation of
virtue.

[301] Thus Plato taught, and Aristotle cordially agreed with him. See the seventh book
Of the Republic, and the Posterior Analytics. Plato, Aristotle and the schoolmen based
their notions of science upon the exact sciences of arithmetic, geometry, and formal
logic, these being the first sciences developed. With us, the name of science has been
well-nigh monopolised by the study of physical nature. Physical objects certainly belong
to the class of things contingent: they are, but might not be. This is true: but the
physicist does not consider his science perfect till he has attained to the knowledge of
the laws of physical necessity which govern the operations of those contingent things.
Observation and experiment are preliminary steps to science. And physical necessities
belong to the region of the eternal. A substance, such as chlorine, must act in this or
that way under those conditions, if ever at any time it is to be at all. This is an eternal
truth. This is exactly St Thomas's teaching, when he says: "The understanding attains to
science of perishable things, only in so far as they are imperishable, -- that is to say, in
so far as they become to the mind universals." Cf. I, Chap. LXVII, with notes.

[302] The argument is, that the vehicle of the imperishable, -- that out of which the
imperishable could not exist, -- must itself be imperishable. Universals are imperishable:
but these universals cannot be anywhere in creation except in created minds: therefore
created minds, as minds, are apt not to perish.
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CHAPTER LVI, LXIX--How a Subsistent Intelligence may be united with a Body, with a
Solution of the Arguments alleged to prove that a Subsistent Intelligence cannot be
united with a Body as its Form

A SUBSISTENT intelligence cannot be united with a body by any manner of
combination: for combined elements, when the combination is complete, do not remain
actually, but virtually only: for if they remained actually, it would not be a combination,
but a mere mechanical mixture. [303] But this combination and consequent cessation of
actual existence cannot befall subsistent intelligences; for they are imperishable.

It is likewise evident that a subsistent intelligence cannot be united with a body by any
manner of contact, properly so called. For contact is only of bodies: those things are in
contact, the extremities of which are together, [304] as points, or lines, or
circumferences, which are the extremities of bodies.

Still there is one mode of contact whereby a subsistent intelligence may be mingled with
a body. For natural bodies in touching one another involve a change, and thus are
united together, not only in their quantitative extremities, but also by likeness of one
same quality or form, the one in pressing its form on the other. And though, if we regard
only quantitative extremities, the contact must be mutual in all cases, yet, if we consider
action and passion, there will be found some cases of touching without being touched,
and some cases of being touched without touching. Any cases that may be found of
contact without contact in quantitative extremities must still be called instances of
contact, inasmuch as they are instances of action: thus we say that he who saddens
another “touches' him. [305] According to this mode of touch it is possible for a
subsistent intelligence to be united to a body by contact: for subsistent intelligences act
upon bodies and move them, being more highly actualised than bodies are. [306]

This contact is not quantitative but virtual, and differs from bodily contact in three
respects. First, because in this contact the indivisible can touch the divisible, which
cannot happen in bodily contact: for only that which is indivisible can be touched by a
point, [307] whereas a subsistent intelligence, indivisible though it be, can touch a
divisible quantity by acting upon it. The point and the subsistent intelligence are not
indivisible in the same way. The point is indivisible as a term of quantity, and has a
definite situation in a continuous surface, beyond which it cannot be thrown: [308]
whereas a subsistent intelligence is indivisible by being outside of the category of
guantity altogether: hence no indivisible element of quantity is marked out for contact
with it. Secondly, because quantitative contact is only with extremities, but virtual
contact is with the whole subject touched: for the subject is touched inasmuch as it is
acted upon and moved; but that is inasmuch as it is in potentiality; and potentiality
extends to the whole, not merely to the extremities of the whole: hence the whole is
touched. From this appears a third difference: because in quantitative touch, which is of
extremities, the touching body must be outside of the touched, and cannot pervade it,
but is stopped by it; [309] whereas the virtual contact, which is proper to subsistent
intelligences, reaching to the inmost recesses of things, makes the touching substance
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be within the touched and pervade it without let or hindrance. Thus then a subsistent
intelligence may be united with a body by virtual contact. [310]

Elements united by such contact are not absolutely one: they are one in action and in
being acted upon, which does not involve absolute oneness of being. Such absolute
oneness may be in three ways: in the way of indivisibility, in the way of continuity, and in
the way of natural unity. Now out of a subsistent intelligence and a body there cannot be
made an indivisible unity: it must be a compound of two things. Nor again a continuous
unity, because the parts of a continuum are quantitative. It remains to be enquired
whether out of a subsistent intelligence and a body there can result such a unity as
means oneness of nature. [311] But out of two permanent elements there results no
being one by nature except that which results of the union of substantial form with
matter: for out of substance and accident there results no being one by nature, for the
nature or essence of ‘'man’ and "whiteness' is not the same. [312] This question then
remains to be studied, whether a subsistent intelligence can be the substantial form of
any body. Looking at the matter argumentatively, it might seem that the thing is
impossible.

Arg. 1. Of two actually existent substances no one being can be made: for the actuality
of every being is that whereby it is distinguished from another being. But a subsistent
intelligence is an actually existing substance: so likewise is a body. Apparently therefore
no one being can be made of a subsistent intelligence and a body.

Arg. 2. Form and matter are contained under the same genus: for every genus is
divided into actual and potential. But a subsistent intelligence and a body are of different
genera.

Arg. 3. All that is in matter must be material. But if subsistent intelligence is the form of a
body, the being of such intelligence must be in matter: for there is no being of the form
beyond the being of the matter. It follows that a subsistent intelligence could not be
immaterial, as supposed.

Arg. 4. It is impossible for anything having its being in a body to be apart from the body.
But intelligence is shown to be apart from the body, as it is neither the body itself nor a
bodily faculty. [313]

Arg. 5. Whatever has being in common with the body, must also have activity in
common with the body: for the active power of a thing cannot be more exalted than its
essence. But if a subsistent intelligence is the form of a body, one being must be
common to it and the body: for out of form and matter there results absolute unity, which
is unity in being. At that rate the activity of a subsistent intelligence, united as a form to
the body, will be exerted in common with the body, and its faculty will be a bodily (or
organic) faculty: positions which we regard as impossible.

(Chap. [223]LXIX). It is not difficult to solve the objections alleged against the aforesaid
union.
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Reply 1. The first objection contains a false supposition: for body and soul are not two
actually existing substances, but out of the two of them is made one substance actually
existing: for a man's body is not the same in actuality when the soul is present as when
it is absent: it is the soul that gives actual being. [314]

Reply 2. As for the second objection, that form and matter are contained under the
same genus, it is not true in the sense that both are species of one genus, but inasmuch
as both are elements of the same species. Thus then a subsistent intelligence and a
body, which as separate existences would be species of different genera, in their union
belong to one genus as elements of the same.

Reply 3. Nor need a subsistent intelligence be a material form, notwithstanding that its
existence is in matter: for though in matter, it is not immersed in matter, or wholly
comprised in matter.

Reply 4. Nor yet does the union of a subsistent intelligence with a body by its being that
body's form stand in the way of intelligence being separable from body. [315] In a soul
we have to observe as well its essence as also its power. In point of essence it gives
being to such and such a body, while in point of power it executes its own proper acts.
In any activity of the soul therefore which is completed by a bodily organ, the power of
the soul which is the principle of that activity must bring to act that part of the body
whereby its activity is completed, as sight brings the eye to act. But in any activity of the
soul that we may suppose not to be completed by any bodily organ, the corresponding
power will not bring anything in the body to act; and this is the sense in which the
intellect is said to be "separate,’ -- not but that the substance of the soul, whereof
intellect is a power, or the intellectual soul, brings the body to act, inasmuch as it is the
form which gives being to such body.

Reply 5. Nor is it necessary, as was argued in the fifth place, that if the soul in its
substance is the form of the body, its every operation should be through the body, and
thus its every faculty should be the actuation of some part of the body: for the human
soul is not one of those forms which are entirely immersed in matter, but of all forms it is
the most exalted above matter: hence it is capable of a certain activity without the body,
being not dependent on the body in its action, as neither in its being is it dependent on
the body.

[303] The old distinction (I think it is now being challenged) between a ‘chemical
combination' and a "'meehanical mixture' answers fairly well to that drawn here by St
Thomas between mixtio (mixis) and confusio (krasis). Oxygen was supposed to become
something other than actual oxygen, when it combined with hydrogen to form water.
The spiritual soul is not lost in man in the way that oxygen is lost, or was supposed to
be lost, in water.

[304] "Together' means “indefinitely near' absolute contact would be coincidence.
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[305] Read contristans tangit. The sun's action of gravitation upon the earth, attracting it,
would have furnished St Thomas with a better example, had he known of it, except that
it is mutual, the earth likewise attracting the sun. St Thomas will not allow that the body
acts upon the soul.

[306] Is the reference to organic action or to volitional control? Or if to both, is the action
of the soul upon the body the same in both cases?

[307] That is to say, point can only touch point. Hence we speak of the “point of contact,’
which is one, not two.

[308] The argument supposes the continuity of matter, that is to say, that the ultimate
elements of matter are extended solids without interstices of vacuum. The dynamist
theory on the other hand supposes that points, centres of attractive or repulsive force,
are indissolubly bound up in primitive molecules, which molecules are extended, but not
solidly continuous, there being vacuum between point and point of the multitudinous
points which make up the molecule. In this theory, action takes place from each point,
or centre of force, upon all points within the sphere of activity, accordingly to the law of
the inverse square of the distance from the point, or centre of activity, attractive or
repulsive. Thus every point is in immediate virtual contact with endless other points, but
not in physical contact with any. Dynamism may be tenable or untenable: either way it is
well worth the psychologist's while to consider what physical theory any argument of his
presupposes, and what it excludes; and conversely, what physical theory, if established,
would necessitate a modification of his argument.

[309] St Thomas confines this speculation to solids. The diffusion of gases and the
blending of liquids he would have called, not contactus, but perhaps confusio; and that
he took to be no real union at all. As for the other alternative, mixtio, he has already
shown that the union of spirit with matter is not that.

[310] But so are sun and earth united by the virtual contact of gravitation. This virtual
contact of mover and moved does not go far to explain the union of soul and body. St
Thomas happily passes to a further explanation, identifying the union with that of “form’
and “matter,' that is, of active and determinant with passive and determinable principle.
Against which it may be urged that the body has a determinate existence of its own, and
powers all its own, mechanical chemical, and many would say, vital also, if we consider
the life of cells. This may be admitted or denied, -- it was a theme of endless contention
in St Thomas' day, and the strife is not over yet, -- but at least it is to be observed that
these various powers are not co-ordinated to the purpose of one human life except by
the presence of the soul. Thus the body is the determinable, the soul the determining
element, by virtue of which the whole compound becomes one human nature, one man.
In this general popular sense, without implication of the details of the Thomist system of
matter and form, the General Council of Vienna (A.D. 1312) defined "the rational or
intellectual soul to be of itself and essentially the form of the human body."
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[311] Ratione unum. Ratio here is not opposed to res: it means first the definition of a
thing, and then that which is specially denoted by definition, the essence or nature. This
meaning of ratio is not uncommon in the Contra Gentiles. The word may often be
rendered "essential notion," meaning the object of such notion.

[312] Man is not essentially white, but he is essentially body and soul

[313] The reference is to Aristotle, De anima, lll, iv; "Nor is it reasonable to suppose it
(intelligence) to be blended with the body"; of which separateness of intelligence from
body much will be said presently.

[314] This doctrine is maintained by Father Bdder, Psychologia Rationalis, pp. 356-362,
ed. 2, who mentions other Catholics as opposing it. Their grounds may be something as
follows: -- The doctrine was formulated in an age when cell-life, protoplasm, blood
corpuscles, microbes, were undreamt of. If there is any value in the well-worn analogy
between the constitution of man and that of a State, the State, it may be observed,
contains many minor associations, which it does not absorb or transform into things
political, but is content merely to co-ordinate, guard, and set bounds to. We now
recognise both molar and molecular mechanics: is there not also such a thing as
molecular life, with principles or “‘forms' of its own, besides the molar life of the mass of
the body as such? Otherwise how could there ever be such a thing as a fever or a
morbid growth in the body? Are not these abnormal developments exaggerations, we
might almost say ‘rebellions,' of secondary lives with which in its ordinary state the body
is replete, -- secondary lives which in health work in harmony with the main life, of which
the soul is the principle?

[315] nous choristos, the much debated Aristotelian phrase, De anima, lll, iv, v. This
reply should be carefully borne in mind.
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CHAPTER LVII--Plato's Theory of the Union of the Intellectual Soul with the Body
[316]

MOVED by these and the like objections, some have said that no subsistent intelligence
can possibly be the form of a body. But because the nature of man of itself seemed to
give the lie to this statement, inasmuch as man is seen to be composed of an
intellectual soul and a body, they have thought out various ways to save the nature of
man and adjust their theory to fact. Plato therefore and his followers laid it down that the
intellectual soul is not united with the body as form with matter, but only as the mover is
with the moved, saying that the soul is in the body as a sailor in his boat: [317] thus the
union of soul and body would be virtual contact only, of which above (Chap. [224]LVI).
But as such contact does not produce absolute oneness, this statement leads to the
awkward consequence that man is not absolutely one, nor absolutely a being at all, but
is a being only accidentally. [318] To escape this conclusion, Plato laid it down that man
is not a compound of soul and body, but that the soul using the body is man. [319] This
position is shown to be impossible: for things different in being cannot have one and the
same activity. | call an activity one and the same, not in respect to the effect to which
the activity is terminated, but as it comes forth from the agent. It is true that many men
towing a boat make one action in respect of the thing done, which is one; but still on the
part of the men towing there are many actions, as there are many different strains and
exertions to haul the boat along: for as action is consequent upon form and power, it
follows that where there are different forms and powers there must also be different
actions. Now though the soul has a certain proper motion of its own, which it performs
independently of the body, namely, the act of understanding, there are however other
activities common to soul and body, namely, those of fear, anger, sensation, and the
like; for these only come about by some change wrought in some definite part of the
body; hence evidently they are conjoint activities of soul and body. Therefore out of soul
and body there must result one being, and the two cannot be distinct in being.

But this reasoning may be met by the following reply on behalf of Plato's view. -- There
is no difficulty, it will be said, in mover and moved having the same act, notwithstanding
their difference in being: for motion is at once the act of the moving force, from which it
is, and the act of the thing moved, in which it is. Thus then, on Plato's theory, the
aforesaid activities may be common to soul and body, belonging to the soul as the
moving force, and to the body as the thing moved. But this explanation cannot hold for
the following reasons.

1. As the Philosopher proves (De Anima, Il), sensation results by the sentient subject
being moved or impressed by external sensible things: hence a man cannot have a
sensation without some external sensible thing, [320] as nothing can be moved without
a mover. The sensory organ therefore is moved and impressed in sensation, but that is
by the external sensible object. What receives the impression is the sense, as is evident
from this, that senseless things do not receive any such manner of impression from
sensible objects. The sense therefore is the passive power of the sensory organ. The
sentient soul therefore in sensation does not play the part of mover and agent, but is
that principle in the subject impressed, in virtue of which the said subject lies open to
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the impression. But such a principle cannot be different in being from the subject
impressed. Therefore the sentient soul is not different in being from the animated body.

2. Though motion is the common act of moving force and object moved, still it is one
activity to impart motion and another to receive motion: hence the two several
categories of action and passion. If then in sensation the sentient soul stands for the
agent, and the body for the patient, there will be one activity of the soul and another of
the body. The sentient soul therefore will have an activity and proper motion of its own:
it will have therefore its own subsistence: therefore, when the body perishes, it will not
cease to be. [321] Thus sentient souls, even of irrational animals, will be immortal;
which seems improbable, although it is not out of keeping with Plato's opinion. [322] But
this will be matter of enquiry further on (Chap. [225]LXXXII).

3. A body moved does not take its species according to the power that moves it. If
therefore the soul is only united to the body as mover to moved, the body and its parts
do not take their species from the soul: therefore, when the soul departs, the body and
the parts thereof will remain of the same species. But this is manifestly false: for flesh
and bone and hands and such parts, after the departure of the soul, do not retain their
own names except by a faon de parler; [323] since none of these parts retains its proper
activity, and activity follows species. Therefore the union of soul and body is not that of
mover with moved, or of a man with his dress.

6. If the soul is united with the body only as mover with moved, it will be in the power of
the soul to go out of the body when it wishes, and, when it wishes, to reunite itself with
the body. [324]

That the soul is united with the body as the proper form of the same, is thus proved.
That whereby a thing emerges from potential to actual being, is its form and actuality.
But by the soul the body emerges from potentiality to actuality: for the being of a living
thing is its life: moreover the seed before animation is only potentially alive, and by the
soul it is made actually alive: [325] the soul therefore is the form of the animated body.

Again: as part is to part, so is the whole sentient soul to the whole body. But sight is the
form and actuality of the eye: [326] therefore the soul is the form and actuality of the
body.

[316] I believe that St Thomas had no knowledge of Plato at first hand, not even in a
Latin translation. He knew him only through the citations of Aristotle, and commentators,
mostly Neoplatonists. For the opinion here ascribed to Plato, see Plato's Phaedo, pp.
80, 94; Phaedrus, 245, 246; Laws, 896, 897. It appears not so much explicitly in any
one passage, as implicitly in the general tenor of Plato's philosophy, especially in the
strong opposition, and even repugnance, which he supposes to obtain between soul
and body; in his doctrine of the pre-existence of soul before body, also of the
transmigration of souls (which argues a very loose connection between the soul and the
particular body which it inhabits): likewise in this general difference between Aristotelian
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and Platonic “forms,' that while Aristotle's ‘forms' inhere in sensible things, Plato's
“forms," or eide, stand apart; so that even though Plato had allowed the soul to be the
“form' of the body, which he did not allow, still even so he would have kept this “form'
apart from and independent of the body. Plato in fact detested material substance, and
would not have spirit bound up with matter. Spirit was to rule matter; and when for its
punishment it got entangled in matter, as in man, and still more in the lower animals, it
was to do its best to break away, and (in man) to live a life of its own, as much apart
from the body and bodily senses as possible.

[317] There is no such saying in the works of Plato: but Aristotle, De anima, lib. Il, c. i,
ad fin., mentions it as "a point not cleared up, whether the soul is the form of the body in
the same sense as a sailor is of his boat," probably referring to a saying which he had
heard from his master Plato, and did not agree with.

[318] Just as the combination of sailor and boat is accidental.

[319] This again | believe is not explicitly in Plato, though it is quite to his mind. It ill
accords with the definition of the Council of Vienne.

[320] "Cannot," understand, normally and ordinarily.

[321] The argument holds for the intellectual soul which has an activity and proper
motion of its own whereas the sentient soul, or the soul as sentient, has none.
Therefore the soul is immortal, as intellectual though not as sentient.

[322] Plato countenances the transmigration of soul. Republic, X, 618-620; Timaeus,
42D, c; Phaedrus, 246.

[323] So Aristotle, De anima, Il, i, 8-10: Politica, | p. 1253, a 20.

[324] So savages suppose the soul actually to wander abroad in dreams. The argument
is in Aristotle, De anima, I, iii, 8.

[325] "Seed and fruit is potentially this and that kind of body,” De anima, Il, i, 11. The
seed before animation is not dead matter: we are probably right in ascribing to it a
certain lower form of life (Bdder, Psychologia Rationalis, nn. 557, 558, pp. 394, 395).
But inasmuch as it has not yet the more perfect life of the creature that is born of it, St
Thomas calls it, in reference to this life which is to follow. "only potentially alive."

[326] "Were the eye an animal, sight would be it's soul,” says Aristotle, De anima, Il, i,
9.
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CHAPTER LVIII--That Vegetative, Sentient, and Intelligent are not in man Three Souls

PLATO lays it down that not one and the same soul is in us at once intelligent, sentient,
and vegetative. [327] In this view, granted that the sentient soul is the form of the body,
it does not follow that any subsistent intelligence can be the form of a body. The
untenableness of this position is thus to be shown.

1. Attributes of the same subject representing different forms are predicated of one
another accidentally: thus “white' is said to be "musical' accidentally, inasmuch as
whiteness and music happen both to be in Socrates. If then the intelligent, sentient, and
vegetative soul are different powers or forms in us, then the attributes that we have
according to these forms will be predicated of one another accidentally. But according to
the intelligent soul we are called ‘'men," according to the sentient “animals," according to
the vegetative living.' This then will be an accidental predication, ‘'man is an animal,’ or
“an animal is a living creature.' But on the contrary these are cases of essential
predication: for man, as man, is an animal; and an animal, as an animal, is a living
creature. Therefore it is from the same principle that one is man, animal, and alive. [328]

2. A thing has unity from the same principle whence it has being, for unity is consequent
upon being. Since then everything has being from its form, it will have unity also from its
form. If therefore there are posited in man several souls, as so many forms, man will not
be one being but several. Nor will the order of the forms to one another, one ensuing
upon the other, suffice for the unity of man: for unity in point of orderly succession is not
absolute unity: such unity of order in fact is the loosest of unities. [329]

4. If man, as Plato held, is not a compound of soul and body, but is a soul using a body;
either this is understood of the intelligent soul, or of the three souls, if there are three, or
of two of them. If of three, or two, it follows that man is not one, but two, or three: for he
is three souls, or at least two. But if this is understood of the intelligent soul alone, so
that the sentient soul is to be taken for the form of the body, and the intelligent soul,
using the animate and sentient body, is to be man, there will still ensue awkward
consequences, to wit, that man is not an animal, but uses an animal; and that man does
not feel, but uses a thing that does feel.

5. Of two or three there cannot be made one without anything to unite them, unless one
of them stands to the other as actuality to potentiality: for so of matter and form there is
made one without any external bond to bind them together. But if in man there are
several souls, they do not stand to one another as matter and form, but they are all
supposed to be actualities and principles of action. If then they are to be united to make
one man, or one animal, there must be something to unite them. This cannot be the
body, since rather the body is made one by the soul: the proof of which fact is that,
when the soul departs, the body breaks up. It must be some more formal principle that
makes of those several entities one; and this will be rather the soul than those several
entities which are united by it. If this again has several parts, and is not one in itself,
there must further be something to unite those parts. As we cannot proceed to infinity,
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we must come to something which is in itself one; and this of all things is the soul. [330]
There must therefore in one man, or one animal, be one only soul.

[327] From his references, St Thomas appears to have been more familiar with the
Timaeus than with any other of Plato's writings. That poetic, mystical and obscure
dialogue was a special favourite of the Neoplatonists, from whom St Thomas gathered
his knowledge of Plato. The passage, Timaeus, 69c-70a describing how "the mortal
kind of soul,” with its two divisions, was allocated in the body by inferior deities, after the
Supreme Deity had produced the intellect, misled early commentators, and after them
St Thomas, into the belief that Plato supposed three distinct souls in one human body.
Plato never speaks of “souls' except in reference to distinct bodies. He speaks of "the
soul' of man as familiarly as we do. The nous in the head, the thuoos (St Thomas's pars
irascibilis) in the chest, and the epithumiai (pars concupiscibilis) in the belly, are not
three souls, but three varieties of one soul. Cf. Timaeus, 89e, "three kinds of soul have
been put to dwell in us in three several places: Tim. 79 d, "what the soul has of mortal
and of divine in its being": Republic, 439e, "two kinds being in the soul": Rep. 441 c,
“"there are varieties in the soul of each individual." In Laws, 863b he doubts whether the
thumos is to be called "an affection or a part of the soul.” In the ultimate analysis of
Plato's meaning nothing more will appear, | believe, than the triple division, accepted by
Aristotle and St Thomas, of nous, thumos, epithumia, three phases of one soul, the first
inorganic and spiritual, the two latter organic and involving connexion with the body.

[328] In a paragraph here omitted occur these words, which are of interest in the
discussion of evolution. "The order of the sentient to the intelligent, and of the vegetative
to the sentient, is as the order of potentiality to actuality: for the intelligent is posterior in
generation to the sentient, and the sentient to the vegetative: for animal is prior in
generation to man." St Thomas is here describing the development of the individual, as
Chap. LXXXVI shows, not of the race; or what is now called “ontogenetic' as opposed to
“phylogenetic' development.

[329] e.g., the unity of a dynasty of kings, or of a line of bishops, now called "continuity.’'

[330] This argument is from Aristotle, De anima, |, v, nn. 26-28.
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CHAPTER LIX--That the Potential Intellect of Man is not a Spirit subsisting apart from
Matter
[331]

THERE were others who used another invention in maintaining the point, that a
subsistent intelligence cannot be united with a body as its form. They say that the
intellect which Aristotle calls “potential,’ is a spiritual being, subsisting apart by itself, and
not united with us as a form. And this they endeavour to prove from the words of
Aristotle, who says, speaking of this intellect, that it is "separate, unmixed with body,
simple and impassible," terms which could not be applied to it, they say, if it were the
form of a body. [332] Also from the argument by which Aristotle proves that because the
potential intellect receives all impressions of sensible things, and is in potentiality to
them all, it must be devoid of all to begin with, as the pupil of the eye, which receives all
impressions of colours, is devoid of all colour; because if it had of itself any colour, that
colour would prevent other colours from being seen; nay, nothing would be seen except
under that colour; and the like would be the case of the potential intellect, if it had of
itself any form or nature of sensible things, as it would have were it the form of any
body; because, since form and matter make one, the form must participate to some
extent in the nature of that whereof it is the form. [333]

These passages moved Averroes [334] to suppose the potential intellect, whereby the
soul understands, to be separate in being from the body, and not to be the form of the
body. But because this intellect would have no connexion with us, nor should we be
able to understand by it unless it were somehow united with us, Averroes fixes upon a
mode in which it is united with us, as he thinks, sufficiently. He says that an impression
actually made in the understanding is a ‘form' of the potential intellect, in the same way
that an actually visible appearance, as such, is a ‘form' of the visual faculty; hence out
of the potential intellect, and this form or impression actually made in the same, there
results one being. With whatever being therefore this ‘form' of the understanding is
conjoined, the potential intellect is also conjoined with that being. But this “form “is
conjoined with us by means of the “phantasm,' or image in the phantasy, which image is
a Sort of subject receiving in itself that “form' of understanding.

1. It is easy to see how frivolous and impossible all this construction is. For what has
understanding is intelligent; and that of which an intelligible impression is united with the
understanding, is understood. The fact that an intelligible impression, united with a
(foreign) understanding, comes somehow to be in man, will not render man intelligent; it
will merely make him understood by that separately subsisting intelligence.

2. Besides, the impression actually in understanding is the form of the potential intellect,
in the same way that the actual visible appearance is the form of the visual power, or
eye. But the impression actually in understanding is to the phantasms as the actual
visible appearance is to the coloured surface, which is outside the soul. This similitude
is used by Averroes, as also by Aristotle. Therefore the supposed union of the potential
intellect (by means of the intelligible form) with the phantasm that is in us will resemble
the union of the visual power with the colour that is in the stone. But this union does not
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make the stone see, but be seen. Therefore the aforesaid union does not make us
understand, but be understood. But, plainly, it is properly and truly said that man
understands: for we should not be investigating the nature of understanding were it not
for the fact that we have understanding. The above mode of union then is insufficient.

5. The intellect in the act of understanding and the object as represented in
understanding are one, as also the sense in the act of sensation and the object as
represented in sense. But the understanding as apt to understand and its object as
open to representation in understanding are not one, as neither is sense, so far as it is
apt to have sensation, one with its object, so far as that is open to be represented in
sensation. [335] The impression made by the object, so far as it lies in images of the
phantasy, is not any representation in the understanding. Only by undergoing a process
of abstraction from such images does the impression became one with the intellect in
the act of understanding. In like manner the impression of colour is actually felt in
sense, not as it is in the stone, but as it is in the eye. Now, on the theory of Averroes,
the intelligible form, or impression in the understanding, only comes to be conjoined with
us by finding place in the images of our phantasy. Therefore it is not conjoined with us
inasmuch as it is one with the potential intellect, being its form. Therefore it cannot be
the medium whereby the potential intellect is conjoined with us: because, in so far as it
is conjoined with the potential intellect, it is not conjoined with us; and in so far as it is
conjoined with us, it is not conjoined with the potential intellect.

[331] These chapters, LIX-[226]LXXVIII, are the most abtruse in the whole work. They
are founded on the scholastic theory of the origin of ideas, which again is based on
Aristotle, De anima, Ill, Chapp. IV, V. The theory first presupposes the doctrine of
matter and form, of which there is a fairly good account in Grote's Aristotle, vol. Il, pp.
181-196. Grote goes on to expose the Aristotelian doctrine of Nous (intellectus), as he
understands it. In this exposition two points are noteworthy. (1) No account is taken of
St Thomas's distinction between potential (possibilis) and “passive’ (passivus) intellect.
(2) A view is ascribed to Aristotle, closely allied to the views which Averroes and
Avicenna ascribe to him, views which St Thomas laboriously combats as being neither
Aristotelian nor correct. If these Mohammedan commentators, with Grote and many
moderns, are right, Aristotle cannot be claimed as a believer in personal immortality.
Still the fact that Plato steadily held the individual soul to be immortal, joined to the fact
that Aristotle, who was forward enough in contradicting his master, nowhere explicitly
contradicts him on this head, -- as also the obscurity of the language of the De anima, --
"may give us pause.” For any understanding of what follows it is necessary to
distinguish the “passive intellect' (intellectus passivus, nous pathetikos), the “potential
intellect’ (intellectus possibilis, nous dunatos, or ho dunamei nous), and the "active
intellect' (intellectus agens, nous poietikos). 1. "Passive intellect' is not intellect at all. It
is found in the higher dumb animals; and is only called “intellect’ by a sort of brevet rank,
because being the highest power of the sensitive soul, it comes closest to intellect and
ministers to it most nearly. St Thomas calls it in dumb animals vis aestimativa; in man,
vis cognativa and ratio particularis. It has no English name, but may be defined: "an
instinct whereby the sentient soul directly recognises a sensible object as a particular
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something here and now present.' See Father Bdder's Psychologia, pp. 71-79, who
apposite]y cites Cardinal Newman's Grammar of Assent, pp. 107 sg. See too Silvester
Maurus, Commentary on Aristotle, De anima, lib. I, cap. iv (ed. Lethielleux, Paris,
1886, tom. 1V, pp. 94, 95). Aristotle tells us of this faculty that it perishes with the body,
but that its operation is an indispensable preliminary to all human understanding, ho de
pathetikos nous phthartos, kai aneu toutou outhen noei (De anima lll, v, ult.) 2. Much
more important is the “potential intellect,’ — intellectus possibilis, a term occurring again
and again in all the writings of the schoolmen, being founded on one word of Aristotle,
De anima lll, iv, 3, med' autou einai phusin oudemian all' e tauten hoti dunaton (nor has
it any other natural property than this, that it is able, capable, potential). It is defined by
Maurus (l.c.): "the intellect inasmuch as it is capable of being [representatively] made all
things, by receiving intelligible impressions of all things." An “intelligible impression'
differs from a “sensible impression' as the universal from the particular, e.g. as the
triangle in the mind, which stands for any triangle, from the image of this particular
triangle chalked on the board and taken up by sense and phantasy. 3. Of equal
scholastic importance is the "active intellect,' intellectus agens, defined by Maurus: "The
intellect inasmuch as it is capable of [representatively] making all things, by impressing
on the potential intellect intelligible impressions of all things.” The term nous poietkos
though not actually found, is implied in De anima, Ill, v. The “active' and "potential’
intellect together make up the understanding. The exact extent of the distinction
between them is matter of some dispute (Bdder, Psychologia, pp. 159-163). What
ordinary mortals call “intellect’ or "understanding,’ is the “potential intellect." It is called
“potential' because it is open to all intellectual impressions, and, prior to experience, is
void of all impression, and has no predisposition of itself to one impression rather than
to another. This by the way seems to militate against the Kantian doctrine of intellectual
“categories,' or forms of mind.' But it does not militate against the doctrine of heredity.
Heredity works in the body, in the domain of the sentient soul: we are here concerned
with pure intellect. Of that, Aristotle says it is "impassible [i.e., not directly acted on by
matter], yet apt to receive the intelligible impression, or form; but has no formed
impression upon it, before the process of understanding is set up.” The "active intellect'
on the other hand is the act of spontaneous energy, whereby the intellect transforms the
image, sent up to it by sense and phantasy, from particular to universal, making out of it
an ‘intelligible impression.' A further distinction is drawn between the “intelligible
impression' (species intelligibilis impressa) thus created and received in the mind, and
the “intelligible expression' (species intelligibilis expressa), or precise act whereby the
mind understands. See Bdder, Psychologia, pp. 153-156. This distinction has been
already drawn by St Thomas (B. I, Chap. [227]LIII). For further elucidation see Father
Maher's Psychology, pp. 304-313, ed. 4, who however speaks of intellectus patiens vel
possibilis, and takes no account of the intellectus passivus of St Thomas (B. Il, Chap.
[228]LX), probably because it simply is not intellect.

[332] ei ho nous aploun esti kai apathes kai metheni methen echei koinon (if the intellect

is a simple being and impassible and has nothing in common with anything) De anima,
I, iv, 10.
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[333] ananke ara, epei panta noei, amige einai hina gnorize; paremphainomenon gar
koluei to allotrion kai antiphrattei; dio oude memichthai eulogon auton to somati (For
since it understands all, it must be unmixed with any, in order to know: for any strange
element coming in besides acts as an obstacle and a barrier to knowledge; therefore it
is reasonable that it should not be mixed up with the body). -- De anima, Ill, iv, 3, 4.

[334] Abu Walid Mohammed Ibn Roschd (Averroes), called by the schoolmen “the
Commentator," as Aristotle was "the Philosopher," was born at Cordova in 1120, and
died in Morocco, 1198. He practised as a physician and a lawyer, and had a place
about court, but was above all things a philosopher and an uncompromising Aristotelian.
Fallen into neglect among his own countrymen, his philosophy embroiled the schools of
Western Europe for four centuries, 1230-1630, at Paris, at Oxford, but particularly at
Padua. Numerous Latin editions were printed. | shall cite the Venice edition of 1574 in
the Bodleian Library, ten volumes. The origin of this dispute about the intellect is to be
found in a passage of Plato, Theatetus, 185: "Being and not-being, likeness and
unlikeness, sameness and difference, number . . . . there is no bodily organ for the
cognition of these entities, but the soul by herself regards them; so it appears that the
soul regards some things by herself, and other things through the bodily faculties.” This
passage is the foreshadowing of the celebrated and much disputed chapters, De anima,
1, iv, v. Two words there call for notice: (1) apathes, meaning unimpressed, at first
hand, by matter; (2) choristos, separable, or separate, on which word the great
contention turns. It may apply to the "active,’ or to the “potential’ intellect: but it matters
not to which, for Averroes and St Thomas agree that the two go together. It may refer to
the state after death, and signify that the intellectual soul is not destroyed by separation
from the body: on this point again there is a general agreement between Averroes and
St Thomas. The battle between them begins when the word is referred to the intellect as
it is in this mortal life. St Thomas takes the term merely to mean "capable of operating
apart from any bodily organ,’ -- according to the tenor of the passage above quoted from
Plato. Averroes will have it that it means, not only that, but much more than that: the
meaning being according to him, that even while we live on earth, our intellect,
“potential' and "active,' is outside of us, and is one and the same numerically for all men.
My reading of Averroes has not revealed to me where he places this one separate
universal intellect. He does not make it to be God: thus he says in his Destructio
destructionum (or Refutation of the Refutations of Algazel): "If man only understood this,
then his intellect would be the intellect of the God of glory; and that is false" (disp. 6, p.
87b). The notion of his day, in which he shared, that the heavenly bodies have souls,
might have tempted him to place nous choristos in some heavenly sphere: that doctrine
however belongs to the disciples of Averroes, not to the master. Renan, Averroes et
I'Averroisme, p. 138, gives this explanation: Une humanit vivante et permanente, tel
semble donc tre le sens de la thorie Averroistique de l'unit de l'intellect. L'immortalit de
I'intellect actif [and of the potential intellect with it, on which Averroes chiefly insists]
n'est ainsi autre chose que, la renaissance ternelle de I'humanit’, et la perpetuit de la
civilisation. This interpretation derives support from Averroes's comments on the De
anima, Il (pp. 149-151). Holding as he did the eternity of the world, he tells us there that
the human race is eternal, and that some portion of the human race is always civilised, -
-positions set aside by our astronomy and geology, and at variance with the received
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anthropology. He says: "There must always be some philosopher amongst mankind." |
have some hesitation however in agreeing with Renan's explanation: because this
position, which he attributes to Averroes, is clearly suicidal, and the Commentator was
no fool. If no individual man had a head on his shoulders, the race would be headless.
Averroes (see Chap. [229]LX) does not seem to allow to the individual man, as man,
any higher faculty than a faculty proper to the sentient soul: how can a race of such
sentient beings constitute an intelligence? The intelligence of the race can only mean
the intelligence of this man and of that, combining to form society. But it is difficult to
form any rational conception of nous choristos as Averroes understood it. If Renan 's
interpretation be taken, then when Averroes speaks (De anima, lll, p. 161) of the "active
and potential intellect” as being "eternal substances," we must understand him to call
them eternal with the eternity of civilised mankind, an eternity which he positively
asserts (De anima, p. 149). The main point of St Thomas's attack upon the
Commentator is his theory of the continuatio (ittisl is the Arabic name, much used by the
Arabian mystics), or point of contact between the universal intelligence outside and the
mind of the individual man. Averroes's words are these (De anima, Il, pp. 178, 148b,
185b): "The potential intellect is not conjoined with us primarily and ordinarily: nay, it is
not conjoined with us at all, except inasmuch as it is conjoined with the forms in our
phantasy. . . . Since it has been shown that intellect cannot be conjoined with all men so
as to be multiplied as they are multiplied, it remains that the said intellect is conjoined
with us by conjunction with our intellectual impressions which are conceptions in the
phantasy, that is to say, through that part of those conceptions which exists in us and
serves in a manner as a form. . . . Since the impressions of speculative intellect are
conjoined with us by forms of phantasy; and the active intellect is conjoined with those
intellectual impressions; and the intellect which takes cognisance of those impressions,
that is to say, the potential intellect, is the same [as the active]: the necessary
conclusion is that the active intellect is conjoined with us by the conjunction of those
intellectual impressions.” See St Thomas, Summa Theol. |, q 76 artt. 1 and 2: where he
explains Averroes thus: "The Commentator says that this union is by means of the
intellectual impression, which has a twofold residence, one in the potential intellect
[universal, eternal, independent of the individual], and another in the impressions of
phantasy, which are in the bodily organs [of the individual; in his phantasy, or sensory
memory, or in the vis cogitativa, an organic faculty allied to phantasy]. And thus, through
this intellectual impression, the potential intellect is continued and conjoined with the
body of the individual man" (art. 1). St Thomas criticises this theory as follows (art. 2):
"So long as the intellect is one, however all other things are diversified which the
intellect uses as instruments, in no way can Socrates and Plato be called other than one
intelligent being. . . . | grant that if the phantasm, or impression in the phantasy,
inasmuch as it is other and other in you and me, were a form (or idea) of the potential
intellect, then your intellectual activity and mine might be differentiated by the diversity
of phantasms . . . . but the said phantasm is not a form (or idea) of the potential intellect:
an idea in the potential intellect is obtained only by abstraction from phantasms. If then
there were but one intellect for all men, no diversities of phantasms in this man and that
could ever cause a diversity of intellectual activity between one man and another, as the
Commentator pretends.” So far as the Averroistic Potential (and Active) Intellect can be
identified with the Zeitgeist or Educated Opinion of the day, and adapted to Comte's
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theory of progress, the reader will find some discussion of it in my Oxford and
Cambridge Conferences, First Series, pp. 135 sq.; also Political and Moral Essays, p.
132, note. On De anima, lll, the Commentator (p. 149) specifies three kinds of intellect:
"the potential intellect, the active intellect, the acquired or made intellect: of these three,
two are eternal, the active and the potential: the third is partly producible and
perishable, and partly eternal.” By the "acquired intellect' he appears to mean the
“passive intellect' of each individual, inasmuch as it is illumined by continuatio (ittisl) with
the universal potential intellect. Does that mean the mind of the individual in so far as it
comes abreast of the zeitgeist? If so, but | cannot feel sure of the conclusion, then
Arabian mysticism ends in positivism.

[335] This aptness, openness, or potentiality, is precisely what idealists ignore. They will
have every thing actual.
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CHAPTER LX--That Man is not a Member the Human Species by possession of
Passive Intellect, but by possession of Potential Intellect

AVERROES endeavours to meet these arguments and to maintain the position
aforesaid. He says accordingly that man differs from dumb animals by what Aristotle
calls the “passive intellect," which is that "cogitative power' (vis cogitativa) proper to
man, in place whereof other animals have a certain "estimative power' (aestimativa).
[336] The function of this "cogitative power" is to distinguish individual ideas and
compare them with one another, as the intellect, which is separate and unmixed,
compares and distinguishes between universal ideas. And because by this cogitative
power, along with imagination and memory, phantasms, or impressions of phantasy, are
prepared to receive the action of the "active intellect," whereby they are made actual
terms of understanding, therefore the aforesaid cogitative power is called by the names
of “intellect' and ‘reason.' [337] Doctors say that it has its seat in the middle cell of the
brain. According to the disposition of this power one man differs from another in genius,
and in other points of intelligence; and by the use and exercise of this power man
acquires the habit of knowledge. Hence the passive intellect is the subject of the various
habits of knowledge. And this passive intellect is in a child from the beginning; and by
virtue of it he is a member of the human species before he actually understands
anything. So far Averroes. The falsity and perverseness of his statements evidently
appears. [338]

1. Vital activities stand to the soul as second actualities to the first. [339] Now the first
actuality is prior in time to the second in the same subject, as knowledge is prior in time
to learned speculation. In whatever being therefore there is found any vital activity, there
must be some portion of soul standing to that activity as the first actuality to the second.
But man has one activity proper to him above all other animals, namely that of
understanding and reasoning. Therefore we must posit in man some proper specific
principle, which shall be to the act of understanding as the first actuality to the second.
This principle cannot be the aforesaid “passive intellect': for the principle of the
aforesaid activity must be "impassible and nowise implicated with the body," as the
Philosopher proves, [340] whereas evidently quite the contrary is the case with the
passive intellect. Therefore that cognitive faculty called the “passive intellect' cannot
possibly be the speciality that differentiates the human species from other animals.

2. An incident of the sensitive part cannot constitute a being in a higher kind of life than
that of the sensitive part, as an incident of the vegetative soul does not place a being in
a higher kind of life than the vegetative life. But it is certain that phantasy and the
faculties consequent thereon, as memory and the like, are incidents of the sensitive
part. [341] Therefore by the aforesaid faculties, or by any one of them, an animal cannot
be placed in any higher rank of life than that which goes with the sentient soul. But man
is in a higher rank of life than that. Therefore the man does not live the life that is proper
to him by virtue of the aforesaid "cogitative faculty," or "passive intellect.'

4. The “potential intellect' is proved not to be the actualisation of any corporeal organ
[342] from this consideration, that the said intellect takes cognisance of all sensible
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forms under a universal aspect. [343] Therefore no faculty, the activity of which can
reach to the universal aspects of all corporeal forms, can be the actualisation of any
corporeal organ. But such a faculty is the will: for of all of the things that we understand
we can have a will, at least of knowing them. [344] And we also find acts of the will in
the general: thus, as Aristotle says (Rhet. Il, 4), we hate in general the whole race of
robbers. The will then cannot be the actualisation of any bodily organ. But every portion
of the soul is the actualisation of some bodily organ, except only the intellect properly so
called. The will therefore belongs to the intellectual part, as Aristotle says. [345] Now the
will of man is not extrinsic to man, planted as it were in some separately subsisting
intelligence, but is in the man himself: otherwise he would not be master of his own
acts, but would be worked by the will of a spirit other than himself: those appetitive, or
conative, faculties alone would remain in him, the activity whereof is conjoined with
passion, to wit the irascible and concupiscible [346] in the sentient part of his being, as
in other animals, which are rather acted upon than act. But this is impossible: it would
be the undoing of all moral philosophy and all social and political science. [347]
Therefore there must be in us a potential intellect to differentiate us from dumb animals:
the passive intellect is not enough.

6. A habit and the act proper to that habit both reside in the same faculty. But to view a
thing intellectually, which is the act proper to the habit of knowledge, cannot be an
exercise of the faculty called “passive intellect,' but must properly belong to the potential
intellect: for the condition of any faculty exercising intelligence is that it should not be an
actualisation of any corporeal organ. Therefore the habit of knowledge is not in the
passive intellect, but in the potential intellect.

8. Habitual understanding, as our opponent acknowledges, is an effect of the "active
intellect.' But the effects of the active intellect are actual representations in
understanding, the proper recipient of which is the potential intellect, to which the active
intellect stands related, as Aristotle says, "as art to material." [348] Therefore the
habitual understanding, which is the habit of knowledge, must be in the potential
intellect, not in the passive.

[336] The text reads vis cognoscitiva. But as it is called hujus cogitativae virtutis in the
very next line, | opine that vis cogitativa should be the reading. The “estimative power' is
that by which a dog knows its master as a particular object.

[337] It is called, as we have seen, "passive intellect’ and "particular reason.’

[338] Upon careful study of this chapter, it appears that there is little in the above
statement which St Thomas really disagrees with. He makes his own all the description
of the "passive intellect." Only the conclusion he finds fault with; and to mark what he
holds objectionable, | have printed it in italics. Habits of knowledge he would place in
the "potential intellect.' The passive intellect is and must be exercised in the
acquirement of knowledge to prepare the materials: but it can do no more than prepare:
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the intellectual assimilation of those materials belongs to a higher power, to intellect
proper.

[339] In the Aristotelian terminology, the “first actuality' is the being in readiness to act,
the “second actuality' is the being in action. A locomotive with steam up is in the “first
actuality “: a locomotive on its way is in the "second actuality." We must secure the first
actuality' of science and skill, before we can exercise the "second actuality ' of a skilful
scientific investigation. St Thomas quotes Aristotle, De anima, Il, i: "This actuality is
understood in two senses: the first is represented by habitual knowledge, the second by
the actual use of the understanding to mark a truth. Wherefore soul is defined, "the first
actuality of living body.™

[340] De anima, lll, iv, 2, 4.

[341] The reference is to Aristotle, Of memory and recollection, I, 9 "It is clear to which
of the several portions of soul memory belongs, that it belongs where phantasy belongs;
and the ordinary objects of memory are the objects of phantasy, while objects of
intellect, which cannot be without phantasy, are incidental objects of memory." — The vis
cogitativa, or passive intellect, St Thomas refers to the same class as phantasy and
memory.

[342] As sight is the actualisation, entelecheia, of the eye. e.g. "brightness' simply, and
not merely "this brightness.'

[343] e.g. "brightness' simply, and not merely “this brightness.'

[344] e.g. the chemical components of the fixed stars.

[345] De anima, I, ix, 5.

[346] Plato's thumos and epithumia. Plato, curiously enough, makes no provision for the
will, a neglect connected with his determinism. "Plato, following Socrates, is from first to
last a thorough determinist: he always assumes that to know good is to do it: he never

contemplates the case of a man looking away from the good that he knows, or failing to
regard it steadily" (Political and Moral Essays, 249, 250).

[347] Destructivum totius humanae philosophiae et politicae considerationis. In St
Thomas, considerare, consideratio, answers to Aristotle's theorein, theoria. -- The next
two arguments are directed against Averroes's saying, above quoted, that "the passive
intellect is the subject of the various habits of knowledge."

[348] De anima, lll, v, I.
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CHAPTER LXI--That the aforesaid Tenet is contrary to the Mind of Aristotle

ARISTOTLE defines soul, "the first actuality of a natural, organic body, potentially alive";
and adds, "this definition applies universally to every soul." Nor does he, as the
aforesaid Averroes pretends, put forth this latter remark in a tentative way, as may be
seen from the Greek copies and the translation of Boethius. Afterwards in the same
chapter he adds that there are "certain parts of the soul separable,” and these are none
other than the intellectual parts. The conclusion remains that the said parts are
actualisations of the body. [349]

2. Nor is this explanation inconsistent with Aristotle's words subjoined: "About the
intellect and the speculative faculty the case is not yet clear: but it seems to be another
kind of soul." [350] He does not hereby mean to separate the intellect from the common
definition of “soul," but from the peculiar natures of the other parts of soul: as one who
says that fowls are a different sort of animal from land animals, does not take away from
the fowl the common definition of "animal.' Hence, to show in what respect he called it
"another kind," he adds: "And of this alone is there possibility of separation, as of the
everlasting from the perishable.” Nor is it the intention of Aristotle, as the Commentator
aforesaid pretends, to say that it is not yet clear whether intellect be soul at all, as it is
clear of other and lower vital principles. For the old text has not, "Nothing has been
declared," or "Nothing has been said,” but "Nothing is clear,” which is to be understood
as referring to the peculiar properties of intellect, not to the general definition (of soul).
But if, as the Commentator says, the word “soul' is used not in the same sense of
intellect and other varieties, Aristotle would have first distinguished the ambiguity and
then made his definition, as his manner is: otherwise his argument would rest on an
ambiguity, an intolerable procedure in demonstrative sciences.

3. Aristotle reckons “intellect' among the “faculties' of the soul. [351] Also, in the
passage last quoted, he names "the speculative faculty.' Intellect therefore is not outside
the human soul, but is a faculty thereof.

4. Also, when beginning to speak of the potential intellect, he calls it a part of the soul,
saying: "Concerning the part of the soul whereby the soul has knowledge and
intellectual consciousness." [352]

5. And still more clearly by what follows, declaring the nature of the potential intellect: "I
call intellect that whereby the soul thinks and under stands": [353] in which it is
manifestly shown that the intellect is something belonging to the human soul.

The above tenet (of Averroes) therefore is contrary to the mind of Aristotle and contrary
to the truth: hence it should be rejected as chimerical. [354]

[349] St Thomas may have seen Greek MSS. of Aristotle in Italy, or at Paris, but | doubt
if he could read them for himself. He is dependent on Latin translations, often bad ones.
See an example in my Aquinas Ethicus, I, p. 111. In his Opusculum de Unitate
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Intellectus, he mentions his having seen a thirteenth and fourteenth book of Aristotle's
Metaphysics, but declines further reference to them as being "not yet translated into our
tongue." St Thomas and the mediaeval architects had genius, the fruits of which we still
admire: but they had not at hand the manifold adminicula of the modern builder and the
modern scholar. Nor was Averroes and the Arabian school any better off for Greek than
St Thomas (Renan, p. 48). To this particular explanation of Aristotle however the
Commentator would have been at no loss for a reply. The Greek referred to is De
anima, 1, i, 6, 8. Aristotle adds (n. 12), after saying that some parts of the soul are not
separable from the body: "There is nothing to prevent some parts of the soul being
separable from the body, because they are actualisations of nothing corporeal.” A
conclusion seems to follow, the very opposite of that which St Thomas draws, and
exactly what Averroes wishes, namely, that the intellectual part of the soul is not the
actualisation, or form, of anything corporeal, but dwells apart from all body. In the above
guoted Opusculum, "De unitate intellectus contra Averroistas, which | take to be a later
production, St Thomas recognises the force of this reply, and re-adjusts his position
thus: "The intellect is a faculty of the soul, and the soul is the form of the body: but the
power that is called intellect is not the actualisation of any bodily organ, because the
activity of the body has nothing in common with the activity of intellect.” Intellectus est
potentia animae, quae est corporis forma, licet ipsa potentia, quae est intellectus, non
est alicujus organi actus, quia nihil ipsius operationi communicat corporis operatio (De
unitate intellectus, cap. iii). So also Chap. [230]LXVIII, last paragraph, and in Chap.
[231]LXIX (already translated) the replies nn. 3, 4, p. 117. In this later explanation St
Thomas has the support of Averroes, who says (De anima, Ill, p. 149): "But it has not
been shown whether the body is perfected (or actualised) in the same way by all the
powers of the soul; or whether there be some one of those powers whereby the body is
not perfected (actualised, or informed)." | am persuaded that the retention of the
paragraph as it stands in the text was due to an oversight on the part of the author. See
[232]note on p. 99

[350] De anima, Il, iv, 10 (cf. 8).

[351] "Under the head of faculties we enumerate the vegetative, the appetitive, the
sensory, the locomotive, and the intellectual,” De anima, Ill, i, 1 (cf. 5); to which we may
add I, ii, 14: "Soul is that whereby we are apt to live and sensibly perceive, and
understand, in the first resort."

[352] peri de' tou moriou tou tes psuches, ho ginoskei te he psuche kai, phronei. De
anima, lll, iv, 1.

[353] lego de noun ho dianoeitai kai hupolambanei he psuche. Ib. n. 4.

[354] That Aristotle, in common with the plain man, held every man's intelligence to be
in him, of him, and his, and not extrinsic to him, | think is evident from these citations.
On the other hand, that Aristotle did not take these separate human intelligences
somehow to be effluxes of one great Intelligence, to which they returned, and were re-
united with it in death, is not so clear. We are at a loss to assign his exact meaning in
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such passages as De anima, Il, iii, 5; Ill, v, 3; and especially De gen. animal, Il, iii, 10.
leipetai de ton noun monon thurathen epeisienai kai theion einai monon (the conclusion
remains, that intelligence alone comes in from without and is alone divine). Some pre-
existence of the intellectual soul seems necessary in the Aristotelian system, as
Aristotle nowhere recognises the notion of creation out of nothing, any more than Plato.
He differs from Plato in being opposed to the transmigration of souls (De anima, |, iii,
26); and in his reticence upon a point upon which Plato was very explicit, the
individuality of separate souls after death.
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CHAPTER LXII--Against the Opinion of Alexander concerning the Potential Intellect
[355]

UPON consideration of these words of Aristotle, Alexander determined the potential
intellect to be some power in us, that so the general definition of soul assigned by
Aristotle might apply to it. But because he could not understand how any subsistent
intelligence could be the form of a body, he supposed the aforesaid faculty of potential
intellect not to be planted in any subsistent intelligence, but to be the result of some
combination of elements in the human body. Thus a definite mode of combination of the
components of the human body puts a man in potentiality to receive the influence of the
active intellect, which is ever in act, and according to him, [356] is a spiritual being
subsisting apart, under which influence man becomes actually intelligent. But that in
man whereby he is potentially intelligent is the potential intellect: hence it seemed to
Alexander to follow that the potential intellect in us arises from a definite combination of
elements. But this statement appears on first inspection to be contrary to the words and
argument of Aristotle. For Aristotle shows (De anima, lll, iv, 2-4) that the potential
intellect is unmingled with the body: but that could not be said of a faculty that was the
result of a combination of bodily elements. To meet this difficulty Alexander says that
the potential intellect is precisely the “predisposition’' (praeparatio, epitedeotes) which
exists in human nature to receive the influence of the active intellect; and that this
“predisposition’ is not any definite sensible nature, nor is it mingled with the body, for it
is a relation and order between one thing and another. [357] But this is in manifest
disagreement with the mind of Aristotle, as the following reasons show:

3. Aristotle assigns these characteristics to the potential intellect: to be impressed by the
intelligible presentation, to receive intelligible impressions, to be in potentiality towards
them (De anima, lll, iv, 11, 12): all which things cannot be said of any "disposition," but
only of the subject predisposed. It is therefore contrary to the mind of Aristotle, that the
mere “predisposition' should be the potential intellect. [358]

4. An effect cannot stand higher above the material order than its cause. But every
cognitive faculty, as such, belongs to the immaterial order. Therefore it is impossible for
any cognitive faculty to be caused by a combination of elements. But the potential
intellect is the supreme cognitive faculty in us: therefore it is not caused by a
combination of elements.

6. No bodily organ can possibly have a share in the act of understanding. But that act is
attributed to the soul, or to the man: for we say that the soul understands, or the man
through the soul. Therefore there must be in man some principle independent of the
body, to be the principle of such an act. But any predisposition, which is the result of a
combination of elements, manifestly depends on the body. Therefore no such
predisposition can be a principle like the potential intellect, whereby the soul judges and
understands.

But if it is said that the principle of the aforesaid operation in us is the intellectual
impression actually made by the active intellect, this does not seem to suffice: because
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when man comes to have actual intellectual cognition from having had such cognition
potentially, he needs to understand not merely by some intelligible impression
actualising his understanding, but likewise by some intellectual faculty as the principle of
such activity. Besides, an impression is not in actual understanding except so far as it is
purified from particular and material being. But this cannot happen so long as it remains
in any material faculty, that is to say, in any faculty either caused by material principles
or actualising a material organ. Therefore there must be posited in us some immaterial
intellectual faculty, and that is the potential intellect.

[355] Alexander of Aphrodisias (there were three towns of that name, one in Caria, one
in Cilicia, and one in Thrace) expounded Aristotle at Athens, A.D. 200. Among the
Greek commentators on the Philosopher he holds the place that Averroes holds among
the Mohammedans: hence his similar surname of ho exegetes (the commentator).
Averroes, while continually wrangling with Alexander, especially on the nature of the
potential intellect, speaks of him with great regard. In the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries the schools of Northern Italy were filled with eager disputants, Alexandrists
and Averroists. St Thomas in his later Opusculum de unitate intellectus denies that
Alexander held the view which he here ascribes to him: he says that it was falsely
imputed to him by Averroes. Be that as it may, the opinion at present standing for
confutation comes to this. The “potential intellect,’ to all intents and purposes, is
identified with what Averroes, and St Thomas with him, calls the “passive intellect,’
described in the opening of Chap. [233]LX, which “intellect' is admitted on all hands to
be in man, not extrinsic to him. There is a good account of Alexander in a Dissertation
by Augustus Elfes, published at Bonn (Straus) in 1887, entitled Aristotelis doctrina de
mente humana, pars prima, Alexandri Aphrodisiensis et Joannis Philoponi
commentationes. Alexander calls the potential intellect hulikos, as in the Latin versions
of Averroes it is called materialis. But with Alexander the potential intellect is a bodily
(organic) faculty: in fact it is silently confounded with the nous pathetikos of Aristotle;
whereas in Averroes, St Thomas, and (we may add) in Aristotle himself, it is a spiritual
faculty. This is the great mistake of Alexander. He says, epitedeiotes tis estin ho hulikos
nous, eoikos pinakidi agrapho,--in this agreeing with Aristotle, De anima, lll, iv, 12: who
says the potential intellect, to begin with, is like "a notebook in which nothing is actually
written.” The word epitedeiotes appears in St Thomas as praeparatio (predisposition).
To meet Aristotle's saying that the potential intellect apathes (unimpressed by material
things), Alexander distinguishes between the predisposition of the tablet to be written
on, and the tablet itself: the tablet, he says, is impressed and changed, but not the
predisposition. This looks like quibbling. Alexander made the “active intellect’ one for all
men; and even identified it with God. On the other hand, G. Rodier, Aristote, Trait de
I'me (Leroux, Paris, 1900), vol. II, pp. 457, 460, has a clear statement and able defence
of Alexander's notion of epitedeiotes.

[356] And also according to Avicenna, -- Chap. LXXIV.

[357] That is to say, between the human organism and the (extrinsic) “active intellect,’
the action of which imprints the universal idea.
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[358] So argues Averroes against Alexander (Averroes in Aristot. De anima, p. 159, ed.
Venet. 1574).
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CHAPTER LXIV--That the Soul is not a Harmony
[359]

THE maintainers of this view did not mean that the soul is a harmony of sounds, but a
harmony of contrary elements, whereof they saw living bodies to be composed. The
view is rejected for the following reasons:

1. You may find such a harmony in any body, even a mere chemical compound (corpus
mixtum). A harmony cannot move the body, or govern it, or resist the passions, as
neither can a temperament. Also a harmony, and a temperament also, admits of
degrees. All which considerations go to show that the soul is neither harmony nor
temperament. [360]

2. The notion of harmony rather befits qualities of the body than the soul: thus health is
a harmony of humours; strength, of muscles and bones; beauty, of limb and colour. But
it is impossible to assign any components, the harmony of which would make sense, or
intellect, or other appurtenances of the soul.

3. Harmony may mean either the composition itself or the principle of composition. Now
the soul is not a composition, because then every part of the soul would be composed
of certain parts of the body, an arrangement which cannot be made out. In like manner
the soul is not the principle of composition, because to different parts of the body there
are different principles of composition, or proportions of elements, which would require
the several parts of the body to have so many several souls, -- one soul for bone, one
for flesh, one for sinew; which is evidently not the case.

[359] This doctrine, the first crude form of materialism, is refuted by Plato, Phaedo, 88b,
c, 93, 94; Aristotle, De anima, I, iv, 1-7.

[360] In Chap. LXIII an opinion, attributed to Galen the physician, is rejected, that the
soul is the temperament (complexio), as ‘sanguine,’ ‘bilious, or the like.
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CHAPTER LXV--That the Soul is not a Body

LIVING beings are composed of matter and form, -- of a body, and of a soul which
makes them actually alive. One of these components must be the form, and the other
the matter. But a body cannot be a form, because a body is not in another as in its
matter and subject. Therefore the soul must be the form: therefore it is not a body. [361]

5. The act of understanding cannot be the act of anything corporeal. But it is an act of
the soul. Therefore the intellectual soul at least is not a body.

It is easy to solve the arguments whereby some have endeavoured to prove that the
soul is a body. They point such facts as these, -- that the son resembles the father even
in the accidents of his soul, being generated from the father by severance of bodily
substance; and that the soul suffers with the body; and is separated from the body,
separation supposing previous bodily contact. Against these instances we observe that
bodily temperament is a sort of predisposing cause of affections of the soul: that the
soul suffers with the body only accidentally, as being the form of the body: also that the
soul is separated from the body, not as touching from touched, but as form from matter;
although there is a certain contact possible between an incorporeal being and the body,
as has been shown above (Chap. [234]LVI).

Many have been moved to this position by their belief that what is not a material body
has no existence, being unable to transcend the imagination, which deals only with
material bodies. Hence this opinion is proposed in the person of the unwise: The breath
of our nostrils is smoke, and reason a spark in the beating of the heart (Wisdom ii, 2).

[361] "We need not enquire whether soul and body are one, as we do not raise that
guestion about the wax and the impression which it bears, nor generally about the
matter of each thing and that whereof it is the matter” (Aristotle, De anima, 1, i, 7).
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CHAPTER LXVI--Against those who suppose Intellect and Sense to be the same

SENSE is found in all animals, but animals other than man have no intellect: which is
proved by this, that they do not work, like intellectual agents, in diverse and opposite
ways, but just as nature moves them fixed and uniform specific activities, as every
swallow builds its nest in the same way.

2. Sense is cognisant only of singulars, but intellect is cognisant of universals.

3. Sensory knowledge extends only to bodily things, but intellect takes cognisance of
things incorporeal, as wisdom, truth, and the relations between objects.

4. No sense has reflex knowledge of itself and its own activity: the sight does not see
itself, nor see that it sees. But intellect is cognisant of itself, and knows that it
understands. [362]

[362] A fifth argument is alleged from Aristotle, De anima, lll, iv, 6, which comes to this:
-- A sensory organ is damaged by meeting with its object in a high degree: vivid light is
seen, and crashing sounds are heard, but to the damage of eye and ear; whereas a
highly intellectual object, -- Aristotelian psychology, for example, -- if understood at all,
is understood to the improvement of the understanding; the understanding, as such, not
working through any bodily organ. St Thomas however is far from confining dumb
animals to mere sensation. He allows them sense memory, phantasy, a sort of
judgement called vis aestimativa ([235]notes pp. 122, [236]125), and a certain power of
self-determination (Chap. [237]XLVIII, n. 2). He denies in the intellect, free will, the
powers of forming general concepts and determining their own judgements, and the
immortality of their souls.
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CHAPTER LXVII--Against those who maintain that the Potential Intellect is the
Phantasy
[363]

PHANTASY is found in other animals besides man, the proof of which is that, as objects
of sense recede from sense, these animals still shun or pursue them. But intellect is not
in them, as no work of intelligence appears in their conduct.

2. Phantasy is only of things corporeal and singular; but intellect, of things universal and
incorporeal. [364]

4. Intelligence is not the actualisation of any bodily organ. But phantasy has a fixed
bodily organ. [365]

Hence it is said: Who teacheth us above the beasts of the earth, and above the fowls of
the air instructeth us (Job xxxv, 11): whereby we are given to understand that there is in
man a certain cognitive power, above the sense and fancy that are in other animals.

[363] Averroes, and after him St Thomas (Il Sent. d. 17, q. 2, a. 1), attributes this
opinion to Avempace (Ibn-Bdja), a Moorish philosopher at Seville and Granada in the
early twelfth century. As making the potential intellect a corporeal faculty, the opinion is
redolent of Alexander, and is rejected by Averroes.

[364] We may, nay, we always do, take a universal view of a corporeal thing, as "camel,’
“steam-engine.' It is a capital error in philosophy to make all universals abstract ideas.
All concrete things are universalised in the mind.

[365] Namely, the very same bodily parts which were implicated in the original sensible

impression, or impressions, which phantasy now reproduces. This is well brought out by
Bain in his Senses and Intellect.
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CHAPTER LXVIII--How a Subsistent Intelligence may be the Form of a Body

If a subsistent intelligence is not united with a body merely as its mover, as Plato
thought ([238]Chap. LVII); nor is the intellect, whereby man understands, a
predisposition in human nature, as Alexander said (Chap. [239]LXII; nor a
temperament, as Galen (Chap. [240]LXIIl); nor a harmony, as Empedocles (Chap.
[241]LXIV); nor a body, nor a sense, nor a phantasy (Chapp. [242]LXV, [243]LXVI,
[244]LXVII); it remains that the human soul is a subsistent intelligence, united with the
body as its form: which may be thus made manifest.

There are two requisites for one thing to be the substantial form of another. One
requisite is that the form be the principle of substantial being to that whereof it is the
form: | do not mean the effective, but the formal principle, whereby a thing is and is
denominated "being.' [366] The second requisite is that the form and matter should unite
in one “being'; namely, in that being wherein the substance so composed subsists.
There is no such union of the effective principle with that to which it gives being. [367] A
subsistent intelligence, as shown in Chap. [245]LVI, is not hindered by the fact that it is
subsistent from communicating its being to matter, and becoming the formal principle of
the said matter. There is no difficulty in the identification of the being, in virtue of which
the compound subsists, with the form itself of the said compound, since the compound
is only through the form, and neither subsist apart. [368]

It may be objected that a subsistent intelligence cannot communicate its being to a
material body in such a way that there shall be one being of the subsistent intelligence
and the material body: for things of different kinds have different modes of being, and
nobler is the being of the nobler substance. This objection would be in point, if that
being were said to belong to that material thing in the same way in which it belongs to
that subsistent intelligence. But it is not so: for that being belongs to that material body
as to a recipient subject raised to a higher state; while it belongs to that subsistent
intelligence as to its principle and by congruence of its own nature.

In this way a wonderful chain of beings is revealed to our study. The lowest member of
the higher genus is always found to border close upon the highest member of the lower
genus. Thus some of the lowest members of the genus of animals attain to little beyond
the life of plants, certain shellfish for instance, which are motionless, have only the
sense of touch, and are attached to the ground like plants. Hence Dionysius says:
"Divine wisdom has joined the ends of the higher to the beginnings of the lower." [369]
Thus in the genus of bodies we find the human body, composed of elements equally
tempered, attaining to the lowest member of the class above it, that is, to the human
soul, which holds the lowest rank in the class of subsistent intelligences. Hence the
human soul is said to be on the horizon and boundry line between things corporeal and
incorporeal, inasmuch as it is an incorporeal substance and at the same time the form
of a body.

Above other forms there is found a form, likened to the supramundane substances in
point of understanding, and competent to an activity which is accomplished without any
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bodily organ at all; and this is the intellectual soul: for the act of understanding is not
done through any bodily organ. Hence the intellectual soul cannot be totally
encompassed by matter, or immersed in it, as other material forms are: this is shown by
its intellectual activity, wherein bodily matter has no share. The fact however that the
very act of understanding in the human soul needs certain powers that work through
bodily organs, namely, phantasy and sense, is a clear proof that the said soul is
naturally united to the body to make up the human species. [370]

[366] If a man is, let us say, a Master of Arts, the formal principle, whereby he is such, is
the degree itself; the efficient principle is the authority of the University which conferred
the degree; while the man, on whom it is conferred, is the matter. This form is not
substantial, but accidental: the man would be a man without it. But without his soul he
would not be a man.

[367] Jones, M.A., does not bear about him the authority of his University. A son has not
the life of his father, but a similar life.

[368] Let the compound be Jones graduate. The compound subsists in the state and
condition of a graduate: that state and condition is the being of the compound. But the
degree itself is identical with the state and condition of the graduate. Jones graduate
exists, as such, only through the degree. The degree has no subsistence away from
Jones graduate, nor Jones graduate away from the degree.

[369] This is a static view of a series of gradations, as it were, crystallised, showing no
indication of that virtual progress from the highest of the lower genus to the lowest of the
higher, which is the idea of evolution, true or false. This static view, which is also that of
Aristotle, has been termed "evolution in co-existence,” not in succession.

[370] "A man's intellectual knowledge stands to his sensory knowledge as a sculptor
chiselling an image out of marble stands to the workmen who bring the marble from the
quarry. As the sculptor cannot exercise his art on the marble unless the workmen bring
it to the quarry, so a man's intellect can form no ideas of sensible things unless it has
presented to it through the external and internal senses sensible images of the same.
But as the sculptor alone impresses in the marble brought him the idea of something
conceived in his mind, so with his intellect alone does man form intellectual cognitions,"
-- i.e. universal concepts (Bdder, Psychologia, pp. 94, 95, translated). The intellect then
(which must include the rational appetite, the will) is a free faculty, inorganic; choristos
at least in this sense, that it does not actualise any body organ, as sight actualises the
eye; which led Aristotle to say that "were the eye an animal, sight would be its soul" (De
anima, 11, i, 9), as being its entelecheia, or form. But, it may be objected, from this it
appears that the nous, or the intelligent soul, is not the form of the body. St Thomas
would meet this grave objection by laying down, as he does (Sum. Theol.,, I, q. 77, a. 1),
his distinction between the faculties and the essence (or substance) of the soul. This
soul, he would say, is one substance, with faculties vegetative, sentient, and intelligent:
it is the form of the body in respect of these vegetative and sentient faculties, and
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consequently in respect of the substance to which those faculties are attached,
consequently also in respect even of the intelligent faculties, which are attached to the
same substance of the soul. For this distinction of faculty and substance see Bdder,
Psychologia, pp. 314, 315. The mediaeval mystics, as Thaulerus and Blosius, made
much of this “substance of the soul' (fundus animae, they called it), as distinct from the
faculties: in this fundus animae, they declared, God dwells by grace as in His sanctuary,
even when he is not actually thought of. It is the fashion now to rail at “faculty
psychology,' to scout the idea of "substance,’ to deny all "potential being,' to allow of
nothing but present actuality. Whoever is of that way of thinking, and takes up the
Aristotelian idea of nous choristos, need not be surprised to find himself carried further
from St Thomas than Averroes and Alexander, even to the setting aside of the individual
man altogether.
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CHAPTER LXIX--Solution of the Arguments alleged to show that a Subsistent
Intelligence cannot be united with a Body as the Form of that Body
[371]

The arguments wherewith Averroes endeavours to establish his opinion do not prove
that the subsistent intelligence is not united with the body as the form of the same.

1. The words of Aristotle about the potential intellect, that it is "impassible, unmixed, and
separate,” [372] do not necessitate the admission that the intellectual substance is not
united with the body as its form, giving it being. They are sufficiently verified by saying
that the intellectual faculty, which Aristotle calls the “speculative faculty,' [373] is not the
actualisation of any organ, as exercising its activity through that organ.

2. Supposing the substance of the soul to be united in being with the body as the form
of the body, while still the intellect is not the actualisation of any organ, it does not follow
that intellect falls under the law of physical determination, as do sensible and material
things: for we do not suppose intellect to be a harmony, or function (ratio, golos) of any
organ, as Aristotle says that sense is. [374]

3. That Aristotle is saying that the intellect is ‘'unmingled,’ or “separate,’ does not intend
to exclude it from being a part, or faculty, of the soul, which soul is the form of the whole
body, is evident from this passage, where he is arguing against those who said that
there were different parts of the soul in different parts of the body: -- "If the whole soul
keeps together the body as a whole, it is fitting that each part of the soul should keep
together some part of the body: but this looks like an impossibility: for it is difficult even
to imagine what part of the body the intellect shall keep together, or how." [375]

[371] The first part of this chapter has been already translated along with Chap. LVI.
What now follow are answers to the arguments of Averroes in Chap. LIX.

[372] choristos kai amiges kai apathes (De Anima, lll, v.2), words generally understood
of the active intellect, but by Averroes applied to the potential. However in 1ll, iv, 2, 3,
the potential intellect is called apathes and amige.

[373] peri de tou nou kai tes theoretikes dunameos. De anima, I, ii, 10.
[374] Somewhat obscurely in De anima, Il, xii, 2, 3.

[375] De anima, |, v, 29, where Aristotle seems to assume that intellect is a part, morion,
of the soul. Averroes however might have replied that is a mere argumentum ad
hominem against Plato, who did suppose so. In n. 25 however Aristotle says clearly, to
ginoskein tes psuches esti, k.t.I., which see. But Aristotle is so careless a writer, so
regardless of his own injunctions and definitions, that the minute analysis of his
language, far from settling a point, may be positively misleading. In reading him you
have often to think, not so much of what he says, as of what on his own showing he
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should say. When St Thomas teaches that the soul is the form of the body by its
substance, but not by the faculty of intelligence, he supposes a real distinction between
the soul and its faculties, a distinction not admitted by the earlier scholastics, sometimes
called "Augustinians.' In his ruling that the intelligence has no corporeal organ, one
naturally thinks of the brain. But the brain, in the Aristotelian system, had quite another
function; it acted as a refrigerator to cool down the vital heat of the body. See the
curious chapter, De partibus animalium, II, 7. St Thomas however assigned to the brain
some share in sensory processes: see De potentiis animae, cap. iv, quoted in Dr
Maher's Psychology, pp. 568-9, ed. 4.
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CHAPTER LXXIII--That the Potential Intellect is not One and the Same in all Men

HENCE it is plainly shown that there is not one and the same potential intellect,
belonging to all men who are and who shall be and who have been, as Averroes
pretends. [376]

A. 1. It has been shown that the substance of the intellect is united with the human body
and is its form (Chap. [246]LVII). But it is impossible for there to be one form otherwise
than of one matter. Therefore there is not one intellect for all men.

A. 2 and 3. [377] It is not possible for a dog's soul to enter a wolf's body, or a man's soul
any other body than the body of a man. But the same proportion that holds between a
man's soul and a man's body, holds between the soul of this man and the body of this
man. It is impossible therefore for the soul of this man to enter any other body than the
body of this man. But it is by the soul of this man that this man understands. Therefore
there is not one and the same intellect of this man and of that.

A. 4. A thing has being from that source from whence it has unity: for one and being are
inseparable. But everything has being by its own form. Therefore the unity of the thing
follows the unity of the form. It is impossible therefore for there to be one form of
different individual men. But the form of any individual man is his intellectual soul. It is
impossible therefore for there to be one intellect of all men.

But if it is said that the sentient soul of this man is other than the sentient soul of that,
and so far forth the two are not one man, though there be one intellect of both, such
explanation cannot stand. For the proper activity of every being follows upon and is
indicative of its species. But as the proper activity of an animal is to feel, so the proper
activity of a man is to understand. As any given individual is an animal in that he has
feeling, so is he a man by virtue of the faculty whereby he understands. But the faculty
whereby the soul understands, or the man through the soul, is the potential intellect.
This individual then is a man by the potential intellect. If then this man has another
sentient soul than another man, but not another potential intellect, but one and the
same, it follows that they are two animals, but not two men.

B. To these arguments the Commentator replies by saying that the potential intellect is
conjoined with us through its own form, namely, through an intelligible impression, one
subject of which [is the said potential intellect, and one subject again] is the phantasm

existing in us, which differs in different men; and thus the potential intellect is multiplied
in different men, not by reason of its substance, but by reason of its form.

The nullity of this reply appears by what has been shown above (Chap. [247]LIX), that it
would be impossible for any man to have understanding, if this were the only way in
which the potential intellect were conjoined with us. But suppose that the aforesaid
conjunction (continuatio) were sufficient to render man intelligent, still the said answer
does not solve the arguments already alleged.
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B. 1. According to the above exposition, nothing belonging to intellect will remain
multiplied as men are multiplied except only the phantasm, or impression in phantasy;
and this very phantasm will not be multiplied as it is actually understood, because, as so
understood, it is in the potential intellect, and has undergone abstraction of material
conditions under the operation of the active intellect; whereas the phantasm, as a
potential term of intelligence, does not transcend the grade of the sentient soul.

B. 2. Still the objection holds, that this man will not be differentiated from that except by
the sentient soul; and the awkward consequence follows that this man and that together
do not make a plurality of men.

B. 3. Nothing attains its species by what it is potentially, but by what it is actually. [378]
But the impression in phantasy, as multiplied in this man and that, has only a potentially
intelligible being. Therefore that impression, as so multiplied, does not put any given
individual in the species of “intelligent animal,’ which is the definition of ‘'man.' Thus it
remains true that the specific ratio of ‘'man' is not multiplied in individual men.

B. 4. It is the first and not the second perfection [379] that gives the species to every
living thing. But the impression in phantasy is a second perfection; and therefore not
from that multiplied impression has man his species.

B. 6. That which puts a man in the species of man must be something abiding in the
same individual as long as he remains: otherwise the individual would not be always of
one and the same species, but now of one species and now of another. But the
impressions of phantasy do not remain always the same in the same man; but new
impressions come, and previous impressions perish. Therefore the individual man does
not attain his species by any such impression: nor is it anything in the phantasy that
conjoins him with the formal principle of his species, which is the potential intellect.

C. But if it is said that the individual does not receive his species by the phantasms
themselves, but by the faculties in which the phantasms are, namely, the phantasy, the
memory, and the vis cogitativa which is proper to man, and which in the De anima, Ill, v,
Aristotle calls the “passive intellect,’ [380] the same awkward consequences still follow.

C. 1. Since the vis cogitativa operates only upon particulars, the impressions of which it
puts apart and puts together; [381] and further, since it has a bodily organ through
which it acts, [382] it does not transcend the rank of the sentient soul. But in virtue of his
sentient soul, as such, man is not a man, but an animal. It still therefore remains true
that the element, supposed to be multiplied in us, belongs to man only in his animal
capacity.

C. 2. The cogitative faculty, since it acts through an organ, is not the faculty whereby
we understand. But the principle whereby we understand is the principle whereby man
is man. Therefore no individual is man by virtue of the cogitative faculty: nor does man
by that faculty essentially differ from dumb animals, as the Commentator pretends.
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C. 3. The cogitative faculty is united to the potential intellect, the principle of human
intelligence, only by its action of preparing phantasms for the active intellect to render
them actual terms of intelligence and perfections of the potential intellect. But this
preliminary activity of the cogitative faculty does not always remain the same in us.
Therefore it cannot be the means whereby man is conjoined with the specific principle
of the human species, or made a member of that species.

C. 4. If the potential intellect of this and that man were numerically one and the same,
the act of understanding would be one and the same in both which is an impossibility.

D. But if it is said that the act of understanding is multiplied according to the diversity of
impressions in phantasy, that supposition cannot stand.

D. 3. For the potential intellect understands a man, not as this individual man, but as
man simply, according to the specific essence of the race. But this specific essence
remains one, however much impressions in phantasy are multiplied, whether in the
same man or in different men. Therefore no multiplication of phantasms can be the
cause of multiplication of the act of understanding in the potential intellect, considering
the same species; and thus we shall still have numerically one action in different men.

D. 4. The proper subject in which the habit of knowledge resides is the potential
intellect. But an accident, so long as it remains specifically one, is multiplied only by
coming to reside in different subjects. If then the potential intellect is one in all men, any
habit of knowledge specifically the same, say, the habit of grammar, must be
numerically the same in all men, which is unthinkable.

E. But to this they say that the subject of the habit of knowledge is not the potential
intellect, but the passive intellect and the cogitative faculty (Chap. [248]LX): which it
cannot be.

E. 1. For, as Aristotle shows in the Ethics (ll, i), like acts engender like habits; and like
habits reproduce like acts. Now by the acts of the potential intellect there comes to be
the habit of knowledge in us; and we are competent for the same acts by possession of
the habit of knowledge. Therefore the habit of knowledge is in the potential intellect, not
in the passive.

E. 2. Scientific knowledge is of demonstrated conclusions; and demonstrated
conclusions, like their premises, are universal truths. [383] Science therefore is in that
faculty which takes cognisance of universals. But the passive intellect is not cognisant
of universals, but of particular notions.

F. The error of placing the habit of scientific knowledge in the passive intellect seems to

have arisen from the observation that men are found more or less apt for the study of
science according to theseveral dispositions of the cogitative faculty and the phantasy.
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F. 1. But this aptitude depends on those faculties only as remote conditions: so it also
depends on the complexion of the body, as Aristotle says that men of delicate touch and
soft flesh are clever. [384] But the proximate principle of the act of speculative
understanding is the habit of scientific knowledge: for this habit must perfect the power
of understanding to act readily at will, as other habits perfect the powers in which they
are.

F. 2. The dispositions of the cogitative faculty and the phantasy regard the object: they
regard the phantasm, which is prepared by the efficiency of these faculties readily to
become a term of actual understanding under the action of the active intellect. But
habits do not condition objects: they condition faculties. Thus conditions that take the
edge off terrors [385] are not the habit of fortitude: fortitude is a disposition of the
conative part of the soul to meet terrors. Hence it appears that the habit of knowledge is
not in the passive but in the potential intellect.

F. 3. If the potential intellect of all men is one, we must suppose that the potential
intellect has always existed, if men have always existed, as Averroists suppose; and
much more the active intellect, because agent is more honourable than patient, as
Aristotle says (De anima, Ill, v). [386] But if the agent is eternal, and the recipient
eternal, the contents received must be eternal also. Therefore the intellectual
impressions have been from eternity in the potential intellect: therefore it will be
impossible for it to receive afresh any new intellectual impressions. But the only use of
sense and phantasy in the process of understanding is that intellectual impressions may
be gathered from them. At this rate then neither sense nor phantasy will be needed for
understanding; and we come back to the opinion of Plato, that we do not acquire
knowledge by the senses, but are merely roused by them to remember what we knew
before. [387]

G. But to this the Commentator replies that intellectual presentations reside in a twofold
subject: in one subject, from which they have everlasting being, namely, the potential
intellect; in another subject, from which they have a recurring new existence, namely,
the phantasm, or impression in phantasy. He illustrates this by the comparison of a
sight-presentation, which has also a twofold subject, the one subject being the thing
outside the soul, the other the visual faculty. But this answer cannot stand.

G. 1. For it is impossible that the action and perfection of the eternal should depend on
anything temporal. But phantasms are temporal things, continually springing up afresh
in us from the experience of the senses. Therefore the intellectual impressions, whereby
the potential intellect is actuated and brought to activity, cannot possibly depend on
phantasms in the way th