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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 XIllI,
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 |1 had in 1892 published under the name of Aquinas Ethicus a trandlation 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 achurch still standing, in which the saint might have worshipped. One way isto 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 alibrary shelf, whence avolume 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;
apresent-day house of prayer, meeting the needs of atwentieth-century congregation; and for that
purpose refitted, repainted, restored, repaired and modernised; having had that doneto it whichiits
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 al 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 aliving 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 Parisin 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 hisMaster’ sdegreein 1257, and thereupon lectured in theol ogy for two or three years, leaving
the University in 1259 or 1260. He wrote the Summa contra Gentilesin Italy, under the pontificate
of Urban IV (1261-1264), at the request of St Raymund of Pennafort. He went for the third time
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to the University of Paris in 1269, finally returning to Italy in 1271. Though the Summa contra

N 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 hislecturesin the University.
The more celebrated Summa Theologica was a later work.

The Summa contra Gentilesisin the unique position of aclassic whereof the author’ s manuscript
is gtill 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 akind of shorthand. Through many passagesalineisdrawnin
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 trand ation. To my mind, these erasuresfurnish
the best proof of the authenticity of the autograph, which is questioned by S. E. Fretté, editor of
Divi Thomae Opera Omnia (Vives, Paris, 1874), vol. X, prefaceiv-vi. Aninscription 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 1V is missing.

The frequent erasures of the Saint himself lend some countenance to the omissions of his
trangd ator. 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.

JR.
Pope' s Hall, Oxford, Michaelmas 1905

Nihil obstat: T. M. TAAFFE S.J., Censor deputatus
Imprimatur: GULIELMUS PRAEPOSITUS JOHNSON, Vicarius Generalis
Westmonasterii, die 12 Septembris 1905
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BOOK |

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
guidein the naming of things, they are called ‘wise’ who put thingsin their right* 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. Hencewe seeintheartsthat art A governsand, asit were, lordsit over art B, when the proper
end of art B belongsto A.2 Thusthe art of medicinelordsit over the art of the apothecary, because
health, the object of medicine, isthe end of all drugs that the apothecary’s art compounds. These
artsthat lord it over othersare 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 endsin view of certain particular things, without attaining to the general end of all things,
they are called ‘wise in this or that particular thing,” asit 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 isthat which isintended 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.
XX, XXIV). Therefore the last end of the universe must be the good of theintelligence, and that
istruth. Truth then must be the final end of the whole universe; and about the consideration of that
end® 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 thiswas | born, and unto
this| cameinto 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 al things; hence its
truth is the principle of all truth, for things are in truth as they arein being.

It isone and the same function to embrace either of two contrariesand to repel the other. Hence,
asit isthe function of the wise man to discuss truth, particularly of the first beginning, so it is his
also to impugn the contrary error. Suitably thereforeisthe 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 thisis referred to in the

1 For directe read recte.
2 Theideaisin Aristotle, Eth. Nic. 1, opening.
3 Read Circa gus finis considerationem.
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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.

.
CHAPTER I1—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 (Ecclusxiv, 22). The more sublime, because thereby man comes
closest to the likeness of God, who hath made all thingsin 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 conver sation 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 asto enable us
to find reasons, drawn from their own words, for the confutation of their errors: for such was the
method of the ancient doctorsin confuting the errors of the Gentiles, whose tenetsthey werereadily
ableto 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 M ohammedans and Pagans,
do not agree with usin 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
thesereceive neither: henceit 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 aloss.

CHAPTER I11—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,”
asisvery well remarked by the Philosopher (Eth. Nicom. |, 1094b), we must first show what mode
of proof ispossiblefor the truth that we have now before us. The truths that we confess concerning
God fall under two modes. Somethingstrue of God are beyond all the competence of human reason,
asthat God is Three and One. Other things there are to which even human reason can attain, asthe
existence and unity of God, which philosophers have proved to ademonstration 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
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comprehendsthe substance of anything, as of astone or triangle, none of the pointsof intelligibility
about that thing will exceed the capacity of human reason.* But thisis 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 attributesthat 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.®

The same thing may be understood from consideration of degrees of intelligibility.¢ 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 al, asis clear in the ‘plain man’ (in rustico), who can in no
way grasp the subtle theories of philosophy. Now theintellect of an angel excelsthat of aman more
than theintellect of the ablest philosopher excelsthat of the plainest of plain men (rudissimi idiotae).
Theangel hasahigher standpoint in creation than man asabasis of hisknowledge of God, inasmuch
as the substance of the angel, whereby he isled 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 substance, whereby it isled to aknowledge of God, isan effect inadequate
to the power of the cause that created it. Hence not al things that God understands in Himself can
be grasped by the natural knowledge of an angel; nor is human reason competent to takein all that
an angel understands of his own natural ability. Astherefore it would be the height of madnessin
a‘plain man’ to declare a philosopher’ s propositions fal se, because he could not understand them,

4 Kant'sdistinction between understanding and reason is not to be looked for in St Thomas, nor in his trandator. St Thomas
frequently uses the two termsindiscriminately: when he does distinguish them, it isinasmuch as understanding is intuitive,
reason discursive. Understanding thusis the higher faculty. Understanding, not reason, is ascribed to God and the angels.

5 Thisargument 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 ‘thingsin 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 arelikely to prove complex beyond human cal culation. The only essencesthat we know, and can use asabasis of deduction,
are those which answer to certain abstract conceptions, as‘triangle,” ‘fortitude,’ *sovereignty.’ Starting with implicit confidence
inthe 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 natureis so far
unknowable to us, how must God transcend our knowledge? This St Thomas recognises (B. 1V, Chap. 1). Not the mystery and
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.

St. Thomas Aquinas



Of God and His Creatures St. Thomas Aquinas

so and much morewould aman show exceeding folly if he suspected of falsehood adivinerevelation
given by the ministry of angels, on the mere ground that it was beyond the investigation of reason.’

‘ 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 moreisit beyond the competence of human reason to investigate all the pointsof intelligibility
in that supreme excellent and transcendent substance of God. Consonant with thisis the saying of
the Philosopher, that “ asthe eyes of bats areto the light of the sun, so isthe intelligence of our soul

to the things most manifest by nature” (Aristotle, Metaphysics |, min. |).

To thistruth Holy Scripture also bearstestimony. For it is said: Perchance thou wilt seize upon
thetraces of God, and fully discover the Almighty (Job xi, 7). And, Lo, God isgreat, 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 asfalse.

CHAPTER IV—That it isan advantage for the Truths of God, known by Natural
Reason, to be proposed to men to be believed on faith

|F atruth of this nature wereleft to the sole enquiry of reason, three disadvantageswould follow.
One s that the knowledge of God would be confined to few. The discovery of truth is the fruit of
studious enquiry. From thisvery 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.® 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

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 isthe whole difficulty of faith, not in the thing revealed, e.g., transubstantiation, but in the fact of revelation.

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 therest. Ethics therefore do not presuppose
natural theology, but are presupposed by it. It follows that ethical conclusions should befirst reached by ethical reasonings, not
by theological. This point is further explained in my Ethics and Natural Law, pp. 123-125.
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prerequisites to the study, and also because in youth and early manhood, the soul, tossed to and fro
on the waves of passion, isnot fit for the study of such high truth: only in settled age does the soul
become prudent and scientific, asthe 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:
asthe knowledge of God, the best instrument for making men perfect and good, would accrue only
to afew, 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.
Thiswould be areason 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.®

Henceit issaid: Now ye walk not asthe 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).

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 providesfor 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, unlessit be
known to him beforehand. Since, then, as will be traced out in the following pages (B. 111, Chap.
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 isthe special function of the
Christian religion, which stands alonein its promise of spiritual and eternal goods, whereasthe Old

9 Itistrue, 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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Law, carrying temporal promises, proposed few tenets that transcended the enquiry of human
reason.®

2. Also another advantage isthence derived, to wit, the repression of presumption, which isthe
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 seemstrue to them, and that to be fal se which does not seem true to them. In order then that
I thehuman mind might be delivered from this presumption, and attain to a modest style of enquiry
6 after truth, it was necessary for certain things to be proposed to man from God that altogether

exceeded his understanding.

3. Thereis aso another evident advantage in this, that any knowledge, however imperfect, of
the noblest objects confers avery 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 thereforeit is said: Many things beyond the under standing
of man are shown to thee (Ecclusiiii, 23). And, The things that are of God, none knoweth but the
Soirit of God: but to us God hath revealed them through his Spirit (1 Cor. ii, 10, 11).

CHAPTER VI—That thereis 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.** 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 adivine disposition, asis manifest from
the fact that God foretold by many oracles of His prophets that He intended to do this. The books

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 sharein the good things of God, which altogether surpass the intelligence of the
human mind.” Faith istheindispensable prelude to the bestific vision, the supernatural end of man. Both areimmediate knowledges
of God, faith the hearing of Hisword on earth, vision the seeing of His face in heaven. Without revelation there would be some
natural knowledge of God, but not the knowledge of faith.

11 The reference is to the miraculous endowments, called charismata, of the Apostles and first Christians. Actsii, 4; x, 44-46; 1
Cor. Xiv.
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of those prophets are still venerated amongst us, as bearing testimony to our faith. This argument
istouched uponin thetext: Which (salvation) having begun to be uttered by the Lord, was confirmed
by themthat 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 asign 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.*?

CHAPTER VII—That the Truth of reason isnot 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 again isit permissible to believe that the tenets of faith are false, being so
evidently confirmed by God.®* Since therefore falsehood alone is contrary to truth, it isimpossible
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 awicked 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 principlesis 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 informationswere 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.** 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

12 The whole argument of this chapter, afavourite with Cardinal Newman, is drawn out in the concluding pages of the Grammar
of Assent, pp. 456-492, ed. 1895.

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 feelsthat for him to reject any of these tenets would
be tantamount to throwing over his God.

14 A notable pronouncement against the Nominalists.
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the New Testament.” Hence the conclusion is evident, that any arguments aleged 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|eft for refuting them.*

CHAPTER VII1—O0Of the Relation of Human Reason to the first Truth of Faith®

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
isthistracethat it proves wholly insufficient to declare the substance of God Himself. Since every
agent acts to the producing of its own likeness, effectsin their several ways bear some likeness to
their causes: nevertheless the effect does not always attain to the perfect likeness of the agent that
producesit. 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 exerciseitself 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.”

CHAPTER I X—The Order and Mode of Procedure in this Work

THERE isthen atwofold 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 thefirst 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 hisreasonings
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

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 aflaw in an argument, be evident on grounds
of revelation only, and not on any other grounds, where the argument is complicated and the matter removed from every-day
experience, asin many Old Testament difficulties.

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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truth isby alleging the authority of Scripture confirmed from heaven by miracles. There are however
some probable reasons available for the declaration of thistruth, to the exercise and consol ation of
thefaithful, 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.*’

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 ismore
towhat islessmanifest in our regard, we will passto the manifestation of that truth which transcends
reason, solving the arguments of opponents, and by probabl e 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 usis 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.’®

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:*°

1. Those truths are self-evident which are recognised at once, as soon as the terms in which
they are expressed are known. Such atruth is the assertion that God exists: for by the name * God’
we understand something greater than which nothing can be thought. This notion isformed 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 isin the mind and in reality
isgreater than that which isin 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 abeing isconceivable, that could not be conceived not to exist; such abeing
isevidently 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

17 1 invite the reader, especialy 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 trandation. 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 |, 11, 111 respectvely. Book IV is devoted to that truth of God which transcends reason,
and is known only, or principally, by faith. Thesefirst nine chapters form the introduction to the work.

19 Thisopinionis 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 Bodder’ s Natural Theology, pp. 24-29 (Manuals of Catholic Philosophy).
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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 isman,’” or in
which the predicates are included in the definitions of the subjects, as‘Man isan animal.” But in
God of all beingsthisisfound true, that His existence is His essence, aswill be shown later (Chap.
XXI1I); and thus there is one and the same answer to the question ‘What is He? and ‘Whether He
is”’® Thusthen, whenitissaid ‘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 asto hislast end, aswill be shown further on (B. 111, Chap. XXV).

5. That must be self-evident whereby al 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.

CHAPTER X1—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 isimbued 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 al 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 inrerum
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 thisname ‘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 thisit does not follow that thereisanything in rerum

20 The answer isthat given in Exodusiii, 14: | amwho am.

41

St. Thomas Aquinas


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Exod.3.xml#Exod.3.14

Of God and His Creatures

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 theideal order, hasnothing init 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.

2. Nor isit necessary for something greater than God to be conceivable, if His non-existence
isconceivable. For the possibility of conceiving Him not to exist does not arise from theimperfection
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. Asit 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 isin Himself but by the effects which He works.?

4. Man knows God naturally as he desires Him naturally. Now man desires Him naturally
inasmuch as he naturally desires happiness, which isacertain likenessto the divine goodness. Thus
it isnot necessary that God, considered in Himself, should be naturally known to man, but acertain
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 al things are known, not as though other things could not be known
without His being known first, as happensin the case of self-evident principles, but because through
Hisinfluence al knowledge is caused in us.

CHAPTER XI1—Of the Opinion of those who say that the Existence of God isa
Tenet of Faith alone and cannot be demonstrated

THE falseness of thisopinion is shown to us aswell 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 aso by
the efforts of philosophers, directed to the proof of the existence of God; as also by apostalic truth

21 St Thomas means: ‘If | form anotion of athing, 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, asislands or
dollars, which may or may not be; but not true of the notion of that one thing, whereof existenceisavery part of the notion.” In
other words, whereas St Thomas denies the lawful ness 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 isideal. ‘But is such actuality
possible? ‘It isconceivable, therefore possible.” ‘It may be conceivable, only becauseit is conceived inadequately, without
insight into theinconsistencieswhichitinvolves.” * Y ou have no right to assumeinconsistencies 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 ‘Isaconceptual view of His essence a sufficient argument of His existence? That is the question which St Anselm raises.
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asserting: The invisible things of God are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are
made (Rom. i, 20).%

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 intheform
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.*
In the reasonings whereby the existence of God is demonstrated it is not necessary to assume for
a premise the essence or quiddity® 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.? 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.

CHAPTER Xl I1—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 isin motionis put and kept in motion by some other thing. It isevident 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, hamely, 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 ismotionless; but it isimpossibleto 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 isimpossible to go on to infinity.?

23 Asalso 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 Compositionemintellectus. 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 aname of God, would be an example of the first; Father, of the second.
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 apush given to thefirst, 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’sfirst law of motion. He supposed that motion, of its own nature,
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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 thiswe call God.
Theway ismore or less asfollows. 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
areintermediate. But that is manifestly not the case; therefore we must posit the existence of some
first efficient cause, which is God.%

Another argument isbrought by St John Damascene (DeFid. Orthod. I, 3), thus: It isimpossible
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

not only needed starting but also needed continual keeping up by some continually acting cause. He did not know that the question
with amoving body is, not what there isto keep it in motion, but what there isto 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
generdly, 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 Chapter XXI11 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 Bodder 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
nebulawithout observing that there must have been a first arrangement of the material elementswhich 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 theforces of matter, nor wasit essential to matter. . . . Thereforeif wewould explain the origin of that system
without violation of reason, we are forced to say that its first beginning, nebular or otherwise, isdueto anintelligent cause.” To
this effect he adds this quotation from Huxley (Life and Letters of Charles Darwin, |1, 201, 202): “The teleological and the
mechanical views of nature are not, necessarily, mutually exclusive. On the contrary, the more purely amechanist the specul ator
is, the more firmly does he assume a primordia 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 isthe
sense of St Thomas and of Aristotle. The ab alio however isnot in Aristotle. His words are: “ Everything in motion must be put
and kept in motion by something” (Phys. vii, 1); and he adds: “ Everything inlocal motion ismoved 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. 111, Chap. LXXXVII, in the Latin) has his
doubts asto the heavenly bodies being animated. He considers however (B. 111, Chap. LXXXII1) “that sublunary bodies areruled
by God through the heavenly bodies.”

Taking ‘movement’ for ‘local motion,” the argument of the Prime Mover, for amodern mind, resolvesitself 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, avail itself of awider meaning of motus, namely, change; and contend that, at the back of the 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. Thereis some trace of it in the Metaphysics of Aristotle, ii, 3.
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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.?

CHAPTER XIV—That in order to a Knowledge of God we must use the Method
of Negative Differentiation®

AFTER showing that there is a First Being, whom we call God, we must enquire into the
conditions of Hisexistence. We must use the method of negative differentiation, particularly in the
consideration of the divine substance. For the divine substance, by itsimmensity, 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.3* 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 aknowledge of it: for we know each thing more perfectly, thefuller view we have of its differences
as compared with other things; for each thing hasin 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 agenus
(Chap. 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
al 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
asdistinct fromall. Still it will not be a perfect knowledge, because He will not be known for what
Heisin Himself.*?

To proceed therefore in the knowledge of God by way of negative differentiation, let us take
asaprinciple what has been shown in a previous chapter, that God is atogether immovable, which

29 The argument from Design, on which see Bédder, Nat. Theol., pp. 46-61.

30 ‘Negative differentiation,” the chapter will explain the phrase. In St Thomasit is rematio.
31

St Gregory Nazianzen, in one of his poems, calls God “one and all things and nothing.”

In the Summa Theologica, B. 1, 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
expression of the substance of God, but each of them signifiesit imperfectly, as creatures also represent it imperfectly.”

32 Not every notion can be absolutely denied of God, as’ spirit,” ‘power,” ‘wise,” ‘just.” Although Heis none of these thingsin a
purely human sense, Heis all of them in amore excellent way.

45

St. Thomas Aquinas



Of God and His Creatures

is confirmed also by the authority of Holy Scripture. For it is said: | am the Lord and change not
(Mal. iii, 6); Withwhomthereis no change (Jamesi, 17); God is not as man, that he should change
(Num. xxiii, 19).%

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.*

2. Those things alone are measured by time which are in motion, inasmuch as time is an
enumeration of motion.® But God is altogether without motion, and therefore is not measured by
time. Thereforein Him it isimpossible 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 thisis unintelligible without time. He is therefore without beginning and without end, having
all Hisbeing 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 hasthe force of being
aways.

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 aseriesof causes: therefore we must posit something that necessarily is. Now everything
necessary either has the cause of its necessity from elsewhere,* 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 isof itself necessary; and that is God. Therefore God is eternal, since everything that is of itself
necessary iseternal.

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). Thusthreeincongruous things were |abelled with one name, to the prejudice
of science for many centuries.

34 But all our experience of lifeinvolves change. Our experience lends itself more readily to the conception of eternal death than
of eternal life. To our eye, the motionless and changelessis the dead, the effete and exhausted, or the inanimate. Y et we dare to
predicate eternity of aliving God! The difficulty is met in the next chapter, where it is argued that God is pure actuality, an
activity and life so full asto 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 Inwhich caseit iswhat Aristotle calls ‘ not absolutely necessary, but following necessarily’ upon the existence of something
else, which may or may not be.
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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).

CHAPTER XVI—That in God there is no Passive Potentiality®”

EVERY THING 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 thereisin God no potentiality.

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

15

4. Everything acts inasmuch as it isin actuality.* 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.*

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, thereis in Him the promise and
potency of all possible being. In Him all things that are or ever can be exist ‘eminently and virtually.” Heisal that they are, but
in abetter and more excellent way, — in some such way asasea isin regard of all theimpressions that ever can be taken of it,
or asaking in regard of aviceroy 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 isprior 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.

40 ‘Every agent actsinasmuch asit isin actuality,’” isafavourite axiom of the schoolmen, to which thereisareciprocal: ‘ Everything
that isacted upon isacted uponinasmuch asitisin potentiality’ : whichisalso put thus,  Everything received isreceived according
to the mode of therecipient.’ ‘ To bein 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 heis ‘up to doing.’

41 Thislast isin substance the whole argument of Chap. XI1I. St Thomasis thinking of such an instance in the first place as the
birth of achild, or the growth of acrop of wheat. Intellectual agents have some limited power of educing themselves from
potentiality to actuality, e.g., from armed peace to war: but their caseis not under consideration here.
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CHAPTER XVIII—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 thingsthat 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 thereis no potentiality: therefore thereis not
in Him any composition.*

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 solubleisin
potentiality not to be, which cannot be said of God, seeing that He is of Himself anecessary Being.

CHAPTER XX—That God is Incorporeal

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

5. According to the order of objectsis the order and distinction of powers: therefore above all

sensible objectsthereis someintelligible object, existing in the nature of things. But every corporeal

N\ thing existing in nature is sensible: therefore there is determinable above al corporea things
16 something nobler than they. If therefore God is corporeal, He is not the first and greatest Being.®

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 thingsthat 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 al 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.

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 colligatavel sicut congregata: in quibus etiam ipsae partes congregatae sunt sicut in potentiarespectu
unionis.”

43 | have not translated the rest of thislong 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*

IN everything that is not its own essence, quiddity, or nature, there must be some composition.
For sincein everything its own essenceis contained, — if in anything there were contained nothing
but its essence, the whol e of that thing would beits essence, and so itself would beits 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 al so the essence in compound things is spoken of as
apart, ashumanity 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 athing are
the only points about it which fall not within the definition: therefore the accidents are the only
points about athing besides its essence. But in God there are no accidents, aswill be shown (Chap.
XXI1I1): 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, aswill be shown (Chap. XLII). The Divine Essence therefore
is predicated of God in such away that it can be said: ‘God is His own essence.’*

CHAPTER XXI1—That in God Existence and Essence is the same*

I'T has been shown above (Chap. XV, n. 4) that thereis an Existence which of itself necessarily
is; and that isGod. If thisexistence, 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 isconsonant 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 iswill 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 abeing which of itself necessarily is; because, if it depends

44 That isto 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.

46 That isto say, it is the same thing for God to be at all and to be exactly what Heis. ‘ 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).
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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 athing 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’ denotesacertain actuality: for athingisnot said to ‘be’ for what it is potentialy,
but for what it isactually. But everything to which there attaches an actuality, existing as something
different fromit, standsto the same as potentiality to actuality. If then the divine essenceis 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.
XVI), but that Heis pure actuality. Therefore God' s essence is not anything else but His existence.*

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

N\ several things, to wit, essence and existence. Therefore everything in which essence is one thing,

18 and existence another, is compound. But God is not compound, as has been shown (Chap. XVI11).
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
ishis 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.

CHAPTER XXI11—That in God there is no Accident

47
This distinction of actuality and potentiality is the saving of philosophy. Even physical science in our day has found
‘potential’ aconvenient 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,
S0 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 isfdlicitous, if we remember, as he did not, that a“ permanent possibility”
is something rai sed 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, observabl e though unobserved, out of al human mind. Potentiality however cannot be mere potentiality:
it must rest on something actual. The actuality on which potential phenomena, appearances or accidentsrest, is the substancein
which they inhere.

The horns then of idealism are broken. Subject is not percipere; object isnot percipi. If any one claimsthe liberty of using
such aterminology, he must at least be brought to an admission that there is much of Mind which isnot 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 isfar from being the whole reality.
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EVERYTHING that isin athing accidentally has a cause for its being therein, seeing that it is
beside the essence of the thing whereinitis. If then thereis 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 aform. Thus God
will be acted upon and moved by some agent, which is against the conclusions of Chapter XIII.
But if the divine substanceitself isthe cause of the accident supposed to beinit, then, — inasmuch
as it cannot possibly be the cause of it in so far asit 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 Himin one respect and caused by Him in another, even asthings corporeal
receivetheir proper accidents by the virtue of their matter, and cause them by their form. Thusthen
God will be compound, the contrary of which has been above proved.*#& gt;

4. Inwhatever thing anything isaccidentally, that thing isin someway changeableinitsnature:
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. XI1I, XV).

5. A thing into which an accident enters, is not al 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 isfound more
excellently in cause than in effect.*® But God is cause of al: therefore whatever isin Him isfound
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, . 4, n. 5): “ Thereisnothing accidental in God, becausethere
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.®

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.

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 awork of your mind, or of your hands, if you felt that your hand had
lost its cunning, and your mind was now effete.

S0 Intentiones. For intentio meaning idea, see B. |, Chap. LIII. The reference isto archetypal ideas of creation, something akin to
the Platonic | deas, the“ multitude of thingsintelligible,” discussedin Chap. L-LV of thisbook. The* Saracen jurists’ (Saracenorum
in jure loquentium) are apparently Avicenna and his school, against whom these chapters are directed.
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CHAPTER XXI1V—That the Existence of God cannot he characterised by the
addition of any Substantial Differentia®

IT isimpossible for anything actually to be, unlessall things exist whereby its substantial being
ischaracterised. An animal cannot actually be without being either arational or anirrational animal.
Hencethe Platonists, in positing Ideas, did not posit self-existent |deas 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) thereis no need of essentia differentias.® 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. XV, n. 4)

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

CHAPTER XXV—That God is not in any Genus

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

2. 1f God isin any genus, He is either in the genus of accident or the genus of substance. Heis
not in the genus of accident, for an accident cannot be the first being and thefirst cause. Again, He
cannot be in the genus of substance: for the substance that is a genus is not mere existence®:
otherwise every substance would be its own existence, since the idea of the genusis maintained in
all that is contained under the genus: at that rate no substance would be caused by another, which
isimpossible (Chap. X111, XV). But God is mere existence: therefore Heis not in any genus.

3. Whatever isin a genus differsin point of existence from other things that are in the same
genus: otherwise genuswould not be predicated of several things. But all thingsthat arein the same

51 Thisand the next chapter go to show that the logical arrangement isinapplicable to God, by which genus and differentiatogether
constitute the species or definition, as animal and rational make up man.

52 Thereisan 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.

53 Thereisalways an ambiguity in this term of ‘mere existence, ipsum esse, a0td o eiva. 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) al other being, as the Platonic avtd to kaAdv virtualy 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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genus must agree in the quiddity, or essence, of the genus. because of them all genusis predicated
S0 as to answer the question what (quid) each thing is.> Therefore the existence of each thing that
exists in agenus is something over and above the quiddity of the genus. But that isimpossiblein
God.*®

4. Everything is placed in agenus by reason of its quiddity. But the quiddity of God is Hisown
mere (full) existence®. Now athing is not ranked in a genus on the score of mere (bare) existence:
otherwise ‘being,” in the sense of mere (bare) existence, would be agenus. But that ‘being’ cannot
be agenusisproved inthisway. If ‘being’ were a genus, some differentiawould 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.®” Differentiathen 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.>®

Henceit is aso 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 isadefinition of the thing defined.>®

CHAPTER XXVI—That God is not the formal or abstract being of all things

THINGS are not distinguished from one another in so far asthey al have being, becauseinthis
they all agree. If therefore things do differ from one another, either ‘being’ itself must be specified

5 Quod quid est, to ti Av eivat, where quod is a clumsy equivalent for té.

55 God is mere and sheer existence, not existence modelled upon some quiddity (Chap. XXI1). In this study it should be bornein
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 vanishesinto the actual. In every existent being, under God, thereisan admixture
of potentiality. Thisisto 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 isnot predicabl e of the creature. We should haveto fall back upon the other meaning of ipsumesse, namely, ‘ bare existence,’
and upon that St Thomas argues.

57 Asif wetook ‘living' for adifferentia 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. Thereis
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 isno 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 existsin agenusis 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 isin 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 Metaphysicsin 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.

Y ou can demonstrate in this sense nothing but what you thoroughly comprehend.
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by certain added differentias, so that different things have a different specific being; or things must
N 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. 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. XXI1). If therefore the
divine being were the formal and abstract being of al things, all things would have to be absolutely

one.®

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 animal's, except
in the mind that apprehends the form of ‘animal’ despoiled of all individualising and specifying
marks: for what isreally 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 al 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 |ofty and high
(Isa. vi, 1), and that Heis above all (Rom. ix, 5). For if Heisthe being of al, then He is something
of al, not above al. The supporters of thiserror 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 werethe being of al, it would not be moretruly said, ‘A stoneisabeing,” than ‘A stone
isGod.’

What has led men into thiserror isapiece 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 al 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 ‘irrationa’ as a
differentia, although it may be thought of without these differentias.’* Moreover, though the universal

60 |f all things agreed in being — and that the divine being— all things would agree also in nature, since the being of God issimply
identical with His nature. Agreeing at once in being and in nature, they would agree al over, al would be absolutely one, and
one great and sole Reality would pervade and constitute the universe. To erect such a‘Readlity,’ 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 lessisit God: it
has no concrete existence whatever: it is the shallowest, poorest and barest of the mind’ s creations, extending to and denoting
everything, and therefore meaning and comprehending next to nothing. Initsfourth canon, De Deo Creatore, the Vatican Council

anathematises any who say that “ God is auniversal or indefinite being, which by self-determination constitutes the universe.”
61

This statement, along with the previous (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 al those
pointsaway, they say, and you have nothing I eft. Certainly you have no picturein theimagination left. But cursory, rapid thinking,
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be thought of without addition, yet not without susceptibility of addition. ‘Animal’ would not be
agenusif 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 aso 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 isnot 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. XXI1V).

CHAPTER XXVIII—That God is Universal Perfection

ASall perfection and nobility isin athing inasmuch asthething is, so every defectisin athing
inasmuch as the thing in some manner is not. Asthen God has being in itstotality, 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 isabsent from God: Heistherefore universal perfection.

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

3. Everything isperfect inasmuch asit isin actuality; imperfect, inasmuch asit isin potentiality,
with privation of actuality. That then which is nowise in potentiality, but is pure actuality, must be
most perfect; and such is God.®?

4. Nothing acts except inasmuch as it is in actuality: action therefore follows the measure of
actuality in the agent. It isimpossible therefore for any effect that is brought into being by action
to be of anobler 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 isterminated, 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 isin any other thing must be found in God
much more eminently than in the thing itself; God then is most perfect.

— 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 becomeswhat Newman calls“real.” The object then appearswith itsindividualising features upon the imaginative
canvas, the mind meanwhile remarking to itself that thisfigure, e.g., of this dog, is a specimen or type, to which other objects
will conform with various differences.

62 1t 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 al of equally high quality. The utmost realisation of one might and would interfere
with therealisation of another: the baser might be brought out to the loss of nobler and better: the perfection of man isaharmony
of powers, which implies both use and restraint of them severally according to the excellence of their several functions. In man,
much must beleft in potentiaity, if the best actuality that heis capable of isto berealised. 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 afinite nature, the standard imposes limitations, according to the Aristotelian
canon of the golden mean, a canon not framed for the infinite.
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Hence the answer given to Moses by the Lord, when he sought to see the divine face or glory:
| will show thee all good (Exod. xxxiii, 19).

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 likeitself. Thus also God givesto creaturesall their perfections; and thereby
He has with all creatures alikeness, 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 issaid to be like athing, which possessesits quality or form. Since then that whichisfound
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 isrightly said to be like to God: but it cannot be said that God has what
belongs to the creature, nor isit fitting to say that God is like the creature; as we do not say that a
man is like his picture, and yet his pictureis rightly pronounced to be like him.

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 amode 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, aswhen aman iscalled a“block’ for the denseness of hisunderstanding. Of
this sort are all names imposed to denote the species of a created thing, as ‘man,” and 'stone’: for
to every speciesisdueits 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,® cannot be
predicated of God otherwise than metaphorically. But the namesthat express such perfectionswith
that mode of supereminent excellence in which they appertain to God, are predicated of God alone,
asfor instance, * Sovereign Good, ‘First Being,” and thelike. | say that some of the af oresaid 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
expressthings aswe 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,

63 e.g., space-enclosing as a property of triangles.
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issimple, but imperfect, as not subsisting by itself: while that which has the form subsists, but is
not simple — nay, is concrete and composite.** Hence whatever our understanding marks as
subsisting, it marksin the concrete: what it marks as simple, it marks, not as something that is, but
as that whereby something is.®> And thus in every name that we utter, if we consider the mode of
signification, thereisfound an imperfection that does not attach to God, although the thing signified
may attach to God in some eminent way, as appearsin 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 isimposed 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, aswhen 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)® of God what He is, but what He is not, and how other
beings stand related to Him.

CHAPTER XXXI—That the Plurality of divine Names is not inconsistent with
the Smplicity 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, becausein the name of " stone’ isunderstood adeterminate
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 asit isin itself, and adapt to it a name proper to it, we should express it by one name

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 Capereisx@peiv, ‘find room for’ in our (limited) understanding.’
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only, asis 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).

CHAPTER XXXII—That nothing is predicated of God and other beings
synonymousl y®’

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.® But, of the
things whereof God is cause, the forms do not attain to the species of the divine efficacy, sincethey
receive piecemeal and in particular what isfound 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. 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. XXI11); and
thus nothing is predicated of God either as accident or as proprium, for propriumis of the class of
accidents. The result isthat 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 isimplied
that one precedes, and the other is consequent and dependent. Of God all predicates are predicated
essentially. Heiscalled ‘being’ to denote that He is essenceitself; and ‘good,” to denote that Heis
goodness itself. But of other beings predications are made to denote participation. Thus Socrates
iscaled ‘aman,” not that heis humanity itself, but one having humanity. It isimpossible therefore
for any predicate to be applied synonymously and in the same sense to God and other beings.

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 I dentity of
Name

WHERE there isamere accidental identity of name, thereisno order or respect implied of one
thing to another, but quite by accident one name is applied to several different things. But thisis

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 aform, 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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not the case with the names applied to God and to creatures: for in such acommunity of nameswe
have regard to the order of cause and effect (Chap. XXX, XXXII).

2. Moreover, there is some manner of likeness of creatures to God (Chap. X X1X).

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 aknowledge of the attributes of God (Chap. XXX, XXXI).

5. Thereisno use predicating any name of any thing unless by the name we cometo 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 issaid that by such nameswe only know of God what Heisnot — inthat, e.g., Heiscalled
‘living’ asnot 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.”

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 atotally different sense, but in
an analogous sense, that is, in point of order or regard to some one object. And this happensin two
ways. in one way inasmuch as many things have regard to one particular, as in regard to the one
point of health an animal is caled ‘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 asign 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
analogoudly in the former way of analogy — for then we should have to posit something before
God — but in the latter way.™

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 apost alike alog 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.’

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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In this matter of anal ogous 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 followsthe order of knowing,
because the nameisasign 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 isthe cause of accident;” and prior alsoin 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.” 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. Thusthe power of healing, that isin healing remedies, isprior
by natureto the health that isin the animal, asthe causeisprior 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 nameis posterior inits application to Him:
hence Heis said to be named from the effects which He causes.™

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 diversrealities are by diversforms
assimilated to the one simple reality, which is God, so our understanding by divers conceptsisin
some sort assimilated to Him, inasmuch as, by severa different points of view, taken from the
perfections of creatures, it is brought to the knowledge of Him. And therefore our understanding
isnot 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

72 Thething appearing is the cause of the appearance, of actual appearance, when a capable finite mind is present, asin the case
of abook being read; of the potentiality of appearance, when, aswith an unread book, no such capable finite mind is there.

73 Children have someinkling of substance before they have any of accidents, asis shown by this, that the first namesthey use are
nouns substantive, not adjectives. On dumb animals Cardinal Newman writes in his Grammar of Assent (p. 111, cd. 1895) “It
isone peculiarity of animal natures to be susceptible of phenomena through the channels of sense: it is another to havein 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 brutesin 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 hisfellow-lambkins as awhole, consisting of many parts bound up in one, and, before he
isan hour old, makes experience of hisand their rival individualities. And much more distinctly do the horse and dog recognise
even the personality of their master.”

74 Thisdistinction between the ‘ thing signified’ (res nominis) and the ‘ concept attaching to the name’ (ratio nominis) is of interest
to theidealist. It supposes — as Kant a so supposes, though Hegel apparently does not — a distinction between things and our
way of looking at them.
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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.

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.”™ 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: thus it does not attribute immateriality to astone, though it knowsthe
stone immaterially.”” 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 isreferable 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 apreposition, aswhenitissaid, ‘ Goodnessisin God.” Hereinismarked adiversity, proper
to the understanding; and a unity, proper to the thing.

28

CHAPTER XXXVIII—That God is His own Goodness™

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, asthereis no processusininfinitumin a
series of final causes: for the infinite is inconsistent with any end, while good bears the character

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.g., universality,
were quite recognised by the schoolmen.

77 All our knowledge isimmaterial, 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 ajudgement.

78 |tispossible, | 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 isHis own
goodness, His own wisdom, His own power, and the rest? It means that goodness, wisdom, power, isinseparable 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 hypotheticaly, if hislearning isto 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 asit lasts. But, besides that he might die and his |earning 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 hisirascibility.
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of an end.” 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.
XXII): Heis not then good by participation, but essentially so.%

5. Every ssimple being has its existence and what it is, in one:® if the two were different,
simplicity would be gone. But God is absolute simplicity, as has been shown (Chap. XVIII):
therefore the very goodness that isin 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).

CHAPTER XXXIX—That in God there can be no Evil

ESSENTIAL being, and essential goodness, and al other thingsthat bear the name of * essential,’
contain no admixture of any foreign element; although athing that is good may contain something
el se 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 ideain such
sort asto render it incapable of containing within itself any foreign element. But God is goodness,
not merely good. There cannot therefore bein Him anything that isnot goodness, and so evil cannot
bein Him at all.

3. AsGod isHis 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 essentialy evil thing
there would be wanting being, since being is good.?? 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 asit isin actuality: therefore it will be imperfect inasmuch as it
isfailing in actuality. Evil thereforeis 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.

Thistruth also Holy Scripture confirms, saying: God is light, and there is no darknessin Him,
(12 John i, 5) Far from God impiety, and iniquity from the Aimighty (Job xxxiv, 10).

7 “Theinfinite isinconsistent 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 (népag: in the latter it means, end in view, the perfection that
crowns growth and effort (téAog). The answer isthat the infinite isinconsistent with any end, if infinity has to be traversed
before that end is reached: for infinity is untraversable.

80 Whereas Dr Smith is not essential wisdom.

81 That is, its existence and its essence are the same (Chap. XXII).

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 thusis the good of all good.

2. God is good by essence: al 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.

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

From thisit is further shown that God is the sovereign good (Chap. XLI.

CHAPTER XLI1—That God is One

THERE cannot possibly be two sovereign goods. But God is the sovereign good. Therefore
thereis 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 isimpossible: for if to none of them iswanting 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. XVI1I1). 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 thereis nothing
to prevent anything from being called by any namein a sense different from that in which the name
is ordinarily borne, if common parlance so allows.? But if the predication is in the same sense,
there must be in both a common nature, logically considered.®* Either then this nature has one
existencein both, or it hastwo 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 adifferent existence in each possessor, neither of the possessorswill be hisown essence,
or hisown existence, asis proper to God (Chap. X X11): therefore neither of them isthat which we
understand by the name of God.®

83 A name thus applied goes for no more than a nickname, or afamily name. Thereis or was a French family bearing the name
Dieu.

84 Secundum rationem; whereratio, meaning ‘ our mode of thinking,” is opposed to res. The phrase sufficesto 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 |f either of the two supposed possessors of acommon 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.
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E 12. If there are many gods, the nature of godhead cannot be numericaly 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. XXI11, XXIV).

13. Abstract being isone only: thuswhiteness, if there were any whitenessin the abstract, would
be one only. But God is abstract being itself, seeing that He is His own being (Chap. XXII).%
Therefore there can be only one God.

This declaration of the divine unity we can also gather from Holy Writ. For it issaid: Hear, O
Israel, the Lord thy God isone 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
beingsto whom they gave the name of gods had been created.®” They awarded the name of godhead
to all everlasting substances,® chiefly on the score of their wisdom and felicity and their government
of the world. And this fashion of speech isfound 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).2 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.®

CHAPTER XLII1—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 Heisincorporeal. It remainsto 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 actudlity 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 compl eteness, as Augustine says:

86
By abstract here is meant ideal, in the Platonic sense: thus ens abstractum answers to ato to &v. It is not abstract in the
sense of indeterminate: it isnot that thinnest of abstractions, being in general. It isbeing, sheer, simple, and full. See Chap. XXV
note §, XXVI. In fact ens abstractum here is tantamount to ens perfectum: cf. the argument about ‘ perfectum bonum, I11, Chap.
XLVIII, 5.

But probably this argument isnot St Thomas's at all. It iswanting 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).

% 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 aike, (cf. Isa. xlv, 6, 7) was the genesis of Manicheism.
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“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 isin
another is therein according to the measure of the recipient. An actuality therefore that isin none,
is bounded by none: thus, if whiteness were self-existent, the perfection of whitenessin it would
have no bounds till it attained all the perfection of whiteness that is attainable.* 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. XXI). The
conclusion isthat Heisinfinite.

4. Actuality ismore perfect, thelessadmixtureit has of potentiality. Every actuality, wherewith
potentiality is blended, has bounds set to its perfection: while that which is without any blend of
potentiality iswithout boundsto its perfection. But God is pure actuality without potentiality (Chap.
XVI), and therefore infinite.

6. There cannot be conceived any mode inwhich 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 isthis, 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 someinfiniteintelligiblereality, which isnecessarily the greatest of redlities,
and thiswe call God.

91 Thisargument for the infinity seems to make against the personality of God. “An actuality that isin none,” it will be said, isno
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 exclusivenessthan alimitation. 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 asthis 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 agreat difference. God then, according to St Thomas, is not infinitein
the sense of formally containing within His own being, as part of Himself, the being of thisworld. He is distinct with areal,
physical distinction from the universe which He has created. Heisinfinite, not as being identified with the universe, but as being
infinitely aboveit: 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
exclusivenessto be called personality? Personality, a distinguishing perfection of the highest of creatures, cannot well be denied
to the most perfect of beings, their Creator.
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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.*?

9. Every agent shows greater power in action, the further from actuality isthe potentiality which
it reduces to actuality, as there is need of greater power to warm water than to warm air. But that
whichisnot at al, isinfinitely distant from actuality, and isnot in any way in potentiality: therefore
if the world was made afact 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
assumethe eternity of theworld. 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 isinfinite. 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 isthe 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 remainsthat, asfinite 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 thereis no end (Ps. cxliv, 3).

CHAPTER XLI1V—That God has Understanding

IN no order of causesisit found that an intelligent cause is the instrument of an unintelligent
one. But al 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. XXVII1): nor
does any manner of compositionresultin Him for all that (Chap. XV 1I1). But among the perfections

92 QOur concept of an infinite being isinvoked 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.
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of creatures the highest is the possession of understanding: for by understanding athing isin a
manner al things, having in itself the perfections of all things.*

6. Everything that tends definitely to an end, either fixesits own end, or hasitsend 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 chanceis 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.®

7. Everything imperfect is derived from something perfect: for perfection is naturally prior to
imperfection, asactuality to potentiality.® But the formsthat 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 formisfound initsuniversality 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.®

93 The vastness of the stellar universe isin amanner the reach and amplitude of my mind, when | come to form some slight idea
of it.

9% Thisisthe Argument from Design, so valuable to the theologian in dealing with evolution. See Chap. XIII.

95 Evolutionism saysjust the opposite. Is not the whole notion of development a process from the imperfect to the perfect? But the
eternal question abides— What begot thefirst germ, containing initself the promise and potency of the vast devel opment which
we see? St Thomas asserts apriority of nature of the perfect to theimperfect, not apriority of time. God, though prior in duration,
isnot prior in time to the creature, asHeis 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, aswell as all sound

study of evolution.
9%

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 idea ‘form’ something that practically cannot be? St Thomas thinks not. Recognising that the
ideal cannot be except in amind, 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 angel's, one angel being the self-conscious ided
of one quality, as, perhaps, of swiftness, another of another, as, perhaps, of accuracy. Thushesaysin |1, 93: “ Separate substances
(i.e., angels) are certain essences existing by themselves (quidditates subsistentes).” Thisessence, existing by itself, and conscious
of itself — existing therefore in amind, its own mind, as all ideal being needs to exist in amind — thisideal 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., I1, 93), is not reduced to the particular as oneindividual of many in aspecies: each angel is a species by himself, aliving,
conscious specific essence, sole of its kind. Thus among angels there are particular species, but not particular individuals of a
species: this or that speciesis 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 al (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 afitting complement of the universe (11, 91).
All that is absolutely necessary isthe existence of a Supreme Being, who virtually containsin Himself all perfectionswhich are
represented in our minds by various abstract forms; a Being who is the Actuality of al ideal perfection (Chap. XXVII1).
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Thistruth asoisinthe confession of Catholic faith: for it issaid: Heiswise of heart and mighty
of power (Jobix, 4): With himisstrength and wisdom (1bid. xii, 16): Thy wisdomis made wonderful
to me (Ps. cxxxviii, 6): O depth of riches, of wisdom and of knowledge of God (Rom. vi, 33).

CHAPTER XLV—That in God the Understanding is His very Essence

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

5. Every substanceisfor the sake of itsactivity. If therefore the activity of God isanything 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 isits end.

From the act of understanding in God being identical with Hisbeing, it follows necessarily that
the act of His understanding is absolutely eternal and invariable, exists in actuality only, and has
al 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.

CHAPTER XLVI—That God under stands 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 animpression made on sense. Theimpression
made on the understanding then is to the understanding as actuality to potentiality. If therefore the

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 israther a probabl e 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 fragrance, or aliving
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 11, Chap. LV, 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 idealsisthe Mind of God.

97 In other words, the act of understanding iswhat is called an ‘immanent act,’ not a‘transient act.’
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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. XVI, XVII).

3. Any impression on the understanding that isin the understanding over and aboveits 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 thereis not in His understanding any impression besides the
divine essence itself.

CHAPTER XLVII—That God perfectly under stands 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 isto understand God: seeing that the intellectual natureis 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).

CHAPTER XLVIII1—That God primarily and essentially knows Himself alone

THE Understanding is in potentiality in regard of its object, in so far asit 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
isimpossible (Chap. 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.® |
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 isimpossible.

9% 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 athing when we know its cause. But God Himself by His essence isthe
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 anatural attribute of God isto be cause of other things. Sincethen 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 isits 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.®

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.'®

3. Thecollocation of things, distinct and separate, cannot be by chance, for itisinregular order.
This collocation of things, then, distinct and separate from one another, must be due to theintention
of some cause. It cannot be dueto the intention of any cause that acts by physical necessity, because
physical nature is determined to oneline of acton. Thus of no agent, that acts by physical necessity,
can the intention reach to many distinct effects, inasmuch as they are distinct.’®* The distinct
arrangement and collocation of things must proceed from the intention of some knowing cause.?
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 al others, to intend the distinct and
separate collocation of al the materials of the Universe.

4. Whatever God knows, He knows most perfectly: for there isin Him all perfection (Chap.
XXVIII). Now what is known only in general is not known perfectly: the main points of the thing

99 For this and the following chapters see note to Chap. LXIII.

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 tensioninthe air tends to dischargeitself 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 acity that
isbuilt 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 5t Thomas does not use theword collocatio. Hisrepeated phraseis distinctio rerum, which | have rendered * distinct arrangement
and collocation,’ first, because such isreally 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, acollocation
impossible to explain by any physical causation, and pointing evidently to some ordering and disposing Intelligence.
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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 athing. If therefore God in knowing His essence knowsall thingsin 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 aknowledge of things according to their several
particular types.'®3

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 isthere any creature invisiblein hissight, but all
things are naked and open to his eyes (Heb. iv, 13).

CHAPTER LI1—Some Discussion of the Question how thereisin 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. 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. XXXII11). Nor again can there be posited any separate existence of these intelligible forms,

N which seemsto have been the position of Plato, who, by way of avoiding the above inconveniences,
37 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
formsto 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 Hisintellect, it would follow

that God' s perfection in understanding depended on another being than Himself, and consequently

103 Thisisan 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 detailsin
any possible universe. Thisis 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
dwellsonly in the ideal order of possibilities, and may therefore be called general and universal, though not abstract, inasmuch
asit deals with types of individual things, but not with particular existencesin rerum natura as actually existing, but only as
potentialities. God further knows things outside Himself asthey actually and individualy 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 asHeisa
mere nature, but as He is a nature willing to create on these particular lines. This knowledge of the universe as the universe
actually isfor all time, is called the knowledge of vision. For these two knowledges see Chap. LXV1. The knowledge of simple
understanding is not abstract, inasmuch as God knows, not only types of species, but types of different individuals possiblein
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.

71


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Gen.1.xml#Gen.1.31
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Heb.4.xml#Heb.4.13

Of God and His Creatures

His perfection in being, seeing that His being is His understanding: the contrary of all which has
been shown (Chap. XL). Moreover, assuming what shall be proved hereafter (Bk |1, Chap. 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 Il, Chap. XXI1I, XXIV). Therefore God’s understanding of these intelligible
formsis 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.

CHAPTER L II—Reasons to show how the Multitude of intelligible Ideal Forms
has no Existence except in the Divine Under standing

I'T isnot to be supposed that the multitude of intelligibleideal formsisin any other understanding
savethedivine, say, the understanding of an angel. For in that case the divine understanding would
depend, at least for some portion of itsactivity, upon some secondary intellect, which isimpossible:
for as substances are of God, so aso al that isin substances: hence for the being of any of these
formsin any secondary intellect there is prerequired an act of the divine intelligence, whereby God
is cause.

2. It isimpossible 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.

CHAPTER LII1—How thereisin 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 initself.” The act of understanding isimmanent in the mind, and at the sametimein 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, Adyog) of the
thing, and so is denoted by the definition. So it must be, for the understanding understands alike
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the thing absent and the thing present; in which respect imagination and understanding agree.**
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, isdifferent
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 isthe form of the intellect and the starting-point of intellectual knowledge, being alikeness
of the external thing, it follows that the expression, or idea, formed by the understanding, is also
like the thing: for asan agent is, so areits 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.
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 alikeness of all things whereof the divine essence is alikeness.
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.1%

104 The‘impression’ (species) can come only from the thing being present: but the expression (intentio ratio, Adyog, verbummental€e)
of the thing enduresin the understanding when the thing is away. So too does the corresponding phantasma, or sense-picturein
the imagination, endure in the absence of the object. See Father Maher’ s Psychology, Stonyhurst Series, Longmans, ed. 4, pp.

51-53, 310.
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 physica science on the other, have averted the modern mind — isiit for ever? — from
speciesintelligibilis 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 manis. And at the back of colour we discern with the mind’s eye, what the bodily eyeisinsensibleto, a colourless,
invisible molecular structure, and acomplication of interacting forces all but infinitein multitude, all but infinitesimal in power.
Whoever would rehabilitate Thomist philosophy to the requirements of modern science, has before him work for alifetime, 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 thereis 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 thething in itself as cognizable by man.
Thisdoctrineissimply an extension to all substance of aconclusion 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 unknowabl e and unlovable persons; and thereisan 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
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CHAPTER L1V—That the Divine Essence, being One, isthe proper Likeness
and Type of all things Intelligible®

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.

Trueindeed, different things may have one point of likenessin so far asthey have one common
feature, as man and ass, inasmuch asthey 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. 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 isin
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.*

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 isrequisite 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; thusin ‘three’ it may consider ‘two’ only, and in
‘rational animal’ the’ sentient’ element alone. Hence the understanding may take what isinclusive
of many elements for a proper specimen of many, by apprehending some of them without others.

idealism becomes impossible; nay, it may be found necessary to come to terms with Realistic Dualism. Does not monism spell
solipsism?

| have trandated similitudo ‘likeness,’” but the intelligent reader will take it to mean no more than ‘proportion,” or
‘correspondence,’ of the impression or ideain the mind with the thing initself. ‘ Thingsin 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 aso in the creatures of God, nothing is but what is
actualised, no logic can save him from the last excesses of pantheism.

106 The doctrinein this chapter should be compared with the Hegelian doctrine of the * background,” which liesbeyond 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 alikeness of all and each of the things known. But God has such
aparticular knowledge of all and each of His creatures, aswell actual as possible (Chap. L). There must then bein God amental
likeness of each and every such creature. But whatever isin 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.
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It may take ‘ten’ asaproper specimen of nine by subtraction of one unit, and absolutely as a proper
specimen of all the numbersincluded in ‘ten.” So also in ‘man’ it might recognise a proper type of
‘irrational animal’ as such, and of all the speciesof ‘irrational animal,” unlessthese speciesinvolved
some positive differentias.’®® Therefore acertain philosopher, named Clement, said that inthe scale
of beings the nobler are types and patterns of the less noble.*® Now the divine essence containsin
itself the noble qualities of all beings, not by way of a compound but by way of a perfect being
(Chap. 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 fals 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 understanding its own essence as imitable in the way of life without
CONsCiousness, it gathersthe proper form of aplant, by understanding the same essence asimitable
in the way of consciousness without intellect, the proper form of an animal; and so of the rest.
Evidently then the divine essence, inasmuch asit 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 oneisdistinct from the proper type of another — and distinction is the principle of
plurality — there must be observablein the divineintellect adistinction and plurality of recognised
types, in so far as the content of the divine mind is the proper type of different things. And asitis
in thisway that God is cognisant of the special relation of likeness that each creature bearsto 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 |deas,
according to which all beings in the material world are formed.*©

CHAPTER LV—That God understands all things at once and together

THE reason why our understanding cannot understand many thingstogether in one act is because
in the act of understanding the mind becomes one with the object understood;*** whence it follows

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, awriter 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, thistree, my vialin.

Incidentally, to take afavourite 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 al religionsand all moralities, minustheir negations, in which,
so far asthey are false, their falsehood lies.

111 There is no idealism in this statement. See Aristotle, De Anima, iii, 8. The act of understanding consistsin 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 explainsin the opening of Chapter LIII.
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that, were the mind to understand many thingstogether in one act, it would be many thingstogether,
all of one genus, which isimpossible. Intellectual impressions are all of one genus: they are of one
type of being in the existence which they have in the mind, athough the things of which they are
impressions do not agree in onetype of being: hence the contrariety of things outside the mind does
not render the impressions of those thingsin the mind contrary to one another. And henceit 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 al the parts are known by one mental impression
of thewhole.*? Hence we gather that whatever several objectsare 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 actualy in the
imagination, because no attention is given to them. We do not discern together amultitude of things
to which we do not attend together: but thingsthat 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 isto seeit to the whole reach of itsvirtual content, which includesall things. God
therefore, in beholding His essence, discerns at once al 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 potentialy intelligent, but always actually: it does not,
then, understand things in succession, but al at once.

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

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. LV).

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

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 whole of them, so doing the mind can *be all those things,’ that isto say, it makestoitself a
representation of them altogether, regarding them as one, lumping them together from one point of view.
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3. In every mind that knows anything habitually, the mind’s essence is different from its
intellectual activity, which isthe act of attentive thought. To such amind, in habitual knowledge,
activity islacking, though the essence of the mind itself cannot be lacking.*** But in God His essence
isHis activity (Chap. XLV).

4. A mind that knows habitually only, isnot inits 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. XXVIII).

5. As shown in chapter XLV1, 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.**

6. A habit is a quality: but in God there can be neither quality nor any other accident (Chap.
XXI1I1): habitual knowledge therefore is not proper to God.

Because the mental state of thinking, or willing, or acting habitually only, islike 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 alwaysin the act of shining.

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 principlesto 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.**>* Now God does not think of onething after another in any sort of succession,
but of all things at once (Chap. 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. LV). His knowledge therefore is not argumentative.

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.

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 aview aswould be that of the biologist, who considered only dead plants
and animals, and undervalued life accordingly.
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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. Thingsthat are known naturally are known without reasoning, as appearsin the case of first
principles. But in God there can be no knowledge that isnot natural, nay, essential: for Hisknowledge
is His essence.

7. Only inits highest advance doestheinferior touch upon the superior. But the highest advance
of our knowledgeisnot reasoning, but intuition (intellectus), which isthe starting-point of reasoning.
God' s knowledge then is not ‘rational,’” in the sense of ‘argumentative,” but intuitive only.*'

8. Reasoning means alack 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 thisthereiswitness of Holy Scripturein thetext: All thingsare 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.

CHAPTER LVIII—That God does not under stand 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 athing asbeing it were at once understood what wasin it or not init.*” 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. 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 atriangle is afigure. Now combination or separation is an operation
of themind. 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.

116 Reasoning all rests ultimately on intuitive first principles. All men ‘intue’ something: but a man of genius intues far beyond
other men. Hisfollowerstake hisword an trust. To theworld at large, the soundness of hisjudgement 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’.

117 |f the English language would allow us, we might say: ‘ If from the mereis-ness (esse) of the thing we at once knew its what-ness
(quidditas, essentia).’
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Not for this however must we say that He isignorant 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).

Thisisin 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.

CHAPTER LI X—That the Truth to be found in Propositionsis not excluded from
God

THOUGH the knowledge of the divine mind is not after the manner of combination and
separation of ideasin affirmative and negative propositions, neverthel essthereisnot excluded from
it that truth which, according to the Philosopher, obtains only in such combinations and separations.**®
For since the truth of the intellect is an equation of the intellect and the thing, inasmuch as the
intellect saysthat 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 saysit is. But God by hissimple understanding, in which thereis no combination and separation
of ideas, knows not only the essence of things, but also the propositions that are tenable concerning
them (Chap. LVII, LVIII). Thus what the divine mind says by understanding is affirmation and
negation.**® Therefore the simplicity of the divine mind does not import the shutting out from it of
truth.

CHAPTER LX—That God is Truth

TRUTH isaperfection of the understanding and of its act. But the understanding of God isHis
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 athing is a property of the fixed and appointed being of each thing, inasmuch as

118 The allusion isto adoctrine, common in the schools, that truth and fal sehood, strictly speaking, are not found inideas 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 expressitself in propositions, but is one simple apprehension.

119 That isto say, it is equivalent to all the knowledge that can ever be got into any affirmative or negative propositions.
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such athing is naturally apt to create a true impression of itself, and inasmuch as it expresses the
proper ideaof itself inthe divine mind.*? 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.

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

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.?* But all the knowledge of the divine mind is after
the manner of amind knowing abstract being (Chap. LVII1): it isimpossible 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 divineintellect is not reasoning or argumentative (Chap. LVI11), and istherefore
not liable to deception.'?

4. The higher any cognitive faculty is, the more universal and far-reaching isits proper object:
hence what sight is cognisant of accidentally,' 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. Anintellectua 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 isthe 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 knowabl e are the measure of human knowledge: for the judgement of the mind istrue,

120 Aswe speak of a‘true soldier.’

121 |f an ear mistakes a sound or the eye acolour, the aurist, or the oculist, at once infers that the organ is unhealthy; as sound isthe
“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 objects’ of hearing and sight. In like manner
the understanding in health, or the normal understanding, never errs when it says, ‘Here's something': thisis the cognition of
“abstract being,” the “proper object “ of the understanding.

122 Man is never out in hisintuitions, only in his reasonings: but the divine mind is one all-comprehensive intuition. Such isthe
argument. But man isout in hisintuitions often, when he ventures on intuition of complex matter, taking for self-evident what
isnot even true. Next door to the intuitions of a genius are the blunders of afool. An ‘error of judgement,” asit iscalled, is not
usually awrong 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 |ooks fierce.
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because the thing is so. But the divine mind by its knowledge isthe cause of things.** 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 standsto things
asthings stand to the human mind. But any error that arises out of any inequality between the human
mind and the thing isnot in things, but in the mind. If therefore there were not an absol utely 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 asit 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 islight, and there is no darknessin him (1 John i, 5).

CHAPTER L XII—That the Truth of God isthe 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 asiit 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. 11, Chap. XXIV), asthe truth of artificial objectsis 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 Histruth, as everything is measured by thefirst and best of its
kind.

CHAPTER L XI11—The Arguments of those who wish to withdraw from God the
Knowledge of Individual Things'®

THE first argument is drawn from the very condition of individuality. For as matter (materia
signata)'® 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 evenin usthose
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:

N much less then is the divine understanding apt to take cognisance of individuals, being, asitis, the
5 furthest removed from matter.

124 Understand, in the ideal order of possibility and conceptual truth, a necessary order, — but for contingent actual things there
must be somereferenceto the divinewill. Of actual things, the divine mind by its knowledgeisthe exemplar, but not the efficient
cause.

125 These chapters, LXI11-LXXI, along with L-LIV, form a monograph, directed against Avicenna. See Erdmann’s History of
Philosophy, Eng. trandl., vol. I, p. 365; Avicenne, par le Baron Carrade Vaux, pp. 246 sq. (Alcan, Paris, 1900).

126 “Materia signata means matter asreferred to definite quantity and definite dimensions; or matter as capable of certain dimensions.”
— De Backer, S.J., Cosmologia, pp. 72, 75. Cf. Father Bodder, Psychologia, ed. 2, p. 583.
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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
aternative is impossible, because there can be no knowledge of that which is not: for knowledge
isonly of thingstrue, and thingsthat are not cannot be true. The second alternativeisalsoimpossible,
because the knowledge of the divine mind is absolutely invariable (Chap. XLV).

3. Thethird argument isfrom 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 isinfalible: 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. LX1). It is aso 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 causein will. Now
an effect, beforeit is produced, can be known only inits 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. Thefifth argument is from the infinite multitude of individual things. Theinfinite assuchis
unknown: for all that is known is measured in a manner by the comprehension of the knower,
measurement being nothing el se than a marking out and ascertaining of the thing measured: hence
every art repudiates infinities. But individual existences are infinite, at |east potentialy.

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 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 isimpossible 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.*?

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,

127 Privation, e.g. hunger, is the being in potentiality to have something, and not having it.
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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.

CHAPTER LXV—That God Knows Individual Things

GOD knows thingsin 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 isin any way in His essence;
and asthisessenceisthefirst and universal principle of being and the primeoriginof all, it virtually
containsin 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 Hisone simpleintuition. 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.

Thistruth is established a so by the authority of Holy Scripture, for itissaid: Thereisno creature
invisiblein hissight: 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. 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.

CHAPTER LXVI—That God knows things which are not'?

128 The difficulty is that untractableness of the concept of Not Being, which is enlarged upon by Plato, Sophist, 237 sg. In so far as
Not Being is potentially, though not actualy, it is knowable by man, and still more by God. In fact the proper objects of abstract
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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 isthe type
of other things that come forth from Him (Chap. L1V). But since the essence of God is infinitely
perfect (Chap. XLI1I1), while of every other thing the being and perfectionislimited, it isimpossible
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. Asthen
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 Hisbeing: it isall together, ever
abiding, which isthe 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 isaterm of the
surface, and isnot in every part of its continuous extent: for to such apoint 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:'? 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 fals, eternity is present to every time or instant of time. Some sort of example of this may
be seenin acircle: for apoint 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.*® Whatever thereforeisin any portion of time, co-existswith 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, becauseit 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 asthey are within the compass of their own several

science arein this potential and ideal order, of which the actual furnishesillustrations. Cf. Plato, Rep. VI, 529 C.D. As St
Thomas says presently: “Our mind could grasp theideal essence of alion or ahorse, even though all such animalswere destroyed.”
129 The “continuous surface “ isthat of aring, and the “point which lies outside of the surface” is the centre of thering.
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 meansis that the line drawn from the centre of the circle to any point in the circumference makes aright angle with the
tangent at that point.
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created causes; and as they are in themselves, and the knowledge of such things is called the
‘knowledge of vision’ (notitia visionis). For of the things that are not yet with us,*** God sees not
only the being that they have in their causes, but aso the being that they have in themselves,
inasmuch as His eternity isindivisibly 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 shal 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 hasin itself, ismodelled upon the being of the divine essence. Thus then God knows nonentities
inasmuch asin some way they have being, either in the power of God, or in their (creature) causes,
or in themselves.*®

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).

CHAPTER LXVII—That God knows Individual Contingent Events's

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 asit is present. While the event isin 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 restsfrom eternity upon each and every [one] of the events that
happen in the course of time, viewing each as athing 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:*** whereas a hecessary event cannot but ensue from its cause. But as each of

131 e .g., children yet unborn.

132 “|n themselves’ so far asthereis question of things that now are not, but have been or shall be.

133 A *contingent event’ is an event that depends on what Mill callsa’plurality of causes': that isto say, acertain number of causes
being jointly present; and again preventing causes, amost 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 uslooking 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, al 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 I, Chap. XXX should be compared: see also B. |1, 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 mindsin dealing
with acomplex case of causality. To an omniscient mind there would be no uncertainty. Such amind 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 isthere question here. | allow for the dependence of al physical nature upon the free will of God,
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these eventsisin itself, the two do not differ in point of reality; and upon reality truth is founded.
In a contingent event, considered as it isin 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. Asfrom anecessary cause the effect followswith certainty, with like certainty doesit follow
from acontingent cause, when the cause is complete, provided no hindrance be placed. But as God
knows all things (Chap. 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.*%

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 al being of which Heisthe
principle, knows every event, not only initself, but aso in its dependence on any proximate causes
onwhich it happensto depend: but the dependence of contingent events upon their proximate causes
involves their ensuing upon them contingently.** 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.Whenitissaid, ‘ God knows, or knew, thiscoming 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 isin the future. But really it isnot 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 isimpossible to say
that so-and-so is known as non-existent; and the question never arises as to whether the thing
possibly may never 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 beraised: 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 arelation of time,
past or present, to future is attributed to eternity, which attribution does not hold; and thus we have
fallacia accidentis.**

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

creating things, preserving them in being and activity, fixing a certain collocation of causes from the first, and occasionaly by
Hisown special action interfering (as man in an inferior way also interferes) with the course of nature, by what iscalled amiracle.

135 The ‘contingent’ is nothing el se 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 al requisite
conditionsarefulfilled, the sequence of a‘ contingent’ event in physical causation isas necessary asthat 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 accidentisiswhen an irrelevant accident isintroduced into the conclusion, as, Y ou ate what you bought: but you bought
raw fish.” Timeisin irrelevant accident to the divine knowledge.
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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 conditiona proposition into a categorical of this
form: ‘What is seen sitting, is necessarily seated’: it is clear that the propositionistrue as a phrase,
where its elements are taken together (compositam), but false as a fact, when its elements are
separated (divisam).**® 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
issaid 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).

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 Heis
Himself the universal principle of being. All that inany way is, isknown by God in Hisknowledge
of His own essence (Chap. XLIX). Now there is a certain reality in the soul, and again a certain
reality in things outside the soul. Thereality in the soul isthat whichisin 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 knowsintelligent substances not lesswell than He knows or we know sensible substances,
seeing that intelligent substances are more knowable, as being better actualised.

Thisisconfirmed by the testimony of Holy Scripture: — God searcher of heartsand 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 wasin man: for he himself
knew what was in man (John ii, 25).

The dominion of thewill over its own acts, whereby it hasit in its power to will and not to will,
isinconsistent with will-force being determined to one fixed mode of action: it isinconsistent 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 thusin the First

138 This distinction appears in modern logic books asin sensu composito and in sensu diviso. It hasits value in the disputes on
efficacious grace. Thereis atradition of Father Gregory de Vaentia, 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. Truein sensu composito only. In point of fact thelady died in agreat frost, which stopped
her building and her breath together.
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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.**®

CHAPTER L XIX—That God knows infinite things*

BY knowing Himself asthe cause of things, He knowsthings other than Himself (Chap. XLI1X).
But He is the cause of infinite things, if beings are infinite, for He is the cause of all things that
arel14l

2. God knows His own power perfectly (Chap. XLI1X). 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. XLII1) 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 isthe principle of number, would know infinite species of number if it knew
whatever isin its potentiality: for unity isin promise and potency every number.#?

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 copieswith 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. Theinfinite defiesknowledgein so far asit defies counting. To count the parts of theinfinite
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
comprehendsthe several partstogether. Since then the divine mind knows all thingstogether without
succession, it has no more difficulty in knowing things infinite than in knowing things finite.

139 This or that actual motion of thisindividual 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 “acausal 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.

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

141 & gt;At the end of this chapter, St Thomastells us that beings are not infinite: i.e., thereis 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 areinfinite. 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 alower order again is no number: it is (relatively) zero. Neither in lateral extension,
then, nor in vertical superimposition, is infinity a number. The numbers are two, three, four, and so on as far as you can count.
Each of thesetermsis called by the schoolmen *a species of number.’
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11. All quantity consists in a certain multiplication of parts; and therefore number is the first
of quantities.*** 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 amultitude of thingsisknown 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 thisiswhat is said in Psalm cxlvi: And of hiswisdom 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 differsfrom the divine mind in four respects; and they make all the difference. The
firstisthat our mindissimply finite, the divine mind infinite. The second isthat as our mind knows
different things by different impressions, it cannot extend to an infinity of things, as the divine
mind can. Thethird resultsin thisway, 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;** 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 isthat the divine mind is cognisant of thingsthat are and of thingsthat are not (Chap. LXVI).

It is also clear how the saying of the Philosopher, that the infinite, as infinite, is unknowable,
isin no opposition with the opinion now put forth: because the notion of infinity attachesto quantity;
consequently, for infinite to be known asinfinite, it would have to be known by the measurement
of its parts, for that is the proper way of knowing quantity: but God does not know the infinite in
that way. Hence, so to say, God does not know the infinite inasmuch asit isinfinite, but inasmuch
as, to His knowledge, it is as though it were finite.2

It isto 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;*¢ and He also knows infinite things that are in His own power, which neither are,

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

144 “The understanding can understand many things together, taking them as one, but not many things together, taking them as
many. By ‘taking them asone or many’ | mean, by one or by severa intellectual presentations. . . . . Whatsoever thingstherefore
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 isto Aristotle, Physics 111, 6. The whole chapter is worth reading, but these words in particular: “The infinite, as
such, isunknowable. . . .. We must not take the infinite to be any one definite reality, as aman, or a house, but in the sensein
whichwe speak of ‘theday’ and ‘the performance,” entities of whichis predicated no substantial reality, but areality that consists
in perpetually coming to be and ceasing to be; areality which, though limited, is continually other and other. For the infiniteis
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 afinal 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 amighty dispute between Thomists saying no and Molinists
saying yes.
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nor shall be, nor have been. Hence to the question of the knowledge of particular thingsit 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.*#

CHAPTER LXX—That God knows Base and Mean Things'*

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 thingsislikened 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. XLI11), its knowledge must extend to the
remotest objects. But the degree of nobility or basenessin all things is determined by nearness to
or distance from God, who is the fulness of nobility. Therefore the very vilest thingsin 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, isin
actuality: it is some sort of likeness of the prime actuality, and is ennobled thereby. Even potential
being, from its reference to actuality sharesin 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
onedistancewereto bar God' sknowledge, much morewould 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

147
The reference is to the fifth argument objected in Chap. LXI11, 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.
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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is withdrawn from the thought of nobler things, or because from the consideration of such vile
objects heisinclined 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, asis
the case with us: for we make different studies of divine and of human things, and thereisadifferent
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 agreeswhat 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).

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. Theideas of contraries, asideasin 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).**® If then in God, on account of His absolute perfection, there are found
all ideas of goodness (rationes bonitatis, as has been proved (Chap. XL), It follows that thereisin
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 isevil: for
N\ asitistruethat what is, is, so it is true that what is not, is not. The good of the understanding
55 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. 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

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. Theoal., 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.
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negative propositionsareimmediately verified of them, e.g., *No quantity isasubstance.” God then
knows negation. But privationisasort 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 thingsis 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 evil.

With thisagreeswhat 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 isto 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 thereisno privation
opposed, since privation and its opposite are naturally about the same object; and so to that which
ispure 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.**® 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.

CHAPTER LXXII—That God has a Will

FROM thefact that God has understanding, it followsthat He hasawill. 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 al being, isa 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 doesthisinits own way:
intelligent beings, by their will: animals, by their sensitive appetite: unconscious nature, by acertain

150 Aspure actuality, God isincapable 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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physical nisus.’** 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 awill, 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. XL1V): therefore that act yields
Him the utmost delight. But as sensible delight isthrough the concupiscible appetite, soisintellectual
delight through the will. God then has awill.

Thiswill of God the testimonies of Holy Scripture confess: All thingswhatsoever he hath willed,
the Lord hath done (Ps. cxxxiv, 6): Who resisteth hiswill? (Rom. ix, 19).

CHAPTER LXXII1—That the Will of God is His Essence

GOD has will inasmuch as He has understanding. But He has understanding by His essence
(Chap. XLIV, 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. XXII11): therefore in God the act of His
willing is the act of His being.

3. Asevery agent actsinasmuch asit isin actuality, God, being pure actuality, must act by His
essence. But to will isan 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: al of which positions have been rejected (Chap. XVI, XVII1, XXII1I).%2

CHAPTER LXXIV—That the Object of the Will of God in the First Placeis God
Himself

151 Appetitum naturalem. It isnot easy to kill awillow 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.

152 Does not thisargument 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 isin essential property
of the same.
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GOOD understood is the object of the will. But what is understood by God in the first placeis
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 isin 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’ isto Him a cause of willing. But Hiswilling is His being (Chap.
LXXI1II), Therefore something else will be the cause of His being, which is contrary to the notion
of the First Being.

CHAPTER LXXV—That God in willing Himself wills also other things besides
Himsel {53

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 multipliableinitself (Chap. XLI1), 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 Hisown being in itself and for itself; and all other being isa 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.

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

CHAPTER L XXVI—That with one and the same Act of the Will God wills Himsalf
and all other Beings

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 willsthe existence of things outside Himself, and so necessarily createsthem. 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 isimpossible for all things severally possible ever to come to be conjunctively realised in actuality.
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EVERY power tends by one and the same activity to its object and to that which makes the
said object an object to such apower, as with the same vision we see light and the colour which is
made actually visible by light. But when we wish athing for an end, and for that alone, that which
is desired for the end receives from the end its character of an object of valition. Since then God
willsall thingsfor Himself (Chap. 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 afinal end isamotive not only inasmuch asit isdesired 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 isimpossible to suppose any valitional 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 HewillsHimself, HewillsHimself and other thingsfor 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 aswe 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 hisvaolition (Chap.
LVII). But thisisimpossible in God, who is beyond all movement.

7. Towill belongsto God inasmuch as He has understanding. Asthen by one act He understands
Himself and other beings, inasmuch as His essence isthe pattern of them all, so by one act He wills
Himself and all other beings, inasmuch as His goodness is the type of al goodness.

CHAPTER LXXVII—That the Multitude of the Objects of God’s Will is not
inconsistent with the Smplicity of His Substance

GOD wills other things inasmuch as He wills His own goodness (Chap. 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. LV, LVIII). Thus the multitude of the objects of
the divine will does not multiply the divine substance.

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
universeisreferred to something beyond the universe, asan army to itsleader: secondly, inasmuch
as the parts of the universe are referred to one another, like the parts of an army; and the second
order isfor the sake of the first. But God, in willing Himself as an end, wills other thingsin their
reference to Him as an end. He wills therefore the excellence of order in the universe in reference
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to Himself, and the excellence of order in the universein mutual reference of its partsto one another.
But the excellence of order is made up of the good of individual existences.

Thisis 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).

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 alwaysis.

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 asit isinthe mind, but also asit isin itsown nature: for we not only
know that the thing is understood by us (for that isthe meaning of itsbeing ‘in the mind’), but also
that the thing exists, or has existed, or isto exist in itsown nature. Though then at the time the thing
has no being other than in the mind, still the mind stands related to it, not asit isin the mind, but
asitisinitsown nature, which the mind apprehends. Therefore the relation of the divine will to a
non-existent thing isto the thing according asit isin its own nature, attached to some certain time,
and not merely to the thing as it isin 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.1s

Nor istherelation of thewill to itsobject 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:**> whereas making and creating and governing do signify an action
terminated to an external effect, such that without its existence such action is unintelligible.

CHAPTER LXXX—That God of necessity wills His own Being and His own
Goodness

154 God wills the thing, not merely, to bein 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. Thistouches the difficult point of the distinction, if any isto be drawn, between the will and the
power of the Almighty.
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GOD wills His own being and His own goodness as His first object and reason for willing all
other things (Chap. LXX1V), 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 Hiswilling 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.

60

CHAPTER L XXXI—That God does not of necessity love other thingsthan Himself

A WILL does not of necessity tend to the meansto 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 Hiswilling 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; till 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 itisgood for athing to be, even though some other thing is not.* The only good then
which thewill by the terms of its constitution cannot wish not to be, isthe 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.*s” 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 inwilling 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 Hiswill 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

156 How can mere not-being, as such, be an object of the will at all? St Thomas perhapsis speaking of two existencesincompatible
with oneanother. But it iswell to remark, thereisadifference between not-willing, which isamere vacuity of will, and willing-not,
which is a positive act of will. The question may be raised, whether for things possible, but eternally non existent, any divine
decree isrequisite to keep them out of existence. Isit not enough that there is no decree to call them into existence? Or is such
adecree 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 Heiswell enough without creatures, supremely
self-sufficient and independent of all creation: which independence and self-sufficiency isthe root of the divine free-will ad
extra: which free-will again al one bars pantheism, disconcertsidealism (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 aright view
of God, as the perverse will does not.
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Himself involves His understanding and willing other beings. Thereason of it isthis: an intelligent
agent’ s understanding anything arises from a certain condition of the understanding, — for by a
thing being actually understood itslikenessisin the mind: but avolitiona agent’swilling anything
arises from a certain condition of the object willed, — for we will a thing either because it is an
end, or becauseit isameansto an end. Now the divine perfection necessarily requiresthat 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 thereforeiit is
necessary that God should know other things, but not that He should will other things.**® Hence
neither does He will all things that are referable to His goodness: but He knows all things which
arein any way referable to His essence, whereby He understands.

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
seemsto be indifferent. But every faculty that indifferent isin 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.**

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 Heisindifferent, 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. Theindifference, 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. Thisarguesimperfection in thefaculty, 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

158 |t 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 moretheideal order isnecessary, 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.

159 The difficulty is, that if the created object of God'swill isathing that may be or may not be, God' s will aso of creating it may
be or may not be.
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both opposing alternatives, and therefore is indifferent to both and determined by neither. Suchis
the position of the divine will with respect to things other than itself. Its perfection depends on none
of them; being asit isintimately conjoined with its own last end and final perfection.:s

2. Inthedivinewill thereisno 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 asfirst to be potentially willing both, and then to be actually willing
one. It isfor ever actualy willing whatever it wills, aswell 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
itsvolition isdetermined by some exterior object. The proper object of thewill isgood 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. XLIX); and it apprehends them as
likenesses of the divine 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 athing as absolutely necessary to its end,
tendsto 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.
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CHAPTER LXXXII1—That God wills anything else than Himself with an
Hypothetical Necessitye!

IN every unchangeable being, whatever onceis, cannot afterwards ceaseto be. Sincethen God's
will is unchangeable, supposing Him to will anything, He cannot on that supposition not will it.

2. Everything eternal isnecessary. But God' swill 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 till. 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 Hiswill
cannot change: therefore He never could not-will whatever He once willed (nunguam potuit non
velle quidquid voluit). ¢ It is therefore hypothetically necessary for Him to have willed whatever

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

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

162 Once God wills absolutely, even though freely, He willsirrevocably. 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.
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He has willed, asit is for Him to will whatever He does will: but in neither case is the necessity
absolute.

4. Whoever wills anything, necessarily wills al that is necessarily requisite to that purpose,
unlessthere be some defect on his part, either by ignorance, or because hiswill sometimesisdrawn
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 arational soul, if He wills the being of a man.63

CHAPTER LXXXIV—That the Will of God is not of things in themselves
Impossible

THOSE things arein themselvesimpossible, which involve an inconsistency, asthat man should
be an ass, which involvestherational being irrational. But what isinconsistent with athing, excludes
some one of the conditionsrequisitetoit, asbeing an ass excludes aman’ sreason. If therefore God
necessarily willsthe things requisite to that which by supposition He does will, it isimpossible for
Him to will what isinconsistent therewith.

2. God, inwilling Hisown being, wills al other things, that He doeswill, in so far asthey have
some likenesstoit. But in so far as anything isinconsistent 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 isinconsistent with the notion of being as such, asthat 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 amind that does not understand the proprieties of things, which cannot be said of God.

163
And, possibly, the human shape, if He wishes the being of arational animal. Or is arational animal possible in the shape
of apig? 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 al! 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 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 atered 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 L XXXV—That the Divine Will does not take away Contingency from
things'®*

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. 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 athing happens of necessity, if God willsit: al that holdsis 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.s

CHAPTER LXXXVI—That Reason can be assigned for the Divine Wil|%

THE end isareason for willing the means. But God wills His own goodness as an end, and all
things el se as means thereto: His goodnessthereforeis areason 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 divinewill according asthey 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.*” The same proportion however is not
observable in all three stages of this ratiocination. The divine goodness does not depend on the

164 A ‘contingent’ thing, be it remembered, is athing 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’

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 cosmogoni es, 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 heisapious man, Nimis profundae factae sunt cogitationes tuae (Ps. xci). A characteristic of the Middle Agesisidealisation
of unity, permanence, and systematic completenessin the social, political, religious, and even in the cosmic order. To us “the
perfection of the universe” is aless obvious ground of argument, There is such a perfection, doubtless, as the Creator iswise
and good; and much of the wisdom and beauty of Hiswork is manifest to our eyes; but the entirety is beyond us. We cannot
comprehend it, as we cannot comprehend Him.

167 So St Thomas's autograph, Quia decet bonitatem ipsius.
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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 valition is God Himself.

CHAPTER LXXXVII—That nothing can be a Cause to the Divine Wil|

THOUGH some reason may be assigned for the divine will, yet it does not follow that thereis
any cause of that will’s volition. For the cause of volition isthe end in view: now the end in view
of the divine will isits own goodness: that then is God' s cause of willing, which is also His own
act of willing. But of other objectswilled by God noneisto 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 ho passing from point to point of God’s
will, where there is only one act, as shown above of the divine intellect (Chap. LVI1). 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 Hiswisdom: Thou hast doneall thingsinwisdom (Ps.
ciii, 24); and God has shed wisdom over all hisworks (Ecclusi, 10).

CHAPTER LXXXVIII—That thereisa Free Will in God
GOD does not necessarily will things outside Himself (Chap. LXXXI).

3. Will is of the end: choice of the means.*® Since then God wills Himself as end, and other
thingsas means, it followsthat in respect of Himself He haswill only, but in respect of other things
choice. But choice is aways an act of free will.

4. Man by freewill is said to be master of his own acts. But this mastery belongs most of al to
the Prime Agent, whose act depends on no other.%°

168 The terminology is from Aristotle, Eth. Nic. I11, 1113. What St Thomas here calls voluntas, and elsewhere intentio is the
Aristotelian fovAnoig. Choice, electio, is tpoaipeoi. See my Ethics and Natural Law, pp. 31 sg.; Aquinas Ethicus |, 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'sfree will is contained in Hisreal physical distinctness from the universe, His sovereign pre-eminence over it, and
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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 passioninvolves some bodily alteration,' athing impossiblein theincorporeal Deity.

3. In every passion the subject ismore or less drawn out of hisessential condition or connatural
disposition: which is not possible in the unchangeable God.*™*

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. LXXXII).

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

Thusevery passion, generically as such, isremoved 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 atogether unbefitting for God, the passion specified by that object is
removed from God aso 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 isin
potentiality, and because it has for its object some evil that may come to be in the subject. Regret
again, or Repentance, isrepugnant to God, aswell becauseit isaspecies of sadness, asalso because
it involves a change of will.

Moreover, without an error of the intellectual faculty, it isimpossible for good to be mistaken
for evil. And only in respect of private advantagesisit possible for the |oss 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 goesto fill in the public good.? But God isthe 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

absolute independence of it. Identify God with the universe, and logically Heis no longer free. Pushed to extremity, Idealism
means Pantheism, and Pantheism Determinism. For if God has no free will, still less has man.

170 What Alexander Bain calls “the diffusive wave of emation.” Bodily expression is of the essence of apassion. A passionisas
much corporeal as a sensation.

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

172 Astheflood-tideis ‘filled in’ (repraesentatur) by every advancing wave. The axiom should go down in the pocket-book of the
economist.
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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.:

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.

CHAPTER XC—That thereisin God Delight and Joy

THERE are some passions which, though they do not befit God as passions, nevertheless, so
far astheir specific natureis 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
ismanifest 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 ssimply, 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.*’* 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.*”® Since then joy and Delight are not repugnant to God specificaly,
but only inasmuch asthey are passions, it follows that they are not wanting even in the divine will.

2. Joy and Delight are asort of rest of thewill inits object. But God singularly restsin Himself
’_I: asinthefirst object of His own will, inasmuch as He has all sufficiency in Himself.
67

3. Delight isthe perfection of activity, perfecting activity as bloom does youth.1” 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.

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 hisring in Herodotus, 111, 41. Julius Caesar and Augustus felt this dread, nor isit yet extinct. Aeschylus
philosophises upon it (Agam. 750-762). Cf. Daniel iv, 29-34; St Luke xii, 16-21.

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., agreat saying and a potent solvent of all forms of hedonism.
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4. Everything naturally feels joy over what is like itself, except accidentally, inasmuch as the
likeness hindersone’ sown gain, and ‘two of atrade’ quarrel. But every good thing is somelikeness
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 thisreal conjunction, but the mere resting of the will on an
agreeable object is sufficient for it.*”” 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.

CHAPTER XCl—That thereis Love in God.%®

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. LXXV); and in this respect He
loves Himself and other beings.

2. Itisarequisite of true love to love the good of another inasmuch asiit is his good. But God
loves the good of every being asit isthe good of that being, though He does a so 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 asto a
being who isin some way one with himself. The greater the bond of union, the more intense isthe
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, isto God the greatest and most intimate of bonds, seeing that He is Himself
His own goodness. There is therefore in God alove, not only true, but most perfect and strong.

But some might be of opinion that God does not |ove one object more than another; for ahigher
and alower degree of intensity of affection is characteristic of a changeable nature, and cannot be
attributed to God, from whom all changeisutterly removed. Besides, wherever elsethereismention
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 seemsto 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

177 Delight would [be] Adovr and joy xapd. The distinction between them is foreshadowed by that which Plato putsin the mouth
of Prodicus between 1{dec6a1 (pleasure) and evgpaivesdat (gladness), Protag. 337 C.

178 Quod Deus est Amor, isthe heading of the chapter: but all the conclusion argued and drawn in the text is “that God loves,” “that
thereislovein God.” God islove, 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 isin God, is God.
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same intensity; but love may be said to admit of ‘greater and less' in two ways, either in point of
N 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 agreater 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 thereis none that can properly bein God except joy and
love, though even these are in Him not by way of passion, asthey arein us. That thereisin 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.'® 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).

But even other affections (affectiones), which are specifically inconsi stent 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 asin 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
asin His benevolence He takes away the miseries of men, as we do the same from a sentiment of
pity: TheLord ismerciful and compassionate, patient and abounding in mercy (Ps. cli, 8). Sometimes
also Heissaid to be ‘repentant,” inasmuch asin 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).

CHAPTER XCIl—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 asort 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 ssmple. Nor again does He act by anything superadded to His essence, as His
essence is Hisbeing (Chap. XLV). Virtue therefore in God is not any habit, but His own essence.

179 “God' sdelight isever oneand simple,” says Aristotle, Eth. Nic. vii, 1154b. He adds: “ For thereis not only an actuality involving
change, but also one involving unchangeableness.” In the latter there is nothing of potentiality.
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2. A habit is an imperfect actuality, half-way between potentiality and actuality: hence the

N\ 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 lifeistwofold, contemplative
and active, thevirtues of the active life, inasmuch asthey perfect this present life, cannot be attributed
to God: for the active life of man consistsin 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 lifeis far removed from the manner and custom of human life.*® Some again of
thevirtues of the activelife direct ushow to govern the passions. but in God there are no passions.#:

CHAPTER XCIllI—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 istherein 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. LXV1). But the plan of athing 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.
LXXXII). But knowledge directing thewill to act is Prudence: because, according to the Philosopher,
Prudenceis “the right notion of thingsto be done.” There istherefore Prudence in God; and hence
itissaid: With himis 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 isto distribute to each hisown. Henceit issaid: The Lord isjust, and
hath loved justice (Ps. x, 8).

6. As shown above (Chapp. LXXIV, 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 smply because the mere communication befits Him as the fountain of

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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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 ;%
and, as Avicennasays, He alone can properly be called libera: for every other agent but Himisin
the way of gaining something by his action and intends so to gain. ThisHis 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 (Jamesi, 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. L1V). But this
belongs to the virtue of Truth, that every one should manifest himself in his deeds and words for
such as hereally is. Thereistherefore in God the virtue of Truth.*® 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, that | may repay him? (Job
xli, 2.) Still, inametaphorical sense, we are said to give thingsto God, inasmuch asHetakeskindly
what we haveto offer Him. Commuitative justice therefore does not befit God, but only distributive
justice.s

To judge of things to be done, or to give athing, 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 acity or family, so isthe 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, asis the case with corporeal things generally, in the divine wisdom,
which contains the proper notions of all things.:

CHAPTER XCIV—That the Contemplative (Intellectual) Virtues arein God

IF Wisdom consists in the knowledge of the highest causes; and God chiefly knows Himself,
and knows nothing except by knowing Himself, asthefirst cause of all (Chap. XLVI), itisevident
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 (Ecclusi, 1). The

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’ istechnically defined ‘the principle of action.” Such a virtue as temperance has
no placein 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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Philosopher also says at the beginning of his Metaphysics that Wisdom is a divine possession, not
ahuman.

2. If Knowledge (Science) is an acquaintance with a thing through its proper cause, and God
knowsthe order of all causes and effects, and thereby the several proper causes of individual things
(Chapp. LXV, LXVII), it ismanifest that Knowledge (Science) is properly in God; hence God is
the Lord of sciences (1 Kingsii, 3)

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

CHAPTER XCV—That God cannot will Evil

EVERY act of God isan act of virtue, since llls virtue is His essence (Chap. XCII).

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 asthe object of thewill isgood, apprehended
as such, thewill cannot tend to evil unless evil be somehow proposed to it as good; and that cannot
be without error.*s” But in the divine cognition there can be no error (Chap. LX1).

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

CHAPTER XCVI—That God hates nothing

ASloveisto 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. XCV),
it isimpossible 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 asfar asis possible by communication of His

186 | ntellectus. Thisword 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 principiorumis ‘intuition of first principles.” The corresponding Aristotelian and Platonic word is voUg
as distinguished from didvoia. Kant's ‘Reason’ is his equivalent for voog and intellectus.

187 Thisis explained in Book 111, Chap. VI.
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likeness. Thistheniswhat God willsin beings other than Himself, that there bein them thelikeness
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 al agents in their own way love the effects which they themselves produce, as parents their
children, poetstheir own poems, craftsmen their works. Much morethereforeis God removed from
hating anything, seeing that He is cause of all.®

Henceitissaid: Thou lovest all thingsthat 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.
Thefirst way isthis, that God, in loving things and willing their good to be, wills their evil not to
be: hence Heis said to have hatred of evils, for the things we wish not to be we are said to hate. So
itissaid: 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
N\ other way isby God' swishing some greater good, which cannot be without the privation of alesser
7 good; and thus He is said to hate, whereas it is more properly love. Thusinasmuch as He wills the
good of justice, or of the order of the universe, which cannot be without the punishment or perishing
of some, Heis 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).1%°

CHAPTER XCVII—That God is Living

I'T has been shown that God isintelligent and willing: but to understand and will are functions
of aliving 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, arefiguratively said to live, as we speak of the ‘living’ (running) water
of aflowing 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, asthingswith souls; hence these alone are properly said to live:'® al other things are moved

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 conseguently upon certain events, is
not here considered.

189 |n 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 theol ogians; who, even when
orthodox, are far from consentient here. Who has found the answer to Job’ s question: Why then do the wicked live? (Job xxi, 7.)

190 |t 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.
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by some external force, agenerating force, or aforce removing an obstacle, or aforce of impact.**
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; henceto understand and desire and feel arevital actions. But God, of all beings, isdetermined
to activity by none other than Himself, as He is prime agent and first cause; to Him therefore, of
all beings, doesit belong to live.

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

Thistoo isconfirmed by authority of divine Scripture: | will raiseto heaven my hand, and swear
by my right hand, and say: | live for ever (Deut. xxxii, 40): My heart and my flesh) have rejoiced
intheliving God (Ps. Ixxiii, 3).

CHAPTER XCVIII—That God isHis own Life

IN living things, to liveisto be: for aliving thing is said to be alive inasmuch asit 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 aliving form.*2 But, in God, Himself isHisown being (Chap. X X11): Himself
thereforeis Hisown life.

’_b 2. To understand is to live: but God is His own act of understanding (Chap. XLV).
73

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,** and thus He will be compound, — arejected conclusion
(Chap. XVII1).

And thisisthe text: | amlife (John xiv, 6).1%

191 A *generating force’ was St Thomas' s notion of the forces of chemistry. Thefall of astone 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 11, 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.

192 Hence of a dead man we say truly: ‘He is no more.’

193 Not Himself, that is, not Hiswhole self. It might be part of Himself, but then He would have parts.
194

Thistext 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 adivinelifeto His elect, ad extra. See my noteson St Johni, 3, 4; xi, 25; xiv, 6.

Be that application asit may, the conclusion of this chapter, and so many similar conclusionsin this book, amount to this:
that God is one self-conscious act, the realisation of thewholeideal 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.
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CHAPTER XCIX—That the Life of God is everlasting

IT isimpossible for God to cease to live, since Himself Heis His own life (Chap. XCVIII).

2. Everything that at one timeis 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 passin succession, but all must be together at once. But God' sact of understanding
and living is God Himself (Chapp. XLV, XCVIII): therefore His life has no succession, but is al
together at once, and everlasting.

Henceitissaid: Thisisthetrue God and life everlasting (1 John v, 20).

CHAPTER C—That God is Happy

HAPPINESS is the proper good of every intellectua 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 isstill tending to a proper good not yet possessed: that isthe way with anature changeable and
in potentiality; but God isin the position of abeing that already possessesits proper good. Therefore
He not only desires happiness, as we do, but isin the enjoyment of happiness.

2. Thething above all othersdesired or willed by an intellectual natureisthe most perfect thing
inthat nature, and that isits happiness. But the most perfect thing in each isits most perfect activity:
for power and habit are perfected by activity: hence the Philosopher saysthat happinessisaperfect
activity.**> 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
besidesthe act itself: such are the acts of seeing and hearing: such acts are perfections of the agents
whose acts they are, and may have afinality 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 formof activity, that the action be perfect, easy, and agreeable. But
the activity of God fulfils all these conditions: sinceit is (1) activity in the order of understanding;
and (2) Hisunderstanding isthe highest of faculties, not needing any habit to perfect it; and (3) His

195 Aristotle, Eth. Nic., 1, vii, 15, 16: Ethics and Natural Law, pp. 6-13

112

St. Thomas Aquinas


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.iJohn.5.xml#iJohn.5.20

Of God and His Creatures St. Thomas Aquinas

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 al good things. But
such is the divine perfection, which includes all perfection in one single view (Chapp. XXVIII,
LIV).

4. Heis 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 asfor 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. 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. XVI). Therefore He cannot wish to have what He has not: therefore He has
whatever He wishes; and He wishes nothing evil (Chap. XCV). Therefore He is happy, according
to the definition given by some, that “ heis happy who haswhat he wishes and wishes nothing evil.”

His happinessthe Holy Scriptures declare: Whom hewill show in his own time, the blessed and
powerful one (1 Tim. vi, 15).

CHAPTER Cl—That God Is His own Happiness

GOD’S happiness is the act of His understanding (Chap. C). But that very act of God's
understanding is His substance (Chap. XLV). He therefore is His own happiness.

CHAPTER CI1—That the Happiness of God is most perfect, and exceedsall other
happiness

WHERE thereis greater love, thereis greater delight in the attainment of the object loved. But
every being, other things being equal, lovesitself more than it loves anything else: asign of which
isthat, the nearer anything isto onesdlf, the moreit is naturally loved. God therefore takes greater
delight in His happiness, which is Himself, than other blessed onesin their happiness, whichis not
what they are.

3. What is by essence, ranks above what is by participation. But God is happy by His essence,
aprerogative that can belong to no other: for nothing else but God can be the sovereign good; and
thuswhatever elseishappy must be happy by participation from Him. The divine happinesstherefore
exceeds al 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,** but also

19 That isto say, an act which has all the permanence and self-containedness of substance.
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because by this one act God perfectly understands Himself as Heis, and all thingsthat are and are

AN not, good and evil; whereas in al 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 noneis so perfect asthe

divine being, nor can any act ever be more perfect than the substance of which it is the act.*” 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 isincomparably 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 iswithout succession, all present together,
especialy if it does not passin aninstant but abidesto 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 thislife 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 way of activelife, 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 hasamost excellent delight of Himself, and auniversal 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 hasthe 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.'%

197 1t 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 Theinterest of all thisto usisthat the heaven, which isthe term of the labours of a Christian man, isa participation in the perfect
and transcendent happiness here shadowed forth. | will anticipate and quote the conclusion of B. I11, Chap. L1. — “By thisvision

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 himasheis (1
Johniiii, 2). And the Lord said: | dispose unto you, as my Father hath disposed unto me, a kingdom, that ye eat and drink at my
tablein my kingdom (L uke xxii, 29). This cannot be understood of corporal meat or drink, but must be spoken of that food which
istaken at the table of Wisdom, whereof Wisdom herself says: Eat my bread, and drink the wine that | have mingled for you
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CHAPTER BOOK 11

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 athing, and the species to which it belongs, the measure and quality of
its power isestimated; and the power showsthe nature of thething, for each thingisnaturally active
according to the nature with which it is actually endowed.** But there is atwofold activity:?® 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.

CHAPTER IV—That the Philosopher and the Theologian view Creatures from
Different Sandpoints

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, asit issaid: Of the glory of the Lord hiswork isfull: 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.®* Henceit isnot 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

(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."

199 Hence ‘nature’ is defined in the school ‘the principle of operation.’

200 ‘|mmanent’ and ‘transient,” as presently described.

201 We have not gained by the divorce between philosophy and what isnow 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 isadifference of formalities, or characters, as between
‘professor’ and ‘volunteer,” not an incompatibility.
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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
thefaithful Christian ought to be called the highest wisdom, as always regarding the highest cause,
according to the text: Thisis your wisdom and under standing 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, thetwo
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 thelast of God; but in the system of faith, which studies creaturesonly in their relation
to God, the study isfirst 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.

CHAPTER V—Order of Mattersto be Treated

THE order of our treatise will be to deal first with the production and bringing of things into
being (Chapp VI-XXXVI11); secondly with the distinction of things (Chapp. XXXIX-XLV); thirdly,
with the nature of thingsthus produced and distinct so far asit appertainsto the truth of faith (Chapp.
XLVI-CI).

CHAPTER VI—That it belongs to God to be to other Beings the Principle of
Existence

IN inferior agentsit isasign of attained perfection, when they can produce their own likeness.
But God is sovereignly perfect (B.l. Chap. 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 asisin us.
Now actuality isthe principle of action. Since then by the actuality which isin 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 Hisactuality, not only understand
and will, but also produce an effect.

Henceit is said: Who maketh great and wonderful and inscrutable wor ks without number (Job
v. 9).

CHAPTER VII—That thereisin God Active Power
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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 belongsto God to bein actuality; and therefore there is suitably ascribed to Him
active power, but not passive power.

Henceit issaid: 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).

81

CHAPTER VIII—That God' s Power is His Substance

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

4. In things the powers of which are not their substance, the said powers are accidents.® But
there can be no accident in God (B. I, Chap. XXII1), who is therefore his own power.

CHAPTER IX—That God's Power is His Action

GOD’ S power is His substance, as has been shown in the previous chapter: a'so His action is
His substance, as has been shown of His intellectual activity (B. I, Chap. XLV), and the same
argument holds of His other activities. Therefore in God power and action are not two different
things.2

2. The action of any being is a complement of its power; for it stands to power as the second
actuality to the first.?* 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 isin 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.

CHAPTER X—In what manner Power is said to bein God

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.

203 But hence adifficulty. God necessarily has the power of creating: if His power be Hisaction, it appears that the action of creating
in Himisalso necessary, and He cannot but create, contrary to what has been already argued (B. I, Chap. LXXXI). Thisdifficulty
ismet in Chapp. XXXII, XXXV, arg. 2.

204 |n Aristotelian philosophy, an agent, quite ready to act but not yet acting, is said to be in the ‘first actuality,” e.g. asoldier with
hisrifle levelled and sighted; in acting, an agent is said to be in the ‘ second actuality,” e.g. the soldier firing.
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SINCE the divine action is nothing else than the divine power, it is manifest that power is not
said to bein God asaprinciple of Hisaction (for nothing isthe principle of itself), but asaprinciple
of the thing made or done: aso that when power is said to bein God in respect of the things made
or done by Him, thisis 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.?> Henceiif 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 isalso clear from the aforesaid that the multitude of actionswhich are attributed to God,
asunderstanding, willing, producing creatures, and thelike, are not different things, since each one
of these actionsin God is His own being, which is one and the same.

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
aprinciple, and aprinciple is so caled in relation to its derivative; it is clear that something may
be predicated of God in relation to the effects of His production.

2. Itisunintelligible how one thing can be made a subject of predication in relation to another
thing, unless contrariwise the other thing be made asubject of predicationinrelation toit. 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 asubject of predicationin relation
to creatures.

3. Likenessis arelation. 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 isfirst and sovereign, is so in relation to others, But God isthefirst being and the
sovereign good.

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 actua ‘volition.” He merges ‘power,’ or ‘faculty,” in *act,’” an identification which, St Thomas says, holds only in God. This
isin keeping with Mr Bradley’ s steady and uncompromising repudiation of all potential being. Potential being, if it beat all, is
the undoing of his philosophy. But see Appearance and Reality, pp. 384-7.
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CHAPTER XIl1—That the Relations, predicated of God in regard to Creatures,
are not really in God?®

THESE relations cannot be in God as accidents in a subject, seeing that in God there is no
accident (B. I, Chap XXIII). 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 itsvery essence, in amanner depends on that other, asit 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 isthefirst measure of al beings (B. I, Chap. XXVIII). Heisto them as the object isto
our knowledge, that is to say, its measure. But though the object is spoken of in relation to the
knowledge of it, neverthelesstherelation really isnot in the object known, but only in the knowledge
of it. The object issaid to bein relation, not because it isitself related, but because something else
isrelated 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 potentialy are, because of them aso He has knowledge, and in
respect of them Heis called both first being and sovereign good. But what actually is bearsno 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 heis not changed by producing anything.?”

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. |, Chapp.
XX, XXIV)208

CHAPTER XIllI—How the aforesaid Relations are predicated of God

206 |t s 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 conceptua (relationes rationis). The meaning isthat any change wrought by divine action isin creatures, not

in God
207

Thisdoctrineis 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 I might commit? Not
so, for God loves more where He sees more of His own, and hates more that which isin greater opposition to Himself. Thereis
more of God in an existing reality than in a possible one; and sin isin 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 though closer, still remains conceptual. God is not really affected by my existing, or by anything
of my doing.

208 From the following chapter (XI11) 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 absol ute attributes of omnipotence, wisdom, goodness,
intelligence and will, attributes which are realitiesin God, and are by us imperfectly apprehended as such.
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IT cannot be said that the aforesaid relations are things existing outside of God.?® 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 athird set of relations, and so on to infinity.?° Again, there are two
ways in which adenomination 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 iswithin 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:
thusaman is not called ‘father’ except from the paternity that isin him. It isimpossible 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
beingsarein relation to Him: for when our understanding conceivesthat A isrelated to B, it further
conceivesthat B isrelated to A, even though sometimes B is not really so related.

Henceit isalso 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 isnot 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.

CHAPTER XIV—That the Predication of many Relations of God is no prejudice
to the Smplicity and Sngleness of His Being

IT isno prejudice to the ssimplicity 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 isin itself
simple; and so it comesto view that simple being under manifold relations. Indeed the more simple
anything is, the greater isits power, and the more numerous the effects whereof it isthe principle;
and thusit isviewed 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.

CHAPTER XV—That God isto all things the Cause of their being

HAVING shown (Chap V1) that God isto 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

209 |t is not difficult to recognise as combated here the sequel of atheory rejected already (B.1, Chap. LI), the theory of Avicenna.
210 Thisisthe celebrated tpitoc &vOpwmog argument, originated by Plato himself against his own theory of |deas, Parmenides, 132.
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otherwise than as constituting its essence, attachesto it through some cause, as whitenessto man.?
To bein athing independently of causation isto be there primarily and immediately, as something
ordinary (per se) and essential. It isimpossible 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 isimpossible 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 isimpossible 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 acause, or one must be to the other the cause of its being. Therefore everything which
inany way is, must have being from that which is uncaused; that is, from God (B. I, Chap. 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
isleft entire, and something elseisfound 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 athing lessin one instance thanin
others, does not attach to that thing in mere virtue of its nature, but from the concurrence of some
other cause. The cause of al effectsin a particular kind will be that whereof the kind is predicated
to the utmost. Thuswe seethat the hottest body isthe cause of heat in all hot bodies, and the brightest
body the cause of brightnessin al bright bodies. But God isin the highest degree ‘being’ (B. I,
Chap. XI1I). He then is the cause of all things whereof ‘being’ is predicated.??

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 thisor that generation, the sunisthe universal cause of al generation; and the king isthe universal
cause of government in his kingdom, over the officials of the kingdom, and also over the officials

211 We do not ask, what made man arational animal, because man must be arational animal, if heisto be man at al. 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 al humidity; earth ideally dry, and cause of
all dryness. The mediaeval mind delighted in this recurrence to unity, ascribing all the particulars of akind 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 thelight of our increased knowledge. Nature is more manifold and broken
into detail 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
isthus an image of God in the universe: but thisis 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 hypothes the ideal Being, the fulness
of Being: the name *God’ means no less than that. If then there be aGod at al, all other being must be derived from Him.
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of individual cities. But being is common to all things. There must then be over all causes some
Cause to whom it belongsto give being.

4. What is by essence, isthe cause of al that is by participation, asfireisthe cause of al things
fiery, as such. But God is being by His essence because He is pure being; while every other being
isbeing by participation, because there can only be one being that isits own existence (B. I, Chapp.
XXII, XLI1I). 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,
itisindifferent either way; and thus there must be something el se that determinesit oneway. Hence,
asaprocesstoinfinity isimpossible, there must be some necessary being that is cause of all things
which are possible to be and not to be.2*

6. God in Hisactuality and perfection includesthe perfectionsof all things (B. I, Chap. XXVII1);
and thus He isvirtually al. 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 thingsthat aretherein (Ps. cxlv, 6). And, All things were made by him, and without
himwas made nothing (Johni, 3). And Fromwhomare all things, by whomareall things, in (unto)
whom are all things (Rom. xi, 16).

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, thethesis
stands, that God produces some effect out of nothing pre-existent. If anything pre-exists, we either
have a process to infinity, which isimpossible, 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. XVI): nor can it
be any other being, distinct from God and uncaused by God (Chap. 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. XII1). 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 athing is made out of material by movement or some change.

4. Itisnot proper to the universal cause of being, as such, to act only by movement and change:
for not by movement and changeis being, as such, made out of not-being, as such, but ‘being this
ismade out of ‘not being this.” But God is the universal principle of being (Chap. XV). Therefore
it isnot proper to Him to act only by movement or change, or to need pre-existent material to make
anything.

213 Understand, ‘and yet are.” Thisisthe argument for the existence of God, known as the ‘ argument from contingent being.’
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5. Every agent has aterm of action like itself, for its acts inasmuch asit isin actuality. Given
then an agent in actuality by someforminherent init, and not to the whole extent of its substance,?#
it will be proper to such an agent to produce its effect by causing aform 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. XV1II). Therefore the proper mode of divine action is to produce the whole
subsistent thing, and not a mere inherent thing, asisform 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, asis clear from this, that potentiality is not reduced to actuality except by some actual
being. But matter is being in potentiality.?> 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-existent to every
action. Hence they took up the common opinion, that nothing is made out of nothing, which indeed
istrue of the actions of particular agents. But they had not yet arrived at aknowledge of the universal
agent, the active cause of all being, whose causative action does not necessarily suppose any
pre-existent material .

CHAPTER XVII—That Creation is not a Movement nor a Change

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

214 That isto say, given acorporeal 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. Thisis called by the
schoolmen materia prima, or primordial matter. Primordial (or formless) matter, as such, nowhere exists: that isto say, al
existing matter is determined by some particular form, so asto make this or that material substance or body: but primordial
matter underlies all material substances. For afirst 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.
Tothem, al reality isOneand of One: but they deny creation out of nothing, and consider matter anecessary and eternal outcome
of the Divine Mind. On Monism St Thomas touches, Chapp. LXXITI-LXXV.
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N
. 2. The extremes of movement or change fall under the same order,?*” being either of the same
2 kind, as contraries are, or sharing one common potentiality of matter. But nothing of thiscan bein
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 asit was
before. But where the whole substance of athing is brought into being, there cannot be any permanent
residuum, now in this condition, now in that: because such aresiduum would not be produced, but
presupposed to production.

CHAPTER XVIII—Solution of Arguments against Creation8

HENCE appearsthefutility 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 achange, 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.?® Nevertheless creation is spoken of asa’ 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 arelation, 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 redlity.
Now every reality is brought into being by God; and therefore also thisreality isbrought into being
by God, and yet was not created by any other creation than that of thefirst creature, because accidents
and forms do not exist by themselves, and therefore neither are they terms of separate creation,
since creation isthe production of substantial being; but asthey are ‘in another,” so arethey created
in the creation of other things.

CHAPTER XIX—That Creation is not Successive

SUCCESSION is proper to movement. But creation is not movement. Therefore thereisin 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.

217 The “extremes” are the situation from which the movement or change starts, and the situation in which it ends.

218 The addition of ab aeterno is evidently out of place in theftitle 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 asit is received in the creature, constituting arelation
to God which we may call ‘ creaturedom.’
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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 compl etion 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 asfor
the process of being made having for its subject any pre-existing material, that is against the very
idea of creation. Thus succession isimpossible 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
isat oncein the act of being created and is created, as light is at once being shed and is shining.

CHAPTER XXI—That it belongs to God alone to create

SINCE the order of actionsis 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 isthe proper action of God alone, who is the highest agent.

2. Nothing else isthe universal cause of being but God (Chap. XV).

3. Effectsanswer proportionally to their causes. Thusactual effectswe attribute to actual causes,
potential effects to potential causes, particular effects to particular causes, and universal effectsto
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 assuch, isthefirst and universal agent, which is God.
Other agentsare not causes of ‘being,” simply as such, but causesof ‘beingthis,” as‘man’ or ‘white':
but ‘being,” ssmply 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 thisquality’: for out of pre-existent beingismade‘ being this,” or ‘being of thisquality.’?°

220
t6d¢ 11, Or Totdvde 1, 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 proportionaly to their causes: but ‘being, simply as such,’ is
an abstract effect: therefore it answersto an abstract cause: which arguesthe Creator to be an abstract Being: now abstract Being
ismere 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 as abstract:
itisareality in these and these particulars. St Thomas, in one place, if indeed the argument isreally his, calls God an abstract
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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 astool 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; henceit isthat the final end answersto the principal agent:?* 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 theinstrument used for creation; and this effect must be prior in theway of productionto‘being’:
for ‘being’ isthe effect answering to the action of the prime creator. But that isimpossible: for the
more general is prior in the way of generation to the more particul ar.??

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.

CHAPTER XXII—That God is Almighty

AS creation isthework of God alone, so whatever beings are producible only by creation must
be immediately produced by Him. Such are all spirits,?> the existence of which for the present let
us suppose,®* and likewise all bodily matter. These severa 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,’
becauseif the production were through intermedi ate 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 ahouse. 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

Being: see B. I, Chap. XLII, n. 13, with note. He means that God is a Being of ideal perfection. God isideal Being, actualised:
Heisthe 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
isindestructible; 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, asthe principal agent also directsit. The
final end first exists as an ideain the mind of the principal agent: thisidea guides the execution; and is realised last thing of all,
when the work is done.

222 \What shall athing be, before it hasbeing at all?

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 a0t ka0’ avtrv oboia of the Platonic Ideas, which the Neo-Platonists personified as spirits.

224 He undertakes to prove it in Chap. XLVI.
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only for one particular effect, it would not be the ordinary cause of being, as such, but cause of
‘thisbeing.” Now what is inconsistent with the idea of ‘being’ is the opposite of ‘being,” whichis
‘not-being.” God then can do all things that do not include in themselves the element of not-being,
that isto 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. |, Chap. XXVI1I1): therefore His active power extendsto 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 likenessto the agent, for every agent acts to the production of its own
likeness somehow:? hence man cannot be the parent of brute or plant, though he can be parent of
man, who ismore 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 materia 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. XV): nor again for the
excellence of the effect, since God is above all in goodness and perfection (B. I, Chapp. XXVIII,

’;B XLI): nor lastly for the defect of the material, since God in His action needs no material (Chap.
XVI).

This aso is taught by divine Scripture as atenet 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 (Lukei, 37).

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).

CHAPTER XXIII—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 isthe 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. XXII). God
then does not act by physical necessity, but by will.??

225 Thus my writing islike, or proportioned to, my thought, as a sign to the thing signified.

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 forms; that what theologians call ‘ creatures’ are but the necessary thoughts of God; and that nothing isreally 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
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2. Whatever does not involve a contradiction, iswithin the range of the divine power. But many
things that do not exist in creation would still involve no contradiction if they did exist. Thisis
most evidently the casein 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 thingstherefore 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.??’

4. Since God's action is His substance (B. I, Chap. 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 isreducible to what is self-determined, or we should have process to infinity. But he
who is not master of hisown 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 away 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 theindividual it be posterior in time. But will-action isthe more perfect, aswithin
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.

Thistruth 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 hiswill (Eph. i, 11).

CHAPTER XXIV—That God acts by His Wisdon

THE will is moved by some apprehension.?? But God acts by willing. Since then in God there
is intellectual apprehension only, and He understands nothing otherwise than by understanding

down a psychological proof of the freedom of the human will; and thence argue that a perfection so conspicuousin 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 s9. (Sands and Co., London).

227 Thisisthe argument above referred to (B. I, Chap. X111 notes) of the primitive collocation of the materials of the universe being
no consequence of physical necessity but an ordinance of mind.

228 That isto say, not by arbitrary whim or irrational wilfulness. The thesisis 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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Himself, whom to understand is to be wise (B. I, Chap. 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 thereforeit is by the wisdom of Hisintellect that he brings thingsinto
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.?* Thus every setting of thingsin
order by wisdom must be the work of some intelligence.?* But the things produced by God bear
an orderly relation to one another, which cannot be attributed to chance, sinceit (sit not sint) obtains
alwaysor for themost part. Thusit isevident that God, in bringing thingsinto being, intended them
in acertain order. Therefore His production of them was awork of wisdom.

All thisis confirmed by divine authority, for it is said: Thou has made all things in wisdom
N (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.

CHAPTER XXV—In what sense some things are said to be Impossible to the
Almighty

IN God thereis active power, but no potentiality. Now possibility is spoken of both asinvolving
active power and asinvolving potentiality. Those things then areimpossible to God, the possibility
of which would mean in Him potentiality. Examples: God cannot be any material thing: He cannot

230 The *highest cause’ is here then to be the final cause. Thus the purpose of the navigation isthe ‘highest cause’ of the parts of a
ship, as such; and to judge of those partsin view of navigation belongs to nautical ‘wisdom.’

231 A formal logician might quarrel with thisargument: * All work of intelligence and wisdom isasetting of thingsin order; therefore
all setting of thingsin order is awork of intelligence and wisdom:” anillogical 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, istaken by St Thomas for an argument of
divine contrivance.
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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,” assuch, or inconsistent with the notion of areality that is*made,” or ‘ produced,” inasmuch
asitis‘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 athing wanting in any of its essential constituents, while the thing itself remains: for
instance, a man without a soul.?®? 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.?* There is however this difference
between thislast 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.*

93

CHAPTER XXVI—That the Divine Understanding is not limited to certain fixed
Effects

NOW that it has been shown (Chap. XXII1) 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 limitsin its view of effects.

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 Israelitesin the desert (Exod. xxxii, 10). He does not will such things absolutely; and St Thomas here
speaks of absolutewill, e.g., of God’ s promisesto Messiah and His Church, temporary appearances notwithstanding (Ps. Ixxxviii,
33-38).

234 For this distinction and doctrine see B. |, Chap. Ixxxiii, with notes.
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2. We have shown above (B. I, Chap. XLIII) the infinity of the divine essence. Now the plane
of theinfinite can never bereached by any piling up of finite quantities, becausetheinfiniteinfinitely
transcends any finite quantities however many, even though they were infinite in number.> But
no other being than God is infinite in essence: al others are essentially included under limited
genera and species.¢ 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. 1, Chap. XLVII), 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 anecessary agent, to any effects,
it would be to those effects which God actually bringsinto being. But it has been shown above (B.
I, Chap. 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 hisart. 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
divineartis‘being’ (genus subjectumdivinae artis est ens), since God by His understanding isthe
universal principal of being (Chapp. XXI, XX1V). Therefore the divine understanding extends its
causality to all thingsthat are not inconsistent with the notion of ‘being,” and isnot limited to certain
fixed effects.

Henceitissaid: Greatisour Lord, and great hispower, and of hiswisdom; thereisno 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, asit is said: Thou hast disposed all things in
measure, number and weight (Wisd. xi, 21).27

235 Any quantitative infinite, — allowing its possibility, — still isinfinite 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 |t issaid, | 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 isto limit. God is above all classification.
237

This common Hegelian position isthat 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 dl that isand 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 believesin a God at al, 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 isinfinite, and
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CHAPTER XXVIII—That God has not brought thingsinto 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.?® But by
creation a created thing first beginsto 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 isin 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 precedeit: 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 isit 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 creaturesis 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 thingsinto being, from that point of view the production of things does proceed from
the necessity of thedivineplan (B. I, Chap. LXXXII): for itisimpossible 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.

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 theland of concrete physical realities, oneredlity,
if existent, necessarily involving, or necessarily barring, the existence of some other reality. Such necessity, such there be, isno
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, — asimpossible, 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.

Thereis some hint of the matter of this note in Chapp. XX1X, XXX following.
238 Justice does not provide the first occupation but is Conversant with the maintenance or transference of titles already existent.
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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.)

N\
. 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.

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 thisis to be, this must go before.” According to this
necessity atriple debt isfound in the production of creatures. First, when the conditional proceeds
from the whole universe of thingsto 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.?** 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 isfound in
the universe both in respect of the creation of things and in respect of their propagation; and therefore
God issaid to have established and to govern all things justly and reasonably. Thusthenis shut out
atwo-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 willsit so.

CHAPTER XXX—How Absolute Necessity may have place in Creation

ALTHOUGH 4l things depend on thewill of God astheir first cause, and thisfirst causeis 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.

239 True, but how differently one thinks and speaks when one has come to regard the sun as asmall star in the Milky Way! The
stellar universe would not missit. Still, counting the sun a cosmically little thing, “these little things are great to little man.”
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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 thereisin their nature a potentiality of not being: which happens from this,
that the matter in them isin potentiality to receive another form. Those things then in which either
thereis no matter, or, if thereisany, it is not open to receive another form, have no potentiality of
not being: such things then ssimply and absolutely must be. If it be said that things which are of
nothing, of themselves tend to nothingness, and thus there isin all creatures a potentiality of not
being, — it ismanifest 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 isin the Creator a power of giving them being or of stopping the influx of being
to them.?®

4. The further athing is distant from the self-existent, that is, from God, the nigher it is to not
being; and the nigher it isto God, the further it iswithdrawn from not being. Those thingstherefore
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. XX VIII).
But, compared with proximate and created principles,?* we find some things having an absolute
necessity. Thereisno 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,

240

By “beingsin which thereisno matter,” St Thomas meant pure spirits. By “beingsin which the matter isnot 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 hasin his eye the whole class of natural objects,
animate and inanimate, that can neither destroy 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 beingsis “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 deitieswhom
he has compounded, them and their offspring: “Y e gods, god born, works of my fatherhood and constructive power, what has
been made by meisindissoluble, 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 awork 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 atie greater even
and more potent than the ties wherewith your being was originally bound together.”

241 That is, with physical causes.
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a certain effect proceeds from them, is a matter of absolute necessity.?*? What belongs to a thing
by reason of its essentia principles, must obtain by absolute necessity in all things.#

CHAPTER XXXI—That it is not necessary for Creatures to have existed from
Eternity?#

|F 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 isit absolutely necessary for the effect to arise. But God does not act under any
necessity in the production of creatures (Chap. XXII1). 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. LXXV): which goodness depends on creatures neither for its being
nor for itswell-being (B. 1, Chapp. X111, XXVII11). There isthen no absol ute necessity for the being
of any creature: nor isit necessary to suppose creation always to have existed.?*

3. It is not necessary for God to will creation to be at al (B. I, Chap. LXXXI): therefore it is
not necessary for God to will creation always to have been.2

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, aswas said in another connexion. Theinterest of this chapter liesin the
spectacle of athirteenth 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 bringsin mediaeval physicsto little profit for our time.
244

St Thomas's position in these eight chapters, X XXI-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. XXXVIII, proved to a demonstration the impossibility of any creation from eternity. Against them St Thomas
directed one of his Opuscula, n. xxiii, De Aternitate 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 |t isnow generally recognised that the stellar universe, inconceivably vast as areits dimensions, neverthelessislimited 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
isno 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 God, unless they be argued to be necessary to God, in which case they cease to be creatures.

248 Thisargument, which isindeed the whol e 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 XXXI1, XXXV—Reasons alleged for the Eternity of the World on
the part of God, with Answersto 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
cometo be: therefore they always have been.

Reply (Chap. 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. XLV).

Arg. 2. Theaction of God iseterna: therefore the things created by God have been from eternity.

Reply. That does not follow. For, as shown above (Chap. XXI11), 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 isto 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 isto 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 asufficient cause, the effect will ensue: otherwiseit 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 Hemust bein potentiality, and become a cause by some addition, which isclearly absurd.

Reply. Though God isthe sufficient cause of the production and bringing forth of creaturesinto
being, yet the effect of His production need not be taken to be eternal. For, given asufficient 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 el se 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 caseisotherwise with physical agencies. they cannot wait: physical action takes place according
asnatureisready for it: therethe effect must follow at once upon the compl ete being of the cause.?

247 The eruption takes place the instant the volcano is ready for it.
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But thewill does not act according to the mode of itsbeing, 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 avoluntary 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 isto 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 alimb is at once moved, unless there be some
break-down in the motor apparatus. Therefore, when any one wishes to do athing 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. | cal it ‘completeness of
volition,” when thereisawill absolutely to do the thing, anyhow. Thevalition | say is‘incomplete,’
when thereisno will absolutely to do the thing, but the will is conditioned on the existence of some
circumstance not yet present, or thewithdrawal of some present impediment. But certainly, whatever
God now willsto 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 thereis nothing el se uncreated
save Him aone (Chapp. VI, XV).?8 It seems therefore necessary that God must have brought the
creature into being from al 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.?°

Arg. 5. Anintellectual agent does not prefer one alternative to another except for some superiority
of the one over the other. But where thereisno 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.? 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

248 The objection may take thisform: 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 5t Thomas could scarcely accept the whole account, given by the opponent, of an ‘incomplete volition,” notably the statement
that avolition isincomplete, “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 Thisis 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. Thereisacalculus of negative
quantities. This however does not make against the value of the objection.
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in one instant rather than in another. In like manner neither in eternity, which is all uniform and
simple (B. I, Chap. XV), can there be any difference of instants. It follows that the will of God
holdsitself in one unvarying attitude to the production of creatures throughout the whole of eternity.
Either therefore Hiswill isthat creation never berealised at all under His eternity, or that it always
be realised.

Reply. Itisimpossibleto mark any difference of parts of any duration antecedent to the beginning
of all creation, as the fifth objection supposed that we could do.?* 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 al creation to any severally marked points in any pre-existing
measure.?? There are no such points for the beginning of creation to be referred to according to
any relation of agreement or divergence. Hence it isimpossible 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

N\ andtime simultaneously.? Thereisno account to be taken therefore why He produced the creature
100 now, and not before, but only why the creature has not always been. Thereisan 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 thistime rather than in any other: but in
regard of thewhole stellar universe (coelum), beyond which thereisno place, and along with which
the universal place of all thingsis 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 timeis 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, especialy in voluntary actions.®
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.

251 There seems to be some mistake here. Any careful reader of the Contra Gentileswill find in (e.g., Chapp. LXI, 1: LXXVI, note)
indications of the want of the author’ s final revision, atask 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 Thomasinvokesin 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 the opponent argues that God must
have created from all eternity. St Thomasin reply alowsthat eternity affords us no means of fixing the date of creation: still,
he contends, we have ameasure of the datein thetimethat has elapsed since, which, even though we do not know it, isaknowable
finite quantity.

252 Even so, going outside the whole universe, we cannot |l ocalise the universe as occupying any specia placein space, as St Thomas
presently remarks. Suppose the universe, as awhole, to be in rectilinear motion, there is nothing to measure the motion by.

253 Matter (in motion), time, and place all began together. Place (témog) to the schoolmen and Aristotle isthe shell of space (xwpa)
marking the outline of abody. 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 placeisto be borne in mind in reading the words that follow immediately in St Thomas.

254 That isto say, it is necessary to take the means, if the end is to be gained: otherwise there is no necessity. Y ou must eat, if you
areto live; but there is no absolute necessity of your doing either.
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Since then the divine goodnessis uniform for all eternity, alikein 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 asfor an end to be won for Himself, asaking works
towin acity: for God is His own goodness. He works for this end, only inasmuch as He produces
an effect which isto sharein the end. In such aproduction of thingsfor 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 serveit. 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.?®

Arg. 7. Since all things, so far asthey 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 speciesis said to
be divine.?¢ But the divine goodness is infinite. Therefore it is proper to it to communicate itself

N infinitely, and not for afixed time only.

Lt 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

255 The end to which creation is subservient as ameans, 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 limitationsis the finitude of creation
in point of time.

256

Etymologically, species (in-spicere) iswhat £idoc (19¢iv) isin Greek. Speciesisscholastic Latin for ei8og. Now eido¢ meant
onethingin Plato, and another in Aristotle. Specieslaboursunder asimilar ambiguity. In the objection now under consideration,
the words of which are esse perpetuum speciei dicitur divinum esse, the language israther 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 archetypica ideas, —
intelligibilia St Thomas calls them, — have been discussed aready (B.I, Chapp. LI-L1V). The following account of them will
commend itself to al 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 Heis 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 aways 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 existencein God: in Him | say, we have been and are uncreated, in whom, or in whose knowledge, al things eternally live
and arelife. 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 the multiplicity of creaturesis reduced to unity in the sheer, simple, and superessential essence
of God; and al 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., Ingtitutio Spiritualis, Opera Omnia, Cologne, 1571, p. 423).
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thereby it appearsthat all other beings but God Himself have God for the author of their being; and
that His power isnot tied to producing effects of one particular character, as physical nature produces
physical effects, but that Heis avoluntary and intelligent agent.

CHAPTERS XXXII1, 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. XXX): it
isimpossible for them not to be, and therefore they always must be.

Reply (Chap. XXXVI). The necessity of such creatures being is only a relative necessity, as
shown above (Chap. XX X): 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.?’

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 aready been shown (Chapp. XI1, XV1I) that without any changein 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.?*

Arg. 5. If timeis perpetual, motion must be perpetual, time being the ‘ record of motion.’2° But
time must be perpetual: for timeisinconceivable without apresent instant, asalineisinconceivable
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

N\ and after it a time succeeding, and so there can be no first or last time. It follows that created
102 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 istantamount to assuming the perpetuity of motion.
Assuming on the contrary that motion is not perpetual, one may say that the first instant of timeis
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 isimpossible.?®

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

258 |f 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 &p1Buog kivioews, 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, al 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. Thisis an argument that

140



Of God and His Creatures St. Thomas Aquinas

Arg. 6. If time has not always been, we may mark a non-existence of time prior to itsbeing. 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 beyond motion (B. I, Chapp. XI1II, XV). The only aternative 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, S 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 thereisno ‘place’ at all.*

CHAPTER XXXIV, XXXVIl—Reasonsalleged for the Eternity of the World on
the part of the Creative Processitself, with Answers to the same

ARG. 1. Itisthe common opinion of al philosophers, and thereforeit must betrue, that nothing
is made of nothing (Aristotle, Physics, B. |, Chapp. VII, VIII). 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
arefirst made must be something everlasting. That cannot be God, because He cannot be the material

N\ of anything. Therefore there must be something eternal outside God, namely, primordial matter.2

103

Reply (Chap. XXXV I1). The common position of philosophers, that nothing is made of nothing,
istrue of the sort of making that they considered. For all our knowledge beginsin sense, whichis
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
thingsin detail. The making of one sort of being out of another sort isthe making of some particul ar
being, inasmuch asit is ‘thisbeing,” not asit is ‘being’ generally: for some prior being there was
that now ischanged into ‘thisbeing.” 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. XV, XVI).
Inthisorigin of al created being from God, it isimpossibleto 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

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.

262 Materia prima, see note, p. 86.
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physicists, whose common opinion it was that nothing was made of nothing: or if any did attain to
it, they considered that such aterm as*making’ did not properly apply toit, since the name * making’
implies movement or change,?®® 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. XVI1). Thereforeit is not the
concern of physical science to study this first origin of all things: that study belongs to the
metaphysician, who dealswith being in general and realities apart from motion.? 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 hasits 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 changeisin 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 s, is
not anywise, and affords no hold for the conclusion that, when it beginsto be, it is otherwise than
asit was before.

104

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, 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).

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. Thereis noword 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, aman may be equally proficient in physical science, asalso he may bein cookery,
engine-driving, or soap-boiling. Is this, the range of physical science is narrower and lower than that of literature. Thereis
religious literature and divine poetry. When a physicist pronounces on a religious question, either for or against religion, heis
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 el se than he should be atall ow-chandler and nothing else. The misery is, when, not having been conversant
with God in hislaboratory, observatory, or dissecting. room, the physicist poses upon this non-experience to turn antitheol ogian.
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. Thisliparo-physico-antitheological humour, as Aristophanes might have called it, isan 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 courseisall 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 neverthel ess, productive of much restlessnessand irritability, asthelife of ThomasHuxley shows. Torepeat St Thomas's
words here: — “It is not the concern of physical science to study the first origin of all things: that study belongsto the
metaphysician who dealswith being in general and realities apart from motion.” All the more important isit for the physicist to
imbibe some tincture of metaphysics, that he may not “wallow in aslough of barbarism’ (Plato, Rep. vii, 533p). Thisnoteis
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 mysteriouswith 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 XXXVII1—Arguments wherewith some try to show that the World
Is not Eternal, and Solutions of the same

ARG. 1. God isthe cause of all things (Chap. 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 isnot being made out of nothing, except in the former sense of not being made out of anything.?*

Arg. 3. It is not possible to pass through infinity. But if the world always had been, infinity
would have been passed through by thistime, 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, isredlly finite. Any given round of
the sun could be passed, because so far the number of them wasfinite: 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,
anew 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

265 o0 yevduevov £€ o0devég (not made out of anything) is not equivalent to yevéuevov éx tod undevédg (made out of nothing). The
former notion would be applicableto a Creature created from eternity, if there were such: thelatter 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 afinite period since creation.
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on an infinity of co-existent actions; and the infinity of causesthereis essential, the whole infinite
N multitude of them being requisite for the production of the effect. But in the case of causes not
105 acting together no such impossibility holds, in the opinion of those who suppose an endless series
of generations. Theinfinity in this case is accidental to the causes: for to Socrates sfather, as such,
it is quite an accident whether he be the son of another man or no: whereas to a stick, inasmuch as
it moves astone, it isnot an accident whether it be moved by an hand: for it only movesinasmuch

asitis 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.

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
dightly, 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.

CHAPTER XLI—That the Variety of Creatures does not arise from any
Contrariety of Prime Agents®’

|F 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 asiit is a being, must necessarily be
good: for it loves and strives to preserve its own being, a sign whereof is thisfact, that everything
fights against its own destruction: now what all things seek is good. It isimpossible therefore for
the diversity of things to arise from two principles, one good and one evil 2%

266 Among the rest, that the earth has been eternally habitable to man, which no geologist would admit See Chap. LXXX, Arg. 3.
267

St Thomas has seven chapters (XXXIX-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 familiar
to us from Darwin’s Origin of Species and the theory of Evolution. St Thomas ventures on alarger 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 al the seven chapters there is not one word pointing to evolution. | have been driven to make
large omissions, omissionswhich | feel sure the Saint would have sanctioned, had he been face to face with the cosmogonies of
our day. Lifeisshort art islong: the ground of philosophy must not be cumbered with obsolete machinery.

Itispleaded on St Thomas' sbehalf that the question before him isametaphysical one, independent altogether of the manner

in which actual species have come into existence.
268

Doneinto syllogistic form, the argument might stand thus:
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9. What in no manner of way is, is neither good nor evil: while every thing that is, in so far as
itis, isgood. A thing can beevil therefore only inasmuch asit isnot-being, that is, privative being;?®
and the evil is precisely the privation. Now privation never comes of the ordinary action of any
cause: because every cause actsinasmuch asit isendowed with ‘form’; and thusthe ordinary effect
of its action must also be endowed with ‘form,” since every agent acts to the production of itsown
likeness, unlessit be accidentally hindered. It followsthat evil does not come of the ordinary action
of any cause, but isaccidentally incident among the effects of ordinary causation.?® Thereistherefore
no one primary and essential principle of al evil: but thefirst principle of all is one primary good,
among the effects of which there ensues evil incidentally.

Henceitissaid: | amthe 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).

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 isabsurd.

One wonders whether thisis 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 (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 entersin. God does not override essentialities.

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
sensein this or that man, not the lack of wings. Privation isin the individual only, never in the species. Hence al evil isin the
individual: the specific natureis entirely good.

270 The usual exampleisthat of aman limping: he walks by his ordinary locomotive power, but limps inasmuch as he accidentally
happens to be lame. The race does not limp.
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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. Henceitissaid: Shall there beevil 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, thefirst of whom was Marcion, and afterwards the Manicheans, who have done
most to spread this error.

CHAPTER XLI1V—That the Variety of Creatures has not arisen from Variety of
Merits and Demerits

ORIGEN in his book mepi dpx&v 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 divinejustice various grades ensued among spiritual substances, some appearing as angels
of various orders, some as human souls al so of various states and conditions, some again as demons
invarious states. He also said that it wasthrough thisvariety of rational creaturesthat God instituted
avariety also of material creatures, so that the nobler spiritual substances should be united to the
nobler bodies, and that in divers other waysthe material creation might serveto expressthe 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 athing is, the higher place doesit 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

N variety of things:?* for in all things the perfection of the whole is preferable to the perfection of

107 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 dl 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

211 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
asisolated units: it isasocial 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 hiswill to secureit, — and places vary in quality and honour. But of them
all no place isabad place as God designed it. If any man’s career endsin 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’ sdealingswith His creatures (B. 111, Chap. LXXV1), least of all with Hisrational creatures(B. I11, Chap. CXII1).
The humblest place that God' s special providence has prepared for any spirit or human soul created by Him, isagood place,
good with atwofold 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 aman’sown sin (B. |11, Chap. CLXIII) undoing the special providence
that made for his peace (Luke xix, 42), doesthe man fall under another order of providence, which still securesthe general good,
but no longer his gain.
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working independently of one another is matter of chance; and thus the diversity and order of
creation comes by chance, which isimpossible.?”2

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. XXVIII):
therefore the variety of creatures does not presuppose variety of merits.

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
receiveit, an agent will do this more perfectly the more perfect itself is. But God isthe most perfect
of agents:. therefore it will belong to Him to induce His likeness in creation most perfectly, so far
as befits created nature.?” But creatures cannot attain to any perfect likeness of God so long asthey
are confined to one species of creature; because, since the cause exceeds the effect, what isin 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 asthe cause; which isimpossible 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. Asthe 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

N of thosethingsto which the material isin potentiality.? Thereforeif any agent whose power extends

108 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.?®

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

272 |mpossible, because the world is an organic whole, one part subservient to another. Such an organic body, such acosmos, could
never be the result of unconcerted actions, and situations assigned in reward commensurate with such actions.

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.g., if out of clay were made only drain-pipes.

275 e.g., asociety, all dukes. Thefact is, differentiation is at the root of existence.
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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.2’

5. The goodness of the species transcends the goodness of the individual .7 Therefore the
multiplication of speciesisagreater 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 theintervention 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 whilethings are good singly
intheir several natures, all taken together they are very good, because of the order of the universe,
which isthe final and noblest perfection of creation.

CHAPTER XLVI—That it was necessary for the Perfection of the Universe that
there should be some Intellectual Natures

THISthen being the cause of the diversity among creatures, it remainsnow to treat of the severa
distinct creatures themselves as we proposed to do in the third part of this book (Chap. V). And we
will show first that by the disposition of Divine Providence assigning perfection to creaturesin 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. 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, asthe likeness of fire (perceived) isin 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

N\ divine goodness should be communicated to creatures, not only by likeness in being, but also by

109 likeness in knowing. But mind alone can know the divine goodness. Therefore there needed to be
intelligent creatures.

276 St Thomas may be here said to anticipate the great physical and social discovery, that if things or persons were al 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 so many toes. At the same time the head cannot be without the toes.
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6. In al comely arrangements of things, the attitude of the secondary to the last imitates the
attitude of thefirst to all, aswell secondary aslast, though the imitation is not always perfect. Now
God comprehendsin Himself all creatures (B. I, Chapp. XXV, LI, LIV); and thisisrepresented in
material creatures, although in another way: for the higher body comprehends and contains the
lower, according to quantitative extension;?”® whereas God contains all creaturesin ssmple mode,
and not by quantitative extension. In order then that an imitation of God might not be wanting to
creatures even in thismode of containing, therewere madeintellectual creaturesto contain material
creatures, not by any extension of quantity, but smply by mode of intelligence: for what is
understood is in the mind that understandsit, and is comprehended in its intellectual activity.

CHAPTER XLVII—That Subsistent Intelligences are Voluntary Agents

GOOD iswhat all things yearn after, and in all beings there is a craving (appetitus) for good.
In beings unendowed with any sort of cognition, thiscraving iscalled ‘ physical appetite’ (appetitus
naturalis).?”® In beings that have sensitive cognition it is called ‘animal appetite,” and is divided
into ‘concupiscible’ and ‘irascible.’ 2 Inintelligent beingsit is called the ‘intellectual’ or ‘rational
appetite,” otherwise the ‘will.’

CHAPTER XLVIII—That Subsistent Intelligences have Free Will

THEY must be free, if they have dominion over their own acts.

2. A free agent isan 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 powersit belongs
to judge. Of such self-determining agents, those alone judge freely which determine their own
judgement. But no faculty of judging determinesits own judgement unlessit reflects upon its own
act. If then it isto 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

278 30 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 amanner contains the orbit of the satellite: earth and earth-way carry and involve moon and moon-way; while the sun
carries al the planets, and al their ‘ways’ or orbits.

2719 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, . 23, art. | (Aquinas Ethicus, I, 85).

149



Of God and His Creatures St. Thomas Aquinas

judicii):* while inanimate things, being dependent for their every determination on things other
N than themselves, have not so much as free action, or determination. On the contrary, intelligent
110 beings have not only free action, but aso free judgement, which is having free will .2

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,? 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,?* he must be guided to
that judgement by some higher form or idea in his apprehension.?® This idea can be no other than
the universal idea (ipsa ratio) of goodness or fitness, by aid whereof ajudgement isformed 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.2¢

4. No movement or action follows from a general concept except by the medium of some
particular apprehension, as all movement and action dealswith particulars. Now the understanding
naturally apprehendsthe 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 containsin 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.?”

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 plants, or because they have a

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 |eft 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 thelast practical judgement made before action is taken.
It seemsto place freedom in the intellect rather than in the will. It is bound up with afurther doctrine, that command (imperium)
isafunction of understanding, not of will. These are grave questions, which | had rather not handle. Enough for me to have
trandlated this important passage fully and literally, and to have called attention to its significance.

283 That isto say, in al (higher) animals (above, n. 2).

284 All (higher) animal s 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 isal 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 genera
concepts, of the suitable and the good (or to what Plato might have called the vision of the idea of the good — Rep. V1, 505: cf.
Phaedrus, 248, 249). Such is the momentous teaching of St Thomas in this chapter.

287 | may have habitually in my mind the universal judgement, ‘ Nuisances areto be abated.” From that, no action can arise. Annoyed
by anoisein the street, | formulate a further judgement, more definite, but still universal: * The nuisance of bawling newsboys
isto 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.
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judgement naturally determined to one effect, asirrational animals. For by natural reckoning®® 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 al 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
AN understanding movesthewill; and in al things the motive, or moving power, and the object moved
11 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. Thereforeall intelligent agents have freewill, 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.’ 2

CHAPTER XLIX—That Subsistent Intelligence is not Corporeal

| F the understanding were a corporeal substance, intelligibleideas of things would be received
init only asrepresenting 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 thereforeit 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 isin
amanner infinitein the exercise of intelligence: for it knowsthe universal, whichisvirtually infinite
initslogical extension.

7 and 8.2% Of no bodily substanceisthe 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 aso it
understands that it does understand, and so endlessly.

Hence Holy Scripture callsintelligent 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).

288 Naturali existimatione, the same as vis cogitativa.

289 | iberum de ratione judicium. Ratio, as often in St Thomas, isratio formalis, or Aéyog, 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 asa
generality, isthe will free.

290 | have made what Latin play-writers call a contaminatio, or ‘commingling’ of these two arguments.
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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.?*

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®? formsin matter, still it must not be thought that they come up to the simplicity
of the being of God: for thereisfound in them a certain composition, inasmuch as existence (esse)
and essence (quod est) is not in them the same.?®

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:?* hence, considered apart from the subject in
aparticular 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. XI111) Therefore that existence which is being of itself and by itself, must
be uncaused. No caused being therefore isits own existence.

112

5. The substance of every redlity 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 isit true to say that its existence is its substance.?

Hence in Exodusiiii, 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.

291 Corpus effigiatum, sicut corpus exterius figuratum, where the autograph has in an erasure, homo exterior figura.

292 Read materiales from Chap. LI.

293 |n whatever reality essence and existence are identical, that reality isits own existence: in other words, it exists of itself, which
self-existenceis proper to God alone. That isthe 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 obtainsin 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 histrade. ‘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. Thisis not saying that the actualisation might be taken away, and
the thing still remain. The distinction between essence and existence is not physical. But created essence has not such ahold on
existence asto beincapable of losing it. Thisloose hold upon existenceistaken by the Thomist school to involve areal distinction
between essence and existence in creatures.
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CHAPTER LIl1—That in Created Subsistent Intelligencesthereis 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 substanceitself 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 isin any being, and comes of the agent that produced it, must be the actuality of that
being: for itisan agent’ sfunction to make athing bein actuality. But, as shown above (Chap. 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 thereforeisin
these created substances as asort of actualisation of the same. But that in which actuality isreceived
is potentiality: for actuality is such in relation to potentiality. In every created subsistent being
therefore there is potentiality and actuality.

CHAPTER LV—That Subsistent Intelligences are Imperishable

WHAT ordinarily and of itself attaches to athing, inheresin it necessarily and invariably and
inseparably, asroundness ordinarily and of itself inheresin acircle, but in abit of brass metal only
incidentally.?* It is possible for a bit of brass metal to be other than round: it is impossible for a

N circle to be other than round. Now existence ordinarily follows upon the form: for we call that
113 ‘ordinary,” which the thing is inasmuch as it isitself; 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
substancesthat are pureforms are never deprived of existence: thusif theideal circle had substantial
existence, that substance could never be made other than round. But subsistent intelligences are

pure subsistent forms: therefore it isimpossible for them ever to cease to exist.?’

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

29 For thisuse of ‘ordinarily’ and ‘incidentally’ asarendering of per seand per accidens, see my Aquinas Ethicus, |, 404. It
answersto ‘principal’ and ‘accessory’ in English law.

297 The meaning of thisimpossibility 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” seeB. |, Chap. XLIV, n. 7, with note. The Platonic
‘idea,” existing apart from things, was personified by the Neoplatonists, and became a daipwv (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 somethingsthat the Neopl atonists had said of daiuoveg. Theangel 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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suffer isto receive something; and whatever isreceived in asubsistent intelligence must be received
according to the manner of the same: that isto say, it must bereceived asanintelligible impression.
But whatever is so received in a subsistent intelligence, goes to perfect that intelligence, not to
destroy it: for the intelligible isthe perfection of the intelligent. A subsistent intelligence therefore
isindestructible.?®

10. Theintelligible is the proper perfection of the intellect: hence the understanding in the act
of understanding, and itsterm, or object in the act of being understood, are one.?*® What therefore
belongsto the object asintelligible, must belong also to the mind as cognisant of that object; because
perfection and perfectible are of the same genus.3® Now theintelligible object, as such, isnecessary
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.*** Hence the understanding attains to
science of perishable things, only in so far as they are imperishable, — that isto say, in so far as
they become to the mind universals. Intellect therefore, as such, must be indestructible.

13. Itisimpossible for anatural desireto bevoid 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,
areled by theinclination of primitive physical tendencies, whichiscalled 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 agenciesto thefull strength of their natural
constitution, while creatures possessed of any manner of 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 aways the same
numerically, have anatural appetite for perpetuity of being even in respect of sameness of number:
whilethose whose natural constitution has not strength for this, but only for preservation of perpetuity
of being in respect of sameness of species, also have anatural appetite for perpetuity. Thisdifference

114

298 Yes, if the being be nothing else but intelligence, which St Thomas supposes throughout, calling it a‘pure form’ (ipsa forma).

29 Cf. |, 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 virtuein amind 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. Thisistrue: 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 timeitistobeat al. Thisisan eternal truth. Thisisexactly St Thomas' steaching, when he says: “ The understanding
attains to science of perishable things, only in so far asthey are imperishable, — that isto say, in so far as they become to the
mind universals.” Cf. |, 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 areimperishable: but these universals cannot be anywherein creation except in created minds: therefore
created minds, as minds, are apt not to perish.
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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 thisis 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
isin them, not in respect of the power of God (Chap. 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 naturesto be perpetual.

115

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 asits Form

A SUBSISTENT intelligence cannot be united with abody 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 acombination, but a mere mechanical mixture.® But
this combination and consequent cessation of actual existence cannot befall subsistent intelligences,
for they are imperishable.

Itislikewise evident that a subsistent intelligence cannot be united with abody by any manner
of contact, properly so called. For contact isonly of bodies. those things arein contact, the extremities
of which are together,** 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 itsform on the other. And though, if weregard only quantitative extremities, the contact

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 (ui€ic) and confusio (kpdoig). 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 islost, or was supposed to be lost, in water.

304 “Together’ means ‘indefinitely near’ absolute contact would be coincidence.
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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 befound of contact without contact in quantitative extremitiesmust still be cajled instances
of contact, inasmuch as they are instances of action: thus we say that he who saddens another
‘touches’ him.® According to this mode of touch it is possible for a subsistent intelligence to be
united to abody by contact: for subsistent intelligences act upon bodies and move them, being more
highly actualised than bodies are.*

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,®” 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 indivisiblein the sameway. The point isindivisibleasaterm

of quantity, and has a definite situation in a continuous surface, beyond which it cannot be thrown:®

whereas asubsistent intelligenceisindivisible by being outside of the category of quantity altogether:

N hence no indivisible element of quantity is marked out for contact with it. Secondly, because

116 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 isinasmuch asitisin

potentiality; and potentiality extendsto thewhole, not merely to the extremities of thewhole: hence

the wholeis touched. From this appears a third difference: because in quantitative touch, whichis

of extremities, the touching body must be outside of the touched, and cannot pervade it, but is

stopped by it;**® whereas the virtual contact, which is proper to subsistent intelligences, reaching

to the inmost recesses of things, makes the touching substance be within the touched and pervade

it without let or hindrance. Thusthen asubsistent intelligence may be united with abody by virtual
contact.30

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 alow that
the body acts upon the soul.

306 |s the reference to organic action or to valitional control? Or if to both, isthe action of the soul upon the body the samein both
cases?

307 That isto 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 isto 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 pointswithin 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 isin immediate virtual contact with endless other
points, but not in physical contact with any. Dynamism may be tenable or untenable: either way it iswell 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 al. Asfor the other aternative, mixtio, he has aready
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. Thisvirtual 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 ‘forn’
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 atheme of endless contention in St Thomas' day, and
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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 bein
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
guantitative. It remainsto be enquired whether out of a subsistent intelligence and abody there can
result such a unity as means oneness of nature.*** 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.®? 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 isimpossible.

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 abody. 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

21 aetual and potential. But a subsistent intelligence and a body are of different genera.

Arg. 3. All that isin matter must be material. But if subsistent intelligenceistheform of abody,
the being of such intelligence must bein matter: for there isno 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 isimpossible for anything having its being in a body to be apart from the body. But
intelligenceis shown to be apart from the body, asit is neither the body itself nor abodily faculty .3t

Arg. 5. Whatever has being in common with the body, must also have activity in common with
the body: for the active power of athing cannot be more exalted than its essence. But if asubsistent
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 absol ute unity, which isunity in being. At that rate the activity of a subsistent
intelligence, united as aform to the body, will be exerted in common with the body, and its faculty
will be abodily (or organic) faculty: positions which we regard as impossible.

(Chap. LXIX). It is not difficult to solve the objections alleged against the aforesaid union.

the strife is not over yet, — but at least it isto 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 thisgeneral 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.”

311 Ratione unum. Ratio here is not opposed to res: it means first the definition of athing, and then that which is specially denoted
by definition, the essence or nature. This meaning of ratio is hot uncommon in the Contra Gentiles. The word may often be
rendered ‘essential notion,” meaning the object of such notion. See note on p. 111.

312 Man is not essentially white, but he is essentially body and soul

313 The reference is to Aristotle, De anima, 111, iv; “Nor isit reasonable to suppose it (intelligence) to be blended with the body”;
of which separateness of intelligence from body much will be said presently.
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Reply 1. The first objection contains afalse 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 aman’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.®*#

Reply 2. Asfor 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. Thusthen a subsistent intelligence and abody, which as separate existenceswould
be species of different genera, in their union belong to one genus as elements of the same.

Reply 3. Nor need asubsistent intelligence be amaterial form, notwithstanding that its existence
isin 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 abody by its being that body’s
form stand in the way of intelligence being separable from body.3*> 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,
whilein 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

N bring to act that part of the body whereby its activity is completed, as sight brings the eye to act.
118 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 theintellectual soul, brings the body to act, inasmuch asit isthe form which gives being

to such body.

Reply 5. Nor isit 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 isnot one of thoseformswhich
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 isit dependent on the body.

314 This doctrine is maintained by Father Bodder, 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 thereis 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 athing 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 athing as afever or amorbid growth in the body? Are not
these abnormal devel opments exaggerations, we might almost say ‘rebellions,” of secondary lives with which in its ordinary
state the body isreplete, — secondary liveswhich in health work in harmony with themain life, of which the soul isthe principle?

315 voi¢ xwptotdg, the much debated Aristotelian phrase, De anima, 111, iv, v. Thisreply should be carefully borne in mind.
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CHAPTER LVII—Plato’'s Theory of the Union of the Intellectual Soul with the
Body316

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 hisfollowerslaid it down that the intellectual soul isnot united with the body asform
with matter, but only as the mover iswith the moved, saying that the soul isin the body as a sailor
in hisboat:3" thus the union of soul and body would be virtual contact only, of which above (Chap.
LV1). But as such contact does not produce absol ute 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.® 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.3° 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 asit comes forth from the agent.
It is true that many men towing a boat make one action in respect of the thing done, which isone;

AN but still on the part of the men towing there are many actions, as there are many different strains
119 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’sview. — Thereisno
difficulty, it will be said, in mover and moved having the same act, notwithstanding their difference

316 | believe that St Thomas had no knowledge of Plato at first hand, not even in aLatin 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, asimplicitly in the genera
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 avery loose
connection between the soul and the particular body which it inhabits): likewise in this genera difference between Aristotelian
and Platonic ‘forms,” that while Aristotle’s ‘forms’ inherein sensible things, Plato’s ‘forms,’ or €131, 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, asin man, and still more in the
lower animals, it was to do its best to break away, and (in man) to live alife 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. I1, c. i, ad fin., mentionsit as “a point not cleared up,
whether the soul is the form of the body in the same sense asa sailor is of hisboat,” 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 Thisagain | believeis not explicitly in Plato, though it is quite to his mind. It ill accords with the definition of the Council of
Vienne.
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in being: for motion is at once the act of the moving force, fromwhich it is, and the act of the thing
moved, inwhichitis. Thusthen, on Plato’ stheory, 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, 1), sensation results by the sentient subject being
moved or impressed by external sensiblethings: hence aman cannot have a sensation without some
external sensible thing,** as nothing can be moved without a mover. The sensory organ therefore
ismoved and impressed in sensation, but that is by the external sensible object. What receives the
impression isthe sense, asisevident from this, that sensel essthings 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 the impression.
But such aprinciple 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 standsfor 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.*?* Thus sentient souls, even of irrational animals, will be
immortal; which seems improbable, although it is not out of keeping with Plato’s opinion.®? But
thiswill be matter of enquiry further on (Chap. LXXXII).

3. A body moved does not take its species according to the power that moves it. If therefore
the soul isonly 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 fagon de parler;®* since none of

N\ these partsretainsits proper activity, and activity follows species. Therefore the union of soul and
120 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 .3

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, isits form and actuality. But by the soul
the body emerges from potentiality to actuality: for the being of aliving thing isitslife: moreover

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 isimmortal, asintellectual though not as sentient.

322 Plato countenances the transmigration of soul. Republic, x, 618-620; Timaeus, 42b, c¢; Phaedrus, 246.

323 So Aristotle, De anima, 11, i, 8-10: Padlitica, | p. 1253, a 20.

324 S0 savages suppose the soul actually to wander abroad in dreams. The argument isin Aristotle, De anima, 1, iii, 8.
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the seed before animation is only potentially alive, and by the soul it is made actually alive:®® the
soul therefore is the form of the animated body.

Again: as part isto part, so is the whole sentient soul to the whole body. But sight is the form
and actuality of the eye:3% therefore the soul is the form and actuality of the body.

CHAPTER LVIII—That Vegetative, Sentient, and Intelligent are not in man
Three Souls

PLATO lays it down that not one and the same soul isin us at once intelligent, sentient, and
vegetative.’ 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 abody. The untenableness of thisposition isthus
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 formsin 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.” Thisthen will be an accidenta predication,
‘manisananimal,’ or ‘ananimal isaliving creature.’ But on the contrary these are cases of essential
predication: for man, asman, isan animal; and an animal, asan animal, isaliving creature. Therefore

N it is from the same principle that one is man, animal, and alive.®®

121

325 “Seed and fruit is potentially this and that kind of body,” De anima, I, i, 11. The seed before animation is not dead matter: we
are probably right in ascribing to it a certain lower form of life (Bddder, 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 callsit, in reference to thislife
which isto follow. “only potentialy aive.”

326 “Were the eye an animal, sight would beit's soul,” says Aristotle, Deanima, 11, i, 9.

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 specia favourite of the Neoplatonists, from whom St Thomas gathered his
knowledge of Plato. The passage, Timaeus, 69c-70adescribing how “the mortal kind of soul,” with itstwo 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 asfamiliarly aswe do. The voig in the head, the Bvodg (St Thomas's
parsirascibilis) in the chest, and the émBuuion (pars concupiscibilis) in the belly, are not three souls, but three varieties of one
soul. Cf. Timaeus, 89¢, “three kinds of soul have been put to dwell in usin three several places: Tim. 79 d, “what the soul has
of mortal and of divineinitsbeing”: Republic, 439, “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 Buudg isto be called “ an affection or apart 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 volg, Buudg, émbupia, three phases of one soul, thefirst inorganic and spiritual, the two latter organic and involving connexion
with the body.

328 |n a paragraph here omitted occur these words, which are of interest in the discussion of evolution. “The order of the sentient to
theintelligent, 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 isprior in generation to man.” St Thomasis here describing
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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 isthe loosest of unities.’

4. If man, as Plato held, is not a compound of soul and body, but is a soul using a body; either
thisis understood of theintelligent 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 heis three souls, or at least
two. But if thisis 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, isto 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 al 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 isthat, when the soul departs, the body breaks up. It must be some more formal principle that
makes of those several entities one; and thiswill be rather the soul than those several entitieswhich
areunited by it. If thisagain has severa parts, and isnot oneinitself, there must further be something
to unite those parts. Aswe cannot proceed to infinity, we must come to something whichisinitself
one; and this of al things is the soul.>* There must therefore in one man, or one animal, be one
only soul.

122

CHAPTER LI X—That the Potential Intellect of Man is not a Spirit subsisting
apart from Matter3*

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 adynasty of kings, or of aline of bishops, now called ‘ continuity.’

330 Thisargument is from Aristotle, De anima, I, v, nn. 26-28.
331

These chapters, LIX-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, 111, Chapp. IV, V. The theory first presupposes the doctrine of
matter and form, of which thereis afair]y good account in Grote's Aristotle, val. 11, 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 Avicennaascribe to him, views which St Thomas |aboriously combats
asbeing neither Aristotelian nor correct. If these M ochammedan commentators, with Grote and many moderns, areright, Aristotle
cannot be claimed as abeliever in personal immortality. Still the fact that Plato steadily held the individual soul to be immortal,
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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 thisthey endeavour to prove from the words of Aristotle, who says, speaking of thisintellect,
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.*? Also from the argument by which Aristotle proves

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, voig
nadntikdg), the ‘potential intellect’ (intellectus possibilis, voig duvatdg, or 6 Suvapel vodg), and the‘ activeintellect’ (intellectus
agens, voig ToINTIKOG).

1. ‘Passiveintellect’ isnot intellect at all. It isfound 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 ministersto 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 something here and
now present.” See Father Bddder’ 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. I11, cap. iv (ed. Lethielleux, Paris, 1886, tom. IV,
pp. 94, 95). Aristotle tells us of thisfaculty that it perishes with the body, but that its operation is an indispensable preliminary
to all human understanding, o 8¢ TtaBnTikog vodg eBaptds, kal dvev Tovtov 0VOEV voel (Deanimallll, v, ult.)

2. Much more important is the ‘potential intellect, — intellectus possibilis, a term occurring again and again in al the
writings of the schoolmen, being founded on one word of Aristotle, De anima lll, iv, 3, un& adtob eivat @borv o0depioy GAN
A tatnv &1 Suvatdv (nor hasit any other natural property than this, that it is able, capable, potential). It is defined by Maurus
(I.c.): “the intellect inasmuch as it is capable of being [representatively] made all things, by receiving intelligible impressions
of al 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 scholasticimportanceisthe ‘activeintellect,” intellectus agens, defined by Maurus: “ The intellect inasmuch as
itiscapable of [representatively] making all things, by impressing on the potential intellect intelligibleimpressions of all things.”
The term vod¢ montkdg though not actually found, isimplied in De anima, 111, v. The ‘active’ and ‘potential’ intellect together
make up the understanding. The exact extent of the distinction between them is matter of some dispute (Bdédder, Psychologia,
pp. 159-163).

What ordinary mortalscall ‘intellect’ or ‘understanding,’ isthe‘ potential intellect.” Itiscalled ‘ potential’ becauseit isopen
to all intellectual impressions, and, prior to experience, is void of al 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
‘formsof mind.” But it does not militate against the doctrine of heredity. Heredity worksin the body, in the domain of the sentient
soul: we are here concerned with pureintellect. Of that, Aristotle saysitis“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 upto it by sense and phantasy, from particular to universal, making out of it an ‘intelligibleimpression.” A further distinction
is drawn between the ‘intelligible impression’ (species intelligibilis impressa) thus created and received in the mind, and the
‘intelligible expression’ (speciesintelligibilis expressa), or precise act whereby the mind understands. See Bédder, Psychologia,
pp. 153-156. This distinction has been already drawn by St Thomas (B. I, Chap. LII1).

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. 11, Chap. LX), probably because it simply is not
intellect.

332 €1 6 voiig dmAoDv £oTi kai dmadEg kai undevi undév &xe1 xowvédv (if theintellect is asimple being and impassible and has nothing
in common with anything) De anima, 111, iv, 10.
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that because the potential intellect receives al impressions of sensible things, and isin potentiality
N to them all, it must be devoid of all to begin with, as the pupil of the eye, which receives all
123 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
sensiblethings, asit would have wereit theform 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.==

These passages moved Averroes™ to suppose the potential intellect, whereby the soul
N understands, to be separate in being from the body, and not to be the form of the body. But because
124 thisintellect would have no connexion with us, nor should we be able to understand by it unlessit

338 &vdykn dpa, Emel mévta voet, duiyf elvat tva yvwpiln: mapeu@arvéuevov ydp kwAvet td dAASTpiov kai dvtigpdtrer §10 008¢
HepixBar ebAoyov avtov ¢ cduatt (For sinceit understands al, 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, 111, iv, 3, 4.

334

Abu Walid Mohammed Ibn Roschd (Averroes), called by the schoolmen ‘the Commentator,” as Aristotle was ‘the
Philosopher,” was born at Cordovain 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 L atin 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, 11, iv, v. Two words
there call for notice: (1) dradég, meaning unimpressed, at first hand, by matter; (2) xwpiotde, separable, or separate, on which
word the great contention turns. It may apply tothe‘active,” or tothe‘ 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 isreferred to the intellect asit isin thismortal 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.
Averroeswill haveit 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 al 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 saysin 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 vob¢ xwp1otdg in some heavenly sphere:
that doctrine however belongs to the disciples of Averroes, not to the master. Renan, Averroes et |’ Averroisme, p. 138, gives
this explanation: Une humanité vivante et permanente, tel semble donc étre le sens de la théorie Averroistique de I’ unité de
I"intellect. L’immortalité de I’ intellect actif [and of the potential intellect with it, on which Averroes chiefly insists] n’est ains
autre chose que, la renaissance éternelle de I” humanit’, et la perpetuité de la civilisation. This interpretation derives support
from Averroes's comments on the De anima, 111 (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 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, isclearly suicidal, and the Commentator was no fool. If no individual man had ahead on his shoulders, the racewould
be headless. Averroes (see Chap. LX) does not seem to alow 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
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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 isa ‘form’ of
the potential intellect, in the same way that an actually visible appearance, as such, isa‘form’ of
the visual faculty; hence out of the potential intellect, and this form or impression actualy made
inthe same, there results one being. With whatever being thereforethis*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.

of volg xwprotdg as Averroes understood it. If Renan s interpretation be taken, then when Averroes speaks (De anima, 111, 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 (ittisal 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 swords are these (Deanima, |1, pp. 178, 148b, 185b): “ The potential intellect is not conjoined with us primarily
and ordinarily: nay, it isnot conjoined with usat all, except inasmuch asit is conjoined with theformsin 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 isto say, through that part of those conceptionswhich existsin usand servesin amanner asaform. . . . Sincetheimpressions
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 isto say, the potential intellect, isthe 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 Averroesthus: “ 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 asit is other and other in you and me, wereaform (or idea) of the potential
intellect, then your intellectual activity and mine might be differentiated by the diversity of phantasms. . . . but the said phantasm
isnot aform (or idea) of the potential intellect: an ideain 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 theory of progress, the reader will find some discussion of it in my Oxford and Cambridge
Conferences, First Series, pp. 135 sq.; aso Political and Moral Essays, p. 132, note.

On De anima, |11, 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 appearsto mean the ‘passiveintellect’ of each individual, inasmuch
asitisillumined by continuatio (ittisal) with the universal potential intellect. Does that mean the mind of the individual in so
far asit comes abreast of the zeitgeist? If so, but | cannot feel sure of the conclusion, then Arabian mysticism endsin positivism.
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2. Besides, theimpression actually in understanding isthe 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 actualy in understanding is to the phantasms as the actual visible appearance isto the
coloured surface, which isoutside the soul. Thissimilitudeis used by Averroes, asalso 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 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

N\ that we have understanding. The above mode of union then isinsufficient.

L 5. The intellect in the act of understanding and the object as represented in understanding are

one, as aso 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 issense, so far asit isapt to have sensation, one with its object, so far asthat is open
to be represented in sensation.3* The impression made by the object, so far asit 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 asit isin the
stone, but asit isin 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 itsform. Therefore it cannot be the medium whereby the potential intellect is conjoined with
us: because, in so far asit is conjoined with the potential intellect, it is not conjoined with us; and
insofar asit is conjoined with us, it is not conjoined with the potential intellect.

CHAPTER L X—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 differsfrom dumb animals by what Aristotle callsthe‘ passiveintellect,’
whichisthat ‘ cogitative power’ (viscogitativa) proper to man, in place whereof other animals have
acertain ‘estimative power’ (aestimativa).>* The function of this*cogitative power’ isto distinguish
individual ideas and compare them with one another, astheintellect, 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.’ 3 Doctors say that it

335 This aptness, openness, or potentiality, is precisely what idealistsignore. They will have every thing actual.

336 Thetext reads vis cognoscitiva. But asit iscalled hujus cogitativae virtutisin the very next line, | opinethat vis cogitativa should
be the reading. The ‘estimative power’ isthat by which a dog knows its master as a particular object.

337 |t is called, as we have seen, ‘passiveintellect’ and ‘ particular reason.’
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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.>

1. Vital activities stand to the soul as second actualities to the first.** Now the first actuality is
prior intimeto the second in the same subject, asknowledgeis prior intimeto |earned speculation.
In whatever being therefore there is found any vital activity, there must be some portion of soul
standing to that activity asthe 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,*° whereas evidently quite the contrary isthe 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.

126

2. Anincident 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.*** 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 isin ahigher rank of life than that. Therefore the man does not live
thelifethat 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 organ3*? from
this consideration, that the said intellect takes cognisance of al sensible forms under a universal
aspect.*® Therefore no faculty, the activity of which can reach to the universal aspectsof all corporeal

338 Upon careful study of this chapter, it appears that there islittle 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:
the intellectual assimilation of those materials belongs to a higher power, to intellect proper.

339 |n the Aristotelian terminology, the ‘first actuality’ isthe being in readiness to act, the ‘ second actuality’ isthe being in action.
A locomotive with steam up isin the ‘first actudity ‘: alocomotive onitsway isin the ‘ second actuality.” We must secure the
‘first actuality’ of science and skill, before we can exercise the ‘ second actuality * of askilful scientific investigation. St Thomas
quotes Aristotle, Deanima, 11, 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 atruth. Wherefore soul is defined, ‘the first actuality of living body.””

340 Deanima, I11, iv, 2, 4.

341 Thereferenceisto Aristotle, Of memory and recollection, |, 9“1t isclear 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€ight isthe actualisation, évteAéyeia, of the eye. e.g. ‘brightness’ simply, and not merely ‘this brightness.’

343 e.g. ‘brightness' simply, and not merely ‘this brightness.’
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forms, can be the actualisation of any corporeal organ. But such afaculty is the will: for of al of
the things that we understand we can have a will, at least of knowing them.** And we also find
acts of thewill inthe general: thus, as Aristotle says (Rhet. 11, 4), we hate in general the wholerace
of robbers. The will then cannot be the actualisation of any bodily organ. But every portion of the
soul isthe actualisation of some bodily organ, except only the intellect properly so called. Thewill
therefore belongs to the intellectual part, as Aristotle says.®* 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 aspirit other
than himself: those appetitive, or conative, faculties alonewould remain in him, the activity whereof
AN is conjoined with passion, to wit the irascible and concupiscible* in the sentient part of his being,
127 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 al social and political science.®” Therefore there must bein

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 athing
intellectually, which isthe 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 isthat 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 *activeintellect.’
But the effects of the active intellect are actual representationsin understanding, the proper recipient
of which isthe potential intellect, to which the active intellect stands related, as Aristotle says, “as
art to material.”**® Therefore the habitual understanding, which isthe habit of knowledge, must be
in the potential intellect, not in the passive.

CHAPTER L XI—That the aforesaid Tenet is contrary to the Mind of Aristotle

ARISTOTLE defines soul, “thefirst actuality of anatural, organic body, potentially alive”; and
adds, “this definition applies universally to every soul.” Nor does he, as the aforesaid Averroes
pretends, put forth thislatter remark in atentative way, as may be seen from the Greek copies and
the trandation of Boethius. Afterwards in the same chapter he adds that there are “ certain parts of

344 g,g. the chemical components of the fixed stars.

345 Deanima, 111, ix, 5.

346 Plato’ s Buuédg and émBupia. Plato, curioudy enough, makes no provision for the will, a neglect connected with his determinism.
“Plato, following Socrates, isfrom first to last athorough determinist: he always assumes that to know good isto doit: he never
contempl ates 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, answersto
Aristotle’ s Bewpeiv, Oswpia. — 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 Deanima, I11, v, I.
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the soul separable,” and these are none other than the intellectual parts. The conclusion remains
that the said parts are actualisations of the body.3#

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.”3° 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 adifferent 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 thisaoneisthere possibility
of separation, as of the everlasting from the perishable.” Nor isit the intention of Aristotle, asthe
Commentator aforesaid pretends, to say that it is not yet clear whether intellect be soul at all, asit
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.

128

3. Aristotle reckons ‘intellect’ among the ‘faculties’ of the soul.®* Also, in the passage last
guoted, he names *the speculative faculty.” Intellect therefore is not outside the human soul, but is
afaculty thereof.

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
isdependent on Latin trandlations, often bad ones. See an examplein my Aquinas Ethicus, I, p. 111. In his Opusculumde Unitate
Intellectus, he mentions his having seen a thirteenth and fourteenth book of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, but declinesfurther 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 areply. The Greek
referredtoisDeanima, 11, 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 seemsto 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 quoted Opusculum, ‘ De unitate intellectus contra Averroistas, which | taketo be alater production, St Thomas
recognises the force of thisreply, and re-adjusts his position thus: “ The intellect is afaculty of the soul, and the soul isthe 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 corporisforma, licet ipsa potentia,
quae est intellectus, non est alicujus organi actus, quia nihil ipsius operationi communicat corporis operatio (De unitate
intellectus, cap. iii). So aso Chap. LXVIII, last paragraph, and in Chap. LXIX (aready translated) the repliesnn. 3, 4, p. 117.

In this later explanation St Thomas has the support of Averroes, who says (De anima, 111, 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
asit standsin the text was due to an oversight on the part of the author. See note on p. 99

3%0 De anima, 11, 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, I11, i, 1 (cf. 5); to which we may add |1, ii, 14: “ Soul is that whereby we are apt to live and sensibly perceive, and
understand, in the first resort.”
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4. Also, when beginning to speak of the potential intellect, he callsit a part of the soul, saying:
“Concerning the part of the soul whereby the soul has knowledge and intellectual consciousness.” 2

5. And still more clearly by what follows, declaring the nature of the potential intellect: “1 call
intellect that whereby the soul thinks and under stands’:3 in which it is manifestly shown that the
intellect is something belonging to the human soul.

The above tenet (of Averroes) thereforeis contrary to the mind of Aristotle and contrary to the
truth: hence it should be rejected as chimerical .3

129

CHAPTER L XII—Against the Opinion of Alexander concerning the Potential
Intellect®®

352 repi 8¢’ ToD popiov TOD THS YPuXAC, @ YIVWOKeL T€ 1) YuxT kal, ppovei. De anima, 111, iv, 1.

353 Aéyw 8¢ voiv O Sravoeitan kaf OmoAaupdver 1 Yoy Ib. n. 4.

354 That Aristotle, in common with the plain man, held every man’sintelligence to bein 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, isnot so clear. We
are at alossto assign his exact meaning in such passages as De anima, 11, iii, 5; 111, v, 3; and especialy De gen. animal, 1, iii,
10. Aeinetan 82 TOV vodv ubvov 80padev énelorévan kai Oiov eivat udvov (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 differsfrom 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.
355

Alexander of Aphrodisias (there were three towns of that name, onein Caria, onein Cilicia, and onein Thrace) expounded
Aristotleat Athens, A.D. 200. Among the Greek commentators on the Philosopher he holdsthe place that Averroes holds among
the Mohammedans: hence his similar surname of 6 £¢€nyntrig (the commentator). Averroes, while continually wrangling with
Alexander, especialy 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 saysthat 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. 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
callsthe potential intellect vAkég, asin the Latin versions of Averroesit is called materialis. But with Alexander the potential
intellect isabodily (organic) faculty: in fact it issilently confounded with the vodg mabntikég of Aristotle; whereasin Averroes,
St Thomas, and (we may add) in Aristotle himself, it is a spiritual faculty. This is the great mistake of Alexander. He says,
gmtndetdng tic gotiv 0 DAIKOG voiG, £01kw¢ mvakid &ypdgw,—in this agreeing with Aristotle, Deanima, I11, iv, 12: who says
the potential intellect, to begin with, islike “a notebook in which nothing is actually written.” The word émitndeidtng appears
in St Thomas as praeparatio (predisposition). To meet Aristotle’s saying that the potential intellect drabrg (unimpressed by
material things), Alexander distinguishes between the predisposition of thetablet to bewritten on, and thetablet itself: thetablet,
he says, isimpressed and changed, but not the predisposition. This looks like quibbling. Alexander made the ‘ active intellect’
onefor all men; and even identified it with God.

On the other hand, G. Rodier, Aristote, Traité de I’ame (Leroux, Paris, 1900), vol. |1, pp. 457, 460, has a clear statement
and able defence of Alexander’s notion of émitndeidtng.
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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 elementsin the human body. Thusadefinite
mode of combination of the components of the human body puts a man in potentiality to receive
theinfluence of the active intellect, which isever in act, and according to him,*®¢ isaspiritual 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 arisesfrom a definite combination of e ements. But this statement appears
on first inspection to be contrary to the words and argument of Aristotle. For Aristotle shows (De
anima, |11, iv, 2-4) that the potential intellect is unmingled with the body: but that could not be said
of afaculty that wasthe result of acombination of bodily el ements. To meet thisdifficulty Alexander
says that the potential intellect is precisely the ‘ predisposition’ (praeparatio, émitndewng) which
existsin 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.3” But thisisin manifest disagreement with the mind of Aristotle,
as the following reasons show:

3. Aristotle assigns these characteristics to the potentia intellect: to be impressed by the
intelligible presentation, to receive intelligible impressions, to be in potentiality towards them (De
anima, |11, iv, 11, 12): al 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

AN be the potential intellect.®®

L 4. An effect cannot stand higher above the material order than its cause. But every cognitive

faculty, as such, belongsto theimmaterial order. Thereforeit isimpossible for any cognitive faculty
to be caused by a combination of elements. But the potential intellect is the supreme cognitive
faculty in us: thereforeit is not caused by a combination of elements.

6. No bodily organ can possibly have asharein 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 usis the intellectual impression
actually made by the active intellect, this does not seem to suffice: because when man comes to
have actual intellectual cognition from having had such cognition potentially, he needsto understand
not merely by some intelligible impression actualising his understanding, but likewise by some

3% And also according to Avicenna, — Chap. LXXIV.
357 That isto say, between the human organism and the (extrinsic) ‘activeintellect,” the action of which imprints the universal idea.
358 S0 argues Averroes against Alexander (Averroesin Aristot. De anima, p. 159, ed. Venet. 1574).
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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 remainsin any material faculty, that isto 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 potentia intellect.

CHAPTER L XIV—That the Soul is not a Harmony®

THE maintainers of thisview did not mean that the soul isaharmony of sounds, but a harmony
of contrary elements, whereof they saw living bodies to be composed. The view isrejected for the
following reasons:

1. Y ou may find such aharmony in any body, even amere chemical compound (cor pus mixtum).
A harmony cannot movethe body, or governit, or resist the passions, as neither can atemperament.
Also a harmony, and a temperament also, admits of degrees. All which considerations go to show
that the soul is neither harmony nor temperament.

2. The notion of harmony rather befits qualities of the body than the soul: thus hedlth is a
harmony of humours; strength, of muscles and bones; beauty, of limb and colour. But itisimpossible
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

N several souls, — one soul for bone, one for flesh, one for sinew; which is evidently not the case.

131

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 aform, because a body is not in another asin its matter and subject. Therefore the
soul must be the form: therefore it is not a body.2*

359 This doctrine, thefirst crude form of materialism, isrefuted by Plato, Phaedo, 88b, ¢, 93, 94; Aristotle, Deanima, 1, iv, 1-7.

360 |n Chap. LXI11 an opinion, attributed to Galen the physician, is rejected, that the soul is the temperament (complexio), as
‘sanguine,” ‘bilious,” or the like.

361 “We need not enquire whether soul and body are one, as we do not raise that question about the wax and the impression which
it bears, nor generally about the matter of each thing and that whereof it isthe matter” (Aristotle, De anima, I, i, 7).
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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. LVI).

Many have been moved to this position by their belief that what is not a material body has no
existence, being unableto transcend the imagination, which deals only with material bodies. Hence
thisopinionisproposed in the person of the unwise: The breath of our nostrilsis smoke, and reason
a spark in the beating of the heart (Wisdomii, 2).

CHAPTER L XVI—Against those who suppose Intellect and Senseto bethe same

SENSE isfound in al 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. Senseis 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 hasreflex knowledge of itself and its own activity: the sight does not seeitself, nor
seethat it sees. But intellect is cognisant of itself, and knows that it understands.?

132

362
A fifth argument is alleged from Aristotle, De anima, 11, 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 al, is understood to the
improvement of the understanding; the understanding, as such, not working through any bodily organ.

St Thomas however isfar from confining dumb animalsto mere sensation. He allows them sense memory, phantasy, a sort
of judgement called vis aestimativa (notes pp. 122, 125), and a certain power of self-determination (Chap. XLVIII, n. 2). He
deniesintheintellect, freewill, the powers of forming general conceptsand determining their own judgements, and theimmortality
of their souls.
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CHAPTER L XVII—Against those who maintain that the Potential Intellect is
the Phantasy®s

PHANTASY isfound 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, asno
work of intelligence appearsin their conduct.

2. Phantasy is only of things corporeal and singular; but intellect, of things universal and
incorporeal .3

4. Intelligence is not the actualisation of any bodily organ. But phantasy has a fixed bodily
organ.3%®

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 isin man a certain
cognitive power, above the sense and fancy that are in other animals.

CHAPTER LXVIII—How a Subsistent Intelligence may be the Form of a Body

If asubsistent intelligence is not united with abody merely asits mover, as Plato thought (Chap.
LVI1); nor istheintellect, whereby man understands, a predisposition in human nature, as Alexander
said (Chap. LXII; nor a temperament, as Galen (Chap. LXIIl); nor a harmony, as Empedocles
(Chap. LX1V); nor a body, nor a sense, nor a phantasy (Chapp. LXV, LXVI, 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 isthe form: | do not mean the
effective, but the formal principle, whereby athing is and is denominated ‘being.’ 2 The second
requisite isthat the form and matter should unite in one ‘being’; namely, in that being wherein the
substance so composed subsists. Thereisno such union of the effective principle with that to which
it gives being.®” A subsistent intelligence, as shown in Chap. 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. Thereisno difficulty intheidentification of the being, in virtue of which the compound

363 Averroes, and after him St Thomas (11 Sent. d. 17, g. 2, a. 1), attributes this opinion to Avempace (1bn-Badja), aMoorish
philosopher at Seville and Granadain the early twelfth century. As making the potential intellect a corporeal faculty, the opinion
isredolent 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.’ Itisacapital 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. Thisiswell brought out by Bain in his Senses and Intellect.

366 |f amanis, let us say, a Master of Arts, the formal principle, whereby heis such, isthe degree itself; the efficient principleis
the authority of the University which conferred the degree; while the man, on whom it is conferred, isthe matter. Thisformis
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 hisfather, but asimilar life.
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subsists, with the form itself of the said compound, since the compound is only through the form,
N\ and neither subsist apart.3®

L It may be objected that a subsistent intelligence cannot communicate its being to a material

body in such away 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 beingsis 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 hasjoined the ends of the higher to the
beginnings of the lower.”3° 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 issaid to be on the horizon and boundry line between things corporeal and incorporeal, inasmuch
asitisanincorporeal 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 bodily organ at
al; 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.’

368 |_et the compound be Jones graduate. The compound subsists in the state and condition of a graduate: that state and condition
isthe being of the compound. But the degreeitself isidentical 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 Thisisa static view of a series of gradations, as it were, crystallised, showing no indication of that virtual progress from the
highest of the lower genusto the lowest of the higher, which isthe idea of evolution, true or false. This static view, whichisalso
that of Aristotle, has been termed “evolution in co-existence,” not in succession.

370 “ A man’ sintellectual 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. Asthe sculptor cannot exercise his art on the marble unless the workmen bring
it to the quarry, so aman’sintellect can form no ideas of sensible things unlessit has presented to it through the external and
internal senses sensibleimages of the same. But as the sculptor a one impressesin the marble brought him the idea of something
conceived in his mind, so with hisintellect a one does man form intellectual cognitions,” — i.e. universal concepts (Bodder,
Psychologia, pp. 94, 95, translated). The intellect then (which must include the rational appetite, the will) is afree faculty,
inorganic; xwpiotdg at least in this sense, that it does not actualise any body organ, assight actualisesthe eye; which led Aristotle
to say that “were the eye an animal, sight would beits soul” (De anima, 1, i, 9), as being its évteAéysia, or form. But, it may
be objected, from thisit appears that the voig, 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, g. 77, a. 1), his distinction between the faculties and the essence (or
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N CHAPTER L X1 X—Solution of the Arguments alleged to show that a Subsistent
134 Intelligence cannot be united with a Body as the Form of that Body®

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,” 2 do not necessitate the admission that the intellectual substance is not united with the
body asitsform, giving it being. They are sufficiently verified by saying that theintellectual faculty,
which Aristotle callsthe * speculative faculty, 37 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
fals 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, yéAog) of any organ, as Aristotle says that
senseis®™

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 heisarguing against those who said that there were different parts
of the soul in different parts of the body: — “1f the whole soul keeps together the body asawhole,
it isfitting that each part of the soul should keep together some part of the body: but thislookslike
an impossibility: for it is difficult even to imagine what part of the body the intellect shall keep
together, or how.”s%

substance) of the soul. This soul, hewould say, is one substance, with faculties vegetative, sentient, and intelligent: it istheform
of the body in respect of these vegetative and sentient faculties, and 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 thisdistinction of faculty and substance see Bodder, 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 asin His sanctuary, even when heis not actually thought of. It isthe fashion
now torail at ‘faculty psychology, to scout theidea of ‘ substance,” to deny al ‘ potential being,’” to allow of nothing but present
actuality. Whoever is of that way of thinking, and takes up the Aristotelian idea of vodg xwpiotdg, need not be surprised to find
himself carried further from St Thomas than Averroes and Alexander, even to the setting aside of theindividual man altogether.

371 Thefirst part of this chapter has been already translated along with Chap. LV1. What now follow are answers to the arguments
of Averroesin Chap. LIX.

372 y wp1otdG Kal dpyng kad dmadric (De Anima, 111, v.2), words generally understood of the activeintellect, but by Averroes applied
to the potential. However in 111, iv, 2, 3, the potential intellect is called dnadég and dyiyd.

373 mrepi 8¢ toD vod kai tfig Owpntikiic Suvduews. De anima, I, i, 10.

374 Somewhat obscurely in De anima, |1, xii, 2, 3.

375

De anima, |, v, 29, where Aristotle seems to assume that intellect is a part, udpiov, 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,
10 ywvwokewv T Yuxiig oti, k.T.A., 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 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 red 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,
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CHAPTER LXXII1—That the Potential Intellect is not One and the Same in all
135 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.®”

in the Aristotelian system, had quite another function; it acted as arefrigerator to cool down the vital heat of the body. See the
curious chapter, De partibus animalium, |1, 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.
376

See Chap. LXXVI. Alexander, Avicenna, and Averroes, are al a one against St Thomas, in affirming the one universal
intellect. Thus Averroes writes (in Aristot., De anima, 111, v): “We agree with Alexander in his mode of explaining the active
intellect; and differ from him as to the nature of the potential intellect.” If Alexander and Avicenna do not expressly affirm the
oneness and universality of the potential intellect, the reason is, because they thought it enough to affirm the universality of the
‘activeintellect’; and did not so clearly as Averroes and St Thomas (see Chap. LX) mark off from the spiritual ‘ potential intellect’
the organic and perishable ‘passiveintellect’ (6 8¢ nabntikdg voig Oaptdg. De anima, 111, v, 3).

In this dispute about the one universal intellect these two questions should be kept distinct:—
A. Do Alexander, Avicenna, and Averroes, or does Aquinas, speak the true mind of Aristotle?
B. In point of psychological fact, isthe truth with St Thomas or with his three opponents?

A. On the former question | observe that there is no complete and coherent account of vodg in Aristotle, so that any
commentator who will give such a complete account is obliged to overshoot his author. The question then comes to this. On
which side is Aristotle's meaning eked out with least violence to what he actually says? My opinion is that St Thomas is the
better Aristotelian in speaking of the human soul in this world, and Averroes in speaking of the soul in the next world. | think
that Aristotle would have admitted that theintellectual soul isinthe body, and isindividually multiplied in the bodies of individual
men. Averroes' stheory of the continuatio (ittisal), or union of theindividual passiveintellect with the universal potential intellect,
isto mefar fetched, inconsistent with the sound sense of Aristotle, aremnant of Moorish mysticism (although Averroes himsel f
was no mystic) rather than a development of Greek philosophy. But coming to the existence of the intellectual soul after death,
| fear that the following words of Averroes declare the mind of Aristotle more faithfully than St Thomas's doctrine of the
permanence of as many separate souls as there have been bodies. “ Of al things the soul ismost like light; and aslight isdivided
by the division of illuminated bodies, and then becomes one when the bodies are taken away, such is the state of soulsin their
relation with their bodies’ Destructio destructionum, disp. 1, p. 21, ed. 1574). See note p. 128.

B. For a Catholic, the second question is settled by the decree of the fifth Council of Lateran under Leo X in 1513 against
the Averroists of the age: “The soul isimmortal, and individually multipliable, and multiplied according to the multitude of the
bodies into which it isinfused.” No Catholic can deny the immortality of the individual soul, or hold any view subversive of
individual responsibility, as though saint and sinner alike were automata, administered by an intelligence and will foreign to
themselves. The onereally Universal Intellect is that of God; and the Divine Mind works upon our mortal minds, not formally,
asaconstituent of them, but efficiently, as guiding them, while respecting their native liberty. In hiswork, De animae beatitudine
cap. iii, Averroes saysvery justly that the active intellect is so called, not merely in an efficient, but in aformal sense. “The active
intellect is a cause in regard of the potential intellect not only by way of efficiency and movement, but also by way of fina
perfection, that is, by way of form and consummation” (p. 151). It would then be pantheism, which even Averroes avoids, to
make God the ‘activeintellect’ of theworld, in the Aristotelian sense. But God is the efficiently illuminating intellect of all other
intellects. The modus operandi whereby God acts upon the minds of mortal men, whether indirectly through sensible objects,
or in any more direct way, is an interesting and comparatively unexplored region of psychology. Theintellectua is allowed on
all hands to be the universal; and the universal is our natural avenue to the divine. “Material forms,” says Averroes, “when
abstracted in the soul from their matters, become science and understanding; and understanding is nothing else than forms
abstracted from matter, . . . . nothing else than a comprehension of things understood, . . . . nothing else than a comprehension
of the order of the world” (Destructio destructionum, disp. 6, p. 86). He goes on to show how intellect isimpeded and retarded
by having to study these formsin matter.

Mental experience, a witness too little heard in this discussion, reveals to us this fact, that the more absorbed we are in
intellectual occupation, the more forgetful we are of ourselves. Aristotle places happiness in contemplation; and contemplation
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A. 1. It has been shown that the substance of the intellect is united with the human body and is
itsform (Chap. LVII1). But it isimpossible for there to be one form otherwise than of one matter.
N Therefore thereis not oneintellect for all men.

L A. 2.and 3.3 It isnot possible for adog’ s soul to enter awolf’s body, or aman’s soul any other

body than the body of a man. But the same proportion that holds between aman’ s soul and aman’s
body, holds between the soul of this man and the body of this man. It isimpossible 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 followsthe
unity of the form. It isimpossible therefore for there to be one form of different individua men.
But the form of any individual man ishisintellectual soul. It isimpossible therefore for thereto 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 isto feel, so the proper activity of aman isto understand. As any
givenindividual isan animal in that he hasfeeling, so is he aman 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 usthrough 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 differsin
different men; and thus the potential intellect is multiplied in different men, not by reason of its
substance, but by reason of its form.

isaprocess of being universalised and de-individualised. The n&6n of our animal organism, our bodily needs and apprehensions,
drive us back upon ourselves. Happiness puts us out of ourselves: misery is a painful consciousness of self. Some such painful
isolation in the next world, some state in which the soul is driven in upon itself, excluded from the universal truth and universal
good, and as it were crushed within its own individuality, may be the penal consequence of selfishness and sin.

Phantastic and obj ectionable on many pointsas Averroesis, thereisaworld of thought in Averroism; and his great opponent
St Thomas owes not alittle to the Commentator. Renan indeed goes the length of saying: Albert (Albertus Magnus) doit tout &
Avicenne; Saint Thomas, comme philosophe, presque tout a I’ Averroisme (Averroes et I’ Averroisme p. 236).

The reader may consult Roger Bede Vaughan's & Thomas of Aquin (Longmans, 1871), vol. I, pp. 300, 301, for Averroes's
doctrine of the passive and activeintellect; and val. 11, pp. 799-809, for an analysis of St Thomas's Opuculumde unitateintellectus.
377 St Thomas argues upon this passage, De anima, 1, iii. 26: “They try to describe to us the qualities of the soul, but add no further
details as to the body which isto receiveit, as though it were possible, as the Pythagorean fables have it, for any soul to array
itself in any body: whereas it seems proper that every body should have its own species and form. It is as though they said that
the carpenter’s art got into the bagpipes: for as art uses its instruments, so the soul has to use the body.”
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The nullity of thisreply appears by what has been shown above (Chap. LI1X), 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, till the said answer does not solve the arguments already
alleged.

B. 1. According to the above exposition, nothing belonging to intellect will remain multiplied
asmen are multiplied except only the phantasm, or impression in phantasy; and this very phantasm
will not be multiplied asit is actually understood, because, as so understood, it isin 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
137 aplurality of men.

B. 3. Nothing attains its species by what it is potentially, but by what it is actually.*”® But the
impression in phantasy, as multiplied in thisman 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 isthe definition of ‘man.” Thusit remains true that the specific ratio of
‘man’ isnot multiplied in individual men.

B. 4. It isthe first and not the second perfection®” that gives the speciesto 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 aslong 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 isit anything
in the phantasy that conjoins him with the formal principle of his species, which is the potential
intellect.

C. Butif itissaid that theindividual does not receive his species by the phantasms themsel ves,
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, 111, v, Aristotle calls the ‘ passive
intellect,” 3 the same awkward consequences still follow.

378 How then is the human embryo man? The question isirrelevant for this reason: every species contains imperfect individuals,
but they are not types of the species: the type isthe perfection of the species, the standard to which variousindividuals variously
attain. The point under discussion here is the proper type of the human species.

379 That isto say, what the thing can do, not what it does; the power, not the act. See note, p. 126.

380 Thisiswhat Averroesis represented as saying in Chap. LX, which see for explanations. Et intelligit Aristoteles per intellectum
passibilemipsam virtutem cogitativamis Averroes' s comment on the ta®ntikog volc ¢Baptdg of Deanima, 111, v, 3. Alexander
had taken the mabntikog vodg to be the potentia intellect. St Thomasis Averroist on this point.
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C. 1. Since the vis cogitativa operates only upon particulars, the impressions of which it puts
apart and puts together;*! and further, since it has a bodily organ through which it acts,*? it does
not transcend the rank of the sentient soul. But in virtue of his sentient soul, as such, manisnot a
man, but an animal. It still therefore remains true that the element, supposed to be multiplied in us,
belongs to man only in hisanimal 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 isthe principle whereby manisman. 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.

C. 3. Thecogitative faculty isunited 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
138 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 aman, not asthisindividual man, but asman 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 thuswe 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, solong asit remains specifically one, ismultiplied only by coming to residein 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. LX): which it cannot be.

381 The putting apart leads up to denial, and the putting together to affirmation: but affirmation and negation are not sentient but
intelligent acts. Remaining in the sentient order, the vis cogitativa seems to associate and dissociate rather than to affirm and
deny.

382 “The middle cell of the head,” according to Averroesin Chap. LX. If any one will have it that the grey matter of the brainisthe
organ even of intelligence itself, the scholastic reply is: * Of intelligence as needing the concurrence of phantasms, yes: of
intelligence pure and simple, exactly the voig xwpiotdg, no.” Thedifficulty remains, that precisely over the most abstract thinking,
where the thinker does his utmost to dispense with phantasms, does the grey matter of the brain get most exhausted. Perhapsthe
effort to dispense with phantasms does viol ence to the phantasy, and thereby consumes the tissue which ministersto that sentient
faculty.
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E. 1. For, as Aristotle shows in the Ethics (11, 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 isin the potential intellect, not in the passive.

E. 2. Scientific knowledgeis of demonstrated conclusions; and demonstrated conclusions, like
their premises, are universal truths.3® 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 the several dispositions of the cogitative faculty and the phantasy.

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.® But the proximate principle of the act of speculative understanding isthe habit of scientific
knowledge: for this habit must perfect the power of understanding to act readily at will, as other
habits perfect the powersin 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 conditionsthat take the edge off terrors®™ are not the habit of fortitude:

N\ fortitude is a disposition of the conative part of the soul to meet terrors. Hence it appears that the
139 habit of knowledge is not in the passive but in the potential intellect.

F. 3. If the potential intellect of all men isone, 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, 111, v).3 But
if the agent iseternal, 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.®”

383 We should say, much to the same purpose, that science deals with uniformities of nature.

384 De anima, |1, ix, 4, where we further read that delicacy or obtuseness of touch makes the difference between cleverness and
stupidity; and that man is the cleverest of animals because he is most sensitive to touch.

385 g,g., anaesthetics.

386 Averroes expressly makes all and each of these suppositions.
387

The tentative conclusions of the Meno, 85-86, and the poetry of the Phaedrus, passed into aphorisms among the later
Platonists. See Jowett’s Dialogues of Plato, I1, pp. 13-19, ed. 3. Later Platonists, we may say, were more Platonic than Plato.
But it remains aleading line of difference between Plato and Aristotle, that Plato never gave due recognition, as Aristotle did,
to the value of sense experience in the genesis of science and philosophy.
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G. But to thisthe Commentator repliesthat intellectual presentationsresidein atwofold subject:
in one subject, from which they have everlasting being, namely, the potential intellect; in another
subject, from which they have arecurring 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 thisanswer
cannot stand.

G. 1. For itisimpossiblethat 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 that visual
impressions depend on things outside the soul .3

G. 2. Nothing receives what it has already got. But before any sensory experience of mine or

yours there were intellectual impressions in the potential intellect: for the generations before us

N\ could not have understood had not the potential intellect been reduced to act by intellectual

140 impressions. Nor can it be said that those impressions, formerly received in the potential intellect,

have ceased to be: because the potential intellect not only receives, but keeps what it receives:

hence it is called the “place of ideas.”** Therefore, on this showing, no impressions from our
phantasms are received in the potential intellect.

G. 6 and 7. If the potentia intellect receives no intellectual impressions from the phantasms
that arein us, because it has already received them from the phantasms of those who were before
us, then for the like reason we must say that it receives impressions from the phantasms of no
generation of men, whom another generation has preceded. But every generation has been preceded

St Thomas's argument here is this, that if the human mind is eternal and one, then human knowledge is eternal and one:
whence it follows that, when the individual seems to be learning by the experience of his senses, heisreally only recognising

what isin hismind already.
388

It is supposed (ad hominem) that the potential intellect is eternal. — Y et somehow the argument here seems to miss the
point. The Commentator never said that the presentations in the eternal potential intellect depended on the phantasms of any
individual. He never likened those presentations to the individual’s fleeting visual impressions of things: but he likened the
presentations in the eternal intellect to things, and the phantasms of the individual to his visual impressions of things.

Averroes contended that ‘forms,” or aspects of things, exist intwo ways, in both eternally: (a) materially, in sensiblethings,
theworld being eternal, in which sensible things these forms are potentialy intelligible, being abstracted thence by intellect: (b)
intellectually, in the eternal intellect, which is at once potential and active. He added that the same forms had an intellectual
existence in a third way, namely, a temporal existence in the mind of this and that individual, which mind is ‘continued,” or
‘conjoined’ for atime with the eternal intellect: this asserted ‘continuation’ of the temporal with the eterna is the theme of
contention between Averroes and St Thomas.

St Thomas might refit his argument (as indeed he does presently) by demanding how intellectual presentations cometo be
in this supposed one eternal intellect, whether by abstraction from previous phantasms or not. To say that the potential intellect
had impressions independent of previous phantasms, would put the Commentator in flat contradiction with Aristotle; e.g., De
anima, I11, vii, 3, 4: “To the intellectual soul phantasms are as sense-perceptions. wherefore the soul never understands without
aphantasm.” On the other hand, if phantasms are presupposed, there must have been phantasms al so from eternity: how otherwise
could an eternal mind depend on phantasms for all its content?

389 “ And they say well who call the soul the place of ideas, except that not the whole soul, but only the intellectual soul is such; nor
aretheideasin actuality, but in potentiality” (De anima, I11, iv, 5).
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by some previous generation, if the world and human society is eternal, as Averroists suppose.
Therefore the potential intellect never receives any impressions from phantasms; and from this it
seems to follow that the potential intellect has no need of phantasms to understand. But we (nos)
understand by the potential intellect. Therefore neither shall we need sense and phantasm for our
understanding: which is manifestly false and contrary to the opinion of Aristotle.?®

For the potential intellect, like every other substance, operates according to the mode of its
nature. Now according to its nature it is the form of the body. Hence it understands immaterial
things, but views them in some material medium; asis shown by the fact that in teaching universal
truths particular examplesare alleged, in which what is said may be seen. Therefore the need which
the potential intellect has of the phantasm before receiving the intellectual impression is different
fromthat which it has after theimpression has been received. Before reception, it needsthe phantasm
to gather from it theintellectual impression, so that the phantasm then standsto the potential intellect
asan object which movesit. But after receiving theimpression, of which the phantasm isthe vehicle,
it needs the phantasm as an instrument or basis of the impression received. Thus by command of
the intellect there isformed in the phantasy a phantasm answering to such and such an intellectual
impression; and in this phantasm theintellectual impression shinesforth asan exemplar in thething
exemplified, or asin an image.®*

G. 8. If the potential intellect isone for all men and eternal, by this time there must have been
received in it theintellectual impressions of al thingsthat have been known by any men whatsoever.
Then, as every one of us understands by the potential intellect, — nay, asthe act of understanding
in each isthe act of that potential intellect understanding, — every one of us must understand all
that has been understood by any other men whatsoever.

H. To this the Commentator replies that we do not understand by the potential intellect except
in sofar asit is conjoined with usthrough the impressionsin our phantasy, and that these phantasms
are not the same nor similar amongst all men. And this answer seems to be in accordance with the

N\ doctrine that has gone before: for, apart from any affirmation of the unity of the potential intellect,

141 itistruethat we do not understand those things, theimpressionswhereof arein the potential intellect,

unless the appropriate phantasms are at hand. But that this answer does not altogether escape the
difficulty, may be thus shown.

When the potential intellect has been actualised by the reception of an intellectual impression,
it is competent to act of itself: hence we see that, once we have got the knowledge of athing, it is
in our power to consider it again when wewish: nor arewe at alossfor lack of phantasms, because
it isin our power to form phantasms suitable to the consideration which we wish, unless there
happens to be some impediment on the part of the organ, as in persons out of their mind or in a

39 “Whenever the mind intellectually considers athing, it must simultaneously consider some phantasm.” De anima, 111, viii, 5.

391 This latter process, in which the phantasm is called up at the beck of the already informed intellect, is what Wordsworth calls
“imagination,”—and the faculty of accomplishing this process is the faculty of “imagination,” afaculty intellectual rather than
one of sense, because it means intellect leading and phantasy serving. Therefore the Aristotelian gavtacia (described in De
anima, I11, iii, 9 s9.), called by St Thomas imaginatio, | have chosen to render by the old word phantasy. It is afaculty of the
sentient nature, and therefore not imagination in the Wordsworthian sense. The word fancy has other meanings, inappropriate
in this connexion.
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comatose state. But if in the potential intellect there are intellectual impressions of all branches of
knowledge, — aswe must say, if that intellect isone and eternal, — then the necessity of phantasms
for the potential intellect will be the same as in his case who aready has knowledge, and wishes
to study and consider some point of that knowledge, for that also he could not do without
phantasms.®*? Since then every man understands by the potential intellect so far asit is reduced to
act by intellectual impressions, so every man should be able on this theory to regard, whenever he
would, all the known points of al sciences: which is manifestly false, for at that rate no one would
need ateacher. Therefore the potential intellect is not one and eternal.

CHAPTER LXXIV—O0Of the Opinion of Avicenna, who supposed Intellectual
Forms not to be preserved in the Potential Intellect®*

THE above arguments (against Averroes) seem to be obviated by the theory of Avicenna. He
saysthat intellectual impressions do not remain in the potential intellect except just so long asthey
are being actualy understood.®* And this he endeavours to prove from the fact that forms are
actually apprehended so long as they remain in the faculty that apprehends them: thusin the act of
perception both sense and intellect become identified with their objects:*® hence it seems that
whenever sense or intellect is united with its object, as having taken its form, actual apprehension,
sensible or intellectual, occurs. But the faculties which preserve forms which not actually
apprehended, he says, are not the faculties that apprehend those forms, but storehouses (thesaur os)
attached to the said apprehensive faculties. Thus phantasy is the storehouse of forms apprehended
by sense; and memory, according to him, is the storehouse of notions apprehended independently
of sensation, aswhen the sheep apprehends the hostility of the wolf. The capacity of these faculties
for storing up forms not actually apprehended** comes from their having certain bodily organsin
which the forms are received, such reception following close upon the (first) apprehension;*” and

N\ thereby the apprehensive faculty, turning to these storehouses, apprehends in act. But it is
142 acknowledged that the potential intellect isan apprehensive faculty, and has no bodily organ: hence

392 He cannot study without phantasms, but he has the command of the requisite phantasms, and brings them up at hiswill. Thus
whoever knows the history of the reign of Elizabeth, can impressinto his service phantasms of the Queen and her Court. Given
the knowledge, the phantasms will come when called for.

393 Which is tantamount to supposing that there is no intellectual memory, but a series of recurring inspirations from without. See
Summa, 1, g. 79, art. 6.

394 On the duration of these impressions see Father Bédder, Psychologia, p. 162.

395 |nasmuch as the object is represented in sense and intellect by a sensible or intelligible form.

3% These notions, though independent of sensation, are not intellectual: they are formed by that faculty which Avicennacalls

‘judgement,” and St Thomas vis aestimativa. See p. 125.
397

Receptione propinqua apprehensioni. M. I’ Abbé Ecalle in his French translation (Vivés, Paris, 1854) has d' une maniére
qui est une disposition prochaine & I’ apprehension proprement dite. He takes the form to be in the storehouse of phantasy or
memory beforeisintheintellectual faculty. | takeit to befirst seized by the apprehensive faculty, then consigned to the storehouse,
from whence it is brought out again and re-apprehended at will. So | understand the words that follow, of revival, not of first
apprehension.

For aloan of this trandation, the only trandlation that | have seen, | am indebted to the kindness of the Reverend James
Bredin, late Professor of Chemistry at Oscott College.
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Avicennaconcludesthat itisimpossiblefor intellectual impressionsto be preserved in the potential
intellect except so long as it is actually understanding. Therefore, one of three things:. either (1)
these intellectual impressions must be preserved in some bodily organ, or faculty having a bodily
organ: or (2) they must be self-existent intelligible forms, to which our potential intellect standsin
the relation of amirror to the objects mirrored: or (3) whenever the potential intellect understands,
these intellectual impressions must flow into it afresh from some separate agent. The first of these
three suppositionsisimpossible: because forms existing in faculties that use bodily organs are only
potentially intelligible.**® The second supposition is the opinion of Plato, which Aristotle rejects.
Hence Avicenna concludes that, whenever we actually understand, there flow into our potential
intellect intellectual impressions from the active intellect, which he assumes to be an intelligence
subsisting apart. If any one objects against him that then thereis no difference between aman when
hefirst learns, and when he wishesto review and study again something which he haslearnt before,
he replies that to learn and con over again what we know is nothing else than to acquire a perfect
habit of uniting ourselves with the (extrinsic) active intelligence, so as to receive therefrom the
intellectual form; and therefore, before we come to reflect on and use our knowledge, thereisin
man abare potentiality of such reception, but reflection on our knowledgeislike potentiality reduced
to act. And this view seems consonant with what Aristotle teaches, that memory is not in the
intellectual but in the sensitive part of the soul .** So it seems that the preservation of intellectual
impressions does not belong to the intellectual part of the soul.*® But on careful consideration this
N theory will be found ultimately to differ little or nothing from the theory of Plato. Plato supposed
143 formsof intellect to be separately existing substances, whence knowledge flowed in upon our souls:

398 Understand, — ‘and have never yet come to be actually understood, and therefore are not revivable asideas in intelligence.’

399 “Memory isincidentally of what is understood, but ordinarily of what is primarily perceived by sense. Whereforeit isfound in
sundry other animals besides men: — whereas, if it were one of theintellectual parts, not many animalswould have any memory,
perhaps even no mortal would have any” (Aristotle, De memoria, |, i, 7).

400

Avicenna's theory tends to make the active intellect from without supply the potentia intellect with intelligible forms: in

which case phantasms cease to be necessary as a previous condition for the acquisition of intellectual ideas; and the arguments
in the last chapter, which suppose such necessity of phantasms, fall to the ground. Averroes supposed one universal intellect of
all men, at once potential and active: he left the individual, merely as such, nothing higher than the sentient powers. Avicenna
denied to the individual the active intellect, and supposed one universal active intellect for all mankind. The potentia intellect
is reduced by his theory to amomentary impressibility.

Avicenna (Abu Ali Ibn-Sina), a native of Persia, lived A.D. 980-1037. Like Averroes, he was physician and philosopher. |
quote from The Psychology of Ibn-Sina translated by J. M. Macdonald, M.A., Beyruth 1884. Four faculties are distinguished by
Avicennaall of them belonging to the sentient part of the soul: none of them to the intelligent part. They are called “ conceptual

faculty,” “imagination,” “judgement,” “memory.”

I. Conceptual faculty. “There is nothing in the conceptual faculty besides the true forms derived from sense” (p. 28). This
seems to correspond to what St Thomas calls virtus apprehensiva sensibilis, the faculty of sense perception.

I1. Imagination. “In animals thereis afaculty which compounds whatever forms have been collected in the common sense,
and distinguishes between them, and differentiates them, without the disappearance of the forms from common sense; and this
faculty isnamed imagination” (p. 28). “ Theimaginative faculty performsits actions without perceiving that things are according
toitsimaginings’ (p. 28). “ Theimaginative faculty may imaginethings other than that which the judgement considersdesirable”
(p. 29). If we might assume that this ‘imagination’ is purely reproductive of sense phantasms, it would answer to the * phantasy’
(imaginatio) which St Thomas ascribes to Avicenna.
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Avicenna supposes one separate substance, the active intellect, to be the source when knowledge
flows in upon our souls. Now it makes no matter for the acquirement of knowledge whether our
knowledge is caused by one separate substance or by several. Either way it will follow that our
knowledge is not caused by sensible things: the contrary of which conclusion appears from the fact
that any one wanting in any one sense iswanting in acquai ntance with the sensible objects of which
that sense takes cognisance.

1. It isanovelty to say that the potential intellect, viewing the impressions made by singular
things in the phantasy, is lit up by the light of the active intellect to know the universal; and that
the action of the lower faculties, phantasy, memory, and cogitative faculty, fit and prepare the soul
to receive the emanation of the active intellect. This, | say, is novel and strange doctrine: for we
see that our soul is better disposed to receive impressions from intelligences subsisting apart, the
further it is removed from bodily and sensible things: the higher is attained by receding from the
lower. It is not therefore likely that any regarding of bodily phantasms should dispose our soul to
receive the influence of an intelligence subsisting apart. Plato made a better study of the basis of
his position: for he supposed that sensible appearances do not dispose the soul to receive the
influence of separately subsisting forms, but merely rouse the intellect to consider knowledge that
has been already caused in it by an externa principle: for he supposed that from the beginning

I11. Judgement. “Then in animals there is a faculty which decides decisively upon athing, whether it isthis or not. And by
it the animal flies from that which isto be guarded against, and seeks that which is desirable. This faculty is called the judging
and the supposing faculty” (pp. 28, 29). It is not difficult to recognise here that highest faculty of animal nature, called in other
animals vis aestimativa, in man vis cogitativa (Chap. LX).

1V. Memory. “Then there isin animals a faculty which preserves the meaning of that which the faculties have conceived,
e.g., that thewolf isan enemy.” It isastore-house of judgementsrather than of sense perceptions: for “the senses do not perceive
the enmity of thewolf; or thelove of the child”: only the vis aestimativa perceivesthat, “then it treasuresthem up in thisfaculty.”
It is not a store-house of fancies, as the “imagination” is: for “this faculty does not picture anything which the judgement does
not approve. This faculty does not declare anything to be true, but preserves what something else declares to be true. And this
faculty is called the preserving and remembering faculty” (p. 29). All this answers exactly to the account of “memory” which
St Thomas attributes to Avicenna.

We come now to the main argument of this chapter, which is Avicenna's belief in the ‘active intellect’ as a separate
intelligence, working causatively upon the mind of man, and generating therein universal concepts, such concepts not being
stored in the human mind for future use, but directly created afresh for every recurrence of them, by the action of this extrinsic
intelligence. Against this doctrine of Avicenna, Averroes writes explicitly (De animae beatitudine, cap. iii, p. 151): Intellectus
agens non tantumest causa inintellectu materiali [sc. possibili] per viamefficientis et motoris, sed per viam ultimae perfectionis,
hoc est, per viamformae et finis. (See note, p. 135.) Averroes united the active and the potential intellect, and made both eternal:
Avicennaand Alexander made the active intellect alone eternal . Avicenna’ stheory of the universal activeintellect isthus given
inhisown quaint words. —“ The proving of the existence of anintellectual essence, distinct from bodies, standingintherelation
of light to sight, and in the place of afountain: and the proving that, when human souls separate from bodies, they unite with
this essence” (Title of Section x, p. 40). Speaking of the belief in mathematical axioms, he says: “It must be either by the use of
sense and experiment, or by divine continuous overflow, . . . . overflow continuous with the rational soul, and the rational soul
continuous with it. . . . This overflow, which is continuous with the soul, is an intellectual essence, not abody, not in abody: it
stands by itself, holding the relation to the intellectual soul of light to sight” (pp. 40, 41). “The soul remains after death ever
immortal, joined on to this noble essence, which is universal intelligence” (p. 42).

In Avicenna, asin Averroes, one recognisesin the doctrine of ittisal however misdirected, that craving for some connexion
of man’s intelligence with a spirit above his own, which a banal materialism or positivism labours to extirpate, making man
highest of beings and (perforce) self-sufficient. That craving isthe root of mysticism; and in the doctrine of the Incarnation, with
its corollaries of grace and sacraments, it has become the animating principle of Christianity.

186



Of God and His Creatures St. Thomas Aquinas

knowledge of al things intellectually knowable was caused in our souls by separately existing
forms, or ideas: hence learning, he said, was nothing else than recollecting.“*

3. Intellectual knowledge is more perfect than sensory. If thereforein sensory knowledge there
is some power of preserving apprehensions, much more will this be the case in intellectual
knowledge.

144

6. Thisopinion is contrary to the mind of Aristotle, who saysthat the potential intellect is“the
place of ideas’: which is tantamount to saying that it isa* storehouse” of intellectual impressions,
to use Avicenna s own phrase.

The argumentsto the contrary are easily solved. For the potential intellect is perfectly actuated
about intellectual impressionswhen it isactually considering them: whenit isnot actually considering
them, it isnot perfectly actuated about them, but isin a condition intermediate between potentiality
and actuality.*? Asfor memory, that is located in the sentient part of the soul, because the objects
of memory fall under a definite time for there is no memory but of the past; and therefore, since
thereisno abstraction of its object from individualising conditions, memory does not belong to the
intellectual side of our nature, which dealswith universals This however does not bar the potential
intellect’ s preservation of intellectual impressions, which are abstracted from all particular conditions.

CHAPTER L XXV—Caonfutation of the Argumentswhich seemto provethe Unity
of the Potential Intellect

ARG. 1. Apparently, every form that is specifically one and numerically multiplied, is
individualised by its matter: for things specifically one and numerically many agree in form, and
aredistinguished according to matter. If then the potential intellect is multiplied according to number
in different men, while it remains one in species, it must be multiplied in this and that man by
matter, — by the matter which isthat man’s body the form of which it is supposed to be. But every
form, individualised by matter which it actuates, is a material form: for the being of everything
must depend on that on which its individuation depends: for as general constituents are of the
essence of the species, so individualising constituents are of the essence of thisindividual. It follows
therefore that the potential intellect is a material form, and consequently that it does not receive

401
Our birthis but asleep and a forgetting:

The soul that rises with us, our life's star,
Hath had elsewhere its setting
And cometh from afar:
But trailing clouds of glory do we come
From God, who is our home.
(Wordsworth’s Ode, Intimations of Immortality
from Recollections of Early Childhood.)
402 5p St Thomas rightly explains, £oti uév dpoiwg kai téte Suvdpel Twg, o0 urv dpolwg kai Tpiv pabeiv A evpeiv (De anima, 111,
iv, 7). When you know athing, though you are not thinking of it, your mind is not quite so much in potentiality over that thing
aswhen you haveit still to learn.
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any thing, nor do anything, except through a bodily organ: which is contrary to the nature of the
potential intellect.

Reply. We confess that the potential intellect is specifically one in different men, and many
according to number, — waiving the point that the constituents of man are not put into genus and
species for what they are in themselves, but for what they are as constituents of the whole. Still it
does not follow that the potential intellect is a material form, dependent for its being on the body.
For as it is specifically proper to the human soul to be united to a certain species of body, so any
individual soul differs from any other individual soul, in number only, inasmuch asit is referable
to numerically another body. Thus then human souls, — and consequently the potential intellect,
which is a faculty of the human soul, — are individualised according to bodies, not that the
individuation is caused by the bodies.*

Arg. 2. If the potential intellect were different in this man and that, the impression understood
would have to be numerically different in this man, while remaining one in species: for since the
proper subject of impressions actually understood is the potential intellect, when that intellect is
multiplied there must be a corresponding multiplication of intellectual impressions according to
the number of different individuals. But the only impressions or formswhich are the samein species
and different in number, are individual forms, which cannot be intellectual forms, because objects
of intellect are universal, not particular. It is impossible therefore for the potential intellect to be
multiplied in different individual men.+*

145

Reply. This second argument fails from neglecting to distinguish between that whereby (quo)
we understand, and that which (quod) we understand. The impression received in the potential
intellect is not to be taken for that which is understood. For as al arts and sciences have for their
object-matter things which are understood, it would follow that the subject-matter of all sciences
was impressions on the potential intellect: which is manifestly false, for no science has anything
to say to such mental impressions except psychology and metaphysics. though it istrue that through
those mental impressions there is known the whole content of all the sciences.*® Therefore, in the
process of understanding, the intellectual impression received in the potential intellect is that
whereby we understand, as the impression of colour in the eye is not that which is seen, but that
whereby we see. On the other hand, that which is understood isthe nature (ratio) of things existing
outside the soul, as also it isthings existing outside the soul that are seen with the bodily sight: for
to this end were arts and sciences invented, that things might be known in their natures (naturis).

Still it does not follow that, if sciences are of universal truths, universals should subsist by
themselves outside the soul, as Plato supposed. For though for the truth of knowledgeit is necessary
that the knowledge should answer to the thing, still it isnot necessary that the mode of the knowledge

403 Cf. Bodder, Psychologia Rationalis, pp. 381-383. No two human bodies are perfectly alike, and no two individual men: but it
remains a question for the curious to consider whether the individual peculiarities that distinguish man from man are due to
bodily conformation merely, or whether there are soul-peculiarities also, a peculiar soul being from thefirst created and infused
into a correspondingly peculiar body. St Thomas seemsto favour the second alternative. See Chap. LXXXI, reply to arg. 2, with
note.

404 Theargument isthis, and it hasitsweight in modern speculation: ‘ Theintellect that grasps universals, should itself beuniversal.’

405 The distinction here drawn between quod and quo founds the standing reply of Scholasticism to Idealism.
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and the mode of the thing should be the same: for propertiesthat are united in the thing are sometimes
known separately. Thus one and the samething iswhite and sweet: still sight takes cognisance only
of the whiteness, and taste only of the sweetness. Thus again intellect understands aline drawnin
sensible matter apart from that sensible matter, though it might understand it also along with the
sensible matter.*® This difference arises according to the diversity of intellectual impressions
received in theintellect, which sometimesare thelikeness of quantity only, sometimesof asensible
guantitative substance. In like manner aso, though the nature of genus and species never exists
except in concrete individuals, still the intellect understands the nature of genus and species without
understanding the individualising elements; and this is the meaning of understanding universals.
And so these two positions are reconciled, that universals have no subsistence outside the soul; and
yet that the intellect, understanding universals, understands things which are outside the soul.

The fact of the intellect understanding the nature of genus and species stripped of its
N individualising elements, arises from the condition of the intellectual impression received in
145 understanding, which impression is rendered immaterial*” by the activeintellect, inasmuch asitis
abstracted from matter and materialising conditions whereby athing isindividualised. And therefore
the sentient faculties can take no cognisance of universals, since they cannot receive animmaterial

form, seeing that they receive alwaysin abodily organ.

It is not therefore necessary that the intellectual impression of this and that intelligence should
be numerically one: for it would follow thereupon that the act of understanding in them both was
also numerically one, since activity followsform, which isthe principle of species: but it isnecessary,
to the end that one object should be understood by both minds, that there should be alike impression
of one and the same object in them both. And this is possible enough, although the intellectual
impressions differ in number: for there is no difficulty in having different images of one thing;
hence the contingency of one than being seen by severa persons.*® There is nothing inconsistent
then with the universalising knowledge of the understanding in their being different intellectual
impressionsin different minds. Nor need it ensue, because these intellectual impressions are many
in number and the same in species, that they are not actual but only potential terms of understanding,
asisthe case with other individual things. Mereindividuality isnot inconsistent with intelligibility:
for we must admit the potential and active intellects themselves, if we may suppose the two to
subsist apart, united to no body, but subsistent by themselves, to be individual beings and still
intelligible. What isinconsistent with intelligibility is materiality: asis shown by this consideration,
that for theforms of material thingsto become actually intelligible, abstraction hasto be made from

406 Y ou may take either ageometer’ s or an artist’s view of the lines of a building.

407 ‘Immaterial’ means ‘ stripped of individual particularities.’ It does not quite mean ‘abstract’: for you might ‘immaterialise,” or
‘universalise,” let us say, the whole of Nelson's monument, so far as contour and structure go. It is not true, as associationists
have taught, that the sight of a house ordinarily brings up to my consciousness impressions of similar buildings which | have
seen: all that | am conscious of isthe image of this house now before me: but in considering it asahouse | consider it apart from
the thisness; and so doing | am said to ‘purify it of material,’ i.e., particular ‘ conditions.” This explains what St Thomas says
presently, “what isinconsistent with intelligibility, is materiality.” Y ou cannot understand ‘house' in such away that your
intelligenceis limited to this house now before you, so that, if you happened to encounter another, you would not know what it
was. To understand is to take for a type.

408 Or being simultaneously photographed by several photographers.
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the particular matter in which they are lodged;** and therefore in cases in which individuation is
due to particular matter involving particular dimensions,*° the things so individualised are not
actualy intelligible. But where individuation is not due to matter, such individual things may
without difficulty be actually intelligible. Now intellectual impressions, like all other forms, are
individualised by their subject, which is the potential intellect; and since the potential intellect is
not material, it does not stand in theway of the actual intelligibility of theimpressionsindividualised
by it.

But though we have said that the intellectual impression, received in the potential intellect, is

N not that which isunderstood, but that whereby we understand, still it remainstrue that by reflection

147 theintellect understandsitself and its own intellectual act and theimpression whereby it understands.

Its own intellectual act it understands in two ways, — in one way, in particular, for it understands

that it is now understanding; in another way, in general, inasmuch as it reasons about the said act.

And likewise it understands intellect and the impression in intellect in two ways, — by remarking

that itself isand has an intellectual impression, which is particular knowledge; and by studying its

own nature and the nature of the intellectual impression, which is knowledge of the universal.
According to thislatter way we treat of intellect and of the intelligible in science.

Arg. 3. The master transfuses the knowledge which he has into the scholar. Either then the
knowledge transfused is the same in number, or different in number, though the same in species.
Thelatter alternative seemsimpossible: becauseit supposesthe master to cause hisown knowledge
in the scholar in the same way that an agent causes its own form in another being, by generating a
nature specificaly like its own; which seems proper to material agents. It must be then that
numerically the same knowledge is caused in the scholar that was in the master; which would be
impossible, were there not one potential intellect of them both.

Reply. The saying that the knowledge in master and scholar is numerically one, is partly true
and partly not: it is numerically one in point of the thing known, but not in point of the intellectual
impressions whereby the thing is known, nor in point of the habit of knowledge itself. It isto be
observed however that, as Aristotle (Metaph. VI, ix) teaches, there are artsin whose subject matter
thereis not any principle active in producing the effect of the art, asis clear in the building art: for
in wood and stones there is no active power moving to the erection of a house, but only a passive
aptitude. But there is an art in whose subject matter there is an active principle moving in the
direction of the effect of the art, asisclear inthe healing art: for in the sick subject thereisan active
principle tending to health. And therefore the effect of the former kind of art is never produced by

409 Thus uneducated people, bound up in their domestic surroundings, often show inability to understand, because they cannot
conceive of qualities apart from the familiar objects in which they see them: e.g., ‘weight’ to them means their heaviest piece

of furniture, ‘learning’ istheir parson, etc. Thisis amusingly illustrated in Plato’s Hippias Major.
410

Individuatio fit per hanc materiam signatam. For materia signata see B. |, Chap. LXII1, p. 45, note. The doctrine that matter
isthe principle of individuation is one of the most intricate in the scholastic system, and cannot be entered upon here.

Things ‘not actually intelligible’ nevertheless are potentially intelligible: i.e., they lend themselves to a process of de-
particularising under the active intellect; and so as universals become actual terms of intellect. This is explained at length in
Chap. LXXVII.
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nature, but always by art, as every house is a work of art:** but the effect of the latter kind is

produced as well by art as by nature without art: for many are healed by the operation of nature

without the art of medicine. In these things that can be done both by art and nature, art imitates

nature: thusif oneissick of achill, nature heals him by warming him: hence the physician aso, if

heisto cure him, heals him by warming. Similar isthe case with the art of teaching: for in the pupil

there is an active principle making for knowledge, namely, the understanding, and those primary

axiomswhich are naturally understood; and therefore knowledge is acquired in two ways, — without

teaching, by aman’s own finding out, and again by teaching. The teacher therefore beginsto teach

in the same way that the discoverer begins to find out, by offering for the consideration of the

scholar elements of knowledge already possessed by him: because all education and all knowledge

starts from pre-existing knowledge, drawing conclusions from elements aready in the mind, and

proposing sensible examples whereby there may be formed in the scholar’ s soul those impressions

of phantasy which are necessary or intelligence.#2 And because the working of the teacher from

without would effect nothing, unless borne out by an internal principle of knowledge, which is

N\ within us by the gift of God, so it is said among theologians that man teaches by rendering the

148 service of ministry, but God by working within: so too the physician is called nature’s minister in
healing.

A final remark. Since the Commentator makes the passive intellect the residence of habits of
knowledge (Chap. LX), the unity of the potential intellect helpsnot at all to the numerical unity of
knowledge in master and scholar: for certainly the passiveintellect is not the samein different men,
sinceit isan organic faculty. Hence, on his own showing, thisargument does not serve his purpose.

CHAPTER LXXVI—That the Active Intellect is not a separately Subsisting
Intelligence, but a Faculty of the Soul

WE may further conclude that neither is the active intellect one in all men, as Alexander and
Avicenna suppose, though they do not suppose the potential intellect to be onein all men.*3

4. Plato supposed knowledge in us to be caused by Ideas, which he took to subsist apart by
themselves. But clearly the first principle on which our knowledge depends is the active intellect.
If therefore the active intellect is something subsisting apart by itself, the difference will be none,
or but dlight, between this opinion and that of Plato, which the Philosopher rejects.

411 Good or bad; but not necessarily awork of fine work.

412 Also by getting the scholar to use his eyes and other senses to observe typical instances of the things that he isto know: aso by
manufacturing instanceswhich is called experiment. This passage would make agood text for awork on paedagogy. The educator,
like the physician, should wait upon nature, and call forth the native powers of subject mind and subject body; not expect to do
all things by manipulation, like one kneading clay into an image.

413 The reason being that Alexander did not recognise the potential intellect for a spiritual faculty at all; while to Avicennait was
likethe‘fit boy’ in Pickwick, always dropping off to sleep, remembering nothing, and needing continual excitation from without
to make it understand. See notes pp. 122, 123, 129, 132, 135, 137, 142, 143. It must be remembered that Averroes also makes
the active intellect one and the same for all men.
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5. If the active intellect is an intelligence subsisting apart, its action upon us will either be
continual and uninterrupted, or at least we must say that it is not continued or broken off at our
pleasure. Now its action is to make the impressions on our phantasy actual terms of intelligence.
Either therefore it will do this always or not always. If not aways, still it will not do it at our
discretion. Either therefore we must be always in the act of understanding, or it will not be in our
power actually to understand when we wish.*#

But it may be said that the active intellect, so far aswith it lies, isalwaysin action, but that the
impressions in our phantasy are not always becoming actual terms of intelligence, but only when
they are disposed thereto; and they are disposed thereto by the act of the cogitative faculty, the use
of which isin our power; and therefore actually to understand isin our power; and thisiswhy not
all men understand the things whereof they have the impressionsin their phantasy, because not all
have at command a suitable act of the cogitative faculty, but only those who are accustomed and
trained thereto.*> But this answer does not appear to be altogether sufficient. That the impressions

N in phantasy are marshalled by the cogitative faculty to the end that they may become actual terms

149 of understanding and move the potential intellect, does not seem a sufficient account, if it be coupled

with the supposition of the potential intellect being a separately subsistent intelligence. This seems

to go with the theory of those who say that inferior agents supply only predispositions to final

perfection, but that final perfection isthework of an extrinsic agency: whichiscontrary to themind

of Aristotle:*¢ for the human soul does not appear to be worse off for understanding than inferior
natures are for their own severally proper activities.

9. In the nature of every cause there is contained a principle sufficient for the natural operation
of that cause. If the operation consists in action, there is at hand an active principle, as we see in
the powers of the vegetative soul in plants. If the operation consistsin receiving impressions, there
is at hand a passive principle, as we see in the sentient powers of animals. But man is the most
perfect of al inferior causes; and his proper and natural operation is to understand, an operation
which is not accomplished without a certain receiving of impressions, inasmuch as every
understanding isdetermined by its object; nor again without action, inasmuch astheintellect makes
potential into actual terms of understanding. There must therefore be in the nature of man a proper

414 |f Avicennahad said that the extrinsic activeintellect camein only when there was question of our mastering difficult and subtle
truths, this argument would not hold against him. It holds so far as he supposes the agency of this intellect indispensable to our
understanding things even the simplest and most obvious. Cf. Ueberweg, History of Philosophy, I, p. 413: “ Avicennadistinguishes
atwofold development of our potential understanding into actuality, the one common, depending on instruction, the other rare,
and dependent on immediate divine illumination.”

415 One may recognise the hand of Averroesin this rejoinder. For the cogitative faculty see Chap. LX. The rest of this chapter (cf.
note, p. 99) is rather rambling and confused, giving the impression of a composition corrected and supplemented and pieced
together, and never finally revised as awhole. We miss the trim neatness and dainty order of the Summa Theologica. | have
therefore preserved only essentials, and omitted what seemed less relevant.

416 5t Thomas refers to Metaph. V11, viii (now V1 vii), apparently to such words as these: ka8éAov 8¢ kal €€ 0 @ioIc, kol ka® 6
@Uo1G, TO 8¢ yryvduevov #xet giotv, olov putov A {Hov (universally, the source whence athing proceeds is nature, and the
process is nature, and the product is natural as a plant or an animal). This meansthat ‘natural,” i.e. ‘organic,’ beings attain to a
certain compl eteness, proper to themselves, by a development of their own powers they are self-contained and self-sufficient
for their own purposes: they draw indeed their supplies from without, but they adapt what they receive to their own purposes by
their own activity.
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principle of both operations, to wit, both an active and a potential intellect, and neither of them
must be separate in being (or physically distinct), from the soul of man.

10. If the activeintellect isan intelligence subsisting apart, it is clearly above the nature of man.
But any activity which a man exercises by mere virtue of a supernatural cause is a supernatural
activity, as the working of miracles, prophecy, and the like effects, which are wrought by menin
virtue of a divine endowment. Since then man cannot understand except by means of the active
intellect, it follows, supposing that intellect a separately subsistent being, that to understand is not
an operation proper and natural to man; and thus man cannot be defined as intellectual or rational.

11. No agent works except by some power which isformally in the agent as a constituent of its
being. But the working both of potential and of active intellect is proper to man: for man produces
ideas by abstraction from phantasms, and receives in his mind those ideas,; operations which it
would never occur to usto think of, did we not experience them in ourselves. The principlestherefore
to which these operations are attributable, namely, the potential and the active intellect, must be
faculties formally existing in us.

12. A being that cannot proceed to its own proper business without being moved thereto by an
external principle, israther driven to act than acts of itself. Thisisthe casewithirrational creatures.
Sense, moved by an exterior sensible object, makes an impression on the phantasy; and so in order
the impression proceeds through all the facultiestill it reaches those which move the rest. Now the
proper business of man isto understand; and the prime mover in understanding isthe activeintellect,
which makesintellectual impressions whereby the potential intellect isimpressed; which potential

N intellect, when actualised, moves the will. If then the active intellect has a separate subsistence

150 outside man, the whole of man’s activity depends on an extrinsic principle. Man then will not be

his own leader, but will be led by another; and thus will not be master of his own acts, nor deserve

praise nor blame; and the whole of moral science and political society will perish: an awkward
conclusion. Therefore the active intellect has no subsistence apart from man.

CHAPTER LXXVII—That it is not impossible for the Potential and the Active
Intellect to be united in the one Substance of the Soul

SOME one perhaps may think it impossible for one and the same substance, that of our soul,
to be in potentiality to receive all intellectual impressions (which is the function of the potential
intellect), and to actualise those impressions (which is the function of the active intellect); since
nothing actsasit isin potentiality to receive, but only asit isin actual readinessto act. But, looking
at the matter rightly, no inconvenience or difficulty will be found in this view of the union of the
active and potential intellect in the one substance of the soul. For athing may well bein potentiality
in one respect and in actuality in another; and this we find to be the condition of the intellectual
soul initsrelation to phantasms, or impressionsin phantasy. For theintellectual soul has something
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in actuality, to which the phantasm isin potentiality;*” and on the other hand the intellectual soul

potentiality that which is actually found in the phantasms.“® For the substance of the human soul

has the attribute of immateriality: but it is not thereby assimilated to this or that definite thing; and

yet such assimilation isrequisite for our soul to know thisor that thing definitely, since all cognition

takes place by some likeness of the object known being stamped on the knowing mind.“® Thusthen

the intellectual soul remains in potentiality, open to the reception of definite impressions in the

likeness of thingsthat come within our observation and knowledge, which are the natures of sensible

things. These definite natures of sensiblethings are represented to us by phantasms, which however

have not yet reached the stage of being objects of intellect, seeing that they are likenesses of sensible

things under material conditions, which are individualising properties, — and besides they are in

bodily organs. They are therefore not actual objects of understanding; and yet since in the case of

thisman [or other sensible object], whose likeness is represented by phantasms, it ispossibleto fix

upon a universal nature stripped of all individualising conditions, these phantasms are potentially

intelligible. Thusthen they have a potentially intelligible being, but an actually definite likenessto

things, whereasin the intellectual soul, as we saw, the situation was the other way about. Thereis

then in the intellectual soul a power exercising its activity upon phantasms, making them actual

N\ objects of understanding; and this power of the soul is called the active intellect. Thereisalsoin

151 the soul a power that is potentially open to definite impressions of sensible things; and this power
is the potential intellect.

But theintellectual soul does not lie open to receive impressions of the likenesses of thingsthat
arein phantasmsin theway that the likeness existsin the phantasm, but according asthose likenesses
are raised to a higher stage, by being abstracted from individualising material conditions and
rendered actual objects, or terms, of understanding. And therefore the action of the active intellect
upon the phantasms precedes their being received into the potential intellect; and thus the prime
agency is not attributable to the phantasms, but to the active intellect.

There are some animals that see better by night than by day, because they have weak eyes,
which are stimulated by a little light, but dazzled by much. And the case is similar with our
understanding, which is “to the clearest truths as the bat’s eye to the sun” (Aristotle, Metaph. I,
Appendix): hencethelittleintellectual light that isconnatural to usissufficient for usto understand
with. But that the intellectual light connatural to our soul is sufficient to produce the action of the
active intellect, will be clear to any one who considers the necessity for positing such an intellect.
Our soul isfound to be in potentiality to intelligible objects as sense to sensible objects: for aswe
are not always having sensations, so we are not always understanding.*® These intelligible objects
Plato assumed to exist by themselves, calling them ‘ldeas’: hence it was not necessary for him to

417 This ‘something’ is ‘immateriaity.” Theintellectual soul isan actually immaterial being: while the phantasm is open, or in
potentiality, to being dematerialised, or stripped of its material and individualising conditions by the action of the activeintellect.

418 ‘That which is actually found in the phantasms’ is ‘ definite likenesses of the natures of sensible things.” The objection may be
raised, than when these likenesses are ‘ dematerialised,’ all likeness to sensible material thingsislost. The answer, | takeit, is
that ‘dematerialising’ means only ‘universalising’. | have a universal idea of arainbow without blinding my mind’'s eyeto its
colours.

419 |n other words, — for subject to know object, object must make upon subject some impression corresponding to and indicative
of what object redly is.

420 Syb-consciousnessis not alowed for here. Is enough allowed for in the scholastic philosopy generally?
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posit any ‘active intellect’ rendering objects intelligible.* But if this Platonic position were true,
the absolutely better objects of intelligence should be better also relatively to us, and be better
understood by us, which is manifestly not the case: for things are more intelligible to us which are
nigher to sense, though in themselves they are less excellent objects of understanding. Hence
Aristotle was moved to lay down the doctrine, that the things which are intelligible to us are not
any self-existent objects of understanding, but are gathered from objects of sense. Hence he had to
posit some faculty to do this work of making terms of understanding: that faculty is the active
intellect. The active intellect therefore is posited to make terms of understanding proportionate to
our capacity. Such work does not transcend the measure of intellectual light connatural to us. Hence
there is no difficulty in attributing the action of the active intellect to the native light of our soul,
especially as Aristotle compares the active intellect to light (De anima, 111, v, 2).

CHAPTER LXXVIII—That it was not the opinion of Aristotle that the Active
Intellect is a separately Subsistent Intelligence, but rather that it is a part of the
S)U|422

421 This valuable remark is borrowed, without acknowledgement, from Averroes on De anima, 111: (p. 161, ed. Venet. 1574).

Whoever first made it, must commend itself to every Platonist and every Aristotelian.
422

This chapter is a running commentary on De anima, |11, v, and may be more profitably presented by a description of its
contents than by atrandation.

1. On &vdykn kai év Tf] Yuxfj vndpxetv Tavtag tag dragopdg (these differences must also bein the soul), St Thomas points
out that the differencesin question, to wit, the potential and the active intellect, are both said to be “in the soul,” which excludes
either of them from being a faculty extrinsic to the soul.

2. 0On v andon tfj @voet, which in his translation appears asin omni natura, and which he takes to mean, not as the Greek
means, “in al nature,” but in every natural substance,” he argues that both the 0An, or potential intellect, and the aitiov kai
nontikdv, or active intellect, must be in the natural substance of the soul.

3. Upon the words, used of the active intellect, that it is co¢ €16 Tic, olov T0 @G (as a habit, like light), he says that as a
habit does not exist by itself, so neither can, on this showing, the activeintellect. He addsthat ‘ habit” here does not mean * habitual
knowledge,” as when we spesak of ‘a habit (i.e., habitual knowledge) of first principles,” but a positive endowment, actual and
formal, as opposed to privation and potentiality.

4. Of thefour epithets bestowed on the active intellect, xwpiotdg, dpyrig, dradng, tij ovola Gv Evepyeia (Separate, unmingled,
impassible, by essence being in act), he observes that the first and second have already been applied to the potential intellect:
see Chap. 1V, n. 6, 6 8¢ xwpiotds: 1V, 3, duryf eivat. . .. o08E pepiyBat tw cwuatt. The third, he says, has been applied to the
potential intellect with adistinction (he referstoiv, 5, 6): the potential intellect isimpassible, as not being acted on by matter,
having no bodily organ to receive direct impressions from material things: but it receives impressions from the active intellect.
The fourth, he says, has been flatly denied of the potential intellect, which is said, iv, 12, to be duvdpel nwg t& vontd, GAN
evtelexela o0&V mpiv dv voii (potentialy identified with the intelligible forms, but actually nothing before it understands). He
concludes that the word xwpiotdg is only applied to the active intellect in the same sense in which it has aready been referred
tothe potential intellect, iv, 9, td pév yap alobntikdv obk dvev opatog, 6 8¢ xwpiotdg (the faculty of senseisnot without body,
but thisis separate). He identifies xwpiotdg with dvev sddpartog, as meaning ‘ operative without bodily organ.’

5. 0On 10 & avtd €otv 1 Kat Evépyelav Emothun T¢ Tpdyuatt (actual knowledge isidentical with its object), — which

means that, inasmuch as objects of knowledge become present by representation in the mind, the mind in knowing anything
knows itself, — St Thomas blames Averroes for taking this to be true only of the active intellect: he citesiv, 13, t6 avté éott
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70 vooUV Kal T0 VOoUuEVOV, 1] yap BewpnTiky| moTrun Kai 10 0Utwg émotntov to adtd €otiv (knower and known areidentical,
for speculative science and its object are one), where he saysthat Aristotle speaks, not of the active, but of the potential intellect.
In the words 1| kat’ évépyelav émotrun (scientia in acta) St Thomas discovers a tertium quid, which is neither potential nor
activeintellect, but acombination of thetwo: he callsit intellectusin actu, ‘theintellect as actually understanding,’ the concrete
mind at work.

6. On 1 8¢ katd SOvauv xpdvw mpotépa €v @ evi, SAwg ovde xpdvw (potential knowledge is prior in time to actual
knowledge in the individual, but all the world over it is not prior even in time), he is misled by his Latin translation, qui vero
secundum potentiam, as though the Greek had been 6 8¢ kata dvvaurv volc. Hetakesit for aquestion of priority in time between
the potential intellect and the concrete, actually thinking mind (intellectus in actu). The error is not serious.

7. Coming to ovy Ot¢ uev voel, 0te 8¢ ov voel (it does not at one time think, and at another time not think), he saysthat this
is spoken of the actually thinking mind, to mark it off from the potential intellect. His conclusion is: “The mind comes to be
actually thinking by being identified with the objects of thought: hence it is not open to it at times to think and at times not to
think.” This may mean— asundoubtedly it is Aristotle' s meaning: ‘ There must be thinking so long asthere are things: but there
are always things: therefore there is always thinking.” Then the question comes: ‘Yes, but whose thinking? — to which St
Thomas gives no answer. To interpret with Silvester Maurus, ‘so long as the mind is actually thinking, it thinks unceasingly,’
isto father no very profound truth upon the Philosopher.

8. Upon xwproBeig d¢ ot pdvov told’ dmep £oti (When separated, itisonly that whichitis) St. Thomasisaltogether thrown
out by his Latin, separatum hoc solum quod vere est (that alone is separate which truly is), as though xwpiofei¢ (separatum)
were the predicate. He takes the meaning to be that the actually thinking mind in man, inclusive at once of potential and active
intellect, is ‘ separate’ in the sense of not operating through a bodily organ. On totto uévov &ddvatov kal &idiov (thisaloneis
mortal and everlasting), al his comment is “as being independent of the body, since it is separate.” On the last sentence, o0
uvnuovetopev 8¢ k.T.A., he makes no comment whatever in this place, but see Chap. LXXX, arg. 5.

No one can seriously contend that, working under such disadvantages, St Thomas has succeeded in adequately interpreting
this, one of the most difficult chaptersin Aristotle. | recommend the reader to study it in G. Rodier’ s masterly work, Aristote,
Traité del’ame, 2 vals,, text, trandation, and notes (Leroux, Paris, 1900). | offer these few final remarks.

(a) From el yap to 00d¢ xpdvw, isaparenthesis; as Philoponus says, toto v péow Epprpev. Themeaning is, as St Thomas
well indicates, that though in the individual mind knowledge isfirst potential, then actual, yet somewhere in the range of being
thereis an actual knowledge prior to al potential. Thisisonly carrying out the Aristotelian principle that ultimately the actual
always precedes the potential: €oti yap €€ évehexeia Gvtog mdvta t& yryvéueva (De anima, 111, vii, 1), a principle well put
forward by Rodier, vol. 11, p. 490. What actually thinking mind precedes all potentiality of thought, Aristotle does not tell usin
this chapter.

(b) The words, &AN’ oUy 6te pev voel, &te d¢ o0 voel, are to be taken in close connexion with tf] ovoig Wv évepyeiq, the
whole meaning: ‘this mind, ever essentially active, thinks continually, and not merely at intervals.” Whether this refers to the
mind of the race, Aristotle agreeing with Averroes that mankind have existed from eternity, or whether it points to some
superhuman intelligence, is a question which will be debated as long as Aristotle continues to be read.

(c) xwpro0eig §éoti pévov to00 Smep £oti, “when separated from the body [in death, as Rodier rightly explaing], it isits
proper self, and nothing else,” — pure voig, apart from phantasy and sensation and bodily organism; and this pure voUg is, in
some undefined way, “immortal and everlasting.” In €oti to00’ Smep £oti | think we may further recognise some slight influence
of afamiliar idiom, by which a Greek saysthat athing ‘iswhat it is,” when heis either unable or reluctant to enter into further
detail.

(d) The concluding words mean: ‘We have no memory [after death, of the transactions of our earthly existence], because
though the voUc is unaffected by death (Graféc), yet the passive intellect [6 naBntikdg voig, the cogitative faculty with the
phantasy, see St Thomas, Chap. LX], is perishable [and perishes with the body], and without this there is no understanding [of
things learnt in life with its concurrence, — cf. De anima, 111, viii, 5, 6tav Bewpfi dvaykn dua edvtacud Tt Oewpeiv].” This
sense seems definitely fixed asthe mind of Aristotle by aprevious passage, Deanima, 1, iv, 12-15: — “ The vot¢ within us seems
to be a subsistent being (ovcia) and imperishable. If it could be impaired, it would be impaired most in the feebleness of old
age: whereas, we may say, the case is the same with intellect as with sense: for if the old man got ayoung man’s eye, he would
see as the young man does. So old age is not an affection of the soul, but an affection of what contains the soul, as in drunken
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A CHAPTER L XX X—That the Human Soul does not Perish with the Body

152

EVERY intelligent subsisting being is imperishable (Chap. LV): but the human soul is an
intelligent subsisting being.

2. Nothing is destroyed by that which makes its perfection. But the perfection of the human
soul consists in a certain withdrawal from the body: for the soul is perfected by knowledge and
virtue: now in knowledge there is greater perfection, the more the view is fixed on high

N\ generalisations, or immaterial things; whilethe perfection of virtue consistsin aman’ snot following
153 hisbodily passions, but tempering and restraining them by reason. — Nor isit of any avail to reply
that the perfection of the soul consistsin its separation from the body in point of activity, but to be
separated from the body in point of being is its destruction. For the activity of athing shows its
substance and being, and follows upon its nature: thus the activity of athing can only be perfected
inasmuch asits substance is perfected. If then the soul is perfected in activity by relinquishing the

body and bodily things, its substance cannot fail in being by separation from the body.

4. A natural craving cannot bein vain.*? But man naturally craves after permanent continuance:
as is shown by this, that while existence is desired by all, man by his understanding apprehends
existence, not in the present moment only, as dumb animals do, but existence absolutely. Therefore
man attains to permanence on the part of his soul, whereby he apprehends existence absolute and
for al time.

6. Intelligible being is more permanent than sensible being. But the substratum of material
bodies (materia prima) isindestructible, much morethe potential intellect, the recipient of intelligible
forms. Therefore the human soul, of which the potentia intellect is a part, is indestructible.**

8. No formis destroyed except either by the action of the contrary, or by the destruction of the
subject wherein it resides, or by the failure of its cause. Thus heat is destroyed by the action of
cold: by the destruction of the eye the power of sight is destroyed; and the light of the atmosphere
fallsby thefailure of the sun’ s presence, which wasits cause. But the human soul cannot be destroyed
by the action of its contrary, for it hasno contrary, since by the potential intellect the soul iscognitive
and receptive of all contraries. Nor again by the destruction of the subject in which it resides, for
it has been shown above that the human soul is aform not dependent on the body for its being.#

N Nor lastly by the failure of its cause, for it can have no cause but one which is eternal, as will be
154 shown (Chap. LXXXVII). In no way therefore can the human soul be destroyed.

bouts and illnesses. Thus the intellectual and speculative faculty decays when something else in the man decays, but of itself it
isimperishable (Grabéc). But the exercise of the cogitative faculty (to diavoeicfat), and the passions of love and hate, are not
functions of voUcg, but of thisindividual organism that contains vodg, as containing it. Therefore when this organism perishesin
death, the soul neither remembers nor loves: for memory and [the passion of] love were not affections of the intelligent soul,
but of the compound organism wherein soul and matter met, which has not perished: but vodg perhapsis something more divine
and imperishable (6 3¢ voig Towg Berdtepdv Tt kal dradég éotiv).

423 Understand, so as to be frustrated in the entire species. This argument is drawn out in my Ethics and Natural Law, pp. 14-21.

424 Matter isindestructible, and therefore mind.

425 Clearly, if thisis allowed, the whole argument cf. the chapter is allowed. Reference is made to Chap. LXVII1, where we read:
“Above other formsthereisfound aform, likened to the supramundane substancesin point of understanding, and competent to
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9. If the human soul is destroyed by the destruction of the body, it must be weakened by the
weakening of the body. But thefact isthat if any faculty of the soul isweakened by the body being
weakened, that is only incidentally, inasmuch as that faculty of the soul standsin need of abodily
organ, as the sight is weakened by the weakening of the organ of sight, but only incidentally, as
may be shown by this consideration: if any weakness fell essentially upon the faculty, the faculty
would not berestored by the restoration of the organ; but now we seethat however much the faculty
of sight seemsweakened, it isrestored, if only the organ is restored.?® Since then the soul’ sfaculty
of understanding needs no bodily organ, the understanding itself is not weakened, neither essentially
nor incidentally, either by old age or by any other weakness of body. But if in the working of the
understanding there happens fatigue or hindrance through bodily weakness, this is not due to
weakness of the understanding itself, but to weakness of other faculties that the understanding has
need of, to wit, the phantasy, the memory, and the cogitative faculty.*?

10. The sameisevidenced by the very words of Aristotle: “Moving causes pre-exist, but formal
causes are along with the things whereof they are causes. for when a man is well, then there is
health. But whether anything remains afterwards, is a point to consider: in some cases there may
well be something remaining: the soul is an instance, not the whole soul, but the intelligence: as
for thewhole soul remaining, that is perhaps animpossibility.” 4 Clearly then, in speaking of forms,
he wishes to speak of the intellect, which is the form of man, as remaining after its matter, that is,
after the body. It isclear also that though Aristotle makes the soul aform, yet he does not represent
it as non- subsistent and consequently perishable, as Gregory of Nyssa imputes to him:** for he
excludestheintellectual soul from the general category of other forms, saying that it remains after
the body and is a subsistent being (substantiam quandam).*°

Hereby is banished the error of the impious in whose person it is said: We were born out of
nothingness, and hereafter we shall be as though we had never been (Wisd. ii, 2); in whose person
again Solomon says: One is the perishing of man and beast, and even is the lot of both: as man
dies, so do beasts die: all breathe alike, and man hath no advantage over beasts (Ecclesiii, 19):
that he does not say thisin his own person, but in the person of the ungodly, is clear from what he
says at the end, as it were drawing a conclusion: Till the dust return to the earth, from whence it
came; and the spirit go back to the God who gave it (Ecclesxii, 7).

155

an activity which is accomplished without any bodily organ at all; and thisisthe intellectua soul: for the act of understanding is
not done through any bodily organ.”

426 Here Aristotle is alleged, as quoted at the end of note, page 153.

427 The * cogitative faculty’ (Chap. LX) isthe td SiavogicOat of Deanima, |, iv, 14, whereit is expressly said not to be andfog of
16 voeiv. Theinferiority of didvoeioBat to voeiv in Aristotle was probably suggested by, though it is not identical with, that of
didvorax to vodg in Plato, Rep. vi, ad fin.

428 (Yuyrp) un mdoa, GAN 6 voi, mdcav ydp &Svvatov fowg Metaph. X, iii, 5, 6.

429 The commentators refer to awork Lives of Philosophers, which however is not St Gregory’s, but was written by Eunapius, a
contemporary rhetorician, hostile to Christianity.

430 § 8¢ voic £otkev éyylvesdat oboia Tig oboa, De anima, |, iv, 12. The passage is quoted at length in note, p. 153.
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CHAPTER L XXX, L XXXI—Arguments of those who wish to prove that the
Human Soul perishes with the Body, with Replies to the same

ARG. 1. If human souls are multiplied according to the multiplication of bodies, as shown
above (Chap. LXXV), then when the bodies perish, the souls cannot remain in their multitude.**
Hence one of two conclusions must follow: either the human soul must wholly ceaseto be; or there
must remain one soul only, which seemsto suit the view of those who make that aloneincorruptible
which isonein al men, whether that be the active intellect alone, as Alexander says, or with the
active also the potential intellect, as Averroes says.*

Reply. Whatever things are necessarily in conjunction and proportion with one another, are
made many or one together, each by its own cause. If the being of the one depends on the other,
itsunity or multiplication also will depend on the same: otherwise it will depend on some extrinsic
cause. Form then and matter must always be in proportion with one another, and conjoined by a
certain natural tie. Hence matter and form must vary together in point of multiplicity and unity. If
then the form depends on the matter for its being, the multiplication of the form will depend on the
matter, and so will itsunity. But if theformisin no such dependence on the matter, then, — though
it will still be necessary for the form to be multiplied with the multiplication of the matter, — the
unity or multiplicity of the form will not depend on the matter. But it has been shown (Chap.
LXVIII, and note, p. 154, that the human soul isaform not dependent on matter for itsbeing. Hence
it follows that, though souls are multiplied as the bodies which they inform are multiplied, still the
fact of bodies being many cannot be the cause of souls being many.** And therefore there is no
need for the plurality of soulsto cease with the destruction of their bodies.

Arg. 2. Theformal nature (ratio formalis, pp. 111, 116) of thingsis the cause of their differing
in species. But if soulsremain many after the perishing of their bodies, they must differ in species,
since in souls so remaining the only diversity possible is one of formal nature. But souls do not
change their species by the destruction of the body, otherwise they would be destroyed too, for all
that changes from species to species is destroyed in the transition. Then they must have been
different in species even before they parted from their bodies. But compounds take their species
according to their form. So then individual men must differ in species, an awkward conclusion
consequent upon the position that souls remain a multitude after their bodies are gone.

Reply. It is not any and every diversity of form that makes a difference of species. The fact of
souls separated from their bodies making a multitude follows from their forms being different in

431 The body being the principle of individuation, when that principleistaken away, it would seem that nothing isleft to differentiate
one soul from another. St Thomaswould reply that the soul isindividualised, not by the body, but by adaptation to one particular
body which it animates and informs, which adaptation continues after that body is dead and gone. See Chap. LXXV, arg. 1, with
reply and note; and in this chapter the reply to the second argument.

432 See note, p. 135.

433 A soul is created for each human body; and in that way the animation of many human fetuses involves the creating of as many
human souls. But once existent, the soul is a substance, not an accident: and therefore, whether in the body or out of the body,
itisinitsown right distinct from other similar substances.
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substance, inasmuch as the substance of this soul is different from the substance of that. But this

N\ diversity does not arise from the souls differing in their several essentia constitutions, but from

156 their being differently commensurate with different bodies: for one soul is commensurate with one

body and not with another.*** These commensurations remain in souls even when their bodies perish,

as the substances of the souls also remain, not being dependent on their bodies for their being. For

it is by their substances that souls are forms of bodies. otherwise they would be united with their

bodies only accidentally, and soul and body would not make up an essential but only an accidental

unity. But inasmuch as they are forms, they must be commensurate with their bodies. Hence it is

clear that their severa different commensuratenesses remain in the departed souls, and consequently
plurality.

Arg. 3. It seems quite impossible, on the theory of those who suppose the eternity of the world,
for human souls to remain in their multitude after the death of the body. For if the world is from
eternity, infinite men have died before our time. If then the souls of the dead remain after death in
their multitude, we must say that there is now an actual infinity of souls of men previously dead.
But actual infinity isimpossible in nature.*

Reply. Of supporters of the eternity of the world, some have simply allowed the impossibility,
saying that human souls perish altogether with their bodies. Others have said that of al soulsthere
remainsone spiritual existence whichiscommon to all, — the active intell ect according to some,*
or with the active also the potential intellect according to others.*” Others have supposed souls to
remain in their multitude after their bodies; but, not to be obliged to suppose an infinity of souls,
they have said that the same souls are united to different bodies after afixed period;*® and thiswas
the opinion of the Platonists, of which hereafter (Chap. LXXXI11). Others, avoiding all the aforesaid
answers, have maintained that there was no difficulty in the existence of an actua infinity of departed
souls: for an actual infinity of things, not related to one another, was only an accidental infinity, in
which they saw no difficulty; and thisis the position of Avicenna and Algazel.**® Which of these
was the opinion of Aristotle is not expressly set down in his writings, athough he does expressly
hold the eternity of theworld. But thelast mentioned opinion isnot inconsistent with his principles:
for in the Physics, 111, v, his argument against an actual infinity is confined to natural bodies, and
is not extended to immaterial substances. Clearly however the professors of the Catholic faith can
feel no difficulty on this point, as they do not allow the eternity of the world.*°

434 \With the body in health or with the body in sickness? with the infantine or with the full-grown body? St Thomas probably would
reply, ‘with the full-grown and healthy body,” — else we should have millions of souls maimed, not through any fault of their
own. But how can a soul be commensurate with abody such asit has not informed for years before its final departure, and in
many cases has never informed at all? This view of the souls of the departed is very difficult: but so isevery view on the subject.
It would make some difference between awoman’s and aman’s soul. Cf. Chap. LXXIII, A. 2 and 3, with note, p. 136.

435 See Chap. XXX VIII.

436 Alexander and Avicenna.

437 Averroes.

438 A thousand years, according to the mythus of Er, son of Armenus (Plato, Rep. x, 615).

439 Abu Hamed Mohammed Algazali, A.D. 1058-1111, atheol ogian of the orthodox M ohammedan school, wrote awork Destructions
of Philosophers, to which Averroes replied with Destruction of Destructions. Algazali denied the eternity of the world.

440 As neither do the modern Sciences of astronomy and geology, at least as regards the world viewed as the oikovpévn or
dwelling-place of man. Both sciences concur to set severe limits to the duration of the human race, aswell in regard of the past
as of the future. A notable instance of areligious difficulty removed by physical science.

200



Of God and His Creatures St. Thomas Aquinas

Arg. 5. It isimpossible for any substance to exist destitute of all activity. But al activity of the
N soul endswith the body, as may be shown by simple enumeration. For the faculties of the vegetative
157 soul work through bodily qualities and a bodily instrument; and the term of their activity is the
body itself, which is perfected by the soul, isthereby nourished and devel oped, and comesto furnish
the generative products. Also all the activities of the faculties of the sensitive soul are accomplished
through bodily organs; and some of them are accompanied by (sensible) bodily change, asin the
case of the passions. Asfor the act of understanding, although it isnot an activity exercised through
any bodily organ, neverthel essits objects are phantasms, which stand to it as coloursto sight: hence
as sight cannot see without colours, so the intellectual soul cannot understand without phantasms.
The soul aso needs, for purposes of understanding, the faculties which prepare the phantasms to
become actual terms of intellect, namely, the cogitative faculty and the memory, of which it is
certain that they cannot endure without the body, seeing that they work through organs of the body.
Hence Aristotle saysthat “the soul by no means understands without a phantasm,” and that “nothing
understands without the passive intellect,” by which name he designates the cogitative faculty,
“which is perishable’; and that “we remember nothing” after death of the things that we knew in
life# Thusthenitisclear that no activity of the soul can continue after death, and therefore neither

can its substance continue.

Reply. The assertion that no activity can remain in the soul after its separation from the body,
we say, isincorrect: for those activities remain which are not exercised through organs, and such
are understanding and will. Asfor activities exercised through bodily organs, as are the activities
of the vegetative and sentient soul, they do not remain. But we must observe that the soul separated
from the body does not understand in the same way as when united with the body: for everything
acts according as it is. Now though the being of the human soul, while united with the body, is
perfect (absolutum), not depending on the body, still the body is a sort of housing (stramentun?)
to it and subject receptive of it. Hence the proper activity of the soul, which isunderstanding, while
independent of the body in thisthat it is not exercised through any bodily organ, neverthelessfinds
in the body its object, which is the phantasm.*® Hence, so long as the soul isin the body, it cannot
understand without a phantasm,** nor remember except by the cogitative and reminiscent faculty
whereby phantasms are shaped and made available (Chap. LXXI11); and therefore this method of
understanding and remembering has to be laid aside when the body is laid aside. But the being of
the departed soul belongs to it alone without the body:*5 hence its intellectual activity will not be
accomplished by regard to such objects as phantasms existing in bodily organs, but it will understand
by itself after the manner of those intelligences that subsist totally apart from bodies (Chapp.

441 De Anima, 111, vii, 4: 111, v, 3. See p. 153].

442 gramentum may be either the thatched roof over your head, the coverlet over your back, or the straw you stand or lie on.

443 The phantasm, and every other subjectiveimpression ministering to knowledge, objectumquo, not the objectum quod (intelligitur).
See Chap. LXXV, arg. 2, and note.

444 ‘ Phantasm’ here cannot be taken to mean a consciously portrayed picture in the imagination. Reading a book, or writing aletter,
would be very low work, if every act of understanding had to be thus sensibly illustrated. The use of what may be called the
‘algebraof language’ isto deliver usfrom the necessity of all this actual delineation. And this raises the question: ‘ Do departed
souls carry their knowledge of language with them? It is hard to determine such questions a priori.

445 The opponent had contended: ‘It acts not, therefore it isnot.” St Thomas seemsto reply: ‘It is, therefore it acts.” He must be
supposed to fall back upon the proofs of Chap. LXXI1X, and to be here only concerned to argue that activity on the part of a
departed soul is not inconceivable.
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XCI-Cl), from which superior beings it will be able to receive more abundant influence in order
N\ to more perfect understanding.

L We may see some indication of this even in living men. When the soul is hampered by

preoccupations about its body, it is less disposed to understand higher things. Hence the virtue of
temperance, withdrawing the soul from bodily delights, helps especialy to make men apt to
understand.*¢ In dlegp again, when men are not using their bodily senses, they have some perception
of things to come, impressed upon them by superior beings, and attain to facts that transcend the
measure of human reasonings.*’ This is much more the case in states of syncope and ecstasy, as
the withdrawal from the bodily sensesisthere greater. And that iswhat one might expect, because,
as has been pointed out above (Chap. LXV11), the human soul being on the boundary line between
corporeal and incorporeal substances, and dwelling as it were on the horizon of eternity and time,
it approaches the highest by receding from the lowest. Therefore, when it shall be totally severed
fromthebody, it will be perfectly assimilated to theintelligencesthat subsist apart, and will receive
their influence in more copious streams. Thus then, though the mode of our understanding according
to the conditions of the present life is wrecked with the wreck of the body, it will be replaced by
another and higher mode of understanding.

But memory, being an act exercised through abodily organ, as Aristotle shows,*® cannot remain
in the soul after the body is gone; unless memory be taken in another sense for the intellectual hold
upon things known before: this intellectual memory of things known in life must remain in the
departed soul, since the intellectual impressions are indelibly received in the potential intellect
(Chap. LXXI1V). As regards other activities of the soul, such as love, joy, and the like, we must
beware of a double meaning of the terms: sometimes they mean passions, or emotions, which are
activities of the sensitive appetite, concupiscible or irascible,*° and as such they cannot remainin
the soul after death, as Aristotle shows:*° sometimes they mean asimple act of will without passion,
as Aristotle says that “The joy of God is one, everlasting, and absolute,” and that “In the
contemplation of wisdom there is admirable delight”; and again he distinguishes the love of
friendship from thelove of passion.*! But asthewill isapower that uses no bodily organ, asneither
does the understanding, it is evident that such acts, inasmuch as they are acts of will, may remain
in the departed soul.

159

CHAPTER LXXXI1—That the Souls of Dumb Animals are not Immortal

446 Good and well-digested meals al so help to make men apt to understand; and hunger and much privation enfeeble mental vigour.

447 “ Concerning divination by dreamsit is not easy either to despise or to believeit.” So Aristotle opens his short treatise on Prophetic
Dreaming (Bekker'stext, |11, p. 309). There seem to be dreams and dreams; and once in a blue moon aman is apt to believe that
sleep has raised him to a higher state, such as St Thomas speaks of, above the usual inanities of dreamland.

448 De memoria, ii, 27, 28. He arguesthat it is a bodily affection, because often we cannot remember things when we would, and
again they rush in upon us without our seeking them, showing that some bodily organ is stirred.

49 Plato’ s émBupia and Bupdg, as distinguished from voig.

4%0 “When the body perishes, there is no more remembering nor loving: for memory and love did not belong to the intelligence, but
to the compound, which is no more” De anima, |, iv, 15.

451 Eth. Nicom. VI, xiv, 8: X, vii, 3: VIII, v, 5 — See Aquinas Ethicus, |, 84, 93.
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NO activity of the sentient part can have place without abody. But in the souls of dumb animals
we find no activity higher than the activities of the sentient part. That animals neither understand
nor reason is apparent from this, that all animals of the same species behave alike, as being moved
by nature, and not acting on any principle of art: for every swallow makes its nest alike, and every
spider itsweb alike. Therefore thereis no activity in the soul of dumb animalsthat can possibly go
on without a body.*?

2. Every form separated from matter is actually understood. Thus the active intellect makes
impressions actually understood, inasmuch as it abstracts them. But if the soul of a dumb animal
remains after the body is gone, it will be aform separated from matter. Therefore it will be form
actually understood. But “in things separated from matter understanding and understood are the
same”’ (De Anima, 111, iv, 13). Therefore the soul of adumb animal will have understanding, which
isimpossible.*3

3. Ineverything that is apt to arrive at any perfection, thereisfound anatural craving after that
perfection: for good iswhat all crave after, everything its own good. But in dumb animalsthereis
no craving after perpetuity of being except in the form of perpetuity of the species, inasmuch as
they have an instinct of generation, whereby the species is perpetuated, — and the same is found
in plants.** But they have not that craving consequent upon apprehension: for since the sentient
soul apprehends only what is here and now, it cannot possibly apprehend perpetuity of being, and
therefore has no physical craving after such perpetuity.** Therefore the soul of adumb animal is
incapable of perpetuity of being.

CHAPTER LXXXII1, LXXXIV—Apparent Arguments to show that the Human
Soul does not begin with the Body, but has been from Eternity, with Repliesto the
same

ARG. 1. (A.)) What will never cease to be, has a power of being always. But of that which has
apower of being alwaysit is never trueto say that it is not: for athing continuesin being so far as
its power of being extends. What therefore will never cease to be, will never either begin to be.

452 Theirrationality of dumb animalsis apparent from this, first, that they are dumb (&\oyot), or devoid of rational speech; secondly,
that they are uncivilised, and uncivilisable, except in so far as they partake of the civilisation of man; thirdly that, apart from
man, they are racially unprogressive; fourthly, that they are devoid of all idea of morality and religion; fifthly, that thereis no
inter-breeding between them and even the lowest types of the oneincontestably rationa animal, man. Theindefeasible coexistence
of human shape and animal rationality is as well established as any coexistencein physical science. But, setting aside spiders
and swallows, it is not true that monkeys, elephants, horses, dogs, and other educable animals, in their respective species, “all
behave dlike.” St Thomas however may claim to speak only of animalsin a state of nature, wholly uninfluenced by man.

453 |s not the term ‘ separated from matter’ here used in two senses — (a) of alogical separation by abstraction, Adyw; (b) of areal
separation in nature, ¢uoer? A tendency of Scholasticism, inherited from Neo-Platonism, was to think of Spirit as personified
Ideaor Form. The £i8og took life and became daiuwv. Aristotle's saying means that the universal, as such, exists only in mind.
But the departed soul of a bear, if it beat all, isnot a universal.

454 St Thomas adds, “and in inaminate things.”

455 Thetechnical terms‘physical’ and ‘ psychical’ craving (appetitus naturalis et animalis) are expained in Ethicsand Natural Law,
I, pp. 49-53.
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Reply. The power of athing does not extend to the past, but to the present or future: hence with
regard to past events possibility has no place. Therefore from the fact of the soul having a power
of being aways it does not follow that the soul aways has been, but that it always will be. —
Besides, that to which power extends does not follow until the power is presupposed. It cannot
therefore be concluded that the soul is always except for the time that comes after it has received
the power.

Arg. 2. Truth of the intellectual order is imperishable, eternal, necessary. Now from the
imperishableness of intellectual truth the being of the soul is shown to be imperishable. In like
manner from the eternity of that truth there may be proved the eternity of the soul.

Reply. The eternity of understood truth may be regarded in two ways, — in point of the object
which is understood, and in point of the mind whereby it is understood. From the eternity of
understood truth in point of the object, therewill follow the eternity of the thing, but not the eternity
of thethinker. From the eternity of understood truth in point of the understanding mind, the eternity
of that thinking soul will follow. But understood truth is eternal, not in the latter but in the former
way. As we have seen, the intellectual impressions, whereby our soul understands truth, come to
us fresh from the phantasms through the medium of the active intellect. Hence the conclusion is,
not that our soul is eternal, but that those understood truths are founded upon something which is
eternal. In fact they are founded upon the First Truth, the universal Cause comprehensive of all
truth. To thistruth our soul standsrelated, not as the recipient subject to theform which it receives,
but as athing to its proper end: for truth isthe good of the understanding and the end thereof. Now
we can gather an argument of the duration of athing from its end, as we can argue the beginning
of athing from its efficient cause: for what is ordained to an everlasting end must be capable of
perpetua duration. Hence theimmortality of the soul may be argued from the eternity of intellectual
truth, but not the eternity of the soul.

Arg. 3. That is not perfect, to which many of its principal parts are wanting. If therefore there
daily begin to be as many human souls as there are men born, it is clear that many of its principal
parts are daily being added to the universe, and consequently that very many are still wanting to
it. It follows that the universe isimperfect, which isimpossible.**®

Reply. The perfection of the universe goes by species, not by individuals; and human souls do
not differ in species, but only in number (Chap. LXXV).

(B.) Some professing the Catholic faith, but imbued with Platonic doctrines, have takenamiddle
course [between Platonists, who held that individual souls were from eternity, now united with
bodies, now released by turns; and Alexander, Averroes, — and possibly Aristotle himself, —
deniers of personal immortality]. These men, seeing that according to the Catholic faith nothing is
eternal but God, have supposed human souls not to be eternal, but to have been created with the
world, or rather before the visible world, and to be united with bodies recurrently as required.

4% ‘That the universe is not yet perfect, which is generally admitted,” would be more of modern conclusion. In the notion of the
perfection of the universe we seem to have ajudgment of fact, ‘ the universeisthe perfect sum of al that is,” slipping into judgment
of value, ‘the universe is the perfect sum of all that ought to be.’
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Origen was the first professor of the Christian faith to take up this position, and he has since had
many followers. The position seems assailable on these grounds.

1. The soul is united with the body as the form and actualising principle thereof. Now though
actuality is naturally prior to potentiality, yet, in the same subject, it is posterior to it in time:* for
a thing moves from potentiality to actuality. Therefore the seed, which is potentially alive, was
before the soul, which is the actuality of life.

161

2. Itisnatura to every form to be united to its own proper matter: otherwise the compound of
matter and form would be something unnatural. Now that which belongs to a thing according to
its nature is assigned to it before that which belongs to it against its nature: for what belongsto a
thing against its nature attaches to it incidentally, but what belongs to it according to its nature
attachesto it ordinarily; and theincidental isaways posterior to the ordinary. It belongsto the soul
therefore to be united to the body before being apart from the body.

3. Every part, separated from itswhole, isimperfect. But the soul, being the form (Chap. XL V1),
is a part of the human species. Therefore, existing by itself, apart from the body, it is imperfect.
But the perfect is before the imperfect in the order of natural things.*®

(C.) If soulswere created without bodies, the question arises how they came to be united with
bodies. It must have been either violently or naturally. If violently, the union of the soul with the
body isunnatural, and man is an unnatural compound of soul and body, which cannot be true. But
if soulsare naturally united with bodies, then they were created with aphysical tendency (appetitus
naturalis) to such union. Now aphysical tendency worksitself out at once, unless something comes
intheway. Soulsthen should have been united with bodies from the instant of their creation except
for someintervening obstacle. But any obstacleintervening to arrest aphysical tendency, or natural
craving, does violence to the same. Therefore it would have been by violence that souls were for
aperiod separated from their bodies, which is an awkward conclusion.*®

457 Deanima, 111, v, 3.
458
Evolutionists say just the contrary, one great difference between them and the scholastics. The position is saved by the
consideration that any evolution must be the ordinance of an all-perfect Mind.

The Platonistsand Origenists, St Thomas' s opponentsin thisnow effete controversy about the pre-existence of souls, would
not have allowed that the soul was the form of the body, or was imperect without the body, or better for union with it. Rather
they held that for spirit to be united with flesh was to the spirit encumbrance and punishment. Even Catholics, who confess the
soul to betheform of the body, may till linger over Plato’ swords: “ Union between soul and body is nowise better than separation”
(Laws, VI1I1, 821), such union, that is, as obtainsin thismortal life (1 Cor. xv, 42-50). We do not suppose pre-existence of souls,
atheory which, as St Thomasjustly argues, would make humanity begin in the degradation of its nobler component: but we may
suppose death to be naturally a deliverance, an elevation rather than an impairing of the disembodied spirit. Such a conception

of course affects the value of any a priori natural argument for resurrection (B. IV, Chap LXXIX).
459

The second of the Newtonian laws of motion warnsusthat al physical tendenciesto motion work themselves out concurrently
and instantaneously as tendencies. St Thomas's reasoning however is beset with this difficulty, that, parted from the body, the
soul, on his showing, still retains a physical tendency to union with the body: is there any more difficulty, anything of greater
violence, in asoul having to wait for itsfirst union with the body than in its having to wait, asit certainly doeswait for centuries,
for its reunion in the resurrection?
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(D.) Butif it be said that both states alike are natural to the soul, as well the state of union with
the body as the state of separation, according to difference of times, this appears to be impossible,
N — because points of natural variation are accidents to the subject in which they occur, as age and
162 youth: if then union with body and separation from a body are natural variations to the soul, the
union of the soul with the body will be an accident; and man, the result of that union, will not be

an ordinary, regular entity (ens per se), but a casual, incidental being (ens per accidens).

(E.) Butif itissaid that souls are united with bodies neither violently nor naturally, but of their
own spontaneous will, that cannot be. For none is willing to come to a worse state except under
deception. But the soul isin ahigher state away from the body, especially according to the Platonists,
who say that by union with the body the soul suffers forgetfulness of what it knew before, and is
hindered from the contemplation of pure truth. At that rate it has no willingness to be united with
a body except for some deceit practised upon it. Threfore, supposing it to have pre-existed before
the body, it would not be united therewith of its own accord.

(F.) Butif asan dternativeit is said that the soul is united with the body neither by nature, nor
by its own will, but by a divine ordinance, this again does not appear a suitable arrangement, on
the supposition that soulswere created before bodies. For God has established everything according
to the proper mode of its nature: hence it is said: God saw all things that he had made, and they
werevery good (Gen. i, 31). If then He created souls apart from bodies, we must say that this mode
of being is better suited to their nature. But it is not proper for an ordinance of divine goodness to
reduce thingsto alower state, but rather to rise them to ahigher. At that rate the union of soul with
body could not be the result of a divine ordinance.

(G.) This consideration moved Origen to suppose that when souls, created from the beginning
of time, came by divine ordinance to be united with bodies, it wasfor their punishment. He supposed
that they had sinned before they came into bodies, and that according to the amount of their guilt
they were united with bodies of various degrees of nobility, shut up in them asin prisons. But this
supposition cannot stand for reasons alleged above (Chap. XLI1V).

CHAPTER LXXXV—That the Soul is not of the substance of God

The divine substance is eternal, and nothing appertaining to it begins anew to be (B. I, Chap.
XV). But the souls of men were not before their bodies (Chap. LXXXIII).

The two telling arguments against the pre-existence of souls are, first, that pace Platonis et Origenisit iswholly unproved;
secondly, that a spirit, that had once existed free, would suffer violence by becoming the ‘form’ of a body under conditions of
mortality.

There are those who venture to think, although St Thomas does not think so, that while the soul in the body is properly
called an ‘incomplete substance,” — for otherwiseit would not bethe*form of the body,” — yet, parted from the body, it expands
into the completeness of pure intelligence, and has no ‘natural craving’ for union with the body any more. Resurrection then is
not within the purview of philosophy, asit is not the fulfilment of any natural exigence; and, at least in the resurrection of the
just, the soul shall be in the body on quite other conditions than those under which she now dwellsin this prison-house of flesh.
But of thisin the fourth Book.
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3. Everything out of which anything is made isin potentiality to that which is made out of it.
But the substance of God, being pure actuality, is not in potentiality to anything (B. I, Chap. XVI).

4 and 5. That out of which anything is made is in some way changed. Moveover the soul of
man is manifestly variable in point of knowledge, virtue, and their opposites. But God is absolutely
unchangeable (B. I, Chap. XII): therefore nothing can be made out of Him, nor can the soul be of
His substance.

7. Since the divine substance is absolutely indivisible, the soul cannot be of that substance
unless it be the whole substance. But the divine substance cannot but be one (B. I, Chap. XLII). It
would follow that all men have but one intellectual soul, a conclusion already rejected (Chap.
LXXV).%0

This opinion seems to have had three sources. Some assumed that there was no incorporeal
being, and made the chiefest of corporeal substances God. Hence sprang the theory of the Manichean,
that God is a sort of corporeal light, pervading all the infinities of space, and that the human soul
isasmall glimmer of thislight. Others have posited the intellect of all men to be one, either active
intellect alone, or active and potential combined. And because the ancients caled every
self-subsistent intelligence adeity, it followed that our soul, or the intellect whereby we understand,
had a divine nature. Hence sundry professors of the Christian faith in our time, who assert the
separate existence of the active intellect, have said expressly that the active intellect is God. This
opinion might also have arisen from the likeness of our soul to God: for intelligence, which istaken
to be the chief characteristic of Deity, is found to belong to no substance in the sublunary world
except to man alone, on account of his soul.

163

CHAPTER LXXXVI—That the Human Soul is not transmitted by Generation®:

Where the activities of active principles suppose the concurrence of abody, the origination also
of such principles supposed bodily concurrence: for athing has existence according asit has activity:
everything is active according to its being. But when active principles have their activities
independent of bodily concurrence, the reverse isthe case: the genesis of such principlesis not by
any bodily generation. Now the activity of the vegitative and sentient soul cannot be without bodily
concurrence (Chapp. LVII, LXVIII): but the activity of the intellectual soul has place through no
bodily organ (Chap. LXIX). Therefore the vegitative and sentient souls are generated by the
generation of the body, and date their existence from the transmission of the male semen, but not
the intellectual soul.*

460 Monism isthe only debatable pantheism. Admit a‘manifold,” and you may be amaterialist, or aManichean, but cannot logically
be a pantheist.
461 This doctrine, called traducianism, that the soul is transmitted (traducitur) from parent to offspring in the act of generation, is
ascribed to Tertullian.
462
The force of this admission will appear in the next two chapters. Two propositions must be kept apart:—

(a) Theorigin of the intellectual soul of man is synchronous with the moment of conception.

207



Of God and His Creatures St. Thomas Aquinas

2. If the human soul owed its origin to the transmission of the male semen, that could be only
in one of two ways. Either we must suppose that the soul is actually in the male semen, being as it
were accidentally separated from the soul of the generator asthe semen is separated from the body:
— we see something of thissort in Annelid animals,“s that live when cut in pieces: these creatures
have one soul actually and many potentially; and when the body is divided, a soul comes to be
actually inevery living part: — or in another way it may be supposed that thereisin the male semen
a power productive of an intellectual soul, so that the intellectual soul may be taken to be in the

N\ said semen virtually, not actually. The first of these suppositions is impossible for two reasons.
164 First, because the intelligent soul being the most perfect of souls and the most potent, the proper
subject for it to perfect is a body having a great diversity of organs apt to respond to its manifold
activities: hence the intellectual soul cannot be in the male semen cut off from the body (in semine
deciso), because neither are the souls of the lower animals of the more perfect sort multiplied by
cutting them in pieces (per decisionem), as is the case with Annelid animals. Secondly, because
the proper and principal faculty of the intelligent soul, the intellect, not being the actualisation of
any part of the body,** cannot be accidentally divided with the division of the body: therefore
neither can theintelligent soul. The second supposition (that the intelligent soul isvirtually contained
inthe male semen) isalso impossible. For the active power in the semen is effectual to the generation
of an animal by effecting abodily transmutation: there is no other way for amaterial power to take
effect. But every form, which owesits being to a transmutation of matter, has being in dependence
on matter: for (n. 3) every form, educed into existence by atransmutation of matter, isaform educed
out of the potentiality of matter: for thisisthe meaning of atransmutation of matter, that something
is educed into actuality out of potentiality. But an intelligent soul cannot be educed out of the
potentiality of matter: for it has been shown above (Chap. LXV 1) that theintelligent soul transcends
the whole power of matter, asit has an immateria activity (Chap. LX1X). Therefore theintelligent
soul is not induced into being by any transmutation of matter, and therefore not by the action of

any power that isin the male semen.

(b) Theintellectual soul of man is, asthe body of man, simply a product of conception.

St Thomas denies both these propositions. Modern Catholic theol ogians usually are content with denying the second only.
463

Annulosa, St Thomas calls them: they are now known as Annelidae, worms, centipedes, and the like. The cutting of an
Annelid in two is not a case of reproduction. But in the lowest animal life, that of Amoebae, there is a true reproduction by
‘fissure’; as also in the propagation of plants by cuttings.

The kindness of amedical friend suplies me with the following statement:

“When the body of an Annelid, say an earthworm, is divided, as by the stroke of a spade, the animal does not necessarily
die, does not necessarily live. The principal nerve gangiaare situated in the head, and though the severed part, remote from this,
so-called, central nervous system, will have no restorative power and will die, the segment containing the nerve masses— ‘brain’
— may restore or reproduce the missing opposite extremity, or a semblance of it. But, if the injury were very near the head, so
that almost all the vital organs, viscera, etc., were included in the segment remote from the nerve ganglia, death would occur,
not even the nerve ganglia in the head having the power to restore or reproduce an aimost entirely new body, viscera, blood
vessels, etc. So, while one part may live, both parts may die. It depends upon the amount and importance of the part or partsto
be reproduced, or restored.”

464 As€ight, for example, isthe actuality (évreAéxeia, realisation, or full perfection) of the eye.
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5. Itisridiculousto say that any subsistent intelligenceiseither divided by division of the body
or produced by any corporeal power. But the soul is a subsistent intelligence (Chap. LXVIII).
Therefore it can neither be divided by the separation of the semen from the body, nor produced by
any active power in the same.

6. If the generation of thisis the cause of that coming to be, the destruction of thiswill be the
cause of that ceasing to be. But the destruction of the body is not the cause of the human soul
ceasing to be (Chap. LXXIX). Neither then is the generation of the body the cause of the soul
commencing to be.

CHAPTER LXXXVII—That the Human Soul isbrought into Being by a Creative
Act of God

Everything that is brought into being is either generated or created. But the human soul is not
generated, either by way of composition of partsor by the generation of the body (Chap. LXXXVI);
and yet it comes new into existence, being neither eternal nor pre-existent (Chapp. LXXXIII,
LXXXIV): therefore it comes into being by creation. Now, as has been shown above, God alone
can create (Chap. XXI1).

2. Whatever has existence as subsistent being, is also made in the way that a subsistent being
is made: while whatever has no existence as a subsistent being, but is attached to something else,
is not made separately, but only under condition of that having been made to which it is attached.
But the soul hasthis peculiarity to distinguish it from other forms, that it is a subsistent being; and

N\ theexistencewhichis proper to it communicates to the body. The soul then is made as a subsistent
165 being ismade: it isthe subject of amaking-processall its own, unlike other forms, which are made
incidentally in the making of the compounds to which hey belong. But as the soul has no material
part, it cannot be made out of any subject-matter: consequently it must be made out of nothing, and

SO created.

5. The end of athing answers to its beginning. Now the end of the human soul and its final
perfection is, by knowledge and love to transcend the whole order of created things, and attain to
itsfirst principle and beginning, which is God. Therefore from God it has properly itsfirst origin.

Holy Scripture seemsto insinuate this conclusion: for whereas, speaking of the origin of other
animals, it scribestheir souls to other causes, aswhen it says: Let the waters produce the creeping
thing of living soul (Gen. i, 20): coming to man, it shows that his soul is created by God, saying:
God formed man from the slime of the earth, and breathed into his face the breath of life (Gen. ii,
7).
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CHAPTER LXXXVIII, LXXXIX—Argumentsagainst the Truth of the Conclusion
last drawn, with their Solution?®

For the better understanding of the solutions given, we must prefix some exposition of the order
and process of human generation, and of animal generation generally. First then we must know
that that isafalse opinion of certain personswho say that the vital acts which appear in the embryo
before its final development (ante ultimum complementum), come not from any soul or power of
soul existing in it, but from the soul of the mother.“ If that were true, we could no longer call the
embryo an animal, as every animal consists of soul and body. The activities of life do not proceed
from an active principle from without, but from a power within; a fact which seems to mark the
distinction between inanimate and living things, it being proper to the latter to move themselves.
Whatever is nourished, assimilates nourishment to itself: hence there must be in the creature that
is nourished an active power of nutrition, since an agent acts to the likeness of itself. Thisis still
more manifest in the operations of sense: for sight and hearing are attributable to a power existing
in the sentient subject, not in another. Hence, as the embryo is evidently nourished before its final
development, and even feels, this cannot be attributed to the soul of another.

It has been alleged that the soul in its complete essence isin the male semen from thefirgt, its
activities not appearing merely for want of organs. But that cannot be. For since the soul is united
with the body as aform, it is only united with that body of which it is properly the actualisation.
Now the soul is the actualisation of an organised body. Therefore before the organisation of the
body the soul isin the male semen, not actually, but virtually. Hence Aristotle says that seed and
fruit have life potentially in such a way that they “cast away,” i.e. are destitute of soul; whereas

N\ that (body) whereof the soul isthe actualisation haslife potentially, and does not “ cast away” soul.*”

m It would follow, if the soul were in the male semen from the first, that the generation of an

animal was only by fissure (per decisionem), as is the case with Annelid animals, that are made
two out of one. For if the male semen has asoul the instant it was cut off from the body,*® it would
then have a substantial form. But every substantial generation precedes and does not follow the
substantial form. Any transmutations that follow the substantial form are not directed to the being
of the thing generated, but to its well-being. At that rate the generation of the animal would be
completein the mere cutting off of the male semen from the body of the parent; and all subsequent

465 Contra determinatam veritatem. Determinarein scholastic Latin meansto draw aconclusion. A bachelor in amediaeval University
was a determinator, one who set up theses and defended them. — In fusing these two chapters together | have commenced with
the introduction prefixed to Chap. LXXXIX.

466 |n calling this opinion ‘false” St Thomas can never have meant to deny the intimate connexion of the vital acts of the embryo
with those of the mother, so that separation from the mother at an early stage by abortion or miscarriage is death. He means only
that the mother is not everything, — that the embryo hasvital acts of its own, though not independent acts; that the embryo lives
and developes, which it could not do without a distinct vegetative soul to animate it. But when he presently goes on to attribute
operations of sense to the embryo, and saysthat it feels, — speaking of the embryo ante ultimum complementum, — he outruns
all probability. Feeling supposes an advanced development of the nervous system. It isimpossible to believe that the merely
cellular embryo, with only a potential nervous system, can feel.

467 “What isin potentiality tolifeis not the [dead body], which has parted with its soul (td drofepAnkdg thv Yuxriv), but that [living
body] which retainsit: asfor the seed and fruit, it is potentially the particular body [into which it will develope],” Deanima, |1,
i. St Thomas's explanation of to aroPePpAnkog isingenious but mistaken.

468 No one now supposes this, but what is supposed is that the infusion even of the rational soul takes place the moment the female
ovumisfertilised.
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transmutations would be irrelevant to generation. The supposition is still more ridiculous when
applied to the rational soul, as well because it isimpossible for that to be divided according to the
division of the body, so asevento bein the semen cut off therefrom; asalso becauseit would follow
that in all cases of the semen being wasted, without conception ensuing, souls were still multiplied.

Nor again can it be said, as some say, that though there is not in the male semen at its first
cutting off*° any soul actually, but only virtually, for want of organs, nevertheless, asthe said semen
isabodily substance, organisable although not organised, so the active power of that semenisitself
a soul, potential but not actual, proportional to the condition of the semen. The theory goes on to
say that, asthelife of a plant requires fewer organs than the life of an animal, the aforesaid active
power turns into a vegetative soul as soon as the semen is sufficiently organised for the life of a
plant; and further that, when the organs are more perfected and multiplied, the same power is
advanced to be a sentient soul; and further still that, when the form of the organs is perfect, the
same becomes arational soul, not indeed by the action of the power of the semen itself, but only
by the influence of some exterior agent: and this the advocates of this theory take to be the reason
why Aristotle said (De gen. animal., 11, iii) that the intellect is from without.

Upon this view it would follow that numerically the same active power was now a vegetative
soul only, and afterwards a sentient soul; and so the substantial form itself was continually more
and more perfected: it would further follow that a substantial form was educed from potentiality
to actuality, not instantaneously, but successively; and further than generation was a continuous
change, as is dteration, — al so many physical impossibilities. There would ensue even a still
more awkward consequence, that the rational soul was mortal. For no formal constituent added to
aperishablething makesit naturally imperishable: otherwise the perishable would be changed into
the imperishable, which isimpossible, as the two differ in kind. But the substance of the sentient
soul, which is supposed to be incidentally generated when the body is generated in the process
above described, is necessarily perishable with the perishing of the body. If therefore this soul
becomesrational by the bringing in of some manner of light from without* to be aformal constituent

N of the soul, it necessarily follows that the rational soul perishes when the body perishes, contrary
167 to which has been shown (Chap. LXX1X) and to the teaching of Catholic faith.

Therefore the active power which is cut off, or emitted, with the male semen from the body,
and is caled ‘formative,’** is not itself the soul, nor ever becomes the soul in the process of

469 | n the phrase which he constantly repeats, decisio seminis, St Thomas interprets decisio as any scholar would interpret it, to be
aderivative of decido (I cut off). Still, | suspect, whoever first used the phrase meant decisio to come from decido (I fall down),
which would yield amore natural sense. To decisio, as meaning a‘ cutting off,’ is due to the false analogy of the divided
earthworm.

470 Read fit rationalis for sit; and for intrinsecus read extrinsecus, answering to the celebrated 06pabev of the passage just quoted
from De gen. animal., 11, iii.

471 According to Aristotle, Degen. animal., and therefore according to St Thomas, no bodily matter of the male semen ever becomes
aconstituent of the body of the embryo: that is entirely taken from the mother. What the male semen furnishesisacertain motive
power, dvvauig kai kivnoig, which causes conception and carries the embryo through the stages of its development. Thisisthe
‘formative power’ here spoken of. Offspring is said to be of father and mother, “as a couch is of a carpenter and timber” (De
gen. animal., |, xxi), the male semen being as the tool, which, wielded by the carpenter, makes the couch, but is not the material
of which the couch ismade. So (I, xxii): “The male semen isno part of the embryo: . . . . but nature uses it as an instrument and
actually efficient cause, asisthe efficiency of toolsin products of art.” Pursuant to this doctrine, Aristotle expresses himself in
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generation. But the frothy substance of the male semen contains gas (spiritus), and this gasis the
subject on which the formative power rests, and in which it is inherent.*? So the formative power
works out the formation of the body, acting in virtue of the soul of the father, the prime author of
generation, not in virtue of the soul of the offspring, even after the offspring comesto have a soul:

for the offspring does not generateitsalf, but isgenerated by thefather.#” Thisisclear by enumeration

of the several powers of the soul. The formation is not attributable to the soul of the embryo itself

on the score of that soul’ s generative power: for that power puts forth no activity till the work of
nutrition and growth is complete; and besides, its work is not directed to the perfection of the
individual, but to the preservation of the species. Nor can it be assigned to the embryo’s nutritive
power, the work of which isto assimilate nourishment to the body nourished; for in this case there

isno room for such awork; since nourishment taken while the body isin formation is not applied

to assume the likeness of a pre-existent body, but goes to the production of a more perfect form

and anearer approach to the likeness of thefather. Nor isthe development of the embro attributable

to itsown power of growth: for to power of growth there does not belong change of form, but only
change in bulk. And as for the sensitive and intellectual powers, it is clear that theirsis no office
bearing on such adevelopment. It follows that the formation of the body, particularly of its earliest

and principal parts, does not proceed from the engendered soul, nor from any formative power

N\ acting in virtue thereof, but from a formative power acting in virtue of the generative soul of the
168 father, the work of which isto make another like in speciesto the progenitor. Thisformative power
therefore remains the same in the subject aforesaid** from the beginning of the formation even to

away not unfavourable to traducianism in regard of the sentient soul: — “The body is from the female, but the soul isfrom the
male, for the soul gives formal being to a certain body”; €oti 8¢ T6 pev adpa ék Tod ORAe0g, 1 8¢ Yuxn éktod dppevog 1 yap
Puxn ovoia cwpatég tivég ot (11, iv): which is explained (11, v), “the female supplies the material, but the male the principle
of motion”: GAnv uv obv mapéxel Td OAAL, THV 8¢ dpxnV Thg KivAcewg 6 &pprv. In the same De gen. animal., 11, v, Aristotle
goes on to say that the soul which the male parent impartsis not the vegetative soul, — for that isaready in the material supplied
by the female, — but the sentient soul: éumnoiel yap todto (td dppev) thv aicdntikrv Yuxnv A 8 adtod f did tfig yoviig. A
sentient soul, he adds, is necessary from the first, for the formation of what isto be not a mere vegetative but a sentient body.

472 This crude morphol ogy takes up a chapter in Aristotle, De gen. animal., I1, ii, e.g., éoti uév o0v T onéppa KOVOV TVEDUATOG
kol U8atog, T6 8¢ mvedpd éotiv Bepuog drp . . . . 810 LYoV TNV @UoLY 611 €€ Gdatog maxL 8¢ kal Aeukdv dix To pepixBat Tvedua
....aftiov 8¢ tiic AevkdtnTog ToD oméppuatog 8Tt £oTiv 1) yovr) d@pd, 0 8¢ dppdg Asukdv. In the following chapter (chap. iii)
we read that the heat of this‘gas’ (nvebua), or ‘hot air' (Bepuog &rjp), contained in the frothy mass of the semen
(Bumepthaufavopevov év Td dppwdder) isthe generative element, — notel yovipa ta onéppata. The heat “is not fire, nor any
such elemental power, but is analogous to the element of which the stars are made.” It is otherwise described as “the quality of
thegas,” 1 &v t® mvevpatt @Uoig: it isonce more the visformativa, or virtus seminis of St Thomas. Whether this seminal power,
supplied by the male, is (or becomes) the sentient soul, according to the opinion just refuted, or rather leads to the sentient soul
being produced, as St Thomas proceeds to argue, makes the question discussed in the text. Aristotle comes not far short of saying
that it is the sentient soul.

473 How if the father happen to be dead? Answer that the referenceis not to the soul asit isin the father’ s body, but as the virtue of

it is somehow carried by the genetic element that has come from him and has been taken up by the embryo.
474

In spiritu praedicto, which | render ‘in the aforesaid subject’: because the spiritus, tvebua, or ‘gas’ that made according
to Aristotle to év T omépuatt dpp®déc te kal Aeukdv, has been declared by St Thomas to be the ‘ proper subject’ in which the
‘formative power’ inheres. Spiritus was a vague word to amediaeval writer: it was fraught with suggestions high and divine. St
Thomas would have shrunk from reducing spiritus, to the mysterious vehicle of the vis formativa seminis, to the banality of gas.
But the nvedpa of De gen. animal ., 11, ii, the authority on which he relied, is gas pure and simple.

As apiece of morphology, all this speculation about tvedua, dppdg, spiritus, spuma, gas and foam, must be swept away.
It is fase, as we have seen the analogy of a bisected Annelid to be false. The cutting of a worm in two is no example of the
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the end. But the appearance of the being under formation does not remain the same: for first it has
the appearance of semen, afterwards of blood, and so on until it arrives at itsfinal compl eteness.

Nor need we be uneasy in admitting the generation of an intermediate product, the existence
of which is presently after broken off, because such transitional links are not complete in their
species, but are on the way to a perfect species; and therefore they are not engendered to endure,
but as stages of being, leading up to finality in the order of generation. The higher aformisin the
scale of being, and thefurther it isremoved from amere material form, the more intermediate forms
and intermediate generation must be passed through before the finally perfect form is reached.*
Therefore in the generation of animal and man, — these having the most perfect form, — there
occur many intermediate forms and generations, and consequently destructions, because the
generation of one being is the destruction of another. The vegetative soul therefore, which is first
in the embryo, whileit livesthelife of aplant, isdestroyed, and there succeeds a more perfect soul,
whichisat one nutrient and sentient, and for that time the embryo livesthelife of an animal: upon
the destruction of this, there succeedsthe rational soul, infused from without, whereas the preceding
two owed their existence to the virtue of the male semen.*®

With these principles recognised, it is easy to answer the objections.
169

Arg. 1. Man being an animal by the possession of a sentient soul, and the notion of ‘animal’
befitting man in the same sense as it befits other animals, it appears that the sentient soul of man

generative process, and there is no such thing in any semen as this genetic gas. Chemical and microscopic examination of the
mammalian semen reveal quite another structure and composition.

So far as biology seesit, what actually happens in conception is this: — “Wherever they meet the female ovum, the male
spermatozoa surround it, often in dense masses. Only one spermatozoon however effects an entrance into the ovum, after the
following fashion. Thetail isleft behind, and the nucleated head with the centrosome passesinto the ovum, generally asaplace
called the ‘micropyle.” Certain changes have been going on in the ovum to anticipate this event, and the renewed nucleus of the
ovum is awaiting developments. This is known as the ‘female pronucleus.” Certain changes prepare the nucleated head of the
spermatozoon for action, and what is known as the ‘male pronucleus’ results. The male pronucleus proceeds to fuse with the
female pronucleus, and a new nucleus, the result of the combination, the ‘ segmntation nucleus’ results. Thus the male element
and the female element seem to take an equal part in the formation of the embryo: for immediately after the combined nucleus
isformed, thework of segmentation and formation of the tissues goes on. Though fertilisation is effected by quite amicroscopic
quantity, one single spermatozoon entering the ovum, we must observe that an equally microscopic part of the ovum isfertilised:
for the great bulk of what we call the ovum is made up of nutritive material, food-yolk, etc.”

So far, so clear, much in advance of St Thomas. But concerning any vis formativa, directrix of this wonderful process of
conception and devel opment; and about the origin and function of soul, vegetative, sentient, and intelligent; we remain shrouded
in the darkness of the thirteenth century. We want a new treatise De anima, to be written by some Aquinas modernus, who shall
be at once a profound Aristotelian and an expert biologist, and shall consecrate hislife to this one study of soul. He should not
neglect the mistaken biology of the original Aquinasand Aristotle. The mistakes of great minds are suggestive: they arefar-reaching
in the history of thought. Thus, as one reads Aristotle, De gen. animal., 11, ii, the memory is carried to St John’s Gospel, iii, 5;
vi, 63; and hisfirst Epistle, v, 8. £av ur] t1g yevvnon €€ Gdatog kal tvebuatog—t0 tvedud £otiv T {wonotofv—Ttd nvedua Kal
0 G8wp kai o alua.

475 A suggestion of evolution.

476 1t will be remembered (p. 167) that Aristotle, De gen. animal., 11, v, ascribes the vegetative soul to the female, and the sentient
to the male. | am apt to think that St Thomas knew the work De generatione animalium only through some Mahommedan
commentator, — not Averroes, for the Commentator always gives the full Aristotelian text. This doctrine of three successive
soulsin man, two perishable and one permanent, is noteworthy; and though not now generally accepted, thereis still something
to say for it.
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isof the same kind as the souls of other animals. But things of the same kind have the same manner
of coming to be. Therefore the sentient soul of man, as of other animals, comesto be by the active
power that isin the male semen. But the sentient and the intelligent soul in man is onein substance
(Chap. LVIII). It appears then that even the intelligent soul is produced by the active power of the
semen.

Reply. Though sensitive soul in man and brute agree generically, yet they differ specificaly.
Asthe animal, man, differs specifically from other animals by being rational, so the sentient soul
of a man differs specifically from the sentient soul of a brute by being also intelligent. The soul
therefore of a brute has sentient attributes only, and consequently neither its being nor its activity
rises above the order of the body: hence it must be generated with the generation of the body, and
perish with its destruction. But the sentient soul in man, over and above its sentient nature, has
intellectual power: hence the very substance of this soul must be raised above the bodily order both
in being and in activity; and therefore it is neither generated by the generation of the body, nor
perishes by its destruction.

Arg. 2. As Aristotle teaches, in point of time the foetus is an animal before it is a man.*”” But
whileit isan animal and not yet a man, it has a sentient and not an intelligent soul, which sentient
soul beyond doubt is produced by the active power of the male semen. Now that self-same sentient
soul ispotentially intelligent, even asthat animal is potentially arational animal: unless one chooses
to say that the intelligent soul which supervenes is another substance altogether, a conclusion
rejected above (Chap. LV I1I1). It appears then that the substance of the intelligent soul comes of the
active power that isin the semen.*®

Reply. The sentient soul, whereby the human foetus was an animal, does not last, but its place
istaken by a soul that is at once sentient and intelligent.

Arg. 3. The soul, asit is the form of the body, is one being with the body. But unity of thing
produced, unity of productive action, and unity of producing agent, all go together. Therefore the
one being of soul and body must be the result of one productive action of one productive agent.
But confessedly the body is produced by the productive action of the power that is in the male
semen. Therefore the soul also, asit is the form of the body, is produced by the same productive
action, and not by any separate agency.

Reply. The principle of corresponding unity of produced, production, and producer, holds good
to the exclusion of a plurality of productive agents not acting in co-ordination with one another.
Where they are co-ordinate, several agents have but one effect. Thus the prime efficient cause acts

477 * A creature is not man as soon asit isanimal, nor horse as soon asit isanimal: it comes to be afterwards that which it isfinally
to be (De gen. animal. 1, 3).

478 1t will be seen that the body of this argument, though not the conclusion, is the doctrine combated by St Thomas above, “Nor
again can it be said,” etc., p. 175. St Thomas would not allow that the first sentient soul, which he supposes to be infused into
man, the human foetus, and afterwards to perish, is “potentially intelligent.” He holds that it does not turn into a rational soul,
but simply ceasesto be, when therational soul comesin. “ Theintelligent soul which supervenesis another substance altogether”
from the sentient soul in the mature and intelligent man (Chap. LVII1).
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to the production of the effect of the secondary efficient cause even more vigorously than the

N\ secondary causeitself; and we see that the effect produced by a principal agent through the agency

170 of aninstrument ismore properly attributed to the principal agent than to the instrument. Sometimes

too the action of the principal agent reaches to some part of the thing done, to which the action of

the instrument does not reach. Since then the whole active power of nature stands to God as an

instrument to the prime and principal agent, we find no difficulty in the productive action of nature

being terminated to a part only of that one term of generation, man, and not to the whole of what

is produced by the action of God. The body then of man is formed at once by the power of God,

the principal and prime agent, and by the power of the semen, the secondary agent. But the action

of God produces the human soul, which the power of the male semen cannot produce, but only
dispose thereto.+”

Arg. 4. Man generates his own specific likeness by the power that is in the detached semen,
which generation means causing the specific form of the generated. The human soul therefore, the
specific form of man, is caused by the power in the semen.

Reply. Man generates his specific likeness, inasmuch as the power of his semen operates to
prepare for the coming of the final form which gives the species to man.

Arg. 5. If souls are created by God, He puts the last hand to the engendering of children born
sometimes of adultery.

Reply. Thereisno difficulty in that. Not the nature of adulterersisevil, but their will: now the
effect which their semen produces is natural, not voluntary: hence there is no difficulty in God's
co-operating to that effect and giving it completeness.

In abook ascribed to Gregory of Nyssa® there are found further arguments, as follows:

Arg. 6. Soul and body make one whole, that is, one man. If then the soul is made before the
body, or the body before the soul, the same thing will be prior and posterior to itself. Therefore
body and soul are made together. But the body beginsin the cutting off, or emission, of the semen.
Therefore the soul also is brought into being by the same.

Reply. Allowing that the human body is formed before the soul is created, or conversely, till
it does not follow that the same man is prior to himself: for man is not his body or his soul. It only
follows that one part of him is prior to another part; and in that there is no difficulty: for matter is
prior in time to form, — matter, | mean, inasmuch asit isin potentiality to form, not inasmuch as
itisactually perfected by form, for so it istogether with form. The human body then, inasmuch as
itisin potentiality to soul, as not yet having the soul, is prior in time to the soul: but, for that time,
it is not actually human, only potentially so: but when it is actually human, as being perfected by
ahuman soul, it is neither prior nor posterior to the soul, but together with it.

479 The *human soul’ means the rational soul. Thisreply avails aso for the modern theory, that the rational soul isinfused at
conception. On thetheory which St Thomas adopts, he might have been contented with thereply, that the soul which first informs
the body is produced by virtue of the semen.

480 Really, Eunapius. [See p. 154.
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Arg. 7. An agent’s activity seems to be imperfect, when he does not produce and bring the
whole thing into being, but only half makesit. If then God brought the soul into being, while the
body was formed by the power of the male semen, body and soul being the two parts of man, the
activities of God and of the seminal power would be both imperfect. Therefore the body and soul

N\ of man are both produced by the same cause. But certainly the body of man is produced by the
171 power of the semen: therefore also the soul.

Reply. Body and soul are both produced by the power of God, though the formation of the body
is of God through the intermediate instrumentality of the power of the natural semen, while the
soul He produces immediately. Neither doesit follow that the action of the power of the semen is
imperfect, since it fulfils the purpose of its existence.

Arg. 8. In dl things that are engendered of seed, the parts of the thing engendered are all
contained together in the seed, though they do not actually appear: as we see that in wheat or in
any other send the green blade and stalk and knots and grains and ears are virtually contained in
the original seed; and afterwards the seed gathers bulk and expansion by a process of natural
consequence leading to its perfection, without taking up any new feature from without. But the
soul is part of man. Thereforein the male semen of man the human soul isvirtually contained, and
it does not take its origin from any exterior cause.

Reply. In seed arevirtually contained all thingsthat do not transcend corporeal power, as grass,
stalk, knots, and the like: from which there is no concluding that the special element in man which
transcends the whole range of corporeal power isvirtually contained in the seed.

Arg. 9. Things that have the same development and the same consummation must have the
same first origin. But in the generation of man we find the same development and the same
consummeation: for asthe configuration and growth of the [imbs advances, the activities of the soul
show themselves more and more: for first appears the activity of the sentient soul, and last of all,
when the body is complete, the activity of the intelligent soul. Therefore body and soul have the
same origin. But the first origin of the body is in the emission of the male semen: such therefore
also isthe origin of the soul.

Reply. All that this shows isthat a certain arrangement of the parts of the body is necessary for
the activity of the soul.

Arg. 10. What is conformed to a thing, is set up according to the plan of that to which it is
conformed, aswax takestheimpress of asea. But the body of man and of every animal isconformed
toitsown soul, having such disposition of organs as suitsthe activities of the power to be exercised
through those organs. The body then is formed by the action of the soul: hence also Aristotle says
that the soul isthe efficient cause of the body.** This could not be, if the soul were not in the male
semen: for the body is formed by the power that isin that semen: therefore the soul hasits origin
in that emission of it.

481 Reference is made to De anima, 11, iv. But the statement is not there, nothing nearer to it than this, that the soul is the principle
of local motion, and that the primary soul nourishes the body, i.e. presides over and directs the process of nourishment.
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Reply. That the body is conformed and fashioned according to the soul, and that therefore the
soul prepares a body like unto itself, is a statement partly true and partly false. Understood of the
soul of the generator, it is true: understood of the soul of the generated, it isfalse. The formation
of the body in its prime and principal partsis not due to the soul of the generated, but to the soul
of the generator, as has been shown.

Arg. 11. Nothing lives except by a soul. But the male semen is alive, of which fact there are

threeindications. In thefirst place, the semen is cut off and detached from aliving being: secondly,

N\ there appearsin it vital heat and activity: thirdly, the seeds of plants, committed to earth, could
172 never warm to life from the lifeless earth, had they not life in themselves.

Reply. The semenisnot alive actualy, but potentially, and hasasoul, not actually, but virtually.*?
In the process of generation the embryo comesto have avegetative and a sentient soul by the virtue
of the semen, which souls do not endure, but pass away and are succeeded by arational soul.

Arg. 12. If the soul is not before the body (Chap. LXXXI1I), nor begins with the liberation of
the semen, it follows that the body is first formed, and afterwards there is infused into it a soul
newly created. But if thisis true, it follows further that the soul is for the body: for what is for
another appears after it, as clothes are for men and are made after them. But that isfalse: rather the
body isfor he soul, asthe end is ever the more noble. We must say then that the origin of the soul
is simultaneous with the emission of the semen.*

Reply. There aretwo ways of onething being ‘for another.” A thing may beto servetheactivity,
or secure the preservation, or otherwise promote the good of another, presupposing its being; and
such things are posterior to that for which they are, as clothes for the person, or tools for the
mechanic. Or athing may be ‘for another’ in view of that other’ s being: what isthus ‘for another’
is prior to it in time and posterior to it in nature. In this latter way the body is for the soul, as all
matter is for its form. The case would be otherwise, if soul and body did not make one being, as
they say who take the soul not to be the form of the body.*

CHAPTER XCI—That there are Subsistent I ntelligences not united with Bodies*®

WHEN human bodies perish in death, the substance of the intelligence remains in perpetuity
(Chap. LXXIX). Now if the substance of the intelligence that remains is one for al, as some say,
it follows necessarily that it has being apart from body; and thus our thesis is proved, that some
subsistent intelligence exists apart from a body. But if amultitude of intelligent souls remain after
the destruction of their bodies, then some subsistent intelligences will have the property of subsisting

482 Query, whose soul ? Apparently, that of the father: for, according to St Thomas, the‘ formativevirtue' of the semenisthefather’s,
and as hisit remains all throughout the process of formation of the body of the embryo.

483 Why not say, ‘ simultaneous conception’ ? Perhaps that iswhat the objicient meant. The suggestion in thetext is evidently absurd,
where there is no conception.

484 My best thanks are due to Reginald Horsley, M.D., formerly resident physician at Stonyhurst College, for histroublein reading
through these chapters LXXXVI-LXXXI1X, and supplying me with such biological details as appear in the notes.

485 |n other words, there are angels.

217



Of God and His Creatures St. Thomas Aquinas

without bodies, all the more inasmuch as it has been shown that souls do not pass from one body
to another (Chap LXXXIII). But the property of subsisting apart from bodies is an incidental
property in souls, since naturally they are the forms of bodies. But what is ordinary must be prior
to what isincidental. There must then be some subsistent intelligences naturally prior to souls; and
to these intelligences the ordinary property must attach of subsisting without bodies.

3. The higher naturein itslowest manifestation touchesthe next lower naturein its highest. But
intelligent nature is higher than corporeal, and at the same time touches it in some part, which is
the intelligent soul. As then the body perfected by the intelligent soul is highest in the genus of
bodies, so the intelligent soul united to the body must be lowest in the genus of subsistent

N intelligences. There are then subsistent intelligences not united with bodies, superior in the order
173 of nature to the soul.*®

7. The substance of a thing must be proportionate to its activity, because activity is the
actualisation and perfection of an active substance. But understanding is the proper activity of an
intelligent substance. Therefore an intelligent substance must be competent for such activity. But
understanding is an activity not exercised through any bodily organ, and not needing the body
except in so far as objects of understanding are borrowed from objects of sense. But that is an
imperfect mode of understanding: the perfect mode of understanding is the understanding of those
objectswhich arein themselvesintelligible: whereasit isan imperfect mode of understanding when
those things only are understood, which are not of themsealvesintelligible, but are rendered intelligible
by intellect.*” If then before everything imperfect there must be something perfect in that kind,*
there must be antecedently to human souls, which understand what they gather from phantasms,
sundry subsistent intelligences which understand things in themselves intelligible, not gathering
their knowledge from sensible objects, and thereforein their nature separate from anything corporeal .

CHAPTER XCIllI—That Intelligences subsisting apart are not more than onein
the same Species*

INTELLIGENCES subsisting apart are subsi stent essences. Now the definition of athing being
the mark of its essence, is the mark of its species. Subsistent essences therefore are subsistent
Species.

486 Thereisavast lacunain nature, if nothing in the scale of being intermediates between man and God. It may be said that
disembodied spirits so intermediate, especially if we allow, what St Thomas does not, that, once parted from the body, the soul
expands into a perfect spiritual substance, with no remaining natural exigency of reunion with the body. Y et even so, if spirits
exist which have been in bodies, why not other spirits which never have been in bodies? Throughout this argument we cannot
travel beyond congruity. For the fact of the existence of angels we require either experience, which we have not, or divine
revelation, which we have.

487 He means material and sensible things, which become intelligible only by the understanding forming universal conceptsto view
them with. See p. 146.

488 Another expression of the Aristotelian and scholastic principle, that the actual precedes the potential.

489 |n other words, that every angel is a species by himself, and is definable, being the one possible object answering the definition
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2. Difference in point of form begets difference of species, while difference in point of matter
begets difference in number. But intelligences subsisting apart have nothing whatever of matter
about them. Therefore it isimpossible for them to be several in one species.

4. The multiplication of species adds more nobility and perfection to the universe than the
multiplication of individuals in the same species. But the perfection of the universe consists
principally in intelligences subsisting apart. Therefore it makes more for the perfection of the
universe that there should be many intelligences different in species than many different in number
in the same species.*®

174

CHAPTER XCIV—That an Intelligence subsisting apart and a Soul are not of
one Species

A DIFFERENT type of being makes a different species. But the being of the human soul and
of an intelligence subsisting apart is not of one type: the body can have no share in the being of a
separately subsisting intelligence, as it can have in the being of the human soul, united with the
body as form with matter.

3. What makes a species by itself cannot be of the same species with that which does not make
aspeciesby itself, but ispart of a species. Now a separately subsisting intelligence makes a species
by itself, but asoul not, it is part of the human species.

4. The species of athing may be gathered from the activity proper to it: for activity shows
power, and that is an indication of essence. Now the proper activity of a separately subsisting
intelligence and of an intelligent soul isunderstanding. But the mode of understanding of a separately
subsisting intelligenceis quite different from that of the soul. The soul understands by taking from
phantasms:. not so the separately subsisting intelligence, that has no bodily organsin which phantasms
should be.*

CHAPTER XCVI—That Intelligences subsisting apart do not gather their
Knowledge from Objects of Sense

A HIGHER power must have ahigher object. But theintellectual power of a separately subsisting
intelligence is higher than the intellectual power of the human soul, the latter being lowest in the
order of intelligences (Chap. LXXVII). Now the object of the intelligence of the human soul isa

49 A sort of canon of cosmic architecture. And in the architecture of human hands it makes more for the beauty of afrieze to have
aprocession of various figures, like the procession of Athenian knightsin the frieze of the Parthenon, than to have one cast
reproduced al round, suggestive of so much afoot. It makes for the beauty, and adds to the expense, but with the Creator there
iS no question of expense. But is not every human character the presentation of adistinct history, and every human face and
form expressive of an individuality all its own?

491 Throughout this chapter St Thomas confines himself to the human soul still informing the body.
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phantasm (Chap. LX), which ishigher in the order of objectsthan the sensible thing existing outside
and apart from the soul.**> The object therefore of a separately subsisting intelligence cannot be an
objectiveredlity (res) existing outside the soul, asthough it could get knowledge immediately from
that; nor can it be a phantasm: it must then be something higher than a phantasm. But nothing is
higher than a phantasm in the order of knowable objects except that which is an actual term of
intelligence. Intelligences subsisting apart therefore do not gather their intellectual knowledge from
objects of sense, but understand objects which are of themselves terms of intelligence.*:

3. According to the order of intelligences is the order of terms of intelligence. But objects that
are of themselvesterms of intelligence are higher in order than objectsthat areterms of intelligence
only because we make them so. Of this latter sort are al terms of intelligence borrowed from
sensible things: for sensible things are not of themselves intelligible: yet these sensible things are
the sort of intelligible things that our intellect understands. A separately subsisting intelligence
therefore, being superior to our intelligence, does not understand the intellectual aspects of things
by gathering them from objects of sense: it seizes upon those aspects as they are in themselves.

4. The manner of activity proper to athing corresponds to the manner and nature of its substance.
But an intelligence subsisting apart is by itself, away from any body. Therefore its intellectual
activity will be conversant with objects not based upon anything corporeal.

175

From these considerationsit appearsthat in intelligences subsisting apart there is no such thing
as active and potential intellect, except perchance by an improper use of those terms. The reason
why potential and active intellect are found in our intelligent soul is because it has to gather
intellectual knowledge from sensible things: for the active intellect it is that turns the impressions,
gathered from sensible things, into terms of intellect: while the potential intellect isin potentiality
to the knowledge of all forms of sensible things. Since then separately subsisting intellects do not
gather their knowledge from sensible things, there isin them no active and potentia intellect.

Nor again can distancein place hinder the knowledge of adisembodied soul (animae separ atae).
Distance in place ordinarily affects sense, not intellect, except incidentally, where intellect has to
gather its data from sense. For while thereisadefinite law of distance according to which sensible
objects affect sense, terms of intellect, asthey impresstheintellect, are not in place, but are separate
from bodily matter. Since then separately subsistent intelligences do not gather their intellectual
knowledge from sensible things, distance in place has no effect upon their knowledge.***

492 “Higher in the order of objects’ in this, that the phantasm has a quasi-spiritual existence in the human mind: on the other hand,
lower inthis, that the sensible thing is a substance, the phantasm an accident. It will be remembered that the phantasm is objectum
quo, not objectum quod (p. 145).

493 A ‘term of intelligence’ (intelligibile) iswhat answersto auniversal concept: it is the scientific aspect of athing (ratio, p. 111),
what we call the ‘principle’ of athing, as of ‘youth,” ‘manhood,” ‘tree,” ‘ steam-engine,” as distinguished from the embodiment
of that principlein these and those particular materials. It isthe Adyog, not the ndfn. It is what some think Plato to have meant
by an ‘idea’

494 St Thomas does not deny the cognition of space to angels and disembodied spirits: but he says that distance does not limit their
knowledge, asit limits our sense-perception, and our knowledge in consequence. Even the human mind, having once compassed
the idea of athing, thinks of the thing irrespective of distance, e.g., the depths of stellar space.
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Painly too neither istime mingled with theintellectual activity of such beings. Termsof intellect
are asindependent of time asthey are of place. Time follows upon local motion, and measures such
things only as are in some manner placed in space; and therefore the understanding of a separately
subsisting intelligence is above time. On the other hand, time is a condition of our intellectual
activity, since we receive knowledge from phantasms that regard a fixed time. Hence to its
judgements affirmative and negative our intelligence aways appends a fixed time, except when it
understands the essence of athing. It understands essence by abstracting terms of understanding
from the conditions of sensible things: hence in that operation it understands irrespectively of time
and other conditions of sensible things. But it judges affirmatively and negatively by applying
forms of understanding, the results of previous abstraction, to things, and in this application time
is necessarily understood as entering into the combination.**

176

CHAPTER XCVII—That the Mind of an Intelligence subsisting apart isever in
the act of understanding

What is sometimes in actuality, sometimes in potentiality, is measured by time. But the mind
of an intelligence subsisting apart is above time (Chap. XCV1). Therefore it is not at timesin the
act of understanding and at times not.

2. Every living substance has by its nature some actual vital activity always going on in it,
although other activities are potential: thus animals are always repairing waste by assimilation of
nourishment, though they do not always feel. But separately subsisting intelligences are living
substances, and have no other vital activity but that of understanding. Therefore by their nature
they must be always actually understanding.

CHAPTER XCVII1—How one separately subsisting I ntelligence knows another

AS separately subsisting intelligences understand proper terms of intellect; and the said
intelligences are themselves such terms, — for it is independence of matter that makes a thing be
aproper term of intellect; it follows that separately subsisting intelligences understand other such
intelligences, finding inthem their proper objects. Every such intelligencetherefore will know both
itself and its fellows.** It will know itself, but in a different way from that in which the human

495 Mathematical calculations are irrespective of time: they deal with the ‘ essences of things,” which are timeless, as Aristotle says
of the relation of the diagonal to the side of the square: time makes no difference in that relation. But when an engineer comes
to apply such calculations to practical work, he re-enters upon considerations of time and place. The affirmative and negative
judgements spoken of in the text make accidental propositions: now accidental propositionsinvolvetime, e.g., ‘there stood a
lionin the way’: essential propositions do not, e.g., ‘alionisan animal of the cat tribe.’

496 A ‘proper term of intellect’ isaform apart from matter, as ‘brightness,” ‘clearness,” ‘lucidity,” apart from ‘this bright button,’
‘this clear sky.” The separation of the form apart from matter is either physical or logical. Where the separation islogical only,
the form cannot really exist except in matter; and from matter the human intellect gathers it by abstraction and generalisation.
The angel somehow gathersthe same form without having to study the matter in which it resides. But when theformisphysically
distinct from matter, - when it subsists by itself, — such an immaterial, subsisting form lives and understands: it isan angel. An
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potential intellect knowsitself. For the potential intellect isonly potentialy intelligible, and becomes
actually such by being impressed with an intellectual impression. Only by such an impression does
it become cognisant of itself. But separately subsisting intelligences by their nature are actually
intelligible®”: hence every one of them knows himself by his own essence, not by any impression
representative of another thing.

A difficulty: Since all knowledge, asit is the knowing mind, is a likeness of the thing known,
and one separately subsistent intelligence is like another generically, but differs from it in species
(Chap. XCIl1), it appears that one does not know another in species, but only so far asthe two meet
in one common ratio, that of the genus.

Reply. With subsistent beings of ahigher order than we are, the knowledge contained in higher
generaitiesis not incomplete, asit is with us. The likeness in the mind of *animal,” whereby we
know a thing generically only, yields us a less complete knowledge than the likeness of ‘man,’
whereby we know an entire species. To know athing by its genusisto know it imperfectly and, as
it were, potentially; to know it by its speciesisto know it perfectly and actually. Holding asit does
thelowest rank among subsistent intelligences, our intellect standsin such pressing need of particular
detailed likenesses, that for every distinct object of its knowledge it requires a distinct likeness in

AN itself: hence the likeness of ‘animal’ does not enable it to know ‘rational,” consequently not * man’
177 either, except imperfectly. But the intellectual presentation in an intelligence subsisting apart is of
ahigher power, apt to represent more, and |eads to a knowledge, not less perfect, but more perfect.

By one presentation such an intelligence knows both *animal’ and the several specific differentias
which make the several speciesof animals: thisknowledge is more or less comprehensive according

to the hierarchical rank of the intelligence.*®® We may illustrate this truth by contrasting the two
extremes, the divine and human intellect. God knows all things by the one medium of His essence;

man requires so many several likenesses, images or presentations in the mind, to know so many
several things. Y et even in man the higher understanding gathers more from fewer presentations:

slow minds on the other hand need many particular examples to lead them to knowledge. Since a
separately subsistent intelligence, considered in its nature, is potentially open to the presentations
whereby ‘being’ in its entirety (totum ens) is known, we cannot suppose that such an intelligence

is denuded of all such presentations, asisthe case with the potentia intellect in use ere it comesto
understand.**® Nor again can we suppose that this separately subsistent intelligence has some of

these presentations actually, and others, potentially only. For separate intelligences do not change
(Chap. XCVII); but every potentiality in them must be actualised. Thus then the intellect of the

angel, according to St Thomas, is a personified form, quality, or attribute: what attribute exactly, it is not for usto say. We men
cannot “count the host of heaven, and call them by their names.”

497 A\ separately subsisting intelligence, or angel, is an #uguyov £idog, or living idea, more or lessin the Platonic sense. Now an
ideais nothing, if it be not aterm of intellect. The human mind then comes to know itself by getting an idea of something else:
the angel knows himself always and essentially, because he is an idea.

498 According as the angel belongs to a higher or lower ‘choir’.

499 “\We cannot suppose that such an intelligence is denuded of such presentations,” because such supposition would involve that
intelligencein total darkness as to the facts of its environment, which darkness would be a stultifying of the whole nature of
intelligence. The only question can be, how the angelic intelligence becomes possessed of these presentations. As we shall see
in Chap. C, St Thomas takes them to be innate ideas.
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separately subsistent intelligence is perfected to the full extent of its capacity by intelligible forms,
so far as natural knowledge goes.5®

CHAPTER XCIX—That Intelligences subsisting apart know Material Things,
that isto say, the Species of Things Corporeal

SINCE the mind of theseintelligencesis perfect with all natural endowments,>* as being wholly
actualised, it must comprehend its object, which is intelligible being, under all its aspects. Now
under intelligible being are included the species also of things corporeal.

2. Since the species of things are distinguished like the species of numbers,*? whatever isin
the lower species must be contained somehow in the higher, as the larger number contains the
smaller. Since then separately subsistent intelligences rank higher than corporeal substances, all
properties that in amaterial way arein corporeal substances must be in these separately subsistent
intelligencesin anintelligible and spiritual way: for what isin athing isin it according to the mode
of the thing in which it is.5

178

CHAPTER C—That Intelligences subsisting apart know Individual Things

INASMUCH as the likenesses representative of things in the mind of a separately subsistent
intelligence are more universal than in our mind, and more effectual means of knowledge, such
intelligences are instructed by such likenesses of material things not only to the knowledge of
material things generically or specifically, as would be the case with our mind, but also to the
knowledge of individual existences.

1. The likeness or presentation of athing in the mind of a separately subsistent intelligenceis
of far-reaching and universal power, so that, one as that presentation is and immaterial, it can lead
to the knowledge of specific principles, and further to the knowledge of individualising or material
principles. Thereby the intelligence can become cognisant, not only of the matter of genus and
species, but also of that of the individual.

2. What a lower power can do, a higher power can do, but in a more excellent way. Hence
where the lower power operates through many agencies, the higher power operates through one
only: for the higher a power is, the more it is gathered together and unified, whereas the lower is

500 Man iswhat he becomes by devel opment (¢Uo1g): angelic being, as such, is a perfect consummation (téAog) from the first

501 There are evil angels, “clever devils” (Wellington), the type of heathenish intellectualism, as the great Duke saw.

502 Every whole number is taken to be a separate species. The maxim affords an insight into the scholastic view of theidea
immutability and distinct and necessary order of species.

503 There must be, for instance, aspiritual fragrance and an intellectual velocity. As the parables of the Gospel show — and indeed
the whole scheme of bible exegesis supposes it — the things and the doings of this visible material world are types of invisible
realities. Nature is constructed on hierarchical lines. Our mortal minds ascend feebly where the angels descend in their strength,
by a sort of Jacob’ s ladder, we by type from earth to heaven, they by antitype from heaven to earth.
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scattered and multiplied. But the human soul, being of lower rank than the separately subsistent
intelligence, takes cognisance of the universal and of the singular by two principles, sense and
intellect. The higher and self-subsistent intelligence therefore is cognisant of both in a higher way
by one principle, the intellect.

3. Intelligible impressions of things come to our understanding in the opposite order to that in
which they cometo the understanding of the separately subsisting intelligence. To our understanding
they come by way of analysis (resolutio), that is, by abstraction from material and individualising
conditions: hence we cannot know individual things by aid of such intelligible or universal
presentations. But to the understanding of the separately subsisting intelligence intelligible
impressions arrive by way of synthesis (compositio). Such an intelligence has its intelligible
impressions by virtue of its assimilation to the origina intelligible presentation of the divine
understanding, which is not abstracted from things but productive of things, — productive not only
of theform, but also of the matter, which isthe principle of individuation. Therefore the impressions
in the understanding of a separately subsisting intelligence regard the whole object, not only the
specific but also the individualising principles. The knowledge of singular and individual things
therefore is not to be withheld from separately subsistent intelligences, for al that our intellect
cannot take cognisance of the singular and individual .5

504
In the days of the schoolmen, asin those of Aristotle, exclusive of philosophy and theology, one speculative science alone
had attained any real development, mathematics. Philosophers therefore drew their illustrations from mathematics. Now it is
true in mathematics that a perfect comprehension of the universal carries a knowledge of al subordinate particulars. Whoever
comprehended a hexagon completely, would know all things that ever could be affirmed of any hexagon, assuch. Anditisonly
with the hexagon as such, that isto say with the hexagon as aform, that the mathematician is concerned: he cares nothing about
itsmaterial. But in the world of natural history, while still only thelion, as such, or thefig, as such, isthe strict matter of science:
nevertheless this scientific knowledge is only obtainable by observation and experiment upon actual lions, or figs; and scientific
men busy themselves accordingly about the vicissitudes that do actually overtake such existing things. The most thorough
comprehension of the specific essence of afig could not instruct a man, — no, nor an angel either, — on the fact whether there
will be aplentiful or apoor crop of figsin Palestinein the year 1910. This fact, and indeed the whole course of natural history,
— apart from the free acts of God and man, and the effect of those acts upon material things, is absolutely deducible from a
knowledge of the ‘universal nature’ of physical agents, joined to a knowledge (not contained in the *universal’) of the primitive
collocation of materials. But could even angelic intellect make this stupendous deduction of the whole history of the physical
universe from its primary data?

We judge of angels from the analogy of the human mind. The human mind knows what is called at Oxford ‘the manifold’
of individual material things through the senses. To the intellect of man, away from sensation, this ‘manifold’ of individualsis
unintelligible, as St Thomas also saysitisunintelligible, becauseintellect always universalises. How then shall pureintelligence,
apart from all faculty of sensation, know the individual? The analogy, which has been our guide, here breaks down. We cannot
deny to the angel the cognition of individual things: not, | think, even with St Thomas for our guide, can we give a satisfactory
account of how he has that cognition. If the schoolmen had a fault, it was that of explaining too much: though, | dare say, they
considered many of their explanations merely hypothetical and tentative. See B. |, Chapp. VIII, IX.

Inthe Summa Theologica, |, g. 55, art. 2, St Thomas more clearly facesthe difficulty of attributing to angels any knowledge
of the actual facts of creation. He acknowledges (art. 1) that the mere consciousness of themselvesin their own essential nature
would be insufficient to afford them such knowledge. Therefore he supposes that, over and above their essential nature, there
was stamped upon them at their creation a multitude of intelligible impressions, innate ideas in fact, corresponding to the facts
of creation; and that by knowing themselves, as thus impressed, they know the world. Scotus disagrees with St Thomas on this
point: indeed it remains a very open question. St Thomas' swords are (l.c.):

“Theimpressions whereby angels understand are not gathered from things but are connatural to the said angels. . . . Angels
are wholly free from bodies, subsisting immaterialy in intellectual being: and therefore they gain their intellectua perfection
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N CHAPTER Cl—Whether to Separately Subsisting Intelligences all Points of their
179 Natural Knowledge are Smultaneously Present

Not everything is actually understood, of which there is an intellectual impression actually in
the understanding. For since a subsistent intelligence has also awill, and is thereby master of his
own acts, it is in his power, when he has got an intellectual impression, to use it by actually
understanding it; or, if he has several, to use one of them. Hence also we do not actually consider
all things whereof we have knowledge. A subsistent intelligence therefore, knowing by a plurality
of impressions, uses the one impression which he wishes, and thereby actually knows at once all
things which by oneimpression he does know. For all things make oneintelligible object inasmuch
as they are known by one presentation, — as also our understanding knows many things together,
when thy are as one by composition or relation with one another. But things that an intelligence
knows by different impressions, it does not take cognisance of together. Thus, for one understanding,
there is one thing at a time actually understood. There is therefore in the mind of a separately
subsisting intelligence a certain succession of acts of understanding; not however movement,
properly so called: sinceitisnot acase of actuality succeeding potentiaity, but of actuality following
upon actuality. But the Divine Mind, knowing al things by the one medium of its essence, and
having its act for its essence, understands all things simultaneously: hence in its understanding
thereisincident no succession, but its act of understanding isentire, simultaneous, perfect, abiding,
world without end. Amen.

181

by anintellectual efflux, whereby they received from God presentations of known things along with their intellectual nature. . . .
In the mind of an angel there are likenesses of creatures, not from the creatures themselves, but from God, who is the cause of
creatures.”

But from this it would seem that angels ought to know all future events, a corollary rejected by St Thomas, g. 57, art. 3.
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BOOK 111

GOD THE END OF CREATURES

- BOOK I11

GOD THE END OF CREATURES
CHAPTER | .—Preface to the Book that Follows

The Lord isa great God, and a great king above all gods.
For the Lord will not reject his people, becausein hishands
are all the ends of the earth, and the heights of the
mountains he beholdeth. For the seaishis, and he made it,
and his hands have formed the dry land. (Ps. xciv).

I'T has been shown above (B. |, Chap. XIII) that thereis onefirst of beings, possessing the full
perfection of al being, whom we call God. Out of the abundance of His perfection He bestows
being on al thingsthat exist; and thus He provesto be not only the first of beings, but also thefirst
principle of al. He bestows being on other things, not out of any necessity of his nature, but by the
free choice of Hiswill, as has been shown (B. |1, Chap. XXII11). Consequently He is master of the
things that He has made: for we have dominion over the things that are subject to our will. This
Hisdominion over thethingsthat He has brought into being isaperfect dominion, sincein producing
them He needs the aid of no exterior agent, nor any subject matter to work upon, seeing that Heis
the universal efficient cause of all being. Of the things produced by the will of an agent every one
isdirected by that agent to some end: for some good and some end is the proper object of the will:
hence the things that proceed from will must be directed to some end. Everything attains its last
end by its own action, which is directed by Him who has given to things the principles whereby
they act. It needs must be then that God, who is by nature perfect in Himself and by His power
bestows being on al things that are, should be the ruler of al beings, Himself ruled by none: nor
isthere anything exempt from His government, asthere is nothing that does not derive being from
Him. Heisthen perfect in government, as He is perfect in being and causation.

The effect of this government appears variously in various natures according to the difference
between them. Some creatures are brought into being by God to possess understanding, to bear his
likeness and present His image. They not only are directed, but also direct themselves by proper
actions of their own to their due end. If in the direction of themselves they remain subject to the
divine guidance, they are admitted in course of that guidance to the attainment of their last end.
Other beings, devoid of understanding, do not direct themselves to their own end, but are directed
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by another. Some of those are imperishable; and as they can suffer no defect in their natural being,
so in their proper actions they never deflect one whit from the path that leads to the end prefixed
to them, but are indefectibly subject to the rule of the prime ruler.> Other creatures are perishable,
and liableto thefailure of their natural being, which however is compensated by the gain of another:
N for the perishing of one is the engendering of another. In like manner in their proper actions they
184 swerve from the natural order from which swerving however there accrues some compensatory
good. Hence it appears that even apparent irregularities and departures from the order of the first
rule escape not the power of the first ruler. These perishable bodies, created as they are by God,
are perfectly subject to His power.

The Psalmigt, filled with God'’ s spirit, considering thistruth , and wishing to point out to usthe
divine government of things, first describes to us the perfection of the first ruler, — of His nature,
when he says God; of His power, when he says, isa great Lord,> needing no co-operation to work
the effect of Hispower; of Hisauthority, when he saysa great king above all gods, because, though
there be many rulers, al are subject to His rule. Secondly he describes to us the manner of
government, — as well in respect of intelligent beings, which follow His rule and gain from Him
their last end, which is Himself, and therefore he says, for the Lord will not reject his people, —
as also in respect of perishable beings, which, however they sometimes depart from their proper
modes of action, still are never let go beyond the control of the prime ruler: henceit issaid, in his
hands are all the ends of the earth, — likewise in respect of the heavenly bodies, which exceed all
the height of the earth and of perishable bodies, and always observe the right order of divinerule:
hence he says, and the heights of the mountains he beholdeth. Thirdly he assigns the reason of this
universal control, which is, because things created by God needs must be ruled by Him: hence he
says, For theseaishis, etc.

Since then in the first Book we have treated of the perfection of the divine nature, and in the
second of the perfection of God’s power, it remainsfor usin thisthird Book to treat of His perfect
authority, or dignity, in asmuch as He isthe last end and ruler of al things. This therefore will be

505

St Thomas instances “the heavenly bodies, the movements of which ever proceed uniformly.” So men from Plato’s time
to Newton’s contrasted the vicissitudes of the sublunary world with the uniformity of the heavens above. Newton showed that
the same forces are at work in the starry heavens as on this earth. In our day the spectroscope has shown that the materials of
our earth, or sundry of them, enter into the composition of the stars. The sameinstrument reveals stars till in process of formation,
stars even colliding and exploding. There is uniformity in the heavens above and on the earth beneath: not more in one than in
the other. The ancients under-estimated the regularity and uniformity of nature on earth. Their gaze was fixed on catastrophes
befalling living creatures and man in particular. Y et even in catastrophes nature is still uniform, although working to an effect
which we had not expected. What crosses our expectations, that we call evil. But what right have we to expect? Man is not the
measure of all things, nor is human expectation alaw to nature.

The‘heavenly body,’ corpus coeleste, built of matter fully actuated by itsform, and thereforeimperishable and unchangeable
(B. 11, Chap. XXX, n.1, with note: Sum. Theol. 2-2, g. 24, art. 11, corp.), played agreat part in the metaphysics and psychology
of the Middle Ages. See Chapp. LXXXII-LXXXVII of this Book. Little did St Thomas think that if he could have altered the
point of view of his eye by some millions of miles, he would have beheld our planet Earth, the native region of generation and
corruption, turned into a corpus coeleste, serenely resplendent as Venus and Mars, sweeping out in its orbit with the same
accuracy, neither morning star nor evening star more wonderful. Yet the reader of St Thomas will find him not altogether
credulous of the popular astronomy of histime. He attributes less to the corpus coel este than many of his contemporaries.

506 Bedg uéyag kiprog (LXX), where kipioc represents Adonai, and Adonai isfor Yahweh, clearly the subject, not the predicate.

Deus magnus Dominus then means Yahweh is a great God.
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our order of procedure, to treat first of God, asthe final end of all things; secondly of His universal
control, whereby He governs every creature; thirdly of the special control which He exercisesin
the government of creatures endowed with understanding.

185

CHAPTER Il.—That every Agent acts to some End

IN the case of agents that manifestly act to some end, we call that the end to which the effort
of the agent tends. Gaining that, he is said to gain his end; and missing that, he is said to miss his
intended end. Nor on this point does it make any difference whether the end be tended to with
knowledge or not: for as the target is the end of the archer, so isit also the end of the path of the
arrow.®” The effort of every agent tendsto some certain end. Not any and every action can proceed
from any and every power. Action is sometimes terminated to some product, sometimes not. When
action is terminated to some product, the effort of the agent tends to the same. When action is not
terminated to any product, the effort of the agent tends to the action itself. Every agent therefore
must intend some end in his action, sometimes the action itself, sometimes something produced by
the action.

3. Itisimpossible for the chain of actions to extend to infinity: there must then be something,
in the getting of which the effort of the agent comes to rest. Therefore every agent acts to some
end.

6. Actions are open to criticism only so far asthey are taken to be done as means to some end.
It isnot imputed asafault to any one, if hefailsin effecting that for which hiswork is not intended.
A physician is found fault with if he fails in healing, but not a builder or a grammarian. We find
fault in points of art, as when a grammarian does not speak correctly; and also in points of nature,
as in monstrous births. Therefore both the natural agent, and the agent who acts according to art
and with a conscious purpose, acts for an end.

7. To an agent that did not tend to any definite effect, all effectswould be indifferent. But what
is indifferent to many things, does not do one of them rather than another: hence from an agent
open to both sides of an alternative (a contingente ad utrumque) there does not follow any effect,
unless by some means it comes to be determined to one above the rest: otherwise it could not act
at al. Every agent therefore tends to some definite effect, and that is called its end.

Still there are actions that do not seem to be for any end, as things done for sport, and acts of
contemplation, and things done without advertence, as the stroking of the beard and the like: from
which instances one may suppose that there is such athing as an agent acting not for any end. But

507 What is the end of the path of a snow-flake? St Thomas would probably have said that its end was to find the proper place of
water, which is below air and above earth. But in this chapter he returns a more scientific answer: “ Every agent tends to some
definite effect, and that is called itsend.” Speaking then of physical agencies, and remaining in the mere physical order, al that
the statement at the head of this chapter comesto isthis, that physical agents work definitely and uniformly: or as Aristotle puts
it (Depart. animal. I, 1, 34, 37, 38): “Nature does all thingsfor something: . . . . everywhere we say, thisfor that, wherever there
appears an end in which the motion terminates, provided nothing comes in the way: wherefore it is evident that there is such a
thing as what we call nature: for it is not anything and everything that comes out of every germ, but this out of that.”
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we must observe that though acts of contempation are not for any other end, they are an end in

themselves: asfor things donein sport, sometimesthey are their own end, aswhen one plays solely

for the amusement that he finds in play; sometimes they are for an end, as when we play that

afterwards we may resume work more vigorously: while things done without advertence may

proceed not from the understanding, but from some phantasy or physical principle; yet even these
N\ actstend to certain ends, though beyond the scope of the intellect of the agent.

L Hereby isbanished theerror of certain ancient natural philosophers (Empedocles and Democritus,

mentioned in Aristotle, Physics 1, ii, 6) who supposed all thingsto happen by necessity of matter,
and eliminated final causes from the universe.

CHAPTER Il1—That every Agent acts to some Good

THAT to which an agent definitely tends must be suited to it: for it would not tend to the thing
except for some suitability to itself. But what is suitable to athing is good for it. Therefore every
agent acts to some good.

6. An intellectual agent acts for an end by determining its own end. A physical agent, though
acting for an end, does not determine its own end, having no idea of an end, but moves in the
direction of an end determined for it by another. Now an intellectual agent does not fix for itself
an end except under some aspect of good: for aterm of intellect is a motive only under an aspect
of good, which is the object of will. Therefore a physical agent also does not move or act to any
end except inasmuch asit is good. Such an agent has its end determined by some natural appetite
or tendency.5%®

7. It ispart of the same plan of action to shun evil and to seek good. But all things are found to
shun evil. Intellectual agents shun a thing for this reason, that they apprehend its evil: while all
physical agents, to the full extent of the power that isin them, resist destruction, because that isthe
evil of everything. All things therefore act to some good.

CHAPTER IV—That Evil in things is beside the Intention of the Agent

WHAT follows from an action different from what was intended by the agent, manifestly
happens beside hisintention. But evil isdifferent from good, which every agent intends. Therefore
evil happens beside the intention.

2. Failurein effect and action follows upon some defect in the principles of action, asahalting
gait follows upon crookedness of legs. Now an agent acts by whatever of active power he has, not
by what defect of active power he suffers; and according as he acts, so does he intend his end. He

508 A conative nisus, analogous to will, but of course, below the animal kingdom, unconscious, was supposed by Aristotle and
Aristotelians to pervade all nature.
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intendstherefore an end answering to his power. Anything therefore that ensues answering to defect
of power will be beside the intention of the agent. But such is evil.

4. In agentsthat act by intellect, or by any sort of judgement,>*® intention follows apprehension:
for intention tendsto that which is apprehended as an end. If then experience lights upon something
not of the species apprehended, the event will be beside the intention: thus if one intends to eat
honey, and eats gall, taking it for honey, that will be beside the intention. But every intellectual
agent intends athing according as he takes it for something good: if then it turns out not to be good
but evil, that will be beside the intention.

187

CHAPTERSYV, VI—Arguments against the Truth of the Conclusion last drawn,
with Solutions of the Same

Chapter VI

FOR the clearer solution of the arguments alleged we must observe that evil may be considered
either in a substance or in some action of a substance. Evil in a substance consists in its lack of
something which it is naturally apt to have and ought to have. It is no evil to a man not to have
wings, because he is not by nature apt to have them; nor not to have yellow hair, because, though
his nature is apt to have such hair, still that colour of hair is not due to his nature. But it is an evil
to him not to have hands, because he is apt by nature to have them, and ought to have them, if he
isto be perfect; and yet the sameisno evil to abird. Every privation, properly and strictly speaking,
is of something which oneis naturally apt to have and ought to have. The essence of evil consists
in privation, thus understood. Primordial matter, being in potentiality to all forms, is naturally in
actuality without any one particular form that you like to mention.>*°But some particular form is
due to each of the things that are constituted out of such matter. The privation therefore of such a
form, in regard of primordial matter, isno evil to the nature of primordial matter; but in regard of
the compound whereof it is the form, it is an evil to that compound thing: thus it is evil to
incandescent gas (ignis) to be deprived of the form of incandescent gas. And since privations are
not said to ‘be’ except so far as they are in a subject, a privation will be’simply evil,” when it is
evil inregard of the subject inwhichitis: otherwise, it will be*evil relatively to something’ (malum
alicyjus), but not *simply evil.’

509 /Estimationem. The reference isto the vis aestimativa, found in the higher irrational animals (B. 11, Chap. LX), whereby, eg., a
dog judges of the distance by which he can escape the wheels of a carriage.

510 |n the scholastic theory, materia prima, or primordial matter, is never found, as the chemistry books speak, ‘free,” but always
in composition with some form or another: it cannot be ‘isolated.” Still no one form can be mentioned with which it must be
compounded, if itisto beat al. If | must eat fruit, | need not eat peaches.
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Arg. 1 (Chap. V). What happens beside the intention of the agent is said to be ‘matter of luck
and chance and rare occurrence.”®** But evil is not said to be matter of luck and chance, or rare
occurrence, but to happen continually, or for the most part: thusin the physical order the unmaking
of one thing is always attached to the making of another; and in the moral order sin is of usual
occurrence.®2 This does not look like evil arising contrary to intention.

Reply (Chap. VI). Not everything that is beside the intention of the doer need be the result of
N luck or chance. For if what is beside the intention follows upon what is intended either always or
188 frequently, it cannot be said to happen by luck or chance. Thus in him who intends to enjoy the
pleasantness of wine, if from his drinking wind drunkenness follows always or frequently, it will
be no matter of bad luck or chance: but it would be by chance, if it were quite the exception.
Although then the evil of one thing perishing in course of nature follows beside the intention of
him who brings the other thing into being, such evil neverthelessfollowsinvariably: for invariably
to the positing of one form there is annexed the privation of another:5* hence this perishing does
not happen by chance, nor as the exception, though the privation is sometimes not evil ssmply, but
only arelative evil, as has been said. But if it be such a privation as to deprive the new being
produced of what isduetoit, it will be matter of chance and simply evil, asisthe case of monstrous
births: for such a mishap does not follow of necessity upon what is intended, but is contrary to it,
sincethe agent intends the perfection of the being that he engenders. — Evil affecting action happens
in physical agentsfor want of active power: hence, if the agent’ s power isdefective, thisevil happens
contrary to intention, yet not by chance, because it necessarily follows upon such an agent, when
such agent suffersthis failure of power either always or frequently: but it will be by chance, if the
failure rarely accompanies such an agent. — Coming to voluntary agents, intention in them must
be of some particular good, if actionisto follow: for universal considerations of themselves do not
move the will, unless there be added the consideration of the particular circumstances under which
the action is to take place. If then the good that is intended has conjoined with it the privation of
rational good either always or frequently, there follows moral evil, and that not by chance, asis
clear in his case who wishesto cohabit with awoman for pleasure, while the inordination of adultery
isannexed to that pleasure: in that case the evil of adultery does not ensue by chance: but it would

511
These are three technical terms of Aristotelian philosophy. They refer to the category of coexistence, or coincidence, not
to sequence. They are explained by Aristotle, Physics, I1, iv, v, vi:

Matter of luck, fortuitum, to &mo toxng.
Matter of chance, casuale, t6 o tod avTopudTov.
Matter or rare occurrence, ut in paucioribus accidens, to ur wg £ri tO ToAL.

Hetellsus (l.c., vi): “Matter of luck is all matter of chance, but not all the latter is matter of luck. . . . No inanimate thing,
nor beast, nor child, ever does anything by luck, becauseit isincapable of deliberate choice. . . . In things done for an end, when
the action of some external cause was not done to bring about what actually happened, we may say that the thing happened by
chance: but those things happen by luck, which happen by chance, and at the same time rank as objects of choice to persons
having the faculty of choice.”

512 Aristotle somewhere makes the cynical remark, that things generally go wrong, and that most men do evil where they get a
chance.
513 Read formae unius positioni adjuncta est privatio alterius. | have supplied positioni.
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be an evil happening by chance, if upon the thing intended there followed some exceptional
misadventure, as when one aiming at a bird kills a man. That goods of this sort, upon which
privations of rational good follow, are so generally intended, arises from the practice of most men
living according to sense, which they do because sensible things are more manifest to us,5 and
make more effectual motivesin the particular circumstances in which our action is cast; and many
such goods are attended with privation of rational good.

Arg. 2. Aristotle (Eth. Nic., I11, vii) expressly says that wickedness is voluntary, and proves it
from the fact that men do unjust acts voluntarily: but, he adds, it isirrational to pretend that a man
voluntarily acting unjustly does not wish to be unjust, or voluntarily committing rape does not wish
to be incontinent; and that is why legislators punish wicked men as voluntary evil-doers. It seems
then that evil is not irrespective of will or intention.

Reply. Though evil be beside the intention, it is till voluntary, not as it is in itself, but
incidentally. The object of intention isthefinal end, willed for its own sake: but the object of volition
isalsothat whichiswilled for the sake of something else, though absolutely it would not be willed,5
— as one throws cargo into the sea to save the ship, not intending the casting away of the cargo,

AN but the safety of the vessel; and yet willing the casting away of the cargo, not simply and absolutely,
189 but for the sake of safety. In like manner, for the gaining of some sensible good, one willsto do an
inordinate action, not intending the inordinateness, nor willing it simply, but for that purpose. And
therefore in thisway wickedness and sin are said to be voluntary, like the casting away of cargo at

Sea.

Arg. 3. Every process of nature serves as an end intended by nature. But destruction is as much
anatural change as production: thereforeitsend, whichisaprivation and countsasevil, isintended
by nature as much as form and goodness, which are the end of production.

Reply. From what has been said it appears that what is simply evil is altogether contrary to
intention in the works of nature, as are monstrous births: but what is not simply evil, but only evil
in aparticular relation, is not intended by nature in itself, but incidentally.

514 Read magis sunt nobis manifesta.
515

The presence of adear friend as a guest at my table is to me an object at once of will and of intention. The presence of a
stranger who accompanies my friend, and without whom my friend would not have come, isto me an object of will, but not of
intention. | should not have invited that gentleman by himself. Volition then extends to three acts. —

(a) Intention, fovAnaig (Eth. Nic. 111, iv, 7-9), of the end willed for its own sake: observe, this use is quite apart from the
distinction made in English philosophy between intention and motive.

(b) Choice, mpoaipeoig (Eth. Nic. 111, iv, 9) of meansto the end.

(c) Acceptance of circumstances attached to the end, or more usually to the means, but not in themselves regarded either
as good, asin the end, or useful, asin the means.

| have endeavoured to bring out the practical importance of these distinction in my Ethics and Natural Law, pp. 31-35,
203-208, 222-224.
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CHAPTER VII—That Evil isnot a Nature or Essences®

EVIL is nothing else than a privation of that which athing is naturally apt to have and ought
to have. But a privation is not an essence, but a negation in a substance.

5. Every essence is natural to some thing. If the essence ranks as a substance, it is the very
nature of thething. If it ranks as an accident, it must be caused by the principles of some substance,
and thus will be natural to that substance, though perhaps not natural to some other substance. But
what isin itself evil cannot be natural to anything: for the essence of evil is privation of that which
isnaturally apt to bein athing and isduetoit. Evil then, being aprivation of what is natural, cannot
be natural to anything. Hence whatever is naturally in a thing is good, and the want of it an evil.
No essencethenisin itself evil .57

6. Whatever has any essence is either itself aform or has aform,> for by form everything is
assorted in some genus or species. But form, as such, has acharacter of goodness, being the principle
of action and the end which every maker intends, and the actuality whereby every subject of form
is perfected. Whatever therefore has any essence, as such, is good.

7. Beingisdivided into actuality and potentiality. Actuality, assuch, isgood, because everything

N is perfected by that whereby it actualy is. Potentiality too is something good: for potentiality tends

190 to actuality, and is proportionate to actuality, not contrary to it; and is of the same genus with

actuality; and privation does not attach to it except accidentally.>® Everything therefore that is, in
whatsoever way it is, in so far asit isabeing, is good.

8. All being, howsoever it be, isfrom God (B. I, Chap. VI). But God is perfect goodness (B.
I, Chap. XL1). Since then evil cannot be the effect of goodness, it isimpossible for any being, as
being, to be evil .52

516 St Thomas in this and the next two chaptersis not arguing that thereis no evil in theworld, but that evil has no substantial being,
no, nor positive accidental being either: there is no evil substance, there is no positive attribute essentially evil: thereis good at
the bottom of everything, even of things evil: there isaright use of everything, and a place for al positive being in the scheme
of creation. He allowsthat there may be a substance much out of place, asabull in achinashop, abad manin power, an “embossed
carbuncle on my flesh.” He allows that there are evil attributes, or vices, asthe next chapter will explain. But avice isagood
quality overstrained, or perverted. Pride is an inordinate reaching out to high things: but to reach out to high thingsinitself isa
good point in aman. Cowardice is an inordinate care of one’s own safety, a thing that one is bound to have some care of.

517 St Thomas here speaks, as philosophers always speak, in the universal, not of thisindividua and that. No natural kind or class,
assuch, either isevil or isthe subject of evil qualities, i.e., of privations of what isdueto nature. Thekind, as such, hasall things
that it is proper for its members to have, though sundry members of the kind are wanting in some of these things. There are
one-eyed men, but mankind has two eyes: there are invalids, but the race is healthy.

518 Or, as we might say, ‘is either an attribute or a substance.’

519 When athing isin potentiality to some further perfection, it is only by accident that it does not attain it. If it were incapacitated
for that perfection essentially, it would not be in potentiality at all. An undergraduate, radically and essentially debarred from
taking his degrees, would not be an undergraduate. If heistoo stupid to takeit, that is an accident. Stupidity is not of the essence
of his condition.

520 The great contradictor of this fundamental doctrine, — not to mention Schopenhauer, — is Buddha and Buddhism, which makes
all conscious thought as such, an evil, and the grand aim of life to berid of it. Manicheism and Platonism complete the circle,
by making matter evil. Between evil mind and evil matter, we may close our philosophy books.
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Hence it is said: God saw all things that he had made, and they were very good (Gen. i, 31):
He made all things good in his own time (Eccles. iii, 11): Every creature of God is good (1 Tim.
iv, 4).

CHAPTERSVIII, I X—Arguments against the aforsesaid Conclusion, with
Answers to the same

ARG. 1. Evil is a specific difference in certain kinds of things, namely, in moral habits and
acts: for as every virtue in its species is a good habit, so the contrary vice in its speciesis an evil
habit; and similarly of acts. Evil therefore is something that gives species to certain things: it is
therefore an essence, and natural to some things.

Reply. The reason why good and evil are reckoned specific differences in moral matters, is
because mora matters depend on the will: for athing entersinto the sphere of morality inasmuch
asit isvoluntary. But the object of the will is the end in view and good: hence moral actions are
specified by the end for which they are done, as physical actions are from the form of their active
principle. Since then good and evil are designated according to due bearing on the end, or the lack
of such due bearing, good and evil must be the first differentias marking species in moral matters.
But the measure of morality isreason. Therefore things must be called morally good or evil according
as they bear on the end which reason determines. Whatever therefore in moral matters derivesits
species from an end, which is according to reason, is said to be good in its species: while what
derives its species from an end contrary to reason, is said to be evil in its species. But that end,
though inconsistent with the end which reason assigns, is nevertheless some sort of good, as being
pleasurable according to sense, or the like: hence such ends are good in some animals, and evenin
man when they are moderated by reason; and what isevil for one may very well be good for another.
And therefore evil, inasmuch asit is a specific differentiain the genus of moral matters, does not
involve anything that isessentially evil, but something that isinitself good, but evil to man inasmuch
asit sets aside the order of reason, which is man’s good.

Arg. 4. All that acts is something. But evil actsinasmuch as it is evil: for it understands good
and spailsit. Evil therefore, inasmuch asit is evil, is some thing.

Reply. A privation, as such, is no principle of action. Hence it is well said that evil does not
fight against good except in the power of good: but initself it isimpotent and weak and originative
of no action. Evil issaid however to spoil good aso formally in itself, as blindnessis said to spoil
sight, or whiteness to colour awall.

191

Arg. 5. Where there is found more and less, there must be an order of things, for negations and
privations are not susceptible of more and less. But we find among evils one worse than another.
Therefore evil must be some thing.

Reply. Conditionsthat imply privation areintensified or relaxed asareinequality and unlikeness:
for a thing is more unequal according as it is further removed from inequality, and more unlike
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according asitismore removed from likeness: hence athingismoreevil according asitisagreater
privation of good, or at a greater distance from good.52

Arg. 6. Thing and being are convertible terms. But evil is in the world. Therefore it is some
thing and nature.

Reply. Evil issaid ‘to be’ in the world, not as having any essence, or existing as athing, but in
theway inwhichathing‘is evil precisaly by evil, asblindness, anin theway in which any privation
issaid ‘to be,” inasmuch as an animal ‘is’ blind by blindness. For there are two senses of ‘being’:
in one sense it means the essence of athing, and is divided into the ten predicaments;>? and in this
sense no privation can be called a being: in another senseg, it signifies the truth of an affirmative
proposition (veritatem compositionis); and thus evil and privation is said to be a being, inasmuch
asathingissaidto ‘be’ thereby under a privation.

CHAPTER X—That the Cause of Evil isgood

WHAT isnot, is cause of nothing: every cause must be some being. But evil is not any being
(Chapp. VI, IX): therefore evil cannot be the cause of anything. If then evil is caused by anything,
what causes it must be good.

4. Every cause is either material, formal, efficient, or final. But evil can be neither matter nor
form: for it has been shown (Chapp. V1, 1X) that both actual being and potential being is good. In
like manner evil cannot be an efficient cause, since everything acts according as it is actually and
has aform. Nor can it be afinal cause, since it is beside the intention (Chap. IV). Evil therefore
cannot be the cause of anything; and therefore, if there be any cause of evil, it must be caused by
good.

But since good and evil are opposites, and one opposite cannot be cause of another except
accidentally, it followsthat good cannot be the active cause of evil except accidentally. In physics,
this accident may happen either on the part of the agent or on the part of the effect. On the part of
the agent, when the agent suffersfrom alack of power, whenceit followsthat the action isdefective
and the effect deficient. But to an agent, as such, it is quite an accident to suffer from a lack of
power: for an agent does not act inasmuch as power is lacking to him, but according as he has
anything of power. Thus then evil is caused accidentally on the part of the agent, inasmuch as the
agent runs short of power: thereforeit issaid that evil has not got an efficient cause, but a deficient

N\ cause, because evil does not follow from an efficient cause except in so far as it is deficient in
102 power, and in this respect isis not efficient. It comes to the same thing if the defect of the action
and effect arises from some defect of the instrument, or of any other thing requisite for the agent’s

action, aswhen motive power produces halting through crookedness of the shin-bone: for the agent

521 Mathematical formulag, expressive of absurd and impossible cases, express also grades and modes of absurdity, one case being
more absurd than ancther, or absurd not for the same reason as another. It is not simply true, what the objection lays down, that
“privations and negations are not susceptible of more and less.”

522 The categories of Aristotle, substance, quality, quantity, relation, and the rest
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acts by both the power and the instrument. On the part of the effect evil is caused accidentally as
well in respect of the matter of the effect asalsoin respect of itsform. For if the matter isindisposed
to receive the impression of the agent, some defect must follow in the effect. Nor is it imputable
to any defect of the agent, that it does not transmute an indisposed matter to a perfect act: for the
power of every natural agent is determined according to the limit of its nature; and its failure to
transcend that cannot be brought in against it as a defect in power: such defect can then only be
argued when it falls short of the measure of power due to it by nature. On the part of the form of
the effect evil is accidentally incident, inasmuch as one form necessarily involves the privation of
another form, and with the production of one thing there must needs ensue the destruction of another.
But this evil does not belong to the effect intended by the agent, but attaches to something else. In
the processes of nature therefore evil is caused by good only accidentally. The same is the case
also in the processes of art: for art in its operation imitates nature, and is at fault in the same way
as nature.

But in moral matters the case seems to be different. For aflaw in morals does not follow from
any lack of power, seeing that weakness either entirely removes, or at least diminishes, moral
reprehensibleness: for weakness does not deserve the punishment which is due to fault, but rather
compassion and indulgence: to be blameworthy, a point of conduct must be a voluntary act, not an
inevitable necessity. On careful consideration we find that the case of moralsisin some respects
like, in some respects unlike the case of physics. The unlikeness consistsin this, that a moral fault
is viewed as consisting in the action alone, not in any effect produced: for moral virtues are not
effective, but active, while arts are effective; and therefore it has been said that art is at fault in the
same way as nature. Moral evil therefore is not estimated according to the matter and form of the
effect, but follows simply from the agent. Now in moral actions there are found in orderly
enumeration four active principles. One principleisthe executive power, namely, the motor power
which moves the limbs to execute the command of the will. This power is moved by the will, and
so the will is another principle. The will is moved by the judgement of the apprehensive faculty,
which judges the particular thing proposed to be good or bad. — good and bad being the (formal)
objects of thewill, the one object of seeking, the other of avoidance. Lastly, the apprehensive faculty
is moved by the thing apprehended. The first active principle then in moral actions is the thing
apprehended; the second isthe apprehensive faculty; the third isthe will; the fourth is motor power
which executes the command of reason. But the act of the executive power already presupposes
moral good or evil;>* for these exterior acts bear a moral character only in so far as they are
voluntary. Hence if the act of the will is good, the exterior act will also be called good; and evil, if
the volitionisevil. It would be no point of moral badness for the exterior act to fail by some defect
unconnected with the will: thus lameness is not a moral but a natural blemish. Such a lack of

N\ executive power diminishes, if it does not totally excuse from, moral blemish. Again, the act whereby
103 the object moves the apprehensive faculty is exempt from moral blemish: for it is according to the
order of nature that what is visible affects the sight, and every object affects the corresponding
passive potentiality. Even the act of the apprehensive faculty, considered initself, isnowise morally
blameworthy, as we see that any defect in it excuses from or diminishes moral blame, like the lack

523 The hand can do neither good nor evil morally, except as the minister of awill already made up to either one or the other.
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of executive power: for infirmity and ignorance alike excuse from sin, or diminish it. It remains
then that moral blameworthiness is found first and foremost in the act of the will alone; and
reasonably so, since an act is called ‘moral’ from being voluntary. In the act of the will thenisto
be sought the root and origin of what in the moral order issin.

But this investigation leads us into an apparent difficulty. On the understanding that defect in
an act arises from some defect in the principle of action, some defect inthewill must be presupposed
before there can be any moral fault. If this defect is natural, it is ever inherent in the will; and the
consequence is that the will must always do wrong in action, a consequence proved false by the
fact of there being such things as acts of virtue. On the other hand, if the defect is voluntary, that
is aready a moral fault, the cause of which must stand over for further enquiry; and so we shall
have arunning account to infinity. We must therefore say that the defect pre-existing in thewill is
no natural necessity, otherwise it would follow that the will sinned in every act: nor againisathing
of chance and ill luck, for at that rate there could be in us no moral fault, since events of chance
are unpremeditated and beyond the control of reason. The defect therefore is voluntary, but not a
moral fault: so we must suppose to save the account running to infinity.

Now we must consider how that can be. In every active principle the perfection of its power
depends on some superior active principle: for a secondary agent acts by virtue of the power of the
prime agent.>* So long then as the secondary agent remains under the power of the prime agent, it
will act unfailingly: but it will fail in its action whenever it happens to swerve from the order of
the prime agent, as appearsin an instrument when it ceases to respond to the movement of the agent
who uses it. Now it has been said above that in the order of moral actions principles go before
volition, the apprehensive faculty and the object apprehended, which isthe end in view. But since
to everything movable there corresponds a proper motive power, not any and every apprehensive
faculty is the due motive power of any and every appetite,5> but one apprehension is the proper
motive of one appetite, another of another. As then the sensible apprehensive faculty isthe proper
motive power of the sensible appetite, so the proper motive power of thewill isreason itself. Further,
as reason can apprehend many sorts of good things and many ends of action; as moreover every
power has its own proper end; the will also must have some object and end of action and prime
motive, and that must be not any and every sort of good, but some definite good. Whenever then
the will tendsto act under the motive of an apprehension of reason representing to it its own proper

N\ good, adue action ensues. But when the will bursts out into action upon the apprehension of the
104 sensible apprehensive faculty, or even upon the apprehension of reason itself, representing some
other good than the proper good of the will, there ensues in the action of the will a moral fault.5
Therefore any faulty action in the will is preceded by a lack of due regard to reason and to the

524 Thisaxiom is redolent of the primum mobile. Taking amore modern view of the physical order, we may say that no agent acts
to any orderly purpose except in concert with other agents, with which it isbound up in the unity of one system. Modern science
tells not so much of subordination as of co-ordination, — of a polity, but not of a monarchy among material forces.

525 Theword appetitusin scholastic terminology includesthewill; and ‘ apprehensive faculty’ belongsto intellect and also to sense.

526 A man acts upon sensible apprehension to the neglect of rational, when he suffers himself to be overcome by wine and women.
A man acts under the prompting of reason, suggesting arational good other than the proper object of hiswill, when he asserts
hisindependence against lawful authority. Independence isarational good initself, but thisindependenceis not the proper good
of this man. Pride was not made for man (Ecclus. x, 18), any more than excessin drinking. See Ethics and Natural Law, p. 112,
113.
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proper end of willing. | say ‘alack of due regard to reason,” in such cases as when, upon some
sudden aprehension of sense, the will tends to some good that is pleasant according to sense. | say
‘alack of due regard to the proper end of willing,” in cases when the reason arrives by reasoning
at some good, which is not either now or in thisway good, and still the will tendsto it as though it
were its proper good. Now this lack of due regard is voluntary: for it isin the power of the will to
will and not to will: itislikewise in its power to direct reason actually to consider or to cease from
considering, or to consider this or that.5?” Still this failure of due consideration is not amoral evil:
for, consideration or no consideration, or whatever the consideration be on reason’s part, thereis

not sin until the will comes to tend to some undue end, which then is an act of will. — Thus it
remains true that in mora as well as in physical actions, evil is not caused by good except
accidentally.

CHAPTER XI—That Evil is founded in some Good

EVIL cannot exist by itself, having no essence (Chap. VI1): it must therefore be in some subject:
but every subject, being a substance, is some good.

3. A thing is called evil because it does harm: that can only be because it does harm to good:
for to do harm to evil is agood thing, since the undoing of evil is good. But it would not do harm
to good, formally speaking, unless it were in good:5% thus blindness does harm to a man inasmuch
asitiswithin him.

But since good and evil are opposites, and one opposite cannot be the subject of another, but
expelsit, it seems at first sight strange if good is said to be the subject of evil. But if the truth is
sought out, we shall find nothing strange or awkward in this conclusion. Good is commonly
predicated as being is predicated, since every being, assuch, isgood. It isnot strange that not-being
should be in being as its subject: for every privation is some not-being, and still its subject is a
substance, whichisabeing. Still not-being has not for its subject the being that isits opposite: thus
sight is not the subject in which blindnessiis, but the animal. So the subject in which evil is, is not
the good opposed to it, for that istaken away by the evil, but some other good. Thus the subject of
moral evil is natural good: while natural evil, which isaprivation of form, isin matter, and matter
isgood, as also is potential being.
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CHAPTER XIlI—That Evil does not entirely swallow up Good

527 |s the power ‘to consider thisor that’ anything more than an application of the power ‘actually to consider or to cease from
considering’ ? | merely move the question, which is one of some subtlety. — The latter half of this chapter contains the one
thorough-going refutation, perhaps, ever given of the determinism of Socrates and Plato, who reduced moral to intellectual error,
and put it beyond the control of the will.

528 ‘ Formally speaking,’ i.e., as a constituent element from within, as distinguished from an efficient cause without.
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THE subject of evil must always remain, if evil isto remain. But the subject of evil is good:
therefore good always remains.

But on the contingency of evil being infinitely intensified, and good being continually diminished
by that intensification of evil, it appears that good may be diminished by evil even to infinity. And
the good so diminished must be finite, for infinite good is not capable of evil. It seemsthen that in
time good may be entirely taken away by evil.

Thisthenisthereply. Evil, aswe have seen, entirely takes away the good to whichit is opposed,
as blindness takes away sight: but there must remain that good which is the subject of evil, which
subject, as such, bears a character of goodness, inasmuch as it isin potentiality to the actuality of
good, whereof it is deprived by evil .5® The lessthen it isin potentiality to that good, the less good
it will be. But a subject comes to be less in potentiality, or openness to a form, not only by the
subtraction of some part of its potentiality, which istantamount to subtraction of part of the subject
itself, but aso by the said potentiality being impeded by some contrary act from issuing in the
actuality of the form.5** Good therefore is diminished by evil rather by the planting of evil, its
contrary, than by the taking off of any portion of good. And this agrees with what has been already
said about evil: for we said that evil happens beside the intention of the doer, who always intends
some good, and upon the good intended there follows the exclusion of some other good opposite
to that good. The greater then the multiplication of that good, upon which, contrary to the intention
of the agent, evil follows, the greater the diminution of potentiality in respect of the opposite good;
and so al the more may good be said to be diminished by evil. This diminution however of good
by evil in the physical world cannot go on indefinitely: for al the physical forms and powers are
limited, and come to some term beyond which they cannot go.* But in moral mattersthisdiminution
of good by evil may proceed to infinity: for the understanding and the will have no limits to their
acts: thus he who wills to commit atheft may will it again and commit another, and so to infinity.
The further then the will tends towards undue ends, the more difficult it becomesfor it to return to
its proper and due end, as may be seen in persons in whom the habit of vice has been induced by
acustom of sinning. Thusthen by moral evil the good of natural aptitude may be diminished without
limit: yet it can never be totally taken away, but always waits on nature while that remains.
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529 A potentiality often remote and vain, asthe potentiality of sight when the eyeisgouged out, or the potentiality of truth and justice
in the devil. But the fact remains that all positive physical being, as such, is of itself good; and however it be beset with evil,
that circumstance is strictly accidental. Cf. Heb. xii, 1, besetting sin. Sin besets, but never quite absorbs, the work of God. —
Besides, the philosopher considersthe universal, the species, the normal thing, rather than the individual and accidental: and the
normal state of thingsis good, not evil.

530 Thus friendship may be diminished not only by cessation of intercourse, but by downright quarrels.

531 Thusthe virulence of afever islimited by the strength of the patient, alimited quantity: when that is exhausted, the patient dies,
and the fever with him, — or anyhow after him, when the microbes have devoured the whole man and then one another. But,
St Thomas adds, there is no limit to the possible wickedness of a man, — a question which may be debated. The reader may
remember Sir James Mackintosh’s celebrated epigram on Henry VII1I: “He approached as near to the ideal standard of perfect
wickedness as the finitudes of human nature will allow.” St Thomas, always Aristotelian, seems to have had here in view
Aristotle' s saying in the Politics, I1, vii: “The wickedness of mankind isinsatiable: people will bargain for a certain allowance,
but no sooner isthis accorded than they ask for more, and so ad infinitum.” Or was he haply thinking of the will set in evil, which
is characteristic of the lost soul for al eternity (B. 1V, Chap. XCII1)?
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CHAPTER XIV—That Evil isan Accidental Cause

RUNNING through all the species of causes, we find that evil is a cause accidentally. In the
species of efficient cause, since through the deficiency of power in the active cause there follows
defect in the effect and action. In the species of material cause, since through the indisposition of
the matter there follows a defect in the product. In the species of formal cause, since to one form
there is always annexed the privation of another form. In the species of final cause, since the evil
annexed to an undue end means the hindering of the end that is due.>

CHAPTER XV—That there is not any Sovereign Evil, acting as the Principle of
All Evils

A SOVEREIGN evil should be without participation in any good, asthat isthe sovereign good
whichiswholly removed from evil. But there cannot be any evil wholly removed from good, since
evil isfounded on good (Chap. XI).

2. If anything is sovereignly evil, it must be evil by itsvery essence, asthat is sovereignly good
which is good by its essence. But evil has no essence (Chap. VI1).

3. That whichisafirst principleisnot caused by anything. But all evil is caused by good (Chap.
X). Thereistherefore no evil first principle.

5. The incidental must be posterior to the ordinary. But evil happens only incidentally and
beside the intention (Chap. 1V). Thereforeit isimpossible for evil to be afirst principle.

Hereby is excluded the error of the Manicheans.

CHAPTER XVI—That the End in View of everything is some Good

THAT to which athing tends when in absence from it, and in which it rests when in possession
of it, isthe scope and aim and end in view. But everything, so long asit lacks the perfection proper
to it, moves towards gaining that perfection, so far asit depends upon itself so to do; and when it
has gained that perfection, therein it rests.> The end then of everything isits perfection.>* But the
perfection of everything isits own good. Everything therefore is ordained to good as to its end.

532 Thisreasoning evinces, not only that evil is an accidental cause, but also that it is caused accidentally, which is the argument of
Chap. X111. We have an illustration of thisin ordinary language, where ‘accident,” ‘mischance,” ‘misfortune,” ‘ mistake,’
‘miscarriage,’ etc., all stand for things evil.

533 |t will be said, — An animal moves towards maturity and full strength: but therein it does not rest: it movesjust as rapidly out
of its perfection asit moved into it. Not quite so: thereiswhat is called fjAikia kabeot@oa, 'settled age,’ like settled summer
weather; and the more perfect the animal, the longer this settled age endures.

534 One Greek word téAog, means both ‘end’ and ‘ perfection.’
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4. Things that are aware of an end and things that are unaware of an end are alike ordained to
an end, with this difference, that thingsthat are aware of an end tend to an end of themselves, while
things that are unaware of an end tend to an end under the direction of another, as appears in the
case of archer and arrow. But things that are aware of an end are always ordained to good for their
end: for the will, which is the appetite of afore-known end, never tends to anything except under
the aspect of good, which is its object. Therefore things also which are unaware of an end are

N\ ordained to good for their end, and so good is the end of al things.>*
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CHAPTER XVII—That all Things are ordained to one End, which is God

THE sovereign good, which is God, is the cause of goodnessin all good things. Heistherefore
also the cause of every end being an end, since whatever is an end is such inasmuch as it is good.
But that whereby another thing has an attribute, has more of that attribute itself.>*¢ Therefore God
above all thingsisthe end of all.

4. In every series of endsthe last end must be the end of all the ends preceding. But wefind all
things arranged in various grades of goodness under our sovereign good, which is the cause of all
goodness; and thereby, since good bears the character of an end, al things are ordered under God
as ends preceding under their last end.

5. Private good is subordinated to the end of the common good: for the being of a part is for
the sake of the being of the whole: hence the good of the race is more godlike than the good of the
individual man. But the sovereign good, which is God, is the common good, since the good of the
whole community depends on Him: while the goodness which marks any given thing is its own
private good, and also the good of other things which depend upon it. All things therefore are
subordinate to the end of one good, which is God.

7. Thelast end of every producer, in so far asheisaproducer, ishimself: for the things produced
by us we use for ourselves; and if ever a man makes anything for another man, that is referred to
his own good, — his utility, his pleasure, or his honour. But God is the productive cause of all
things, either immediately or mediately. And therefore Heis the end of all.

Hence it is said: God hath wrought all things for himself (Prov. xvi, 4): and, | am alpha and
omega, thefirst and the last (Apoc. xxii, 13).

535 Recent speculations on the ' subconscious' have shown that conscious and unconscious action do not stand so widely apart as a
superficial observation would conclude. St Thomas here, and often el sewhere, with Aristotle (see Physics, 11, v, 2), bridges over
the difference between them, arguing the operations of conscious and of unconscious nature to be both teleological. But isthere
an agent whose intention or contrivance extends throughout all nature? That is the argument of B. I, Chap. X1, where ‘prime
mover’ means at once ‘ prime executor’ and ‘ prime contriver.’

536 Propter quod est unumquodque, et illud magis, afavourite saying of the schoolmen, answering to some such Aristotelian Greek
as 81 o0 #kactov, kdkeivo udAAov. To defend the saying, we must have at hand distinctions between * cause’ (causa per se) and
‘occasion’ (causa per accidens); also between having an attribute ‘virtually and in a better way’ (eminenter) and having it
‘precisely inthisform’ (formaliter).
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CHAPTER XVIII—How God isthe End of all Things

GOD is at once the last end of al things, and is nevertheless before all things in being. There
is an end which, while holding the first place in causation according as it is in intention, is
nevertheless posterior in being; and thisis the case with every end that an agent establishes by his
action, asthe physician establishes health by his action in the sick man, which health nevertheless
ishisend. Thereisagain an end which isprior in causation, and also is prior in being: such an end
one aims at winning by one’s actions or movement, as a king hopes to win acity by fighting. God
then isthe end of things, as being something which everything hasto gain in its own way.

2. God isthelast end of things and the prime agent of all (Chap. XV11). But an end established
by the action of an agent cannot be the prime agent: rather it is the effect produced by the agent.
God therefore cannot be the end of things as though He were anything established in being thereby,
but only as some pre-existent object for them to attain.
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4. An effect tends to an end in the same way that the producer of the effect acts for that end.
But God, the first producer of all things, does not act in view of acquiring anything by His action,
but in view of bestowing something by Hisaction: for Heisnot in potentiality to acquire anything,
but only in perfect actuality, whereby He can give and bestow. Things then are not directed to God
as though God were an end unto which any accretion or acquisition were to be made: they are
directed to Him so that in their own way they may gain from God God Himself, since He Himself
istheir end.

CHAPTER XIX—That all Things aim at Likeness to God

ALL thingsevidently have anatural appetitefor being, and resist destructive agencieswherever
they are threatened with them. But all things have being inasmuch asthey are likened to God, who
is the essential subsistent Being, al other things having being only by participation. All things
therefore have an appetite for likeness to God, making that their last end.

4. All created things are some sort of image of the prime agent, God: for every agent acts to
the production of its own likeness:>” now the perfection of an image consists in representing its
origina by likeness thereto: the image in fact is made on purpose. All things then exist for the
attainment of the divine likeness; and that is their last end.>®

CHAPTER XX—How Things copy the Divine Goodness

537 That is, to the production of something proportionate to and in keeping with itself.

538 Some attribute or other of the Creator isrelucent in every creature, according to the being which it has and the energy it displays,
not however that attribute which serves best the immediate purposes of man, and ministers most to his security and comfort.
Thisworld is not exactly built for an hotel.
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NOT all creatures are established in one and the same degree of goodness. The substance of
someisform and actuality, — that is to say, something which, in point of essence, has the attribute
of actual being and goodness.5* The substance of other beings is composed of matter and form:
this substance has the attribute of actual being and goodness, but only in respect of part of itself,
namely, the form. While then the divine substance isits own goodness, a simple substance (or pure
spirit) partakes of this goodnessto the extent of its essence, but a composite substance to the extent
of some part of its essence. In this third grade of substance again there is found a difference in
being. For, composed as they are of matter and form, the form of some of them fills the whole
potentiality of the matter, so that there remains not in the matter any potentiality to any other form,

N\ and consequently not in any other matter any potentiality to thisform: such arethe heavenly bodies,

199 into the essential constitution of which their whole matter enters.>° In other bodies the form does

not fill the whole potentiality of the matter: hence there still remains in the matter a potentiality to

another form, and in some portion of matter there remains a potentiality to thisform, as appearsin

the (four) elements and bodies composed thereof. Now because a privation is a negation in a

substance of that which may well be in the substance, it is clear that with thisform, which does not

fill the whole potentiality of the matter, there is compatible the privation of some form due to that

substance. No such privation can attach to asubstance, the form of which fillsthewhole potentiality

of its matter; nor to a substance which is essentially aform; still lessto that Substance, whose very

being isHisessence. Further itisclear that, since evil isthe privation of good, thereisin thislowest

order of substances changeable good with admixture of evil, a changeableness to which the higher

orders are not liable.>! The substance therefore that ranks lowest in being is lowest aso in rank of
goodness.

We likewise find an order of goodness among the parts of a substance composed of matter and
form. For since matter, considered in itself, is potential being,>? while form is the actualisation of
that being, and the substance composed of the two is actually existent through the form, the form
will be good in itself; the composed substance will be good as it actually has the form; and the
matter will be good inasmuch asit isin potentiality to the form. But though everything is good in
so far as it is being, it need not be supposed that matter, as it is only potential being, is only
potentially good. For ‘being’ is an absolute term, while there is goodness even in relation: for not
only isathing called ‘good’ becauseit isan end, or isin possession of an end, but also, though it
has not yet arrived at any end, provided only it be ordained to some end, a thing is called ‘ good’
even on that account. Though then matter cannot absolutely be called ‘being’ on the title of its

539 Still the essenceis limited, and the actual being accordingly finite and created. He refers of course to the angels, who are ‘ pure
forms' (B. 1, Chap. L).

540 Quae ex tota materia sua constant, and are consequently incorruptible. Cf. I1, Chap. LXVIII. In B. I1l, Chap. LXXXII (not here
trandated) the heavenly bodies are said to be magis formalia omnibus aliis, more thoroughly informed, or possessed by their
form. — Wholly devoid of truth as this theory has proved to be, till it hasitsimportance in the history of scholastic thought,
and is continually assumed in the writings of the schoolmen. False in astronomy, the theory may yet come true of the bodies of
the Saintsin the resurrection: see IV, Chap. LXXXVI.

541 An angel may sin, and may be punished by God: but apparently no physical mishap can befall him in the way of accident or
disease. May not however the state of an angel in sin be described as a guilty frenzy?

542 |t must ever be borne in mind that ‘ matter’ in this phraseology does not mean ‘ material substance’ (corpus), but the potentiality
underlying that substance.
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potentiality involving some relation to being, yet it may absolutely be called *good’ on account of
thisvery relation. Herein it appearsthat ‘good’ isaterm of wider extension than ‘being.’

Y et in another way does the goodness of the creature fall short of the divine goodness. As has
been said, God possesses the highest perfection of goodness in his mere being: but a created thing
does not possessits perfection in point of one attribute only, but in point of many: for what isunited
in the highest is multiple and manifold in the lowest.>* Hence God is said to be fraught with virtue
and wisdom and activity in one and the same respect, but a creature in different respects. The greater
the distance at which a creature stands removed from the first and highest goodness, the greater
the multiplication of points requisite for it to be perfectly good. But if it cannot attain to perfect
goodness, it will hold on to an imperfect goodnessin afew points. Henceit isthat, though the first
and highest goodness is absolutely simple, and the substances nearest to it approach it alike in
goodness and in simplicity, still the lowest substances are found to be more simple than other
substances higher than they are, as the elements are more simple than animals and men, because
they cannot attain to the perfection of knowledge and understanding to which animals and men
attain.> It appears therefore from what has been said that, though God has His goodness perfect

N\ and entire in the simplicity of His being, creatures nevertheless do not attain to the perfection of
200 their goodness by their mere being, but only by many details of being. Hence, though every one of
these creatures is good in so far as it has being, till it cannot absolutely be called good if it is
destitute of other qualities requisite for its goodness; asaman devoid of virtues and subject to vices
isgood in acertain way, inasmuch as he is a being and inasmuch as he is a man, but on the whole
he is not good, but rather evil. For no creature then is it the same thing to be and to be good,
absolutely speaking, although every creatureisgood in so far asit hasbeing: but for God it isquite
the same thing to be and to be good, absolutely speaking. Now, as it has been shown, everything
tends finally to some likeness of the divine goodness; and athing is likened to the divine goodness
in respect of all the points which appertain to its own proper goodness; and the goodness of athing
consists not only in its being but in al other qualities requisite for its perfection: from which
considerations the consequence is clear, that a thing is finally ordained to God, not only in its
substantial being, but likewise in those accidental qualitiesthat appertain to its perfection, and also

in respect of its proper activity, which likewise belongs to the perfection of athing.

CHAPTER XXI—That Things aim at Likeness to God in being Causes of other
Things

543 We are told elsewhere that in the highest being thereis found the unity of differences.

544 The greatest minds are simple, — and deep: little minds may also be simple, — and shallow. Well thought out, this remark of
St Thomas will explain the riddle how it comesto passthat, while the highest being is simple and one, neverthelessin biological
and political science differentiation of organs marks the higher animal and the more highly developed state. Thereisa
poverty-stricken simplicity: there is a clumsy multiplicity, a sort of boorish wealth: there is also an artistic multiplicity, where
every detail is subordinate to one design. A cosmos is amatter of unity: achaosis‘amanifold.” The grandest and highest of
beingsisaformal unity, actually one, virtually many and all.

244



Of God and His Creatures St. Thomas Aquinas

A THING must be first perfect in itself before it can cause another thing. The last perfection
to supervene upon athing isits becoming the cause of other things. While then a creature tends by
many ways to the likeness of God, the last way left opento it isto seek the divine likeness by being
the cause of other things, according to what the Apostle says, We are God’ s coadjutors (1 Cor. iii,
9).5%

CHAPTER XXI1V—That all Things seek good, even Things devoid of
Consciousness

ASthe heavenly sphereismoved by a subsistent intelligence (Chap. X X111), and the movement
of the heavenly sphere is directed to generation in sublunary creatures, the generations and and
movements of these sublunary creatures must originate in the thought of that subsistent intelligence.
Now theintention of the prime agent and of the instrument i s bent upon the sasme end. The heavenly
spheres then (coelum) are the cause of sublunary motions by virtue of their own motion, which is

N impressed upon them by a spirit. It follows that the heavenly spheres are the instrument of spirit.

201 Spirit then is the prime agent, causing and intending the forms and motions of sublunary bodies;

while the heavenly spheres are the instruments of the same. But the intellectual outlines of all that

is caused and intended by an intelligent agent must pre-exist in his mind, as the forms of works of

art pre-exist in the mind of the artificer, and from that mind (et ex eo) those forms must pass into

the things made. All the forms then that are in sublunary creatures, and all their motions, are

determined by the forms that are in the mind of some subsistent intelligence, or intelligences.

Therefore Boethius saysthat the formswhich arein matter have come from forms apart from matter.

In thisrespect the saying of Plato is verified, that forms existing apart are the originating principles

of the forms that are in matter: only, Plato supposed these forms to subsist by themselves, and to

be immediate causes of the forms of sensible things, we suppose them to exist in a mind, and to
cause sublunary forms through the instrumentality of the motion of the heavenly spheres.

Thus it is not difficult to see how natural bodies, devoid of intelligence, move and act for an
end. For they tend to their end, being directed thereto by a subsistent intelligence, in the way that
an arrow tendsto its end, directed by the archer: as the arrow from the impul se of the archer, so do
natural bodies receive their inclination to their natural ends from natural moving causes, whence
they derive their forms and virtues and motions. Hence it is plain that every work of nature isthe

545 |n chapter XXI1 it is argued that the movement of the heavenly spheres goes to engender things on earth (motio ipsius coeli
ordinatur ad generationem). In chapter X X111 it isargued that the movements of the heavenly spheresare not done mechanically,
but are set up and kept going by intelligence, the star-bearing spheres being either all moved by God, or all by angels at His
bidding, or al by the primum mobile, the primum mobile itself being either moved by God, or by an angel, or having a soul of
its own, but in any case obeying God. “It makes no difference,” says St Thomas, “to our present purpose, whether the heavenly
sphere is moved by a subsistent intelligence united with it as a soul, or by an intelligence subsisting apart; and whether each of
the heavenly spheresis moved by God, or whether none of them is moved by Him immediately, but they are moved mediately
through created spirits; or whether the first alone is moved immediately by God, and the others through the medium of created
spirits; provided it be held that the movement of the heavensis the work of spirit.”
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work of asubsistent intelligence.>¢ The credit of an effect rests by preference with the prime mover,

who guides instruments to their purpose, rather than with the instruments which he guides. Thus

wefind the operations of nature proceeding in due course and order to an end, like the the operations

of awise man. It isevident therefore that even agents devoid of consciousness can work for an end,

and strive after good with anatural appetite, and seek the divine likeness and their own perfection.

It isfurther evident that, the more perfect the power and the more eminent the degree of goodness,

the more general is the appetite for good, and the more distant from self are the objects for which

N\ good is sought and unto which good is done. For imperfect beings tend solely to the good of the

202 individual; perfect beings to the good of the species; more perfect beings to the good of the genus;

and God, who isthe most perfect in goodness, to the good of al being. Hence some say, not without
reason, that goodness as such is diffusive of itself.

CHAPTER XXV—That the End of every Subsistent Intelligence isto understand
God

THE proper act of everything is its end, as being its second perfection:>*” hence what is well
disposed to its own proper act is said to be virtuous and good. But to understand is the proper act
of asubsistent intelligence: that then isits end. And the most perfect instance of thisact isitsfinal
end and perfection: thisis particularly true of acts which are not directed to production, acts such
as understanding and feeling. But since such acts take their species from their objects, and are
known through their objects, any given one of these acts will be the more perfect, the more perfect
its object is. Consequently, to understand the most perfect intelligible object, which is God, will

546 |ncidentally and indirectly, Sir saac Newton may be said to have done as much for theology and psychology as he has done
directly for astronomy. He has banished from the speculations of the psychologist and the theologian all concern about the stars,
all interest in corpus coeleste and primum mobile. He and his successors have wiped out for ever star-worship and astrology;
and astronomy thus remaining on their hands, they have assorted it among the sciences to which it is nearest akin, namely,
dynamics and chemistry, to trouble the metaphysician no more. — Of old, men worshipped the stars, as the Hebrew prophets
reproached the people with adoring all the host of heaven (4 Kings xxi, 3, 5: Ezech. viii, 16: Jer xix, 13: Amosv, 26: Actsvii,
42). When they had ceased to worship, men still believed in the stars, and star-carrying crystal spheres, affecting the origin and
development of planets and animals on earth, and even human thoughts and elections. From these fancies Plato isfairly free: he
speaks with scant respect for the starsin Rep. vii, 529. Nor do they go for much in the genuine writings of Aristotle. It wasthe
Oriental genius of the Neo-Platonists, and after them the Arabians, that brought in the heavenly bodies to the perturbation of
mental philosophy. Albertus Magnus and St Thomas followed this lead. | may refer to the original Latin of the Contra Gentiles,
B. 111, Chapp. XXII, XX, LXXXI-LXXXVIII, CIV, CV. St Thomas speaks of the ‘heavenly bodies' meaning thereby, not
the stars, but the star-bearing crystal spheres. The corpus coeleste, ‘the heavenly body’ par excellence with him, isthe tenth and
outermost crystalline sphere, which by its diurnal motion from east to west controls the motion of all inferior material things,
and is called the primum mobile. St Thomas argues that this outermost sphere itself is moved by someintelligence, either by a
soul animating it, or by an angel, or immediately by God. Through this primum mobile, St Thomas thinks, God governs the
universe and fixes the qualities of the whole material universe. So the St Thomas of the thirteenth century, but no Aquinas
Moder nus. We must not build our theology on a mistaken astronomy. On the whole we may do well, following Newman’slead,
to seek God certainly in the starry heavens, which are ever telling his glory (Ps. xviii), but to seek Him still more in the hearts
and consciences of men, in the realm of mind rather than in the realm of matter. This, according to St Thomas, is the mode of
natural cognition by which the angels know God, “through study of their own substances’ (Chap. XLIX). And our soul isa
spiritual substance also.

547 To be able to act isthe ‘first perfection’: actually to bein action is the ' second.’
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be the most perfect instance of the activity of understanding. To know God then by understanding
isthe final end of every subsistent intelligence.

But onemay say: ‘It istruethat thelast end of a subsistent intelligence consistsin understanding
the best intelligible object, still the best intelligible object, absolutely speaking, isnot the best object
for thisor that subsistent intelligence; but the higher any subsistent intelligenceis, the higher isits
best intelligible object; and therefore the highest subsistent intelligence created has for its best
intelligible object that which is best absolutely; hence its happiness will be in understanding God;
but the happiness of alower subsistent intelligence will be to understand some lower intelligible
object, which is at the same time the highest of the objects that can be understood by it. And
particularly it seemsto be the lot of the human understanding, on account of its weakness, not to
understand the absolutely best intelligible object: for in respect of the knowledge of that truth of
which there is most to be known the human intellect is as the bat’ s eye to the sun.

Neverthelessit may be manifestly shown that the end of every subsistent intelligence, even the
lowest, isto understand God. For (&) the final end of all beings, to which they tend, is God (Chap.
XVI1I. But the human understanding, however it be lowest in the order of subsistent intelligences,
is nevertheless superior to all beings devoid of understanding. Since then the nobler substance has
not the ignobler end, God Himself will be the end also of the human understanding. But every
intelligent being gains its last end by understanding it. Therefore it is by understanding that the
human intellect attains God as its end.

(c). Everything most of all desiresitsown last end. But the human mind ismoved to moredesire
and love and delight over the knowledge of divine things, little as it can discern about them, than
over the perfect knowledge that it has of the lowest things.>#

(e). All sciences and arts and practical faculties are attractive only for the sake of something
else: for in them the end is not knowledge but production of awork. But speculative sciences are
attractive for their own sake, for their end is sheer knowledge. Nor is there found any action in
human life, with the exception of speculative study, which isnot directed to some other and further
end. Even actions done in sport, which seem to be done in view of no end, have a due end, which
is refreshment of mind, to enable us thereby to return stronger to serious occupations. otherwise
we should play always, if play was sought for its own sake, which would be unbefitting.>° Therefore
the practical arts are ordained to the speculative, and all human activity hasintellectual speculation
for its end. In all due ordination of sciences and arts, the character of fina end attaches to that
science or art which issues precepts as master-builder to therest: thusthe art of navigation, to which
bel ongs the management of a ship, lays down preceptsfor ship-building. In thisrelation Metaphysics

203

548 St Thomas speaks of the good man, who is the normal man, as the zoologist describes the healthy and normal animal of each
species. Moreover, religious questions have been and are of predominant interest to civilised mankind.

549 Why ‘play always' rather than study always? Our bodily constitution unfits usto do either one or the other. But what St Thomas
means isthat, if play were an end in itself, we should play all we can, which sundry men do, — and boys, if you let them. The
passage is suggested by Aristotle, Eth. Nic. X, vi, 6. St Thomas does not observe the delight of the artist in the work of his
hands, nor consider how few scholars study for study’s sake, nor generally how much of pure speculative interest is blended
with practice, and how much thinking isdone for material gains. As Aristotle might have said, to 8¢ kai Bewpobvteg dnpwupyoduev
Kal Tpo¢ Afupata Oswpoley..
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(philosophia prima) stand to al speculative sciences. On metaphysics they all depend, and from
that science they receive their principles and directions how to proceed against deniers of
principles.>® This first philosophy is wholly directed to the final end of the knowledge of God:
hence it is caled a divine science. The knowledge of God therefore is the final end of al human
study and activity.

(f. In al series of agents and causes of change the end of the prime agent and mover must be
the ultimate end of all, as the end of a general is the end of all the soldiers who serve under him.
But among all the component parts of man we find the intellect to be the superior moving power:
for the intellect moves the appetite, putting its object beforeit; and the intellectual appetite, or will,
moves the sensible appetites, the irascible and concupiscible: hence we do not obey concupiscence
except under the command of the will %! The sensitive appetite, crowned by the consent of the will,
proceeds to move the body. The end therefore of the intellect is the end of all human actions. But
the end and good of the intellect is truth; and consequently its last end is the first truth. The last
end then of the whole man and of all his activities and desires is to know the first truth, which is
God.

(9). Thereisanatural desirein all men of knowing the causes of the things that they see. It was
through wonder at seeing things, the causes of which were unseen, that men first began to
philosophise. Nor does enquiry cease until we arrive at the first cause: then we consider our
knowledge perfect, when we know the first cause. Man then naturally desires so to know the first
cause as his last end.>? But the first cause is God; and the last end of man and of every subsistent

AN intelligence, iscalled blessedness or happiness. To know God then isthe blessedness and happiness
204 of every subsistent intelligence.>

Henceitissaid: Thisiseternal life, that they know thee, the only true God (John xvii, 3).

CHAPTER XXVI—That Happiness does not consist in any Act of the Wil

SINCE a subsistent intelligence in its activity arrives at God, not by understanding alone, but
also by an act of the will desiring and loving Him and taking delight in Him, some one may think
that the last end and final felicity of man is not in knowing God, but rather in loving Him, or

550 Thereisa Scholastic maxim, contra negantem principia fustibus est argumentandum;but that can scarcely have beenthe* direction’
which St Thomas had in mind. Philosophia prima here means metaphysics and psychology, culminating in natural theology.
Thereis no better specimen of it than these first three books Contra Gentiles. Accordingly it is defined in book I, chap. | as
wisdom.

551 Cf. Romans V1, 12. We do not obey to the doing of a‘human act,’” an act, that is, of which we are masters and for which we are
responsible: it is of ‘human acts’ alone that St Thomas speaks here

552 But how if thefirst cause be unknowable? Says Aristatle, Eth. Nic. 111, iv, 7: “Wish extendsto impossibilities, such asimmortdlity.”
St Thomas would reply that nature never fixes desire on an object that is absolutely and under every respect unattainable.

553 God isthe objective last end (finis qui); and happiness, which is the contemplation of God, is the subjective last end (finis quo).

554 |n this conclusion St Thomas stands by Aristotle, and is contradicted by Scotusand all hisschoal. It hasever beenthetranslator’s
intimate conviction that St Thomas and Aristotle are right, and the Scotists wrong, and all compromise or blending of these two
opposite opinions impossible. Be this said to stimulate inquiry. A reader ought to be told when he is brought face to face with
agreat issue.
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exercising some other act of thewill upon Him; especially seeing that the object of thewill isgood,
which bears the character of an end, whereas truth, which is the object of the intellect, does not
bear the character of an end except in so far asit (ipsum) too is good. Hence it seems that man does
not attain hislast end by an act of intellect, but rather by an act of will. But this position is manifestly
proved to be untenable.

1. Happiness, being the peculiar good of an intelligent nature, must attach to the intelligent
nature on the side of something that ispeculiar to it. But appetiteis not peculiar to intelligent nature,
but isfound in al things, though diversely in diverse beings: which diversity however arises from
the different ways in which they stand to consciousness. Things wholly devoid of consciousness
have only natural appetite, or physical tendency. Things that have sensitive consciousness have
sensible appetite, under which the irascible and concupiscible are included. Things that have
intellectual consciousness have an appetite proportionate to that consciousness, namely, the will.
The will therefore, as being an appetite, is not a peculiar appurtenance of an intelligent nature,
except so far asit isdependent on theintelligence: but intelligenceinitsalf ispeculiar to anintelligent
nature. Happiness therefore consists in an act of the intellect substantially and principally rather
than in an act of the will.

2. In al powers that are moved by their objects the objects are naturally prior to the acts of
those powers. But such apower isthewill, for the desirable object moves desire. The object therefore
of thewill isnaturally prior to the act. The prime object of will then precedes every act of will. No
act of will therefore can be the prime object of volition. But the prime object of will isthe last end,
which is happiness. Happiness therefore cannot possibly beitself an act of will.

3. In all powersthat can reflect on their own acts, the act of that power must first fix on some
object, and then fix on its own act. For if the intellect understands that it understands, we must
suppose that it first understands some thing, and afterwards understands its own understanding of
that thing: for the act of understanding, which the intellect understands, means the understanding
of some object. Hence we must either proceed to infinity; or, coming to some first object of
understanding, this object, we must say, will not be asheer act of understanding, but someintelligible
thing. Similarly thefirst object of will cannot be any sheer act of willing, but some other good. But

N\ thefirst object of will to an intelligent nature is happiness: for it is for the sake of happiness that
205 we will whatever we do will. Happiness therefore cannot possibly consist essentially in any act of
will.

4. Everything has the truth of its nature by having the constituents of its substance: for a real
man differsfrom apainted one by the constituents of the substance of man. But true happiness does
not differ from false happiness in respect of the act of will: for the will is in the same attitude of
desire, or love, or delight, whatever the object proposed to it for its sovereign good, true or false:
but whether the object so proposed be the true sovereign good or a counterfeit, that difference is
decided by intellect. Happiness therefore consists essentially in intellect rather than in any act of
will.

5. If any act of will were happinessitself, that act would be either desire or love or delight. Now
itisimpossiblefor desireto bethelast end: for desire obtainsinasmuch asthewill tendsto something
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which it has not yet got: but such straining after the absent is inconsistent with the idea of an
achieved last end. Love again cannot be the last end: for good isloved not only in its presence but
also inits absence: for it isfrom love that good not possessed is sought for by desire. And though
the love of good already attained is more perfect, that access of perfection is to be ascribed to the
attainment and established possession of the good loved. The attainment of good then, whichisthe
end, is a different thing from the love of good, which love is imperfect before attainment, and
perfect after attainment. In like manner neither is delight the last end: for the very possession of
good is the cause of delight, while we either feel the good now possessed, or remember the good
possessed before, or hope for the good to be possessed in future: delight therefore is not the last
end. No act of will therefore can be the substance of happiness.

6. If delight were the last end, it would be desirable of itself. But that is false: for it makes a
differencewhat delight isdesired, considering the object from which delight ensues: for the delight
which follows upon good and desirable activities is good and desirable: but that which follows
upon evil activitiesis evil and to be shunned. Delight therefore has its goodness and desirability
from something beyond itself. Thereforeit is not itself the final end, happiness.

7. Theright order of things coincides with the order of nature, for natural things are ordained
to their end without mistakes. But in natural things delight is for activity, and not the other way
about: for we seethat nature has attached delight to those activities of animalswhich are manifestly
ordained to necessary ends, as in the use of food, which is ordained to the preservation of the
individual, and in the intercourse of the sexes, which isordained to the preservation of the species:
for if delight were not in attendance, animals would abstain from the aforesaid necessary acts. It is
impossible therefore for delight to be the final end.

8. Delight seems to be nothing else than a rest of the will in some befitting good, as desire is
an inclination of the will to the gaining of some good. Now it is ridiculous to say that the end of
movement is not the coming to be in one’s proper place, but the satisfaction of the inclination
whereby onetended to go there. If the principle aim of nature were the satisfaction of theinclination,
it would never give the inclination. It gives the inclination, that thereby one may tend to one's
proper place: when that end is gained, there follows the satisfaction of the inclination: thus the

N\ satisfaction of the inclination is not the end, but a concomitant of the end.

2 9. If any exterior thing isto be any one's end, we must assign thetitle of last end to that activity

whereby the thing is first gained: thus to people who make money their end, the getting of the
money is the end, not the love or desire of it. But the last end of a subsistent intelligence is God.
That activity then in man makes the substance of his happiness, whereby he first attains to God.
But that is the activity of understanding: for we cannot will what we do not understand. The final
happiness of man then substantially consistsin knowing God by the understanding, and not in any
act of the will.

From what has been said we may solve the objectionsto the contrary. The fact of the sovereign
good being the object of the will does not necessitate sovereign good being substantially the act of
the will itself, as was the tenor of the argument first proposed: nay, from the fact of its being the
first object, it followsthat it is not the act.
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Arg. 2. Thelast perfection of activity isdelight, which perfects activity as beauty does youth.5%
If then any perfect activity isthe last end, it seems that the last end is rather in the activity of the
will than of the intellect.

Reply. There are two ways of being a perfection to athing. In one way there is a perfection to
athing already complete in its species. in another way there is a perfection going to make up the
species. Thus the perfection of ahouse, considered as complete in its species, isthat use for which
the houseisintended, namely, being inhabited: hence this should be put in the definition of ahouse,
if the definition is to be adequate. A perfection going to make up the species of a house may be
one of the constituents and substantial principles of the species. or it may be something that goes
to the preservation of the species, as the buttresses made to prop the house up: lastly, under this
head we must count whatever makes the house more comely for use, asits beauty. That therefore
which is the perfection of a thing, considered as already complete in its species, is the end of a
thing, as being inhabited isthe end of ahouse. And in like manner the proper activity of each thing,
which is a sort of use of it, is the end of the thing. But the perfections which go to make up the
species are not the end of the thing: rather the thing is their end. Thus matter and form are for the
species. In like manner the perfections that preserve athing in its species, as health and nutrition,
though they perfect the animal, are not the end of its existence, but rather the other way about.
Those perfections also whereby athing isfitted to discharge the proper activities of its species and
gain its due end more becomingly, are not the end of the thing, but rather the other way about, e.g.,
aman’ s beauty and bodily strength, and other accomplishments, of which the philosopher saysthat
they minister to happiness instrumentally.5* Now when we say that delight is the perfection of
activity, we do not mean that activity specifically considered is directed to the purpose of delight,
—thefact s, itisordained to other ends, as eating is ordained to the preservation of theindividual,
— we mean that delight ranks among the perfections which go to make up the species of athing:

N\ for through the delight that we take in any action we apply ourselves to it more attentively and
207 becomingly.

Arg. 3. Delight seems to be so desired for its own sake as never to be desired for the sake of
anything else: for it isfoolish to ask of any one why [he] wishes to be delighted.®” But thisis the
condition of the last end, to be desired for its own sake. Therefore the last end is rather in an act of
the will than of the understanding, so it seems.

Reply. Delight, though it is not the last end, is still aconcomitant of the last end, since from the
attainment of the last end delight supervenes.

555 The referenceis to the celebrated Eth. Nic. X, iv, 8: “Pleasure makes activity perfect, not as a habit of skill perfects the skilful
act, but as a sort of efflorescence marking completeness, as bloom perfects maturity,” or as we might say, like the bloom on ripe
grapes or peaches. So Professor Stewart (Notes on Nicomachean Ethics, ii, 418) speaks of “the law of our nature, that function
is primary and pleasure only attendant,” — which is the real refutation of this objection and of hedonism in al its forms.

5% “|t isimpossible, or not easy to do nobly without supplies: for many things require to be done through instruments” (Eth. Nic.
I, ix, 15).

557 So Aristole, Eth. Nic. X, ii, 2.
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Arg. 4. Inthe desire of the last end there is the greatest agreement amongst al men, because it
is natural. But more seek delight than knowledge. Therefore it seems that delight is the end rather
than knowledge.

Reply. There are not more seekers of the delight that thereisin knowing than there are seekers
of knowledge: but there are more seekers after sensible delightsthan there are seekers of intellectual
knowledge and the delight thence ensuing; and the reason is because external things are more known
to the majority of men, as human knowledge starts from objects of sense.

Arg. 5. The will seems to be a higher power than the understanding: for the will moves the
understanding to itsend: for when thereisthewill soto do, then it isthat the understanding actually
considers the knowledge which it habitually possesses. The action therefore of the will seems to
be nobler than the action of the understanding; and therefore the final end of happiness seemsin
the act of will rather than in the act of understanding.

Reply. It is manifestly false to say that the will is higher than the understanding as moving it;
for primarily and ordinarily the understanding moves the will. The will, as such, is moved by its
object, which is the good apprehended: but the will moves the understanding, we may say,
incidentally, inasmuch as the act of understanding itself is apprehended as good and so is desired
by the will. Hence it follows that the understanding actually understands, and in this has the start
of thewill; for never would the will desireto understand, unlessfirst the understanding apprehended
the act of understanding itself asgood. And again the will movesthe understanding to actual activity
in the way in which an efficient causeis said to move: but the understanding moves the will in the
way in which a final cause moves, for good understood is the end of the will. Now the efficient
cause is posterior in motion to the final cause, for the efficient cause moves only for the sake of
the final cause. Hence it appears that, absolutely speaking, the understanding is higher than the
will, but the will is higher than the understanding accidentally and in aqualified sense.

CHAPTER XXVI1—That the Happiness of Man does not consist in Bodily
Pleasures

ACCORDING to the order of nature, pleasureisfor the sake of activity, and not the other way
about. If therefore certain activitiesare not thefinal end, the pleasures ensuing upon these activities
areneither thefinal end nor accessories of thefinal end. But certainly the activities on which bodily
pleasures follow are not the final end: for they are directed to other obvious ends, the preservation
of the body and the begetting of offspring. Therefore the aforesaid pleasures are not the final end,
nor accessories of the final end, and happinessis not to be placed in them.

208
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3. Happinessisagood proper to man: dumb animals cannot be called happy except by an abuse
of language.>® But bodily pleasures are common to man and brute: happiness therefore cannot
consist in them.s®

4. The final end of athing is noblest and best of all that appertains to the thing.5® But bodily
delights do not appertain to a man in respect of what is noblest in him.

5. The highest perfection of man cannot consist in his being conjoined with things lower than
himself, but in his conjunction with something above him.

7. Inall thingsthat are said to be ‘ ordinarily’ (per se), ‘more’ followsupon ‘more,” if ‘ absolutely’
goes with ‘absolutely.’ If then bodily pleasures were good in themselves,’! to take them to the
utmost would be the best way of taking them. But thisis manifestly false: for excessive use of such
things is accounted avice, injures the body, and bars further enjoyments of the same sort.5?

8. If human happiness consisted in bodily pleasures, it would be a more praiseworthy act of
virtue to take such pleasures than to abstain from them.> But this is manifestly false, for it is the
special praise of the act of temperance to abstain from such pleasures.>

9. Thelast end of everything is God (Chap. XVIIl). That then must be laid down to be the last
end of man, whereby he most closely approaches to God. But bodily pleasures injure a man from
any close approach to God: for God is approached by contemplation, and the aforesaid pleasures
are a hindrance to contemplation.

Hereby is excluded the error of the Epicureans, who placed the happiness of man in these
pleasures: in whose person Solomon says. This seemed to me good, that man should eat and drink

558 “With reason we refuse to pronounce either ox or horse or any other animal happy: for none of them is able to take part in such
activity as makes happiness’ (Eth. Nic. I, ix, 9).

559 |t isto be considered however that bodily pleasures in man commonly are not merely bodily, they are coloured by imagination,
art, sentiment, poetry.

560 e.g., the final end of oxen, to be eaten by man. Oxen however do not exist for themselves. Sic vos non vobisfertisaratra, boves.
In man at least hisfinal end ought to be the realisation of his noblest attribute.

561 That isto say, if they were good ‘ absolutely,’ irrespectively of limiting conditions. If pleasure were ‘ absolutely’ and ‘ordinarily’
one thing with goodness, the more pleasure one got, the better would he be for it; and the most pleasant pleasure would be the
best pleasure. Pressed by this argument, some utilitarians, e.g., J. S. Mill, have admitted a difference of kind, or quality, in
pleasures, a concession fatal to hedonism, and thereby ultimately to utilitarianism.

562 So does excessive contemplation and study injure the body, but not so fearfully: it does not make such awreck of the whole
man. But, it must be owned, in this world contemplation is not absolutely the end of man.

563 The rule of the golden mean does not apply to thelast end. “Every art seeks the end to infinity, wishing to secureit to the utmost;
but the means not to infinity, for the end in view limits al arts’ (Aristotle, Palitics, 1, x, 13).

564 |n Ethicsand Natural Law, p. 91, it is shown why the whole business of temperanceisto restrain. Thereis however an Epicurean
temperance, which, taking pleasure to be happiness and the last end of man, at the same time recognises it to be attainable only
under limitations, and so economises what it takes to to be the good wine of life, that it may not run out too fast. Temperanceis
quite intelligible even in the enjoyment of the last end, on the assumption that the last end is attainable only in small amounts,
and may be exhausted by greediness. This view allows that the last end isin itself and in the abstract desirable eig dnetpov, but
only inthe abstract; there being limitstoits practical attainability. It isapoint not to be taken for granted, that happiness, adequate
to desire, is attainable at all. The attainability of perfect happinessis a theorem requiring proof; and proof of it isimpossible, if
the life of the world to come is not to enter into the discussion. See Chap. XLVI11: aso Ethics and Natural Law, pp. 13-20.
Waiving that discussion, however, the previous arguments, nn. 1, 3, 4, 5, avail to show that bodily pleasures are not the chief
ingredient of the limited happiness possible to man on earth.
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and make merry on the fruit of histoil (Eccles. V, 17). Everywhere let us |eave behind us signs of

mirth, for thisisour portion and thisour lot (Wisd. ii, 9). Also the error of thefollowers of Cerinthus

is excluded, who spread the fable of athousand years of the pleasures of the belly asan element in

the kingdom of Christ after the resurrection, hence they are called Chiliasts, or Millennarians. Also
N thefables of the Saracens, who place the rewards of the just in the aforesaid pleasures.

209

CHAPTER XXVII1, XX X—That Happiness does not consist in Honours nor
in Human Glory

THE last end and happiness of man is his most perfect activity (Chap. XXV1). But the honour
paid to a man does not consist in any act of his own, but in the act of another towards him.5

2. That is not the last end, which is good and desirable on account of something else. But such
is honour: for aman is not rightly honoured except for some other good thing existing in him.

4. Even bad men may be honoured. It is better then to become worthy of honour than to be
honoured. Therefore honour is not the highest good of man.

Hence it appears that neither does man’s chief good consist in glory, or celebrity of fame. For
glory, according to Cicero, is “a frequent mention of a man with praise”; or according to St
Augustine, “brilliant notoriety with praise”’ (clara notitia cumlaude). So then men wish for notoriety,
attended with praise and a certain brilliance, that they may be honoured by those to whom they
become known. Glory then is sought for the sake of honour. If then honour is not the highest good,
much lessisglory.

CHAPTER XXX—That Man’'s Happiness does not consist in Riches

RICHES are not desired except for the sake of something else: for of themselves they do no
good, but only as we use them. But the highest good is desired for its own sake, and not for the
sake of something else.

2. The possession or preservation of those things cannot be the highest good, which benefit
man most in being parted with. But such is the use of riches, to spend.

565 |t may be pleaded that happiness consists, not in the payment, but in the reception of honours, such reception involving an act
of theindividual’s own consciousness. This would come near to the doctrine that happiness consists in self-satisfaction, a Stoic
position.
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3. Theact of liberality and munificence, the virtuesthat deal with money, ismore praiseworthy,
in that money is parted with, than that money is got. Man’ s happiness therefore does not consist in
the possession of riches.>®

4. That in the gaining of which man’s chief good lies must be some thing better than man. But
man is better than his riches, which are things ordained to his use.

5. The highest good of man is not subject to fortune: for fortuitous events happen without effort
of reason, whereas man must gain his proper end by reason. But fortune has great place in the
gaining of riches.%’

210

CHAPTER XXXI—That Happiness does not consist in Worldly Power

A MAN is called good inasmuch as he attains to the sovereign good. But inasmuch as he has
power heis not called either good or evil: for he is not good who can do good things, nor isaman
evil of being ableto do evil things. Therefore the highest good does not consist in being powerful .5

3. All power is over another (ad alterum). But the highest good is not over another.

CHAPTER XXXII—That Happiness does not consist in the Goods of the Body

THE soul is better than the body. Therefore the good of the soul, as understanding and the like,
is better than the good of the body. The good of the body therefore is not the highest good of man.

3. These goods are common to man and other animals; but happinessisthe proper good of man
alone.

4. For goods of the body, many animals are better off than man: some are swifter, some are
stronger, and so of the rest. If in these things the highest good consisted, man would not be the
most excellent of animals.

CHAPTER XXXIV—That the Final Happiness Man does not consist in Acts of
the Moral Virtues

HUMAN happiness, if it is final, is not referable to any further end. But al moral acts are
referable to something further: thus acts of fortitude in war are directed to securing victory and

566 But perhaps in the spending of them, which presupposes possession. Not in the spending of them for the mere sake of spending,
which is called ‘throwing money away.” And if they are spent for a purpose, in that purpose rather than in the spending must
happiness lie.

567 Especially in persons ‘born to fortune.’

568 And therefore not in riches, for to a thinking mind the chief good of richesis the power that they give.
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peace: acts of justice to the preservation of peace amongst men by every one remaining in quiet
possession of his own.

2. Mora virtues aim at the observance of the golden mean in passions and in the disposal of
external things. But the moderation of the passions or of external things cannot possibly bethefinal
end of human life, since these very passions and external things are referable to something else.

3. Man is man by the possession of reason; and therefore happiness, his proper good, must
regard what is proper to reason. But that is more proper to reason which reason has in itself than
what it doesin another. Since then the good of moral virtue is something which reason establishes
in things other than itself, moral virtue cannot be the best thing in man, which is happiness.>®

211

CHAPTER XXXVII—That the Final Happiness of Man consistsin the
Contemplation of God

| F then the final happiness of man does not consist in those exterior advantageswhich are called
goods of fortune, nor in goods of the body, nor in goods of the soul in its sentient part, nor in the
intellectual part in respect of the moral virtues, nor in the virtues of the practical intellect, called
art and prudence, it remains that the final happiness of man consists in the contemplation of truth.
This act alone in man is proper to him, and isin no way shared by any other being in this world.
This is sought for its own sake, and is directed to no other end beyond itself. By this act man is
united in likeness with pure spirits, and even comes to know them in a certain way. For this act
also man ismore self-sufficient, having less need of external things.>” Likewiseto thisact all other
human activities seem to be directed as to their end. For to the perfection of contemplation there
is requisite health of body;* and all artificial necessaries of life are means to health. Another
requisiteisrest from the disturbing forces of passion: that is attained by means of the moral virtues
and prudence. Likewise rest from exterior troubles, which is the whole aim of civil life and
government. Thus, if we look at things rightly, we may see that all human occupations seem to be
ministerial to the service of the contemplators of truth.5”

569
See Ethics and Natural Law, p. 8, n. 4; and p. 76, n. 4. When Milton says in the Comus

Virtue aone is happiness bel ow,

he cannot reasonably mean that moral virtueisformally and precisely happiness, but only that it isindispensable to happiness,
and presupposed, as the base of atower is presupposed to the spire. Mora virtue is more indispensable, but happinessis better.
But the privation of happinessisalessevil than the privation of moral virtue. So it isless evil to have the spire blown down than
to have the tower on which it rests blown up, athough the spire is higher and nobler than the substructure.

The doctrine of this chapter isin Aristotle, Nic. Eth. X, viii.
570 Through al this reasoning we readily discern the famous chapter of Aristotle, Nic. Eth. X, vii.

571 Compare Plato’ s saying, that athletics have their place in education chiefly for the sake of the soul (Rep. 111, 410 C).
572

I have pointed out this subordination of practice to theory in Practical and Moral Essays, pp. 154, 155, cf. article 10, pp.
11-13.
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Now it isimpossible for human happinessto consist in that contemplation which isby intuition
of first principles, — avery imperfect study of things, asbeing the most general, and not amounting
to more than a potential knowledge: it isin fact not the end but the beginning of human study: itis
supplied to us by nature, and not by any close investigation of truth. Nor can happiness consist in
the sciences, the object-matter of which is the meanest things, whereas happiness should be an
activity of intellect dealing with the noblest objects of intelligence. Therefore the conclusion remains
that the final happiness of man consists in contemplation guided by wisdom to the study of the
things of God. Thus we have reached by way of induction the same conclusion that was formerly
established by deductive reasoning,> that the final happiness of man does not consist in anything
short of the contemplation of God.

212

CHAPTER XXXVII1—That Human Happiness does not consist in such
Knowledge of God as is common to the majority of Mankind

THERE is a certain general and vague knowledge of God in the minds of practically, all men,
whether it be by the fact of God' s existence being a self-evident truth, as some think (B. I, Chap.
X); or, as seems more likely, because natural reasoning leads a man promptly to some sort of
knowledge of God: for men seeing that natural thingsfollow a certain course and order, and further
considering that order cannot be without an ordainer, they perceive generally that there is some
ordainer of the things which we see. But who or what manner of being the ordainer of natureis,
and whether He be one or many, cannot be gathered off-hand from this slight study. Thus, seeing
aman move and do other acts, we perceive that there isin him a cause of these activities, which is
not in other things; and this cause we call the soul; and still we do not yet know what the soul is,
whether it isanything corporeal or not, or how it performsthe aforesaid acts. Now such knowledge
asthis cannot possibly suffice for happiness.

1. For happiness must be an activity without defect. But this knowledge is susceptible of
admixture of many errors: thus some have believed that the ordainer of mundane eventsis no other
than the heavenly bodies: hence they have affirmed the heavenly bodies to be gods. Others have

St Thomas proceeds to instance three kinds of contemplation. (A) Intuition of first principles. Thisis enjoyed by every
man, educated and uneducated, who has the ordinary use of reason. Needless to say, it is not happiness, or all men would be
happy. (B) Scientific Knowledge, the property of the educated. But the objects of science are creatures; and man requires for his
happiness to contempl ate something higher and nobler. (C) Wisdom, which isdefined (in B. I, Ch. I: “The knowledge of things
by their highest causes.” In thiswisdom, taken for the contemplation of God, the beginning and last end of all, human happiness
will be found to consist.

(A) is further suggestive of Chap. XXXVIII, in which it is shown that the plain man’s rational knowledge of God is not
happiness: while (B) and (C) together suggest Chap. XXXIX, which shows that the philosopher’s knowledge of God is not
happinesseither. Chapter XL provesthe same of the Christian’ s knowledge of God by faith. Chapter XLV 1 showsthat we enjoy
no vision of God on earth. Chapter XLVI1I1, that happiness is not on earth. Finally, Chap. L argues that nothing short of the
immediate vision of God makes the happiness of angels and of human soulsin heaven.

573 The ‘deductive reasoning’ (rationibus probatum) seems to be the arguments alleged in Chap. XXV. What St Thomas here calls
‘induction’ isthe noted inductio per enumerationem simplicem. He has enumerated all other alternatives and shown that this
alone remains tenable. We might call it the ‘ method of residues.’
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said the same of the elements, thinking that their natural movements and activities come not from
any controlling power outside them, but that they control other things. Others, believing that human
acts are not subject to any other than human control, have called those men who control other men
gods. Such knowledge of God is not sufficient for happiness.

3. No one is blameworthy for not possessing happiness: nay, men who have it not, and go on
tending to it, are praised. But lack of the aforesaid knowledge of God renders a man particularly
blameworthy. It isagreat indication of dulness of perception in aman, when he perceives not such
manifest signs of God; just as any one would be counted lacking in perception, who, seeing aman,
did not understand that he had a soul. Hence it is said in the Psalms (xiii and lii): The fool said in
his heart: Thereisno God.

4. Knowledge of a thing in general, not descending into any details, is a very imperfect
knowledge, aswould be the knowledge of man merely as something that moves. By such knowledge
athing isknown potentially only, for details are potentially contained in generalities. But happiness,
being a perfect activity and the supreme good of man, must turn upon what is actual and not merely
potential.

CHAPTER XXXIX—That Happiness does not consist in the Knowledge of God
which is to be had by Demonstration

AGAIN thereis another knowledge of God, higher than the last mentioned: this knowledge is
acquired by demonstration, by means of which we come nearer to a proper knowledge of Him,
since demonstration removes from Him many attributes, by removal of which the mind discerns
God standing apart from other beings. Thus demonstration shows God to be unchangeable, eternal,
incorporeal, absolutely simple, one. A proper knowledge of an object is arrived at, not only by
affirmations, but also by negations. Thusasit isproper to manto bearational animal, soit is proper

N\ to him aso not to be inanimate or irrational. But between these two modes of proper knowledge

213 there is this difference, that when a proper knowledge of athing is got by affirmations, we know

both what the thing is and how it is distinct from others. but when a proper knowledge of athing

is got by negations, we know that the thing is distinct from other things, but what it is remains

unknown. Such is the proper knowledge of God that we have by demonstrations.> But that is not
sufficient for the final happiness of man.

1. Theindividuals of aspeciesarrive at the end and perfection of that speciesfor the most part;
and natural developments have place always or for the most part, though they fail in aminority of
instances through something coming in to mar them. But happinessisthe end and perfection of the
human species, since al men naturally desire it. Happiness then is a common good, possible to
accrue to all men, except in cases where an obstacle arises to deprive some of it. But few they are
who arrive at this knowledge of God by way of demonstration, on account of the difficulties

574 See B. |, Chap. X1V, note.
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mentioned above (B. |, Chap. IV). Such scientific knowledge then is not the essence of human
happiness.

3. Happiness excludes all misery. But deception and error isagreat part of misery. Now in the
knowledge of God by demonstration manifold error may be mingled, asis clear in the case of many
who have found out some truths about God in that way, and further following their own ideas, in
the failure of demonstration, have fallen into many sorts of error. And if any have found truth in
the things of God so perfectly by the way of demonstration asthat no error has entered their minds,
such men certainly have been very few: a rarity of attainment which does not befit happiness,
happiness being the common end of all.5

4. Happiness consists in perfect activity. Now for the perfection of the activity of knowledge
certainty isrequired: but the aforesaid knowledge has much of uncertainty.

CHAPTER XL—That Happiness does not consist in the Knowledge of God by
Faith

HAPPINESS isthe perfect activity of the human intellect (Chap. XXV1). But in the knowledge
that is of faith, though there is high perfection on the part of the object so apprehended, there is
great imperfection on the side of intellect, for intellect does not understand that to which it assents
in believing.

2. Final happiness does not consist principally in any act of will (Chap. XXVI). But in the
knowledge of faith the will has a leading part: for the understanding assents by faith to the things
proposed to it, because it wills to do so, without being necessarily drawn by the direct evidence of
truth.

3. He who believes, yields assent to things proposed to him by another, which himself he does
not see: hence the knowledge of faith ismore like hearing than seeing. Since then happiness consists
in the highest knowledge of God, it cannot consist in the knowledge of faith.

4. Happiness being the last end, all natural desire is thereby appeased. But the knowledge of
faith, far from appeasing desire, rather excites it, since every one desires to see that which he
believes.

214

CHAPTERS XL|-XLV>%

575 Patet eos fuisse paucissimos, quod non congruit felicitati, qui est communisfinis. These words have a bearing on another question,

the number of the elect.
576

“A separately subsistent intelligence,” writes St Thomas (Chap. XL1), “by knowing its own essence, knows both what is
aboveit and what is below it, particularly if what is above it is also its cause, since the likeness of the cause must be found in
the effect. Hence, since God is the cause of all created subsistent intelligences, they, by knowing their own essences, know by
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some sort of vision (per modum visionis cujusdam) even God Himself: for athing is known by intellect in a manner of vision,
when itslikeness existsin intellect: whatever intellect then apprehends a separately subsistent intelligence, and knows the same
initsessential nature, sees God in a higher way than is possible by any of the modes of cognition already mentioned.” Know an
angel, then, or pure spirit, in his essence, and you will thereby have a higher knowledge of God than any that you could attain
by any other speculation of science or philosophy. Consequently, if the knowledge of God be happiness, happiness, it seems,
will best open to us men, if we can find some method of reading the innermost natures of angels. Alexander of Aphrodisias (fl
A.D. 200), Avempace (Ibn-Badja, d. 1138), and Averroes (Ibn-Roschd, d. 1198), each was quoted in St Thomas's day as the
author of amethod enabling men to do this, methods which St Thomas elaborately confutesin these chapters. Avempace’ s plan
was to study the speculative sciences, and thence forming abstract generalisations, one higher than the other, — or perhaps he
meant (what is by no meansthe samething) onefuller of *content’ than the other, — to ascend to the cognition of pureintelligence.
St Thomas describes the process in scholastic terms, thus; “to extract the quiddity of everything which is not its own quiddity;
and if that quiddity has a quiddity, again to abstract the quiddity of that quiddity, till we come to a stand somewhere, arriving
by the method of analysis at the knowledge of the quiddity of abeing, subsisting apart, which has not another quiddity” (Chap.
XLI): which words perhaps need some explanation. “The quiddity of a thing which is not its own quiddity” means then an
essence, or essential quality, which is shared by many subjects, and is not all embodied in one subject, constituting that subject
entirely. Thus prudence isin Cato, and in many others besides. Cato is not all prudence: he is not the embodiment of sheer
prudence and nothing else. Prudence then in Cato is a quiddity which is not its own quiddity. St Thomas well observes that
Avempace' s method is Platonic | dealism revived. He adds that, starting as our abstractions must, from sensible objects, we can
never attain to aview of the essential nature of apure spirit. “1f by understanding of the natures and quiddities of sensible things,
we arrive at an understanding of separately subsistent intelligences, that understanding of such intelligences must be reached
through some one of the speculative sciences. But we do not see how thisisto be done: for there is no speculative science which
teaches concerning any one of the separately subsistent intelligences what it is in essence, but only the fact of its existence”
(Chap. XLI1). — Averroes, as might have been expected, proceeds upon his favourite notion of the continuatio, or conjunction
of theindividual mind with the one vast intelligence, active and potential, that iswithout (B. 11, Chap. LX). St Thomas' s summary
of the Commentator’s views ends thus — (it is a very free paraphrase of Averroes' s words as they appear in the Latin of the
Veniceedition of 1574, pp. 186, 187): “This perfect progress towards conjunction with the supremeintelligence comes of zealous
study of the speculative sciences, whereby true intellectual notions are acquired, and fal se opinions are excluded, such opinions
lying beyond the line of this progress, like monstrous births outside of the line of the operation of nature. To this advance men
help one another by helping one another in the speculative sciences. When then all things now potentially intelligible come to
bein us actually understood, then the active intellect: will be perfectly conjoined with us as aform, and we shall understand by
it perfectly. Hence, sinceit belongsto the active intellect to understand substances existing apart, we shall then understand those
separately subsistent beings as we now understand the notions of speculative science; and this will be man’sfinal happiness, in
which man shall beasagod” (Chap. XLIII).

If any one used such language in our time, we should understand him to mean by continuatio, or union with the supreme
intelligence, as regards the individual, hisinstruction up to the level of the science of his age; and as regards the age itself, the
maintenance of the level of science reached by the previous generation, and the further raising of that level. But it is not safe to
make out an ancient author to have meant exactly what his words would mean, if spoken now. St Thomas gives a reference to
the commentary of Averroes on Aristotle, Deanima, 111, areference which | have duly followed up. | find that Averroes quotes
Alexander and Avempace, disagreeing with them both. St Thomas, | believe, is indebted to Averroes for his knowledge of
Alexander and Avempace. Now nowhere in Averroes, nor in either of the two authors whom he quotes, do | find any reference
whatever to separate substances personified as thinking intelligences, or angels, — nor, for that matter, in Aristotle either. The
discussion had itsorigin in an unfulfilled promise of Aristotle (De Animallll, vii, 10) to enquire, dpa év8éxeTal T6V KEXWPLOUEVWY
TL VOeTv §vta avTov pr| kexwpiopévov ueyéboug; (isit possible for the mind, without being itself separate from extended body,
to understand any of the things that are so separated?) To interpret ta kexwpiopéva to mean ‘pure spirits’ seems going along
way beyond Aristotle, who probably meant no more than ‘ products of high abstraction’: nor did Averroes, commenting on the
third book of the De anima, or Alexander, or Avempace, as quoted in that commentary, mean anything more. Thetransformation
of these high abstractions (kexwpiopéva) into thinking beings, pure spirits, or angels, was, | conjecture, the work of the
Neo-Averroists, whom St Thomas encountered at the University of Paris. It iswith these Averroists, not with Averroes him self,
that St Thomas mainly contendsin these chapters. The argument isintricate, the theory which it impugns obsol ete, nor isit worth
while further to detain the modern reader with the discussion. No man now living expectsto ‘pick the brains' of angels, and so
find happinessin this life by sharing an angel’ s natural knowledge of God. Nor did Averroes, so far as his comments on the De
anima show, dream of anything so absurd.

Lest any one should think the expression ‘to pick the brains of angels’ atravesty, | quote the Latin of St Thomas: S igitur
per cognitionemintellectivam, quae est ex phantasmatibus, possit pervenire aliquis nostrumad intelligendas substantias separatas,
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CHAPTER XLVI—That the Soul in this life does not understand itself by itself
215

AN apparent difficulty may be aleged against what has been said from somewords of Augustine,
which require careful treatment. He says (De Trinitate, 1X, iii): “As the mind gathers knowledge
of corporeal things by the senses of the body, so of incorporeal things by itself: therefore it knows
itself by itself, because itself isincorporeal.” By these words it appears that our mind understands
itself by itself, and, understanding itself, understands separately subsistent intelligences, or pure
spirits, which would militate against what has been shown above. But it isclear that such isnot the
mind of Augustine. For he says (De Trinitate, X, ix, 12) of the soul seeking knowledge of itself:
“Let it not then seek to find (cernere) itself as though it were absent, but let its care be to discern
(discernere) itself asit is present: let it not observe itself as though it did not know itself but let it
distinguish itself from that other thing which it has mistaken for itself.” Whence he gives us to
understand that the soul of itself knows itself as present, but not as distinct from other things; and
therefore he says (De Trin. X, x) that some have erred in not distinguishing the soul from things
that are different from it. But by the knowledge of a thing in its essence the thing is known as
distinct from other things: hence definition, which marks the essence of athing, distinguishes the
thing defined from all other things. Augustine then did not mean that the soul of itself knows its
own essence. So then, according to the thought of Augustine, our mind of itself knows itself,
inasmuch as it knows concerning itself that it exists: for by the very perceiving of itself to act it
perceives itself to be. But it acts of itself. Therefore of itself it knows concerning itself that it
exists.s”

1. But it cannot be said that the soul of itself knows concerning itself what it essentially is. For
a cognitive faculty comes to be actually cognisant by there being in it the object which is known.
If the object isin it potentialy, it knows potentially: if the object isin it actually, it is actually
cognisant: if in an intermediate way, it is habitually cognisant. But the soul is aways present to
itself actually, and never potentially or habitually only. If then the soul of itself knowsitself by its

possibileerit quod aliquisin hac vitaintelligat i psas substantias separatas, et per consequens videndo i psas substantias separatas
participabis modum illius cognitionis quo substantia separata intelligens se intelligit Deum (Chap. XL1I).

Thisisthetranglation: “If then by intellectual knowledge, got out of impressions on the phantasy, any one of uscould arrive
to understand subsistent beings existing apart [i.e., pure spirits], it would be possible for onein thislife to understand those same
pure spirits, and conseguently by seeing [in his mind’s eye] those pure spirits he would share in the mode of that knowledge
whereby a pure spirit, understanding itself, understands God.” | need hardly remind the reader that St Thomas himself rejects
thisnotion, and is, | think, mistaken in attributing it to Averroes.

577 St Augustine here, as his manner is, says things which remain difficult after all explanations given. He finds some analogy to
the Blessed Trinity in the human soul thus: “The mind itself and itslove and knowledge of itself are three things; and these three
are one; and when they are perfect, they are equal.” Thisthought he pursues, De Trinitate 1X, Chapp. iii, iv: X, Chapp. iii-x. It
makes to his purpose to insist on the equality of the soul’ s knowledge of itself to the soul as known. “When it knows its whole
self, and nothing elsewithitself, thenitsknowledgeisequal toitself” (De Trin. IX, iv). Hefrequently repeatsthat the soul knows
itswhole self. See especially X, iv, 6. St Thomas would explain: The soul knows its whole self in existence (quod est), but not
itswhole self in essence (quid est): which istrue, but what St Augustine meant isnot so clear. Cf. De Trin. X, X, 16: “In no way
isathing rightly said to be known, whileits substance is unknown: wherefore, when the mind knowsitself, it knowsits substance;
and when it is certain of itself, it is certain of its substance.” Perhaps we may say that every mind has some limited certain
knowledge as well of its own existence as of its own substance, but not an adequate knowledge of its own substance, else there
would be no bad psychology.
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essence, it must ever have an intellectual view of itself, what it essentialy is, which clearly is not
the case.

2 and 3. If the soul of itself knows itself in its essence, every man, having a soul, knows the
essence of the soul: which clearly is not the case, for many men have thought the soul to be this or
N\ that body, and some have taken it for a number or harmony.

218 So then, by knowing itself, the soul isled to know concerning separately subsistent intelligences

the fact of their existence, but not what they are essentially, which would mean understanding their
substances. For whereaswe know, either by demonstration or by faith, concerning these pure spirits
that they are intelligent subsistent beings, in neither way could we gather this knowledge but for
the fact that our soul knows from itself the meaning of intelligent being. Hence we must use our
knowledge of the intelligence of our own soul as a starting-point for all that we can know of
separately subsistent intelligences. But even granting that by speculative sciences we could arrive
at a knowledge of the essence of our own soul, it does not follow that we could thereby arrive at a
knowledge of all that is knowable about pure spirits; for our intelligence fals far short of the
intelligence of apure spirit. A knowledge of the essence of our own soul might lead to aknowledge
of some remote higher genus of pure spirits: but that would not be an understanding of their
substances.

CHAPTER XLVII—That we cannot in thislife see God as He essentially is"®

If the connatural dependence of our understanding on phantasms prevents us in this life from
understanding other pure spirits, much less can we in this life see the divine essence, which
transcends all angels. Of this fact the following may also be taken as an indication: the higher our
mind israised to the contemplation of spiritual things, the moreit is abstracted from sensible things:
but the final terminusto which contemplation can possibly arrive isthe divine substance: therefore
the mind that seesthe divine substance must be totally divorced from bodily senses, either by death
or by some rapture. Hence it is said in the person of God: No man shall see me and live (Exod.
xxxiii, 20). Whereasin Holy Scripture some are said to have seen God, that must be understood to
have been inasmuch as by some vision of the phantasy or corporeal appearance the presence of
divine power was shown.

Certain words of Augustine raise adifficulty in this matter. Thus he says (De Trinitate, I X, vii)
> “In the eternal truth, whence all corporeal creatures are, we see with our mind's eye the form
according to which we are, and according to which we execute anything truly and rightly either in
ourselves or in corporeal things.” Also he says (Confess. I, xxv): “If both of us see that what you
say is true, and we both see that what | say is true, where, | pray, do we seeit? Neither | in you,
nor you in me, but both of usin that unchangeable truth which isabove our minds.” And to thelike
effect (De Trin. XI1, ii): “It belongs to the higher reason to judge of these bodily things according
to aspects (rationes) eternal and everlasting, which certainly would not be unchangeable, werethey

578 Half a century ago, this chapter was quoted against a school then much in vogue, known among Catholics as Ontologists.
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not above the human mind.” But aspects unchangeable and everlasting cannot be elsewhere than
in God, since, according to Catholic faith,5° God alone is eternal. It seems to follow that we can
see God in this life, and that by seeing Him, and aspects of things in Him, we judge of the rest of
things.5®

On the other hand it isincredible that in the above words Augustine should mean to assert that
in this life we can understand God as He essentially is, seeing that in his book De videndo Deum
he says the contrary.** It remains to enquire how in thislife we can see that unchangeabl e truth or
those everlasting aspects. That truth isin the soul, Augustine himself confesses:>? hence he proves
the immortality of the soul from the eternity of truth. But truth is not in the soul alone as God is
said to be ‘essentially’ (per essentiam) in al things; nor as He is by His likeness in all things,
inasmuch aseverythingiscalled ‘true’ sofar asit approachesto the likeness of God: for from those
points of view the soul stands in no better position than other beings: truth then isin the soul in a
special manner, inasmuch as the soul knows truth. As then the soul and other beings are called
‘true’ in their natures, as bearing some likeness to the supreme nature of God, — which is truth
itself, as being its own fulness of actual understanding (suum intellectum esse),®* — so what is
known by the soul ismanifestly known, inasmuch asthere existsin the soul alikeness of that divine
truth which God knows. Hence on the text (Ps. xi, 2) truths are diminished from the sons of men,
the Gloss[Augustine, Enarrationesin h.l.] says: “ Thetruth isone, whereby holy soulsareillumined:
but since there are many souls, there may be said to be in them many truths, as from one face many
images appear in as many mirrors.” Though different things are known and believed to be true by
different minds, yet there are some truthsin which all men agree, for instance, the primary intuitions
of intellect as well speculative as practical, because, so far as these go, an image of divine truth
comes out universally in the minds of all. Asthen whatever any mind knows for certain, it knows
it by virtue of these intuitions, which are the canons of all judgements, and into which all judgements
may be resolved, the mind is said to see all thingsin the divine truth, or in everlasting aspects, and
to judge of all things according to those aspects. This explanation is confirmed by the words of
Augustine (Solilog. 1, viii, 15): “Even the truths taught in the schools, which every one, who
understands them, unhesitatingly allows to be true, we must believe, could not possibly be
understood, were they not lit up by the light of another, what | may call a sun proper to them (nisi
ab alio quasi sole suo illustrantur).” He saysthen that the theories of science are seeninthedivine
truth as visible objects are seen in the light of the sun: but certainly such objects are not seenin the
very body of the sun, but by the light which is alikeness of the solar brightness, remaining in the
air and similar bodies. From these words then of Augustine it cannot be gathered that God is seen

217

579 Why St Thomas appeal s to faith on this point appears by 13. 11, Chap. XXXVIII.

580 | n other words, Ontologism seemsto follow. We are carried back to the discussion with Averroes (B. II, Chap. L1X sq.) asto
the connexion (continuatio, ittisal) of the individual with the universal intellect.

581 Ep. 147 ad Paulinam, viii, 20: “No one can see the face of God and live: that isto say, no oneliving in thislife can see Him as
Heis”

582 ‘Unlike Averroes, who placesit in a separate potential intellect,” was the thought in St Thomas' mind. The quotation referred
tois Solilog. 11, xix, 33 “Thisis aconvincing proof that truth isaso in our mind. . . . Therefore the soul isimmortal. Do at last
believe your own reasons, believe the voice of truth: she cries out that she dwellsin you and isimmortal .”

583 Plato might perhaps have said 1o a0td kad’ adTd 0’ avTod vevofiohart.
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in His substance in this life, but only as in a mirror, which the Apostle also confesses of the
knowledge of thislife, saying (1 Cor. xiii, 12): We see now asin a glass darkly.

Though the human mind represents the likeness of God more closely than lower creatures, still
such knowledge of God as can be gathered from the human mind does not transcend that kind of
knowledge which isborrowed from sensible objects, since the soul knows her own essential nature
by understanding the nature of things of sense (Chap. XLVI).%* Hence neither by this method can
God be known in any higher way than as the cause is known by the effect.5

CHAPTER XLVIII—That the Final Happiness of Man is not in this Life>®

| F then human happiness does not consist in the knowledge of God whereby He is commonly
known by all or most men according to some vague estimate, nor again in the knowledge of God
whereby Heisknown demonstratively in speculative science, nor in the knowledge of God whereby
He is known by faith, as has been shown above (Chapp. XXXVI11-XL); if again it isimpossible
inthislifeto arrive at ahigher knowledge of God so asto know Him in His essence, or to understand
other pure spirits, and thereby attain to a nearer knowledge of God (Chapp. XLI-XLVI); and still
final happiness must be placed in some knowledge of God (Ch. XXXVII); it follows that it is
impossible for the final happiness of man to bein thislife.

2. Thelast end of man bounds his natural desire, so that, when that is reached, nothing further
issought: for if thereis still atendency to something else, the end of rest is not yet gained. But that
cannot bein thislife: for the more one understands, the moreisthe desire of understanding. natural
to all men, increased.%”

3. When one gains happiness, he gains also stability and rest. All have this idea of happiness,
that it involves stability as a necessary condition: hence the philosopher says that we do not take
man for a chameleon.>® But in this life there is no stability: for however happy a man be called,
sicknesses and misfortunes may always happen to debar him from that activity, whatever it is,
wherein happiness consists.

4. It seemsunfitting and irrational that the period of development should be great and the period
of duration small: for it would follow that nature for the greater part of its time went without its
final perfection. Hence we see that animals that live for a short time take a short time in arriving

584 The human soul knows herself only by observing herself intellectually at work: and the connatural material upon which the
human understanding goes to work is some object of sense.

585 The method referred to is the study of God in the soul, the favourite method of modern times, now known as the ‘ method of
immanence.’

586 The conclusion of this chapter marksthe point where St Thomas deliberately and expressly leaves behind him, not only Alexander
and Averroes, but Aristotle.

587 1t may be urged that better than rest in the perfectly understood would be a perpetual progress in understanding. But God in
heaven never is perfectly understood, or comprehended, by the Blessed. Cf Chap. LXXII, n. 8.

588 “Making a sort of chameleon of the happy man, and resting his happiness on an unstable foundation (Eth. Nic. I, x, 8). A
well-known poem tells “of the chameleon’s form and nature.”
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at maturity. But if human happiness consistsin perfect activity according to perfect virtue, whether
intellectual or moral, such happiness cannot accrue to man till after along lapse of time; and this
is especialy apparent in speculative activity, in which the happiness of man is ultimately placed.
For scarcely in extreme age can a man arrive [at] a perfect view of scientific truth;° and then for
the most part thereislittle of human life left.

5. That isthe perfect good of happiness, which is absolutely free from admixture of evil, asthat

is perfect whiteness, which is absolutely unmingled with black. But it isimpossible for man in the

N\ state of thislife to be altogether free from evils, — not to say bodily evils, as hunger, thirst, cold

219 and heat, but even from evils of the soul. There is no man living who is not at times disturbed by

inordinate passions, who does not at times overstep the mean in which virtue consists, or fall short

of it, who is not in some things deceived, or ignorant of what he wishesto know, or driven to weak
surmises on points where he would like absolute certainty.

6. Man naturally shrinks from desath, and is sad at the thought of it. Yet man must die, and
therefore cannot be perfectly happy while here he lives.>®

7. Happiness consists, not in habit, but in activity: for habits are for the sake of acts. But it is
impossible in thislife to do any act continually.*

8. Themore athing is desired and loved, the greater grief and sadness does its loss bring. But
if final happiness be in this world, it will certainly be lost, at least by death; and it is uncertain
whether it will last till death, sinceto any man there may possibly happen in thislife diseasestotally
debarring him from any virtuous activity, such as insanity. Such happiness therefore must always
have a natural pendent of sadness.

But it may bereplied that whereas happinessisthe good of an intelligent nature, true and perfect
happiness belongs to those in whom intelligent nature is found in its perfection, that is, in pure
spirits;>2 but in man it is found imperfectly by way of alimited participation. And this seems to

589 Perfectam speculationem scientiarum, in the thirteenth century! In the last age of human progress will the wisest have arrived
at anything like a‘ perfect view of scientific truth? There are many perturbing forces to interfere with the steady progress as
well of therace as of the individual: — infidelity, which will not be taught of God, and so wastes its powers after the fashion of
an untractable schoolboy: sloth and timidity on the part of those who hold the talent of faith, wrapping it in a napkin instead of
trafficking with it: wars and convulsions of civil society. At the same time, war rouses a nation; and the pressure of infidel
criticism may and should develop a counter-energy in the Church.

590 Because to every Here liveth there answers a Here lieth.

591 Understand, any ‘human act.” No man is happy by the beating of his heart. The proof that happiness consists in an activity of
the best in man may be put scholastically thus. — Being is good. Every being, according to its kind and capacity, asserts itself
and aims at maintaining itself: thiswe may call the self-preservative nisus. Every being, that is capable of development, aims,
not at mere maintenance, but at development of self. This effort after development is the Aristotelian ¢vo1g. In a conscious and
intelligent being, the successful maintenance and development of self is happiness, which might be defined conscia plenitudo
essendi. Being (esse) carries power (posse), and power carries act (agere). Power is called by Aristotle the first actuality, and
act the second actuality. Being isin its full development when it reaches the second actuality. Man therefore isin the fullness
of being, and therefore man is happy, when heisin the best second actuality of which hisnatureis capable; and that, as Aristotle
proves, and St Thomas after him (Chapp. XXVI1, XXXVII), isthe act of contemplation. — Whether this demonstration is
sufficiently observant of the essential sociableness of human nature, is a point to consider. Is self completein theindividual,
and not rather in society? Heaven is the New Jerusalem (Apoc. xxi, 2) and Jerusalem is the city of the great King (Matt. v, 35).

592 |n substantiis separatis. Include under that term disembodied human spirits, and this whole reply is not amiss.
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have been the mind of Aristotle: hence, enquiring whether misfortunes take away happiness, after
showing that happiness liesin virtuous activities, which are the most permanent thingsin thislife,
he concludes that they who enjoy such perfection in this life are “happy for men,” meaning that
they do not absolutely attain happiness, but only in a human way .5

Now it is demonstrable that the aforesaid answer is not to the undoing of the arguments above
alleged.> For (@) though man isinferior in the order of nature to pure spirits, yet he is superior to
N irrational creatures; and therefore he must gain hisfinal end in a more perfect way than they. But
220 they gain their final end so perfectly as to seek nothing further. Thus the natural desire of dumb
animalsis at rest in the enjoyment of sensual delights. Much more must the natural desire of man
be put to rest by his arrival at his last end. But that isimpossible in this life: therefore it must be

attained after thislife.5®

(b) It isimpossible for a natural desire to be empty and vain: for nature does nothing in vain.
But the desire of nature (for happiness) would be empty and vain, if it never possibly could be
fulfilled. Therefore this natural desire of man is fulfillable. But not in this life. Therefore it must
be fulfilled after thislife.>®

Alexander and Averroes laid it down that the final happiness of man is not in such knowledge
asis possible to man through the speculative sciences, but in a knowledge gained by conjunction
with a separately subsistent intelligence, which conjunction they conceived to be possible to man
in thislife. But because Aristotle saw that there was no other knowledge for man in thislife than
that which is through the speculative sciences, he supposed man not to gain perfect happiness, but
alimited measure of happiness suited to his state. In all which investigation it sufficiently appears

593 Nic. Eth. I, x, 16: “We will call them happy in life who have and shall have the specified qualifications, — | mean, they are
happy men.” In X, vii, 8, he bids us aim at a happiness “too good for man”; and concludes (X, viii, 8): “For heavenly beings, all
their life is happy: for men, life is happy so far as they have any likeness of this blissful activity of contemplation: of other
animals, none is happy, since they have no part in contemplation.

994 Asthere is adifference between the work that a machine is theoretically capable of doing, and the work that under actual
circumstances can be got out of it, — one such circumstance being, e.g., the strength of the stoker’ sarm; — so thereisadifference
between the happiness that man is absolutely capable of and the happiness that he can attain relatively to the conditions of this
life. None knew better than Aristotle how far the latter grade of happiness falls short of the former. He would thereforefall in
with all that has been argued about happiness in this chapter, except with the conclusion implied in the fourth argument. Even
that argument is borrowed from Aristotle, who is said however to have made it matter of lamentation, not of hope. The Aristotelian
text holds out no hope of everlasting and perfect happiness for the human soul after death, — as Plato in two places (Phaedo,
114c: Phaedrus, 248c) does for the departed soul of the philosopher.

595 “It is better to be Socrates dissatisfied than apig satisfied ” (J. S. Mill, Utilitarianism, pp. 11-16 ed. 2). St Thomas argues that
as there is something within the pig’ s reach which will satisfy the pig, there must be something within Socrates' s reach which
will satisfy Socrates. Though Socrates dissatisfied is better off than the pig, yet heis not well off — for Socrates.

5% | have been at considerable painsto explain and vindicatethisargument in my Ethicsand Natural Law, pp. 13-21. Thealternative
to the acceptance of it is the view of Professor Stewart, — and, no doubt, of Aristotle: — “The Bewpntikdg flog isan ideal: it
cannot be realised by man, for he is concrete. But the effort to realise it, so far as possible, is all important in human life. The
effort to realise it co-ordinates man’s powers, it gives him élan, and carries him on to the attainment of many things within his
reach, which he would not otherwise aspire to” (Stewart’s Notes on Nicomachean Ethics, 11, 448). s man then alusus naturae,
who wins an insufficient pittance in repeated doles by ever asking for more? Isthiswhat Ecclesiastesxii callsall man?We have
then the fourth petition of the Lord’s Prayer granted to the rejection of the second, which scarcely looks like the fulfilment of
the third. We have daily bread, but no kingdom come. We have the race progressing indefinitely, but all individual progress
ending at no long time in a plunge into nothingness. I's not the case the same with all other animal life and with the whole
vegetable world? To be sureit is, but man alone knows it, and his knowledge is his misfortune.
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how hard pressed on this side and on that these fine geniuses (praeclara ingenia) were. From this
stress of difficulty we shall find escape in positing, according to the proofs already given, that man
can arrive at true happiness after this life, the soul of man being immortal.>’ In this disembodied
state the soul will understand in the way in which pure spirits understand (B. 11, Chapp. XCVI, sq.)
The final happiness of man then will be in the knowledge of God, which the human soul has after
this life according to the manner in which pure spirits know Him.

Therefore the Lord promises us reward in heaven (Matt. v, 12), and says that the saints shall
be as the angels (Matt. xxii, 30), who see the face of God in heaven (Matt. xviii, 10).

221

CHAPTER XL I X—That the Knowledge which Pure Spirits have of God through
knowing their own Essence does not carry with it a Vision of the Essence of God

WE must further enquire whether this very knowledge, whereby separately subsistent
intelligences and souls after death know God through knowing their own essences, suffices for
their own happiness. For the investigation of this truth we must first show that the divine essence
is not known by any such mode of knowledge. In no way can the essence of a cause be known in
its effect, unless the effect be the adequate expression of the whole power of the cause.>® But pure
spirits know God through their own substances, as a cause is known through its effect inasmuch
as each sees God as mirrored in another, and each sees God as expressed in himself.>® But none
of these pure spiritsis an effect adequate to the power of God (B. |1, Chapp. XXVI, XXVII). Itis
impossible therefore for them to see the divine essence by this method of knowledge.

2. Anintelligible likeness, whereby athing is understood in its substance must be of the same
species as that thing, or rather it must be its species, — thus the form of a house in the architect’s
mind is the same species as the form of the house which isin matter, or rather it isits species, —
for by the species of man you do not understand the essence of ass or horse.5® But the nature of an
angel is not the same as the divine nature in species, nay not even in genus (B. I, Chap. XXV).

3. Everything created is bounded within the limits of some genus or species. But the divine
essence isinfinite, comprising within itself every perfection of entire being (B. I, Chapp. XXVIII,
XLIHI). It isimpossible therefore for the divine substance to be seen through any created medium.

597 To the cavil that the soul of man is not man, we may reply in the words of Aristotle: “ Every man may be reckoned to be that,
which isthe controlling and better part of him” (Nic. Eth. X, vii, 9). The controlling and better part of man is hisimmortal soul:
the soul then is the man.

598 St Thomas does not view causation dynamically, but statically. | mean, a cause to him is not a being which by its changing
propagates a change to some other being, — as when one ninepin falling knocks over another ninepin, and so on to the end of
therow: thishe calls, not causatio, but motio, and such are the causes of causation usually considered by physicists, but causation
in St Thomas pointsto dependence of being, and acauseisabeing on which another being, its effect, ismore or less permanently
dependent for its existence: that is why he makes quite as much of material and formal and final as of efficient causation.

599 All that pure spirits know, they know, according to St Thomas, by sight, or intuition (visio intellectus): he does not admit in their
minds any reasoned out conclusions (cognitio discursiva). Does this really mean more than that they reason very rapidly? What
we call "sight’ israpid inference.

600 But see B. I, Ch. LIV.
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Nevertheless a pure spirit by knowing its own substance knows the existence of God, and that
God is the cause of al, and eminent above all, and removed (remotus) from all, not only from all
things that are, but from all that the created mind can conceive. To this knowledge of God we also
may attain in some sort: for from the effects of His creation we know of God that He is, and that
He is the cause (sustaining principle) of other beings, super-eminent above other beings, and
removed from all. And thisisthe highest perfection of our knowledgein thislife: hence Dionysius
says (De mystica theologia c. 2) that “we are united with God as with the unknown”; which comes
about inthisway, that we know of God what Heis not, but what He isremains absol utely unknown.
And to show the ignorance of this most sublime knowledge it is said of Moses that he drew nigh
to the darkness in which God was (Exod. xx, 21).5*

But because an inferior nature at its height attains only to the lowest grade of the nature superior
to it, this knowledge must be more excellent in pure spirits than in us. For (a) the nearer and more
express the effect, the more evidently apparent the existence of the cause. But pure spirits, that
know God through themselves, are nearer and more express likenesses of God than the effects
through which we know God.

222

(c) High dignity better appears, when we know to what other high dignitiesit stands preferred.
Thus a clown, knowing the king to be the chief man in the kingdom, but for the rest knowing only
some of the lowest officials of the kingdom, with whom he has to do, does not know the king's
pre-eminence so well as another, who knows the dignity of all the princes of the realm. But we
men know only some of the lowest of things that are. Though then we know that God is high above
all beings, still we do not know the height of the Divine Majesty as the angels know it, who know
the highest order of beings and God' s elevation above them all.

CHAPTER L—That the desire of Pure Intelligences does not rest satisfied in the
Natural Knowledge which they have of God

EVERYTHING that is imperfect in any species desires to gain the perfection of that species.
He who has an opinion about athing, opinion being an imperfect knowledge of the thing, isthereby

601
See Ch. XXXIX, and B. I, Ch. XIV, note.

In later life, St Thomas wrote more cautiously on this subject. What he meansis this. | call God, let us say, ‘intelligent.’
And so Heisintelligent. Heis, if | may use avulgar expression, ‘ getting on that way’ which | call theway of intelligence; only,
He goes so on init, that the poor little beginning of intelligence, which isall that | can master and appreciate as such, iswholly
unfit to stand for Hisinfinite intelligence. — To put the same in amore learned way. God to meis not bounded in this, which |
understand, but he is this-like, and still more this-like to infinity. To express the fact, | may call God, and truly call Him, this
(e.g., ‘intelligent’); but I may astruly (though not always as safely to unintelligent ears) deny the same of Him, merely meaning
by the denial that the this, though the best and truest word we have, is awholly inadequate expression to contain and represent
Him, who “is not mere Being, but even beyond Being in dignity and power” (Plato, Rep. 509 b). Here we have what St Thomas
(B. 1, Ch. XIV) callsvia remotionis.
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egged on to desire a scientific knowledge of the thing.52 But the aforesaid knowledge, which pure
spirits have of God without knowing His substance fully, is an imperfect kind of knowledge. The
main point in the knowledge of anything isto know precisely what it essentially is. Therefore this
knowledge which pure spirits have of God does not set their natural desire to rest, but rather urges
it on to see the divine substance.

2. The knowledge of effects kindles the desire of knowing the cause: this search after causes
set men upon philosophising. Thereforethe desire of knowing, naturally implanted in all intelligent
beings, does not rest unless, after finding out the substances of things made, they come also [etiam,
not etiamsi] to know the cause on which those substances depend. By the fact then of pure spirits
knowing that God is the cause of al the substances which they see, the natural desire in them does
not rest unless they come also to see the substance of God Himself.

4. Nothing finite can set to rest the desire of intelligence. Given any finite thing, intelligence
always sets to work to apprehend something beyond it. But the height and power of every created
substance is finite. Therefore the intelligence of a created spirit rests not in the knowledge of any
created substances, however excellent, but tends still further in anatural desire to understand that
substance which is of infinite height and excellence, namely, the divine substance (Chap. XLII1).

6. The nearer athing isto the goal, the greater isits desire. But the intelligences of pure spirits

N\ arenearer to the knowledge of God than is our intelligence: therefore they desire that knowledge

223 more intensely than we do. But even we, however much we know that God exists and has the

attributes above mentioned, have not our desire assuaged, but still further desire to know God in

His essence: much more then do pure spirits. The conclusion is, that the final happiness of pure

spirits is not in that knowledge of God whereby they know Him through knowing their own
substances, but their desire leads them further to the substance of God.

Hereby it sufficiently appears that final happiness is to be sought in no other source than in
activity of intellect, since no desire carries so high as the desire of understanding truth. All our
other desires, be they of pleasure or of anything else desirable by man, may rest in other objects;
but the aforesaid desire rests not until it arrives at God, on whom all creation hinges and who made
it all. Hence Wisdom aptly says: | dwell in the heights of heaven, and my throne isin the pillar of
acloud (Ecclusxxiv, 7); and itissaid, Wisdom calls her handmaidsto the citadel (Prov. ix, 3). Let
them blush therefore who seek in basest things the happiness of man so highly placed.®:

602 Mankind would be arace of philosophers, if this were true of the generality of men. Men generally will not take the trouble of
thinking, they have not the ahility, they have not thetime (B. I, Ch. 1V). St Thomasis speaking of beingsin aperfect state, where

all solicitudes are removed, and all passions are under control (or wholly absent), and intellect has perfect sway.
603

A well-known difficulty arises from this chapter. If pure spirits and disembodied souls, for there is question of both here,
have anatural desire of seeing the substance, essence, or what Holy Writ callsthe face of God, which sight iscalled by theologians
the ‘beatific vision’; and this natural desire of the beatific vision points to a corresponding possibility of realisation; then either
this vision can be attained by natural means, a piece of ultra-Pelagianism which St Thomasis the first to repudiate (Chapp. LI,
LI11); or men and angels, as such, require to be raised to the supernatural state, and could never possibly have been left by God
to the mere intrinsic powers of their nature, a position virtually Pelagian, as making grace a requisite of nature, — a position
formally condemned by the Church in Baius (Michael Le Bay of Louvain) and Jansenius, and rejected by all modern Catholic
theologians, who insist on the absolute possibility of what they call a’state of pure (mere) nature.” Three Popes, in 1567, 1579,
1641, condemned this proposition of Baius: “It is an opinion excogitated by vain and otiose men, according to the folly of
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CHAPTER LI1—How God is seen as He essentially is

AS shown above (Chap. XLI1X), the divine substance cannot be seen by the intellect in any
created presentation. Hence, if God’ s essenceisto be seen, theintelligence must seeit inthedivine
essenceitself, so that in such vision the divine essence shall be at once the object whichis seen and
that whereby it is seen.®

This is the immediate vision of God that is promised us in Scripture: We see now in a glass
darkly, but then face to face (i Cor. xiii, 2): atext absurd to take in a corporeal sense, asthough we
could imagine a bodily face in Deity itself, whereas it has been shown that God is incorporeal (B.
I, Chap. XX). Nor againisit possible for uswith our bodily face to see God, since the bodily sense
of sight, implanted in our face, can be only of bodily things. Thus then shalt we see God face to
face, in that we shall have an immediate vision of Him, as of a man whom we see face to face. By
thisvision we are singularly assimilated to God, and are partakersin His happiness: for thisisHis
happiness, that He essentially understands His own substance. Hence it is said: When He shall
appear, we shall be like Him, for we shall see Him as He is (1 John iii, 2). And the Lord said: |
prepare for you as my Father hath prepared for me a kingdom, that ye may eat and drink at my
table in my kingdom (Luke xxii, 29). This cannot be understood of bodily meat and drink, but of

philosophers, that man in his first origin was the recipient of gifts superadded to his nature, and so was elevated by the divine
bounty and adopted to be a son of God.” Baius meant that these gifts of adoption and sonship were proper to human nature.
Again this saying of Quesnel is condemned in the Bull Unigenitus of 1713: “The grace of God is a consequence of nature, and
was due to nature sound and whole.” This matter is lucidly explained in Father Harper’s Peace through the Truth, First Series,
pp. 293-296. | have written upon the subject, Ethics and Natural Law, pp. 21-25; Oxford and Cambridge Conferences, First
Series, pp. 211—217, 253-257.

But how deliver St Thomas from the dilemma? The usual escapeis by saying that he writes, not of human souls and angels
asthey are from the pure view of philosophy, in puris naturalibus, but asthey actually are in the historical order of Providence,
elevated to the supernatural state, destined and fitted by God's gratuitous bounty to see Him ultimately face to face. But the
Saint’ sargumentsinthis chapter are purely rational and philosophical, containing not the dightest reference to any fact presupposed
from revelation.

& gt;Or shall we say that he deals only in eikdta, arguments of congruity, but not of necessity, or ashe says (B. I, Ch. IX),
rationes verisimiles ad fidelium exercitium et consolationem? Against this interpretation it is to be considered that the chapter
isan essentid link in along chain of arguments (Chapp. XXVI-LIV) evidently meant for ademonstrated theory of happiness.

I think we should consider what St Thomas would have said to the following reply to the argumentation of this chapter.
Thereis no natural desire of that which created nature, as such, is not capable of attaining in any shape or form.
But created nature, as such, is not capable of attaining, in any shape or formto the vision of God face to face: therefore.

This difficulty | doubt if St Thomas ever raised to himself, or had brought before him. It came into prominence three or
four centuries later in the disputes with Baius and Jansenius. Had St Thomas been confronted with it, | am confident that he
would have met it as Catholic theologians now do. He would have acknowledged that angels and human spirits, in their mere
natural condition, would find satisfaction and perfect natural happinessin avision of God mediate and indirect. He might possibly
still argue acertain congruity in such intelligent creatures being raised to the supernatural state and made capable of seeing God.
He might and he might not, for such elevation is a stupendous advance upon nature; and the vision of God, but for its being a
revealed fact, would be beyond any creature’s dream. It hath not entered into the heart of man to conceive (1 Cor. ii, 9). But
once raised to the supernatural order and endowed with grace, St Thomaswould argue invincibly that thereisno proper happiness
for created spirits except face to face with the beauty and glory of God.

604 At once the objectum quod and the objectum quo, the Aristotelian 8 and @ See B. 11, Chap. LXXV, reply 2.
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that food which is taken at the table of Wisdom, whereof it is said by Wisdom: Eat ye my bread
and drink the wine that | have mingled for you (Prov. ix, 5). They therefore eat and drink at the
table of God, who enjoy the same happiness wherewith God is happy, seeing Him in theway which
He sees Himself.

CHAPTER LII—That no Created Substance can of its natural power arriveto
see God as He essentially is

THE property of a higher nature cannot be attained by a lower nature except by the action of
that higher natureto which it properly belongs. But to see God by the divine essence isthe property
of the divine nature: for it is proper to every agent to act by its own proper form. Therefore no
subsistent intelligence can see God by the divine essence except through the action of God bringing
it about.

5. To see the substance of God transcends the limits of every created nature: for it is proper to
every intelligent created nature to understand according to the mode of its substance: but the divine
substance is not intelligible according to the mode of any created substance (Chap. XLIX).

Henceit issaid: The grace of God islife everlasting (Rom. vi, 23). For we have shown that the
happiness of man consists in the vision of God, which is called life everlasting, whereunto we are
led solely by the grace of God, because such vision exceeds the faculty of every creature, and itis
impossibleto attain it except by an endowment from God. And the Lord says: | will manifest myself
to him (John xiv, 21).

225

CHAPTER LI111—That a Created Intelligence needs some influx of Divine Light
to see God in His Essence

IT isimpossible for that which is the proper form of one thing to become the form of another
thing, unlessthat latter thing comesto partake of somelikenessto the former. But the divine essence
isthe proper intelligible form of the divine intelligence, and is proportioned to it: for in God these
three are one, that which understands, that whereby it understands, and that which is understood.
It isimpossible therefore for the very essence of God to become an intelligible form to any created
intellect otherwise than by the said intellect coming to be partaker in some likeness to God.

3. If two things, not previously united, come afterwards to be united, this must be either by a
changein both or by a change in one of them. If therefore any created intellect begins anew to see
the essence of God, the divine essence must be conjoined anew with that intellect by way of
intelligible presentation. But it isimpossible for the divine essence to change; and therefore such
union must begin by some change in the created intellect, that is to say, by its making some new
acquisition.
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But because we arrive at the knowledge of things intelligible through things sensible, we also
transfer the names of sensible cognition to intelligible cognition, and particularly the properties of
sight, which among senses is the nobler and more spiritual and more akin to intellect: hence
intellectual knowledgeitself iscalled sight, or vision. And because bodily vision isnot accomplished
except through light, the means whereby intellectual vision is fulfilled borrow the name of light.
That disposition therefore whereby a created intelligence is raised to the intellectual vision of the
divine substance s called the ‘light of glory.’

Thisisthelight of which it is said: In thy light we shall see light (Ps. xxxv, 10), to wit, of the
divine substance; and, The city needeth not sun nor moon, for the brightness of God illuminateth
it (Apoc. xxi, 23); and, No more shall there be sun to shine on thee by day, nor brightness of moon
to enlighten thee, but the Lord shall be to thee an everlasting light, and thy God shall be thy glory
Isaias|x, 19). And because in God being and understanding are the same and Heisto all the cause
of understanding, Heison that account called ‘light’: He was the true light, that enlighteneth every
man coming into thisworld John i, 8)®: God islight (1 John i, 5): Clad in light asin a garment
(Ps. ciii, 2). And therefore also aswell God asthe angelsin Holy Scripture are described in figures
of fire, because of the brightness of fire.

CHAPTER LI1V—Arguments against the aforesaid statements, and their Solutions

ARG. 1. No access of light to the eye can elevate the sight to see things that transcend the
natural faculty of bodily vision. But the divine substance transcends the entire capacity of created
intelligence, even more than intellect transcends the capacity of sense. Therefore no light can
supervene upon any created intelligence, to elevateit to the capacity of seeing the divine substance.

Reply. The divine substance is not beyond the capacity of created intelligence asthough it were

something altogether alien from it, as sound is alien from sight, or an immaterial substance from

N\ sense, — for the divine substance is the prime object of intelligence, and the beginning of all

226 intellectual knowledge, — but it is beyond the capacity of created intelligence as exceeding its
power, as the more excellent sensible objects are beyond the capacity of sense.®®

Arg. 2. That light which is received in the created intelligence is itself created, and therefore
faling infinitely short of God. Therefore no such light can raise the creature to the vision of the
divine substance.

605 |sthe light, spoken of in this context, natural or supernatural? Isit intelligence or faith?

606 But not so entirely beyond the capacity of telescopes, spectroscopes and photographic plates. — Can we then say that the
difference between a created intelligence and the divine ismore like a difference of degree than of kind? Can we say that created
and divine differ only asfinite and infinite in the same kind? We cannot say that: for God is not in any kind (B. I, Chap. XXV),
and the same nameis predicable of God and His creature only in an analogous sense (B. |, Chapp. XXXII, XXXI1V). The
difference between Creator and creatureis not a difference of degree, and is deeper than any difference of kind. | do not venture
to dissent from St Thomas's solution, and | have no other. But to me the difficulty remains, still outstanding, and apparently
insoluble.
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Reply. This light raises the creature to the vision of God, not that there is no interval between
it and the divine substance, but it does so in virtue of the power which it receives from God to such
effect, athough in its own being it fals infinitely short of God. For this created light does not
conjoin the intelligence with God in point of being, but only in point of understanding.®”

Arg. 4. What is created, may very well be connatural with some created thing. If then that light
is created, there may be some created intelligence, which by its own connatural light will see the
divine substance, contrary to what has been shown (Chap. XLII).

Reply. The vision of the divine substance exceeds all natural faculty: hence the light whereby
acreated intelligence is perfected to the vision of the divine substance must be supernatural.

Arg. 6. There must be proportion between the intelligence and the thing understood. But there
is no proportion between a created intelligence, perfected in the aforesaid light, and the divine
substance, since the distance between them still remains infinite.

Reply. So there is a proportion between a created intelligence and God as an object of
understanding, not a proportion implying any commensurateness of being, but a proportionimplying
areference of oneto the other, as matter isreferred to form, or cause to effect. Thus there may well
be a proportion between the creature and God, as the understanding is referred to the understood,
or the effect to the cause.5®

Some have been moved by these and the like arguments to lay down the statement that God is
never to be seen by any created intelligence. But this position, besidestaking away the true happiness
of the rational creature, which cannot be except in the vision of the divine substance, as has been
shown (Chap. L1), isalso in contradiction with the authority of Holy Scripture, and isto berejected
as false and heretical .5®

227

CHAPTER LV—That the Created Intelligence does not comprehend the Divine
Substance

607 Non propter gus indistantiam a divino intellectu, sed propter virtutem, etc. The light then does not reach the object, and still
has the power of carrying the mind’s eye to the object. To say so isto confess that the metaphor of light has broken down.

608 Thisis called in the schools proportio habitudinis (St Thomas's phrase here), sed non existentiae. | have written elsewhere:
“There is an analog between the paper plan of the building and the building as it exists. . . . It is obvious that plan and building
do not receive the same namein the same sense: yet there is some connexion and relation between the two, arelation of the less
to the incomparably greater which it somehow exhibits and represents’ (Oxford and Cambridge Conferences, second series, pp.
132, 133). Another, and possibly a more apt illustration, might be supplied by modern ‘graphs,” | mean one of those ‘ curves of
temperature,” or the like, which correspond to, but do not (except avery indirect or highly generic fashion) resemble the facts
which they truly represent.

609 |n this chapter St Thomas labours to dispel the difficulties of ittisl,—that conjunction of the human mind with a superior
intelligence, which Averroes and the Arabian school dreamt of; and thought to see fulfilled in thislife (B. 11, Chapp. L1X sq.)
which isfulfilled, although in a different manner, by Christian faith and charity, sanctifying grace and sacraments; which has
its perfect fulfilment in the beatific vision. It is a white counter, inscribed with a new name, which none knoweth but him who
receiveth (Apoc. ii, 17). | mean, there are difficultiesin the explanation of it, beyond the power of mortal facultiesto solve.
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THE aforesaid light is a principle of divine knowledge, since by it the created intelligence is
elevated to see the divine substance. Therefore the mode of divine vision must be commensurate
with the intensity of the aforesaid light. But the aforesaid light falls far short in intensity of the
brightness of the divine understanding. It isimpossibletherefore for the divine substance to be seen
by such light so perfectly as the divine understanding sees it. The divine understanding sees that
substance as perfectly asitisperfectly visible: for thetruth of the divine substance and the clearness
of thedivine understanding are equal, nay areone. It isimpossible thereforefor created intelligence
through the aforesaid light to see the divine substance as perfectly as it is perfectly visible. But
everything that iscomprehended by any knowing mind isknown by it asperfectly asit isknowable.
Thus he who knows that a triangle has three angles equal to two right angles, taking it as a matter
of opinion on probable grounds because wise men say so, does not yet comprehend that truth: he
alone comprehends it, who knows it as matter of science, through the medium of a demonstration
showing cause. It is impossible therefore for any created intelligence to comprehend the divine
substance.

2. Finite power cannot compass in its activity an infinite object. But the divine substance is
infinite in comparison with every created intellect, since every created intellect is bounded within
the limits of a certain species.

When it is said that the divine substance is seen but not comprehended by created intelligence,
the meaning is not that something of it is seen and something not seen, since the divine substance
is absolutely simple: what ismeant is that it is not seen perfectly so far asit isvisible. In the same
way he who holds a demonstrable conclusion as a matter of opinion, is said to know it but not to
comprehend it, because he does not know it perfectly, that is, scientifically, though thereisno part
of it that he does not know.6%°

CHAPTER LVI—That no Created Intelligence in seeing God sees all things that
can beseenin Him

THEN only doesthe knowledge of a principle necessitate the knowledge of al its effects, when
the principle is thoroughly comprehended by the understanding: for so a principle is known to the
whole extent of its power, al its effects being known as caused by it. But through the divine essence
other things are known as effects from their cause. Since then created intelligence cannot know the
divine substance so as to comprehend it, there is no necessity for it in seeing the divine substance
to see all things that can be known thereby.

3. The extent of any power is measured by the objects to which it reaches. To know then all
the objects to which any power reaches is to comprehend the power itself. But the divine power,

610 Thisis commonly expressed by saying that the Blessed in heaven vident Deum totum, sed non totaliter. A further illustration,
suggested by Cardina Newman's Grammar of Assent, is the case of two men both knowing the same proposition, the one with
a‘notional,’ the other with a‘real’ assent: only the latter can be said fully to grasp or comprehend the truth.
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being infinite, can be comprehended by no created intelligence, as neither can the divine essence
N (Chap. LV). Neither then can any created intelligence know all the objects to which the divine
228 power extends.

5. No cognitive faculty knows anything except under the aspect of its proper object: thus by
sight we know things only as coloured. Now the proper object of intelligence is whatever isin the
substance of a thing.®* Therefore whatever the intelligence knows of a thing, it knows by a
knowledge of the substance of the thing. If ever we know the substance of athing by its accidents,
that happens accidentally, inasmuch as our intellectual knowledge arises from sense, and thus we
need to arrive at an intellectual view of substance through a knowledge of accidents. wherefore
this does not take place in mathematics, but in the natural sciences only. Whatever thereforein a
thing cannot be known by a knowledge of its substance, must remain unknown to the knowing
mind. But what a voluntary agent wishes cannot be known by a knowledge of his substance: for
the will does not tend to its objects altogether by natural necessity: hence ‘will’ and ‘nature’ are
counted two distinct active principles.®? What therefore a voluntary agent wills is not knowable
except haply through certain effects, as, when we see one acting voluntarily, we know what he has
willed: or it may be known in its cause, as God knows our wills, as He knows other effects of His
production, by the fact of His being to us the cause of willing (B. I, Chap. LXVIII ad fin.): or it
may be known by one intimating his will to another, as when one expresses his desire by speech.
Since then many things depend on the absolute will of God, as has been partly shown already, and
will hereafter appear, a created intelligence, even though seeing the substance of God, does not for
all that see all that God sees by his substance.5*

It may be objected that God’s substance is something greater than all that He can make, or
understand, or will beyond Himself; and that therefore, if acreated intelligence can see the substance
of God, much more can it know all that God through Himself either understands or wills or can do.
But on careful study we see that it is not one and the same thing for an object to be known in itself
and known in its cause. There are things easy enough to know in themselves, but not easily known
in their causes. Though it is true that it is a grander thing to have understanding of the divine
substance than to understand anything else, knowable in itself, away from that substance, still itis
more perfect knowledge to know the divine substance, and in it to see its effects, than to know the
divine substance without seeing its effects. Now the seeing of the divine substance may be without
comprehension of it: but to have all thingsrendered intelligible through that substance and actually
known, that cannot come about without comprehension.

229

611 Thus | have an ocular presentation of alarge head, fierce eyes, wide, whiskered mouth, and gleaming teeth: these phenomena,
or accidents, are reported by sense: any intelligence asks, What is that?, (thus raising the question of quiddity, or substance),
and answers itsdlf, Itisalion.

612 The distinction is that which we draw between ‘mora’ and ‘physical.’

613 To apply to Almighty God the principle that what a voluntary agent wishes, cannot be known by a knowledge of his substance,”
lays one open to the objection that, at that rate, the divine volitions are something over and above the divine substance, contrary
to B. I, Chapp. LXXV - LXXVII. | suppose St Thomas would reply that a perfect comprehension of God' s substance would
reveal Hisvalitions.
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CHAPTER LVII—That every Intelligence of every grade can be partaker of the
vision of God

SINCE it is by supernatural light that a created intelligence is raised to the vision of the divine
substance, there is no created intelligence so low in its nature as to be incapable of being raised to
this vision. For that light cannot be connatural to any creature (Chap. L1V), but transcends the
faculty of every created nature. But what isdone by supernatural power isnot hindered by diversity
of nature, since divine power isinfinite.** Hence in the miraculous healing of the sick it makes no
difference whether one be very ill or slightly indisposed. Therefore diversity of grade in intelligent
nature isno hindrance to the lowest subject of such anature being raised by that light to that vision.

2. The distance from God of the intelligence highest in order of nature isinfinite in respect of
perfection and goodness. whereas the distance of that intelligence from the very lowest intelligence
is finite, for between finite and finite there cannot be infinite distance. The distance therefore
between the lowest created intelligence and the highest is as nothing in comparison with the distance
between the highest created intelligence and God. But what is as nothing can make no sensible
variation, as the distance between the centre of the earth and our point of vision is as nothing in
comparison with the distance between our point of vision and the eighth sphere, compared with
which the whole earth counts as a point;®** and therefore no sensible error follows from our
astronomers in their calculations taking their point of observation for the centre of the earth.
Whatever intellect then israised to the vision of God by the above mentioned light, — beit highest,
or lowest, or middlemost, — it makes no difference.

3. Every intelligence naturally desires the vision of the divine substance (Chapp. XXV, L ).
But a natural desire cannot be in vain. Any and every created intelligence then can arrive at the
vision of the divine substance; and inferiority of nature is no impediment.

Hence the Lord promises to man the glory of the angels. They shall be as the angels of God in
Heaven (Matt. xxii, 30); and in the Apocalypse the same measure is said to be of man and angel:
the measure of a man, that is, of an angel (Apoc. xxi, 17). Therefore often in Holy Scripture the
angels are described in the form of men, either entirely so, as with the angels who appeared to
Abraham (Gen. xviii), or partialy, as with the living creatures of whom it is said that the hand of
a man was under their wings (Ezech. i, 8).

230

CHAPTER LVIII—That one may see God more perfectly than another

614 There is some limit to the application of this principle. A dumb animal could not be raised to the supernatural order. Short of
intellectual soul, there can be no sanctifying grace. Unlessthe mind’ seye be naturally open to intellectual truth, thereisno means
of opening it to the vision of God.

615 The eighth sphere of solid crystal carried all the fixed stars, set in it like stonesin aring. Beyond that was a ninth: and the tenth
and outermost sphere was the primum mobile, the daily rotation of which from east to west carried round the inferior spheres.
Thisis called the Ptolemaic system, but the eight spheres already figure in Plato, Rep. x, 616d, 617.

616 Disregarding parallax, — but the reckoning is with the ‘ eighth sphere,” ad quam tota terra comparata obtinet locum puncti. St
Thomas had some inkling of the magnitude of the heavens. But what he calls tota terrain thisrelation is a vaster quantity, the
orbit of the earth.
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THE light of glory raises to the vision of God in this, that it is a certain likeness to the divine
understanding (Chap. LI1II1). But a thing may be likened to God with more or less of closeness.
Therefore one may see the divine substance with more or less of perfection.

4. The end must correspond to the means taken to gain it. But not all subsistent intelligences
are equally prepared for their end, which is the vision of the divine substance: for some are of
greater virtue, some of less, virtue being the way to happiness. Therefore there must be adiversity
in their vision of God.

Henceit is said: in my Father’s House there are many mansions (John xiv, 2). In the mode of
vision then there appear diverse grades of glory among the Blessed, but in respect of the object of
vision their glory is the same. Hence to al the labourers in the vineyard, though they have not
laboured equally, the Lord tells usthat the same reward, or penny, isto be given, because the same
object is given to al to see and enjoy, namely, God.

CHAPTER LI X—How they who see the Divine Substance see all things

SINCE the vision of the divine substance is the final end of every subsistent intelligence, and
the natural desire of every being is at rest when it has attained to itsfinal end, the natural desire of
every intelligence that sees the divine substance must be perfectly set at rest. But it isthe mind’s
natural desire to know the genera and species and capabilities of all things and the whole order of
the universe, asis shown by the zeal of mankind in trying to find out all these things.5” Every one
therefore of those who see the divine substance will know all the above-mentioned objects.

2. Inthisisthe difference between sense and intellect, as shown in De anima, 111, iv, that sense
is spoilt or impaired by brilliant or intense sensible objects, so that afterwards it is unable to
appreciate similar objects of lower degree: but intellect, not being spoilt or checked by its object,
but simply perfected, after understanding an object in which there is more to understand, is not less
but better able to understand other objects which afford less scope for understanding. But the highest
in the category of intelligible beingsis the divine substance. When then an understanding is raised
by divine light to see the substance of God, much moreisit perfected by the samelight to understand
all other objectsin nature.

4. Though of those who see God one sees Him more perfectly than an other, every one
neverthel ess sees Him with such perfection astofill all hisnatural capacity, nay, the vision transcends
al natural capacity (Chap. LII). Every one therefore, seeing the divine substance, must know in
that substance al things to which his natural capacity extends. But the natural capacity of every
intelligence extends to the knowledge of all genera and species and the order of creation. These
things therefore every one of those who see God will know in the divine substance.

617 By the keen pursuit of physical science.
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Hence to Moses asking for asight of the divine substance the Lord replied: | will show thee all
good (Exod. xxxiii, 19); and Gregory says (Dialoguesiv, 33): “What is it that they do not know,
N who know Him who knows all things?’

— But on careful reflection upon what has been said it appears that they who see the divine

substance in oneway know al things, and in oneway they do not. If by ‘al things' ismeant whatever
belongs to the perfection of the universe, the arguments alleged prove that they do see al things.®
To the perfection of natural being belong specific natures, with their properties and powers: for the
intention of nature fixes on specific natures: asfor individuals, they are for the species.®® It belongs
then to the perfection of a subsistent intelligence, that it should know the natures and capabilities
and proper accidents of all species. And by the knowledge of natural speciesindividualsalso existing
under these species are known by the intelligence that sees God.6°

But if by *all things is meant al things that God knows by seeing His essence, no created
intelligence sees al things in the substance of God, as has been shown above (Chap. LV1).% This
may be verified in various respects. First, as regards things that God can do, but neither does nor
ever means to do. All such things cannot be known without a thorough comprehension of His
power, which is not possible to any created intelligence (Chap. LV). Hence it is said: Perchance
thou wilt seize upon the footprints of God and perfectly discover the Almighty. He is higher than
heaven, and what wilt thou do? He is deeper than hell, and whence shalt thou know? Longer than
the earth is his measure, and broader than the sea (Job xi, 7-9). Secondly, as regards the plans of
things made, no intelligence can know them all without comprehending the divine goodness. For
the plan of every thing made is taken from the end which the maker intends; and the end of all
things made by God is the divine goodness:. the plan therefore of things made is the diffusion of
the divine goodnessin creation. To know then all the plans of things made, one would have to know
all the good things that can come about in creation according to the order of the divine wisdom:
which would mean comprehending the divine goodness and wisdom, a thing that no created

618 By 'seeing all things that belong to the perfection of the universe,” St Thomas would mean, in modern terminology, ‘having a
comprehensive scientific view of the universe as awhole': this would include knowledge of the constitution of matter, and of
itsworking arrangements, molar and molecular; and understanding of electricity, of gravitation, of vegetable and animal life, of
the genesis of nebulae and stars, of the origin of species, animal and vegetable, of the workings of the mind, such as free will.
A very wonderful knowledge, but much |ess wonderful than the vision of God.

619 The ‘intention of nature’ isfor corn to grow, but not for every grain to germinate. The ‘waste of nature,’ noticed by Bishop
Butler, isawaste of individuals, but not usually of species.

620 Yes, if the intelligence sees in the substance of God His decree for the creation of these and those individuals. But St Thomas
makes a difficulty about the vision of the divine substance extending to avision of the divine decrees: see Chap. LV1, n. 4, and
the last words of this chapter. One of the Blessed can see mein God, if he can read in God the divine volition to create and
conserve me in being. He cannot see me in the species ‘man,’ for | am not adequately there: my individualising accidents are
not contained in the species. Even if they were, | should not be known as an existing, but only asapossible being. No knowledge
of the specific type of Julius Caesar could tell you that a Julius Caesar ever actually lived and died. This cannot be denied except
by one who is prepared to break down all distinction between the a priori scientific order and the a posteriori historical order
of things, and to make all beings and events ultimately a priori, as part of the inevitable evolution of the Absolute. He who will
go this length may march with Hegel, or, if he will, with Hobbes: but St Thomas, with Aristotle, distinguishes the contingent
from the necessary. Y ou cannot, no one possibly can, read the contingent in the necessary. But all individual existence, except
that of God, is ultimately contingent; while the specific ratio is necessary. Cf. B. |1, Chap. C.

621 |t isimportant to attend to these explanations, since the headings of Chapp. LVI, LIX, seem at first sight contradictory. The
power, goodness and will of God remain beyond the full comprehension of the Blessed, and consequently many of their possible
effectsin creation.
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intelligence can do. Henceit issaid: | understood that of all the works of God man cannot find out

the plan (Eccles. viii, 17). Thirdly, as regards things that depend on the mere will of God, as

predestination, election, justification, and the like, which belong to the sanctification of the creature,

N\ itissaid: Thethingsthat arein man none knoweth but the spirit of man that isin him: in like manner
30 the things that are of God none knoweth but the Spirit of God (1 Cor. ii, 11).

CHAPTER L X—That they who see God see all things in Him at once

SINCE it has been shown that a created intelligence in seeing the divine substance understands
therein al the species of things; since moreover al things that are seen by one presentation must
be seen together by one vision; it necessarily follows that the intelligence which sees the divine
substance viewsall things, not successively, but simultaneously. Hence Augustine says (De Trinitate
XV, xvi): “Our thoughts will not then be unstable, coming and going from one thing to another,
but we shall see all our knowledge together at one glance.” 6%

CHAPTER L XI—That by the Sght of God one is Partaker of Life Everlasting

ETERNITY differsfromtimeinthis, that timehasbeing in succession, but the being of eternity
isall present together. But in the sight of God thereis no succession: al thingsthat are seen in that
vision are seen at one glance. That vision therefore is accomplished in a certain participation of
eternity. That vision also is a certain life: for activity of intellect is alife. Therefore by that sight
the created intelligence is partaker of life everlasting.

4. Theintellectual soul is created on the confines of eternity and time: becauseit islast in order
of intelligences, and yet its substance is raised above corporeal matter, being independent of the
same. But its action, inasmuch asit touches inferior thingsthat are in time, istemporal. Therefore,
inasmuch as it touches superior things that are above time, its action partakes of eternity. Such is
especially the vision whereby it sees the divine substance. Therefore by such vision it entersinto
participation of eternity, and sees God in the same way as any other created intelligence.

Hence the Lord says: Thisislife everlasting, to know thee the only true God (John xvii, 3).

CHAPTER L XII—That they who see God will see Him for ever

WHATEVER now is, and now is not, is measured by time. But the vision that makes the
happiness of intellectual creatures is not in time, but in eternity (Chap. LXI). It is impossible
therefore that from the moment one becomes partaker of it he should ever lose it.

622 Thisis not in contradiction with B. I, Chap. Cl, because in that chapter there is question of the natural knowledge of an angel,
here of what is known by the vision of God, which is supernatural.
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2. Anintelligent creature does not arrive at its last end except when its natural desireis set at
rest. But asit naturally desires happiness, so it naturally desires perpetuity of happiness: for, being
perpetual in its substance, whatever thing it desires for the thing’s own sake, and not for the sake

N of something else, it desires as a thing to be had for ever.52 Happiness therefore would not be the
233 last end, if it did not endure perpetually.

3. Everything that isloved in the having of it brings sadness, if we know that at some time we
must part with it. But the beatific vision, being of all things most delightful and most desired, is of
all things most loved by them who have it. They could not therefore be otherwise than saddened,
if they knew that at some time they were to lose it. But if it were not meant to last for ever, they
would be aware of thefact: for in seeing the divine substance, they a so see other thingsthat naturally
are (Chap. L1X).6

6. It isimpossible for one to wish to resign a good thing that he enjoys, except for some evil
that he discernsin the enjoyment of that good, or because he reckonsit a hindrance to greater good.
But in the enjoyment of the bestific vision there can be no evil, since it is the best thing to which
an intelligent creature can attain: nor can he who enjoysthat vision possibly think that there is any
evil in it, or anything better than it, since the vision of that sovereign truth excludes al false
judgement.®®

5. Nothing that is viewed with wonder can grow tedious: aslong as it is an object of wonder,
the desire of seeing it remains. But the divine substance is aways viewed with wonder by any
created intelligence, since no created intelligence can comprehend it. Therefore such intelligence
can never find that vision tedious.

9. The nearer athing comes to God, who iswholly unchangeable, the less changeableit isand
the more enduring. But no creature can draw nearer to God than that which beholds His substance.
Theintelligent creature then gainsin the vision of God a certain immutability, and cannot fall from
that vision.

Hence it is said: Blessed are they who dwell in thy house, O Lord: they shall praise thee for
ever and ever (Ps. Ixxxiii, 5): He shall never be moved from his place, that dwelleth in Jerusalem
(Ps. cxxiv, 1): Whoever shall overcome, | will make him a pillar in the temple of my God, and he
shall not go out any more (Apoc. iii, 12).

CHAPTER LXIIl—Howinthat Final Happiness every Desire of Man isfulfilled

623 |f | desire hunting for its own sake, not as an interlude between duties, | must desire to hunt incessantly, could | do so without
fatigue.

624 Not however the divine decrees (Chapp. LVI, n. 4: LIX adfin). A better argument perhaps isthis, that if they thought that the
vision wasto last for ever, whereas it was not, there would be a delusion built into their happiness: they would be living in a
fool’s paradise, which is contrary to the idea of a perfect state.

625 And therefore al sin (Chap. X).
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FROM what has been said it evidently appears that in that final happiness which comes of the
vision of God every human desireisfulfilled, according to the text: Who filleth thy desirewith good
things (Ps. cii, 5). And every human endeavour there finds its final good: as may be seen by
discussing the severa heads. — I. As man is an intelligent being, there is in him a desire of
investigating truth, which desire men follow out in the pursuit of acontemplativelife. And thiswill
manifestly be fulfilled in that vision, since by the sight of the first and highest truth all things that
man naturally desires to know will become known to him (Chap. L).

2. Thereis also adesire which aman has in keeping with his rational faculty of managing and
N\ disposing of inferior things: which desire men prosecute in the pursuit of an active and civil life.
234 And the chief scope and purpose of this desire is the laying out of man’s whole life according to
reason, which means living virtuously.®* This desire will then be altogether fulfilled when reason
shall bein the height of its vigour, being enlightened by divine light that it may not fall away from

what isright.

3. Upon civil life there follow certain goods which a man needs for his social and political
activities. Thusthereishonour and high estate, theinordinate desire of which makes men intriguing®
and ambitious. But that vision elevates men to the supreme height of honour, uniting them with
God; and therefore, as God is the king of ages (1 Tim. i, 17), so the Blessed united with Him are
said to reign: They shall reign with Christ (Apoc. xx, 6).

4. Another object of desire following upon civil life is celebrity of fame, by inordinate desire
of which men are said to be covetous of vain glory. By that divine vision the blessed become
celebrated, not before men, who may deceive and be deceived, but in the most true knowledge of
God and of al their companions in bliss. And therefore that happiness is very frequently termed
‘glory’ in Holy Scripture, asin Ps. cxliv, 5: The saints shall exult in glory.

5. There is also another thing desirable in civil society, namely, riches, by inordinate craving
and love for which men become illiberal and unjust. But in that blissful state there is sufficiency
of all good things, inasmuch as the Blessed enjoy Him who comprises the perfection of them:
wherefore it issaid: All good things came to me with her (Wisdom vii, 11); and, Glory and wealth
isin this house (Ps. cxi, 3).

6. Thereisalso athird desirein man, common to him with other animals, the desire of pleasurable
enjoyments, which men pursue in the life of pleasure, and thereby become intemperate and
incontinent.s?® But in the happiness of the sight of God thereis perfect delight, all the more perfect

626 Hence the Aristotelian maxim, that the end of government is to make the citizens virtuous, up to a certain measure of human
and social virtue. Or we may say it isto ‘rationalise’ the community, that is, to form them into awhole regulated by reason. The
civil ruler, as such, isaliving public reasonableness.

627 Quperflui which seems to be some translation of nepitrof, Tepiepyot.

628 |ntemperati et incontinentes, the Aristotelian dxéAactot kai dxpateis. “In the intemperate man the will isinclined to sin by its
own choice, that proceeds from a habit acquired by custom: whereas in the incontinent man the will isinclined to sin by some
passion. And because passion quickly passes off; whereas a habit is a quality difficult to change, it follows that the incontinent
man repents at once, when thefit of passion is over, which happens not with the intemperate man: nay, the latter iseven glad to
have sinned, because the act of sin by habit has become connatural to him” (Sum. Theol. 2a 2ae, g. 156, art. 3: Aquinas Ethicus,
11, 339: 1, 170, 171).
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than the pleasure of sense, which brute animals also can enjoy, asintellect is higher than sense; all
the more perfect as (quanto) the good in which we shall take delight is greater than any sensible
good, and comes more home to us, and is more continually delightful; all the more perfect again
as the delight is more pure and free from all admixture of sadness or harassing solicitude; and of
thisit issaid: They shall be inebriated by the plenty of thy house, and thou wilt make them drink
of the torrent of thy pleasure (Ps. xxxv, 9).

7. There is also a natural desire common to all things, in that they all desire self-preservation,
so far as possible; by theimmoderation of which desire men are rendered timid and spare themselves
too much from labours. Thisdesire a so shall be perfectly fulfilled when the Blessed attain to perfect
everlasting duration, secure from all hurt, according to the text: They shall not hunger nor thirst
any more, neither shall the sun fall upon them, nor any heat (Isa. xlix, 10; Apoc. vii, 16).

Thusit appears that by the vision of God subsistent intelligences gain true happiness, in which
every desire iswholly laid to rest, and in which there is abundant sufficiency of all good things,
which Aristotle considers a requisite of happiness.?® Nothing in this lifeis so like this final and
perfect happiness asthelife of them who contemplate truth so far as possible. For the contemplation
of truth beginsin thislife, but will be consummated in the life to come, whereas the life of action
and the palitical life do not transcend the bounds of this present.

235

CHAPTER L XIV—That God governs things by His Providence

THE foregoing conclusions sufficiently show that God is the end of al things. Hence it may
be further gathered that by His providence He governs and rules all things. For whatever things are
referred to an end, are all subject to His management to whom principally that end belongs, as
appearsin an army: for al the components of the army and all their works are referred to one last
end, the good of the general, which isvictory, and therefore it belongsto the general to govern the
whole army. In like manner the art which is concerned with the end gives commands and laws to
the art which is concerned with the means, as politics to the art of war, the art of war to the
management of cavalry, navigation to shipbuilding. Since therefore all things are referred to an
end, which isthe divine goodness (Chapp. XVII, XVIIl), God, to whom that goodness principally
belongs, — as being His own substance, possessed, understood, and loved, — must have the chief
control of all things.

5. Thingsthat are distinct in their natures do not combineinto one system, unlessthey be bound
up in one by one directing control (ab uno ordinante). But in the universe there are things, having

629 “Therewill be need too of external prosperity, while manisman: for hisnatureis not self-sufficient for contemplation, but needs
ahealthy body, food and other comforts’ (Nic. Eth., X, ix, 1). Thelaying to rest of all desire reminds us rather of Asiatic
conceptions of happiness, involving the removal of work and worry and of the consequences of sin, the most accessible side of
the concept of felicity, mortalibus aegris. But to the Thomist and the Christian, desire is appeased by full intensity of life
(contemplatio, Bewpia): to the Asiatic by anintellectual stillnessverging on anaesthesia (nirvana). We pray for requiem aeternam,
likewise for lux perpetua; but to the perfect Buddhist nirvana is simply extinction. Buddhism is the antithesis of the scholastic
thesis, ens est bonum.
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distinct and contrary natures, which nevertheless all combine in one system, some things taking up
the activities of other things, some things being aided or even wrought by others. There must then
be one ordainer and governor of the universe.

8. Every agent that intends an end cares more for that which is nearer to the last end. But the
last end of the divine will is the divine goodness, and the nearest thing to that in creation is the
goodness of the order of the entire universe, that being the end to which every particular good of
thisor that thing is referred, as the less perfect is referred to the more perfect, and every part isfor
itswhole. What therefore God most caresfor in creation isthe order of the universe:*° Heistherefore
its controller.

Hence Holy Scripture ascribesthe course of eventsto the divine command: Who giveth command
N\ tothesun, and it riseth not, and encloseth the stars as under a seal (Job ix, 7): He hath given a
236 command, and it shall not pass away (Ps. cxlviii, 6).

CHAPTER LXV—That God preserves thingsin being

FROM God's governing al things by His providence it follows that He preserves them in
being.%3! For everything whereby things gain their end is part of the governing of them. But to the
last end which God intends, namely, the divine goodness, things are directed not only by their
activities, but also by the fact of their existence, because by that mere fact they bear some likeness
to the divine goodness. Therefore it is proper to divine providence to keep thingsin being.

5. Asawork of art presupposes a work of nature, so awork of nature presupposes a work of
God creating: for the material of artificial thingsis from nature, and the material of natural things
is through creation of God. But artificial things are preserved in being by virtue of natural things,
asahouse by the solidity of itsstones. Therefore natural thingsare not preserved in being otherwise
than through the power of God.5*

630 Thisis St Thomas' sway of saying that God governs according to general laws of nature and thought. — The following argument
may be added from Sum. Theol ., 13, g. 22, art. 2: “ Since every agent actsfor an end, the direction of effectsto an end on the part
of the prime agent extends wide as His causality extends. Whenever in the workings of an active cause anything occurs that is
not directed to an end, it is because that effect ensues upon the working of some other cause beside the intention of the original
agent. But the causality of God, the prime agent, extendsto all beings: . . . hence all things, whatsoever in any way have being,
are ordained by God to an end.”

631 |t ismore usual to argue the other way about, as St Thomas himself does as quoted in the |ast note, that because God has created

thisworld, and keepsiit al in being, He must have His own designs about it and be managing it to His own ends.
632

By way of illustrating the importance of physical science to the theologian, | note two propositions of St Thomas in the
fourth argument, here omitted:

(a) “No corporeal thing acts otherwise than through being in motion.” So Aristotle, Physics, VIII, v.
(b) “Itisimpossible for the motion of anything to continue, when the motor action of the moving cause ceases to be.”
Thefirst proposition has not been reconciled with the laws of gravitation and of electric and magnetic attraction: the second

isadenial of theinertiaof matter. St Thomas took them both from Aristotle.
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6. The impression made by an agent does not remain in the effect when the action of the agent
ceases, unless that impression turns into and becomes part of the nature of the effect. Thus the
forms and properties of things generated remain in them to the end, after the generation is done,
because they are made natural to the things: in like manner habits are difficult to change, because
they turn into nature. But dispositions, bodily impressions, and emotions, though they remain for
some little while after the action of the agent, do not remain permanently: they find place in the
subject as being on the way to become part of its nature.®* But what belongs to the nature of a
superior genus in no way remains after the action of the agent is over, aslight does not remainin
atransparent medium after the source of light istaken away.®* But being is not the nature or essence
of anything created, but of God alone (B. I, Chapp. X X1, XXII). Nothing then can remain in being
when the divine activity ceases.5®

7. Concerning the origin of things there are two theories, one of faith, that things had a first
commencement, and were then brought into being by God; the other the theory of sundry
philosophers, that things have emanated (fluxerint) from God from all eternity. On either theory
we must say that things are preserved in being by God. For if things are brought into being by God
after not being, the being of things must be consequent upon the divinewill; and similarly their not
being, because He has permitted things not to be when He willed and made things to be when He
willed. Thingstherefore are, so long as He willsthem to be. Hiswill then isthe uphol der of creation.
On the other hand, if things have emanated from God from all eternity, it isimpossible to assign
any time or instant in which first they emanated from God. Either then they were never produced
by God at al, or their being is continually coming forth from God so long as they exist.

237

Henceitissaid: Bearing up all things by the word of his power (Heb. i, 3). And Augustine says
(DeGen. adlit.iv, 12): “The power of the Creator, and the might of the Almighty and All-containing,
isthe cause of the permanence of every creature. If thispower ever ceased from governing creation,
all the brave show of creatures would at once cease, and all nature would fall to nothing. It is not
like the case of one who has built a house, and goes away, and still the structure remains, when his
work has ceased and his presence is withdrawn. The world could not endure for the twinkling of
an eye, if God retired from the government of it.”

Hereby is excluded the theory of some Doctors of the Law of the Moors, who, by way of
sustaining the position that the world needs the preserving hand of God, have supposed al forms

633 |nsunt ut in via ad naturam, as one might say of an undergraduate inest ut in via ad gradum. “A habit isa quality difficult to
change, whereby an agent, whose nature it was to work one way or another indeterminately, is disposed easily and readily at
will to follow thisor that particular line of action. Habit differsfrom disposition, as disposition isaquality easily changed. Thus
onein agood humour isin adisposition to be kind. Habit is a part of character: disposition isa passing fit” (Ethics and Natural
Law, p. 64). Unfortunately, the word disposition in English is used to signify natural or congenital character, the Latin indoles.
We might perhaps say mood. But the plural, good dispositions, expresses St Thomas's dispositio.

634 Or as learning does not remain in the mind of an ignorant and unintellectual pupil in the absence of his teacher. When the pupil
isbecoming capable of private study, then learning isgrowing into something of ahabit in him: “it isturning into nature” (vertitur
in naturam), as St Thomas says.

635 Thisistruly a magnificent argument. — In these idealist days, thereis no difficulty in bringing any theist to avow that things
could not be at all, if they dropped out of the thought of the Supreme Mind. But God’ s mere thinking of them is not enough to
raise them out of the order of pure possibilities, and transfer them into the region of actual being. To give them actuality, God
must will them; and to keep them in existence He must will them continually. Cf. B. I, Chapp. LI, LIV, LXXXI.
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to be accidents, % and that no accident lasts for two successive instants, the consegquence being that
the formation of things is aways in the making, — as though a thing needed no efficient cause
except whileit isin the making. Some of them are further said to hold that the indivisible atoms,s’
out of which they say that all substances are composed, — which atoms, according to them, alone
areindestructible, — could last for some short time, even though God were to withdraw His guidance
from the world. Some of them further say that things would not cease to be but for God causing in
them an accident of ‘ ceasing.’%® All which positions are manifestly absurd.

238

CHAPTER L XVI—That nothing gives Being except in as much asit actsin the
Power of God

NOTHING gives being except in so much asit is an actual being. But God preservesthingsin
actuality.

5. The order of effects is according to the order of causes. But among all effects the first is
being: al other things, as they proceed from their cause, are determinations of being. Therefore
being is the proper effect of the prime agent, and all other things act inasmuch as they act in the
power of the prime agent. Secondary agents, which are in a manner particular determinants of the
action of the prime agent, have for the proper effects of their action other perfections determinant
of being.®®

6. What is essentially of acertain nature, is properly the cause of that which comesto have that
nature only by participation.®® But God alone is being by essence, al others are beings by
participation. Therefore the being of everything that existsis an effect properly due to God; so that
anything that brings anything else into being does so insomuch as it acts in the power of God.

Henceit issaid: God created all thingsto be (Wisd. i, 14).

636 To St Thomas, ‘forms were some ‘accidental,” others’substantial.’

637 Corpora indivisibilia, so the Editions. But the Bergamo autograph, if we may trust the printers, has corpora invisibilia. That a
body may have accidents impervious to sense, a microscopic composition quite other than what appears to the eye, does not
seem usually to have been recognised by the schoolmen. Their ‘accidents’ are the sensible phenomena of bodies. Here again the
progress of physics has seriously affected metaphysics. The use of reading a mediaeval book about *accidents’ isto enable you
to understand mediaeval authors and to interpret mediaeval formularies. But when you have caught the meaning, it remains for
you to apply it to the ulterior conditions revealed by later science, — no easy task.

638 Read desitionis (from desino) not decisionis. Thisaccidensdesitionismay after all perhaps be no other than the forma cadaverica,
supposed by some school men to replace the soul asthe ‘form’ of the body after death. These ‘Moors (Arabian commentators
on Aristotle) evidently were in possession of the atomic theory of L eucippus and Democritus, atheory embraced by Epicureans,
but no favourite with Aristotelians.

639 Thus e.g. that this painting is a portrait rather than alandscape is attributable, under God, to the will of the painter: but that this
painting isat al, isthe singular effect of divine action.

640 Thisis abit of Platonism that has passed through Aristotle to St Thomas. St Thomas gives the example of fire being the cause
of all thingsfiery. But thereisno essential element of fire, any more than there is any essential beauty, outside of God. Thereis
no actual essential nature anywhere in creation. Thusthereisno actual essential humanity, by participation in which all men are
men. Aristotle’s doctrine of the four elements, fire being essentially hot, air essentially cold, earth essentially dry, and water
essentially moist, isreally ascheme of Platonic | deas operating as physical causes. For all his protests against the Ideas, Aristotle
never became quite emancipated from their control.

285


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Wis.1.xml#Wis.1.14

Of God and His Creatures St. Thomas Aquinas

CHAPTER LXVII—That God is the Cause of Activity in all Active Agents

AS God not only gave being to things when they first began to be, but al so causes being in them
so long as they exist (Chap. LXV); so He did not once for all furnish them with active powers, but
continually causes those powers in them, so that, if the divine influx were to cease, al activity
would cease.

Hence it is said: Thou hast wrought all our worksin us, O Lord (Isa. xxvi, 12). And for this
reason frequently in the Scripturesthe effects of nature are put down to the working of God, because
Heit isthat worksin every agent, physical or voluntary: e.g., Hast thou not drawn me out like milk,
and curdled me like cheese? with skin and flesh thou hast clothed me, with bones and sinews thou
hast put me together (Job x, 10, 11).

CHAPTER LVIII—That God is everywhere and in all things

AN incorporeal thing issaid to bein athing by contact of power. Thereforeif there be anything
incorporeal fraught with infinite power, that must be everywhere. But it has been shown (B. | Chap.
XLI1I) that God has infinite power. He is therefore everywhere.

4. Since God is the universal cause of al being, in whatever region being can be found there

— must be the divine presence.

6. An efficient cause must be together with its proximate and immediate effect. But in everything
there is some effect which must be set down for the proximate and immediate effect of God’'s
power: for God aone can create (B. |1, Chap. XXI1); and in everything there is something caused
by creation, — in corporeal things, primordial matter; in incorporeal beings, their simple essences
(B. 11, Chapp. XV, sq). God then must be in all things, especially since the things which He has
once produced from not-being to being He continually and always preservesin being (Chap. LXV).

Henceitissaid: | fill heaven and earth (Jer. xxiii, 24): If | ascend into heaven, thou art there:
if I descend into hell, thou art there (Ps. cxxxviii, 8).

Godisindivisible, and wholly out of the category of the continuous: hence Heisnot determined
to one place, great or small, by the necessity of His essence, seeing that He is from eternity before
all place: but by theimmensity of His power Hereaches all things that are in place, since Heisthe
universal cause of being. Thus then He iswhole everywhere, reaching al things by His undivided
power .54

641 “God isin al things by power, inasmuch as all things are subject to His power. Heisin all things by presence, inasmuch as all
things are naked and open to his eyes (Heb. iv, 13). Heisin all things by essence, because His substance is at hand to all things
asthe cause of their being” (Sum. Theol., 1, g. 8, art. 3). For the scholastic meaning of ‘place’ see note, p. 100]. ‘ Space’ scarcely
engaged St Thomas's attention. Nor does he discuss immensity as an attribute of God. He declares: “We say that there was no
place or space before the world was’ (Sum. Theol., 1, g. 46, art. 1, ad 4). Thisis tantamount to saying that God is everywhere
where creatures are; but that, apart from creation, there is no meaning in speaking of God as being everywhere.
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CHAPTER LVIX—O0f the Opinion of those who withdraw from Natural Things
their Proper Actions

SOME have taken an occasion of going wrong by thinking that no creature has any action in
the production of natural effects, — thus that fire does not warm, but God causes heat where fire
is present. So Avicebron®? in his book, The Fountain of Life, lays it down that no body is active,
but the power of a subsistent spirit permeating bodies does the actions which seem to be done by
bodies. But on such theories many awkward consegquences follow.

1. If noinferior cause, and especially no corporeal cause, does any work, but God works alone
in all agencies, and God does not change by working in different agencies; no difference of effect
will follow from the difference of agenciesin which God works: but that is false by the testimony
of sense.

2. It is contrary to the notion of wisdom for anything to be to no purpose in the works of the
wise. But if created things in no way work to the production of effects, but God alone works all
effects immediately, to no purpose are other things employed by Him.

3. To grant the main thing is to grant the accessories. But actually to do follows upon actually
to be: thus God is at once pure actuality and thefirst cause. If then God has communicated to other
beings His likeness in respect of being, it follows that He has communicated to them His likeness
in respect of action.

4. To detract from the perfection of creatures is to detract from the perfection of the divine
power. But if no creature has any action in the production of any effect, much is detracted from the
perfection of the creature: for it marks abundance of perfection to be ableto communicate to another

N\ the perfection which one has oneself.

240

5. God isthe sovereign good (B. I, Chap. XLI). Therefore it belongsto Him to do the best. But
it is better for good conferred on one to be common to many than for it to be confined to that one:
for common good always proves to be more godlike than the good of the individual. But the good
of one comes to be common to many when it is derived from one to many, which cannot be except
in so far asthe agent diffusesit to others by aproper action of its own. God then has communicated
His goodnessin such away that one creature can transmit to others the good which it has received.

6. To take away order from creation is to take away the best thing that there isin creation: for
whileindividual thingsin themselves are good, the conjunction of them al is best by reason of the
order in the universe: for the whole is ever better than the parts and is the end of the parts. But if
actions are denied to things, the order of things to one another is taken away: for things differing
in their natures are not tied up in the unity of one system otherwise than by this, that some act and
some are acted upon.

7. If effects are not produced by the action of creatures, but only by the action of God, it is
impossible for the power of any creature to be manifested by its effect: for an effect shows the

642 The Jew, Salomon |bn-Gebird.
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power of the cause only by reason of the action, which proceeds from the power and is terminated
to the effect. But the nature of a cause is not known through its effect except in so far as through
its effect its power isknown which follows upon its nature.®* If then created things have no actions
of their own productive of effects, it follows that the nature of a created thing can never be known
by its effect; and thus there is withdrawn from us all investigation of natural science, in which
demonstrations are given principally through the effect.5

Some Doctors of the Moorish Law are said to bring an argument to show that accidents are not
traceable to the action of bodies, the ground of the argument being this, that an accident does not
pass from subject to subject: hence they count it an impossibility for heat to pass from a hot body
to another body heated by it, but they say that all such accidents are created by God. Now thisisa
ridiculous proof to assign of a body not acting, to point to the fact that no accident passes from
subject to subject. When it is said that one hot body heats another, it is not meant that numerically
the same heat, which is in the heating body, passes to the body heated; but that by virtue of the
heat, which isin the heating body, numerically another heat comesto bein the heated body actually,
which was in it before potentialy. For a natural agent does not transfer its own form to another
subject, but reduces the subject upon which it acts from potentiality to actuality.®®

241

CHAPTER L XX—How the Same Effect is from God and from a Natural Agent

SOME find it difficult to understand how natural effects are attributable At once to God and to
anatura agent. For (Arg. 1) oneaction, it seems, cannot proceed from two agents. If then the action,
by which anatural effect is produced, proceeds from anatural body, it does not proceed from God.

Arg. 2. When an action can be sufficiently done by one, it is superfluous to have it done by
more: we see that nature does not do through two instruments what she can do through one. Since
then the divine power is sufficient to produce natural effects, it is superfluousto employ also natural

643 Hence they who deny all causative activity, and reduce causality to a particular case of sequence, further conclude, logically
enough, that we can know nothing of ‘ natures,” ’ substances,” ‘essences,” and ‘thingsin themselves,” but only phenomena. Logic
should further lead them to deny all potential being and all permanent existence, and to take up with the Heraclitean flux.

644 That isto say, the proofs are a posteriori, resting on experience. The order of nature is an historical order, particularly inits
coexistences. It may be objected that the physicist may prescind entirely from the question agitated in this chapter. So indeed
hemay. But St Thomas's* natural science’ includes physics and metaphysics. Metaphysicsrest on an a posteriori basis of sensory
experience. Theenquiriesin Aristotle’ s eight books of Physicsare chiefly metaphysical. No doubt, physics have gained by being
made a speciality, apart from metaphysics. The former is the lower, the latter the higher science. Y ou may stop short of the
higher: but you can be no great master of the higher if you are quite anovicein thelower. Nemo metaphysi cus quin idem physicus.

645 The doctrine refuted in this chapter is known in more recent philosophy as Occasionalism. “Occasionalism . . . . teaches that
created things are the mere occasions on which the Divinity takes the opportunity to act conformably to the requirements of the
objects present; thistheory isespecially characteristic of the school of Descartes, and isin intimate connexion with the reduction
of matter by that philosopher to extension, with inertiafor its chief property. Matter, according to him, can itself do nothing: It
isamere receptivity and channel of communication or transference for the motion imparted by the Creator; it can hand about
movement from particle to particle, but it cannot originate or destroy any; and thusit is opposed to mind, the very essence of
which isthought or activity. Matter isinert extension, thought is ever operative inextension, etc.” See General Metaphysics,
Stonyhurst Series, pp. 308-313.
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powers for the production of those same effects. Or if the natural power sufficiently produces its
own effect, it is superfluous for the divine power to act to the same effect.

Arg. 3. If God produces the whole natural effect, nothing of the effect is left for the natural
agent to produce.

Upon consideration, these arguments are not difficult. Reply 1. The power of the inferior agent
depends upon the power of the superior agent, inasmuch as the superior agent givesto the inferior
the power whereby it acts, or preserves that power, or appliesit to action; as aworkman applies a
tool toits proper effect, frequently however without giving the tool the form whereby it acts,%¢ nor
preserving it, but merely giving it motion. The action therefore of the inferior agent must proceed
from that agent not merely through its own power, but through the power of all superior agents,
for it actsin virtue of them al. And as the ultimate and lowest agent acts immediately, so is the
power of the prime agent immediate in the production of the effect. For the power of the lowest
agent is not competent to produce the effect of itself, but in power of the agent next above it; and
the power of that agent iscompetent in virtue of the agent aboveit; and thusthe power of the highest
agent proves to be of itself productive of the effect, as the immediate cause, as we see in the
principles of mathematical demonstrations, of which the first principle isinimediate.®” Asthen it
isnot absurd for the same action to be produced by an agent and the power of that agent, so neither
isit absurd for the same effect to be produced by an inferior agent and by God, by both immediately,
although in different manners.

Reply 2. Though anatural thing producesits own effect, it isnot superfluousfor God to produce
it, because the natural thing does not produce it except in the power of God. Nor isit superfluous,
while God can of Himself produce all natural effects, for them to be produced by other causes: this

N is not from the insufficiency of God's power, but from the immensity of His goodness, whereby

242 He haswished to communicate Hislikenessto creatures, not only in point of their being, but likewise

in point of their being causes of other things (Chap. X X1). Reply 3. When the same effect is attributed

to a natural cause and to the divine power, it is not as though the effect were produced partly by

God and partly by the natural agent: but the whole effect is produced by both, though in different

ways, as the same effect is attributed wholly to the instrument, and wholly also to the principal
agent.s®

CHAPTER L XXI—That the Divine Providence is not wholly inconsistent with
the presence of Evil in Creation

646 The workman does not usually make his own tools. This example of the workman and histool, afavourite with St Thomas, goes
beyond the domain of physical nature, and therefore isin point. But, as| have already observed, the instances which physical
nature yields are not of subordinate, but of co-ordinate action. That prime minister of creation, the corpus coeleste, or primum
mobile, respected and constantly referred to till the end of the sixteenth century, has gone finally out of office, and with it the
primacy and commanding influence of heavenly over earthly bodies. Physical forcesin the heavens above and on the earth
beneath make together arepublic, not afeudal monarchy.

647 That is, immediately known, or self-evident. The feudal, or hierarchical, view of causation, here taken, is remarkable.

648 The notion of instrumentality does not enter into physical science. Only intelligence applies instruments, formally as such.
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PERFECT goodness could not be in creation if there were not found an order of goodness
among creatures, some being better than others: or else all possible grades of goodness would not
be filled up; nor would any creature be like God in having pre-eminence over another.®® Thus a
great beauty would be lost to creation in the removal of the order of distinct and dissimilar beings,
one better than the other. A dead level of goodnesswould be amanifest derogation to the perfection
of creation. A higher grade of goodness consists in there being something which cannot fall away
from goodness; a lower grade, in there being that which can fall away.5® The perfection of the
universe requires both grades of goodness. But it is the care of a ruler to uphold perfection in the
subjects of his government, not to make it less. Thereforeit is no part of divine providence wholly
to exclude from creation the capability of falling away from good. But upon this capability evil
ensues: for what is capable of falling away, sometimes does fall away; and the mere lack of good
isevil (Chap. VII).

3. The best rule in any government is to provide for everything under government according
to the mode of its nature: just administration consists in this. As then it would be contrary to any
rational plan of human administration for the civil government to debar its subjects from acting
according to their offices and conditions of life, except perhapsin an occasional hour of emergency,
so it would be contrary to the plan of divine government not to allow creatures to act according to
the mode of their several natures. But by the very fact of creatures so acting there follows destruction
and evil intheworld, since by reason of mutual contrariety and inconsistency onething isdestructive
of another.5*

5. There are many good things in creation which would find no place there, unless evils were
there also. Thusthere would be no patience of the just, if there were not the malice of persecutors:
no room for vindictivejustice, if there were no offences: and in the physical order one thing cannot

N\ cometo beunless something el seisdestroyed.®? If then evil were wholly excluded from the universe
243 by divine providence, the number of good things would be proportionally diminished: which ought
not to be, because good is more vigorous in goodness than evil in badness (virtuosius est bonum

in bonitate quam in malitia malum), as above shown (Chap. XII).

6. The good of the whole takes precedence of the good of the part. It belongs then to a prudent
ruler to neglect some defect of goodness in the part for the increase of goodness in the whole, as
an architect buries the foundation under the earth for the strengthening of the whole house. But if
evil were removed from certain portions of the universe, much perfection would be lost to the

649 |n a great house there are not only vessels of gold and silver, but also of wood and earthenware, and some unto honour, some
unto dishonour (2 Tim. ii, 20). Yes, but we should like to have every vessel good of its kind; sound earthenware as well as
22-carat gold. Per seitisso, per accidensoften not. The human spirit ever finds some retort upon these justifications. Investigable
up to a certain point, the dark continent of evil stretches away beyond into mystery; and there is nothing for it but to trust God.

650 An atom cannot fall away from goodness, being practically imperishable: aman’s body easily falls away: yet there is no doubt
which represents the higher grade of goodness.

651 This perhapsis the best account that we have to render of evil. Evil lies at the root of things creatable, limited and imperfect: it
isimbedded in the eternal possibilities of their nature: let but things exist in time, and certain evils, physical evils at any rate,
are bound to arise. And given arealm of rational creatures, subject to physical evils, moral evils are not far off the frontier of
such akingdom.

652 We only live because previous generations have died and made room for us. Deaths make births and marriages possible. A
general resurrection, under the conditions of humanity that at present obtain, would be as bad as a general massacre.
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universe, the beauty of which consists in the orderly blending of things good and evil (pulcritudo
ex ordinata bonorum et malorum adunatione consurgit), while evil things have their origin in the
breaking down of good things, and still from them good things again take their rise by the providence
of theruler, as an interval of silence makes music sweet.

7. Other things, and particularly inferior things, are ordained to the end of the good of man. But
if therewere no evilsintheworld, much good would be lost to man, aswell in respect of knowledge,
as also in respect of desire and love of good: for good is better known in contrast with evil; and
while evil results come about, we more ardently deire good results: as sick men best know what a
blessing hedlthis.

Thereforeit is said: Making peace and creating evil (Isai. xlv, 7): Shall there be evil in the city
that the Lord has not done? (Amosiii, 6.)

Boethius (De consolatione, Lib. I, prosa 4) introduces a philosopher asking the question: ‘If
there is a God, how comes evil? . The argument should be turned the other way: ‘If there is evil,
thereisaGod.” For there would be no evil, if the order of goodness were taken away, the privation
of which isevil; and this order would not be, if God were not.

Hereby is taken away the occasion of the error of the Manicheans, who supposed two primary
agents, good and evil, as though evil could not have place under the providence of a good God.

We have also the solution of a doubt raised by some, whether evil actions are of God. Since it
has been shown (Chap. LXV1) that every agent produces its action inasmuch as it acts by divine
power, and that thereby God is the cause of all effects and of all actions (Chap. LXVI1I); and since
it has been further shown (Chap. X) that in things subject to divine providence evil and deficiency
happens from some condition of secondary causes, in which there may be defect; it is clear that
evil actions, inasmuch asthey are defective, are not of God, but of defective proximate causes; but
so far as the action and entity contained in them goes, they must be of God, — as lameness is of
motive power, so far asit has anything of motion, but so far asit has anything of defect, it comes
of curvature of the leg.

244

CHAPTER L XXII—That Divine Providence is not inconsistent with an element
of Contingency in Creation®

ASdivine providence does not exclude al evil from creation, neither doesit exclude contingency,
or impose necessity upon all things. The operation of providence does not exclude secondary causes,
but isfulfilled by them, inasmuch asthey act in the power of God. Now effectsare called * necessary’

653
Cf. I, Chapp. LXVII (with notes), LXXXV.

The contingent, cuuBePnrdg, isthat which is, but might not be (Aristotle, Physics, V11, v). Theterm is still of interest to

the logician, and to the psychologist, who concerns himself with the freedom of the will, but has lost all interest in physical
science, except in the cognate sense of accidental.

291


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Isa.45.xml#Isa.45.7
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Amos.3.xml#Amos.3.6

Of God and His Creatures St. Thomas Aquinas

or ‘contingent’ according to their proximate causes, not according to their remote causes. Since
then among proximate causes there are many that may fail, not all effects subject to providence
will be necessary, but many will be contingent.

6. On the part of divine providence no hindrance will be put to the failure of the power of created
things, or to an obstacle arising through the resistance of something coming in the way. But from
such failure and such resistance the contingency occurs of a natural cause not always acting in the
same way, but sometimes failing to do what it is naturally competent to do; and so natural effects
do not come about of necessity.®*

CHAPTER LXXII1—That Divine Providence is not inconsistent with Freedom
of the Will

THE government of every prudent governor isordained to the perfection of the things governed,
to the gaining, or increasing, of maintenance of that perfection. An element of perfection then is
more worthy of being preserved by providence than an element of imperfection and defect. But in
inanimate things the contingency of causes comes of imperfection and defect: for by their nature
they are determined to one effect, which they always gain, unless there be some let or hindrance
arising either from limitation of power, or the interference of some external agent, or indisposition
of subject-matter; and on this account natural causesin their action are not indifferent to either side
of an alternative, but for the most part produce their effects uniformly, while they fail in aminority
of instances. But that the will is a contingent cause comes of its very perfection, because its power

AN isnot tied to one effect, but it rests with it to produce this effect or that, wherefore it is contingent
45 either way.®® Therefore providence is more concerned to preserve the liberty of the will than to
preserve contingency in natural causes.

654
But a‘natural cause,” or physical agent, as such (res naturalis), as distinguished from amoral agent, does always act in the
same way under the same circumstances. It is the circumstances that vary, not the behaviour of the natural cause. Compare
Newton’s second law of motion. And so natural, or physical, events come about under an hypothetical necessity. They aways
happen in the same way, if the antecedents, positive and negative, are the same.

In this chapter St Thomas is concerned to obviate a difficulty unlikely to occur to modern minds, — how it is consistent
with divine providence for terrestrial events, such as the weather, the growth of the crops, the healthy development of animals,
not torunin regular calculable cycles, likethe ordinary celestial phenomena, sunrise and sunset, equinox and sol stice, the waxing
and waning of the moon. From Plato and Aristotle to Newton, celestial phenomena were ‘necessary,’ terrestrial ‘ contingent.’
Thereal differenceis one of simplicity and plurality of causes. Professor Stewart, Notes on Nicomachean Ethics, val. I1, p. 9,
writes: “There is no contingency in things, but there is often failure on the part of organic beings to cope with the complexity
of the necessary lawswhich thing obey”: aremark which istrue, so far asthings do obey necessary laws. But thereisacontingency
in acts of free will, and in things so far as they are consequent upon such acts. To take another point of view. Contingency, like
chance, has been predicated of co-existences, or coincidences, rather than of sequences; and necessity has been made out for
sequence better than for co-existence. The study of co-existences carries us far back into the dim past, even to that ‘ primitive
collocation of materials,” which, it is argued, must have been the work of intelligence and free will. Cf. B. I, Chap. XII1: B. 11l
Chap. XCIV, with notes.

655 To say that thewill is‘contingent either way’ means that, between two ways, it so takes one way as to be able to take the other.
The question need not be raised here whether the two ways are opposed a contraries, or as contradictories.
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2. 1t belongs to divine providence to use things according to their several modes. But athing's
mode of action depends upon its form, which is the principle of action. But the form whereby a
voluntary agent actsisnot determinate: for thewill actsthrough aform apprehended by theintellect;
and the intellect has not one determined form of effect under its consideration, but essentially
embraces a multitude of forms;®*¢ and therefore the will can produce multiform effects.

3. The last end of every creature is to attain to a likeness to God (Chap. XVII): therefore it
would be contrary to providence to withdraw from a creature that whereby it attains the divine
likeness. But a voluntary agent attains the divine likeness by acting freely, as it has been shown
that thereisfreewill in God (B. I, Chap. LXXXVIII).

4. Providence tends to multiply good things in the subjects of its government. But if free will
were taken away, many good things would be withdrawn. The praise of human virtue would be
taken away, which isnullified where good isnot donefreely: the justice of rewards and punishments
would be taken away, if man did not do good and evil freely: wariness and circumspection in
counsel would be taken away, as there would be no need of taking counsel about things done under
necessity. It would be therefore contrary to the plan of providence to withdraw the liberty of the
will.&7

Henceitissaid: God made man fromthe beginning, and left himin the hand of his own counsel:
before man is life and death, whatever he shall please shall be given him (Ecclus xv, 14-17).

Hereby isexcluded the error of the Stoics, who said that al things arose of necessity, according
to an indefeasible order, which the Greeks called ymarmene (gipapuévn).

CHAPTER LXXIV—That Divine Providence is not inconsistent with Fortune
and Chance’®

THE multitude and diversity of causes proceeds from the order of divine providence and
arrangement. Supposing an arrangement of many causes, one must sometimes combine with another,
so as either to hinder or help it in producing its effect. A chance event arises from a coincidence
of two or more causes, in that an end not intended is gained by the coming in of some collateral
cause, as the finding of a debtor by him who went to market to make a purchase, when his debtor
also came to market.5

656 |n plain English, the intellect does not think of one thing only to do, but of many courses of action.

657 | have endeavoured to lend this contested argument some support in Political and Moral Essays, Essay VI, Morality without
free will.

658 See Chap. VI, note, p. 187.

659 The exampleis from Aristotle’' s three chapter on chance and fortune (Physics, 11, iv, v, vi), the concluding sentence of whichis
worth quoting: “Chance (t6 avtéuatov) and fortune () toxn) something posterior to intelligence and natural development: so
that however much chance be the cause of the system of the heavens, intelligence and natural devel opment must needs be aprior
cause, aswell of many other things, as also of this universe.”
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Henceitissaid: | saw that the race was not to the swift . . . . but that occasion and chance are
in all things (Ecclesix, 11) to wit, in al sublunary things (in inferioribus).5®

CHAPTER L XXV—That the Providence of God isexercised over Individual and
Contingent Things

IF God has no care of these individual things, that is either because He does not know them,
or because He has no power over them, or because He has no will to take care of them. But it has
been shown above (B. I, Chap. LXV) that God has knowledge of individual things. Nor can it be
said that He has no power to take care of them, seeing that His power isinfinite (B. 1, Chap. XXII).
Nor again that God has no wilt to govern them, seeing that the object of Hiswill isuniversally all
good (B. I, Chap. LXXVIII).

3. Thiscommon attribute is found in productive causes, that they have a care of the things that
they produce, as animals naturally nourish their young. God thereof has care of the things of which
Heisthe cause. But Heisthe cause even of these particular things (B. |1, Chap. XV), and therefore
He has care of them.ss:

5. It would be afoolish providence not to take care of those things without which the objects
of one’ scare could not exist. But certainly, if al particularswereto fail, universals could not remain.
If then God has care of the universal only, and neglects the individual altogether, His providence
must be foolish and imperfect. But if it is said that God has care of individuals so far as to see that
they are maintained in being, but no further, that answer cannot stand. For all that befallsindividuals
has some bearing on their preservation or destruction. If therefore God has care of individuals so
far asto seeto their preservation, He must have care of all that befalls them.

7. Thisisthe difference between speculative and practical knowledge, that speculative knowledge
and all that concerns such knowledge iswrought out in generalities, whereasthe sphere of practical
knowledge is the particular. For the end of practical knowledge is truth, which consists primarily
and ordinarily in theimmaterial and universal, whilethe end of practical knowledgeisaction, which
deals with particular facts. Hence the physician does not attend man in general, but this man; and
to the care of theindividual man the whole science of medicineis directed. But providence, being
directive of thingsto their end, must be a department of practical knowledge. Thus the providence

660 Aristotleisright in contending that things do happen by fortune and chance; and further that fortune and chance are relative
terms, denoting the unforeseen and unpremeditated in relation to (human) forethought. But in relation to a perfect providence,
an all-seeing mind, an omnipotent ruler, nothing is fortuitous: everything is foreseen, allowed for, willed, or at |east permitted.
Nor are the laws of nature at fault in a chance event. The same forces, working according to the same laws, forward man to his
destination nine hundred and ninety-nine times, and the thousandth time they destroy him.

661 The tree holds on to itsfruit, so far asit can, and only shedsit spontaneously when it isripe. Dumb animals care for their young
till they are old enough to shift for themselves. Human love and solicitude for children endure as long as life lasts, — and not
only for children, but for artistic creations of hand and mind. But God isof all living things the best, according to the Aristotelian
definition (Metaph. Xl1, vii). He may be expected therefore to be more careful of His creatures than the tree of its fruit, than the
animal of its young, than parent of child, than artist of hiswork.
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of God would be very imperfect, if it stopped short at the universal, and did not reach individual
Cases.

8. The perfection of speculative knowledge lies in the universal rather than in the particular:
N universals are better known than particulars; and therefore the knowledge of the most general
247 principles is common to al. Still, even in speculative science, he is more perfect who has not a
mere general but a concrete (propriam) knowledge of things. For he who knows in the general
only, knows a thing only potentially. Thus the scholar is reduced from a general knowledge of
principles to a concrete knowledge of conclusions by his master, who has both knowledges, — as
abeing isreduced from potentiality to actuality by another being, already in actuality. Much more
in practical scienceishe more perfect, who disposesthingsfor actuality not merely in the universal

but in the particular. God’ s most perfect providence therefore extends even to individuals.

9. Since God is the cause of being, as such (B. 11, Chap. XV), He must aso be the provider of
being, as such. Whatever then in any way is, falls under His providence. But singular things are
beings, and indeed more so than universals, because universals do not subsist by themselves, but
are only in singulars.’ Divine providence therefore has care also of singulars.

Henceit issaid: Two sparrows are sold for a farthing; and not one of them falls to the ground
without your Father (Matt. x, 29); and, [Wisdom] reaches from end to end strongly (Wisd. viii, 1),
that is, from the highest creatures to the lowest. Also their opinion is condemned who said: The
Lord hath abandoned the earth, the Lord doth not see (Ezech. ix, 9): He walketh about the poles
of heaven, and doth not consider our things (Job xxii, 14).

CHAPTER LXXVI—That the Providence of God watches immediately over all
Individual Things

IN matters of human administration, the higher administrator confines his careto the arrangement
of general main issues, and leaves details to his subordinates, and that on account of his personal
limitations, because, asfor the state and condition of lesser things, heis either ignorant of them, or
he cannot afford the labour and length of time that would be necessary to arrange for them. But
such limitations are far from God: it is no labour for Him to understand, and it takes Him no time,
since in understanding Himself He understands all things else (B. I, Chap. XLIX).

4. In human administrations, the industry and care of the lower officials arranges matters left
to their charge by their chief. Their chief does not bestow upon them their faculty of industry and
care, but merely allowsit free play. If theindustry and care came from their superior, the arrangement
would be the superior’ sarrangement; and they would not be authors of the arrangement, but carriers
of it into execution. But we have seen (B. I, Chap. LI: B. Ill, Chap. LXVII) that all wisdom and
intelligence comes from God above; nor can any intellect understand anything except in the power
of God, nor any agent do anything except in the same power. God Himself therefore by His

662 The universal existsin the singular, not as a universal, but as something selectable and universalisable by the mind.
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providence immediately disposes all things, and whoever are called providers under Him, are
executors of His providence.®:

7. If God does not by Himself take immediate care of lower individualities, that must be either
because He despises them, or because He fears to sully His dignity, as some say.% But that is
irrational, for there is greater dignity in devising an arrangement than in working one out. If then
God worksin all things, as has been shown (Chap. LXV 1), and that is not derogatory to Hisdignity,
nay rather befits His universal and sovereign power, an immediate providence over individual
thingsis no contemptible occupation for Him either, and throws no slur upon His dignity.

248

Hence it is said: Thou hast done the things of old and hast devised one thing after another
(Judithiix, 4).

CHAPTER LXXVII—That the arrangements of Divine Providence are carried
into execution by means of Secondary Causes

IT belongs to the dignity of aruler to have many ministers and diversity of servants to carry
his command into execution, the height and greatness of his lordship appearing by the multitude
of persons of various ranks who are subject to him: but no dignity of any ruler is comparable with
the dignity of the divine government: it is suitable therefore that the arrangements of divine
providence be carried into execution by divers grades of agents.

6. Asthe causeis superior to the effect, the order of causesis nobler than that of effects: in that
order therefore the perfection of divine providenceisbetter shown. But if there were not intermediate
causes carrying divine providence into execution, there would be in creation no order of causes,
but only of effects. The perfection therefore of divine providence requires that there should be
intermediate causes carrying it into execution.

Henceit issaid: Blessthe Lord, all his powers, ye ministersthat do hisword (Ps. cii, 21): Fire,
hail, snow, stormy winds that do hisword (Ps. cxlviii, 8).

CHAPTER LXXVIII—That Intelligent Creatures arethe Mediumthrough which
other Creatures are governed by God

SINCE the preservation of order in creation is a concern of divine providence, and it is a
congruous order to descend by steps of due proportion from highest to lowest,** divine providence

663 How this stands with the permission of evil government and evil contrivance generally, see Chap. LXXXI.

664 St Thomas refers to Averroes's Comments on what was then counted the twelfth book of Aristotle’'s Metaphysics. Against the
same Commentator are directed B. I, Chapp. LXIV, LXV, LXX.

665 Such was the order of the feudal system, the order of the political world for centuries, not yet broken up when St Thomas wrote;
and he made out the order of nature and of divine providence on the principle of feudalism. See Chap. XClI.
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must reach by a certain rule of proportion to the lowest things. The rule of proportion in this, that
asthe highest creatures are under God and are governed by Him, so lower creatures should be under
the higher and be governed by them. But of all creaturesintelligent creatures are the highest (Chap.
XLIX). Therefore the plan of divine providence requires that other creatures should be governed
by rational creatures.s

249

CHAPTER L XXXI—O0Of the Subordination of Men one to another

SINCE man is endowed with understanding and sense and bodily power, these faculties are
arranged in order in him by the disposition of divine providence according to the plan of the order
that obtains in the universe, bodily power being put under that of sense and intellect as carrying
out their command, and the sentient faculty itself under the faculty of intellect. And similar isthe
order between man and man. Men pre-eminent in understanding naturally take the command; while
men poor in understanding, but of great bodily strength, seem by nature designate for servants, as
Aristotle says in his Poalitics,®” with whom Solomon is of one mind, saying: The fool shall serve
thewise (Prov. xi, 29). But asin the works of one man disorder isborn of intellect following sense,
so inthe commonwealth the like disorder ensueswheretheruler holds his place, not by pre-eminence
of understanding, but by usurpation of bodily strength, or is brought into power by some burst of
passion. Nor is Solomon silent upon this disorder: Thereis an evil that | have seen under the sun,
afool set in high estate (Ecclesx, 5, 6). But even such an anomaly does not carry with it the entire
perversion of the natural order: for the dominion of foolsisweak, unless strengthened by the counsel
of the wise. Hence it is said: A wise man is strong, and a knowing man stout and valiant: because
war is managed by due ordering, and there shall be safety where there are many counsels (Prov.
xxiv, 5, 6). And because he who gives counsel rules him who takes it, and becomes in a manner
his master, it is said: A wise servant shall be master over foolish sons (Prov. xvii, 2).

CHAPTER LXXXVIII—That other Subsistent Intelligences cannot be direct
Causes of our Elections and Volitions®®

666 St Thomas has five more a priori arguments to the same effect, none of which, when tested by experience, evinces more than
this, that rational creatures have some partial control over the rest of creation. A partia control, for, so far aswe can pronounce,
what rational or intelligent creature has anything to say to the ice at the North Pole, to theinner fires of the earth, to the courses
of the stars?

867 pioe1 SoAot, Politics |, v.
668

In Chapp. LXXXII-LXXXVII St Thomas argues that the heavenly bodies, which he says are “ perfect without blending of
contraries, being neither light nor heavy, nor hot nor cold,” aretheinstrumentswhereby God prompts and controls all movement
and change in material bodies on earth: that nevertheless they exercise no direct action upon the human understanding, which
is something nobler than they, astheincorporeal is nobler than the incorporeal: nor are they arbiters of human will and conduct,
except remotely and by occasion, as they affect the human body, under which affection the will makes its free choice: nor do
they even determine the course of other terrestrial events absolutely, since much depends upon the condition and capacities of
terrestrial physical causes.
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NOR isit to be thought that the souls of the heavens, if any such souls there be, or any other
separately subsisting created intelligences, can directly thrust avolition in upon us, or be the cause
of our choice. For the actions of all creatures are contained in the order of divine providence, and
cannot act contrary to the conditions of action which providence has laid down.®® Now it isalaw
of providence that everything be immediately induced to action by its own proximate cause. But
the proximate cause of volition is good apprehended by the understanding: that isthe proper object
of thewill, and thewill ismoved by it as sight by colour. No subsistent creature therefore can move
thewill except through the medium of good grasped by the understanding. That is done by showing
it that something is good to do, which is called persuasion. No subsistent creature therefore can act

AN upon our will, or be the cause of our choice, otherwise than by means of persuasion.

Lo 4. “The violent is that the origin whereof is from without, without the subject of violence in

any way contributing thereto.”° Were then the will to be moved by any exterior principle, that
motion would be violent. | call that an exterior principle of motion, which moves as an efficient
cause, and not as a final cause. But violence is inconsistent with voluntariness. It is impossible
therefore for the will to be moved to voluntary action by an exterior principle acting as an efficient
cause, but every motion of the will must proceed from within. Now no subsistent creature isin
touch with the interior of an intelligent soul: God alone is in such close connexion with the soul,
asHeaoneis cause of itsbeing and maintainsit in existence. Therefore by God alone can amotion
of the will be efficiently caused.

Henceitissaid: Theking's heart isin the hand of the Lord: he shall turn it whithersoever he
will (Prov. xxi, 1); and, God it is worketh in us both to will and to accomplish according to his
good pleasure (Phil. ii, 13).

CHAPTER LXXXIX—That the Motion of the Will is caused by God, and not
merely by the Power of the Will

SOME, not understanding how God can cause the movement of thewill in uswithout prejudice
to the freedom of the will,** have endeavoured to pervert the meaning of these texts, saying that
God causesin usto will and to accomplish, inasmuch as He gives us the power of willing, but not
as making us will this or that. Hence some have said that providence is not concerned with the
subject-matter of freewill, that is, with choices, but with extrinsic issues: for he who makes choice
of something to gain or something to accomplish, for instance, building or the amassing of wealth,

Repeatedly in this work St Thomas shows his grievous misgivings as to the later Platonic position, that stars are animals
and heavenly spheres have souls. He considered that the stars and their containing spheres, if they were not themselves animate,
were moved by angels, which is another thing. Cf. Plato Rep. X, 616 C, sg.

669 Thus even in sinning the will cannot but fix upon some apparent aspect of good (Chap. X).

670 Aristotle, Nic. Eth. I11, i.

671 Thisis precisely the point upon which the Thomists and Molinists, not understanding it, or at any rate not agreeing in one
understanding of it, opened a controversy which has stood open for three centuries
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will not aways be able to attain his end, and thus the issues of our actions are not subject to free
will, but are disposed by providence.t?

1. But thistheory runs manifestly counter to texts of Holy Scripture. For itissaid: All our works
thou hast wrought in us, O Lord (Isai. xxvi, 12): hence we have of God not merely the power of
willing, but also the act. And the above quoted saying of Solomon, he shall turn it whither soever
he will, shows that the divine causality extends at once to will-power and to actual volition.

2. Nothing can act in its own strength unless it act also in the power of God (Chap. LXVI):
therefore man cannot use the will-power given to him except in so far as he acts in the power of
God.

4. God isthe cause of all action, and worksin every agent (Chap. LXX): therefore He is cause
of the motives of the will.

251

CHAPTER XC—That Human Choices and Volitions are subject to Divine
Providence

THE government of providence proceeds from the divine love where with God loves His
creatures. Love consists chiefly in the lover wishing good to the loved one. The more God loves
things, then, the more they fall under His providence. This Holy Writ teaches, saying: God guards
all that love him (Ps. cxliv, 20); and the Philosopher al so teachesthat God has especial care of those
who love understanding, and considers them His friends.6”* Hence He loves especially subsistent
intelligences, and their volitions and choices fall under His providence.

6. Theinward good endowments of man, which depend on hiswill and choice, are more proper
to man than external endowments, as the gaining of riches: hence it is according to the former that
man is said to be good, not according to the latter. If then human choices and motions of the will
do not fall under divine providence, but only external advantages, it will be more true to say that
human affairs are beyond providence than that they are under providence.

CHAPTER XCl—How Human Things are reduced to Higher Causes®™

672 Thisreadslike an early version of the saying, Man proposes, but God disposes, interpreted to mean that man’ s proposing is not
of God. We must remember that man is upheld by God in action as he is upheld by God in existence: that esse, posse, agerein
man are al of God. Sinisacertain defect of action, alack of proportion, of order, or opportuneness. But on its physical side sin
isnot evil, and as aphysical thing it iswrought by God and man jointly, like any other action.

673 Aristotle, Eth. Nic. X, ix, 13: “If; asis commonly supposed, the gods have any care of men, we may well believe them to take
delight in that which is best and most akin to themselves: . . . . the intellectual worker then will be best loved of heaven.” This
isnot Christianity, but may be turned that way.

674 | trandate this chapter, every word, as a specimen of the thought of the thirteenth century, also as a specimen of the need in
which St Thomas's work often stands of restoration and reconstruction at the hands of some modern Aquinas. It will not do
simply to pile up quotations from the Angelic Doctor, adding nothing and altering nothing. St Thomas himself did not go to
work in that way upon his predecessors.
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FROM what has been shown above we are able to gather how human things are reducible to
higher causes, and do not proceed by chance. For choices and motives of wills are arranged
immediately by God: human intellectual knowledge is directed by God through the intermediate
agency of angels: corporeal events, whether interior (to the human body) or exterior, that serve the
need of man, are adjusted by God through the intermediate agency of angels and of the heavenly
bodies.

All this arrangement proceeds upon one general axiom, which is this: ‘Everything manifold
and mutable and liable to fail may be reduced to some principle uniform and immutable and
unfailing.’ ¢ But everything about our selves proves to be manifold, variable, and defectible. Our
choices are evidently manifold, since different things are chosen by different persons in different
circumstances. They are likewise mutable, aswell on account of the fickleness of our mind, which
is not confirmed in its last end, as also on account of changes of circumstance and environment.
That they are defectible, the sins of men clearly witness. On the other hand, the will of God is
uniform, becausein willing onething Hewillsall other things: it isalso immutable and indefectible

N (B. I, Chapp. XXIII, LXXV). Therefore al motions of volition and choice must be reduced to the
250 divinewill, and not to any other cause, because God aloneisthe cause of our volitionsand el ections.

In like manner our intelligenceisliable to multiplicity, inasmuch aswe gather intelligible truth
from many sensible objects. It isalso mutable, inasmuch asit proceeds by reasoning from one point
to another, passing from known to unknown. It is also defectible from the admixture of phantasy
and sense, as the errors of mankind show. But the cognitions of the angels are uniform, as they
receive the knowledge of truth from the one fountain of truth, God (B. 11, Chapp. XCVIII, C, with
notes). It is also immutable, because not by any argument from effects to causes, nor from causes
to effects, but by ssimple intuition do they gaze upon the pure truth of things. It isalso indefectible,
sincethey discern the very natures of things, or their quidditiesin themselves, about which quiddities
intelligence cannot err, as neither can sense err about the primary objects of the several senses. But
we learn the quiddities (essences) of things from their accidents and effects. Our intellectual
knowledge then must be regulated by the knowledge of the angels.6™

675 So the imperfect and fickle beauties on earth are reduced to the Self-Beauty. Upon this axiom Plato constructed his theory of
ldeas. And though the I deas were exaggerated and then discarded, the axiom held its ground throughout the Middle Ages, and
often appearsin St Thomas. The axiom haslittle vogue in modern philosophy. It may be stated thus: * Thereis ever some perfect
being somewhere at the back of the imperfect.” The axiom is enforced with reference to the Old Covenant, as compared with
the New, in the Epistle to the Hebrews ix and x. If | may add a criticism, | should say that the axiom is more readily apparent
in exemplar causes than in efficient causes, — not that | deny it of the latter. See note, p. 238.

676 |sthistrue?Isthere any intelligence, or group of intelligences, intermediate between men and God, such that man’ s understanding,
insufficient initself, isdependent on thisintermediary for all that it knows?1f so, the’ separateintellect’ of Averroesand Avicenna,
— higher than human, yet short of divine, at least according to Averroes, — is not ‘the baseless fabric of avision’ after al, but
the blurred and ill-apprehended outline of aprofound truth (B. I, Chapp. LIX sg.). Thiswould be adiscovery indeed in psychology,
if it could be established. It might empty all thevirus of pantheism out of the doctrine of the Absolute, showing that the Absolute,
whilereal, isnot God. It might assign their true placesin creation to the Arian Logos, to the Gnostic Aeons, asalso to the Platonic
ldeas. — Modern Psychology meanwhile is serenely oblivious of angels. Catholics still believe in them, dread the evil ones
(devils), and pray to the good ones, who now see the face of God. Catholics believe that good angels are often the vehicles
through which ‘actual graces,” that is, warnings and impulsesin order to salvation, descend from God to men. But that man owes
hisordinary knowledge of mathematics, chemistry, sanitation, railway management, or even of religion, to any action whatsoever
of angelic intelligence upon his mind, — | do not know any man living who thinks so. For al that | can tell, | should know all
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Again, about human bodies and the exterior things which men useg, it is manifest that thereis
in them the multiplicity of mixture and contrariety; and that they do not always move in the same
way, because their motions cannot be continuous; and that they are defectible by alteration and
corruption. But the heavenly bodies are uniform, as being s mple and made up without any contrariety
of elements. Their motions aso are uniform, continuous, and always executed in the same way:
nor can there be in them corruption or ateration. Hence our bodies, and other things that come
under our use, must necessarily be regulated by the motion of the heavenly bodies.5”

253

CHAPTER XCIl—In what sense oneis said to be Fortunate, and how Man is
aided by Higher Causes®™

GOOD fortune is said to befall a man, when something good happens to him beyond his
intention, as when one digging afield finds a treasure that he was not looking for. Now an agent
may do something beyond his own intention, and yet not beyond the intention of some agent whom
heisunder: asif a master were to bid a servant to go to some place, to which he had sent another
servant without thefirst servant knowing of it, the meeting with hisfellow-servant would be beyond
theintention of the servant sent, and yet not beyond the intention of the master sending: in reference
to the servant it will be luck and chance, but not in reference to the master, — to him it is an
arrangement. Since then man is subordinate in body to the forces of physical nature (corporibus
coelestibus), subordinate in intellect to the angels, and subordinate in will to God, a thing may
happen beside the intention of man, which is neverthel ess according to the order of physical nature
(corporum coelestium), or according to the arrangement of angels, or again of God. But though
God alone works directly upon man’s choice, yet the action of an angel does something for that
choice by way of persuasion, whilethe action of the heavenly body (of the forces of physical nature)
does something by way of predisposition, inasmuch as the bodily impressions of the heavenly
bodies (physical forces) upon our bodies predispose us to certain choices.’® When then under the
impression of the physical forces of nature (coel estium corporum) oneis swayed to certain choices
that prove useful to him, though his own reason does not discern their utility; and simultaneously
under the light shed on him by separately subsistent intelligences, his understanding is enlightened

that | do know, just as| know it now, if if there were no angels at all. The psychological discovery of which | have spoken,
remains to be made, for he discovers who proves. Y et St Thomas seems to have accepted it.

677 We cannot exaggerate our dependence on one heavenly body, the sun. Aswell have no earth as no sun. To the moon we owe
thetides; and to the planetsit is just possible that we stand indebted for some of our weather. The fixed stars are of useto usin
navigation. Otherwise, so far as we can see, Mother Earth would go her way and carry all her children safe, with no other
companionsthan sun and moon, or, for that matter, the sun only, though all other ‘ heavenly bodies’ were wiped out of existence.

678 ‘Fortunate,” bene fortunatus, a literal rendering of evtuyric. The ‘higher causes’ here contemplated are the causes which exist
above this sublunary world, namely, the heavenly bodies, the angels, and God. For the ‘heavenly bodies' we may henceforth
substitute the ‘forces of physical nature,’” the working of which was attributed in St Thomas' day mainly to the action of the stars
and spheres.

679 The rays of that heavenly body the sun, for instance, striking and predisposing us to drink.
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to do those acts, and his will is swayed by a divine act to choose that useful course, the utility
whereof goes unperceived by him, — then heis said to be a ‘fortunate man.’

But hereadifferenceisto be noted. For the action of the angel and of the physical force (corporis
coelestis) merely predisposes the man to choose, but the action of God accomplishes the choice.
And since the predisposition that comes of the bodily affection, or of the persuasion of the
understanding, does not induce necessity of choice, man does not always choose that which his
guardian angel intends, nor that to which physical nature (corpus coeleste) inclines, but man always
choosesthat which God worksin hiswill .t Hence the guardianship of the angel s sometimes comes
to nought, according to the text: We have tended Babylon, but she is not healed (Jerem. li, 9). And
much more may physical inclination (inclinatio coelestium corporum) come to nought: but divine
providence always holds firm.

It is further to be observed that good or ill fortune may befall a man as a matter of luck, so far

as his intention goes, and so far as the working of the prime forces of nature (corpora coelestia)

N\ goes, and so far as the mind of the angels goes, but not in regard of God: for in reference to God
54 nothing is by chance, nothing unforeseen, either in human life or anywhere elsein creation.

CHAPTER XCI11—O0Of Fate, whether there be such a thing, and if so, what it is

SOME when they say that all things are done by fate, mean by fate the destiny®® that isin things
by disposition of divine providence. Hence Boethius says. “Fate is a disposition inherent in
changeabl e things, whereby providence assignsthem each to their several orders.” Inthisdescription
of fate ‘disposition’ isput for ‘destiny.’” It issaid to be ‘inherent in things,’ to distinguish fate from
providence: for destiny asit isin the divine mind, not yet impressed on creation, is providence; but
inasmuch asit isalready unfolded in creatures, it iscalled ‘fate.” He says‘in changeable things' to
show that the order of providence does not take away from things their contingency and
changeableness. In this understanding, to deny fate isto deny divine providence. But because with
unbelieverswe ought not even to have namesin common, lest from agreement in terminology there
be taken an occasion of error, the faithful should not use the name of ‘fate,” not to appear to fall in
with those who construe fate wrongly, subjecting all thingsto the necessity imposed by the stars.®
Hence Augustine says: “If any man calls by the name of fate the might or power of God, let him
keep his opinion, but mend his speech” (De civit. Dei, V, 1). And Gregory: “Far be it from the
minds of the faithful to say that there is such athing asfate” (Hom. 10 in Epiphan.)

680 Thus under stress of thirst, prompted by his angel guardian, and impelled by God, a man may turn out of hisway for a glass of
ale, and so escape a motor-car, which otherwise would have run him down.

681 Semper tamen hoc homo dligit, quod Deus operatur in gjus voluntate. See the opening words of Chap. LXXXIX, with note. It
would be equally true to say, Semper hoc Deus operatur, quod homo €ligit in sua voluntate.

682 Ordinatio, the Greek tdfig, an ever-recurring termin St. Thomas, for which no one constant equivalent can be found in English.
The word ordinatio, better perhaps than any other, sums up St Thomas's life and marks his genius.

683 |mporting ‘ horoscopes,” ‘ nativities,” and other baubles of astrology.
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CHAPTER XCIV—Of the Certainty of Divine Providence’®

IT will be necessary now to repeat some of the things that have been said before, to make it
evident that (a) nothing escapes divine providence, and the order of divine providence can nowise
be changed; and yet (b) it does not follow that the events which happen under divine providence
all happen of necessity.

(a) Our first point of study is this, that as God is the cause of al existing things, conferring
being on them all, the order of His providence must embrace all things. for He must grant
preservation to those to whom He has granted existence, and bestow on them perfection in the
attainment of their last end. In the case of every one who has to provide for others there are two
things to observe, the pre-arranging of the order intended and the setting of the pre-arranged order
on foot. The former is an exercise of intellectual ability, the latter of practical. The difference
between the two is this, that in the pre-arrangement of order the providence is more perfect, the
further the arrangement can be extended even to the least details: there would be not many parts
of prudencein him who was competent only to arrange generalities: but in the carrying of the order
out into effect the providence of the ruler is marked by greater dignity and completeness the more
generd it is, and the more numerous the subordinate functionaries through whom he fulfils his
design, for the very marshalling of those functionaries makes agrest part of the foreseen arrangement.
Divine providence, therefore, being absolutely perfect (B. I, Chap. XXVI1I1), arranges all things by
the eternal forethought of its wisdom, down to the smallest details, no matter how trifling they
appear. And all agentsthat do any work act as instrumentsin His hands, and minister in obedience
to Him, to the unfolding of that order of providencein creation which He hasfrom eternity devised.
But if al things that act must necessarily minister to Him in their action, it is impossible for any
agent to hinder the execution of divine providence by acting contrary to it. Nor isit possible for
divine providence to be hindered by the defect of any agent or patient, since al active or passive
power in creation is caused according to the divine arrangement. Again it is impossible for the
execution of divine providence to be hindered by any change of providence, since God is wholly
unchangeable (B. I, Chap. XV). The conclusion remains, that the divine provision cannot be annulled.

255

(b) Now to our second point of study. Every agent intends good, and better so far as it can
(Chap. 111). But good and better do not have place in the same way in awhole and in its parts. In
the whole the good is the entire effect arising out of the order and composition of the parts. hence

684 |n reading this chapter, which | have not trandated in full, one feels like an observer at work with a telescope out of focus. The
thought of the Angelic Doctor is blurred by that fatal misconception which it was reserved for Newton to dissipate, that, in the
heavens above, physical nature works necessarily and uniformly, but, on the earth beneath, contingently (so that the effect might
be otherwise) and with some anomaly and irregularity. We must say boldly that the case is not so; that throughout all time and
all space physical nature works necessarily and uniformly. The difference between astronomy and such sciences as chemistry
and biology comes merely to this, that the elementary phenomena of astronomy, the orbits of the planets, and the rotation of the
earth, depend, at first approximation, upon an extremely simple combination of causes, and therefore are readily calculable:
whereasin the rest of nature complexity of causes and intermingling of effectsis enormous, and our reckonings are continually
thrown out by our ignorance of coexistences. The heavens are seen from adistance, and to the naked eye arevisible only in their
most general outlines. The earth would be a simple body enough to study with the naked eye ninety million miles away. Such
an effect as the death by lightning of a sheep in a thunderstorm, which St Thomas would call ‘ contingent,’ is really a complex
physical effect, as necessary a part of the pre-established order of physical causation as the alternation of day and night. Positis
ponendis, and leaving man out of the case, it is asimpossible for that sheep to escape death as for the sun not to rise tomorrow:
the only difference between the two cases is the multitude of ponenda. Cf. Chap. LXXII1, with notes.
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it is better for the whole that there should be inequality among the parts, without which inequality
the order and perfection of the whole cannot be, than that all the parts should be equal, every one
of them attaining to the rank of the noblest part. And yet, considered by itself, every part of lower
rank would be better if it were in the rank of some superior part. Thus in the human body the foot
would be a more dignified part of man if it had the beauty and power of the eye; but the whole
body would be worse off for lacking the office of the foot. The scope and aim therefore of the
particular agent is not the same asthat of the universal agent. The particular agent tendsto the good
of the part absolutely, and makes the best of it that it can; but the universal agent tendsto the good
of the whole: hence a defect may be beside the intention of the particular agent, but according to
the intention of the universal agent. It is the intention of the particular agent that its effect should
be perfect to the utmost possible in its kind: but it is the intention of the universal agent that this
effect be carried to a certain degree of perfection and no further. Now between the parts of the
AN universe the first apparent difference is that of contingent and necessary. Beings of a higher order
256 are necessary and indestructible and unchangeable: from which condition beings fall away, the
lower the rank in which they are placed; so that the lowest beings suffer destruction in their being
and changein their constitution, and produce their effects, not necessarily, but contingently. Every
agent therefore that is part of the universe endeavours, so far as it can, to abide in its being and
natural constitution, and to establish its effect: but God, the governor of the universe, intends that
of the effects which take place in it one be established as of necessity, another as of contingency;
and with thisview He applies different causesto them, necessary causesto these effects, contingent
causes to those. It falls under divine providence therefore, not only that this effect be, but also that
this effect be necessarily, that other contingently. Thus, of things subject to divine providence,
some are necessary, and others contingent, not all necessary.

Hence it is clear that this conditional proposition istrue: ‘If God has foreseen thisthing in the
future, it will be.” But it will be as God has provided that it shall be; and supposing that He has
provided that it shall be contingently, it follows infallibly that it will be contingently, and not
necessarily.

Cicero (Dedivinatione i, 8) has this argument: *If all things are foreseen by God, the order of
causesis certain; but if so, all things happen by fate, nothing is left in our power, and there is no
such thing as free will.” A frivolous argument, for since not only effects are subject to divine
providence, but also causes, and modes of being, it follows that though all things happen by divine
providence, some things are so foreseen by God as that they are done freely by us.

Nor can the defectibility of secondary causes, by means of which the effects of providence are
produced, take away the certainty of divine providence: for since God worksin all things, it belongs
to His providence sometimes to allow defectible causes to fail, and sometimes to keep them from
failing.

The Philosopher shows™® that if every effect has a proper cause (causam per se), every future
event may be reduced to some present or past cause. Thus if the question is put concerning any

685 St Thomas refers to Aristotle, Metaphysics, V, 3, abrief and obscure passage which he expands.
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one, whether heisto be slain by robbers, that effect proceeds from a cause, his meeting with robbers;

and that effect again is preceded by another cause, his going out of his house; and that again by

another, his wanting to find water; the preceding cause to which is thirst, and this is caused by

eating salt meat, which he either is doing or has done. If then, positing the cause, the effect must

be posited of necessity, he must necessarily bethirsty, if he eats salt meat; and he must necessarily

will to seek water, if heisthirsty; and be must necessarily go out of the house, if he wills to seek

water; and the robbers must necessarily come across him, if he goes out of the house; and if they

come across him, he must be killed. Therefore from first to last it is necessary for this man eating

salt meat to be killed by robbers.5® The philosopher concludes that it is not true that, positing the

N\ cause, the effect must be posited, because there are some causes that may fail.®” Nor againisit true

257 that every effect has a proper cause: for any accidental effect, e.g., of this man wishing to look for
water and falling in with robbers, has no cause.5®

CHAPTERSXCV, XCVI—That the Immutability of Divine Providence does not
bar the Utility of Prayer

AS the immutability of divine providence does not impose necessity on things foreseen, so
neither does it bar the utility of prayer. For prayer is not poured out to 