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ARTICLE FOUR

Utrum divine sclontiac sit de his quoe sunt sine materia ¢t moty

The present article Presents a problem thot comes
Into perspective with the solution of the preceding diffi-
culties. |t wes actuolly there from the beginnlng. When
dividing the speculative sciences in article one, St. Thomas
tokes pains to point out thot the third member of the division
hos many names, and this for distinct reasons. It is colled
theolo@z Inasmuch as God lsl most perfect among all thaot _
this science con coms to know. Because we first know and
deﬂne.semtble things, the scien;ce thot deals with what
lies beyond tho scope of natural science is called metaphy-
sles. Thou;h following the other sclences in the order of

ecquisition, it is prior to them according to nature and hen-

c¢e is called first philosophy. These diverse denominations

forawarn us of the difficulties to be encountered. Yet.we
con toke couroge from St. Thomas who says apropos of the
science in question: *{{lyd tamen modicum quod ex eo ha-
betur, praepohderat omnibus quoe per alias sclentios cognos-

cuntur.® t

l. A twofold problem

If we are to benefit from these words, we must bear

{. St. Thomas, In I Metoph., lcct, 3, n. 60,




.

oo

7\(

sy e

162,

in mind St. Thomas's viewpoint in this context. To dhngerd,
this would be to compound the difficulty by oversimplifying
it. The difficulty ot hand Is twofold: whether there actual-
ly is o third sclence, and If there Is, how It is possible for
this sclence to consider without matter things which ore
without mattsr ond motion. Pursuing his investigation from
the sapientlal ventoge point, St. Thomos can presuppose the
First os resolved. One lass discerning could not do so, how=-
evar, without the risk of misunderstonding St. Thomas's $O~
lution of the second. The sclences, it will be recalled, are
distinguished according to thelr modes of deflining. It hos
been sdgguted thot there is o sclonca which defines without
senslble motter things which are without matter. But we ore
not sure afawcb @ sclence untl! this monner of defining hos
been verifled., Now such ¢ monner of fieflning is not imme-~
diately evident. Unlike the mathematical mode of defining,
the present one cannot be guaraonteed by means of ¢ constryct
that would demonstrate that there Is o reality without mattor.
That whose existence is made known by mothematical cons~
truction is as the proper possio in o quosi oparational da=-
monstration. Only after being thus established can it be
known os subject for other properties. This is not possible

in the present case. "|d autam quod est ite subiectum, quod
nullivus est accidens, substantia sst, Unde in ill}s scientiis,

quorum sublectum est oliqua substantia, id quod est sublectum
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nu“o modo potest esse possio, sicut est in philosophia prime,
ot in scientio naturoli, quae est de sublacte mobl“."z

The similarity between this science and natural phi-
losophy, in thot each has for fts svbject something substan-
Nal,3 does not mean that both subjects are known in the
same woy. From the preceding articles it is clear that the
modol of defining in natural philosophy con be readily veri-
flad. Although the definition of man is not the definition
of this man, it is applicable to him os he is known with de~
pendence upon sensation. The possibility of defining without

sensible-matter ond yet to deal with reality must owoit prodf.

-Such p'roof can only be furnished through demonstration of the

fact that there is such o reallity ond that it exists without
sensible matter. This Puts the lie to any illusion of o rare-
faction of physical definitions revealing o hidden, more pro-
found dimension that would certify this third manner of defj-
ning.

2, The existence of metaphysics Is not immediately evident

The awareness of supersensible realities is obviously
port of cur historical and especially our Christian situation,

But this is hardly the positive verification required for the

2, St. Thomc’, LQLPQSfQ AnC'o' 'Bc‘l’. 2, n. 3.

3. "...Naturalis et philosophus primus consideran? essentias
secundum quod hobent esse in rebus...." St. Thomos,
In Boeth. de Trin., 9. &, a. 3, ¢,




N

TrETeARif AR o L sds e

)

O

164,

ofigi'm of mataphysics a3 o science ccquired by unaided
feason. Sclences are not to be multiplied without reeson,
The systemotic origin of metaphysics must be o development
to which the philosopher is lod In his search for an'odequuta
explanation of reallty os he knows it, thfe'yer is Involved
In this approach must spring from and be justified in the ng=
tural development of seience. The justification of o third
tort of speculative sclencae with Its own mode of defining Is
found In the proef that there ars realities seporate from mat~
ter. Short of such o proof, what need is there for this scien=
ce? Thers Is no reason for o sclence lf there is no subject
matter fof It. And Iif there is no sbb]ect motter there are no
special difficultias to be solved and no special principles
with which t; solve them,

The proof in question i3 not o simple undertaking. |¢
derives, on tha one hand, from the investigotion of things
proportionsd to ouyr intellect; things material in themselves
as well as the humon soul which, while not itself moterial,
Is vnited to a body. Toget.her with this is the reclization
that things demunaing sensible matter for their existence and

their definition point only o partial plicture of reality, 4

4. Here In the Dse Trinitate, St, Thomas is not concerned
with the basis oF s proof but only with its resylt, In
other places he Is more sxplicit, indicating where the
development of this pre-existing knoevledge, requisite
for the existence of metophysics as o science, Is expo-

fect. {2, n. I181; v, lect. 5,

sed. Sge In | Msta h.
n. 593. See ulso __ln __1 5e Anima, lect. t, n. 7.
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Otherwise, what logic would insugurate o search for cauyses
ond principles of nature outside of noture itself? |n the
obsence of this proof the principles of naturqgl philosophy

are adequate to interpret our experience of the mobile world.
Without it, as St. Thomas frequently remarks, natural philo~
sophy would be the supreme .science.s However, this "break-
through" dethrones notural philosophy since It not only shows
that there iIs o third ond distinct mode of defining, hence o
third sclence, but also establishes this science a3 dealing
with whot is first in itsolf to be the first science. Once the
real existenca of something priar to the subject of natural
phllosop};y hos been Guaranteed, the science which considers
this reality is thereby recognized o3 Prior to natural philo-
sophy. The reason is that this prior reality is the couse of
those things considered by the other lciences.6 Being first,

this science is also the common science. In other words,

S. St, Thomas, In IIl Meteo h., lect. 6, n. 398; VI, lect. I,
n. 1170; XIleet, ? Mo 04; lect. 7, n. 2267.

6. "Si autem est sliquo talis notura In entibus, scilicet quoe
sit separabilis et immobilis, oportat quod ‘talls naturg sit
alicubi’, idest quod attribuatur olfcu} substantice. Et id
quod habet istam naturam erit quoddam divinum, of quod=~
dam princlipolissimum omnium; quis quanto aliquid est
simplicius et formalius in entibus, tanto est nobiliys et
prius et magis cavsa aliorum, Et sje patet quod hoec
scientia quoe considerat buivsmodi entig separabilia, de-
bet vocari scientio divina, et scientio de primis princi-~
piis. " S, Thomas,_l_n X1 Metoph., lect, 7, n. 2263,
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olthough divided over and against the particulor scisnces

os o part of speculative sclence, It Is more than simply ano-
ther science. It is the universal science. Inasmuch os It co-
mes to know the first belng, It considers oll other beings of
which the first is the couse. Since it eventually considers
the one who is most perfectly, all else will henceforth be
considered as porticipations. No other science could be

the common science since to consider only whaot lies this si-
de of the first being, the couse of all alse, would not be o
consideration of all being.

Ai;hoogh ro.ughly sketched, this prospectus of meta-
physics cullod from natural sciance, mandatory by woy of
foreknowledge, has o more authentic ring than the product
of a purely mental exercise protracted until the supposed
equivalent of some pre-determined Immoteriality is reached.
Obliged from the beginning to return to its starting point to
reapproise things known heratofore only as chongeable ond
material, the primacy of this science Is in no way contrave-
ned by the fact thot it reaches to the extremes of reality.

Nobilitas enim scientice attenditur secundum ec ad

qQuae principaliter scientic ordinotur, et non ad om=

nia quaecumque in scientia cadunt: sub nobilissime
enim scientiarum, cpud nos, codunt non solum su=
premo in entibus, sed etiam infima; nom Philosophia

Primo considerationem suom extendit a primo ente

usque od ens in potentia, quod est ultimum in enti=
bus., 7

7. Contra Gentiles, I, ¢. 70, a. 599,
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3. The some science considars its subject ond the principles
of that subject

The possibility of this science to consider things which
ore without matter is the subject of inquiry in the present ar~
ticle. To foce this question St. Thomas must dolineate ecch
facet of the science mentioned obove, as well as distinguish
It from the science of Sacred Théology with which it hes ;
certain likeness. Far this reason he begins by detarmining
the sense in which this science is collod divine science or
rheology.l

E\;ery seienceA has its proper subject, taken from its
mode of defining, about which It seeks sclentific knowledge.
Scientific knowledge, we have seen, Is ottoined in the con~
clusion of a demonstration wherein properties and ottributes
are predicated of their subjoct. The terms of the conclusion
are reloted necessarily ond per 38, inasmuch as that signi-
fied by the predicate is an accident which is predicated of
its proper matter or subject. Now sirce the being of an cc~
cident is to be in o subject, an accident can't be understood
without its subject. A subject must be included in the defi~-
nition of accidents. Whan there is question of o proper
possio the subject must be the proper subject. In o strict
demonstrotion, thot which is represented as subject of the
conclusion is both the actual subject ond cause of the proper=

ty represented by the predicete. Bascause of this twofold
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relatlionship, the subject is called a subject genus Inasmueh
as it is Included in the definition of the property os its
genus. Thus each sclence has Its proper subjact genus taken
from its manner of dcﬂnlng.a Though o cause of properties,
the subject genus has its own principles and cauvses which

are investigated by the some science. “Eiusdem cutem sclen~
tiae ost considerare cousas proprios alicuius generls of geanus
lpwm." The movament of science is to demonstrate th;
properties of its subject genus :f&rﬂng from the principles

of that subject. 10

4. Prindiples thot are only principles and principles that

ore more than principlas

The word 'principle’, like mony words already en-
countered, is analogical. Aristotle, after considering the vo~

rious meanings of ths word, gives as the common notion of

~principle the following: “the first point from which a thing

either is or comes to be or is known".” Those things to
which the word is applied differ considerobly. Some, while
being principles In relation to somathing else, are ncnethe-
less complete notures in themsalves. To manifest this kind

of principle St. Thomas uses examples token from the physics

B, "Distinguuntur autem genero sclbilium secundum diversum
modum cognoscendi. Sicut alio modo cognoscantur ea quase
definiuntur cum materia, et ea quae definiuntur sine ma~
teria." St. Ib,o,m,a,s,,,,J,n,,!,;ﬁo,s,u -Anel., lect. 41, n., 12.

?.- St. Thomas, In Metoph., Proocemium.

10. See St. Thomoas, In 1 De Coclo ot Mundo, lect. l, n. 2
da V. Metaph., lect. T, A 737, '

. Aristotle, Metaph, V, c. |, 10135 18,
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of Aristotlo, according to which the celastial bodies were
considered os principles of terrastriol bodies and the four
elements wers regarded os principles of mixed bodies. Scien-
tiflc knowledge waos believed possible in regard to the ce~
lestial bodies and the four eloments not only o3 principles
but also as to what they were In themselves. Hence the
sclence which considers only those things of which the prin-
ciples are principles is not an nxhaﬁstivo knowledze of the
principles themselves. For this o separate science is re-
quired. A/n‘d 80 in his treatise on the universe Aristotie
devotes o separate considerstion to the celestial bodies
apart from the study of terrestricl bodies. The four elements
likewise receive a separate censideration.

Besldes these, there are principles wkich are only
principles ond which in themselves are incomplete notures.
Of these, the only science possible is that acquired in con-
sidering things of which they are the principles. Such ere
the unit and the point in maothenatics as wol.i as the ;6"’.!'
and form of physical bodies. The limitation of Aristotie’s
conception of the celestiol bodles and the bosie slements
in no way reflects upon the argumentation proposed here by
St. Thomeas. In order to manifest the scientiflc conslderation
of principles, those mentioned here are merely taken by way of

exaempla, and the validity of exemplum os o form of argu~

mentotion abstracts from the porticular subject from which
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it is token. 12

Before applying this distinction of principles as re=
levant to the science in question, St. Thomas points out
thot just os there are common principles which exterd to
oll the principles of a particulor genus, such as the unlit,
the point ond the surfoce in the genus of quantity, so too,
of all belngs, considered not in any determinate genus but
precisely under the aspect of being, there are principles
which ore common. A point previously made, but deserving
of reaffirmation here, ls‘fhc flexibility of the words used
by St. Thomos to express his thought in the present study.
To appreciate this Is to hove found the iuy which opens the
door to on understanding of what might otherwise remain
locked up in opparent controdiction. St. Thomas is seldom
more categoric than when he osserts that being is not o ge=
nus. Yet the comparison just drawn between being and
porticular genera must have some foundation. As the follow- .

ing possage shows, this comparison cannot be explained oway

12, The force of exomple derives from similarity, The mera
precise the similitude, the better the example. "Hoe
cutem exemplum non procedit secundum sententiom Aris=
totelis qui existimovit utrumque esse ens: et ideo sub~
lungit quod nihil differt ad propositum talia exempla
vel alia supponere. Quaerimus enim, Inducendo exempla,
modum, sed non subiectum; non curantes scilice? vtrum
sic se habeat in his terminis, vel in quibuscumque aliis.
Et propter hoc etiam in libris Logicoe utitur exemplis
secundum opiniones aliorum phifosophorum; quoe non

sunt inducenda quasl sint verbo Aristotelis.® St. Tho-

mas, In | De Generctione, lect. 8, n. 2.
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9s b2ing maraly ad hog.

-++5i in aliquo jenere aliguod primum iavaenitur
quod 3i} egusg aliorum, 2iusdem considarationis
93t commune genus at id Juod ast primum in ;a=-
nars illo: quia iliud primum 23t causa torius Je-
neris, oportat autem Jum Jui sonsidarat 1904
slizuod, couscs totius janeris zonsiderare, >t
inde 3st yuod Philosanhus in Mataovhveiza simul
ietarminat de 2ntfo in commuaT 37 43 2a7a8 2rimo,
Juod 23t o mataria separatun. 1J

Genus in this sanse does not mman predicanle janus.
iN3r doas it mean natural jenus which was discussad 2arlisr,
50th mesnings are too strict. Genus i3 said »f beina in
the senge of what is droportionataly >ne in rafarancs o so=-
me first thing which is the couse of a3il others, Hers wve see
the imoossibility of rastricting the ompiitude of wards. In
this particular cose, the altarnative wouid oe 3 univoec| clon-
éapfion of being. Wa can alsa forasee what this ~ill #ean in
ralation to definltion in metapavsics. |in nei'a-')nysic:s.ws 3ra
far irom the definition Sy Jenus oand diffarancae that cnarge-

tarizes the intellect’'s mode of knowing its sroper sojacr.

‘This is slready foreshadowed in naturaldefinition.

13. %t. Thomas, in D Senerctione 3t Zorruntiona, rovemium.,
’ — - °

l4. "Logicus enim considerat ansolute intentiones, yecundum
quas nihil prohibet convenire immotarialia maotariaiibus
*1 incorruotibilio corruptioilibus. Sed naturalis ot phi-
losophus primus considerant assentias secundum quod ha-
bent asse in rebus, et ideo yb; inveniunt divarsun modum
potentice at actus at per hoe divaersum modum asssandi,
dizunt 351e diversa jenera. ' I, Thomas, In 3oath. de
Trin.,, 9. 6, a. 3, ¢. - -
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Ze wommon orinciglas: sczordiag fo predicgtion dnd causglity

Jeccuse the tarm 'zommon 2ringinia’, zoanvting so=-
mething prior or more univarsal, is axtremeiy squivocal,
at this juncture in the taxt 3t., Thomas mekaes the imoortant
distinction datween ariancinles common 3r universal aszording
to sredizotion and thosa that are universal in causality., The

community in sach casa pertging to a differant asrder, namely,

the logical and the real, and 23 regards sciance, axtands in

{X.

the opposite directions of coniusad and distinct knowiadga,

al!

iy

According to predication, form i3 g zommoa 3rinzinia 3
forms because it can be predicotad of any one. 3ut to “now
man, for example, only as animal is very confused as 1o
knowladge of man 33 such. 1 the other hand, > “now =an
according to his universal causes would Sa a nost distingt
xnowladge becouse 3uch causes would account for avan 74se
slightast datarmination and distinction, *Zuanto 2ni=m sliqua
causa ast aitior, tanto ast communior at 2ffic:: ar, 2t quan-
to ast efficocior, tanto profundivs ingreditur in affactum, at
de remotiori potentia Ipsum reducit in actu,"i3
f all genera of beling, considerad »racisely as
baing, there ore common principles Yoth aczording !o nradi=-
cation and according to causality. According to predication

there are common principles in the sense that cil beings are

;qidﬂr to hoyo Intrinsic °,’",i extrinsic couses, That is, of

{5, De Potentia, q. 3, a. 7, c.; See also St. Thomas,
Tn De Uivinis Nominibus, ¢. 5, lect. I, n. 662,
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svory kind of Yeing somathing is predicatad sithsr as a2 cong-

titutive sloman? or as 4 moving principla,

+++&Quia non solum sunt causae 20 quee dicta
sunt Intrinseco rei, sad atiom eg quoe sunt axtra
ram, sicut movens, monifestum wst quod princinpium
et alementum difforunt. Nam principium propria
dici?tur quod est extra sicut movens, Nam ab 2o a3t
principium motus. Elsmentum autem proprie dicitur
causo intrinseca at qua constituitur res.

Sed ambo dicuntur causae, scilicet tam princivia
sxtrinseca quam latrinseca. Et principium quedammo-
do dividitur in eo, scilicet intrinsecas causas 2t ax-
trinsecas. Sunt enim quaedam principia intrinseca,
ut in quinto ostensum est. Sicut fundamantum ast
principium domus secundum moteriom, ot animal homi-
nis secundum formam. Sed id quod ast movens, aut
tistens, idest quiescere faciens, ast srincipium quod-~
dam, sed non ast eiementum; quic 2iementum ast ax ao
que fit aliquid, et ast in e0....16

But these principles are common oniy proportionateiy

or according to analogy because it is not tha same thing which

is pradicoted of all beings as an element or as a principia.

Sie igitur causae at principic omnium secundum
analogiam sunt quatuor; scilicet moteria, et forma,
ot privatio, at principium movens. Non tamen ncec
sunt esadem in emnibus, sed olia in aliis. Sicut snim
supra dictum ast, quod species et materio et privatio
sunt alio in aliis, ita etiom prime causarym, quae as?
quasi movens, est alia in aliis.

Et hoc manifestat ner exempium. Sicut in sanatis
3onitas ast sicut forma, infirritas sicut orivatio, zor=-
Aus sicut materio; sicut movens autem ars medicinalis.,
in vedificativis sutem ast? species domus sicut forma,
‘Inordinatio talis', idest aprorits ordini quem requi=-_
rit domus, ast privatio, lateres autem ticut materia,
movens autam est ars aedificatoria, £ sic in ista.
quatvor dividitur prinecipivm. |7

decause these principles are common oniy according

to proportion, they ore not common simply, i.e., they ara not,

St. Thomas, in XIil Metaph., lect. 4, an, 2463-69; See De
Principiis Naturae, ¢. 3. (In Jpuseula Philosophica).

I7. St. Thomas, In XI| Metaph., lect. 4, n, 2471-72.
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in the measure thaot thay ora common, ons and tha some thing
in reality. There ore, however, principles pf all being
which are simply the some. These are principles which ara
common or uaiversal according to causality. Actually ax-
isting one and the same numarically, thay are extrinsic mo-
ving causes to which their sifacts are irraducible according
to species. These principles are the same for all beings but
in o certain order.

The principles of agecidents are reducible to the prin-
ciplos of substance. Substance exists par se, while accidaents
cannot exist without substance and the destruction of subs-
tonce meons the destruction of accidaent. Thus the principles
of substance, matter and form, are causes of accidaents. |t
is to be noted that the reduction of accidents ?o substonce
doaes not mean thot substonce axists as a uvniversal. Rather,
substance which sxists per se is considerad universaily.
“...licet universaliac non per se existont, tamen naturas sorum
quae per se subsistunt ast considarare universaliter. £t za-
cundum hoc accipiuntur jenera st spacies in araedicamanto
substantiae, quaoe dicuntur secundae substantioce, de quibus

est scientia.” 13

Aristotle's injunction to reduce particuiar effects

to particular causes and universal effacts to universal couscsi9

13. Ibid., X1, lect. 2, n. 2139,
19. See Aristotle, Physics, Il, ¢. 3, 195b 25,




()

175,

doas pot meon +thot of afl particuiar asa there ig a univarsaily
Ixisting man who is their couse. Tha causs of this singular
M3n is another singuiar man.m father considerad universaily
is not the cause or prianciple of n child zonsidersd univarsally
unlass wae understond *hat to Yo g fether is 70 Ha the zauss of
s child, and this is irye universally. 3o oo in the cass of
accidents, the orincinies of my accidants ara diffarant aume-~
rically from those of vour accidants becaute my body and iouyl
are numerically different from vours. 3ut spacifically taeay

ares not diffarent. Considaraed yniversaily *hay ara the some.

Just as body and soul are matter and form of man, so this bo-

'dy and this soul are the motter and form of this mon. Thus

the principles of substance are universally the principias of
accidants. “Unde manifestum asst Juod pringinia pri.mo in ja=
nere substantiae sunt atiam causos oamnium aliorum genarum,
non solum quantum ud >rimam zgusam moventem, sad stiam
quantum od causas intrinsacos. Nam mataria at ;orma subs-
tantiae sunt causcae accidan”um.“;'

{f it is not possible to reduce o particular substanca
such as a singular man to o univarsaily axisting man, still

thare must be somathing prior to which the principles of zor-

ruptible substance can be reduced os to their arinciples,

20. St. Thomas, In X111 Metanh., lect. 3, 2., 2454,

21, ibid., lect.4, n. 2475,
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Singular men ore particular cavses., A man, in begstting,

cauvsas another man bYut he doss not causa ‘what it is to He

- @ mon’ in the begotten. OFf two things in tha some spacias

ona canno? be the par se cause of what maokes them hoth Ha-
long to that specias. To do 30 a man would hava o ba tha
sificient cause of his own baing 3 man.

Nullum particulare agans univocum potest asse sim-
pliciter cousa speciel; sicut hic homo non Dotest
933@ caousa speciel humanae; esset enim causa omnis
hominis, et per consequens sul ipsius; quod ast im=-
possibila. Est autem causa hig homo huius hominis,
per se loquendo., Hic sutem homo as? por hoc quod
Aatura humano est in hac materia, quoe ast individuatio=
nis principium. Hic agitur homo non ast cavsa Yomi-=-
nis, nisl inquantum est causa quod forma humana fiat
in hac materia. Hoc autam ast esse oringipium jaeane-
rotionis hulus hominis. Potet arje quod nec hic homo,
nec aliquod oliud agens univoecum in ngtura, ast cau=-
s0 nisi gonerotionis huius vel illius rej. ‘Jportat
autem ipsius speciei humanaoe esse aliquam per se zau-
iam agentem: quod ipsius compositio ostandit, 2t >r-
dinatio partium, quae sodem modo se Sabet in amnibus,
nisi ner accidens impediotur. Et acdem ratio 23? e
omnibus aliis speciebus rerum aaturalium. 22

Besides the particulor couss whose causality consists
in constituting the individual within the species, thera must
be a prior ?finciplo responsible for the specias itself. As
its cause, this principle cannot be contained within the spe-
cies and 3o is said to be equivocal in refation to its affects

]

which receive its form only gccording to o jeneric similitude.”

22. Contra Gentiles, Ill, ¢. 65, n. 2400,

23. "...Ajens dequivocum oportet esse prius quam agens uni-
vocum, quie egens univocum non habet cavsalitatem super
totom speciem, alics esset cousa sui ipsius, sed solum
super aliquod individuum speciei; agens autem aequivo-
cum habet causalitatem super totam speciem; unde opor-
tet primum oagens esse aequivocum.® De Potentia,

q. 7,007,“7-
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According to the physics of Aristotla the incorruptibie
calastial bodies wore the equivocal or non-univocal cousos‘
io which the principles of maotarial substances are reducible.
The shorteomings of his physics notwithstanding, Aristotias
did recogniza the nead for principles which are vnivsrsal
souses, aven though he erronecusiy identified tham. The

causality of the celestial bodies could be impeded paer acci-

dens due to a lack of proner disposition on the nart of the
matter in material things. Moreover thare ars certain par=
ticuior causes, rational aazzents, to whom this causality could
axtend oniy per accidens. * Vhence the necessity of nrin-

24. "Quando enim agens aliquod inducit affectum suum ut
in pluribus, et non semper, 1equetuyr, quod deficiat in
pauvcioribus, @t hoe per accidens est. Si ijitur sornora
cosiastiao saffactos suos inducunt in inferiora corpora,
ut in pluribus, et non semper, propter moteriae indis-
positione=m, sequatur, quod ipsum sit Der accidens, juod
virtus coelestis affectum suum non consaquatur. Licat
stiam ax hoc Inveniantur aliqua per accidans, facta
reductione ad corpus caelestes quia in istis inferiori-
Sus sunt aliquae cavusae ajantes, gquoa possunt per se
‘ogers absque impressione corporis coelestis, scilicet
Jnimoe rationaies, ad juas non pertingit virtus sSorpo-
ris casiastis (cum sint formae corporibus non subiectoe),
nisi fortea per accidens, inquantum scilicet ex imoressione
corporis coalestis fit aliqua immutatio in corpore, et par
accidens in viribus animace, quoe sunt actus qQuarumdam
partium corporis, ex quibus anima rationalls inclinatur
ad ggendum, licet nullo necessitas inducatur, cum ha-=
beat !iberum dominium super possiones, ut eis dissentiat.
e ijitur, quae in his inferioribus inveniuntur ocer ac=
cideaus fieri reducendo ad has causas, scilicet animas
rationalas, prout non sequuntur incfinationem, quae est
ax impressione caelasti, non invenientur per se fieri per
reductionem od virtutem corporis coalestis:™ S¢. Thomoas,
dn VI Metooh., lect. 3, nn. 1212-13, ’
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cinlas to which all beings, including these lass univarsal
causas, ara reducible,and uitimately, of ona principle which
is absolutely univorsgi.zs OF this principle St. Thomas
says, “!d, quod est principium assandi omnibus, oportet assse
maxime ens...." That is s:i1 to be maxime in sny genus
which Is the cause of whotever is within the jenus. “Unum-
quodque intar clic maxime dicitur, 8x quo cousatur in allis
aliquid univoce praedicatum de eis; sicut {gnis est zausa ca-
loris in alamentatis. Unde, cum coior univoce dicatur at
de igjne et de alementatis corporibus, sequitur qued ignis
sit calldissimus."26

As a causa which axceeds all genara and species and
which communicates with its effects according to an anolo-

jical simititude only, this simply universal pringipla Is not

merely maxime in a given genus of bai: but is maxima sns

obsolutaly. A principle which is univarsal sccording to
causality, It must be most complete or perfact inasmuch as
it is the measure of whataver Is more or iess in the order of
being; somifhing is more or less perfect in proportion to its
oroximity to the measure which lacks nothing of the jivan
perfection. As most perfect it Is most actual, being either
without potancy entirely, or having only the least possible.

*Segcundum hoc enim dicitur aliquid esse perfectum, secundum

25, For o detalled exposition of proofs for an absolutely
universal cauvse, see De Potentio,q. 3, 6. 5, ¢,

26, St. Thomas, In 1l Metaph., lect. 2, n. 292.
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quod est actu; nam sarfectum dicitur, cui nihi! deest secun~-
dum modum suse perfactionis.” 27 Although potantiality pre-
cades actuality in the order of jenaeration, actuality is prior
obsolutoly.za Consequently the first principles of al! being
must exist without matter, 'whizh is potential, and without
motion, which is the actuality of that which axists in noten~
c¢y. Hoving thus briefly described the first nrinciples, uni-
varsal according to cousality, St. Thomas, paraphrasing
Aristotie, concludes: "Et huiusmodi sunt ras divinas; * quia
si divinum alicubi existit, in tali natura’, immaterioli 3ci-
licet ot Immobili, maxime ‘existit® - 29 The equation of
these principles with the divine represents a significont de-
velopment of metaphysics beyony earlier thaogonlios. Stimu=-
lated by wonder ot forces which sppeared to tronscend mon
ond by the desire to know somathing oibout tham, the great
spaculative minds of the Greeks jradually succeedad in di-
sengoging the alvino from matter and purely material forces

with which less perceptive minds had more or lass identified

all recllity.

27. le, q. 4, 0. 1, <.

23. "Principium materiale, quod opud nos imperfactum inva-~
nitur, non potest esse simpliciter primum, sed proecedi-
tur ab alio perfecto. Nom semen, licet sit principium
enimolis generati ex semine , tomen habet ante sa animal
val plontam unde deciditur.  Dportest enim ante id quod
est in potentia, esse aliquid actu: cum ens in potentioc
non redugatur in actum, nisl per aliquod ens in sctu."®
lo; q. 4, a. |, od 2. - : :

29. Aristotle, Metoph., V3, c. |, 10262 20.
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In light of tha distinction praviously madna, St. Thomas
points out that these principles can be consideread sciantifi-
cally in two ways: as common to all baing and as somniats
natures in themselves. There is, howevar, an important
difference between those principles mentioned in the saxam~
oles usad to monifest this distinction aoand those to which ?has
distinction is here applied. The latter, though most intal-
ligible in themselives, ore lsast ir'nolliqib!o for the “uman in-
tellect, whose ineptitude Aristotis likens to the ayses of 2
bat in the brillionce of the mn.3O Unoided, the human in-
tellect can only attain such principles, l.a., univarsal cavu-
ses, through o knowledge of their effacts. "...Considaratlo
specuiativae scientiae non se extendit ultra virtutem prin-
cipiorum illius scientiae: quia in pringipils scientige vir-
tualiter tota sgientia continetur. Prima autem orincipia
scientiarum specuiativarum sunt per sensum occenta..

Unde tota consideratio scientiarum speculativorum non potest
ultro eaxtendi quom sensibilium cognitio ducers potest.” 31
Knowiedge of sensible things con lead us to the axistence of
these first principles and to some of their conditions, but no
further. It is incapable of revesling what they are in them~
seives. Xnowledge of ﬂu ‘what It {s' of sensibie things Is

knowledge through jenus and difference. This knowledge

implies matter ond form and is consequently ill-proportioned

30. Aristotle, Metaph., 1, c. 1|, 993b ?-il.
3{. la lice, q. 3, a. 6, ¢c.
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to exprass the simpie and immoterial noture of these first
principlu.32 The philosopher con thus consider them as cou-
ses known, not in themselves, but only inasmuch os they are
progortionol to the effects as we know these., “GQucedom
etiom per 3¢ existantes sunt nsrincipia, quae, quia immate-
rioles, pertinent ad intaelligibilem cognitionem, licet 2xce-

dant inteilectus nostri comprahcniz’onem."33

5. Tha 3ubiec? =f metashvsiss is ans in Juantum ast ans

How then doas speculative science consider such prin-
ciples? St. Thomas states: "Et ideo pertractantur in illa
doctrino, in qua ponuntur so quae sunt communia omnibus an-
tibus, quae habet subjectum ens in quantum est ens...."

The word 'doctrine’ is important. In his commentary on the

Posterior Analvytics St. Thomos axpiains it. “Nomen autam

doctrinae et disciplinae od cognitionis acquisitionis pertinat.

Nam doctrina est actio sius, qui oliquid cognoscerae faci?;

disciplinag autem est receptio cognitionis ab aiio.® g4

32. "Multa enim sunt od quae sensus pertingere non potest,
de quibus per sensibilia non nisi modicam aotitiam accinere
possumus, ut forte “~iomus de @is quod sint, non autem
quid sint, eo quod suostantiorum immateriaiium quidditates
alterius jeneris sunt o quidditatibus rerum sensibiliom,
et sas quasi improportionabiliter transcendentes.™ .
Compendium Theologice, c. 104, n, 208 (In Jouscula:

Theologica).

33. S$t. Thomas; In X! -Meteph., lect. 2, n. 2139. w0

J4. St Thomas, In | Post. Anal., lect. |, n. 9.
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Doctrine and discipline ora two aspacts of ona and tha 3ome
thing but that does not meon thot they must be simultaneous
in every way. The teacher is properly said to teasch whan
ne reacraatas in the mind of the disciple his swn process of

f o4
dhcovmy.a" 3ut whot is known per modum doctrinae need

not Je presented in that fasnion, as the orasent situation

Sears out. It is true that? the subject as subject, i.e., so~
mething to be subsequently invaestijoted, is the beginning of
3 science, dbut the studant ready to begin metaphysics is aot

baginning scisnce antiraly. That ens inauantum ast sns s

the subject >f the science which seeks the common properties
as well 33 the first causes of all being is not immediotely
apnarant. Quite tha controry, it presupposes proof of a way
of <nowing that is irreducibly differant from that of sither
aatural sciance or mathamatics and, hencs, rasponsibia for
a distinct science.

As stated, it is the study of natural things which pro-

vides the loci far this proof, Consideriny chanjeoblae things,

the living as well as the non-living, according to their prin=-
ciples, zauses and elements, the mind comas to recoqnize

that this is Sut o partic. -lew. Motion in the mobile requires

35. De Veritatae, q. I, a. |, c; De Spiritualibus Creaturis,
a. ?, ad 7.
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3
o first mover unmovsd.“® The intallectual 3oul, thoujh

the form of a body, is nevartheless, the princinle aof aats

subjactively indepandant of matter and it can alse be apart
from maffer.37

That the rationa! soul is separable from mottar and
thot thers is a first mover unmovad are truths, neithaer of
which is known without demonstration, and while they ore
ottained within natural science, what they are about is 3
tarm of the science, not ga subject. Without knowing what

the first mover is in itself or what the soul is inits state of

separation, the mind is alive to the fact that the materiali

d6. "...De primo motore non 33itur in sciantia naturali
tamquam de 3subiecto vel de parte subiecti, sed tamquam
de termino ad jusm scientia noturalis perducit. Ter-
minus sutem non ast da natuyra rei, cuius 3s?! tearminus,
sed hebet aliquam Havituainem ad rem illom sicut ter-
minus lineca non ast linea, sed habet ad sam aligquam
nabitudinem, ita etiam 2t srimus motor ast altarius
naturae a rebus naturalibus, habet taman ad sas aliquam
Nabitudinem, in quaontum Iinflyuit ais motum, et sic codit
in consideratione naoturalis, scilicet non secundum ip~
sum, sed in quantum ast motor." Sp. Thomaos, in Joeth,
de Trin., q. 3, a. 2, ad 3, —

37. ®...Terminus considerationis scientioe naturalis os?
circa formas quae quidem sunt aliquo modo separatce,
ted tomen esse habent in materia. £t huivsmodi formae
sunt animae rationales: juae quidem sunt separatae in-
quantum intellectiva virtus non est actus acllcuius orga=-
ni corporaiis, sicur virtus visiva est actus oeuli; sed in
materio sunt inquantum dant esse naturale tali corpori....
Sed quomoado se haobeant formae totoliter o noteria separa~
tae, et quid s1int vel etiom quomodo se habeat haec forma,
idast anima rationalis, secundum quod est saparabilis st
sine corpore existere potens, et quid sit secundum suam
essentiam separabile, hoce determinare pertinet od philo-

sophum primum." St. Thomas, In I} Physic., lect. 4,
n. 10. - =
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and the chongeable are not coextansive with the raal, To

be is not necessarily to be chongeable, for, sensible matter,
which is essential to motion, is not part of some things that

are. Here we see the sense of the distinction thot is called

‘seporation’: "...per hoc quod innHocfusJ intalligit

vnum alii non inesse.” Though reaching such a term, natu~-

rol science is unable to find among its own principies thq'
is needed to go beyond this term. Yet it brings the mind
into possession of new principles, i.e., a new but ne:}aﬂve
manner of defining. As the point is known by negating pro=
pertias of the an,33 metaphysics, in somewhat the some
fashion, defines by negating or excluding all matter from
things known to exist or to be able to axht.soparafoly from
matter,

In regard to the statement that “metaphysics defines
without sensible matter things which aro'withouf sensibl e
motter™, it should be noted that that which is without sen-
iiblc. matter is not primarily like the substance which is de-
fined logically and really without sensible matter. No are

in'motaphysics as’ in o science sui generis only on the con-

dition of having first demonstrated the axistence of some

being separate from oll matter and subsisting in itself the

33. "...Pungtum privative doﬂn“ur, punctum est culus
Pers non est: et similiter ratio unius est quod sit in-

divisible, ut dicitur in X Metaphys. Et huius ratio
est, qule'tulo indivisibiTe habef quandam oppositio-
nem ad rem corporalem, cuius quidditatem primo et
per se intellectus occipit.” la, q. 85, 0. 8, c.
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way thot Sogrates exists with sensiole matter, In this sama

connection, we are sometimes inclined to speak of immote~

rial things os excluding all motter somewhaoat o3 though it

wers these things themselves which octively axcluda matter

when actually it is we who define them without mattar; that

which, on our part, is o negotion becouse thasa things are

positively, purely immoterial ond they themselves have no

need to exclude matter.

Once this way of defining hos been sacured, the sub-

. . 39 .
ject of this sciance caon be formulatad. Ens inquantum ast

ens, that which is, substance simply and primarily, ocsi-

f) dents ucondar“y,“o is thus dIanguishod from tha subjects

of particular sciences such as ens mobile, subjact of notural

philosophy. Like the subject of svery science, common

being has its proper accidents and attributes as well as iis

proper principles and cavses. And as in all sciences, there

is on orderly way of proceeding. At the beginning of meta-

physics, for instance, a knowledge of the first principles

| 39,

)
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2

“Patet ergo quod ad diversiflcandum sclentios suificit
divaersitas principlorum quam comitatur diversitas generis
scibilis.* St. Thomas, In | Post. Anal., lect. 41, n. it.

*"Quaecumque communiter univs recipiunt praoedlisationem,
licet non univoce, sed analogice de his praedicetur, per~
tinent ad unius sciantice considerationem: sed ens hoe
modo proedicatur de omnibus entibus: ergo omnia entia
pertinent ad cansiderationem unius sclentiace, quae
considerat ens inquantum est ens, scllicet tam substan~
:ln lqonul acaidentie.” St. Thomas, In IV Metaph.,
o, i, nc 34, ' T T T
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or universal causes of common being os such connot be had.

Metaphysics does not presume the title of sciantio divina.

it aarns it,

Quic particulares scientice quoedom eorum quae
perscrutotione indigent praetermittunt, necesse
fuit quamdam scientiom esse universalem et pri~-
mam, quae perscrutetur ea, de quibus porticulares
scientiae non considerant. Huiusmodi autem vi-
dentur osse tam communio quoe sequuntur ens com=
mune (de quibus nulla scientio porticularis consi=~
derat, cum non mogis od unam pertineant quam ad
aliam, sed od omnes communiter), quom etiom
substantioe separatae, quoe axcedunt considera~
tionem omnium particularium scientiorum. Et ideo
Aristoteles huiusmod! scientiom nobis tradens,
postquam perscrutatus est de communibus, accedi?
ad tractondum specicliter de substaatiis separctis,
od quarum cognitionem ordinantur non solum es quoe
in hoc scientio tractoto sunt, sed etiam quoe in
aliis scientiis tractantur, 4|

At this point the question might well arise os to why
the foregoing discussion regarding the subject of metophysics
is not mentioned in the text of the De Trinitocte. St. Thomos
is content to state motter-of-factly that the treatment of uni=-

vaersal principles pertains to the science whose iubiect is

gns in quantum est ens. Such o question would not be out

of ploce, for it would refocus our attantion to the fact that

tt. Thomas I3 hare concerned with ordering sciences already

somshow knawn, not with teaching them. And metaphysics

is not formaliy or intrinsically dependent? on the other scion-

. . , N ¥
zes byt eniy materially and In the order of learning.

4l. JELE"‘:: X’/ leet. 1, mn. 2146,

42, *...Scientia divine.. .guae alia nomine diciter metaphy~
sica, id est prans physicam, quia pest physicam discenda

sacurcit nebis, quibus : gensibilibus opartet in inSensi-

r N Al £y E] v 3 .

bilig devipere, Ricitur eriam philosophia priwa, In guan~
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The fact that metaphysics Is the common science, ha-
ving for its subject common being, aspects of which are stu=-
died by the particular sciences aach according to its proper
mode, does not rule out the possibillty of its being divided
over and agai.nu these latter. Although metaph);sics is not .
o particular science, 1t is a special scisnce nonetheless,
specified by o proper object. And it is from this point of

view that the comparison of the kinds of spsculative science

is magde.

Qula outem per oparationem animee dividuntur
quandoque quae secundum rem conjuncta et summe
unum sunt; ideo contingit quod ubl est res eodem,
sunt divarsce rationes objecti, sicut ecdem res ob~
lectum ast liberalitatis, ut est donabilitos et jus-
titias, ut habet rationem dabiti.

Et similiter ubi res ost communis, est ratio ob-
jecti particularis et propria; sicut philesophia prima
est specialis scioentia, quamvis conslderet ans secun-=
dum quod est omnibus commune, quia speciciem ra-
tionem entis considarat secundum quod non depandst
g materia et motu., 43

7. Metophysics and Sacred Thoology both consider without
matter things that aore separate from matter in reality

Ras divinae, besides being considered as universol

couse of baing, con also he known in ancther way, namaly,

4

In s0sred dogtring, whose principles ara given Ia roavelstion.

"...The thlngs of Sad no one tnows but tha Spiri? of Ged.
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2. La 111 Sent., dist. XXVIE, q. 2, a. 4, qu® 2, sal.
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spirit that Is from God that we may know.... 44 Prosump=
tion is to be avolded even here. Although reveiotion pro-
vides knowledge cbout God beyond anything which might be
suspected whon considering him simply o3 first principle,
this Is not quidditive knowledgae.

Unde quamvis per ravelotionem elevemur ad aliquid
cognoscendum, quod olios esset nobis ignotum, non
tomen ad hoe quod allo modo cognoscamus nisi pear
sensibilia.... Vie autem quae est per sensibilia
non sufficit od ducendum In substoantios immataricles
secundum cognitionem quid est. Et sic restat quod
formae Iimmateriales non sunt nobis notae cognitione
quid est, sod solummodo cognitione an ast, sive na-
turall ratione ox effactibus creaturorum sive atiam
revelations quoe est per similitudines a sensibill-
bus sumptas, 45

This diffarence in opproach to the knowledge of se-
porated substance constitutes two essentially differant sci-

ences, both of which are called theology. In one, res divinae

are considered, not as subjact of the sclence but os princi-
ples of the subject. This is the speculative science which,
by reason of its subject, Is oiso called metophysics. The
other has Divine Being Itself for its subject and this is the

science of Sgered Theology.

44, The Firsy Epistls of S¢t. Paul o the Corinthlans, 2, if.
t5. S, Thomas, In Boeth, de Teian., g. &, 2. 4, ¢. Bven

at the height of speculotion St. Thowmas fg keenly aware
of vhe capacity o6 Yhe human fntellecy; F..-.haece es!
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Having distinguished metaphysics from Sacred Thoo=-
logy, it remains for St., Thomos to show how the former
sonsidars without matter things which are soparate from
matter in reality. This he does by comparing the subjects
of the two sciences just distinguished. Thers are two ways
according fo which something can be separote from mattaer:
first, that it con naver be in motter, when ‘what It is?®
rondars existence in matter impossible and thus God and
ongels are said to be without matter; secondly, that it can
be without motter although sometimes it doas exist in maotter.
Things ore soid to be separate from motter in the first way
inasmuch as what is understood of them Includes their con=
dition of 'existence without mattar' in such mennar thot ony ‘
notlon that would not negate the possibility of axistence in j
matter would not be o notion of res divinae considered os
subject of Sacred Theology. Thot which is without motter
in the second way is similar to thaese firse separata and yet
quite differant from them., It is similor te them In the sense
that is is not of the nature of ‘whe? i? 15! 70 ba in malter.
it 1s difforent becouzs 'whot it is' does ant demand that §7 .
be withou? metiar. The wndaerstanding of subsicacae, for ex~
asmplie, doos net Include ‘axistenss with maiter®. It doss
kot Include 'evistancs withowt matier? either becduse sther-

wise nothing existing in matter wuld be o substance since
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this would be contrary to its definition. Substance is thus
common., Although 90 be in motter is not of the notion of
substance, this notion is of thinys thot do exist in motter.
in fact, it iz of such things, ©.9., a man or a horse, thot
the meaning of substance is varified first for us. But this
meaning is equally verified by thot reality, prior to sansi-
ble substance, whose axistance had to be demonstrated in
order to juarantee a mode of defininy distinet from thot of
natural philosophy. Then ond then only couid o third kind
of definition be known positively to be morae thon !ogical.dé
This new manner of definin; is thence responsible for o new
kind of recsoned immateriolity in regard to separato such os
Being, substance, potency and act, namely, that of non-de-

pandaence upon moatier secundum esse which is different agoin

from thaot of mothemotics; evaen though mothematicalia con be

understood without sensible matter they cannot be that way.

When treoting sensible substonce metophysics consi~-
? dars it not as sensible but as substance. That is, it providas

mositive Knowledye of wha? horse is as substance without as=

4

4. "...Forma generis de cuius rations ast matario, non potest
asse exira inteilactum nlsi in materiao, ut forma slontas
ast metolli. Sed hes genus subsiantise, non est rale de
cwius ratiene sit waterio; aljoquin now esset metaphysicumg
sed Naturale, Mude forma huius generis nen dependet o

~ Mmateria cecundum sulm essw, sed potest nveniri etlam
) gytra walterigm. | De Spiritwalibus dreaturie. ¢q- .
ad 97 Sece alge od .
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suming the tosk, proper to the natural sciontist, of distin-
guishing batwoon horse and cow.

Ad hoe notandum est, quod cligua cognitic quanto
altior est, tanto ast magis vnite ef od plura se ex-
tendit: unde inteliactus Dal, qui esi altissimus,
per vnum quod ecst ipse Deus, omnium rerum cogni=
tionem habet distinete. Ito et cum ista scientia
3it altissima et por ipsum lumen inspirationis divi-
nae efficaciam hobens, ipsa unite manens, non
multiplicata, diversorum rerum considerationem
habet, nec tantum in commoni, sicut mataphysicus,
quas considerct omnia fnquantum sunt entia, non
descendens od propriam cognitionem moralium, vel
naturolium. Ratie enim entis, cum sit diversifice~
ta in diversis, non est sufficiens ad specialem
rerum cognitionem,...47

The difference betweon that theology which is part
of speculative philosephy and Sacred Theology is generic,
lee., a difference according to subject genus. The subject
genus of the former is not God or separctad substance but

8ns In gquantum est ens of which God is the cause. “Thao-

logia ergo philosophico determinot de separotis sacunde modo
sicut de sublectis, do separatis autem primo modo sicut prin-
ciplis subiacti....” The subject genus of Sacred Theology is
God os he monifests himself, 30 thot whotever principles
this science meoy hove must be received frem him. “Unde
sequitur quod Deus vare 3if subjectem huius scienticn. Dused
atiom manifestum {i? ax principiis hulus sclentice, gquae sunl
artisuli fldel, quue est de Ueo: idem sutom ash subjoctum

| ey
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cowntineatur in parimﬁfx??ai:s,“'sl‘g Known, not as subjest, batas

47. Iy | Post, Prologus, w. 1. -3 See €. Themas, th IV
Ma{rac"?_\g#g. leat. |, w. %47,
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principle of the subject, God is nevartheless ottained by
metaphysics in a sciantific way. As 5¢. Thomos says in

article one, God is the prascipuum cognitorum in metaphysics.

Though considering as their proper subjects things
whicb are without matter, both sciences will of'nacessiiy
treat things which are in motter, but only for the sake of
manifestation. [t is not possible to know of the existance
of the cauvie of material being, that it Is prior to moterial
being or that it is without matter unless'maieriul beings
are in some way considered. The necessity of this consi-
derotion derives from the manner of human knowing which
has its origin in sensation. This necessity doaes not, howaver,
extend to the term or the judgment in ofl human knowledzae.
And for this reason the consideration of things in mattar is
accidental to metophysics o8 such incsmuch as it judges
things os they are known by the intellect and not as they are
apprehended in sensation. Such judgments are accomplished
by resolving things to their first and highest causes ond me=-

rit for this science the titie of firse philosophy or Wisdom.??

47. "Eat autem considerondum quod in smni judicio vitima
santentia pertinet ad sypremum judicoterivm: sicul
videmus Tn speculativis guod uitimo sententic de sligua
propositione dotur per rasolutionem ad prima prinzinia.
Ruendiu enim remanc: sligqued principivem altivs, adhys
par ipsem pofest examinari 14 Ae que quaeritur: unde .
adhue est guepanswm (udiciem, quasi nondum doka €inal)
sententia.V la |faz. g - f% . 7, a.
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This is not to impugn the validity of conclusions reached
in the particular discipiines. Each hos its own principles
Into which its scientific conclusions are resolved and in
whose light they are judyed. Howovar, the proper prin-
ciples of the particular sciences are themselves judged
ond defended by metaphysics. St. Albert mokes o striking
observation in this connaction soying that without meta=~
physics, the particulor sciences neither truly know what
they know nor do they truly demonstrate what they de-~
monstrate, 50

A discussion of this resalution i1 well beyond the
intention of article four. Its purpose has been to indica~
te in boad outline the apposite fectures of tha science

that defines without oll matter thinys which are ssparate

from motter according to understondina and being. Its

so. *® [Pcrﬂcu!ares sclentlae} nen quaerunt de ants sim-
pliciter nec inquantum ast ens: de ipso enim gquod est
inquantum simpliciter est, nullam omnino faclunt oro-
rionem diffinitivam: quio quamvis forte oliquande
utontur diffinitione substontice in quontum substantia
2st, non wvccipiunt tamen ftunc substantiam in guantum
est substantia, sed sdegenus davorminatum appropriunt
esm: af ideo utontes substantic simpliciter nen mer«
cipiunt substoentiom simoliciter: propiar quod 2tiam
non vere gquod seiunt seiunt, nee vere demonstrant
guod demonstrant sine srimea philosephiaz sapientia., ®
S+. Albert, In V) Metach,, jrae:, !, :




194,

realizotion has been thaot and more, having provided S¢.
Thomos with the vecosion to suggest that this science doas
not appear out of the blue, but consonant with the ordar
of systematic acquisition, follows natural science and has

as its subject ans in quantum est ens; that in treating

the principles of i¢s subject it treats of first and univar=-
sal causes; that it comes to the hoppy discovery that First
among these cuuses is the Separated Substance who is
“unus princeps totius universi, scilicet primum movans,

et primum intelligibile, et primum bonum, quod supra dixit

Deum, qui est benedictus in sceculs sceculorum. Amen.* !

- > o . E oo E
f. 3t. Thomes, in X1 fMatanh., fact. 12, n. 26863,

in
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PART THREE

A COMPARISON

A, L. B. Geaiger and J. D. Robhert

When philosophy becomes lass concerned with rea~
lity thon with the words used to expross it, it Is olready
varbalistic, an ollegation which no true philosopher would
toke as o compliment. St. Thomas's solicitude for axternal
axpression never compromises the primacy of what it is
meant to signify. Thot is to soy, the word is at the service
of the mind's conception of things to be named. The signi-
fied, as known, is the rule and measure of the sign. Di-
varsa shades of meaning taken on by a given word have been

exemplified repeotedly in the text of the De Trinitate,

showing the neod to interpret words according to their con-
text and not the context by words assumed to be inflexibla.
For this reason, it is difficult to undarsﬁ'and the
importancae with which both Fathar Gaeiger and Fother Robart
invest the word ‘separstin’. It is not ot all in keeping
with the otherwisa sccursts interpretation of tha tsaching

5%, Thomos for which wa are indebled to Hhewm=~Father

gy

>
Geiger \n pathiculer, sinze Father Rahert provides |idtle

explandtion fur the wae‘fue Situation of wx‘e'-hcpl«'cysics ¢k at
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he means to point out., It goes without saying that metaphy=
sics occuples the privileged position amony the sciences.,

Nor would there seem to be any doubt thot in itself separation
as described by St, Thomos in article 3 is dlffare.nt from and
irreducible to the abstroctions appropriated to the other
sciences, We would agree with Father Geiger as to the

need for pre~metophysicul proof that there is or must be o
reality without sensible matter, and we would concur in his
tranchont crlt'lqua of the equivocation thot "three degrees of
abstrection® all too easily conveys. ‘Whaot we would toke
excaption to Is the singulor importance oscribed to separation

) to ths point of obscuring every similority to the other typas

7 N

of abstraction and, more basicolly, the very reacson thot un=-
derliss this emphasis. For this would imply thot the term

“"abstraction” is equivocal a cosu, as opposaed to anclogical.

If we understand Father Geiger correctly, he inter-

prets “saparation®, os discussed in article 3, as o doetrinal

developmant wherain this process is definitivaly dissociated
from abstraction. "Cetta thase de la separatio est dong hien,
dans lo pensde deo S, Thomos, |'effat dos exigences de car~
taines vuss majeures. DOn ne soureit done e tenir pour un
détail sans imporfance 9¢ repraadre aprds lul, sans justifier

o 4

une +elie moniers da €faire, lu trinlex shsirariio :qbt“” o~

Ey

I3

- explicitement decartée.” ' The outoqraph manuscript is offerad

»,

l. Geiger, "Absteaction et sepavation dlapres S. Thamas®  p. 18.7
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as evidance that the distinction between seporation and obs=
traction properly so called represents o decision, originally
unforeseen and reached only ofter considerable groping,
which permits St. Thomas to recognize in negative -judgment
the subjective oct capable of guaranteeing the objective va-
lidity of metaphysics.

It is true thot separation, os appropriated to meta~
physics, manifests the relotion of the subject of this science
to motter; nondependence on malter for baing and undarstan-~
ding is different from the way thot the subjects of the other
sciences are ralated to matter. In this woy separation servas
to bring out the immoteriality, and hence the intelligibility,
proper to metaphysics. But are we not WSHHed in asking
whether separation Itself is the formal element in specifying
the sciences, or whether it is just one step, howver important,
toward the determination of its subject? it would seem that
separotion, described by St. Thomas in terms of the operation
of composition and divisien, while necessarily invoived in
the process which leads to the object of the science, is not
the uitimate facter in its spacification; the intalliqgibility
for whish it is Immediately responsibis s still poteatial wilth
regard fo sirictly seiontific latelifaibility o attainad in the
therd eperetion. la this Sens e, Me\‘;‘*ﬁphye:-.&;;s (% no mare depaw~

dent upown gseparation than mzzsﬂtemaﬂasﬂ €0t ingfance, is de-

T O B e g ey Yt K S i s T s
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pendent upon obstraction. Without either process the Fespec-
tive sclence, for us, would not exlst, in spite of extremely
disparote mannars of secomplishing it, mathematical abs~
troction and separation fulfiil o similar function, tho? of
axcluding motter in the measure that tha latter proves ana
obstacle to cartain types of Intelligibility. ®Tomen sl ex
materia ot forma angeli compositi ossent, non tamen ex ma-

tario sensibili, a qua oportet et mathematica abstracta osse
2

2t metaphyslica separata.®
| The detall of article three coan be explalned by the
nuance thot Is required to show the similarity between esach
type of shstraction, including separation, without minimi=
zing in any woy their differances. That the intellact can
understand one thing apart from another as regards sclen=
ce hos already been discussed in connection with natural
philosophy, but In a very general way. In view of the pro=
blam ralsed by mothematics it becomes necessary fo go from
this common notien, called at this polat abstroction, to a
m.era distinct knowledgoe of tha porticular woys in which it
san be ascompliished. To this and, St. Thomas carefully
dosgribos the first two oparctions of the intellect aad, with
tha aid of partineat exompies, defines the compotenca of
tha inteilset in 2oeh o know wne thing wikou? somaethiag

else. To signify the difaerence is competence +hus revealed,
2

o Sk Thomas, \npoeth. de Trin. 4. 6. a 4 ad 4.
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he gives to the distinction sccomplished by each operation o

nome that brings out somaething propar fo 19.3 Thess namaos

are not choson haphazardly, foth the word 'abstroctlio’ and

‘soparatio’ ora recommonded for thoir ability to convey that

which Is choracteristic of the distinctions 3o nomed whan

these latter are subsequently appropriated to the different scian-

cos. But In taking such care to name the varlous distinctions,

it is not St. Thomas's intention so to Insist upon their dif-

ferences as to exclude what they hove 'prop_orﬂanolly in com=~

mon. It is not as though whot has now been colied separation

c¢an no longer be called abstraction. If o precision made in

one place Is to be token as an obsolute and Irrevocable pra-

farence, and Father Galgar seems to maintain that I? is, then

5t. Thomas should be found wanting. For if he mcognizad on

obligation to express himself on avery occasion in ebidance

with the circumscribed meanings ostoblished here in the De

Trinitate, there is ¢ conspicuous lock of supporting evidence

in his othar wr‘Hings.4

3.

The same compoerison betwaen operotions of ?he Intellect
apropos of the monner in which one thing is undersiood
without another is modo alsowhers. Sse, for axample,

De Variteta, g. 21, a. 1, ad secundum in contrarivm.
faere iy no need, howaver, In ¢this Instensse, o nome the
raspactive distingtions.

"Ssiandum st Igltur quod, zum omnis selontla sif In in-
tallscty, paer hos outem silguid 7it iateiligibile in acku,
quod aliqualiter abstrohitur a materia; seswndum quod alj-
qua diveramody Sa wakent ad materiam, ad diversas wieaw
Has periinead." St, Thewas, [k ¥ Physic., leet. I, wn. I,




