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INTRODUCTION

3t. Thomas's theory of the universe has been the
object of two gtudies in recent years, that of Father

Joseph Legzrand, 54Jey L'univers et 1lthomme dane le phlloso-'

phie de saint Thomas, and that of Father John H. Wright,

SeJs, The Order of the Unlversevln the Theology of St.

Thomas Aquinas. If we look at the zround covered by these

ﬁwo i;;ké, we might Wonder what“further—needethexmhis;inn;a

study that would cover largely the same ground once again.
Fr., Legrand has brought togethof and organized most of the

sisnifioant philosophlical naterisl in St, Thome&s on the unie-

~versa and man's place in 1it, leaving praotically no facet of

his vast question untouched &nd very rightly centering hils

'attantion on man., Fr. Wright hes reviewed much of the same

material in the light of 3t. Thomas's theolozy, ¥Where the
notion of the universe and its order plays a very important
role, Why then another gtudy of St. Thomas's theory of the
universe?

' The faot is that no one bas yet 1nsisted on the
notion of perfection whiech St. Thomas associates 30 consis-
tently with the universe as & whole. In the aforementioned
atudies the notion recurs frequently, and inevitably, =ziven

St. Thomas's conatant coupling of the two jdeas, but 1t 1s




never studied for itself, nor precisely as it applies to the
universe. This remains to be done, It is important that 1t
be done also, for psrfection seems to be the synthesizing
component in St. Thomas's conception of the universe, Per-
fection governs the idea of degrees of being, the idea of
diversity and multiplicity in the universe, and the ides of
order itself, the order that makes the universe truly 2 uni.

verse, the universitas rerum, We wexre first struck with the

importance of this in connection with certain theologlcal
questions, such as that of divine providence and predsestina-
tion, or the convenience of the Incarnation., But as Wwe
iooked more closely inte the matter, it became clear that
the perfection of the unlverse, &5 3t, Thomas saw it, was the
key to many philosophlcal problems as well, such asg the need
of diversity and multipliocity in creation, the guestion of
gecondary causality, and the problem of unification or commu-
nication, all questions that oconoern the universe as a whole,
The notion of perfection alone is one that causes no
1ittle emmxrassment to the student of 3t. Thomas., It is like
many others that we encounter everywhere in his york, but
which we seldom see treated systematically for itself., VWhen
1t becomes an objeot of reflection, usually 1t is in function
of some particular question or other., The notion is used
econstantly, in many contexts and with widely diversified
applications, but we usually have to depend upon the ocontext




[ b itselfl or the application in question to determine its pre-
‘cise meaning. Once, in the commentary on Book V of the

Yetaphysics, lect, 18, 3t, Thomas briefly indicates several

meanings of the term, merely paraphrasing Aristotle for the

.

most part, but this brief catalozue seems hardly to cover
the many usages of the term by St, Thomhs himself. Wwe know
of only one man in recent years who has undertaken a systemat.

ic study of the notion of perfection in St. Thomas, Father

Franpols Marty, S.J., in La perfection de 1'homme selon saint

. homas d'Aquin. This Work devotes four chapters, roushly the . |

first half of the book,‘to & study of perfection in ggneral
as groundwork.ror understanding the perfection of man, It
is remarkable to note that, in order to appreciate how St.
Thoma s concelved perfection, Fr. Martyifelt the nased to‘fall
back on what St. Thomas has to say on the perfection of the
universe., He too covers somé of the zround ocovered by both
Fr. Legrand and Fr. Wright, but from a differont'point of
view, it is he who noted the difficulty of studytng the

notion of perfection in St., Thomas,

, lagui veut Studier 1a perfection chez saint Thopas
eprouve un peu de l'embarras dont parlasit le P, Geliger a
propos de 1a.partioipetion;_g!est une notion qui se retrouve
un peu partout, sans jagals 8tre systématiquement traitde,
sans meme que s0it tentee quelque orzanisation systematique
des divers usages philosophiques du terme, du moins dans les
oeuvres personnelles." op, laud., p. x. Pr, Harty's manner
of apeaking at the end o 8 quotation indicates a certsin
reluctance to take 3t, Thomas's commentsries on Aristotle
geriously as truly *‘personal! works, Thisz 13 an attitude




Professor Charles Hartshorme has brouzht the ques.

tion of perfection back in vozue in recent years with his
1
book on The Lozic of Perfection. In this work Prof Hart-

shorne quite feadily admits to a stronz influence from St,
Anselm, and other authors of ontological proofs for the ex.
istence of Sod, nnd he proceeds very much in the msnner that
St. Anselm did. He presupposes a total religlous commitment

and then reasons t¢ the existence of the perfection whioh

such a commitment implies, In this regard the position of
St. Thoma=z is well known, He dld not admit that we could

pass from the notion of perfection to a neocessary existence
of that perfection, Without denying the peouliarity of the

quo malus cozitari nequit, and the legitimacy of the passage

from perfection in itself to affirmation of existence, St,
Thomas thought that the notion of sbgolute perfection did
not have to be conceded on mere lozical grounds, Nor could

the presupposition of a total commitment remedy this defect,

that manifests 1tself throughout his work, with the unfor.

tunate consequence sometimes of making him nezlaset or over.

look certaln important things S5t. Thomas aotueslly sald, and
thought, as a matter of faot, This 1s empecially evident ‘
in his treatment of the commentary on the text alluded to,

in Vv Hetaph, lsect, 183, We shall return to this point in
chapter 2, when we coms to look at this text, The first

pazes of Fr, Marty's introduction, howsver, offer an inter.
esting analyslis of what is commonly meant by perfection, and

an etymologieal study of the term as well,

lor, tne oritique by Julisn Hartt, "The Logic of
Perfection,” The Heview of Fetaphysics, 15 (1963), 749769,
and ensuing dTlscusslion in the same and subsequent issues of
the same perlodical., (f, also John B, Codbb, "Perfection

Exists: a Critique of Charles Hartshorne," Relizion in Life,
32 (1963), 294304,




ﬂgrgAsimplx;the;Hiss;and;theéuoodwmmgutwevenﬂinfsuchﬁcases@gAg,meﬂ;1#ﬁ;

Joan, o6. 1, laot. 1, n, 44), What 18 signified by both

One first had to show that the notlon 1s founded in the
reality we know.l

There 1s a very important distinction fo be kapt in
mind here, the distinction between the conorete and the éb-
stract in our way of ¥nowing and signifyinz, When we speak
of the divine perfsctions it may he legitimate to use either
conocrete or abstract names, For example, We oan say that
God is wise or that He 1= wisdom, that He 18 zood or that

He i3 gocdness, 8ince absolute wisdon and absoluta goodness

there 1s no simple idsntity in our way of knowing between
the conorete and the abstraoct, ‘"Hoc nomen Deus significat
divinitatem, zed in supposito et concretes hoo vero nomen

deitas siznificat deitatem in abstracto, et absolute (In

names is the same reality, to be sure, but we think of this
reality differently with each name, | _

The reason for this, of sourse, is that we come to
know the divine parfectlons through the perreqtians of
beings we know in experience and,.though an identiflc&tion
of ooncrete and abstract 1n the divine perfeotlons may be
legitlmato, onoce God is known to be, such 1is simply not
the case with the kind of,perfection we first know and

lcf, 8.1. I, q. 2, &, 1, ad 2; De Ver. q. 10, =,

12, o,




start from. The things we aiznify by conorste names, the
thinzs that are thouzht of as exiasting in nature, are the
things we first think of as perfeect, Those we simnify by
sbstract names, 83 a consequence of our abstractive mode of
thousght, those we do not think of as simply subsisting, we

think of as imperfest,

In omnibus enim quae sunt infra Causam priman
quaedan inveniuntur psrfecte existentia sive cone
pleta, quaedan laperfecta sive diminuta: perfecta
gulden videntur asse ea quae per se gubsistunt in
natura, quae & nobls siznificantur per nonina cone
creta ut homo saplens ot hulusmodi; imperfecta autenm
sunt illa quae per ze non subslatunt sicut formae ut
humanitas, saplentia et hulusmodi quas sisnificantur
apud nos nominibus abstractis, (In Ds Causiz lect,

22, n, 373) ’
Thugz, 1n our exparienss, perfection pertains first to the

concrete, and not to the abatmot and pursly notional,
Abstractions are incomplete, they are not agents, supposita,
and acsordingly cannot actee"non potsst perficsre operation-
eaj non enia salor calefacit, szad omlidumg nague saplentia
sapit, sed sapiens® (Ibid., n, 379), Hdeat and wisdom can.
not do anythinz as such, only .hot things heat and wise man
aot wisely. 1Ihe zame 13 trus of perfection: it is found
only in parfsct thinza, and it i3 from there that we must
bazin to look for whut.perteceion msans, Our knowledgze Do
ging in the szenses and in the thia,gs wa now by sense the
form 1s something other than that whioh has the form, by

reagsn of the somposition of form and matter,




) ’ Forma vero in his rebus invenitur quidem simplex,

N . sed lmperfecta, utpote non subsistenst habens autem
formam invenitur quidem subsistens, sed non simplex,
immo concretionem habens. (C.G, I, o, 30, n, 277)

Whatever perfeotion we think of as real, therefore, we sig-

nify in a concretiony and this cbnorétion immedliately takes

us out of the abstrabt. from the sonocrete of experience we
have & lonz way to zo to Jjustify attribution of both cone
crete and abstract names to the most Perfeot Being,

Prof, Hartshorne, however, 18 satisfled to apeak of

his subsistent Perfection as an abstraction. Abstraction,

“for him, does not ocorinote imperfection, ag it did rdf‘st.
Thomas, &t least not ss far as it applies to our concept,of
divinity. "Only the divine individuality can be expressed
in a definition or pure concept., In all other oases, &

- mere concept, without empirical content, without what Peirce
called an indsxlocal sign, a reference to a 'this-here-now,f
‘to the setual world, 1s unable to designate a unique in
‘dividual. But *divinlty' or its equivalent is the sole

- property derinable purely abstractly which dut one in.
divlduglvcan have, The perfaot individual is his perrootlon.
It therefore 1s all one to say, dlvine perfection exists,
and to say, God exists" (pp. 66f)., The positlon defended by
Prof.'ﬁartshorne iz not easj to grasp, for later on he
writés, *However, God merely qua 'necsssarily.existing in- '

dividual' is not God in His concrete actuallity, but is merely

P
1
~.




the abstract necessity that there be some such actuality,
The particular actuslity itself is not deducible from our
idea® (p., 94). In other words, the “full concrete reality
or actuality of God cannot be necessary® (p. 115). These
last statements are in keeping with Prof, Hartshorne's
idea of the perfectibllity of God, *50d cannot be limited
to Hls merely necessary beinz (an extreme abstraction); iHe
is the individual that could not fall to be actuallized in
some ¢ontingsnt particular form. This implies an immeasur-
able superiorityj but what mstualizes the supsriority 1is
God-now, or God-then, not just God at any time or as sternal,,.
5od merely &8 necessary is less than any continzent thing
whatever, even the meanest,..” (p. 102)., Thus, God is said
to change, to become more perfsct, according to the various
stateé of creation.

e glve these quotations because it is our ilmpres

slon that, in his Lozic of Parfection, Frof, Hartshorne is

not talking about God, but about something which vaguely
pertains to the perfection of the universe,

St. Thomas distinguishes between two modes of per-

fectlon, the created and the uncreated., Non est unius modi

perfectio Dei et perfectio creaturae (De Pot. q. 5, a&. 10,

ad 5), He is not satisfied with speaking of the divine Per.

fection as something abstract, apart from its concretion in

& here.now that 1s meaningful only in terms of the universe




f“\ | : wWe experience, Divine Perfection itself is somethiny more :

than the things we know concretely,

I1lud autem quod est completum apud nos, quamvis
sit per se subsistens, in hoo quodamodo sibi sufficiens
est quod non indiget alio cui innitatur sicut sublecto;
tamen, quia forma quae est principium actionis est in
i ipao limitata et participata, non potest agere per modum
| oreationis aut influxus, sicut agit 1d quod totum est
f forma, quod sui participatione secundum se totum est
aliorum productivum, _ '
Cum ergo 1ta 8it apud nos in his quae sunt diminuta
et concreta, sequitur quod Deus nec sit diminutus nec
completus simpliciter, sed magls superocomplstus, Non
enim caret actione, sicut diminuta et azlt per modum
creantis et influentis quod non possunt ea quae sunt
completa apud nos. (In De Causis lect, 22, nn, 379-380) -

© is tert continues the ome we saw on page six and has to

be understood lﬁ connection with 1it, Préf. Hartshorﬁe
diminishes the divine FPerfection wher he speaks of it in
terms of abstraction, somethinz thet pertains to the imper.
fection of our mode.ot knowinz, He'restores some of what he
has taken away, however, when he speaks of it in its supposed
concretion. But he remeins far short of the divine Perfec-
tion properly speakinz, for God's mpde of a;tloh'ls'not
limited and particular, as in the things we know, but infinite
and universal, Prof. Hartshorne does not seem to have 2DpPrée
ciated all that-this dootrine_of St. Thomas on creation im.
plies for the divine Perfecotion, |

God 1s not perfect in the way we know things to be

- perfect in the universe, but He 1is supercompletus, according
to the Neoplatonic mode of speaking which 3t, Thomas found
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in the Liber De Causisg, but ¥hich, incidentally, he did not

make his own, Prof, Hartshorne proposes an ontological &Y TUw
ment, which, he says, must be transposed from the classieal
metaphysics of beinz, where it was invalid, to a neoclassical
metaphysica of becoming, where aocordlné to him it béoomea
valld, Whatever may be said for this metaphysics of becoming,
it 1s not enough to lead him truly to Sod, It must be COM~
pleted with a metaphysics of beinz. Por his part, St. Thomas
proposed the Fourth Way,.an argument a posteriorl for the ex.
istence of God, and this afforded him the means of distin.
gulshing more clearly between the perfection of God and the
perfection of the universe, so that he could speak more ¢or-

rectly of the perfection of God,

With this distinction understood, however, St. Thomas
might not have been unwilling to zo a zood bit of the way
with Prof, Hartshorne, as long as it was understood that he

was deallng with the perfeation of creation, and not of the
Creator, We will not elaborate on this further, but let us
2imply look at the way hs dealt with the ancient Platonils

doetrine of optimism, to see how he was ready to admit some.

i thing analogous to the ontologloal argument in connection

with the perfection of the universe. The ansient optimism
was like that of Leibniz, another proponent of an ontological

s

argument, It maintained that the world was the best possibdle,

because Lt was produced by supreme oodnesg itself, In the

A
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...necesgsary relation between them on the part of the
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face of such a position 3t, Thomas admitted we could speak
of the wor;d as the best, but not the best possidle. If
¥e restrict ourselves to what actually exists, this world
is the best, but not if we includs all that could possibly
exist. The best possible universe is impossible. GCod was
- not bound to produce this world in such wise that He could
not have‘produoed another even better one.l The distance
between divine Perfection and any created perfection will

‘always be infinite, so that we can never say there iz a

- His Gocdness is always free to create the world 1t wants,

We can speak of the universze as optimum only ex parte facti,

not 8x parte creatoris, only in genere creatorum, not

2
simplieliter, Best possible” can apply only to God.

"Best of what ls, outsids of God," however, can and has to
apply to the universe as a whole, because it isz oreated by
the supreme Goodness, énd the universe as a whole best
manifssts the divine Goodness, as we shall gee in ohapter
three, '

But our goncern hsre is not with the perfection of
70d. It 1s with the perrection of the universe we know

n conoretely. not just of this or that creature in particular,

lcr. De Fot., q. 3, a, 6, c and ad 17.
2 .
Cf. De Pot,. de 5, 8, 1, ad 140

b—
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but of the universe as & #hole, that perfectlon in created
things which most resembles Cod's., The two, of course,
though distinot, a&re intimately related, and 3t, Thonas
more often than not considered them in their relation to one
another, The perfection of the universe i3 a matter of ore

der, the internal order of the universe, its bonum ordinis,

But this bonum ordinis ia subordinated to another good, the

divine Goodness Lltself, which is the bonum sevaratum of the
1 bt ———

universe, The flrst cannot be understood adequately with.

out the zecond, but we must keep the distinction between

the ordsr of the universe as a whole to God and the internsl

1The chief references for this distinotion is In XII
Metaph., lact, 12, We shall get to this text in our conciu-
slon only, for it summarizes very well St, Thomas's Concepe
tlon of the universe, but at the outset we should note its
inmportance in 5t. Thomas's thinkingz, He constantly referred
to thls passage of the Metaggisics, elther explicitly, with
a direct reference to the text of Aristotle, or impliocitly,
by simply using Aristotle'z example of ths army given there,
The refsrances would be too numerous to list, They bezin in
the Commentary on I Sent. d. 39, q. 2, aa, 1 and 2; d. 44,
q. 1, &, 2, in connection with the perfsotion of the universe
and the place of man in it, and reour all throuzh his: works,
manifesting a growing influence, az in Quodlibet VI, q. 11,
a, un. (1%), Fr. ¥right explains the inconsistencies in the
manner of referring to this text as follows, "It will be
noted that the reference of 3¢, Thomas to this passaze in
Aristotle is sometimes siven as 'in XIIl Hetaph' and sometimes
as 'in XI Metaph', ZIrior to 1271 he always gave the reference
as XI (though some editors trying to be helpful, frequently
changed thls to XII) and afterwards as XII, Tor in this
year William of Xoerbeke's translation of the Metaphysics
from the Gresk made available to 3t, Thomas three books (K,
M and N) hitherto unknown to him, one of which (K) belonged
before the one gontaining the passage on the order of the
universe (L)." op, laud., pp. 2.3, note 2,
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order of the universe clearly in mind, If we are to under-
stand what St, Thomag had to say about the parfection of

the universae proper.' The full meaning of perfection ine
¢ludes a reference to final end, bﬁt perfection itself,

like beatitude, consists in an assimilastion to the absolutew
ly final end in the thing perfected, or in a possession of
‘that final end by the thing perfected., Whether it be
asgimilation or poséession, peffection has to be properly
in the thing perfected. It is perfection understood in

—thls way-that we intend to study here,” -~

St. Thomas wrote as & theologlan for the most part,

It was quite in order for him to use the divine perféétion |
&z point of reference, But this oreates a certain diffi.
sulty for us in studying him., We have to follow him in this
to a certain exteﬁt. Our object, hbwever, i3 to discover
or to uncover the concept of universe that was operative
in his thought. ‘This concept was founded on_anvexperience
that was rational as well as theological, and it is undsr -
- 1ts rational aspect that We would like to study it., GZven

1f we have to refer to God,‘ln following 3¢, Tﬁomas, what
we would like to bring out is the philosophical ground of

his idea of the universe. This will be found not only in
his properly theological works, but aléo in his commentariss

on Aristotle and on the Liber De Causis, The latter 8xpress,
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acoording to their own genre, the personal thought of 5t,
Thomas as well as his theologlcal works, especially when he
engages in dshate with Arab or other commentstors on the
Phillosopher, and they constitute for us an important source,
for 3t, Thomas took a great deal from Aristotle in his

theory of the universe, as in so many other things. His
explanations of what Aristotle meant are often explanations
of how he saw things himself, ¥hen we read these commentaries

along with the Summe Theologise, the Summa Contra Gentliles,

and the De Potentia, we cannot but be. struck by the way in
which they complement one another,

S5t. Thomaa's idea of the universe was bound up with
& geooentric model that has long since lost tha credibility
it enjJoyed for so long. Along with most psople of antiduity
and the middle ages, 3t, Thomas thouzht the heavens were
gpheres that turned about the eartht and along with Aris.
totle, he thought this pertained to the physical perfection
of the universe. e could ask ourselves of what intereat
such an 1dea of the universe can be today, when we know that
the ancient model was complately inadequate to represent ths
vast expanses of the universe, and when we know it was
#imply erroneous in many of its aspects, If the idea of the
porfection of the universe is inextricably bound up with

that ancient and obsolete model, it would seem that the only
interest we could have in the idsa would be purely historieal
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in charaoter,

But 3t. Thomas's understandinz of the perfection of
the universe does not seem to have been s0 tied to the model
in whioh he visualized it that 1t had to 20 the way of the
model., Ho doubt, many aspests of this perfec;ion were ine
separably linked ¥ith his model, but the perfection of the
universe as such seems to transcend the model, and 1t has
retained 1ts value, no matter what oﬁr model of the universe,
As we shall see in schapter two, St. Thomas, following Aris.
totlegln,ggg;De_Caelohstmﬁﬁndo.ﬂprovedwtng,pgrfection of the

universe, wnderstood in 1ts physiaél sense, before discuss.

ing what were for him the integral parts of this perfection,

to wit, the heavenly bodies and the four elements, in other

words, independently of the particular model he had in mind,
"Primo ostendit perfectionem universij secundo ostendit ex

quibus partibus integretur® (In I De Caelo lect, 2, n, 8 (1)),

“Postquam Philosophus ostendit universum esse perfeoctum,..
ostendit ex quibus partibus elus parfectio integratur" (Ibid.,

lect, 3, n. 19 (1))s
In fact, the model itself 1s a source of difficulty

against an lmportant part of the argumsnt, If the number

three implies perfestion, &g the arsument supposes, Why are

there four slements and not Jjust three? The number of ele.

ments pertains to the perfection of the universe the way the
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number of fingers pertains to the perfection of the hand.1
The solution is not glven immedlately, because it belongs
later in the treatise and in the followingz treatise, De Cene

eratione et Corruptione, when the model itself is at issue,

but the fact that St. Thomas expliocitly raises the diffieulty
here shows that his notion of the perfeotion of the universe

d1d not depend on his model, but rather that, if there was

a dependence, 2 necessary conneotion, it had to be the other

way around, Wwhat came first was the perfection of the uni.

verse and the four elements would have to be explélnad in
i terms of that,

In studying 5t. Thomas's understanding of the Pere
fectlon of the universe, however, we cannot simply iznore
his model, 3t, Thomas spoke in terms of the representation
he had of the cosmos, and so we have to have some idea of
thls representation in order to understand him, This
appears especially limportant when we zee St, Thomas using
the difference between celestial and sarthly bodies, as he
understood 1t, to illustrate much broader, more metaphysi-

cal, quezstions, sush ag the order of gzrades among the angels

1”V1detur tamen quod haec probatioc non sit efficax:
non enim magis videtur sequi quod dimensiones sint tres,
propter hoc quod ternarius est numerus totius et omnis:
alioquin sequeretur per eandem rationem quod esgsent solum
tria elementa, vel tres dlziti menus® (In I De Caelo lect,
2, n. 14 (7)), ; '

~ i.. ,<_iir '



,:te;c,tl.bn., of -the universe, Our attention must be civen-not so |

Gt. Thomas there are ldeas whioch are lost sight'or but which
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(Ce_Zot. q. 3, a. 19, ad 21), or the order of actuallty
among them (De Pot. q. 5, &, 3, ¢), or the order of disznity

(Ce_Pot. q. 6, a. 6, o} De'Spir. Creat. q. un., &, 8, ¢),

or even the dlfference between the universal and the P
tloular in virtues (De Pot. q. 6, @, 9, ¢). Such a diver-
sifiéd use of the model to 1llustrate doctrine cannot fail
to impress us with the need to have some coénizanoe of 1it,
The representation is nbt impcftant in 1tself, but it is

important as an exaﬁple of what St. Thomas meant by the per.

much to the representation as to the truth it exemplifies,
But still it has to pass through the representatisn at one
tlme or another,

' The importance and the need of doing this was re-
cently brought out by Thomas Litt, 0.Ce3,0., in hiz study on

Les corps celestes dans l'univers de saint Thomas d'Aquin.4

From the viéwpolnt of the hidtorian it 1s not justifilable
simply to ignore such & considerabls part of the cosmology .
of 3t. Thomas in studying his ph11930phy. But even from a
doetrinal viewpoint such preterition hes regrettable conse-
quences, tor there ls more at stake here than merely an

antiquated oosmolos?. Assoolated with this oosmology in

ler, Introdubtion, PP. 5=12,




13

remain of zreat importance even in terms of modern-day CosS-
-mologies, something which should surely interest modern.day
nomists. Fr. Litt mentions certain aspects of the hylomorphic
theory and the series of subordinated causes in the universe,
we ourselves shall see how greater prominences must be glven to
the role of privation in hylomorphie theory and to the notion
of universal cause, both of which are quite ilmportant to un
derstand the prooess of zeneration.

It is not our intention, however, to bring St,.
Thomas up to date., This, indeed, seems nelther necessary
nor possible, In the case of his idea of the unlverse as &
whole, it is not neocessary, for that idea seems no less
valid and true today than it was in the thirteenth century.
The problem is, for us, none other than to understand s3t,.
Thomes on this score, In the ocsss of his model of the unl.
verse, it is not possible to bring him up to date, The
nmodsl has been supplanted and that is all there is to 1t,
To try to accommodate the anclent model to contemporary
models 1s cut of the gquestion., Besldes such accommodatione
ism would betray 3t., Thomas himself, for 1t would attach too
much importence to things which in his own vliew were quite
liable to revislon.l The great error of the Aristotellans

1The reserve of 3t, Thomas is most evident in his
remarks on the diversity of views to explain the movements
of the stars in the ancient gzeocentric perspective, "Illorum
tamen suppositiones quas adinvenerunt, non est necessarium
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in the seventeenth scentury sonsisted in thelir failure to
gee the distinoction bstween the perfeotion of the unlveréa
and the model in which thls perfection was represented., As
they saw the model ocrumbling before the onslaughts of
Coperniocus and Galileo, they could not help bdbut think that
the notion of perfection also had to gzo with it. Such,

. however, did not have to be the case. It is our intention

here to examine what is still valld in St, Thomas's idea
of the perfeoction of the universe; in the hope that it

. mlght be of gsome help in contemporary philosophizine-on the —

universe as &8 whole,

Much of what St. Thomas says, as a matter of fact,

‘on the perfection of the universe, does tis in with many of

esse verasy licet enim, talibus suppositionibus faetis,
apparentis salvarentur, non tamen oportet dicers has supposi-
tiones esse verasy quia forte secundum alium modum, nondum
ab hominlibus comprehensum, apparentia circa stellas salvan
tur® (In II De Caelo leet, 17, n., %51 (22)), ®Unde hoc non
est demonsfraium, sed suppositio gquaedam®™ (In I De Caelo
lect, 3, n. 28),

A similar reserve 1s evident in such & key gquestion
s the inocorruptibllity of the heavens, In I De Caelo
7y ne 76 (6), If St. Thomas did not express the sSand
of reserve concerning other aspects of the model off ¥he un »
verse he took for granted, especially the theory ofithe foun x
elements, 1t 18 because he had no reason for doinz| sd datc /_
did,. however, undersign Aristotle*s willingness to \F2ly o
the better qualified and the more competent than hinmd&ll
"Sed oportet nos !persuaderi a certioridust, idest sedw
opinionem eorum, qul certius ad veritatem pervenerunt® (55
XII Mstaph, leot. 9, n. 2566), "Unde sublungit quod ipse
reIInqufE id quod est necessarium ciree hoe, 1llis qul sunt
fortiores et potentiores ad hoo invenlendum guam ipse esget"
(Ivid,, leot, 10, n. 2586), If we may be permitted an anache
ronlsm, what better recommendation ceuld bs found for salie
leots telescope, or Hubble's use of the tred shift' to cale
culate the distances of nebulae, or even the newsst radio
telescopes,
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the questions that interest us today., iHls conception of
the unlvsrse is no less dynamic than that of a Tellhard de
Chardin, thouzh it came lonz before modern theories of evolua
tion, It touches something of the physical ordsr that in.
terests the cosmologlats of our day and, at the same time,
it offers a good deal about the order of persons and thelr
place in the cosmos, What 1s psrhaps most interesting for
us 1s that he deals with both orders, physiocal and personal,
as oonstituting one universe together, The tendency today
1s usually to treat the two separately and, often enough,
even in opposition to one another,

On the one hand, thoss commonly called cosmologlsts,
those who think malnly in terms of the physical oxrder,
though they may at times pasas over into the blological order,
show 1little or ne interest in the personal order properly
gpeakinz. They tend to write what pertalns to this order
off as irrelevant to understanding the universe as a whole,
to relezate it to the supposedly nebglous realm of 'assthe.
tics' or of 'feeling', And worse still, when they do breach
the subject and g0 into it somewhat, they often manifest a
singular knabk for misaing the point. A recent survey by
Jagj$it Singh, Great Ideas and Theorles of Modern Cosmolozy,
1llustrates this gquite well, With regard to the physical
theorles, which get the lion's share of attention in the

book, he 13 quite good., When he comes to deal with life,
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however, toward the end, he begins to falter considerably.
is last chapter, "5od and Cosmology," leaves one wondering
whether the author understands anything of what theologlans
and philosophers, including Frof, Hartshorne, mean when they
speak of Jod and creatlon.v The whole chapter seams to enter

the scene as an afterthought. The author, like many other

ocosmolozists, seems to feel the need of saying gomething

about creation and Sod, and then proceeds to reduce the

whole matter to the terms that have predccupied him throuzhe

-.out the bock, those of astro« and nuclear physics, _What he-

actually says is not vithout interest as far as the relatlion
between positive science and proofs for the existence of'

God 1is coneerned, but with a few condescendina remarks

| about & certain paychological need, or emotional exigency

for a deity, he manages to ignore the core of the issue com=
pletely, sesing reason as operative only in the physical
sciences, or the statistical sclences at beét, and not in
the properly personal order, |

In the face of such reductionism, we sometimes flnd
a tendency to reject or to minimize the positive and techno.
lbgioal achievements of man, in favor of what is more proper-
iy human in experianee,'or ﬁhat is ﬁor@uoﬁén to the divine.
What is personal and existential is opposed to the cosmow-

logleal, to the point oftentimes that the latier sesems

positively hostile to the former., John Wild, for example,
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in Human rreedom and .io¢lal Order: an issay in Christlan

rhilosophy, opposes three conceptions of the universe, the

mythic, the ocosmis (which we owe originally to the lLreeks
and which has given the modern cosmologiss), and the per-
sonal, &nd in opting for the latter makes little attempt to

intezrate the other two, or even, according tvo one oritic,l

; to understand them sufficiently, The situation resembles
somewhat that which St, Thomas found in the thirteenth ocen
tury, when thers were two opposing attitudes with regzard to
Aristotle, the personification of solence at the time, the
Averolists on the one hand, who turned Aristotle against-the
FPaith, and the Augustinians on the other, who rejected Aris-
totle or minimized him, supposedly in order to protect the
dfaith., But St. Thomas sought the truth in both the rfalth
and Aristotle, _

For him, as for Aristotle, our idea of the universe
and its perfection hes its origin in the senses, This 13

avident from the treatise De Caelo et Mundo, whioh he commen-

ted and interpreted quits favorably, where we find a basic
cosmology appliocable to the material world as the anclents
saw 1t, The De Caelo 1itself zave a few summery indlocations
on the nature of beings above the world of senges and exer.

cizing some influence over 1t.2 thus sisnifying a dbroader

1Paul Grimley Kuntz, "HMythioal, Cosmle and Personal
Order,” The Review of Metaphysissz, 16 (1963), 718748,

2cf. In I De Caelo lect. 21,




_.and Anaxagoras, who had-maintained that the world had s bee -

‘proposed another position as more probable, even philosophi-
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understanding of the universe, a world where separated sube
gtances have an important role to play. In Book I of this
same treatise and in Book VILI of the Physios, Aristotle had
argued for the eternity of the world from & zeneral considera.
tion of generation and of movement, and. thelr causes, & 400
trine which no Christian could‘aeoept. But St., Thomas did
more than simply and blindly rsject this doctrine, He indi.
cated how 1tvwa¢ noe more than a dialgctioal position, one

that Aristotle opposed to certain ancients, namely tmpedocles
ginning, but for reasons that sould not hold;l He further

cally, using other insizhts of Aristotle himself,

After the Physics &nd the De Caslo, Aristotle does
not retura to the queation of the sternity of the world, iHe
does not seem to have noticed how his dootrine on man's ra.
tional soul at the end of the De Anima mizht poasibly affeoct
the question, $t. Thomas thought so, and he brought the
l1ight of Book III De Anima to bear on it., What he was do-
ing, in effeat, was zivinz greater prominence to man in the
univorio, something Wnich had been done before by philoso-
phera; bﬁt whieh hnd never.ﬁoin exploited fully, Taking
greater acocount of man?s singular piasce in the universe, at

the horizon of spirit and matter, 3t., Thomas saw the final

1l
de shall retumm

Cfe 3,Ts I, qo 45, 8, 1, o3 De Pot. Qe 3, a, 17, o.
to all this in ohapter .
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perfection of thne universe more in terms of men than in the
abastract terms of a mechanizm of causality, This modified
the ultimate meaning of Aristotlets physical system, at
least to the extent of ziving it the inkling of a definite
end, rather than letting it zo on indefinitely in & syclical
motion, but 3t. Thomas was still able to move about in that
aystem and use it to arrive at a better understanding of the
world view he had from the Faith, This was at once a short.
ooming, slnsce it kept him within a framework that has been
superceded, something that was inevitable since St. Thomas
could only be a man of his times, and a grandeur, since, in
spite of those shortoomings, he gave us an example of how to
find the truth wherever it ls to be found, in every aspect
of the universe, the lower as well as the higher, and how to
bring these partial aspects togethsr in a higher and more
complete synthesls,

We will begin by studying our first notion of per.
fection in chapter 1, Then, in chapter 2, we shall see how
this notlion applies to the universe we kmow, and thus brinz
out the conerete character of 3t, Thomms's notion of the
universe and its psrfeotion, This will brinz ua to & cone
sideration of the intearity of the universe as 3t., Thomas
saw 1t, 1ts unity and essential diversity in chapter 3, its
two modes of order in chapter 4, {ts ordering prinelples in

chapter 5, its essential continuity in chapter 6, We shall
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1(*3 . gee how this integrity was represented in the cosmolozy of
the De Caelo in chapter 7, but certain difficulties inherent
in this representation will meke us turn finally to the or- |
der of the universe as it follows from the activity of its
parts, 1ita second perfection, in view of its final perfec-
tion, In chapter 8 we shall examine the order of generétion
as 1t charaoterizes nature as a whole, and in chapter 9 we
ghall view the or@er ot>1ntelllgence yhloh appears as 8 term
for the order of generation, & term that resumes as it

assumes all that comes before it.

We are qulte oonscious of asauming & task that 1s

far f:om easy, If we do so, it is, we hope, with that probity
and that modesty St, Thomas thought ﬁa be the requisites for
dealing with difflocult questions, and not with presumption.
“Nos reputamus dignum esse quod promptitudo hominis consid-
erantls hulusmodl gquaestiones, mazis debeat imputari vere.
cundiae, idest honestatl et modestiae, quam audaciae, 1dest

praesumptioni® (In II De Caelo lect. 17, n. 450 (1)). We

cannot pretcnd to give a oomplete view of 3t, Thomas's
thought, not even as concsrns his idea of the universe, but
we shall try to bring out as well as we can the internal
coherence of this idea, The ordsxr we shall follow 1s not
found as such 1n the yorks of St, Thomes, because most of

them were chlefly theologioa; in nature and followed a

theologlmal order from God to oreatures, But the idea of
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the universe that enters into these works so often has its

own order, a more philosophicsal order, which goes from crea-.

tures to God,l and 1t is this order whioh we shall follow,

the order which zoverned the thinking of 3t, Thomas in the
matter of the universe, an order uhieh'appears only inciden.
tally, as it wers, in the theologloal works, when 3t, Thomas
beging to explain certain notions or presents certain argu-
ments, but an order which he found among the trsatises of
Aristotle, and which he delighted in bringing out in come
menting on these, especially in hiz introductions,

We shall, indeed, make ample use of the commentaries
on the Philosopher. This may seem surprising to some, since
the tendenoy of late has been to emphasize the difference
that separates St. Thomas from Aristotle rather than the
philosophical perspective that united them. But such a view
does not do Justice to the philoscphy of St, Thomas., ¥hatw
ever may be sald about how far beyond Aristotle .t. Thomas
went in mqtaphysies, it remains that many things which he
really thought were actually found ia. Aristotslian philesophy.
3t. Thomas himself thought so at least, since he went to

11t 15 St. Thomas himself who contreats the order of

theology and the order of philosophy in this way, in C.G, II,
6. 4, "Non eodem ordine utraque dootrina procedit, Nam in
doctrina philosaphiae, quae oreaturas gseoundum se considerat
et ex els, in Del cognitionem perducit, prima est considera.
tio de creaturis et ultima de Deo, In doctrina vero fldei,
quae ereaturas non nisl in ordine ad Deum considerst, primo
est oonsideratio Del et postmodum coreaturarum” (n, 8576a),
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great pains to defend that philosophy against what he thought
were mlsrepresentations of it, and his attitude in this mA tw
ter is certainly as worthy of consideration ag that of certain
interpreters of Thomism, Besides, if we keep in mind the na.
ture of the commentary in the middle ages, the vehicle of |
~genuine philosophizing as has been well brought out by Father
Chenu,l 1t cannot be denled that these commentaries represent
 an important part of St, Thomas's thinking, Why should he,

a master at the faculty'or theology, have taken to himself a
task which 5elongea more properly to a master at the faculty

" of arts? St, Thomas may have been mors original in his proo
perly theologlical works, ﬁhere he broke away from thé“iiterary
geﬁre of the commentary in favor of the §g§§§, but in the
commentaries we still catch him in the act of philosophizing,

88 one student of these commentaries has pointed out so well.z

Introduction & 1'étude de saint Thomas, pp. 173-190;
translation, Towa erstanding sSalnt Thomas, pp. 203.222, -

: 2G. Ducoin, S.J., "Saint Thomas commentateur d'Aris-
tote," Archives de Philoso hie, XX (1957), pp. 81823 "Or
saint Thomas, méme avll eag.fﬁeologien, & commente Aristots,
Commentant Arigtote le Philosophe, 11 & agl en philosophs,
ss U@ otude meme sommalre des commentalres thomistes montre
éa part personnelle qu'y prend saint Thomas. ...Ausei une

tude precise des commentaires thomistes d'Aristote doit nous
vermetire de rejoindre 1l'agte de saint Thomas philosophant,
c'egt.a.dire gsaint Thomas elaborant sa propre philosophie -
dans lt'acte par lequel 1l semble saulement commenter Aristots,
Il stagit dbien de philosophise pulaque saint Thomas endosse le
personnage d'Aristote; et i1 est bien question d'une philoso-
- phie personnelle puisque saint Thomas ne se contente pas de
, reprendre purement et simplement ce qutavait dait istote,

Dans ces conditions un triple profit peut etre ti adt'une
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The condition presupposed for probity and modesty
in diffiocult questions is that we look not only to the ob.
vious and the striking, but also to the smallest details of
what 1s to be considered: "gsi tamen i1lle qui huiusmodi dubi-
tationes considerat, diligat etiam parvas sufficientias,
idest parum sufficientes rationes, ad inveniendum de 1llis
rebus, de quibus habenus maximas dublitationes® (Ibid.). The
rationes of St, Thomas are by no means parum sufficientes,
it 18 we who feel small in the face of them, Thies is why we

shall let him speak for himself as much &3 possidble, seekinz
his thought in the least of his writings as well as in the
more important ones, for he often made very significant re.
fleotions in connection with seemingly insignificant ques.
tions. It is a desire for wisdom that urgesg us "et hoe
propter desiderium quod quis habet ad philosophiam, ut sei-
licet elus principla stent, idest firma permaneant® (Ibid,),
& desire to understand better the wisdom of St. Thomas, May

we not fall teoo far short of our goal,

telle étude, On doit pouvoir ddsceler 1'attltude philosophi-
que profonde de saint Thomas, gon acte de philozopher, On
peut egalgment conmnaltre son art de commsntateur, Et 11 ne
doit pas etre impossible d'assister en quelque facon 8 la
gensse de sa philosophie,® Cf, alss the remark of Cajetan:
"Pluries glossat Aristotelem ut Philogophum, non ut Aristo-
telem; et hoo in favorem veritatis" (In Iia.llas, q. 172, &,
Ly ad 4), which 1s very muoh in keeping with & remark of 3t,
Thomag himself: *"Studium philosophiae non est ad hos quod
gelatur quid homines senserint sed qualiter se habeat veri.
tas rerum” (In I de Caelo leot. 22, n, 228 (8)).
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CHAPTZA I

PERPECTION, A TERN OF
BECOMING ACCORDING TO NATURE

| The first thing that comes to mind today when we
think of perfection is usually something that has to do with
faultlessness or the highest exoellénqe. "pPerfect" ﬁan SUZ=

gests the saint., "Perfeot" work svokes something done with

————--——greatest care and meeting the highest demands, We stil1l —

asgocliate the ldea of "complete” with "perfect®; the pefféot
man is also the compléte man who is not deficlent in any pare
ticular, ButAthe most anclent meaning of the ternm Has become
obsolete in ﬁ}nglish: "thoroughly made, formed, done, per-
formed, oarried out, accomplisheds of full age.“l This
usagze, wnich disappeared in eighteenth century, corresponds
to what 1s most likely the first meéning of perfection, At
leést it certainly oorresoonds to what 3St, Thomas held to
be 1ts first meaning according to its mode of signifying.

The meaning we assboia;e most reﬁdily with perfection
surely wgg no; gnknown ;oHSt.nihomas, For him God could be

sald to be perfect, In faot, only He is perfect simplioitsr,

that 13, perfect in every way and lacking no perfection

1

1472,

29

Cf. The Shorter Oxford inglish Diotionary, pp. 1471
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whatsoever.l But that was for him a derived meaning, Per-
feotion for him was first linked with becoming and change,
with fierl, as the etymology of the term itself suzgests,

Selendum tamen est quod perfectio Dec convenienter

attribul non potest =i nominis significatio quantum ad

sul originem attendaturs quod enim fastum non est, nec

erfectum posse diol videtur, Sed qulia omne quod fit,

Ee potentia in actum deductum est et de non esse in

6esse quando faotum est, tunc reote perfectum esse dicl.

tur, quasi totaliter factum, quando potentia totallter

est ad actum reducta, ut nihil de non esse retineat,

sed habeat esse completunm,

(CsGo I, o. 28, n, 268)

In God there 1s no shange from potency to act, But beosuse
He i3 pure act, because he has esgse gupercompletum, we can
extend the term perfection to inelude this kind of actuality
88 well, even though it hag never been anything else but
pure act, "Quia in his quae fiunt, tunc dioltur esse ali-
quid perfectum, cum de potentia educltur in actum, trensumi.
tur hoc nomen perfectum ad significandum ommne 1llud cuil non
deest esse in actu, sive hos habeat per modum factionis,
sive non" (3,T. I’ Q. L‘" a, 1, ad 1),

The key to the first meaninz of perfeotion, however,
is not only in the fieri that it presupposes, but also in the
prefix per., which was well rendered by "thoroughly® in the
English definition we saw a moment ago and by "totaliter®

in the text from the Contra Gentlles., As a preposition, per

lcro De car. q. mo, ao 10, G‘ S.T. I, q. b’, aa, 1"2;

C. ™ I’ G. 28.
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1s used with aﬁ ides of place, and then it means through, or
with an idea of time, and then it means during or through
again, It accordingly connotes the idea of going from the
beginning to the end of something (e.z,, through & rezion or
through a week), through snd through, de bout en bout. It

came to be used.to denote fulfilment or completion (acheve.
ment), that is to s=ay, thorough 'accomplishment'!, per.feotion.
It was also joined to adjectives and adverbs to form a sort
of absolute superlative.l Jolned to the verb facere, or

fieri, the passive form, this meaning Waa amphasized the

more, It gzave the verb ggrrlee the origin of our term
“perfect”, pPsrfioere means to bring something to term
(aghever), to‘acéompllsh or to make something complete accord-
ing to the exigencies of its nature (accomplir).. about the
éamé thing as the first, but obsolets, meaning "perfect®

had in English,

An 1mportant thing to notc about the preposition pexr
is that it adds a note of finiteness, of termination, to the
fieri that it affeots, Per has the idea of coming to an |
end, being finished--de bout en bout, When we are through

& day or through a task, it is tlnished as well as completed,
The grammatiocal use of the tern‘iilustratei this point well:
the perreot'tenso'indicatos an aotion that 1s thought of as

icr. Dictionnaire etsgalogiéue de la langue latine,
ed, Ernout et Me et, ley Do . _
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finished; the imperfect tense indlcates one that is not yet
finished, This conneotion between “perfect® and "finite®
is most explicit in the Greek languaze, where the word for

/ __I
“perfect® 1s T7T< )\uol/, a derivative of 7<Aos y Which means

Yend" or ”tinis".l

It 1s cometimes said that St, Thomas hsd an under-

standing of perfection differsnt from that of Aristotle,

Whatever may b2 sald for this as far as ooncerns the extended
meanings of perfsotion, it is not entirely true of perfec.
tion in 1ts first meaning, We see that from the text we

have already quoted from the Contra Gentiles, and also from

another text that presents the same idea, not in terms of

l?o avold a possible confusion 1t mizht be good to
note that a literal translation of the Greek term T A& oV
would be finitum in Latin, Some medieval translators of
Aristotle used this term, This explains why St., Thomas
ocoasionally speaks of finitum and perfectum as going toe
gether in his commentaries, 7#Finite® 1n “nglish would 11t
erally translate the Greek, but it would restrict the idea
of the Greek to its negative sapect, "Pinished" would be
closer as long &as we understooed 1t to refer to something
reaching 1ts fulness, Unfortunately this meaning has dis.
appeared and & more negative meaning has prevailed, The same
has to be said for ®"terminated”, There remains "perfect®
which at least suggests something positive, but which is los-
inz favor because its meaning 13 becominz more and more re.
stricted and associated with thinzs that are often only a
parody of perfection., Finally there is “"complete®, which is
used by many translators and which seems to be the best ternm
to use today, St. Thomes would have no objections to this,

since for hinm, as we saw, what is perfeot has &sses completum,
and he was ready to spesk of complementum universl, the com-

pletion of the universe, as wWell as of the perfection of the
universe (cf, De Pot. q. 3, 2. 16, ¢3 q. 3, &, 1, ad 9). A
text from In De L1V, Nom,., Which we will see presently, will
make this amply clear,
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potenocy and aet, but in terms of nature, much ih the way
that Aristotle was given to speak of perfection, 3t., Thomas
iz again cautioniﬁg about the way we attribute perfection to
God, |

Perfecta, non est accipiendum secundum modum sig-
niricationis vocabull, quo perfectum dieitur quasi
complete factum, sicut perambulasse nos dicimus, quando
ambulationem complevimus; unds quod non est factum, non
potast secundum hanc rationem diloci perfectumy sed quia
res quae fiunt, tune ad finem suae perfectionis perw-
veniunt, quando oconsequuntur naturam et virtutem pro-
priae speciei, inde est quod hoo nomen perfectum azsump-
tum est ad significandum omnem rem quse attinglt pro.
priam virtutem et naturam, B¢ hoc mode Divinitas diei.
tur perfeota, inquantum maxime est in sue natura et

ovirtutes o

'(In De Div, Nom., c. 2, lect. 1, n.114),

It 15 interesting to ses how St, Thomas's example, perembu-
lasse, summarizes in & word what we said above about the
preposition per. But the ihing we wish to call attention to
in this text is the norm alluded to as measure for perfece

tion, natura et virtus proprise speciel, This is something

more specific than simply an act educed from potency., It
will zive us a better idea of what was meant by redusing a _
potency totally to act so that it retains nothing of non-bdbeinz,
bﬁt has complete being, or is complete in its being. Comple
tion, or perfection, ls relative to one's nature,

Perfection 1tself 1s somehow above movement a'uci time,
'Qﬁamvis movaii}ad pexrfectionem non a;t totum s&nul,-tamen |
consequi naturalem perrectiénem est totum simul* (3.T. I-II,

9. 31, &, 1, o), But our first notlon of perfeetion comes to
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us in an experisence of movement and time,

Hoo nomen actus, quod ponitur ad signifiocandum ende-
lechlam et perfectionem, scilicet formam, et alia huius-
modl, sicut sunt quaecumque operationes, venlunt maxime
ex motibus quantum ad originem vooabuli., Cum enim
nomina sint signa intelligibilium oconceptionum, 11llis
primo imponimus nomina, quae primo intelligimus, liocet
sint posteriora gsecundum ordinem naturae, Inter allos
autem actus, maxime ast nobis notus et apparens motus,
qul sensibiliter a nobls videtur. Et ideo el primo in.
positum‘ruit nomen aotus, et a motu ad alia derivatum est,

(In_IX Metaph. 1ect. 3, n, 1805)

For a better understanding of our first notion of perfeotion,
then, there would seem to be no better place to start than

to consider movement as we experience it. The things we
first know to be perfect, before being perfect were imperfect,
that is, in between mere possibility and full-blowm actuality,
and in general we oan say that they took some time to reach
thelir state of total perfection., We ses this in the things
of nature and in human experience as well,

Non enim contingit aliquid de imperfecto ad rerfet-
fum adduci nisi per actionem aliculus perfecti., Nec
perfectl actlo ab imperfecto statim recipitur in principio
perfecte; sed prime quidem imperfeste postea perfecte, et

- sl¢ deinde quousque ad perfectionenm perveniat., £t hoo
quiden manifestum est in omibus rebus naturalibus quae
per successionem temporis aliquam perfectionem consequMne
tur. Bt similiter videmus in operibdug humanis, et prae.
cipue in disciplinis,

(De Ver. q. 14, a. 10, @)
It takes time for an acomrm to become an cak or a man tb learn
a2 science, and during that time the oak and the man PRSs

through different stages of relative perfection and imperfec.

tion.
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| What of these in.between stages? How &re we to under-
stand them? Are they potenocy or act? Once the processz of bew
coming has begun, the potency is actuated, at first imperfeot-
ly, and then less and leés imperfectly, until actustion or
perfeotion 1s completed, This means that potency somehow
pasges to act before reaching perfection, that there is an

aot that is not perfect, an actus incompletus or an actus im-

perfectus, Thls 1s preoisely the kind of sct that movement

is. St, Thomas explains the notion of an astus imperfectus

We can thlnk of something th&t 1s in aot only, 1n
some respect or other, of something that is in potenoy only,
in the same respect, and of somethins that is somewhere in
between., Ior example, something can be hot, oold, or some-
where in between, Let us say that to be hot i3 to be in

act, and that perfection would correspond to s certain degree
of heat., To be cdld 1s to be in potency and 1mperfeot’to the
extent of the distance below the perfect degres of heat, As
long a3 the thing 1s in potency only, it is not‘changing yet,
it 1s simply imperfect. When 1t is totally in act, it has
changed totally and has chome parfect in the sense that we
have Jjust explained. The 6hsnge'1s"campletc'and“a7€r. Dure
ing the change, however, while the thing was being he#ted,,
it was no longer merely in potenscy, but partially 1n'act,

since i1t had some heat} but it was still in potency, end only
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partlally in act, since it hadn't yet attalned perfection,
but was gradually approaching it more and more-="paunlatin
participat calorem megis ac magis®,

3t. Thomas adds & precision to his analysis that is
important for us at this point. Change is an imperfect act
of a very speclal kind. It is imperfect in the sense that 1t
i1s 8t111 essentlially ordered to an ulterior act, If we take
away thls ordination to an ulterior act, we are no longer
dealing wlth motus. "31 tolleretur ordo ad ultsriorem actum,
ipse aotus quantuncumque imperfectus, esset terminus motus
et non motus, sicut asccidit cum aliquid semiplene oalefit”

(In _III Phys. leect. 2, n, 285(3)). The difference between

motus and any other kind of imperfect act is that the ordina-
tion to an ulterior act is in the act itself, But since
order to an ulterlior act is found in something that is in
potency to that act, this means that potency is in the act
l1tself, If a motus has been brought to a halt before reach-
ing the point of perfection, there i3 both potency and act
in the term, but they are no longer related as closely as
they were in the process of changing itself, There is imper.
fection in the term and hence a certain ordination to a more
perfect act, but the potenoy whieh this implies is not in

the act. Thls means that there is no motion, but only a

potency to motion. "Si actus imperfectus consideretur tantum

in ordine ad ulteriorem actum, secundum quod habet rationem
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| potentiae, non habet rationem motus, sed principli motus:

potest enim inoipere celefactio sicut a frigido, 1ta et a
tepido® (Ibid.). What is the term of one motion can become
the beginning or the principle of another motion, but inss-

much as it is & term it is not motion. It entails an act,

. howaver,. *Lioet enim nomen actus & motu originem sumpserit,

ut supra dietum est, non solum motus dicitur sotus* (In IX
Metaph., leot, 5, n., 1824), Hence the term represents a

degree of perfection measured by the form possessed, .for the

...Torm 18 principle of perfection in matter, Hatter contalns |

the potency actuated by the form. , G ,

| Twovthings should be noted about the notion of term
here, in c¢onnection with perfection, First, a term is not
motion or becoming, but only its lagt moment, Oﬁtside of or
beyond this last moment there remsins nothing of the motlon
that is términated; it iz complete; the term contains 1t all.
If the term happensz to be the principle of a motion; that '
motion is another one, not the motlon of whieh it 1s the
term. This is true of perfection acecording to its first

meaning, since it 1s the term of a fieri, It terminates a

‘brocess of becoming and gives a thing a certain completion in

its'beiﬁé;' "Oomnia dicﬁhé@f‘ﬁéfféati. éd quod dgvéninnt in
finem. Extra finem autem nihil est: quia finias est 1d quod
est ultimum in omni re, st gquod continet rem, Unde nihil

est extra finem, Nec 14 quod perfectum est indiget aliquo
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exteriori; sed totum continetur sub sus perfectione” (25_5
Metaph, lect, 5, n. 2028), The second thing to note, however,
1s that not every term entails the fullness of perfection.

A process of becoming can be stopped half way to its comple-
tion. The psrfeotion realized in sush cases is only partial,
"siout aceidit cum &liquid semiplene calefit.” This shows
how essential the element of completsness is for perfection,
while allowing for relative degrees of perfection and imper.
fection,

In the example given above, perfection was a degree
of heat arbitrerily designated as such., Is there something
less arbitrary in our experience where this ldea of perfec.
tion appears? To be sure, and this 1s where the idea of
nature comes in as the nerm for porfeotion; Although only
8n accidental kind of change was used to illustrate the
analysis of motion sabove, the analysis is valid also for
substantial change,l the kind of change that wags generally
called generatio after Aristotle, a term used not only for
the generation of living things, but also for the coming to
be, the mutatio de non esse ad essa, of any kind of

lnConsiderandum est gquod Aristoteles supra in ter-
tio ubl motum definivit, accepit nomen motus seoundum quod
est cog:un? 3?n1hus spsciebus mutationis® (In Vv Phys. lect,
2’ n. 9 1 *




cal terms as was done in antiquity. The four elements, the

‘generation., This was explained by suppesing that the form
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sensible substanoe, Ineluding ths 1nfra-11v1ng.1 The term
of such changes, a substance complets in its beinz, 1is the
first place to look Tor perfection according to nature,

for the nature of a thing 1s precisely what it has once its

generation is completed,

11lud dicimus esse naturam uniusculusque rel, quod
convenit ei quando eat eius generatio perfsctas siout
natura hominis est, quam habet post perfectionem Zene
erationis ipsiuss et similiter et de equo, et de domos
ut tamen natura domus intelligatur forma ipsius,

(In_I Polit. lect. 1, n, 32)

Hodern sclence has made it rather difficult to 7

speak of substances and substantial chenge in merely physi-

basic substances of ancient science, have long since been

lexception should be made of heavenly bodles in the
ancient perspsctive, for thess were thought to be above core
ruption and consequently, for Aristotelians at least, above

of celestial bodies sxhausted all potentiality in their mate
ter, "faterla caelestium corporuz est in potentia ad actum
perfectum, idest ad formam quae complet totam possibilitatem
materiae, ut iam non remaneat potentia ad alias formas® (De
Subst. Jepe 6. 8, n. 82), It followed from this that the
form of & celestial body was not educed from the potenoy of
matter, as for earthly bodies, but was simply oreated, with
its matter, much in the way that pure forms are oreated.

"51i quae autem formae sunt non in materia, ut sunt substan
tise intellectuales, vel in materia nullo modo indisposita
ad formam, ut est in eorporibus cselestibus, in quibus non
sunt contrariae dispositiones; harum princlplum esse non po-
test nisl agens incorporeum, quod non agit per motum; neec
dependent ab aliquo secundum fleri a quo non dependent secun-
dum esse* (De Pot. q. 5, &, 1, 0), Cf, also De Subst, 3ep,
c, 10, n, 1 s,

It might be good to keep in mind also that acciden-

tel change 1s also called generatio secundun uid, as op-
posed to generatio simglie%ter for suBsEEntfa% ohange, Cf.
* ee *® : | nl

In vV Phys
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broken down into more basic components, and it has becoxe
almost impossible to determine Just where one substance
ends and another begins in physles, let alone determine
when a substantial change has taken place. But we do not
have to zo through that to understand the foundation of our
notion of perfeotion, Our idea of substance and of nature
18 not something we get from physlcs or chemistry, but from
& more immediete experience of ocurselves and of things more
like ourselves, It is found primarily in the kind of be.
ings 3t. Thomas uses as examples most frequently, in men,
animals, and even houses, Its meaning is clear at the be.
gimning, and it becomes more difficult of application ag we
get further away from the kind of substances that we are,
But this does not invalidate its first and fundamental mean.
ing. By substance we understand gsomething that has a car.
'taln identity and intezrity, a certain completeness ocomposed
of various parts united in one being. We also understand
that sueh & thing has come to be what it is, in its comple.
‘tion, after a more or less comploxvproeesl of generation
and growth.l 7

In 1ts first and basic sense we apeak of perfection
in reference to what pertains to the nature of a thing:

11¢ 19 only by enalogy that we speak of geparate
substances, which are complete in themaselves, but wIEEouE
having passed through & process of perfection, The prime
énalogate of substance for us ia found in sensible nature,
For Jjustification of the analogy between bodily and separate
substances, of, In De Causis leot, 7, n, 131, '
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"attenditur secundum id quod pertinet ad ipsam rei naturam®
(8.2, II-1I, q, 184, &, 1, ag 2).1 For example, we say an .
animal is perfect when it laocks nothlng that 18 required for
an integral life, This Includes sush things as the right
number and disposition of members, the :ight proportions,
the powers to act, and whatever elase the nature of a thing
“may call tor.2 For Arlstotle and the Arlistotelians the
power to generate another of its kind was an importent sigh

of perfection, for an animal cannot reproduce unless it has

reached maturity or the perrectionbo:H;pgngkp;ggimgnaimmaem;mff

~ ture animal, one that 1is not yet perfect, or even one that
is simply imperfect, cénnot‘reproduos.

In things that are generated we should dlétinguish

lwhat We refer to as the first and basic sense of
perfection is called B%rfectic gimpliciter by St. Thomas in
this text, as opposed e perfectio secundum quid which
comes from something other than natirs and 1s aaﬁea to 1t
"secundum aliquid exterius adiacens, puta in &lbedine, vel
nigredine, vel aliquo huiusmodi.® This Berfectio simplici.
ter should not be oonfused with that or ' g, un,, a,
10, o. which we mentioned at the bezinning ol this chapter
and whioh meant perfeotion ¥ithout any restriction ¥hatgoe
ever, not even that of a zenus or a nature, nor with that
which we will see at the end of this echapter and whieh will

include certain superaddita demanded by nature for its OPw
eration.

2Cf. De Perf, Vitas s ir. e, 1, n. 5593 §.T.II-II,
Q. lau, a, 1, a . - : . _ ' -

30f. In II De Antma leot 7, nn, 13-k
. . . 143 In VIX
fhys. lect, 6, n,. § C.G. I, é. 37, n. 307% II, c. 6,
n. 5823 111, e, 21, n, 2022y 5,7, 1, q. 5 a, 4, =, '
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the substantlial form which brings the fundamental perfection
to matter and determines its nature, from other forms which
come to further perfest the thing already constituted in its
firat perfection. The gubstantial form 1z the term of a
thing'!s becoming, the end of the proocess of generation,
Videmus sutem in his quas gencrantur, quod unumquodque
eorum tuno factum agse dicltur quesil terminata fac.

tione, quando sccipit formeam: est enim forma genera.
tionls terminus, Adepta izitur forme, non restat all.

quid fiendun,
(De_Subst, Sep, ¢, 9, n. 93)

Once & thing has reached the fulness of its nature, it has
reached the term of its becoming. It is complete in its
beings habet esse completum, This is why we can speak of 1t
as having 1ts first perfection. Non restat 2liguid fiendum,
But this must not be understood as the end of all

change or all perfection. The thing fully generated does

not have all the perfection due to its nature, Restat ali.

guid faciendum, The substantial form is the end of genera.

tion, of the process by which a thing comes to be, but not
of the thing generatsd itself. "It hooc intelligendum est

de causs finall generationls, non autem de causa finall rei
generatae, Finls enim generationis hominis est forma humanajg
non tamen finls hominis est forma elus, sed per formam cone

venit sibi operari ad finem" (In II Phys, lect. 11, n. 242

(2)). The form of a thinz, in addition to beinz principle

of perfection or completion, is & principle of aotivity as

¥ell, the asotivity whereby a being works toward itz final
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perfection., Even though the substantial form brings the
first perfection, the being so constituted remains imperfect
and, hence, ordered to greater perfection, "Semper enim |
imperfectum est propter perfectius: sisut izitur materia

est propter formam, ita forma, quae est actus primus, est
propter suam operationem, quae est actus secundusj at sio
operatio est finig rel oreataen {(3.7. I, q. 108, a, 5, c).
Thus, & thing that is perfect as substance still has potene
tialities to be actuated,.rurther perfection td acquire, and

activity, the activity itself oomes to be called its end,
"Propria operatio cuiuslibet rei §s£ finis etluss eét»enim
secunda perfeotio ipsius" (C.G. II, e. 25, n, 2057). "Forma
verns secundum quam res est, est pérfocttc prima” (C,G. iI,

c. 64, n, 2394). _
A1l this, for St. Thomas, is based on the relation
between the action of a thing and the thing itself, the idea

of a propria operatio.’

Unumquodque quod habet propriam operationem, est propter
suam operationem: quaelibet enim res appetit suem Per-
feotionem sicut suum finem, operatio autem est ultima
rel perfectio (vel saltem ipsum operatum, in hls in qui-
bus esat aliquod opus praeter operationem, ut dieitur in
I Ethic, )3 dictum est enim in II De Anima quod forma est
‘actus primus, operatio autem 63t actus seocundus, tanquam
perfectio et finis operantis, (In II De Caelo lect, &,

n. 333 (L”)
It 1s through its action that a thing attains its final pere

feotion., "Quaelibet res creata consequitur suam ultimam

this perfection is aoquired throush its proper




perfectionsem per operationem propriam® (C.G. II, e, 64, n,
2394),

To be sure, not every pozsible motion nor the actuala.
lzation of all its possibllities is required for the perfec.
tlon of 2 thing according to its nature, S3St. Thomas gives
the example of a man's being in potenoy for a trip to India,
We Will not say he is imperfeoct simply, if he does not
actualize this potency. But we do say he is imperfect
simply, if he laocks knowledge orx Tirtue, for it pertains to
human nature to be perfected in this way.l Enowledge and
virtue are perfections man has to have according to his na.
ture. This, however, does not mean that a man will not be
perfect as & man unlees he has all posaible lmowledge and
virtus, This doea not pertain to the perfection of his 31
ture; he is not borm to attain 811 possible knowledge and
virtue, but only what lies within the range of his powers,

Perfectum seocundum naturanm dicitur, cui non deest ali.

quid eorum quas nata sunt haberi a natura 1lla: sicut

intellectum hominis dioimus psrfectum, non quod nihil

el intellizibilium desit, sed qula nihil ei deeat

éorum per quae homo natus est intelligers,

(De_Car. q. un., &, 10, o)

Thus, though perfectibility involves a certain openness, per-
fection 1tself, in its first meaning, is not without a cer.
tain determination, first in the substance itself, and see.

ondly in the perfections that acerue to the asubstance, The

lct. De Pot. q. 5, 8. 5, 8ad 7,
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all that nature requireé- for any given atage,

hs5

examples we cite from St, Thomms, if properly understood,
are still as valid today as they were in the thirteenth cena.
tury,l but the point 1s not the validity of the examples,
The point is to show how the first meaning of psrfection
ls connected with the proper nature of things, whatever the
nature nay happen to be,

A8 we saw earlier, our notion of perfection entails
an element of time, a zradual passage fronm potency to act,

from relative 1mperfaotion to relative perfection, before

reaching perfection simgliciter. The examplo or the animal

Willustrates this well, 4n animal is not born mature; 1t

grows to maturity. This is something that pertains to the
nature of the animal, as well as the ultimate term of per.
fection to whioh it grows, 3ince the notion of perfection
follows nature, we also spesk of perfection acoording to
time, We extend its meaning to apply to different moments
in the natural process of per.fection. For each of the
vaiieus stages in the development of an animal naturs re.
quires a level of perfection, the actualization of certain
potencles, accoxrdinzg to an order of generation, We speak
of & thing as perfect at these different stages when 1t has

1P‘root‘ for the wvalidity of the exanples will be
found in In De Div, Nom. o, 1, leot, 2, n., 72, wWith an ex-
ample drawn from the wWay in which dirrerant soiancos are

limited according to their nature by their object.
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rerfectum secundum tempus dicimus quando nihil deest
allocul eorum quae natum est habere sscundum tempus
11lud: siout dioimus puerunm perfectum, quia habet ea
quae requiruntur ad hominem secundum setatem illem,
| (Ibid.)
The phrase ad hominem hers recalls the ordination to &n ul-
terior act in any imperfect act, but the fact thet s child
has what 1s required by nature at a given time allows us to
apeak of 1t as perfeot in a sense, that ls, secundum tempus
Ssuum,

The process of generation itself, understood in the
restrioted sense of simply coming to 1life, also presents a
similar temporal succession, especially the generation of
the hilgher types of animals, where, between the seed and the
last form of the complete animal, there is a gradual passage
from less perfect forms to more perfect forms. "Generatio
anlmalls non est tantum une generatio simplex; sed succedunt
sibl invicem multae generationes et corruptiones® (4.D, De
Anima q. un., &, 11, @d 1 ). Each of these generationes
mediae, which are parts of the total generation, is ternins.
ted by a form which does not makes the animal compiete acoorda
ing to 1its specles, but leaves it incomplete, though ordered

to an ulterlor act, gquod est via ad speciem aligquam, Thus

there are two kinds of formss

una quidem psrfecta, quae complet speoiem alisuius rei
naturalis, sicut forma iznls vel aguae aut hominis aut
plantae; alia autem est forma incompleta, quae neque
perficit aliquam speciem naturalem, neque est finis in.
tentlonis naturae, sed gse habet in via generationis vel
corruptionis. (In_I De Gen., lest. 8, n. 60 (3))
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The incompletes form is an actus imperfectus essentially or-

dered to an ulterior aot or form, but note that 1t is not

motus, since it terminates a motus, St. Thomas ins=ists on

a succession of generations where a higher and'more conplste
form comes to take the place of a lower and less complete
form, thus brinzing about the corruption of the lower type
of substance, For him, this is the way nature saves the
unity of substance of animals, and of man in particular, in
splte of the successive apééaranoe of the different forms

of animation, first vegetative, then animal, then rational,wmﬁﬁ
A 1

7a11 in the generation of one belng.

There remains one last element in our first notion
of perfection to be brcught out, that of desirability, v
“Unumquodque suam perfectionem appetit siout proprium bonum®
(Ca3e I, ©4 37, n, 304). "Omne imperfectum perfectionem oon.
sequl naturaliter cupit" (C,u. IV, ¢. 79, n. 4136), This 1s
impliclt in most of what we have said thus fer about perfec.
tlon. Anything that moves is moving toward & term., The or-
dination to an ulterior dot or to & complete aot implies a

tendency or a desire of some kind or other, The child de.

‘sires to be an adult., The animal tends toward the perfec.

tion of its nature, Matter has to be perfected by a form in
order to exist, Pure potency does not exist and the whole
reallty of any potency i1s in 1ts ordination to an act. '

1l

Cf. QuD, De Anima q. un., &, 11, ad 1,
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"Potentla sine aotu imperfecta est" (3.I. I-II, q. 3, &. 2,
o). It is this ordination to an act'that distingulshes
matter from privation, potensy from nothlngness.l Change
itzelf is an imperfeoct act, but it is desiradble as per.fec.
tion, as the way to perfsoction. In every way we look at it,
the 8nalysis of our first notion of perfection cannot be un-
derstood without an element of tendency, or desire, or cont-
tion of some kind or other., This 1s somethlng we have to
reckon wWith in any disousszion of perfection and its impore
tanoce will appear especially when we come to the order of
generation as & whole,

To sum up, let us look at a text that will help us to
bring out some important distinctions in what we have gseen,
It speaks of a threefold perfeotion in things, corresponding

roughly to the three modes of perfection discussed by Arise

totle in EBook V of the metaggzslcs.z

1cr. In I Phys. leot. 15.

ZCf. In V Metaph, leat, 18, For other places where
St. Thomas distingulshes a threefold perfection, of. S,T.
II1, q. 27, a, 5, ad 2 (perfectio dispositionis, formae, ot
finis), and Il.II, q. 186, a, 2, ¢ (essentialiter, consequen-
ter, et instrumentaliter seu dispositive), These distinoca
tions, though formulated from different points of view, are
reducible to the basioc distinction, as expressed in the text
we quote., The sams distinction also appears in C,5.111, ¢.
26, n, 2089, but there St, Thomas presents it as a twofold
distinction (ut habens speciem, ut ad speciem habendam)j he
explains it in terms of the end of generation, the form, on
the one hand, of the end of the thing generated, on the
othersy and he {llustrates the whole matter with the example
of & house, This latter way of distinguishing perfectlon is
in accordance with the two causes of perfection: "perfectio
autem attribulitur duabus causis, scilicet formaes et fini" -

(In IX Metaph, leat, 8. n, 1856)
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Perfeotio autem alicuilus reil ¢triplex est., --Prinma
quidem, secundum quod in suo esse constitultur; «-se-
- ounda vero, prout el aliqua accidentla superadduntur
ad suam perfectam operationem necessariag --tertia
vero perfectio allocuius est per hoo quod aligulid aliud
attingit sicut finem, Utpots prima perfectio ignis
consistit in esse, quod hadbdet per suam formam substana
tialem; secunda verp elusg perfectio consistit in. calla.
ditats, levitate et siccitate, et huiusmodlj; tertia
vero perfectlo eius est, sesundum quod in loco suo
'quiaseito (MQ I’ Qe 6’ 8, 3' c)

The example of fire, one of the four slements in the perspece

tive of the anclents, brings ocut oclearly, by 1ts almplielity,

" what we saw above in terms of animals or of masn., The first

liparfection oonsista in the completeness brought by .the:sub. i

stantial form, ineluding the integrity snd the proper dis.
position of at leazt the géaential parte of a beinz. The
second consists in something more, what is required for the
being to act according to its nature, such as knowledge and
virtue for & rational oreature, or the ability to goneraté |
for the animal, ‘"Uﬁumquodque tunc est perfectum, quando
potest pertingere ad propriam virtutems; sicut naturaié corpﬁs
tune perteofum est, quando potest aliud sibi simile facere,

 quod est virtus naturae” (In VII Phys. lsct. 6, n. 920 (2)). .
. The third perfection has to do with attaining an extrinsic.

final end., *Ultima autem'porfootio uniuscuiusque est in cone
seoutione finis” (3,T. I, q. 103, a, 1, ¢). It is in this
that beatitude consists for man, that in which he comes to

rest, to recall the phrase of 3t, Thomas in reference to fire,

The faect that it doess not possess its final snd merely from
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its belng, but has to act in order to attain it, distin.
gulshes every creature from God, who 13 his own final end,
This oonsideration of the final end i3 not something
incidental in a proper understanding of perfection, It is
essential, "Omnia dicuntur perfeota, eo quod devenlunt in

finem" (In X Metaph. lect., 5, n, 2028), Perfeotion, in the

full sense of the term, includes all three perfections. \
"Parfeotio rel consistit in hoo quod res ad suil ultimum per-

ducatur" (In IV Sent. 4. 8, Q. 1, a, 1’ N, 17). This ultimum

rel oan be viewsd in two ways, either as it is in the thing
ltself, or as something that is extrinsis to the thing, But
the two have to be understood together, for the ultimum rei
in the thing 1tself 1s the bond beatween the thing and what

is extrinsiec to it, "In seipso autem allquid perficitur ut
subsistat per essentialis prinoipiag sed ut debito modo se
habeat ad omnia quae sunt extra ipsum, non perficitur nisi
mediantibus accidentalibus superadditis essentiae: quia oOpw
erationes quibuz wnum alteri ooniumgitur, ab essentia median.
tibus virtutibus essentiae superadditis progrediunturs unde
absolute bonltatem non obtinet nisl secundum quod completum
est secundum gubstantislia et sescundum acoidentalia principia®
(De Ver. q. 21, a, 5, ¢). As it is in the thing itgelf, how.
sver, the ultimum rel 1s preoisely its operation. Thisz is why
we say & thing is for its operation, for it is through its

opsration that 1t either tends toward its end or possesses it,
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"Unde res gquas habet formam substantialem per quam est, esse

non dicitur perfecta simpliciter, sed perfecta in egase, vel

perfecta perfections prima,,, Sed simpliciter perfectum dici-
tur quod habdet operatibnem suae’rormaa. In hoe enim oonsis.
t1t virtus rei, secundum Philosophﬁm in II Zthie., per ocuius
consecutionem aliquld dioitur perfectum, ut dioctum est" (In
iV Sent., d. 8, q. 1, 2, 1, n. 18), Virtue, it is sometimes
said, is tté own reward, _

J But that is not sll, What St, Thomas has to say of

the ultimum rel es extrinsio to the thing itself is also im-

xporﬁﬁnt fci & complete understanding of verfection, .sspecially
as it concerns the universe as a whole, "Ultimum autem culus.
l1ibet rei extre seipsam, est principium a quo rez habet esgey
quia per coniunctionenm ad ipsum res eomplentur et firmantur,

et propter distantiam'ab ipso deficlunt, siout ocorruptibilis
proptér longe dlstare a prime, ut diocitur in II De Gener,

- Bt 1deo primum agens habet etiam rationem ultimi finis per-
fiolentls” (Ibid., n. 19). The perfection of a thing depends
on the way in which 1; retums to its principle, "Ultima
perfectio uniusculusque reil est ut oconiumgatur suo prinsipio®
(3.7, I-II, q. 3,‘3; 7, arg 2), This return is effected
through the activity of things, but what St. Thomas says in

the Commentary on IV Sentences in sonneotion with this raturn

brings us baok to their being, The Pirst Principle takes on

the aspect of final, perfecting Znd, bsoause, as he says,
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things are perfect in thelr being in the measure of their
greater or lesser proximity to the First Principle of being,
Those that are corruptible are furthest removed from the
First Prineipls, as is evidenced by thelr very corruptibility,
thelr inabllity to perdure in being., They are less perfect
than other beings, who, on the other hand, are closer to the
Principle of all being and consequently are incorruptible,
But what is most perfect of all in the beings that
come from the Firat Principle is the uhlverse itseelf, the
totallty of things oreated taken together, ™Id autem quod
est maxime bonum in rebus causatis, est bonum ordinis univera.
51, quod est maxime perfectum, ut Philosophus dloitxl cul
etian consonat Seripture Divina, Gen, 1, oum dieltur, 31

Vidit Deus cuneta quas fecerat, et erant valde bona, ocum de

singulls operibus dixisset simpliciter quod erant bona" (C,G.

III, e. 64, n, 2392), *"Prinocipale bonum in ipsis rebus exis.
tens est perfectio wnlversi® (3.T. I, q. 22, &, 4, ¢), There
1s implied here a broader understanding of perfesction than
what we have seen thus far, an understanding that does not
apply Just to individusls in beconinz, but to the totality
of them taken together. We muat now try to determine what
this broader understanding entails.,

1The reference is to Book XII of the Hotagggsics. cf,
In XII,MetaEQ. lect, 12, n, 2627, 2629.26131, « ilhomas makes
e rapprochement hetween Ariztotle and jenesis we find hers
eonstantly,




CHAPTER 2
PEAF=-CTION AND THIS UNIVERSE

‘How does our first notion of perfection apply to the
universe as such? To answer this question, let us begin by

looking at the Commentary on the Metaphysics where, followa

~ ing Aristotle, St, Thomas disocusses different meanings or

modes of'perfecﬁlons In V HMetaph., leot, 18, The lesson 1s

the writings of St, Thomas whers the notion of perfection 1s

- analyzed at some length, and especially since in it we find

an indication of What is meant by universal perfection, or
verfeotion of the universe.
The lesson begins by distinzuishing three modes of

perfection seocundum ge, the thres modes with which we are

already familiar from the end of the preceding chapter, but

‘which are hers pregented in a different manner.l ‘The first

11n his study of our text, Father Marty minimizes
the importance of this threefold division of perfection for
the personal thought of 3t, Thomas, "Certes, i1 (3t, Thomas)
s'efforoe de justifier la diyision, d'en restituer la logique.,
Mais finalement, en ralison meme dy but qu'il se propose liei,
cfest uns dlvision regue qu'il pregentg. Elle ne jalllit pas
du travail et des exigences de sa pensee propre" (la perfec-
tion de l'homme, p. 86), If the texts we saw at the end o

our. preceding chapter mean anything, this is simply not true,
This is an example of oversight coming from a failure to take
St., Thomas seriously wnen he seems to be only repeating

“quite important for us, since it represents the only place in
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mode has to do with substantial completeness: "extra quod
non est accipere aliquam elus particulamy sicut homo dicltur
perfectus, quando nulla deest ei pars" (n. 1034). ‘We use

perfection in the same sense when we speak of a time being

Aristotle. The texts we saw before come from the personal
works of St. Thomas, as opposed to hls supposedly less per-
sonal Commentaries, and they show St. Thomas using the basic
fremework glven here in the Metaphysics as his own., The
meny variations on the theme, the EI?Tarent ways of dividing
perfection found in St, Thomas, should not blind us to this
faot, If it does, we are in danger of making the notion of
perfection in St. Thomas equivocal. Book V of the Metaphy-
sics, it should be remembered, was in the eyes of ST, Thonmas
a study of the common and proper meanings of metaphysical
terms. "Et qula ea quae in hac scientia considerantur, sunt
omnibus communia, nec dicuntur univooe, sed secundum prlus
et posterius de diversis, ut in quarto llbro est hablitum; et
ideo prius distinguit intentiones nominum, quae in hulus
scientiae consideratione cadunt" (In V, Metaph, lect. 1, n.

749} .

Surprisingly enough, when St. Thomas is using Aris-
totle himself to comment on Aristotle, Father Marty does not
seem to notice it. In the transition at the beginning of our
lesson, St. Thomas resumes his general division of the whole
of Book V. He speaks of perfection as something which 18 per
modum gsionis in the science of metaphysics, as opposed to
the causes and the subject of this sclence, "Postquam Phil-
osophus distinxit nomina, quae significant causas, et sub-
jectum, et partes sublectorum huius scientiae; hic incipit
distinguere nomina quae significant ea quae se habent per
modum passionis" (n. 1033). This leads Father Marty to ask
himself how perfection can be termed a pati. While his de-
velopment leads to some interesting observations, though
some of them seem a bit strailned, it seems to miss the point
of St. Thomas, which is rather simple, To be sure, as
Father Marty remarks (p. 80), St. Thomas makes a division of
the Book which 1s found nowhere explicitly in the text of
Aristotle, but the division he makes is based on the Arisvo-
telian concept of science as it is found in the Posterior
Analytics, and a8 it applies analogously to metaphysics.,
"Culusiibet autem scientiae est considerare sublectum, et
passiones, et causasj et ideo hic quintus liber dividitur in
tres partes" (In V Metaph, lect., 1, n. 749). For an example
of how passio 1s used 1n these texts, of, In_I Post, Anal.
lect, 2, n. 15 (3); for the meaning of sublectum, of. 1eot.

15. Cf, also In Metaph. Prooemium.,
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perfect, "quando non est acecipere extra alliquid quod sit
temporis parsy siout dicitur dies perfectus, quando nulls
pars diel deest" (ibid.). This second example of the first
mode of parfectlon shows how closely it is related to our
first notion of perfection, a term ot becoming. The second

mode 1s sald seoundum virtutem, and here perfection refers

to a correctness of measure, an absenoce of either excess or
defect, according to the kind of being ‘sald to be perfact,
The perfeot doctor, for example, or the perfect flute player,

-and even, the perfect bandit, 1f we extend the meaning of -~ —

perfect to inelude evil actions as well as zood actions, if
We use the term tranglative, as St, Thomas says, is the one
who has everything "quod pertineat ad speciem proprise vir.
tutis” (n. 1035).

Virtue heie has to be understood not only in the
~ sense of moral goodness, but also in & broader senss. that
includes any capacity to aot, any of the supsraddita required
for a being to attain his second perfection, "Et quod ali-
quid dicatur perfectum per comparatiocnem ad virtutem pro- |
priam,* 3t, Thomas is careful to explain, "provenit quia
virtus est quaedam perreotio rei. Unumquodque enim tunc sst A
parfeotum quando nulla Pars magni*udinis naturalla, quae
competit el secundum speciem propriae virtutis, deficit

ei" (n. 1037). As everything in nature has its natural

size, “determinatam mensuram naturalls magnitudinls secundum
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quantitatem continuam,” so also everything has its natural
capaclity to act, "determinatam quantitatem suse virtutis
naturalls,® The horse, for example, not only has its nature
al proportions, but it also has its natural strength which
is above a certain measure and below another, This second
mode of perfection brings out another agpect whioh we saw

in our first notion of perfection, the reference to nature
as norm of perfeotion,

3t. Thomas oconnects these first two modes of rerfec.
tlon as follows:

Siouti iglitur primus modus perfecti accipiebatur

6x ho¢ quod nlhil rei deerat de quantitate dimensiva
81bl naturaliter determinata, ita hic seoundus modus
acclplitur ex hoe quod nihil deest alioul de quantita.
te virtutis sibil debitae secundum naturem. Uterque
autem modus perfectionlis attenditur secundum interiore
em perfectionem., (n. 1038)

Thig last remark 1s added to contrast the first two
modes with the third mode of perfectlon, which is sald to be
"per respectum ad exterius" (n, 1039). We speak of a being
as perfect in the third way when it has attailned its final
end, "quae iam consecuta est suum finem; si tamen ille finis
fuerlt 'studiosus?!, idest bonus: elout homo, quando lam cone
sequltur bsatitudinen” (Ibid.). The one who attains his end
in somsthing evil is not perfect, but defective; that is why,
instead of being more happy, he iz more mligerable, although

at times, because in every end there is elways sonething

final, we do transfer the word tperfect' and epply it to
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anjthing that has reached its final state, even if it be
evil, "it per hano metaphoram, mors dicitur finis, quia éat
ultimum, Sed finis non solum habet quod sit ultimum, sed
etiam quod sit culus causa fit sliquid., Quod non contingit
mortl vel corfuptioni“ (EEQQ.).

This final aspect of perfection is what 3t, Thomas
insists on in the following lesson, wWhere he sums—up what
1s mesant by perfection in introducing the kindred notion of
tterm®, 'Porfeotuﬁ autem, ut ex praemissis patet, est ter.

_ minatum et absolutum, non dependens ab alio, et non privatum,
sed habens ea, quae gibl secundum suum genus competunyn:
(}2&@., 100§. 19, n; 1044), We see clearly in this hoﬁ'per-
fection, in its fullest sense, includes a&ll three modes,

the finsl end being the ultimate norm for both the first and
seoond modes,

But thero 1s also another way of dividing perﬁeotion,
whers phe last two modes are taken together in opposition to '
‘the first, The last two, in faot, have to do with the ulti.
mum rei, és opposed to the first perfeotion of & beinz, the
second mode, &8 it 1s in the being itgelf; ae it is realized
through its operation, and the third mode, as it is to be
found in something dutéideL1 ‘Tné‘gi&fgS'togéthiffa@ the

bonum ordinis of the universe goes with its bonum separatum,

and we find St, Thomas making the connection With the ides

I’Cf. augrﬁ, Qho 1’ PP 50-51.
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of the universe immedlatsly,
The text of Aristotle at this point is not easy to

understand and in commenting it St. Thomas psrhaps added

something of his own, at least by way of explioitation.l At

first glance, Aristotle secmsz to be doing nothing more than
summarizin.: what has gons before, but St, Thomas sees this
summary as e resumptlon in a new light, 2 broader dlivision

of perfection.

Ostendit quomodo aliqua diversimode se haheant ad
praedictos modos perfectionis; et dieit, quod quaedsm
dicuntur secundum se perfecta: st hos dupliciter,
Alia quldem universaliter perfeota, quia nihil omino
deflclt els absolute, nee alliquam habent 'hyperbolem®,
idest excellentiam, quia & nullo videllcet penitus in
bonitate sxceduntur, neec aliguid acecipiunt, gquia nec
indigent exteriori bonitate, Et haec est oconditio
primi principii, seilicet Dei, in quo est perfeotissi.
ma bonitas, ocul nihil deest de omnibus perfectionibus
in singullis generibus inventis. (n. 1040)

Whether or not 5t. Thomas 13 saying somethinz here whioch had

lpather Marty takes note of this (p. 83), but fails
to see anything signiflcant in what 3¢, Thomas adds, Once
agaln in the following pages, when trying to brinsg out what
is personal to 3t. Thomas, he treats thess observations as
secondary: “.., notations qui ont leur interet, mals qul de.
meurent seocondalires dans l'ensemble de ce commentairs” (p.
87). PFather Marty has not pald suffiocient attention to the
connection hetween perfeoction and completeness or totality,
& connection which 1s impliclt even in the first notion of
perfection, When he gees that 3¢, Thomas makes the connec.
tion explieitly in his commentary, he thinks again it is
strietly original with St. Thomas, But the 1dea was already
in Arliatotls, 3t, Thommss himself refers to Book III of the
Physies (ef, In III Phys, lect, 11, n, 385 (4)), as Father
Harty noteas, without ngevor adverting to the new dimension
of perfeotion implied in this, His underatanding of perfec.
tion remains somewhat individuslistio., While it may becin
that way in Aristotle and St, Thomas, it eventually opens up
into somethling more unlversal,
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not ococurred to Arlstotle, whether or not he ias determining
something which had bsen left undetermined by Aristotle, the
point for us to note is the notion of universal perfeotion. |
It applies to God first and foremost, because only he 1s all
goodnesss only he 1e his own zood, Aristotle ocertainly would
not have qﬁarrolod with that, even if he had no cause to

think of it at this point in the Metaphysics, This unlversal.
rerfection of God i3 opposad to the perfection of any other
being, which is always the perréotién of some genus,.for

only God is above all gensra, And in the face of this uni.
versal perfection, every genus appears a&s & singular; particie.
pating some aspeot of the universal perfeotion of Go&.' Por.
fection for any genus of things is taken only in terms of

that genus to whioh the thing belongsi it preocludes exocess

- or defect only guantum.ad illud genus, and not universaliter
or without restriction whatsoever, "sicut homo dieltur psr.
fectus, quando lam adeptus est beatitudinem® (n. 1041),

Yet the idea of universal perfection does not apply
only to God. 3%, Thomas 13 quick to note that it ocan also
apply to the universe as such. ‘

Et slcut fit haeo distinctio quantum ad secundum

~modum perfectionis supra positum, ita potest fieri
quantum ad primum, ut tangltur in principio Caell et
mundi., Nam quodlibet corpus particulare est quanti-
tas perfecta secundum suum genus, quia habet tres
dimensliones, quibus non sunt plures, Sed mundus dici-

tur perfectus universaliter, quia omnino nihil extra
ipsum est, (n. 1042)
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Perfectus universaliter here has to be understood in terns

of magnitude or dimension, and 1t refers to the world's cone
taining all magnituds and all dimension, all bodiea, but 1t
could also be understood in terms of any oreated being, and
then it would refer to the universe as containing the perfec.
tion of all the beings that constitute it, whether they be
material or immaterial, corruptibls or incorruptible,

in the last paragraph of the lesson, St, Thomas re.
turns to the text of Aristotle to mention different modes of
perfeotion that are said, not secundum ge, as all the preced.

ing modes, but per respectum ad allud, "idest per comparation-

em a&d perfecta, quae sunt secundum se perfeota" (n., 10413),
While these are interesting ad complementum doctrinas, they
are not so important for us.

» Let us now turn to the beginning of the Commsntary
on the treatise De Caelo et Mundo, to see more on universal
perfection az it applies to the universe, Thers we shall be
dealing only with the material world, the world of dimensions
and megnituds, as the text we just amw suggests, and as S¢,
Thomas clearly indiocates in his Prooemium to this work, by
recalling that it is a part of natural sclence, a part which
has to do with bodlies only, but what we shall see there will
also be of great valus for 8 broader understanding of the

universe, Our knowledge of the universe as such begins in

the senses, as well as any other knowledgze of ours.
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In the De Caelo et Mundo, the perfection of the uni-

verse 1s shown in two steps, according to the division of
St. Thomas, "primo ostendit Philosophus perfectionem uni.
versi quam habet secundum communem rationem sui generis, in.
quantum secilicet eat corpus: gecundo probat perfeotionem

 proprian ipsius” (In I De Caselo leot, 2, n, 8 (1)), The

universe is not a body exactly like the bodies we see about
us, though perhaps St. Thomas and the other anclents tended
to assimilate the two more than we would today, but 1t 1s

_ body, g,gqnqg;pxogdrgnoughfto:embréoe'theﬂuniverse—daﬁa*'”*"**:"

whole, &s well as the particular bodlies that make 1€¥ﬁ§.
¥hat 18 true of body as sush is also true, in a way, of the
corporal univoise &8s suech,

Perfection, or oompletion, as it applies properly
to body has to be understood in terms ot}dimension. Body
belongs to the genus of continuum., In Book VI of the
Physice it is shown that continuum 1s what is divisible
into something remaining always divisible further, Here wa
agsume éhis definition, az 3t, Thomas po;nta out, to define
body as the continuum which 1s divisible according to every

part or according to every dimonaion. “Corpus est continuum

quod est divisibile omniquaque, idest ad omnen partem, vel

seoundum omnem dimensionem” (n. 10 (3)). The key idea here

1s omniquaque, for it 1s with this that perfection or co-

pletion is tied up, and ite pertinence 1s established in two
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steps., Flrst, 1t is shown that body is divisible according
to three dimensions, unlike a line, which is divisible ac.
cording to only one dimension, or unlike a surfaece whioch is
dlvisible according to only two. Secondly, it is arzued
that three dimenslions constitute a certain totality, and so,
taken together, they are simply a2ll dimensions., Thers are
other quanta, such as time, whose quantitative agpect ecan be
expressed in dimensional terms, but this does not rsduce
time to a spatial magnitude, -

We add this last qualification here because today
we often speak of time ag a fourth dimension. Nelther Aris.
totle nor St, Thomas allude to such an idea in the text we
ars exsmining, Though the 1dea was not strange to them,l in
the first part of the Ds Caelo st Mundo they are thinking

only in terms of mmgnitude, and strictly speaking, tinme,
though & quantum, is not itself a meanituds like the three
already considered and which together constitute a totality
by themselves, When we spsak of the length of time and of
the length of a line or a dody, the word *length' does not
signify the sams way, In other words, when we apeak of time

1It appears, for example, in oconnestion with the no.
tion of disposition. *Tertius modus est, prout ordo partiunm
attenditur secundum speciem et figuram totius; et 2io disw
positio sive situs ponitur differentia in geneare quantitatis.
Dicitur enim quod quantitas alia est habens positionenm, ut
linea, superficies, corpus et loousj alia non habens, ut
numerus et tempus™ (In V Hetaph, lect, 5, n, 1061)., But the
neaning of magnitude ) s applioable to time, we should
note, 1s opposed precisely to that which is applieable only
to bodies within this genus of gquantity, e
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as a dimension, we are using 'continuum' in a sense broader
than mere magnitude, one'that embraces motion as well.l
There ¥ill be an important remark made later wlth regard to
motion, but only after the notion of complete magnitude has
been duly establlshed. .

The‘crucial thing in the argument to show the perfec-

tion proper %o body ag such 1lies in the idea that éhree dine

ensions comprise all dimensions. This is what has to Dbe

understood, Hers 13 how St, Thomes states the proposition.
_Praeter has magnitudines seu dimensiones (namely the
three dimensions of body) non est alia magnitudo seu
dimensio, propter hoo quod tria habent rationem ouiuse
dam totalitatlisy et quod est ter, videtur esss omni.
uaque, vel omino, idest secundum omnem moduam, (n,10(3))
Three arguments are offered to corroborate this fundamental
ingight., The first 1is borrowed from the Pythagoreans and
proceeds from the properties of numbers-.the only place
where Aristotle ever proceads in this way, as St. Thomas re-
marks, perhaps by reason of'the affinity nuhbefa have with
the magnitudes in question here, According to the Pythagore-
ans, that which is whole or entire is determined by the num-
ber three, for the beginning, the middle, and the end of
anythlng are three in number, "Dixsrunt quod 1d qued dlol.

tur totum et omne, determinatur ternario numero, Prinoiplum

lThe relation between motion and continuum 1s brought

 out in Book X of the Metaphysios, ch. 1, in order to show the
different meanings of Yone', » In X Metaph. lect, 1.
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enim et medium et consummatio, idest finis, habent numerum
qul convenit toti et omni: in rebus enim divisibilibue prima
pars non suffieit ad intezritatem totiua, quod consatitultur
per ultimum, ad quod a prinoipio pervenltur per medium" (n,
11 (4)). Thus it takes three to make up a totality.

Note the importance of the end even in this argument.
This 1s surely what struock Aristotle most in what the Pytha.
goreans sald of the number three, for it brought them quite
close to his own notion of perfection,

The other two arguments to show that three entails
totality and perfection take a different tack., They argue
to a natural inclination that makes us assoclate three with
perfection, an inelination that manifests itself, first, in
certain customs found in ancient cults, where men used the
number three in their ceremonies and hymns of praise to the
divinity, "ac si acceperimus & natura lsges et rezulas ipe
2luss ut sollicet, sicut natura perficit omnia ternario
numero, 1ta 1111 qui instituerunt oultun divinum, volentes
Deo attribuere omne quod perfectum est, attribuunt ei terna.
rium numerum” (n. 12 (5)), snd secondly, in a way of speaking
that 13 ocommon to all men, for when we speak of only two
things we use the term 'both', but we never uss ?every' or
'all', We bezin to use these latter terms, or others like

them, only when we have to do with at least three, ®*Et istunm

modum loquendl sequinmur communiter omnes, propter hoe guod
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naturs ad hoc nos inclinat, Ea enim quae sunt propria sine
gulis in modo loquendi, videntur provenire ex propriis con-
ceptionibus inlusocuiusque: sed 1d quod observatur communi.
ter apud omnes, videtur ax naturili inelinatione provenire"

(n. 13 (6)), Nature, thus, not only brings everything to

perfeotion with the number three, as the ancients observed,

but it also inclines us to assooiate perfection with the

game number in our everyday_épeeoh, the langusge which cor-

responds best to our first and most spontaneocus knowledge,
The threq arguments we havefjust seen presupposed a -

cerﬁgln identity between the three terms omne, totum, and

'Qerfectum. "Non differunt ab invicem secundum speciem,

1dest secundum formalem rationem, quia ommia important inte-

gritatem quandam® (n, 15 (8)). If they differ, it is by

reason of the different kinds of things that can be said to

be integral, For separate or disoreet individuals the idea

of speoific integrity is expressed by 'svery! or 'all' (e.z.,
every man or all men); for a continuum that iz easily divia.
ded into parts we also use the term 'all' (e.z., all the air
or all the wvater), fWhole', on the other hand, though it
can be szaid of.the foregoing (e.z., the whols people or the
ﬁhola body of water), is said more properly of a éontinuum
that is less easily divisible into parts, such as a piece of

wood, or & loaf, or even a slice of bread. Finally, 'per

fect! 1s said of all that precedes, but also of forms (e.2.,




66

perfect whiteness or perfect virtue), 'Zvery?', 'all', and
'whole! thus all approximate the notion of perfection which
we tried to dstermine earlier, but in different degrees, in.
asmuch as they are found in different kinds of subjest, sub.
Jects that are less one than those where the notion of per.
fection 1s found to apply primarily. A group of separate
individuals is less one than an individual being in nature,
but it oan have something of the latter's psrfeotion inas.
much ag it can ocomprise within itself a certain complete.
ness., 7The same is true of a ocontinuum, and even more 3o, be
cause its intezrity seems more compact than that of a mere
group of individuals, 7That is why we speak of it more as a
whole, something that i{s more akian to perfection, "Perlec-
tum enim et totum, aut sunt idem, aut fere idem significant,

ut dieitur in tertlo Physlcorum™ (In V, Metaph. lect. 18, n,

1033,) Wholeness, as a matter of fact, or totality, is pera
fection as it applies to a complex reality.l

if we reflect upon the three arguments proposed
above in the 1light of this similarity or identity of mean.
ing between omne and perfectum, we see how body 1z what is

perfect in magnitude,

lrnis complex reality can be understood either as
an individual being made up of many and diverse parts or the
universe as a whole, which haz something analozous to the
complex individual, We shall see more of this in the next
chapter, when we come to speak of the essential diversity in
the universe,
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Quia igltur omne et psrfectum est idem, consequens
est quod corpus sit parfectum inter magnitudines: quia
solum corpus est determinatum tribus dimensionibus, et
hoo habet rationem omnis, ut supra ostensum est: oum
enim sit tribus modls EIvlsiblle, sequitur quod sit
divisibile omniquaque, idest secundum omner dimensionem,

Sed inter allas megnitudines aliquid est divisibile se.
cundum duas dimensiones, sciliocet superficies; aliud
autem secundum unam, scilicet linea, (n. 15 (8))
To understand this, the three arguments must bs seen togeth-
er, especlally the first and the third, Three dimensions
are simply all dimensions._ What 1is divisiblq acoording to
three dimensiohs is therefore divisible ascording to every

dimension, What has every dimension is a continuum infevqry

| way and 1s therefore perfect as magnitude..which is what we

refer to &8 body.

Ut enim numerum adepta sunt, idest siocut maznitudines
habent numerum dimensionum, its habent divisionenm et
continultatems ita scilicet quod alique magnitudo est
continua secundum unum modum, seilicset linea; alis est
continua duobus modis, scllicet superficies; corpus
autem @3t continuum secundum omnem modum. Unde patet
quod oorpus est magnitudo perfecta, quasi habens omnem
modum continuitatis. (Ivia.)

There is no passing from body to another genus of magnitude,
in the way that geometry speaks of passing trou'length to
surface or from surface to body. We can speak of passing

from the first maghltudo to the second, or from the seocond

to the third, because there is something ;mperrpot'or_inpgm;

plete in the first with regard to the second, and in the
second with regzard to the third. But there is no such ime
perfection in body. It is perfect as magnitude; it inoludes

81l megnitude, There is nothing else within the genus of
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continulty, nothing more to 'pass' to., In this respsct,
body can lack nothing in point dimensionality. "A corpore
auten non fit transitus ad aliam magnitudinem: quia talis
exltus, sive processus, ad aliud genus magnitudinis, est
secundum defectum elus & quo transitur® (n, 16{(9)).

Does this mean that every bedy 1s a complete quantum
in every way? If thls were so, there would bs no movement
or change in things, for, as 5t, Thomas remarks, movement is
act for an imperfect or an incomplete beingj "unde etiam mo-
tus naturalis est actus imperfecti” (Ibid.). Hence, if
things change, it 1s because they are somehow incomplate,
There is more to be considered in bodies than their mere
magnitude, There are other respasots in which they can be
seen to be relatively perfect or imperfect, but this does
not take away from their perfection az magnitude., Indeed it
presupposes thls perfection., No matter how we may think of
a fourth dimension in things, we must not let our imazina.
tion obscurs the original completeness of body, even though
in nature this completeness 1s never separated from time,

If we do so, We lose the abdbllity to think of things and bea
come engulfed in abstractions that do not reflect what is
primary in the thinzgs of nature, Aristotle and 3t. Thomas
Wwere very much aware of universal movamsni and change, as we

shall see subsequently,1 but they kept c¢learly in foous the

1Especiany in ch, 8, on "the order of generation
and time®,
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fact that 1t was a movement of and in bodies and thinga.
We can argue as to just what bodies are in the lizht of cone
temporary physios, chemistry, or blology, but we cannot gmet

away from the fasct that what we know concerns bodies and

things.l

Having arrived at the perfection of body as such,

- We now pass on to the second step of Aristotle'a procedure

in arriving at the perfection of the universe as such,

This second step oconsistz simply in showing how the perfec

_tion of the universe differs from that of a partioular boedy., .

Et primo ponit qualiter particularia corpors se-

habeant ad perfectionem., Et dielt quod unumquodque
particularium corporum, secundum rationem communem 4
corporls, est tale, idest perfectum, inquantum habst
omnes dimensionest sed tamen terminatur ad proximum
corpus, ingquantum ocontingit ipsuam. (n. 17 (10))

It follows from thls termination of bodies by other bodies

that no particulat body is simply perfect, not even as bodyj

it is perfeot inasmuch &s 1t has all dimensions, but it re-

mains 1mperfeét inasmuch as there are other bodles outside

of 1t that limit it. It is not all bodies, but only one of

them, This aspeot of incompleteness does nob apply to the

totality of bodles, to the universe as such, If it did, we

_1Father Bermard Lonergzan has done us a great service
in pointing out how the deseriptive and the explanatory ocone
Juzates of the positive sgoiences must be referred to things,
Theorles aim &t & knowledze of things eventually, and it is
in our understanding of thing that the two sets of conju-
gates used by scientists oan be joined together in a coher.
ent whole, Cf, his masterful chapter on "Things" in Insight,

pPP. 245-270,
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would not be using "umiverset' in the proper sense of the
term; we would not be speaking of the totality of things,
but only of some part or other.l The universe 1s the whole
¥hose parts are all the partioular bodies, This universe
is necessarily perfect in every way, for that is what we
mean by the term universe,

Ostendit quomodo universum s& habeat ad perfec
tionem. Et dlelt quod totum, idest universum, ocuius
partes sunt particularia corpora, necssse est quod
51t perfectum omnibus modis; et sicut ipsum nomen
unlversi signifieat, omniquaque, idest ommidus modis,
perfectum, et non secundum unum modum ita quod non
secundum alliumt quis et habet omnes dimensiones, ot
comprehendit in se omnia corpora, (n., 18 (11)3

The universe is not only what hes all dimengions, but also
that which contains all bodies. This is true even if it
is shot through with movement and change. Hence there is

a&n almost tautologzical completeness intended by the word

lThis i1s something that is done frequently enough
when we try to represent to ourselves 'something outside
ths universe', Apart from God, who transcends all creation,
theres 1s nothing outside the universe; and even wWhen we
speak of God as outside the universe, we are using the
term outalds in a very anslogous, if not equivocal, way,
Separated substances may bs 'outside! the material sosmos,
but they are part of the universe of creatures, the univer.
gitas creaturarum, When we speak of something material out-
Side our ¢osmos, on the other hand, we can use the term
outside only with reference to the universe as we know it,
to what we know of the universe; implicitly we are saying
that what we know as 'the universe! ig only a part of the
universe, and not the universe simpliclter; we are saying
that the universe includes what ¥e Know of it, and possibly
something more which our model, the one we have formulated,
does not yet include, This kind of reserve is certainly
legitimate, but it does not invalidate our first notion of
the universe as such,
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*universe’ which cannot be denied even in the face of all the

imperfections we see about us.
As we mentioned earlier, the argument of the De

Caelo et Mundo has to do only with the materiasl universe, and

not with the universe simpliciter, For & materlalist, of
course, it would, but for St., Thomas it did not. For him,
the material universe did not exhaust the reality of the uni.
verse, DBut even if there are ¢reatures above matter, sepl.

rate aubstancas, it i35 easy to see that we can generalire

ths argument we have Just sean, 8o that it embraoes not only B

all bodies, but also all craatures, whether material or imma.

terial, The whole, then, or the universe, would have as its
parts not‘the particular bodles only, but all the particular
creatures; 1t would 1lnclude not only the perfection of dim-
ensions, but simply all oreated perfection, for the word

tuniverse! would still signify o mnigusgue perfeotum without

any restriction as far as created perfection 1is conoerned.

But now the question wnich arose earller in 6onnece
tion with body arises with regard to the universe as a whole,
Is this Qu&al tautologloal perfection of the universe ocom=

patible with any real change or movement in the universe ag

~such? ~Motlon is the act of an imperfect being. If the uni-

verse is simply or universally perfect, omniquague perfectum,

on the level of creature, what room will thers be in it for

motion? - Will we say that motion, the motion we find in the
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universe, 1s a thing only of the parts, and not of the unil-
verse as such, or will we say that there 1s also a motion
of the universe as such, & motion that is not separate or
apart from the motion ofvtha perts, but still & motion that
is distinotly universal, as the whole is distinct from any
of ite constltutive parts? This question was already im.
plielt in our introduction when we saw how 3t. Thomas speaks
of the universe as perfect, as the best, not the best pos-
sible, but the best of what is, outside of od,

Let us note immedimtely the peoculiarity of the
question whioh now faces us. Considerations of the universe
a8 & whole have a charaoteristic of their own which is not

found in considerations that embrace only particular orea-
tures or particular orders within the universe. This ocan be
gsesn from the following text, which brings out the peculiarity
of this sort of oonsideration in connection with creation.,
Allter dicendum est de productione unius particu-
laris creaturae, et alliter de exitu totius universi a
Deo, Cum enim loquimur de productione alioulus singue
laris oreaturae; potest assignarl ratioc quare talis
slt, ex aliqua alia orsatura, vel saltem ex ordine
universi, ad quem gquaelibet oreatura ordinatur, siout
pars ad formam totius, Cum sautem de toto universo
loquimur educendo in esse, non possumus ulterius ali-
quod creatum invenire ex quo poseit sumi ratio quare
sit tale vel tale; unde, cum nec etiam ex parte divi.
nae potentiaes quae est infinita, nec divinwe bonitatls,
quae rebus non indiget, ratio dsterminatae dispositionis
universi sumi possit, oportet qued eius ratio sumatur
ex simplicl voluntate producentis ut si quaersatur, quare
quantitas oaell sit tanta et non malor, non potest huius

ratlo reddi nisi ex voluntate producentis,
{De Pot., Q. 3, a, 17, o)
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() 3t. Thomas makes these reflectlons as he approaches the ques-
tion of creation of the universe in time, In the Commentary

on the Liber De Causis we find an elaboration of the example

alluded to &t the end of this passage, If we want to explain

the size of the earth, we can do so in function of the whole

corporeal world, But how are we to explain the size of the
world itself, if indeed the question of size makes any sense
as regards the world as a whole? "3i izitur quaeramus de
aliquo particulari corpore, puta: de terra, quare infra hos
mAagnitudinis limites ocoércetur et non extenditur ultra, potest .
elus ratio esse ex propdrtiong ipsius ad totum munduﬁ%ﬂwsed
sl rursum quaeramus de tota corporum unlvers;tabe'quare
hulus determinatas masnitudinis terminos non excedat, non
potest hulus ratio ex proportione eius ad aliquam magnitu-
dinem aliam, sed vel oportet dlcere magnitudinem corp&ralem
esse infinitam, sicut antiquil naturales posuerunt; vel OPOYr=
tet hulus determinatae magnitudinis ratlonem acolpi ex sola
Intelligentia st voluntate faoclentis® (In De Causis lect.

11, n. 272),

Following Aristotle, St, Thomas thousht the coamos
wag finite in gize, and in this text he was using thlg doCe
trine to 1llustrate how we ibﬁld thihk-or thé world.#é"flﬁité'

in time as well, "S3icut igitur infinitus Deus universum pro-

duxit secundum suase saplientiae rationen, 1ta.aeternus Deus

potult novum mundum producere secundum eamdem saplentiae
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rationem® (Ibid.): We are not concerned here with the
reasons for thinking of the world as finite, either in slze
or in tine, but we wiszh only to bring out the pecullarity
of any question that has to do with the universe as a whole,
#hat is true with regerd to size is also true with regard to
time., A particular event c¢can be explalned in funoction of
1ts oircumstances in time, but what will explalin time as 2
whole? Can We even think of time as a whole, with a begin.
ning, an end, and a middle, without falling prey to the
Kantian antinomles? There are many who would =say no, but
3t. Thomas did think of time as a whole, even though Aris.
totle did not, except inssmuch as his cyslical conception
of change and time is a represzentation cf totality; and we
shall see later on the pecullar type of reasoning St. Thomas
used to justify his position as more rational in itself, a
position which he first received from revelation.

Thus the motion proper to the unlverse as a whole
'cannot be dealt with as simply as the motion of partiocular

thinzs, Aliter dicendum est de motu unius partioularis crea.

turae, et aliter de motu totius universi, if we may transposs

the phrase of 3t. Thomas, Our entire study, however, is, in
a way, an attempt to deal with this question of motion of
the uniyerse a8 A whele, an attempt to determine what is
meant by this motion, what is its term if it has one, and in

lcr, infra, oh, 8, pp. 317-322,
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() ¥hat this per-feotion consists in the concrete. We cannot
answer the question in a word here, In maintaining the in.
finity of the world, the anclents, to whom St. Thomas alluded

in the passage from the Commentary on the Liber de Causls we

8aW above, were in sffect abandoning any attempt to oonceive

| the world as a whole, for, as Ariastotle shows in Book III of

| ~ ‘the Physics, infinity in the material order is the opposite

| of totailty.l At first glance, St. Thomas's alternative,
the appeal to a Iatio that is found only in the divine Intelli-

A@gen&oandW111,might'seQM“11ttlc*more thaﬁ‘aﬁéthér?Sﬁffénde?”*
of reasén, such as we find often in those who 1nvokeﬁfhe
divine Power whenever they happen to bs ignorant of natural
causes, What St., Thomas says of first creatures aight well
be applied to the univarse as a ¥hole, “Circa productionem
primarum creaturarum 1ntelleotue.noater rntionem investigare
non potest, eo quod non potest compreshendere artem 1llam quae
sola est ratic quod creaturse praedictae huno habeant modum”
(De_Pot. q. 3, &, 14, ad §), | _ _ A

But St, Thomas was not one for eutting short the work

of reason, If he appeals to the divine Intelligence and Will
as the last explanation f?? thenfipgt‘orggtures and the uni.
vefse @i @‘igélo,use 414 so because that was the iast exizency

of reason itself. And though he made'no clainm to comprehend

the 'art! of oreation, he tried to find the ratio of this art

lop, In III Phys. leot, 11,
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as it menifested itself in the universe whlch he knew, This
was a work of reason wWhioh Aristotle, who represented the
scme of human sclence 1n the thirteenth century, helped him
to reacoznize and to execute in very large measure.l It is
no small part of his genius to have succeeded in coping with
the notion of the universe as well as he did, without fall.
ing into the basically obsourantist attitude of those who
tend to resolve every question by sn immediate appeal to the
divine Will, on the one hand, or those who tend to treat any
question on the universe asz meaningless, on the other hand.
St. Thomas had & notion of the universe and he tried to see
what it implied., This notion, as we saw in the Coﬁmentary
on the De Caelo et Mundo, entalled the idea of a whole with

& certain integrity oconstituted of parts, This wasg the
gtarting point for most of what he had to say about the uni.
verse, He was not given to spsculation on other possible
worlds in the intelligence of the Creator, for he took hils
own remark about not comprehending the art of osreation quite
seriouslys but he delizhted in discovering the order he.
tween the parts of this universs, the order whilch was for

1St. Thomas was & theologlan, and there were very
definite theologlcal reasona for his great interest in the
Philosopher., These have besn brought out very well by two
authors, and in two quite different ways: G,K, Chesterton,
in his 3Saint Thomas A%ulnas and Father Andre Hayen, in Saint
Thomas e vie de se, The ratio of divine wisdom 1in
the world 13 accessible not only to raith, but also to reason.
cf. C.G. II, 0., 2, n, 859, Aristotle helped to understand
and appreciate ths aspect of this ratio which was aoccessible
to humen reason, —
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him the greatest created good, ¥Id autem quod est maxime
bonum in rebus causatis, est bonum ordinis universi, quod
est maxime perfectum" (C,Z., III, e, 64, n, 2392),

St. Thomas showed his mastery with questions on the
uniferse as & whole early in his writings; To conclude this
chapter we could do no better than examine a text from the
Commentarj on the 3entences, where wa see this quité clear-
ly and where we find 3t, Thomas in the process of articﬁla-

ting, for the first time, his notion of the universe,. What

we find there 13 not his last word, nor does it have all - = . ..

‘the sharpness of focus we shall find later on, but Pather
Wrizht is quite rizht in gi#ing thisz 'initisl insigzh¢!

1 .
Zreat prominence at the beginning of hiz study. Utrum

Deus potuerit facere universum melius (In I Sent, 4, 44, q.

1, 2, 2), The question is not about a possible world that
could be better than our own, but about this world: whether
1t could be bétte:, and in What sense,. If we remember what |
was ;aid about this world beinz the best of what is, oute

side of Goq, about the quasi tautological conneotion between

1The Order of the Universe, pp., 3=7. It should be
noted, however, that Father Wright does not see the guestion
exactly as St. Thomas did., - He writea, "Could God make a.
better universe?® But it is not precisely this question
which St, Thomas is answering., The question which he raises
i1s more concretej 1t has to do with this universe: whether
0d could make this universe better, The answer to Father
Wrightt's quastion enters into 3t., Thomas's answer to his own
question, but Father Hiright's question i3 presupposed &8 Al.
ready answered, in the affirmative, of course, in St.
Thomagts question,




78

the terms funiverse' and 'perfect!, the question mizht seem
futile, or already answered, But that 1s not the case, 3t,
Thomas ralses the objection: "Universum includit omne bonum,
Sed nlhil potest esze omn! bono melius, %“rgo Deus non
potult universum melius facere,” The an%wer he gives shows
that, after we have understood the terms in the abstract,
there still remsains their meaning in the gonerste to be une
derstood, and this is what makes St, Thomas ralse this ques-

tion.l

Ad seoundum dicendum, ¢iod non loquimur de universo
quantum ad hoe nomen, sed quantum ad hano rem, gquae modo
universum dicitur: in quo quamvis omne quod actu bonunm
est contineatur, non tamen omne bonum quod Deus potest
facere, ' (Ivid,)

In the gorpus of the article St, Thomag begins by re.
calling the text of Metaphysics, Book XII, where Aristotle
speaks of & twofold order in the universe: “sollicet in
ordine partium ad invicem, et in ordine totius universi ad
finem, qui est ipse Deusy siocut etiam est in exercitu ordo
partium exeroitus ad invicem, sesundum diversa offloia, ot
est ordo ad bonum ducis, quod est victoria; et hic ordo est
praeclipuus, propter quem est primus ordo." The question has
to be answered with regard to both of these orders. But in

conneotion with the order of the parts among themselves,

1Arter establishing the perfection of the universe,
the De Caselo et Mundo goes on to show in what this perfec-
tlon conslists he concrets, It does not stop with this
first notion of perfection,
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(A> there are further distinctions to be made,

Acolpiendo erzo bonum ordinis qui est in partibus
universy ad invicen, potast,oonsiderari, vel quantum
ad partes ipssas ordinatas, vel quantum ad ordinem Pare
tium,

From the point of view of the parts themselves, we

can understand the universe being made better in two differ-

ent ways azain., PFirst, more parts could be added, that is,
| more different specles of being, to fill some of the Bany

degress of goodness that ocould still te, besides the ones

that are already, since the distance between the highest

s B e : g
creature and God i3 always iafinite,

lLet us recall immediately the somewhat techniosl
meaning which the word 'part' had in the thirteenth century
in the context of discussions on the universe, This meaningzg
is not absolutely essantial to St. Thomas's argument here,
but 1t zives us an idea of what he had in the back of his
mind as he procseded, We see this meaning slearly in the
following text from 3t. Albert the Great: "Pars universi non
sunt indivldua, sed species, Unde licet slt additio vel dim.
inutio individuorum, non propter hoe mazls vel minus perfioi.
tur universum, et ideo liocet anima intellectiva de novo ores.
tur, ex hoc tamen non sequltur, quod universum prius esset
imparfectun® (%u&sstionea super de Animalibus g, 13, ad 1 _
; as quoted by ! s Do sy nOte . 8 easy to see how,
_Q in this perspective, the appearance of a new apeoles, the
K additlon of 8 new 'part' in the universe would imply passage
of the universe as such from a less perfest to & more perfect
state. This is something which most of the medieval thinkers,
inoluding St, Thomas, were not quite ready to admit in reality,
although we shall see St, Thomas formulating the idea as a
- distinet possibility., As to the faot of evolution in the uni.
verse, 3t, Thomas had no inkling of it, For him, the universe
¥ ' had begun hardly more than six thousand years azo, and that
T leaves very little time for evolution to take place. How many
2 favorable mutations of specles are known to have been suceess.
ful in this span of time?
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31 quantum ad partes ipsas, tunc potest intelliszl uni-
versum fleri mellus, vel per additionem plurium partium,
ut sellicet crearentur multas alime species, st imple-
rentur multl sradus bonitatis quae possunt esse, cum
etiam inter summam oreaturam et Deum infinite distantis
sity et sic Deus melius universum facere potulsset et
poaset,

8t. Thomas adds an important remark hers, however, for the un-
derstanding of the wniverse, This bstter universe, constitue.
ted by an addition of parts to this one, would be better as
the whole 1s better than the part, for this universe, which
¥e have now, would be only a part of that better wniverse,
®*Sed 11lud se habheret ad hoo sicut totum ad partems et sio
nec penitus esset idem, nec penitus diversum; et haec addi.
tio bonitatis esset per modum quantitatis discretae." This
last remark serves to contrast with the second way in which
the universe could bs made better from the point of view of
the pal'ts »
Vel potest intellizi fieri melius quasi intensive,

ot hoc mutatis omnibus partibus eius in melius, quia si

aliquae partes meliorarzntur aliis non melioratis, non

esset tanta bonltas ordinisy siocut petet in oithara,

cuius 3l omnes chordae meliorantur, fit dulcior har.

monia, sed quibusdam tantum melioratis, fit dissonantisa,
Here we gsee a second aspect to the perfection of the universe,
Above 1t was a matter of the number of parts; now it is a
matter of the proportion between them, their harmony togethe

er, Thia quasl intensive amelioratlon>could be understood in

terms of accldental gzoodness, "et sic posset esse talis melioce

ratic s Deo menentibus eisdem partibus et asodem universojs® or
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in terms of essential goodness, In this last case, we would
have different parts end a different universe: “sic non
egsent eaedem partes, et'pgr consequens nec idem universum, "
something whieh is not impossible, since Cod can create an
infinity of other worlds,
St., Thomas then turns to the order betwsen the parts,
He resumes what he said above, but now from a viewpoint that
will complete the two agpects of perfection we Just saw,
S1 autem acciplatur ipse orde partium, sie non potest
esse mallor per modum quantitatis discretae, nlsi
- fleret additio in partibvus universis quia in wuniverso -
nihil est inordinatum, sed intensive posset esse melior
manentlibuz eisdem partidus quantum ad ordinem qul se.
qulitur bonitatem acclidentalem; quanto enim aliqulid 4in
maius bonum redundat, tanto ords melior est, 3ed ordo

qui sequitur bonitatem éssentialem, non posset esse
melior, nisi fierent alize partes et aliud wiversun.

We see here the primary importance of order in the perfection

of the universe, In universo nihil est inordinatum, .That

’is Why the universe ocannot be made more perfect except either
.by an addition of disorset parts, which entails an amplifiocs.
tion of order, or by the amelioration of the parts that al. |
ready constitute this universe, without toucshing their essen.
tial goodness, since this would give us another universe, a
universe other than this one of whieh We are speaking,

N Let ﬁs.fake.paftlcular note also .of another remark
about order which St. Thomas makes here, ¥hatever redounds

to the greater zood also redounds to a better order: quanto

enim aliquid in maius bénum redundat, tanto ordo melior est,
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This 18 lmportant for understanding how the universe, while
being perfect in 1ts essential zoodness, oan still become
more perfect,
St. Thomas then goes on to deal with the seoond

aspect of the universal order found in the text of the Heta.
hysics, the order to the final end. This aspeot, though
more important in ltself, interests us less here, bsocause
it concerns more the extrinsic good of the unlverse.l Here
again St, Thomas distinguishes two points of view, that of
the end, and that of the order, From the viewpoint of its
final snd, the universe cannot be better, because God is
that end, But as régards the order to that end, as the
goodness of the parts grows, and consequently the order bde-
tween them, s0 also the order to the final end becomes
better, because things become better, attain greater simili-
tude to the.dlvine Goodness, as they draw clossr to 1it,

2t slc secundum quod cresceret bonitas partium uni-

versl et ordo earum ad invicem, posset meliorari ordo

in finem, ex eo quod propinquius &d finem se haberent,

quanto similitudinem divinae bonitatisz mazis consew

querentur, quae sst omnium finis,
Thus, for 3t, Thomas, assimilation to the divine goodness is
to be understood not merely in terms of things taken sepa-
rately, but in terms of the order that makes them one in the
universe, This is a point that is all too frequently for-

gotten, In our last chapter we szhall try to elucidate how

ler, suprs, Introdustion, pp. 11-13.
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this 1s to be understood.

What should we retain especlélly from this first
analysis of what we mean by the universe? Firat of all, the
concrete character of St, Thomas's approaph. Though the
word 'universe® implied a certain perfection for him, ineclu-

dit omne bonum, he was more interested in discovering what

thls bonum oconslisted in: non logquimur ds universo quantum ad

hoe¢ nomen, sed gquantum ad hano rem, quae modo universum dioi.

tur. 3econdly, we should note how St, Thomas goes about 6one

-8ldering this thing, .this reality, which we refer to as - the . . -

universe, It is a whole, a totality, and as such it haes what
is common to any whole or totality., This oonsists'1n two
thingzss |

Primo in hoc quod perfeotis totius integratur ex parti. -

bus... 3ecundum est quod partes uniuntur in toto.
(In V,Metaph, leot., 21, n. 1098)

Wnat binds the parts togetner in the unity of the whole,
what makes the_intagrity of the whole, is precisely order,
The text from the Commentary on the Sentences makes us see
this eséential function of order, as well as the various
articulations possible within our notion of the universe.
3t. Thomas distinguishes the parts and the order of these
»pﬁfts, bﬁt he doéé”ﬁoﬁ sep#rafe then., -Hé seeé ﬁh;m in fﬁné-
tion of one another, This is the only way to arrivg at a |
clear understanding of integrity in the universe as such,

This universe, the one we know, the only one, 1is
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mades up of parﬁs. We can affirm that it is constituted by
a certain number of parts, without knowinz them all, nor
what they are in particular, and without having enumeratesd
them all, Adding or subtracting to the actual number of
partas in the universe would leave us with another universe,
a different universe, and not the one that is now.l Other
parts would call for another order, another totality, an-
other universe, Another universs 1z not anvimpossibility,
nor is one that would be partially the same and partially
other by the sddition of new parts, such as we find, for
example, in the evolutionary conception of the cosmos; but
the point is that we cannot separate this universs fron
these parts ordered as they are, in space, in time, and
simply in thelr respective ways of beinz, On the other
hand, it 13 by reason of the order among the perts that we
can legitimately say the universe is made up of a certain

number of parts without enumerating them., In universo

ninhil est inordinatum, Every part has a place, and every
place, a part. Disorder is conoeived only in funotion of
order, asg & privation or an absence of order, and a part

completely independent of the actuaml order in the whole is

le can say this without presuming a knowledge of
all the parts. What we say applies to all that is, inde.
pendently of whether we know it or not., When we discover
new partg of the universe, we do not discover a new uni.
verse, & universe other than the one we knew before, not
even partially; we only get to know the same universe better;
we learn that our knowledze waa insdequate before, ‘
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{f\) eimply inconceivable aé part. As long as ws do not know all
the parts diatinctly,’we do not know the order adequately,
but from the parts we do know, and the order we see in them,
¥e can say the universe is one, and that this unity is one
of order, an integrity constituted of partas.

The distinotion between essential and sccidental
goPdness also merits a moment's reflection here, wWe shall-
not encounter it again in connection with the wniverse as a

| whole, but it can serve to open up ¢ertain perspectives that
recur frequently in 5t, Thomas, especislly that of the dis.
tinction between the first perfection of the universe and
the second, The distinctlon between accidental and egsen-
tial goodness can be applied more easily to particular beings
than to the universe as a whole, The Commentary on the |
Sentences introduces it in the artlcle preceding the one we
consldered, preoisely in connection with a particular crea.
ture: whether Jod could make an individual oreature better,
Something can be added to its accldental goodness, but not
to its essential gobdness, because that would make it simply
other than what it 1is, soﬁething else~-"non esset eadem res,
sed alia" (In I Sent. d. 44, q. 1, a, 1, 6)., Just as the

addition of & unity changes the *species’ of a number, so

also the addition of a differentia 1n’the what of gomething

would place it in a different species, If, for example, in
the definition of a cow you include the idea of rationel,
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you are no longer talklinz about a cow, but about another
specles, a rational animsl, namely, man,

The appliocation of this to the universe ag & whols,
howaver, is not without daifficulty. There we have to conside
er not a specles alone, but the order of the speclies, How
does the addition of a new species, a new part, in the order
of the unlverse affsct the universe as such, the universe as
specified by the order of its parts? Is its essential gzood.
ness changed, or is it only its secldental goodness, so that
we have always identlcally the same universe? 3t, Thomas
does not bring in this distinction between acocldental and
essential change in conjunoction with the hypotheaié of an
addition of parts to the universe, but only with the hypothe.
g8ls of a quasi intensive amelioration., #ith regard to the
addition of parts, he is content with speaking of a universe
partially other and partially the same, with this universe,
the one to which parts would be added, bscoming as only a
part in the new whole, the new universe, something relative.
ly imperfeot in comparison to this more perfect universe,

To have formulated this hypothesis in this way is undoubteda
ly 2 slngular achlevement for someone who knew nothing of

lHote that when St., Thomas speaks of adding to the
egsential gzoodnesa of something here, he is thinkinz in terms

of adding to 1ts quiddity, to 1ts quod quid est, something
that would change the guiddity. Not every a&EItion, howsever,
should be understood in this way. De Ver, q. 21, a, 1, ¢
distingulshes three meanings of aliguld super alterum addere,
each With & preoise meaning and all having szome reference to
reality or our way of knowing 1it.

-
N
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the thgories of evolution such as we know them today, and 1t
shows a great suppleness and a great originality of mind,

but St. Thomas 4id not olearly answer the question we are

. ralsing now,

It 18 only with the hypothesis of a quasl intensive
change that he introduced the dlstinction between the essen.
tlal goodness and the accidental goodnesa of the universe,
Would he have concelved a universe in evolution as a uni.

verse always becoming an other universe, or would he have

-...eonceived evolution.as a .change only -in the ascidental good~ -

ness of the universe? This lasgt supposition seems rather

unlikely, in view of the importance the speoles had for him
in the order of the universe, 3ut the first supposition is

also unlikely, because of what we have Just seen about a
‘new' universe constituted by the addition of parts to an‘
'old' one. No doubt, & third explanation would have been
sought, something along the lines of the Aiistotelian analy-
8is of change as applied to the-univerae As a whole, We
cannot'go any further into this question at this point, We
have to ses more preolsely first how 3t, Thomas conceived

the 'parts' of the universe and the two nodes or order in

the universc. We éhail return to ‘this polnt at the end of

ohapter 4, R .

Even in speaking or amelloration in accidental good-

ness, hoxever, 3t., Thomas affims that anything which redounds
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to a greater good makes order better, Quanto enim aliguid N

in maius bonum redundat., tanto ordo melior est, This

touches somsthing essential to the universe as such, YAcecle.
dental® here does not refer to something that ocould be or
not be, something merely inocldental; it refers to an essen.
tial element of perfection, the second, the one which comes
after substantial perfection, but which is still required
for perfeotion in the full sense of the term, This is some.
thing that 1s true not only for individual crsatures, but
also for the unlverse as such., "3i autem rebus subtrahantur
actiones, subtrahitur ordo rerum ad invicem: rerum enim quae
sunt diversae secundum suas naturas, non est colligetio in
ordinis unitater nisi per hoc quod quaedam agunt et quaedam
patiuntur® (C.G. III, ¢. 69, n, 2447). Accidental perfec-
tion flows from essential perfection, since things act ac
cording to thelr nature, but the universe will not be perfect
as universe without the perfection that comes from the ac.
tivity of its oconstitutive parts, Thus it is that St.
Thomas speaks of a twofold perfection for the universe,
Duplex est rel perfectio, prims et gecunda, --Prima
quiden perfsctio est, secundum quod res in sua substane
tia eat perfecta; gquae quidem perfectio est forms
totius, quae ex intezritate partium consurgit, --Pora
fectlio autem secunda est finis; finis autem vel est
operatio, sicut finis citharistae est citharizare; vel
est aliquid ad quod per operationem pervenitur, sicut
finig aedificatoris est domus, quam aedificando facit.
Prima autem perfectio est causa secundaej quia forma

est principium operationis, Ultima autem perfectio,
quae est finis totius universi, est perfecta beatitudo
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(j) _ sanctorum, quae erit in ultima consummatlone gascull,
frima auten perfectio, quae est in intezritate uni.
versi, fult in prima rerum institutione,

(8.T., I, q, 73, a. 1, ¢)
Order is not something eagy for us to know, "Tenul.
ter nobis notus esse potest® (CeGe IV, 6. 1, n, 3340). Our
principal task, however, is to discover the order_of the

universe, not only as it exists in the first perfection of

the universe, but also in its final consummation., "Perfec-
tio et bonuﬁ quae sunt in rebus extra animam, non solum
attenditur seoundum aliquld absolute inhaerens _Trebus, sed
etiam seoundum ordinem unius rel ad aliem, sicut stiam in
ordine partium exercitus, bonum exercitus consistit: huic
enim ordini comparat Philosophus oxrdinem universi" (De De Pot.
q. 7, a, 9y ¢). We shall proceed by con:idering, first,
eertain’fundamental aspscts of the wniversal order, those
that pertain primarily to the first perfection or the in-
tegrity of the universe, Then we shall examine the causes
5, of this order, and their order, before turning, in the

% laét place, to the aontlnuity of this order and its concrete

rsalization through the action of creatures,




CHAPIZA 3
UNITY AND ESSENTIAL DIVERSITY IN THE UNIVEAR3S

The integrity of the universe cannot de thought of
except in terms of unity and diversity., The very etymology
of the word, unl.verse, seems to suggest this, Without
unity we do not have a whole, but many irreducible entities,
without diversity we do not have parts, but only one entity
thet appears as the whole of everything, In the sonocrete
perspeotive of 3¢, Thomas, &s we saw in the Commentary on
the Sentsnces, the universe has to be thought of in terms
both of the parts that make it up and of the order that
eatablishes and maintains harmony and proportion between
them and drews them into a whols, Both parts and order
have to be viewed in function of one another, But beforse
everything else unity has to be understood, for, without
& proper understanding of unity, we cannot begin to speak
of the universe,

The unity of the universe will have to take into
account the parts of the universe, with their individuality
and their specific diversity, Tespecting these for what
they are. It will have to be a unity of order, one that

depends on and inecludes the parts themselves, But how is
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