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such a unity to be understood? It 13 not the unity of one,
but of many taken together., If there is order between many
things, they are one, and there g order only if there is a
principle., "Necesse est invenire principium in omnibus, in
quibus est ordo* (In in Joan. ¢. 1, leet., 1, n., 3M). Everything
within an order 1is related to one single principle, the prine.
cipla of that order, which, in its most common understandtng,
meana sinply what is first in that order, Every order en.

talls a 'first?, whether it be an order of quantity, an or-

~ Yet St. Thomas atill considered the question worth 1ook1ng

amples of St., Thomas given in the text Just quoted from,
If thers are two irredusible tfirstst, there will be two or.
ders, and not just one. But if the universe 1s to be truly
one, it will have to have one first principle,

" What is at stake here 1s.olear1y the relation be.
tween creatures and God, but thers is more to be understood

than the mere fact of oreation., In R. 3, 8. 5, De Potentia,

St. Thomas shows that everything whieh ®X1sts is oreated by
God, If this is s0, we might consider the question of unity
and multipliclty already eclozed, since through ocreation the

many are reduced to the one and so an order 1is establlshed.

into, s3ince he tumms to it immediately in the following

artiolé, "utrum sit wnum tantum oreationis prinoipium," and

returns to 1t again in artiocle 16, "utrum ab uno principio
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possit procedere multitudo." This may appear to be a
stranzge order of procedure, to discuss the possibility after
the fact, but two things must be kept in mind here, First,
St. Thomas has in mind certain doctrines on the universe
which went counter to his own and which he had to discuss in
order fully to Jjustify his position, OSecondly, such dis-
cusslon served not only to Justify his position, but also to
understand bettexr the implications of that position., What
S5t., Thomas is asctually doling is oarryiné on an historicow
dootrinal dialectic of the sort which he found in Aristotle
and which he used so frequently himself to shed light on
many problems, such as that of knowledge or the origin of
prime matter.l This 18, indeed, the procedure that is

found throughout this questiocn of the De Potentia,

The prinocipal dAifficulty with reducing all things
to some kind of unity comes from the contrariety of forms
ectually found in the universe, Ancient natural philoso-
phers were very keenly aware of this contrariety, and the

search for first prineciples was first worked out in

1For an excellent study of the role which this his-
torico-dooctrinal dialsctic played in the thought of 3t.
Thomas, c¢f, Bobert Henle, 3.J,, 5aint Thomas and Platonism,
especially the first chapters of bart 11, where the author
discusses what he calls St, Thomas' via.positio technique
in dealing with Platonic positions, ~Fr. %enIo, however,
tends to view things mostly from the viewpoint of the
theory of knowledge, which, to be sure, is a dominant theme
in the texts he lists, but it 1s not the only cne, For an
example of the disleotic as it 13 used with reference to
creation and prime matter, see S,T. I, q. 44, a, 2, ¢ &and
De Pot,. Qe 3, a, 5, L+ I



fqg;@z,nners,fqraed-tomnos1&;;Kg;tins£;pzinciples:sim@lya

93

function of 1t ‘n large part, as Aristotls brought out in

Book I of the Physies. "Omnes enim»aociniunt contraria pro
principlis, sed tamen diversa" (In I Phys. I, leot, 10, n. |
81(7)). Some held for sensible contraries as Ffirst prlh-

cloles, such as hot anq cold, damp and 4ry, or dense and

rare, while others held for more rational_contraries, suoch

as odd and even, or love and strife., But all agreed that

first principles should somehow be contrary. 3Some of then,

however, unable to bring the contraries to some kind of

another, as for example, passing from tlack to white, or

fromw hot to cold. In any explanation of change such con-

1t becomes orucial. As first, they do not derive from others.

- becomes hot was previously cold, heat itself does not come

Antiqul philosophi specialisa principlia tantum‘na-
turae considerantes, ex consideratione materiae in
hunc errorem devenerunt, quod non omnia naturalia
creata esse credebant: ita quod ex consideratione con-
trariorum, quae cum materia ponuntur principia in na.
tura, devenerunt in hoe¢ ut rerum duo prima principia
constituerent. (De_Pot. q. 3, a. 6, ¢c)

Such a position was not an sasy one to escape, since

any change seemsito consist in passing from one contrary to

trariety had to be taken into account along with the sub-
strate of change, matter, The problem may not appear too

difficult at first, but when we come te the first contraries,

And as‘contrarieé, they cannot be from one another, for,

although 'hot' comes from 'cold' inasmuch as that Which
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from coldness.1 Unless one transcends the contrariety of
these specifically different principles, one is left simply
with two first prinociples, apart from matter itself, to ex.
plain the differentiation of forms in matter.

The difficulty is further compounded by the fact

that a substance as such has no contrary. "Substantiae non

(est) aliquid contrarium, quod maxime manifestum est in ani-

malibus et plantis® (In I De Caelo lect. 6, n. 67(10)).

What is indeed contrary to an animal as such? Non-animal
can be many things, but a contrary 1s an extreme and it can
only be one, as black 1s the extreme opposite of white and
cold the extreme opposite of hot., Now if there is no con-
trary for substance, how oan there be generation and ocorrup-
tion? How can there be substantial change, coming to be
simply and ceasing to be simply? Aristotle himself gave the
answer to this problem, as St. Thomas points out,

Dicendum est quod, siocut ipse etiam post diocet,
substantiae nihil est contrarium secundum compositunm,
vel secundum materiam, vel secundum formam substantif.-
lem: est tamen aliquid sibi contrarium secundum pro-

priam dispositionem ad talem formam, sicut ignis dioci.

tur contrarius aquae contrarietate callidi et f:{lgidi3
Ibid,

As substances, fire and water are not contrary to one another,

nelther according to their ocomposition, nor according to their

matter, nor g&ccording to their substantial forms, but they

are seen as contraries by reason of the contraries hot and

1cf. In I Phys. leect. 10, n. 77(3).
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cold to whioch each 1is disposed respectively according to its
nature, "Differentime substantiales, quia sunt iznotae, per
differentias accidentales menifestantur: st ideo multoties
utimur differentils sceldentalibus loco substantialium, £t
hoe modo Philosophus hic dicit calidum et frigidum esse dif.
ferentias ignis et terrae, Calidum enim et frizgidum, oum
sint proprias passiones horum corporum, gunt proprii effec.

tus formarum substantialium eorundem,.," {(In I De Gen, lect,

8, n. 62(5)). Thus, one ¢an account for substantial change

thrcugh;contrartetyféwithoutitntroductng‘oéntrafféfiﬁfhto'n

.....

‘the order of substances itself, for if the proper aééident

of a substance is attacked, it becomes impossible for the
substance itself to continue in being and another substance
comés to be in its stead, While contrariety 1s possible on

the level of accidents, the only kind of opposition possible

on the ievgl of substance is privation and possession, pri.

vatio et habitus, the principle of all ocontrary opposition,

but which 13 not itself an opposition of contrariety, zince

for both terms of a contraristy there iz a nature to be un-

vdcrstood, "ccntrafiorum autem utrumque est aliqua natura, "

while clearly for privation there can be no such thing.; N

1411 tnis 1s briefly explained in the tert from the
Ds Gen, we just quoted from, where reference is also made to
Eook X of the Metaggﬁsios. There it is showm how privation
- and possession are ) rst opposition, and hence the prin.
ciple of all opposition, and how this affects the opposition
of contrariety in such & way that one of the two contraries
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In the Q. 3, a., 6, De Potentia, however, St., Thomas

takes another approaoch to the problem of two first prinoiples.
He views the matter more in the light of the universe ag a
whole, We see this when he prefaces his statement of the
position of the anclents with the remark that they only oon-

sidered the special principles of nature, “specialia prin.

¢ipia tantum naturse considersntes.” This i3 a refersnce to
something that 1s mentioned in the preceding artiocle in
connaction with the origin of prime matter, In the develop-
ment of philosophy among the pre-3ooratics, acoording to St,
Thomas, there were some who arrived at a certain understand.
ing of substantial forms, but they remained so intent on
special forms that they never got beyond the idea of an
agent that did not presuppose some preexisting matter to
work with,

Posteriores vero philosophl, substantiales formss
allquatenus considerars coepsrunt; non tamen perven.
erunt ad cognitionen univergalium, sed tota eorum in-
tentio olrea formas gpeciales versabatur: et ideo
posuerunt quidam aliquas causas agentes, non tamen
quae universaliter rebus essge conferrent, ssd quae ad
hanc vel illam formem, materiam pernmutarent; sicut in.
tellsctum et amicitiam et litem, quorum actionem pone-
bant in segzregzando et congregando; et ideo etiam se.
oundum ipsos non omnia entia a sausa efficiente proca.
debant, sed materia actioni causase agentis prassuppone.
batur, (Ds Pot, Q. 3, a, 5, ¢)

alvays sppears 88 & privation of its opposite, ™"Oppositio
privationis et habitus est princliplium oppositionis contra.
riorum: et idso semper alterum contrariorum est cum defesectu
et privatione quadsm respectu alterius® (In 1 De Gen, leot,
8, n., 62(5)), Cf, In X Metaph. leot, 8,
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It was for Plato and Aristoﬁle, and their followers; St.
Thomas continues, finally to arrive at thé consideration of
| universal being, "ad oensidefationem ipsius esse universal.
1g.” | |
In article 6, St, Thomas returns to have a closer

look at the unfinished business of the special and apparent.
-1y contrary forms,

Quia contraris considersbant secundum hoc tantum
quod diversa sunt ex natura speciei, non autem secun.

dum quod est aliquid unum in els ex natura generis,
licet oontraria in eodem gensre sint: imde non attrie

secundum hoe¢ in quo differunts et propter hoo in duo
prima ocontraria, sleut in dues primas csusas, omnia
contraria reduxerunt, ut habetur in I Phys. Sed inter
eo8 Zmpedocles prima contraria etiam primss causas
agentes posult, sollicet amicitiam et litem: et hic,
ut habetur I Metaph., primo posult bonum et malum
principia, - (De Pot, q. 3, a, 6, o)

14

Whereas others before him went no further than positing con-
trary principles in matter ltself, Empedocies, in positinz
causes outside ot}ﬁatter, without transcending the con-
trariety of specifls forﬁs. was led to posit love and strife
as contrary first prineiples, This; as St, Thomas implies,
‘led to the further error of positing both good and evil as
principles, although it seemed to mark éoma prﬁgress over
what had gone before, - -

But there was stili a seogond shortooming in this

consideration of contraries, besldes the inability to trans-

cend the contrariety, one whioh consisted in doing as if




both contraries were on & par with one another, 3ince one of ~
them was nothing more than the privation of the other, this
was equlvalent to making something positive of privation and
led to the elaboration of an order of imperfection alongside
the order of perfection in the universe,
Utrumque ocontrarlorum asqualiter fudicabant; oum
tamen oporteat semper duorum contrariorum unum esse
cum privatione slterius: et propter hoo unum est per.
feotum st aliud 1mparfeatum,let unum melius et aliud
pelus, ut habetur in I Phys, (Ibiad.)
From this it also appeared that both zood and evil were gen-

eraliora oontraris, whisch led to their beinz posited as dif-

ferent natures., Thus 1t is that,the.Pythagoreans came to
poslt two genera of things, one good and one evil; and in
the genus of good they placed everything perfect, such as

light, male, rest, ete,, end in the zenus of evil, everythingz

15¢, Thomas is hers referring to a text we alluded
to earlier, where Aristotle is explaining how the ancient
natural phllosophers all ceme to think of first principles
as contraries somehow or other, His commentary on the pass.
age 18 illuminating here, "Alilus modus in quo conveniunt
gsoundum analogiam est, quod quaecumque principia accipiuntur
ab els, unum eorum se habet ut melius et aliud ut pelusg sicut
concordia vel plenum vel calidum ut melius, discordia vero
vel vacuum vel frigidum ut pelusy et sie est considersre in
alils, &=t hoo ideo est, quis semper altsrum contrariorum
habet privationem admistam: principium enim contrarietatis
est oppositio privationis et habitus, ut dicitur in X
Mataph." (In I P%zs. lect. 10, n, 81(7)). The final refer.
ence, for the explanation of the fact, is to 8 text we ale.
ready saw a&lluded to above (p. 95, note 1), Cf, also In II
Phys. lect. 2, n. 156(8).
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imperfect, such as darkness, female, ete,

This sort of solldificatlion of privation and imper.
fection into something positive entalled a third defect in
the consideratioh of contraries, one which pertained tq the
very subject that interests us here, It prevented these
anclents from seeing the order of the universe as a whole,

Tertius defectus fult, quia iudicaverunt de rebus

secundum quod in se considerantur tantum, vel secundum

ordinem unius rei ad aliam rem particularem, non autem
in comparatione ad totum ordinem universi, (Ibid.)

Hence, when they sa¥ that one thing was destruotive of Al

~ other, or was 1mperfect ‘in comparison With other more ‘per-

fect things, they Jjudged it to be evil simply according to
its nature, and not to have its origin in the same cause
as the good., And that is why, St. Thomas adds, Pythagoras

placed the female, "quae est quid imperfectum,” in the genus

2
‘ of evil.,

lThe De Pot. attributes this opinion to Pythagoras
himself, In the Fetaphysiocs, however, this opinion 1s
attrivuted only to cer ythagoreans, Cf, In I Mela
lect. 8, which also explains how the Pythagorean dual aySe
tem was evolvod from the odd end the evsn, the supposed
two first principles,

zst. Thomas?s use of the terms perfeot and imperfeoct
in connection with male and female should surprise no one
here, It 13 in keeping with the ancient perspective we have
geen alluded to of opposing thingz accordingz to posssssion
and privetion, perfection and imperfection., St, Thomas saw
no attack on the dignity of the female in this manner of
dividing any animal speclea, since both female and male still
ware seen ag belonging to the same specles, as having the
same esgsence, wnile the divislon according to perfect and
inperfect wag esteblished on another basis, He did, however,
take serious exception to the step, taken by the Pythagzoreans,
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S5t., Thomas sees here the root of Manicheanlsm,
which extended the error to the whole of Christian 1ife and
to the whole of reallty, so to speak., But the Pythagorean
theory itself did not emdbrace as much., It was concelived
mostly in terms of the material universe, though 1ts positing
of numbers as principles of sensidble belns raised 1t to the
realm of the immeterial and intelligible in certain re.
spects,l and it contained something originel which Aristotle
dld not entirely reject. “Una communis opinio accipi potest,
geillcet quod principia entium sunt contrarias quod non est

ab alils dioctum®” (In I Metanph, lect, 8, n. 132), EImpedocles

had posited contrary principles in the line of efficlent
causallity. He had also posited four elements, but he had
not posited them as first principles ratione contrarietatiss

he looked only to their nature and subétanoe. ' The ancient
naturalists, on the other hand, had posited contrary prine
eiples, such as the rare and the dense, but they saw con-
trariéty only on the part of the form. It was for Pythazoe
reanlism to first attempt 2 systematization in the line of

i

that went from speaking of the female as 'imperfectt to
speaking of her as evil, Within the order of sne and the
game animal speclies, the female i3 for the good of the
species and hence clearly & good in 1ts very *imperfeotion?.
De ver. g, 5, 2., 9, ad 9 shows that the male is more perfect

Pecause it is active principle in generation, but the fe.

male, while beling passive, and hence the less perfect of the
two, still has a role intended Ly nature as a whole, whence
its goodness,

lcr., In I Metaph. leot. 13, n. 201.
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materlial oausality, as St, Thomas says in explanation of the
text Just quoted. Though Aristotle was not to follow the .
system ltself, he d1d adopt the idea behind the systen,
namely, a rational explanation for the first principles of
the material order besed on ocontrariety, This is the idea

he puts to execution in Book II De Generatione ot Corruptie

one, where he'arrivus at the four elements throuzh a sysa
tematization of the four basic qualities, hot and cold, dry
and humid, which he conceived as the first determinations of
the patency of matter, It 1s @130 the idea he applies in

De Caelo et ¥undo to determine the order of places in the

universe,

The error of Pythagorsanism, however, consisted
basically in stopping short in the search for prineciples
end not_looking for a truly first principle that would ex.
plain the order between contraries, This stopping short
at first contraries resulted in positing as absolutes
things thaé were essgsentlally relative and in erecting as a _
geparate ordér one that was only a part of the single, uni.
verzal order. Of the three arguments St., Thomas proposes
against this error, the first insists on the need for re-
‘dueing to one cause what is common in the things that differ.
This unum commune either comes to one of the contraries from

the other, or it comes to both from a cause common to both.,

It cannot, in any ocsse, pertain to them aocordihg to that
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which 18 proper to esach, This community i3 a faot in the
world, no matter how diverse or contrary things might be,
"Omnia autem contraria et diversa, quae sunt in nundo, ine
veniuntur communiocare in aliquo uno, vel in natursa speoiel,
Vel in natura generis, vel saltem in ratione egsendl® (De
2ot. q. 3, a. 6, ¢)., Thus it appears that, beyond what.
ever diversity of oauses in this world, beyond all oone
trariety, thers has to be soms one cause, Among the natur.
alists themselves this was recognized, for, above the oone
traries of nature, they posited one first azent in the
heavens as cause of diverse movemsnts in things hers below,
And becauge there remains a certalin diversity in the
heavens themselves, a diversity acocording to place, as the
ancients saw it, St, Thomas adds that we have to go baok
further to a first Hover who moves nelther per se, as ter.
restlal bodies do, nor par accldens, as heavenly bodies,
but is immovable,

The seoond argument shows that evil cannot be a
positive principle even of things that are evil in one way
or another, Evil ia a privation of form, somethinz neaa.
tive., Everything that acts, on the other hand; acts in the
measure that it is in ast, and consequently in the measure

that it 13 perfeot or g00d somshow or other, The argument

is presented in terms of general principles, but it can be
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shown to be founded in reallty.l in Book I of the Physics
we find an explanation of the manner in which privation is
principle of things without being anythlng positlve.2

Form and matter are per se principles of things, Privation
is.principlo per acscidens, Prinolple, because, while matter
is perfested by one form, it remains in potenocy to other
formsy but per accidens only, because it adds nothinz posi.
tive besides the matter and form of a thing, it only accom-

panies (aceidit) the form which actually perfects the matter,

' the universe was at stake here, and that ultimately the fun.

be imperfeot with respect to the other, but it cannot make
the imperfection as sush something positive, since 1t re.
mains something purely negative. That is wWhy 3t. Thomas
considers it an error to judze both econtraries on equal foot-
ing, though both ére within the same genus,

The real originality of St. Thomas in this whole .

matter seems to consist in having seen that the order of

damental answer to the error lay in a proper understanding

of this order, In artiele 16 he will again invoke the

"6ompléte fashion. There it is shown that evil c¢an have no

.lO.G.YII,Hc;-hl-presents~the-argument'1n much more

per se principle and cannot be per se active principle of -
anything., Thus the idea of an order of evil parallel to
the order of goodness or perfection, which is gimply the
order of the universe, 13 rejected from the viewpoint of

both principium and grincigiatum.
2ct. In I Phys. leott., 11-15.




104

order of the universe arainst the ¥anicheans, Here in ar-
ticle & he uses it ms the final and clinchinz argument
against the gap whioh the Pythazoreans had introduced into
the universe with their dual order,

S1 diversa entia essent omnino & contrariis prin.
¢lpiis in unum prinecipium non reductis, non possent
in unum ordinem conocurrere nisi per aoccidens, Zx mul-
tis enim non fit coordinatio nlsi per aliquem ordinan.
tem, nisl forte multa casusliter: in idem concurrant.
Videmus autem corruptibilia et incorruptibilis,
splritualia et corporalis, perfecta et imperfecta in
unum ordinem concurrere, Ham spiritualia movent core
poralis, quod ad minus in homine apparet, Corrupti-
billa etiam per corpora incorruptibilia disponuntur,
slcut patet in alterationibus elementorum a corporibus
caelestibus, Nec potest dici, quod haec casualiter
evenlant, nam non contingeret itz semper vel in maiori
parte, sed solum in paucloridbus, Oportet ergo ommia
1sta diversa in sliquod unum primum prineipium redu.
cere a quo in unum ordinantur: unde Philosophus in XII
Metaph. concludit quod unus est principatus,

{(De_Pot. q. 3, &, 6, ¢)

The sgpsctacle of unity in the universe wag argument enough
against all those who would set up an unbridgeable cleavaze
between things or betwsen various orders of things in the
universe, J3uch an order wes so impressive for Aristotle

and St. Thomas that 1t could not be explained by mere chance,

lie amend the text ziven in the Marietti edition.
Instead of casuaiiter in this 1ine and a few lines below,
the text gives oausaliter, This cannot be correct in the
context, since the term appesrs in en objeotion or a sSupposi-
tion that would make the search for & single causge of every-
thing futile, Causaliter, in both instances, 1f it makes
any sense, can only give the phrase a meaning directly op-
posed to what St, Thomms intends, Besides, the phrase,
"non contingeret ita semper vel in malori parte, sed solum
in paualoribus," is elearly reminiscent of the proceasg of
division whioh leads to the definition of casus, Cf, In II
Phys lect. 8, Cf, elso C,G. II, co. 39-41,

(:
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as would héve to be the case if thére wWere two irreducible
orders, Besldés, chance 1tself appears as a departure.
from order and could hardly serve as an explanation of Ore
der; It 18 order that explains ohanoce ultimately, and not
chance that'eiplains order, There 1s too much regularity
in the world to Jjustify the reversal of roles. The problenm
is to see the unity of this order,

In the questicn whether many can come from the Oné,

the problem of unity and multiplicity presents itself in a

different way., Here the diffioulty does not arise so. much

from a consideration of oontraries'as from the mBnnerQoﬁ,_
procession from the One, In artiocle 16 St, Thomas shows.
that there is nothihg in the proocegs of oreation to impose
any kind of necessity on the wisdom and the power of the
Créator, whether 1t be from the nature of sfficient causale
ity, or materlal causality, or final causality. The only
kind of necessity that oan be considered is that fronm the
form whioh God intends to give to his work.

Relinquitur izitur quod deditum in operibus divi.
nis esse non potest nisi ex forma, quae sat finis
operationis, Ipsa enim oum non sit infinita, habet

- determinata principia, sine quibus esse non potest;
et determinatum modum essendi, ut si dicamus, quod

~ Supposlto quod Deus intendat hominem facers, neces.
sarium est et debitum quod animam rationsalem ei oon-

ferat et corpus organiocum, sine quibus, homo esse non
potest. Et similiter possumus dicere in universo. «..

Sed supposito quod tale universum producere
voluerit, necessarium fult quod tales et tales creatur.
as produxerit, ex quibus talls forme universi consure
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geret, Et cum ipsa universi perfectio et multitu \

dinem et diversitatem rerum requirat, quia in una

earum invenirl non potest propter recessum a comple-

mento bonitatis primaej necegse fuit ex suppositiones

formae intentae quod Deus multas oreaturas et diver.

sas produceret} quasdam simplices, quasdam composgitasg

et quasdam ocorruptibiles, et quassdam incorruptibiles,

(Ds_Pot. q. 3, 8. 16, o)
The form of the universe is, of course, its order; and so
the order of the universe appears once again in the solution
to the question of unity and multiplicity. But now diversity
appears in the role, not of & difficulty or an obstruction,
as it did with Pythagoreanism, but of a necessity for order
and perfection., v
The orucial point in any theory of the ﬁniverse has
to do with diversity. At first, 1t is unity that appears
83 the fundamental question. Where to find ths unity in the
dispersion of individuals or in the diversity of irreducible
orders such as the physico-chemical order, the blologieal
order, or the personal order? But in any theory of the unia
verse some answer has already been found to this question,
some principle whioh embraces and unifies all the zultipli-
city of the world. Wwhatever this principle of unification
may be, the questlon becomes one of knowing how to correlate
the unity and the diversity, what to do with the multiplicity
elther of individuals or of irreducible orders, how to reduce
the many to the one,
The tendency of any cosmologlst &t this point is to

minimize the diversity, to reduce it, in the senss of
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absorbing 1t within one common element and making it dise
appear from sizht, This 13 a tendency that manifests itself
in the systems that have been elaborated starting from the.
positive sclences in recent times ms well &s in the older
1dealistic and pantheist;c systems, Whether a cosmologist
starﬁs frpm physics, or blology, or psychology, the more he
éttends to his prinoiple of unification and of universal
explanation, the more what is proper to different orders
will become obscure, Even those who would renounce all 0 S

molosY. ln order not to lose gight of the personal . Or-@eX1Se ..

Leviahy

tential order, actually lose sight of vast realms or order

_that really exist in the world, Thay too are not without

thelr own cosmology, their own way of concelvinz the world
as one,

| In the face of this tendency to reduce evarythina
to one dimension, St. Thomas's affirmation of the need for
diversity for the perfection of the universe appears quite
siimificant and paradoxieal., Generally, those whe work
from & perfection prineiple in cosmolosy manifest 1little
eoncern for true divorsity.l With 35t, Thomas it L5 the ex-
act oppoaite. The greater the perfection of a whole, the
groater Will be the diversity of 1its parts, There are some_’

¥holes where the order of the parts mekes no dlfferenca;

lcr., for example, J, Singh, Great Ideas and Theo-

ries of Modern Cosmologzy, PP, 134 rr,
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for example, the body of vater remains the same, equally per.
feot as body of vater if we stir it, There are other wholes,
however, where the order of the parts makes quite a differ.
8nce; change the parts of a house or the parts of a man
around, fof éxample, and you risk losing your house and your
man. In the first kind of continuum, the parts are in act or
nearly so: we 8peak of the waters in a body of water even
though they are waters only in potency, whereas in act they
are parts of this body of water, The unity in thia kind of
continuum remains somewhat loose. 1In the seoond kind, there
1s a greater bond of unity, the parts are integrated in‘the
whole to a higher degree, and totality is more perfectly
realized,

Totum vero significat oollectionpn partium in ali.
quo unos et ideo in 1lligs proprie dicitur totum in quia
bus, ex omnibug partibus acoceptis simul, fit unum Per-
fectum, cuius perfectio nulli partium competit, sicut
domus et animal, (In Vv Metaph. leot, 21, n, 1108)

In the whole where totality is less perfectly
realized, as we sald, the order of the parts makes no differ.
ence, TIhe reason why this is 80 13 that the parts are all
alike and all are like the whole itself..consimiles toti.

As the differentiation between part ang part, and bdetwaen

¥hole and part, increases, totality beocomes more¢perreot.

"Totum vero quod componitur ex partibus elusdem speciei est

imperfectum in genere naturae, sicut aer et aqua et alie
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inanimats corpora® (In II Polit. lect. 1, n. 180). Living

thinzs represent higher forms of totality, and the higzher one
goes in the order of l1ife the more peérfect the whole, The
more perfect the whole also, the greatar the exigency for
diversity., For St, Thomas all this wnsysean most clearly in
man, who is at once most perrgot &nd most complex, "Omnis
anime requirit diversitatem 6rganorum in partidus corporis
culus est actusy et tanto malorem diversitateﬁ, quanfo anima

fuerit perfactior. Sio lgitur formae infimae unirormiter

_”pgzilglung,suam;mgbgri&mtzaed;animazdxtrormiterfiutiéiﬁdts;'

similibus partibus constituatur integritas oorporisﬁé(De:521r.
Creat. q. un., 8., 4, ¢), 7The reason for all this ultimately
lies in the nature of wholeness itself,

In toto enim bonum est integritas, quae ex partium ,
ordine et compositione relinquitur, Unde melius est
totl quod sit inter partes eius disparitas, sine qua or-
do et perfectio totius esse neon potest, quam quod omnes -
partes essent aequales, unfquagque earum perveniente ad
sradum noblilissimae partis; quaelibet autem pars in.
ferioris gradus, in se considerata, melior esset si
esset in gzradu superioris partis, 3ilcut patet in cor-
pore humanos: dignior enim pars esset pPes 8i ocull pule
chritudinem et virtutem haberet; corpus autem totum
esset imperfectius, si el officiunm pedis deaesset,

, (e III, c. 9%, n. 2695a)

All this applies to the universe more than anything
else; for, St. Thomas, along wlth-the~anoionth:aoks; cone-
celved the universe on an analogy with the humaﬁ\body. Be G
Collingwood‘has summariéed this anclent view of the world

along the lines of this analogy, "the analogy between the
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macrocosm nature and the mlcrocosm man."l For the anclents,
the world of nature was a world of ceaseless motion, and
therefore alive, and with a soul; and a world of orderly
or regular motion, and therefore intelligent, and with a
mind., "The 1life and intelligence of creatures inhabliting
the earth's surface and the reglons adjacent to it, they
argued, represent a specialized local organization of this
all-pervading vitality and rationallity, co that a plant or
animal, according to their ideas, participates in its own
degree psychically in the process of the world's 'soul' and
Intellectually in the activity of the world's 'mind', no
less than it participates meterially in the physical organi-
zatlon of the world's 'body'."2 The sketch is very rough,
as 1s quite inevitable in all such attempts at capsule-
characterization, and it would call for very important dis-
tinctions and qualifications, especlally as concerns Aris-
totle and St. Thomas, and even Plato whom Collingwood seems
to prefer generally. What wg wish to note, however, 1s what
has been‘negleoted iﬁ Collingwood's use of the analogy in
comparison with that of St, Thomas. It shows what place
diversity had in the thinking of the latter.

For St. Thomas, the analogy served to bring out the

need for greater diversity of parts in wholes that were more

lR. C. Collingwood, The Ides of Nature, p. 9.

202. cit., pp. 3=4.
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perfect. For Collingwood, on the other hand, the analogy
tends to obfuscate diversity aﬁd lead back to homogeneity,
*This living‘and thinking body,” he writes of nature, "was
homogeneous throughout in the sense that it was a1}l alive,
all endowed with soul and with reasony it was non-homoge-
neous in the sense that different parts of it were made of
different substances eaoh having its own specialized quali.
tative nature and mode of acting. The problems which so
profoundly exercise modern thought, the problem of the rela-

30 taken up with the monistio sense of the analogy that he
fails to notico that the problom 1tsolr of tha rclation }
between mind and matter, and even of the relation between

the rélation between matter and mind, did not exist., ...
There was no materlql world devoid of mind, and ne.mental
world devoid of materiality; matter was simply that of which
everything was made, in itself formless and indsterminate,
and mind was simply the activity by which averything appre.
hended the final cause of its own cehangea,” 1 ir such,prob-
lgms &s Collingwood mentions did not exist for ocrtain-pre-
3ooratics, they certainly did beginning with Plate and Aris-
totle, though the physical framework in which they presented
themselves was different from that of today. Ccllingwood is

living matter and daad mattar, arlses within the very unity

1

op. cit., p. 111,
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of substance in man, something that both Plato and Aristotle
were quite aware of, Besides, he szees nothing important in
the non-homogeneity he mentions in passing, that of sub.
stances with specialized qualitative natures and modes of
acting, which 1s precisely what strikes 3St, Thomas, The
world 1s like an animal body, which does not mean that it is
an animal, for the reason simply that 1t iz made up of dif-
ferent parts, and that it is non.homoggneous in its very
unity. As an animal body has parts that are, some guperior
and some inferior in dignity, so also the world iz made up
of parts that vary according to degrees of perfection. :<And
this diversity of degrees makes for its perfeotion, just as
the diversity in the parts of an animal mekes for its PeT-
fsction,

3ed bonum et optimum universl consistit in ordine
partium eius ad invicem, qui sine distinctione esse non
potegt: per hune enim ordinem universum in sua totalite
constituitur, quae est optimum ipsius,
(C.G, II, ©, 39, n, 1157)
Pleced alongside this fundamental declaratioa of principle,
the analogy appears in the light that St. Thomas saw it,
The point of the analogy 18 not the unity of substance, but
the unity of order which presupposes a distinction of PATLSwe
gins distinotione ssse non potest. "Omnia quodammodo sunt

unum perfectum, quae quidem unitas diversitatem pRrtium re.

quirit® (De Pot. q. 3, a, 16, ad 1).

&
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St. Thomas encountered a dootrine that had a good
deal in common with the one suzzested by Collingwood as
typleal of the ancients., In the Fons Vitae, Avicebron main-
tained that no corporal substance could act, but that it
¥as only & spiritual force which penetrated all bodies that

- acted in them. One of the reasons gi&en for this position

was that corporal substance was the furthest removed from
the flrst agzent, 7The first agent 1s active only and not

passlve in any way, Xiddle substances are both active and

W;_Jggggivg._;ggnce,i1t_waa:inratredf:corporai*aubstante;%ﬁhfch‘*“”‘**;*1“*”

1s the last, is passive only and not active in any way. " The
obvious error in this, St, Thomas points out, comes from
taking all corporal substance asg if 1£ we;e one and the same
thing numsrically, ag 1if thére wers no distinction agcording
to subsztantial being, but only #ocording to aceident, If wa
admit a diversity of distinet corporal substances, it is
possibie to see how corporal substances caniact. That they
are diverse and tnat_they do ast is clear to St, Thomas; 1t
i3 something whioch, for him, pertains to the vary‘kind of
order that was invoked by Avicebron.

S1 enim diversae substantiae corporales substantirli.

ter distinotae.acoipiantur,-tunc'nonmquaalibet Sube

stantia corporalis erit ultima entium et remotissima

& primo agente, sed una erit alia superior et primo

agentl propinquior, et sic una in alia agere poterit,
' (DB Pot. q. 3' a, 7. 0)

Chapters 39-43 of Contre Gentiles sconstituts one
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of the most extensive treatments of thls matter of diversity (
in the universe in 3t, Thoma&s., According to the ordo dloen—
dorum ziven in chapter 5 of the same book, these chapters
taken tozether are one of the three me Jor divisions of the
book, the matter of diversity thus appearing as quits impor-
tant in the nmind of St. Thomss, somehow on & par with orea.
tion, on the one hand, and the things created, on the other,
makinz & sort of econnection bestween the two.l The oblect of
5t. Thomas is to show that the first cause of diversity is
the wisdog and the goodness of the Creator himself. He pPro-
ceeds by way of exclusion, Inequality and diversity do not
originate by chance (6. 39), nor from the diversity of matter,
though, in a way, nmatter 1s ocause of multiplicity, but not
the first (o. 405. Nor do they originate because of contre-
riety in thinge, as Empedocles and the Pythagoreans thought
(e. 41). Nor through the mediation of a chain of causes
starting from the simplisity of the First and beocoming more
and more complex, as Avicenna thought (e, 42), HNor through
some intermedlats dator formarum, as some thought, who said
that God had ¢reated matter, but some angel brought distino.
tion into it by 1lnserting forms (e¢. 43). Nor finally from
the respective merits and demerits of different orsatures,

all of whom Wers originally created equal, &s Origen thought

lthe same major division appears in the Summa Thece
loglae, as 1s explained in the Prologue to q. 4% and as is
seen In qq. 47 ff.
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(e 44), No, the inequality and diversity in oreation
orizinate “ex propria Del intentione perfsctionem creaturae
dare volentis qualem poésibile erat habere" (C.G, II, o, 45,
n, 1227), The idea of perfection figures prominently in the
argumentation as 1t does im the conclusion.l It serves ag
8 kind of middle term to show the need of diversity in crea.
tlon and the need of bringing this diversity back directly
to God, |

We are already familiar with a good deal of the

W§P§§Iwthgtyaomggfuﬂ;1n;;hia;dLsnussion;»m$tfweuidébe=ébdd7“"*‘”’“*’;;*

however, to examine the case of Origen more closely, “His'
name always figures most prominently whenever the queztisn

2
of diversity appears in St. Thomas, and in the Contra (78N

tiles his ocase remains to ba settled aftsr all the others,

The faot ia that Origen had all the elements for a ocorrect

- 8olution of the question, except one., As a Christian, he

held for creation. Thouzh influenced by Plitonism; he did
not aceaept its dootrine of a necessary emsnationism from
the One, 3t, Thomas even repressnts hlm as Intent upon re.

futing the error of those who maintained that the differences

1183-11863 o. 44, nn, 1204, 1216, 1218; o, 4S5, 1n toto.

23 T. I, q. 47, a, 2 deals with Origen alons, after

&, 1 has dealt with all the others who erroneously explained
the orizin of diversity, De Pot, 9. 3, a, 16 mentions hinm
&g srring preciasely on the po of order and perfection in
the universe, Cr. also QIDQ de Anima g. un,., &, 7’ S,
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in thinzs cams from the contrariety of a gosd and an evil
principle.l In order to do thls, Orizen argued that God
created only rational ocreatures and that He cresated thenm all
equal., The inequality originated from the frae cholce of
these first sreatures, some of whom chose good and others,
evil, Those who turned toward God became angels in differ.
ent degrees of perfection acoordinz to the iiversity of
merits. Those who turned away from God fell to an inferior
state and became engulfed in matter, again in different da-
Irees aocording to the degree of evil they had choazen,
Yhence the oreation of bodlies and the order of the ¢corporeal

universe,
Accordinz to 3t, Thomas, this solution still has
too mush in common with the error it was opposed to., He
mentions it as belonging, with Hanlcheanism, in the olass of
those who erred for not paying attention to the requlirement
of form in the universe, dut only to that of divine zoodnosswe.
“debltum causse formalis non attendentes, sed solum debitum
divinae bonitatis* (De Pot, q. 3, 2. 16, o). For the Mani.
cheang, since God was most perfect, only the best could come
from him, namely, the spiritual and incorruptible. The
corporal and corruptible had to come from another principle,
Origen rejected this last inference, but he continued to read
the first premise in the same way a3 the Manicheans, ZFor

Lo, 8.7, I q. 47, a. 2, 03 CoG. II, o, 44, n, 1203.




him, it wes Jod who created the corporal universe, but only
8¢ punlshment for the evil of certain rationallcreatures,

g0 that the first cause of the diversity was not the divine
Wwlsdom and zoodness, but the meritas and demerits of creatures,
The way out of the diiemma lies in a properAunderstanding of
the unlverse as a whole; both errors are still fixed uporn
only partial aspects of reallty,

, Jterque error ordinem universi praeterire videtur
in sua oonsideratiqne, oconziderario tantummodo singue

las partes eius, Ix ipso enim ordine universi potuls-
set apparere, quod ab uno prineipio, nulla meritorum

~creaturarum institul, ad hoc quod universum esset com-
plementum, - (De_rot. q. 3, a, 16, ¢}

what was lackinz in Origen, as well as in Manicheanism, was
& true appreclation of perfection and goodness uhderstood as
order in a whole, a gomplementum made up of parts, This
kind of perfection requires dlversity, a relative imperfec.
tiog in some parts with respect to other parts, for the good
and perfection of the whole. 3t. Thomas uses the familiar
examples of the house or the human body, where perfection or
'completion would be lacking if all parts were the same and
served the same function,

Paradoxically enough, ln by-passing the perfection
“of the universe as a whole, Origzen was by-baséing'?ﬁat is. o
most perfect in creation, For St. Thomas, the hizhest orea.
ted zood is in ract_the ordér of the universe, Hencé,Origen,

who was so concerned to have only the hizhest good come from

differenp;ﬁmplﬁegﬁdﬁnﬁﬁ,,oportuit.dixgrﬂes;gra,gs S e
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God, was in effect attributing the highest good to the choloe
- of creatures, and in large part to an evil choice at that.
He would not accept the diversity as intended by God directe
ly, whereas for St. Thomas it was the exact opposite,

Quanto enim aliquld est melius in effectibus, tan
to est prius in intentione azentis, Optimum autem in
rebus oreatls eat perfectio universi, quae consistit in
ordine distinctarum rerum: in omnibus enim perfectio
totlus prassminet perfectioni singularium partium. Igi-
tur diversitas rerum ex prineipali intentione primi
agentis provenit, non ex diversitate meritorum.

(CQGO II' co ""t}, n. 1204>

But what sort of diversity did St. Thomas have in

mind in apeaking of the perfection of the universe in this
ranner? Origen seemed especially embarrassed with the ma.
terlal realm., Was this also the case with St. Thomas? Quite
the contrary, for his arzument was conceived precisely to
bring out the necessity even of the material realm for the
perfection of the universe, Just as feet are necessary for
the perfection of the whole animal, so0 also this relatively
imperfeot order of being is necessary for the perfestion of
the universe, Many of the texts wa have already zeen show
how St. Thomas thought always in terms of a double diversity
in oreation: first, the spiritual and the material, and
secondly, in the material itself, the incorruptible and the
eorruptiblo.l

3t. Thomeas has many waya of &lluding to this double

lcr. De Pot. q. 3, 2. 6, o.

(
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(A) : diversity, In the Summa iheologlae he will speak of the two-

fold distinetion in things asg formalis, on the one hand,

where things differ according to species, and as materialis,

on the other, where they differ acocording to number or in.
1 .

dividuality only. In the Contra Centiles he will explain

how this diversity entails a graduated participation in the
perfection of God, going from pure forms that participate

the dilvine zoodness acoording to what they are, to substances
composed of matter and form that participate the divine good.
..,vﬁnesa-oniyaceordingtosomethingofthemsalvés;ééliguidSui-;
namely, their form, and in the latter; going from those com-

posites where the form exhausts the potentiality of its mat-
ter, thus making each individual incorruptible and unique in
é | its specles, to those where the form does not so/exhaust the
potentiaiity of matter but s accompanied by the privation

of other forms, thus leaving each individual corruptible and

. 2
allowing for a multiplieity in each specles, All this d4i.

versity and ﬁultipliolty has to do with the perfsotion of the

wniverse, The Commentary on the Sentences, in the very

article which we analyzed at length in chapter two, had a
graphis way of putting it in the simple terms of angels and

" rooks,

IS.TQ I. q' t}?, a, 2’ C.
20,6, III, o. 20, |
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Quamvis angelus absolute sit melior quam lapis,
tamen utraque natura est melior quam altere tantum: et
ideo melius est universum in quo sunt angeli et aliae
res, quam ubl egsent angeli tantum, quia perfsotio uni-
versi attenditur essentiasliter secundum diversitatem
naturarum, quibus impleatur diversi zradus bonitatis,
et non secundum multiplieitatem individuorum in una
natura, (In I Sent., 4, 44, q. 1, a, 2, ad 6)

Thus, the existence of only one species, noc matter how Pere
fect by itself, would not constitute s unilverse as perfect
es this ons which we know,

St. Thomas was Willing to %o even ag far 28 to cone
slder evil as having something to do with the perfection of
the universe, "Universum in quo nihil mall esset, non esset
tantae bonitatis qusantae hoc universum: quis non essent tot
bonae naturae in illo siocut in isto, in quo sunt quaedam ne-
turae bones quibus non adiungitur melum, et quasdam quibus
adiungiturs et est melius utrasque naturas eggse, quan alte.
ras tantum® (In I Sent. d. 44, q, 1, a, 2, a4 §), This does
not mean that evil pertains per se to the perfection of the
vniverse, Only the parts of the universe, the natures that

4 constitute it, psrtain per se to its perfection, and evil is

nelither & part of the wniverse nor a nature for the gimple

reason that it is a defect and a privation in something that
i1z but 1s not what 1t should be from & particular viewpoint
or even from & universal viewpoint, It pertains to the per-

feotion of the universe per accidens, inasmuch as certain

natures ocan be and are in fact deficlent, or can and do commit
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evily and these natures are important parts of the universe.l
The exlstence of these natures constitutes an added rerfeca
tion in the universe, "Ipsum autem totum quod est universi-
tas ereaturarum, melius et perfectius est, si lﬁ eo sint
quaedam quas & bono deflcere possunt, quae interdum de-
ficiunt, Deo hoo non impediente® (S.T. I, q. 48, a, 2, ad 3).
God only permits ﬁhe evil, =m0 that the universe may not be
without the good that comes from having defectible natures,
He does not Will these becauss of their defectibility, but

beoauge they would not be without their dofeeplbility and

101‘. In I Sent, d, 46, a, 3, ¢, We are speaking of
moral evil princlpally. It presents a greater problem for us
here than mere physical evil, for, physical evil, whioch
affects only individusls as such, can be reconciled with the
good of the whole more easily, whereas moral evil zoes azainst
the good of the whole 1tself, "Malum posnae est contra ordi.
nem unius partis universi ad sliam partem, et similiter malum
culuslibet defsctus naturalis; sed malum culpae est contre
ordinem totius universi ad finem ultimum, eo quod voluntas,
in quae est malum culpae, ab ipso ultimo fine universi deor-
dinatur per culpam” (De Pot. q. 6, a, 1, &4 8), 3t. Thomas,
however, tends to solve the problem of moral evil through
its analogy with physical evil, inasmuch as & guilty will is
always only a particular in the universe,

v The fact that some creaturss do commit evil and are
punighed for 1t does not add to the perfection of the uni-
verse, It is the existence of natures that can commit evil
that does, Thomists aometimes speak of evil ag if it were a
nature, applying what 3t, Thomas saild of naturesz to the fact
of evil itself, "Malum neque ad perfectionem universi per.
tinet, neque sub ordine universi conoluditur, nisi per acel.
dens, 1d est, ratione bonl adiunecti” (S,T., I, q. 48, a, 1, ad
3). We oould say that the fact of evil deprives the universe
of perfection it might have had, but this would not take away
from the truth of St. Thomas's position on the perfection of
the universe. In the concrete perspective thet is his, this
perfection remains real, limited as it is by tne privation of
some good, and it remains the greatest created perfection,
gince thls universe 1s still the only one that is, '
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the universe would be less good Without them, He directly
wills the exlstence of such natures, For 5t., Thomas, as for
Aristotle, if something is defectibls in one wWay or another
by nature, it is understood that it will de facto defect at

some time.l

In the presencs of suoch far ranzing diversity it is
not easy to see alwsys how it pertains to the parfaction of
the universe and espeoially how it is necessary for this per.
fection. To understand this we nust keep in mind the point
of the analogy with the house or with &n snimal, The per
fection of the form in sueh thinga requires a diversity: in
the parts and the more perfect the form the greater has to
be the diversity. The architect does not choose the zame
kind of material for the foundations of a house as for the
roof, lest the house orumble, "Factor izitur omnium, Deus,
non facerst totum universua in suo genere optimum, si
faceret omnes partes aequales: quia multi <radus bonitatis
in universo deessent, et sioc esset imperfectum® (C.5. II,

©e 44, n, 1218). In suo zenere, acoording to its form, the

laeyond the question of faoct, there remalns for 3t,
Thomas the problem of sesing how Divine Providence sould
bring evil to order, that 13, draw szome good from the evil,
somehow. But this is not the plase to zo into this ques.
tion. It pertains more to the realn of the government of
the world and of second perfection than to that of oreation
and of firat perfection which concerns us in this chapter,
For a conoise treatment of this brgader agpect of the ques.
tiOn, cf. erght, 02. Oit., P‘p' 10 -113. cro 3180 Ro P'

Sertillanges, 0,P., roblems du mal, vol, I, po. 195-.202,
vol, II, pp. 35-52, ~Ses also below, oh. 5y PP. 193196,
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universe as a whole requires a certain diversity of parts
without which it cannot be perfeot, If it is lacking any of
these parts, aven those that are rslatively imperfect, it
does not have all that its form requires, it is lacking
aomething that pertains to it, it is8 imperfesct. As an ab.
stract possibility, it could have a form that would require
less parts, but for 3St. Thomas such a world ¥ould be less
perfect than the one with more, That 1s the point of his
argumént against those who thought the world would be better

‘Without such natures as rocks or as those who could commit

evil, There are animals of many sorts in nature, but the.

fact 1s that the more perfect are those with the greater

diversity of parts and functions, In the same way, the uni.
verse is the more perfeot for having a greater diversity of
parts, | |
It is of utmost importance to note how 3t, Thomas's
manner of expression 1s always concrete 1n‘speakin350r*the
perfection of the universe, The perfection of which he
speaks is always that which belongs to ghia universe--in sSue
geners optimum..and not some abstract form of perfsction
such as that conceived in Platonioc or Leitmnizian optimism,

- 8t. Thomas rejests this form of optinism. Though this uni-

verse 13 the best of what is, and though it is such by reason
of the divine goodness, still the divine zoodness was not

bound to produce this universe, without any possibility of
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ereating one more or less perfeot, “Universitas creatura. -
rum non est optima simpliciter, sed in geners creatorum;
unde nihil prohibet ea allquid melius esse" (De Pot, q. 5,
. 1, ad 14), The universe exhausts nelther the divine
power nor the divine wiszdom which conprehends everything
that the divine power can, *Ordo a divina saplentia rebus
inditus .,, non adaequat divinem saplentiam, ut siec divina
saplentia limitetur ad hune ordinem® (§42.'I, q. 25, a, 5,
©). There oould be other better worlds that divine wisdom
does indeed conceive, but 3t. Thomms was not given to
speculating on such possibles. The perfection of the unie.
verse that is, 1s perfection enough for him to be satisfied
with, for i1t was the perfection willed by Him who iz al1
goodness, "Universum, suppositis istis rebua, non potest
esse moelius propter decentissimum ordinem his rebus attri.
butum a Deo, in quo bonum universi oonsistit® (5.7, I, q.
25, a, 6, ad 3),

dhen, therefors, St. Thomas speaks of & need for
diversity in the miverse, he 1a thinking of a real neces.
81ty in things, “Lioset autem omnia ex Dei voluntate de.
pendeant sicut ex prims causa, quae in operendo necessita.
tem non hadet nisi ex suil propositl suppositione, non tamen
propter hoo absoluta necessitas a rebus excluditur, ut sit

necessarium nos fateri omnia eontingentia esse® (C,G. II,

S« 30, n. 1063), Thers are two poles to the necesgsity of
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supposition, the divine pole, the intention or the proposal
of the Creator, and the oreated pole, the universe which

is actually oreated-.suppositias istias rebus, If we take

~only the divine pole, we are still in the abatraect, ln the

realm of possibles, for we have no way of knowing the in.
tentions of God apart from the things He actually creates,
unless, of course, He chooses to reveal them direotly to
us, & supposition xhlch would take us beyond thé realm of
natural philosophy. 'Both roles together, however, mak§ of

1l
this necessitas ex suppogitione a concrete necessity. .

St. Thomas illustrates the need for diversity.

through the analogies of the house and of the perfect ani.

mal, But thgsé analogles only show us a certain necessity

of order and diversity in things, not the concrets neces-
sity of the universe itsalf, For the heoesslty in the con-
ocrets we must go to the principles of things themselves,
for it is from these principles that the necessity comes
immediately.z The universe is complex, yet we oan spesk of
it as having a form, a form with certain exizencies willed
by God. "Supposito quod tale universum producere voluerit,

l?r. A. Hayen justifies this treanslation of neces.

- sltas ex suppositione by conorete necessity in la commni~
. catlon de IEE%re dTapres saint Thomas 4'Aguin, Vol. 1Y, DPp.

. ese pagesg represent an excellent effort to sort
out the msny uszes of the term necessgitas in S5t, Jhomas in

-order :2 define what the author calls Yle caracteére concret
g

lexion thomistev,
2

de la

Cf, C.G, II, o, 30, nn, 1069-1071.
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necessarium fult quod tales et tales creaturas produxerit,
ex quibus talis forma universl consurgeret® (De_Pot. g. 3.
a2, 16, ¢). This form of the universe, its order, requires
diversity and it is knowledzs of the form that gives us
knowledge of the necessity as well as of the nature of this
diversity, for a form requires its appropriats matter,
Ex prineipiis essentialibus est in rebus absolutal
necesgsitas per ordinem ad partes materiae vel formee,
31 contingat nulusmodi principia in aliquibus non
simplicia esse, Quia enim materia propria hominis
est corpus commixtum et complexionatum et organiza.
tum, nesessarium est absolute hominem quodlibet
elementorum et humorum et organorum prineipalium in
se habere, (C.G, II, o, 30, n. 1074%)
The universe, whish ts uppermost among the non simplicia,
has different parts which also constitute its proper matter

and it iz necessary, per ordinem ad partes, that it have at

least those parts which are essential to 1t,

The arzument to which St. Thomas returns most CONe
sistently, however, to show the necessity of diversity in
oreation 1is one which we have already éncountered in De Pot.
9. 3, &, 16, e.z This argument embraces both poles of the
concrets necessitas ex suppositione., It i3 based on the
manner in which the universe 1s relsted to God and on the
radical difference whieh distinguishes the perfection of

1the meaning of the term absolute in this eontext
18 explained in In V Metaph, lect, 6, n, 833, Absoluts
necsssity 1is said with regerenca to intrinsic causes and

i3 opposed to secundum quid necessity which is said with
reference to extrinsle cauges,

2
Cf. supra, pp. 105-106, 116-117,
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Creation from that of God._ ¥hat 1s found in God 8impliciter

8t _unite cen be found only composite et multipliciter in

creation‘1 Yet, in ereating, God wished to communicate Hig

goodness and perfection and Somshow to represent it through

oreatures, He did this acoording to the mode that was most
fitting to created nature, through variety and multiplieity,

, Distinctio rerum et multitudo, est ex intentione
prinmi agentis, quod est Deus, Produzit enim res in
esse propter guam bonitatem communicandan sreaturig,

sufficientar repraesentari non potest, produxit multas

creaturas, et diversas; ut quod deegt uni aq Ieprasg..

sentandam q;z;gﬁﬁﬁkgglxatgm,;snppleaturéex;aitai*‘Naﬁ
~—bonltas, quae in Deo ®st simpliciter et uniformiter,

The better a oreature éan represent the divine goodness, the
¢loser it is to divine perfeotion, and hensge the more per.
Tact 1t 18, But ne creature ocan approach the Simplicity

and the uniformity of God, *"In rerunm naturalium ordine (
perfectio, quae in Dso simplieiter ét unirormitér 1nven1tur,
in universitate Sreaturarum inveniri non potest, nisi dir.
Tormiter et multipliciter® (ST, II.II, q. 183, a., 2, o),
The partiality and the 1nsufrioiancy of different sreatures

in Trepresenting the divine perfection 1s overcome as much

&3 ¢an be in the universe when all of then are taken together

as a totality, This is why the order of the universe is the

1hese 8re the terms uged in the argument as pre.
sented in CgG. II, Cs ‘&5, n, 12200 .
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highest created good, for the perfection of the whole, with

. 1ts diversity and nultipliclty, surpasses the perfection of

the parts tsken singly. Furthermore, the fact that there
be meny parts, does not take away from the perfection of the
unlverse, but rether it adds to it, "“Plura bona uno bono
finito sunt meliora: habent enim hoc et adhuc amplius. ...
Perfectius est izitur universum oreatursrum si sunt plures,
quen si esset unus tantum gredus rerum® (C.G, II, o, 45, n.
1223).

The ideas of unity and multiplicity, simplicity
and ocomposition, uniformity and difformity recur almost
like a refrain in all these conziderations on the need of
diversity in ereation., There are variations, but an impor.
tant thing to note 1s that the contrasts between the universe
and God always appear in doubles, Unlty, simplicity or uni.
formity in God are always set off against multiplicity and
diversity in the universe, This is another indication of
the conorete perspestive in which 3t. Thomas always maine
tained himself, for multiplioity and diversity represent for
him the principal aspects of the order in the universe, Lst

us now examine these two aspects more closely,




CHAPTER 4
THE TWO MODES OF ORDER IN THE UNIVERSE

What 3¢, Thomas understands by multipliciﬁy as dis-
tinoct from diversity can be called material divorsity as
opposed to formal diversity., These two kinda of diversity
are not on & par with one another. As metter is for the

saks of form, S0 alzo material diversity is subordinated to

formal diversity. “Prinoipalior est distinotio formalis .

quen materialis® (S,T, I, q. 47, &, 2, o). Consequently
the two kinds of diversity do not pertain to the perfection

of the universe in the same way, One belonzs more intimate-

ly than the other,

Parfectius autem partieipant ordinem ea in quibusg
o3t ordo per se, quam ea in quidus est ordo por acci.
dens tantum, HManifestum est autenm quod in omnidbus in..

- dividuls unlus speciel non est ordo nisi secundum
acoldenss conveniunt enim in natura speciel, et dif.
ferunt secundum principia individuantia, et diverss

accidentia, quae per accidens ss habent ad naturam
specisl, Quae autem specie differunt, ordimem habent
per se et seoundum essentialia prineipia,

' (DQ_SBS.I'. Creat, i, un., a, 8’ c)

Formal diversity constitutes a difference of specles. Mate.
rial diversity constitutes s multiplicity within & species,

. The first involves order in a striect aense, the second only
in & looser sense, That is why "pertinet etiam mazis ad pere

fectionem universl, multiplicatio spsclierum, cum sit formalis

129
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quaz multiplicatio individuorum, quae est materialis® (23
11 de Caelo lect, 16, n. 449(9)),

The distinction bvetween pexr se and per accidens
with respeet to order as we ses it here nmust not be sonfused
¥1lth the distinotion as we saw 1t above in econnection with
evil, Material diversity is not an evil in the universe,

It pertains to its perfection in a positive way, What we
spesak of here aas order only psr aceidens 1s not mere priva.
tions it is something quite positivs, the multiplioity of
individuals in a ziven speeies, As such thesge individuals
are not directly and prinecipally ordered to the perfection
of the universe, but rather to the perfection of the species,
and through this eventually to the order of the universe,
"Perfectio universi essentialls non attenditur in individuis,
quorum multiplicatio ordinatur ad verfectionen gpsciel, sed
in speciebus per se" (In II Sent. de 3, v 1, a, 4, ad 3).

In corruptible things there hag to be.a multipliocity of in.

dividuals, if the speciss 1s not to disappear and so bring
about a diminution of perfection in the universe, Thus, in
& secondary, but real, way, individuals bring something to
the parfectiontof the universs, "Individua vero corrupti.
bllia non ordinantur ad benum universi quasi principaliter,

sed quazi secundario, in quantum in eis salvatur bonum

specieiv (_3_02. I, q. 23. &, 7, 6).
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(”\\ The reason why material diversity psrtainsg loés to
the perfection of the universe is that it does not entail
inequality. "In his autem quas materisliter differunt nihil
prohibet inveniri: multa ex aequo 2e habere: nam in substan.
tiis, individus unius speclel asequaliter specisi retionem

partisipant, In saccidentalibus stiam possible est diversa

sublecta aequaliter participare albedinea” (In De Causils

©

lect. 4, n. 114), In formal diversity such equality is im.
possible, Inequality is required: "distinotio formalis
_Bemper requirit insequalitatem; quia, ut dloitur in VIII . - - -

Hetaph., formae rerum sunt sicut numeri, in quibus spscies
variantur per additionem vel subtractionem unit#tis” (S.T.
I, q. 47; 8, 2, ¢), Without inequallty there eannot be
order per se, but with inequality of forms there has to be
order in the strict sense of the term, The reason why is to
be found in the very way in which forms differ, |

Sed in his quae formaliter diffesrunt, semper qui-
dam ordo Ainveni . '

31 quis enim diligenter sonsideret in omnibus
speciebus unius generis semper invenlet unam alia per.
feotiorem, siocut in coloribus albedinem ot in animal.
B ibus hominem, Et hoo ideo quia quae formaliter dif-

ﬁ ferunt, seoundum sliquam contrarietatem differunt: est

enim contrarietas differentia secundum formam, ut

dicit Philosophus in X Metaph, In contrarils autem
semper est unum nobillus et aliud vilius, ut disitur
in I Phys. ZEt hoe ideo qula prima contrarietas est
privetic et habitus, ut diettur in X ﬁotagg. Et prop-
ter hoe, in VIII Metaph. Philosophus %) quod species
rerum sunt sficut numerl secundum additionem unius super
alterum., (In De Causis leot, 4, nn, 114f)
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Humbers constitute an ordered serlies, because by the addi.
tlon of one we arrive at a new numﬁer whioh differs specl.
flcally, as it were, from the preceding one, "Binarius
secundum quod est quoddam totum, speclem et “nrmam deter.
minatam habens, est diversum specie a ternario® (In X
_etaph, lect, 4, n, 1995). The different specles of things
found in the universe constitute a simiiar order, one
specles differing from the other by gomething whieh the
other dees not have, as the 1iving from the merely corporal,
the sensing from the merely living, and the rational from
the merely seneing, Thus they constitute the different de.
grees of perfection in which the perfection of the universe
conslists 6ssentially, a perfaection which presupposes in-
equality, Inasmuch ag there 1s no inequality in nerely mfe
texrial diversity, there is no order per se,

It is this exigensy for lnequality in per se order
¥hloh, in the lsst analysis, Origen falled to appreciate,
St. Thomas brings this out very well in De Substantiis Sepa-
ratls, and to do so he appeals even to the order of nature

itself.

In his quae formal differentia differunt,
aequalitas inveniri non potest, Oportet enim ommen
formalem differentisn aqd primam oppositionenm reduci,
quae est privationis ad formam, Unde omnium formali.
ter differentium natura unius imperfecta existens
Tespectu alterius, se habet ad lpsum secundum hebi-
tudinem privationis ad formam., Hoc &utem in diversi.
tate gpecierum nodvis notarum apparet, Sic igitur
specierum differentiam in animalibus et plantis et
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() metallis et elementis invenimus secundum ordinem na-
e turae procedere, ut paulatim ab imperfectiori ad PeTrw
fectissimum naturs consurgats quod etiam apparet in
speciebus colorum et saporum et aliorum sensibilium
qualitatum, (De_3ubst, Sep, o, 12, n., 110)

We speak of lowaer specles and higher spedcies in nsture., This
implies an order of nature which presupposes inequality in
the different kinds of specles, And it is only the most

Crass sort of materialism that Will not recosnize this kind

of diversity, if not in the different kinds of colors, or

‘odors, or other sensible qualities, at least in the differ.

ﬂlgntgkinds;of,beingsff:1¢4ts>qutteﬁffbntc*chai*offééﬁjfiﬁbéé

intentions certainly were not of the sort that one would call
materialistie, should find himself in the company of such a
materialism, but that is where 3t, Thomas places him in the
text we are looking at.

In his vero quae materialiter differunt, eamdenm
formanm habentibus, nihil prohibet aequalitatem inveniri,
Possunt enim subiecta dlversa eamdem forman partioclpare
aut secundum aequalltatem, aut secundunm excessum et de.
festum, 3ie izitur possiblile esset gpirituales substan.

- tlas ommes aequiles esse, sl solum secundum materiam
differrent, eamdem formam sécundum gpeciem habentes,
Zt forte tales eas esse Origenes opinabatur, non multum

Thus, the order of nature requires inequality, different de.

greeé-of being, What would St, Thomes not have to say to
those who do not recognize the order of nature inm nature it

s8lf today snd reduce everything, from man to roeks, to a

gingle species of being?
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Herely material diversity, howaver, does not imply
8 total absence of order among the individuals of & species,
There 1s an imperfect kind of order, but nevertheless truly
an order, a kind of order that ig usually resognized even by
those who reduce all material beinzs to one and the same
speciss, Various individuals of an animal species need one
another for living, agd conviotum, as St, Thomasg gays, whera
generation starts from a seed, the male needs the female of
hia species, ad generandum. Beyond this, in every corruptible
Specles, there is at least the order of sucsession for the
preservation of the species., "Et ulterius in omnibus geNe
erabilibus et corruptibilibus, in gquibus negessaria est mul.
titudo individuorum unius speciel, ut natura speciei, quae
non potest perpetus conservari in uno individuwo propter elus
corruptibllitatem, conservetur in Pluribus® (De Spir, Creat,
9. un., a, 8, ¢). But St, Thomas had 1ittle to say about

this secondary and somewhat tenuous sort of order, in oom.
parison with the prizary and more significant order of the
specles in the universe, He thought of it 208Stly in terms
of the preservation of the specles, and d1d 1ittle by way of
investigation inte its conorete articulations,

In the méterial universe, however, there is mors
than merely material diversity, as is eclear from the text we

Just read from De Substantiis Separatis, There is a truly

formal diversity about which St. Thomas had a zood dea} te
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say. or one thing, in his understanding of the universe,
there was a whole part of the cosmos 1tself where there was
only formeal diversity, and no merely material diversity, un-
derstood in the sense that there 13 more than one individual

of the same sgpeciles, According to the ancient view the

‘heavenly bodles were incorruptible. Hence, for them, there

¥a3 no need of a multiplicity of individuals to preserve the
specles, Each individual was a specles unto itself, and as

a result only an order per se was understond to exist be-

In superiori autem parte universi, scilicet in cor.. .

poribus caelestibus, non invenitur ordo> per accidens,

sed solum per sej; cum omnia corpora caelestia ab invi.
cem specie dlfferant, nec sint in eis plura individua

unlus speciel, sed unum tantum sol et luna, et sic de

aliis, (De_Spir, Creat. q. um., a, 3, ¢)

Bslow th:is, ir the realm of corruptible natures,

there was also an order per se, e have already seen how

St. Thomas used the obvious diversity of material beings to
argue against Aviocedbron's contention that'material being as

such could not act.l The same ides recurred in dealing with

Orligen, ag we éaw in De Substantiis quaratis, and as we gee

2gain in the Summa Theologisme, After enunciating the prin-
ciple that formal diversity requires inequality, St, Thomas
g9¢s on to point out that we find jJust such a diversity in

nature itself,

1supre, ch, 3, p. 113. .
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Unde in rebus naturelivus gradatim species ordinatae
ésse videntury sicut mixta perfectiora sunt olemen.
tis, et plantae corporibus mineralibus, et animalia
plantis, et homines aliis animalibusy et in singulis
horum una species perfectior altis invenitur,

(M- I, 9. 47, =, 2, ¢)

As we can see, this diversity is defined precisely in the
manner required for formal diversity, that 18, by adding
something to the form that constitutes each species so
that together they constitute different degrees of perfeo-
tiOno
S5t. Thomas wag consoious that his knowledze of na.
ture was very imperfect; he eould not distinguish the finest
detalls of aots, powers and natures, But the little that he
did know enabled him to percéive lines of order in the worid,
What he says in the following text geems very apt asz an indi.
catlon not only of his conception of the universe, but alsoe
of his sense of having arrived at only an imperfect grasp
even of what is in the "lower part® of the univerze,
I1le qul perfrecte cognoscit res aliquas, potest
usque ad minima et actus, et virtutes, et naturas
earum dlstinsuere. Qui auten coznosoit aagy 1mperfeota,
non potest distinguere nisi in universali; quae quiden
distinetio rit POr pauclora, 3icut qul imperfecte cog.
nogeit res naturales, distinguit earum ordines in uni.
versali, ponens in une ordins caeleastia corporas, in
allo corpora inferiora lnanimata, in alio plantas, in
alio animalia; qui autem perfectius cognosceret res
naturales, possget distinguere et in ipsis oorporibus
caelestibus diversos ordines, et in singulls aliorunm,
(3:T. I, q. 108, a, 3, o)
In the eyes of St, Thomas, 3t, Albert would surely have been

of those who Xmew nature Rore perfectly, though not to the
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degree of distinguishing evefything in deteil, For himgelf,
he did little beyond the Eguoio that zave the big dis.
tinotions indicated hers,

The broad lines of St,. Thoméé's universe thus begin
to appear, They stretch between the two extremes of reality
against which the different degreés of perfestion ean be
measured, God is perréot in the highest degree: He contains
in Himself the perfectldn ot‘all being simpliciter et excel-

lenter, At the opposite extreme is the individual in the

,lawestnpértvofrthe;universe~u%he ~realm- ‘of “generation and COT-

ruption, Such an 1nd1v1dua1 iz perfect when 1t has. all that
pertains to it according to its 1nd1v1dua11ty, but not ac.
oording to the nature of its speoles; it needs other 1n.

dividuals of the same species and together they constituto

the perrect;on of the species, At a higher level, where the

individuals are more perreot, each of them iz unigue 1in its
species and has everything that pertains to its species.

For St. Thomas, this was true of the heavenly bodies and, a
fortiori, of separate substanoas.l As the ordsr of psrfeo.
tion draws closer to God, each belng thus is more perfect in
itself and partioipates more 1nt1mately in the order of the
unlverse. Bolngs in tho upper part of the universe are like

the sons in the order of a household, to recall the metaphor

lcr. De Spir, Creat, g, m., &, 8, o1 Tertia vero

ratio.
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of lesson 12 in the Commentary on XII Metaph., Those in the

lower part are like slaves and brute animals, individuals
that ocan bs substituted one for the other, replaced by one
another, without affecting the essential order of the houae.1

3t. Thomas never attempted to draw up a complete
1ist of what he would have considered the essential parts of
the universe, It iz possible at this point, however, to in.
dicate a few things that such a 1i1st would have to include,
iIn viex of all that we have just seen, 1t 13 clear that what
should appear first in that list is the saparate substances,
They are the principel parts of the universe, its superior
parts, and the ones that participate most intimately in its
order, "Unaquaeque autem sﬁbstantlurum separatarum est de
principalibus partibus universi multo amplius quan sol vel
luna, oum unaquaeque éarum habeat propriam speciem et no-
biliorem quam quaevis specles corporalium rerum" (C.G. II,
¢. 98, n. 1832), 1In spite of their immeteriality, these
separate substances should not be considered as beinz entire.
ly apart from the material world. lThcy are parts of the
universe and as suoch they belong with bodily creatures:
*ocompetlt eis quod simul oum creatura corporall sint conditi®
(De_Pot. q. 3, &, 18, c).

Among the bodily creatures there are two kinds
wWhioh bear a special resemblance to separate substances and

1cf. In XIT Metaph. lest. 12, n. 2633,
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wvhich consequently are also parts of the universge in a special
way, First, there 1s man who has a rational soul. No other
corporal cresature has such & soul and 50 no other material
being 1s as much an essential part of the universe, “Homo
ord;nntur ad perfectionem universi ut essentislis pars ipsius,
cum in homine sit alliquid quod non continetur virtute nec in
elementis nec in caelestibus corporibus, soilicet anime ra-
tionalis® (De Pot. q. 5, a. 10, e).t

‘ In the second place, there were also for St. Thoma s

the heavenly bodies which closely resembled separate

1Note that man presents a psculiar problem as a part
of the universe, lie belonzs among the corruptible specles in
the lowest part of the unliverse (of, De Spir, Creat. q, um.,
a, 8, ad 11)., Yet, unlike any other specfes of thlis kind, he
has something incorruptible about him, his immortal soul,
By his intelligsnce, he is also able to participate direotly
and personally in the common good of the universe, This
means that not only the specles, but also individuals pertain
somehow Iirectly to the perfection of the universe, 3t.
Thomas sometimes speaks of man as of any other corruptible
specles, In order to show how it 18 not repugnant to the per.
fection of the universe to have new souls oreated in time,
and not all at the beginning of the universe, he will say thet
the perfection of the universe is more a question of species
than of 1nd171dua18 (Of. COG’Q II, > 79 8“’, Ne 1689! De Pot. Qe
3, a. 10, ad 2). But this does not take away from the differ.
ence between man and the other specles of material beings.,
For other corruptible species, the individuals do not have
any importance; all that counts 13 that there be enough to
assure the preservation of the specles (ef. S,T. I, q. 23,
8. 7, ¢). The antire process of material cheénge, however, 1is
-ordered to the multipllication of human souls (De Pot. q. 3,
a, 10, ad 4) and ultimately to the production of a ocertain
number of human souls (De Pot, q. 5, 8, 5, ¢), This zives
the very multitude of human souls a special place in the pera-
fection of the universe, ian is a species apart from every
other one in the material world., It is esasy to see already
that St. Thomas will give him a very prominent place in his
theory of the universe. Cf. below, oh. 8, 9, and conclusion.
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substances in that they were insorruptible and each wmique
in 1ts specles. This meant a speslal closeness to the order
of the universe, as 1t indleoated a superior degree of per.
fection in bodily existence ag such, Thus the heavenly
bodlies were also conzidered essgential parts cf the universe:
"sunt autem partes sius essentiales corpora caelestis®
(Comp. Theol, I, o, 170, n. 336).

But this did not exhaust the ll2t of essential parts
of the universe for st, Thonas: there were also the four ele.
ments which, together with the heavenly bodies, sonstituted
the whole machine of the worlds "utpote ex gquibus tota mundi
machina oonsistit* (Ibid.). Hence, the elements, corruptible
though they were, were destined to remain as well ag the
heavenly bbdies &g long &s the world would be., In the final
state of the world all of this would remain alonz with the
3zlorifled bodies of risen men, This theory of the heavenly
bodies and the four elements ig worth recalling here, even
though it has YWeen superceded, because it brings out an ¢zsen.
tial aapect of St. Thomaa’s thought. He saw the material
world as esgantially struetured, and he considered this
struoture as pertaining to the perfaction of the uniﬁaraa.
Ihis remains true even with whatever modifications have been
brought to the struoture as conceived by the ancients.

But what of all the othér corporal beings, the mixts,

the minerals, the plants, the brute animals, all the inter.




mediate speocles between the slements and the human body?
Were they also considered essential parts of the universe?
St. Thomas denied them a place in the definitive state of
the universe on the grounds_that they were not 'aiout per

se et essentialiter de perfestione universl existentes®

(De Pot. q. 5, &. 9, 6). At first glance this may seem
surprising, since we have gaen 3t, Thomas describe & oertain
order or perfection in nature going from minarals to plants
to animals and insist that any such order was an order per

_Be 8nd _hence an order of parts —of -the-universe asg-gughi = —— ===

s bR

But the answer to the problem can be found in the difference
between two states of the universe: the final state, which
is one of immobility, and the present staté, which is one
of mobility. Some things which pertain to the perfeotion
of the universe in its present state will no lénger be re.
quired in the final state., What W1ll remain in the fina}
state wiil be only that which is essential to the universze
83 sush. The intermediats speoies are not inoluded in thia,
aince thers ia nothing in them which 18 not already found
in the prinecipel parts of the world, namely, the heavenly
bodies and the elements, &s in thelr active and material "
principles., For the universa as 2] know 1t by experience,
however, these intermediate species constitute parts pr

the universe in the strict sense of the tern, because‘thcy

are the perticular affeots of the universal causes in the
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universgse as long asg 1t 18 in progress toward its final state

of perfsotion,
Unde res prsedlotae sunt quidam partioulares effectus
causarum universalium, quae sunt essentisles partea
universis at 1deo de perfectione sunt universl secun.
dum hoo tantum quod a suls causls progrediuntur, quod
quiden fit per motum. Unde pertinent ad perfectionem
universi sub motu existentls, non autem ad perfectio.
nern universi simpliciter, (De Pot. q. 5, a. 9, ¢)

Ag 3t. Thomas saw it, then, the unlverse had not attained

1ts final perfeotion. It was already perfect, however, in

a way proper to a whole prozressing toward its final per-

feotion by the activity of 1ts parts.

Again 3%, Thomas nowhere undertakes a systematic
treatment of these intermedlate specles which pertain to
the perfection of the universe sub motu existentis, Though
he is aware of a gradation and a ocontinulty zolng from
minézala to plants to animals, he does not go into the
details of these relationships, This makes any discussion
of svolution in oonnection with his theory of the universe
somewhat dirffioult and delicate, In passing, however, let
us c;ll attention to the importance of the distinotion be.
tween two states of the universe in this matter, For St.
Thomas, the universe waa oreatsd perfaost, with all its
species, from the start, "Universum in sul principio fuit
perfectum quantum ad species" (De Pot. q. 3, &, 10, 2ad 2),

Tha first things also were created psrfect, "Deus primas

 res institult in perfecto statu suas naturae secundum quod
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specles uniusculusque re) exigebat® (De_Pot. q. 4, &, 2, ad
22)s But with all of that, 3t, Thomas still was not certain
whether the formation of the universe took place in an ine
stant or accordinz to a temporal suoccession. Both possibilli.
ties, which he encountered in the FPathers, seemed compatible
to him with the Faith and with Genesis; he presented argu-
ments in favor of boﬁh pogitions and let it gzo at that.l
Temporal succession tended to bring out better ﬁhe
order of divine wisdom in the formation of things: »,.. ut

_ordo divinae saplentiae in rerum institutione demonstraretur, - -~ - -

qui res ex nihilo in esse produoens non statinm post nihilum
in wltima perfectione naturae eag 1nst1tu1t, sed primo fecit
eas in quodam esse imperfecto, et postea easz ad perfectum
adduxit, ut sic gradatim ex nikilo ad ultimam perfectionenm
mundus perveniret® (De Pot. a. &4, &. 2, o, in fine). But
even in the hypothesis of instantaneous formation, and 4n
spite of the affirmation that all species were present fronm
the start, St. Thomas did not think that the world was orea.
ted from the start as 1t was actually in his day, In the be.
ginning the world was parreot "quantunm ad causas rerum natie
ralium, ex quibus possunt postmodum alia propagari, non
quantum ad oznes efrectus' (De_ Pot. a. 3, a, 10 ad’ 2) | ihﬁé
8t. Thomas could distinguish dbetween things oreated sctuali.
ler at the beginnings this would include the heavenly bodies

lcr. D Pot. q. b, a. 2. Cf. slso S.T. I, q. 66,

a, 1’ Qe 7’4 a, 2,
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and the four elementsy and things created only orizinaliter

or causaliter or potentisliter at the beginninz: this would

include, of course, the sucoession of individuals that were
to follow in the different species, but also most of the
internediate species which were produoeg actually as time
vent on, from the elementa and through the influenece of the
heavenly bodies.l

This distinction calls for a rather broad interpre-
tatlon of such statementz as the one we find in S.T. I, q.
118, a. 3, ad 21 "perfectioni universi, quantum ad numerum
individuorum, quotidie potest addl aliquid, non autem quan.
tum &ad numerum specierum,®”™ This does not have to mean that
the appearance of new speoliss ig atrietly ocontrary to the
perfectvion of the universe as St. Thomas understood it, but
simply that the appearance of new spscies concerns the per-
feotion of the universe more than the appearance of new in-
dividuals, It is not an every-day affair (guotidie), as is
the appearance of new individuals, It affeets the per se

order of the universe, and not merely its per acsidens order,

Furthermore, St, Thomas himself expressly acknowledged the
possibility of new specles appesaring in the universe, sone.
thing that suggested itself to him in connection with spon.

taneous generation and the generation of mules, "Specles

ICf. De Potn Qs ’#, a, 2' ad 28; SQT. I, Q. 69. &, 2,
Cs Q. 71, &, WM.} Q. 72. a, un,
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etiam novae, si quae apparent, praeexistiterunt in quibusdam
activis virtutibus, sicut et animalia ex putrefactione gen-~
erata producuntur ex virtutibus stéllarum et elementorum,
quam & principle acceperunt, etlamsi novae species talium
animalium producantur. Animslia etiam quaedan seoundum novam
gpecien aliquando orlﬁntur ex commlxtione animalium diversoe
rur gecundum speciemi sicut cum ex aaino et equa generatur
mulusj et haec etlam praecesssrunt causaliter in operibus .
sex dlerum” (5,T. I, q. 73, a, 1, ad 3).

St. Thomas wag rar from advanclng a qaneral theory

or evolution. Tha evidenoe he had before him was too littie,
and the little he d1d have seemed mors like something outside
the order of natuie, defects or aberrations, as it were,
which led to nothing, rather than something that formed an
integral part of *he whole, This ls why he remained hesi.
tant about speaking of the appearance of new spescies, The
fact 1is, however, that in De_Potentia q. 5, &, 9, ¢, he spoke |

of all the 1ntermadiate specles, such as the minarals,

plants, and brute animals, as Egrticularss effectus, as ope
posed to the universzal causes which pertain to the essential

perfection of the universe and from which they flow, and'
this, i1t seems to us, opens up the way'tor & general theory
of evolution in nature. As effocts, these intermediate

spsoles were not necessarily present in the wuniverse from

the beginning, All that was required for the first perfeca
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tion of the universe was the causes, and not the effects
themselves.l

In reading Uenezis St, Thomas distingzuished three
stages in the work of creation. He spoke of the fishes of
the sea, the birds of the ailr, and the animals of the land,
83 ornaments of the varlous parts of the universe, ornaments

which came after the opus creationis ("per quod caelum et

terra producta lesuntur, sed informia%) and the opus dis-
tinctionis ("per cuod caelum et terra sunt perfecta"); vet
his duobus operibus additur ornatusy et differt ornatus a
perfectione; nam perfectio caell st terrae ad ea vertinere
videtur quae caelo et terrae sunt intrinseca; ornatur vero
ad ea quae sunt & caelo et terra distinctag sicut homo Pere
ficitur per proprias partes et formms; ornatur autem per
vestimenta, vel aliquid hulusmodi® (8.T. I, q. 70, a, 1, ¢).
This way of viewing things 1s clearly something St.

Thomas got from Aristotle, and more particularly from the

De _Caelo, for it 1s in this book that the integral parts of

1Ds Pot. q. 3, a. 10, 84 2 speaks of two kinds of
things required at the bezinning for the first perfection
of the universe, specles and causes, "Universum in sui
principlo fult perfectum quantum ad species, et non quantun
ad individua; vel quantum ad causias rerum naturalium, ex
quibus possunt postmodum alia propagari, non quantum ad
omes effectus.” The presence of the heavenly bodlies and
the four elements would be enough to fulfil these require.
ments on the score both of specles and of ocauses, The fact
that elsevwhere 3t, Thomas speaks of the intermediste specles
asg rticular effects certainly allows us to think that they
coufs have appeared only in time, like the individuals and
the effects of which he speaks here,
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the universe were the objeoct of investigation. £Early in his=
cbmmentary on this book we find 5t, Thomas meking the dis.
tinetion between the 1ntegra1 parts of the material universe
and the other more orn;mental or secondary parta, oppoging

the latter to the former, "Interim tamen ... dicendum est

de partibus eius gquse sunt secundum speciem, in quibus
gcilicet intogrltas speciel ipsius oconsistit, culusmodi sunt
simplicia corpora, Nam animalia et plantae et alia hulus-
nodl sunt secundarise partes eius, quae magis pertinent ad

beno esse insius quaz ad primam eius lntagritatom" (In I De

LT

R

Caelo lect. 3, n,. 19(1)). The aimple bodies correspond to

the cao;um et terra of Genesis, for they are the four elements

on the one hand, and tho heavenly bodies on tha other; and

the 1dea of bene esss is not too far removed from that of

ormament in the Summa Theoloziae, especially if we remeamber

that these 'ornaments! of the universe pertain to its perfeoc.

tion while 1t 1s in transition toward its flnal‘perroction.'

In the Summa Theologiae St, Thomams speaks only of oreation
with regard to these 6rnanents, but this does not exclude the
agenocy of naturé itself in their production. "Omne quod est
in natura, vel eét a Deo, sicut primag res naturales; vel est
& naturs sicut a seocunda causa,'puta“iurcrlures'Jrréutus“'”

(In_I De Caelo leaot. 8, n, 91(14)). .Aﬁong_the inferior

effeots St. Thomas would have bsen ready to number the
gpecies that are intermediate between the simple bodies and
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man, for later on he writes, "Hulusmodi corpors quae sunt
generabllia et corruptibilia, sicut animalia et pl&ntae et
lapides, non proprie sunt partes mundi (alioquin mundus nun-
quan parfectus esset, oum non habeat omnisa hulusmodi gimul)s
sed hulusmodl sunt quidam effectus partium mundi” (In II De
Caelo leot. 1, n., 289(2)).

We could ask ourselves if 3t, Thomas 1s talking of
species preclsely in this text, or simply of the individuals
that constitute the corruptible species, The phrase in the
parentheses would lead us to believe that he had more ths
individuels themselves in mind than the specles, and so we
would have to understand the phrase "non proprie sunf partes
mundi® in terms of the distinction between per se and per
accldens order in the universe, the individuals of these
specles belonging to ths universe only per accidena, while
the specleg belong per se. But the text does not exclude
the first supposition. It could apply to the specles as
such, for we have seen these speciss characterized as par-

ticulares effectus causarum universalium, not pertaining to

the essential perfection of the univerae, but only to its

perfsction sub motu existentis, St. Thomas was only & step

away from a theory of evolution of species, The Aristotelian

system thus made room for a large part of evolution in the

order of nature, and 3t. Thomas was not slow to saize upon

this idea, But in the last analysis, this same model set

()

cude



149

very definite limits to his understanding of evolution, &g
we shall see in chapters 7 and 8, |

It 1s the same structure we 8aW earlier in conﬁec.
tion with the final state of the universe that haé re.
appearsd concerning the manner of creation, the same dis.
tinction betwean principal or essential parté and parts that
are effeots of the essential parts and pertain to the per.

fection of the universe only sub motu existentis, Through

this structure there emerges in St. Thomas a tendency always

verse through the agency of the parts of the universe them.

selves,

Deus ex nihilo universas oereaturas in esse produ
cens, primam universi perfectionem, quas consistit in
partibus essentialibus universi, st diversis speciedus,
per selipsum instituit, Aad ultimem vero perfectionen,
quae erit ex consummatione ordinis beatorum, ordinavit
diversos motus st operationess guosdam quiden naturalss,
slcut motum caell et operationes elementorum, per quas
materia praeparatur ad susceptlionem animae rationalisg
quosdam vero voluntarios, sicut Angelorum ministeria,.,

{De_Pot., q. 5, 8, 5, ad 13)

It 18 significant that 5t. Thomas mentions only the four ele.
ments émong the diverse species instituted in hature by God
per selpsum, and none of the intermediate specles, but this
does_not_meﬁn that he went as far as positing & theory of - —
evolution such as we are faniliar with today. He had no

grounds for thinking that certain intermediate species might

gexrve a positive function only for a time in the evolution

to allow as much room as possible for development in the wnie -
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of the universe, Hisg theory, however, rested on a notion ~
of universal causality which it would be useful to keep in

mind in dealing with any theory of evolutlon. The rest of

this study on how St. Thomas conceived the connections bew

tween the parts of the wuniverss will, we hope, make this

clear,

The text from the Commentary on the Sentences had

left us with a certain dilemma concerning the question of
evolution.l How could this universe, as St. Thomas sonceived
it, with its parts, remain this universe, if new parts were
added to 1t, if new species appsared in it at some time or
other? St. Thomas himself perhaps would have answered

simply that, though these parts were not actually in the uni-
verse besfore, they were there causally from the start, and

o the identity of the universe should not appear to be in
question. But with his distinction between ﬁwo'dirferent
kinds of parts in the universe, those that are simpliciter
essentlal and those that pertain to the perfection of the
universe only sub motu existentis, a more complete answer U~
gests 1tself, If the saddition of pParts were a oresation of
parts simply essential to the unlverée, the result would be

8 universe partially other than this one, since the form and

the perfeotion of the universe as a whole would be different

lsngra, ch. 2,p. 79, note,

O
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and this universe would be only>a part of that other universe.l
But if we have to do with an addition of parts that are only
particular effects of the universal causee of this universe
moving toward its finel perfection, then ﬁha wiverse would
simply remain this universe, althoush we would have to 4o

with an addition of parts of the universe as such, that is,

an addition of new species, The new parts would be produced
by the universal causes at work in the universe £ince Crea.

tion, and they would serve as ingtruments, intermediate

perfection. They would be specles, but they would be somew
how akin to individuals produced by the universal o#uaes,
standinz somewhere Letween simple individusals and the essen-
tial species of the universe'aa St.'Thomas conceived then,
dhatever may be said for these eoﬁsidérations on
evolution, the lmportant thing to remember here from St.
Thomas himself 1s the distinction between two kinds of parts
in the universge, those that constituted different degrees of
perfection by reason of their differences of form and those
that oonstituied only & multipliocity of 1nd1v1dual§ within
& specles, Oxrder psr se held the first kind of parts 1n
the essential unity of the universe, but only a less perfect
kind of order bound the other kind in the looser unity of

ﬁfr. the text from In I Sent. d. 44, q. 1, a. 2, o}
supra, p. 80
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specles that exist2d in a series of individuals coming one ~
after the other in time, This distinoction, which was seen

only per vauclora and in universali, be it recalled, allows

for many veriations of detail and an extensive gradation in
the order of the universe, St. Thomas was aware of lacking
a good deal as far as knowledge of detalls was concerned,
but for him both kinds of diversity made for the greater per-
fection in a different way, one in a less perfect way than
the other, to be sure, but thils was the condition of their
being different and made for greater diversity and hence for
greater perfection. And what St, Thomas lacked with regard
to the detailed articulations of these two orders he com-
pensated for, at least in part, by situating man at the ¢ -n-
ter of the universze, where the two orders come together in
the conorete process whereby the universe as & whole is
tending toward its final perfection accordins to an order of
generation and time, an order which is not strictly per se,
but which is still an order of nature. In order eventually
to understand this better, let us now turn to the order of

cauges in the universs,




