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- things are as they are. (2). Thus it is thet they all lod to search for the

nreRocucTIoN

It 1is not without reason that sone have epalan of beingas a problem and

‘& mystary. (1) Tror belng jresenta toth of thesa aspectss It is a mystery,

in a panse, and at the same time a problemi a mystery in regard o the thing
1ts0lf, the object of it oxiats outaside ‘the mind, a problem in regard to our
understanding of ite long ago Aristotle had observed this same facte Ald
loowladges he wrote, bogins in wondery for a1l men bogin by wondoring wiy

principles and causes of things, for we think we kiaow why things. ace &8 they
are whea wo know thelr causes. Wlat oll men search fory inreality.-meré-- |
fare, are the prinoiples and causes of being. (3) But the element of wonder
and mystery. that surrounds belng also brings with it the added difficulty end
problaem of cur understanding of it. This may eithur be because it envelops

an intellizibility that swrpaosss, in a way,; our natiral wte.of koowing, ag

intmoaoc,ofimmrialbeinc;orbewmeitammmwen«msamorlesa

impdngtrable barrier to oue undevstandlngs & barrier dbe to the element of noim

being in ity @8 in the case of becoming, potency arc matter itoelf,

. It uas this latter aspact of the problem that confronted mosgt of the ear-
Uer phid.sophers. And 4t was mot an eady one to golve, far it waa complica—

(1) aritain, A Prefece to Metephysics, (Londen, 19L5) ppe 3-12; Marcel,
Position ot Approches du mystera ontolomiqus (Paris, 1933); Blondel, L'etre et

(2) Ariztotle, Metaphysioa, I, cs-2, 962 b 12
(3) Ibmiu_:ﬂg-n’} Ca 1,1003 a 28.
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ted at tho very outset. The early Dlysicists who sought to axplain all thincs
in tarms of matter had eroctod an alwst wimzmoumtable barrier that was to
provo an obstaclo to all subsequent philosophors. Mattar, far them, was the
gole principle of all things, Although their views my occn to be crude and
prinitive, thoy ware not without m:m foundation. (1) ' Ied ﬁxey'bet.an nerely
vulgar and cozmon notions, thoy could have casily been overlocked, but as it
w8, there appeared {0 bo some reasoning in what they salde But it wes, of
course, a reasoning that was content to siop Bhort, of mality, instead of push=

ing itself further and decper tomards ite goal. (2) The fateful consequences |

of their philosophical simplicity wes not only the idantification of matter

with reality, but it entalled lllawise a denial of one of the most fundamen~

tal processes towards an understonding of tiat reslity, substantial genera~

tion, Since metter for them was the sole substance end principle of g1l things,
all twvansformations wero relative and affectod onJ:; the various forms that matter
receivod. Thus oll forms were accidental and coms to matter waich was already
abeinginact. Herein lay the root and basis “orallsubaequent errors re-

gawinsﬂnmmumtmandfommdcomoquﬂy
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.. The earlyl’lyaicw Wmmtm of .the grave oonsequences
theirpositionentanad. But. as men advanced, theywam fopced by the tyuth
itoelf, a8 Aristotle says, to seck other cauges and principles to explain the
pmcaasses of nature and the being and reality of things. Dut even so, for
goma the solution wms easy. Not belrg able to sufficiently explain the mule

(1) St. Thomas; In I Motaphe, locte L (ode Uariettd), no The
(2) Ibide, 130‘50 S’ e ) 9h¢
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tipllcit& of beings, they simly denied it and said that everything was one.
Othara who could not so esaily cleooe their qyes to such evident facts as the
becoming and miltdplicity of things folt compelled to search further the cause
arxd reason why these things are so, This lad to the intreduction of new prine
olplos ent causes, but s1l thoso subsequent views wero canditioned mare o leas
by the fundemantal errars of the carly Plyeiecists, The root of theso later
Civergont and conflicting theories, as Aristotle pointed outy; was their fallure -
to distdnguish betwesr being in act and bedng in potency.

~ - - - It 18 the farmer aspect of the problem of belng, howevar, thet confronts. -

the motaphysiolan, 68 both Aristotle and St. Thomss well observe. (1) Here
the problem i3 not so much with the things themselvesy although this olemstt
18 by 0 means lacking, but the difficulty i3 rather in owsslves and o de-

Lfeotive way of knowings

The qeaﬁ-c for Ynpwlodge &s patural wAth pang it s a desirc thet eprings
fram the very depths of his being, {2) And because it orfzinates from man's
boing, this desire for knowlodge tends towards undty. In other wards, men
not. only naturslly gearches for koowlodge, but the luman mind endesvers, cs

- far go possibla; to surmount the wenlfold imperfections in its way of knowing
-4n an offort to grasp things in same @b of walty or omoness, Fow Aristotle

and 8te Thomag guch & unity was found, o8 it quite naturally should be, in
being, the formal object of tho intellect itself.

Sy,
I

T

R

83(.1) Axristotle, ibide, II, e 1, 993 b 8, St. Thomas, ibides lect. 1,
n. 28Le

(2) Inl :«fngo' lsctw l’ joia T 2‘3,’4.
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¥idle 14 L35 true tlet the undty of such a coxopt i only an lmwf.‘ect
& confused one, 14 can be for the motaplysiclan a moans of comdns to awne
knowledge of al) things in thoir principles and causes. Delmt out of proe
portion to our huen intellect, they are intelligible to s only by anslogy.
our gros, like those of mocturnsl birdb, oan onlydiscarntm pure intelli-
gibility of such belngs by means of the obacure anc lsos intalligidble things
of our own experiences (1) To penetrate into tiis wordd of belng 13 the
doapogt deai:o of tho intelligence and, according t0 Ste Thomaa, even the

most importat knowledge that we cen thus attain 4s more rriged than the most : 7 :
 cartaln knowladge of things less nobles (2)

et tho richness wes that belng held for St. Thomas is undoubtedly mire
rowed 1n all his writdngse It s rogrettabls, however, tlat baing, which fop
hin wes tho formol object of the intellect and the pivetal or focal point of
his entire notapiyoices, should otdll Lo a debatable losue, Ina sensa; it

was Ste Thomes wlo grospod the mystery and wondor ‘aha{ murouwds being, wille

we, on the other hand, are still strivin; to solve the problem,

~ The recent resurgece of existentiallam, or fastanics, in the ficld of -
contemparary thought had occasionsd, 41 somo dogron, the rotun of this very
old problem, Many mocorn scholagtic philosopbem‘s, oo of whoge lews wh
shall have occaslon to consider later on, have coum forth with the opinion

_. (3).In II tetaphey lecte 1, ne 262,
| (2) In I Da Anim, loct. 1, ne Se




that the metaphypics of St Thamas is [undanentally en extsbentialist motam
plysicss Yo the ardinary confirmed metaphysician mich @ dootrine is looked
Won 60 balng nothing short of beretdoslj for it hes always bean wnderstood
that motaplysios Las for its objoct tho esgences of things regardlcss of
whothar they exigt or not. |

Actually, however, the idea 15 not now; it was discussed long ago by two
of the principal conmontators on St Thomes, Caletan and Farrara. It was

- Torrora's oonténtion that 8t. Thomes uderstood belng in the aénse of a poum, |
.or ena nominaliter ag he calls it; whereas cajct.an, on the other hand, upheld

the opinion that St. Thomas \mdemtood bainc in tho songe of a participle or

ans particip..al:.tw.

= Y

P T

In many wayns thio 45 whet the problem resolves itsell to among modern
orecntempcmxvscmlasticm is being to be taken ag a noun or as & pariiciple?
For this reasony thebe;tpmoibleww find oub wimt 1is behind the presant

say disoassions on the peture of hoing, we thoughty; would be to examine the |

whole probleu i.n its very origin amom the comnentators t?wmselvaa. In doin.g
80y however, our p\n'pose was not mrly to giw;a anﬂhfstorical oloboh of the

origln of tho pz'oblm, nor to dismms siwiy wbat tbese ren think, aithough

sucha i‘actor could be mnsidored mcidontauy; owr aimwaa mthar b: iind out
what the duct.:‘im of Ste Thoms hinself was. F;z‘, 4n a certain senss, and this
18 another reason Wy wo havn chosen t’ﬁ.a particular approach to the problem,

'mtmﬂmmmwommmmmmwfwmuym,miw,

kI

alroady an Indlcation of ihe richness ma foouncity of St Thoons! mind,
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"t we heve attaaptod here is by no rpans & capleto siudy of oither

: Cajetan's or Perrara's views on the mture of being. Bowover, we have

dlscussed the prinoipal featuros tnderlying their positions 4n such & way
that what wo may heve caltted will not effect in any way thelr views 23 a
wholes A8 regards the doctrine of St. Thomes, we could outlime only brief-
1y tho major polata. These faclors we hope to dlscuss mare Mlly at scme
future date, espocially in the 1ight of St Thomas! commentary cn the Mete-
Phiysicss In a gense, this is the only way the problem will ever be gottiled
definitely. Thore one could show, for inetence, from the very plan and
method of the Motaphysics itoelf what it is that it is intent upon proving;
whattheﬂmword&'iatrmtisronmd, vhich some have Aintaerpreted as .
a diéorder; te pocullar way that bedng is considered in accordance with the
exigencies of the sciences how metaphynics proves the proper passions of being,
the othor transcendentals convertidle with belng. As far 28 wo low, this
haa never been ettempted before. That it %s necossary wAll become quite
eﬁdentwmwmvptmmblwmitm'mmmwmxmamwm

The procedure we shall follow will be the same £ both positions. First

£ all, weo sholl state the views of Ferrere and Cajotan axd the arguments they
give in support of their opinions, Then wo shall considor the principal texts
of 8t. 'i’homs that mdght be intarpreted as favoring one or $he other position,
Thirdly, answers to objections thet such a position mdzht axtail will be ziven.
And £inally, we simll consider the views of modern scholastics who seem to show
a preferonce for either the position of ens nominaliter or ens perticipialiters




In order to properly orientate the discussion wo shald begin with a rief
axplangtion of the ﬁmdamanml features underlying owr notlon and. concop=
tdon of bolrng,
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CloPtilR I
Belng «s First Known by the Intellect

Boing according to Ste Thonag is the first concept t: be a;-pro-
herded by the human intelleot.

Ilud auten quod primo intellectus conoipit quesi notdssie

mm, et in qQuo ames conceptiones resolvit, cot ensj ut

Avicenna dicit in principlo icae gsune, libel, caps

IXe Unde oportet quod omes s concaptlones intellectua

acciplantur ex additions ad ons. (1)
The reasan for this, as St. Thomes podnts out, 1s booause everything
is knowable only inesmuch as it is in actunlity; (2) ory a8 he mentions
in another place, "whatever 1s known must in some way bey at least in
the knower hi:selft. (3) A thdng mst have, therefcre, some form of
axiatence in ardar to be conceived by the mindj a thing must be cone

colved 53 being befors it can be omcelved ab 2ll. This in no way

‘ (l) Da Verey Qels felec} Iallos, 59, aeliy &dle

{2) “Cum enin uwmquodquo 2it cognsacible inquantum est ans actuy,
ut infra in nono ujus dicetur, illa quae habent esse deficions ot i
perfectumy sunt sccundum geipsa pamm cognescidbilis, ub materia, motus
et tampus propter epge corum imperfectionem, ut Doetius dicit in libro
de Duabus naturlsf, «= In II X lectsl; ne280e¢ Cfe In IX Motaph.,
16t,10, Do 18943 I8, QeSy aeZs0e

(3} "GQuidguid cognoseitry eliquo modo oportat Goses ad mbimus in
ipgo cognosconte) ub Avicemna, tracts VII Metaphe, capel, dicdt, quod
da co quod cmnino eab non eng, mihil potest enunbiaris Unde secandinm
quod aliqua se habent ad esse, ita se hobent ad divinom cognitionem.
Bage autem red potest triplioiter considerard: vel prowd est in propris

. gua natwra ex ouls principiis edusts, vel prout estiin potentda alicus

Jug causas; vel prout ogbd in apprehensions zlicujus cognoscentiss eew
%__;_m;, de38; qeds Beligo0ds = Do latura Jenerds, I, Opusc.¥iXIX,
Vo8, peb21 "Ing nenque est objectmm Intellectus primmj} cum nihil

sodri possis ndel ceoundum guod ast ena actay ub dlodtur mxx.%;

Unde nec oppositun ejus intelligore potest intellschud; non sug
icot, nisi fingondo ipsmm ens aliquo modos quod cuna intellectus sppro-
hendere nititur, officitixr ens rationis. De quo modo entds dicitwyr

in V Yot quod ens uno modo cicitwr, de quo possunt propositionss
. fo ’ 8l essentian non habeat®,
‘3‘
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o gosta, lowovor, that o nind Lius has on intuitli e imoviedze cf

badngy or Yot 4 o imcl:wct geoo fta objoct in 22l 148 intelli:ihlo
realitye Un ta contrary, Ste Thomas would arcue that t:is knowlodio,
in fact, L vary Mmited and quite indicatlve of the imporfootion of
tho lrwn intelloct ond of owr made of lowdnge For ¥ho intollect in
it flrst apprelenaion of things does not attain a perfoct kovledze
of theme Twur Mrst ammr:anam are rather vagaa end imperfect fiom
tiong, «ad it 48 ondy by succecsive and comperative acts which are
mich more complex, swuch as Judmrt. end maaonim,, that owr Intalloct

_comeg to & more coaplata end detailed understanting of its objocts (1)

'"I:‘isiaw:ptonly -mdmllmwledsembalaoofsmm-.
1edgeasm31 mmmWWMaWMthMW
gonerel e comon to wat 18 less penerel and lese carmoms (2)
'mmwmmw&nmmmmamzmm
e confused mti.om Th:m dma notmm, hcwever, t)m. we ehoula ccu-
sider taam&atrmthiea,mmemt‘mtﬁe intellect-mivw-
wlmes a'r! aepam%es it. fmm (:he cbjacts inwmch it Lm“es. "hm 13
mtwmwmmmgasummmuymmnm Itia )

{J.) "-..Intellacwa lmarms necesse labet intelligere componendo
ot dividendo, Ounm enim Sntelleotus hwmonm exedt do potonddn in petua,
similitudines quandanm habed cun rebus penorabilibua, quoas nen statin
parfoctionsan sunn lobents sod eam succsssive aeqnﬁ.nna. &t shailiter
intellootus Humartis nonR statdsm in pdsa approhenalons caplt pevlecton
Pel cognationameseeoBt Sotidium hoo necesse bahet. TWREL apprebenstn a.m
cumbensre ob dividare, ﬂmmw&o&iﬂm@é&v&a&m&émm
ead@ra] qmd st mmmsrs.%..«xa, q.ﬁs, n.so. o

(2) mwmmmemumm aimetv intanm;
mmmmmma,mmm Yanm priug socunsi sensun
dijadicormn magls corrmmle Guon minns swsy'u;»: ot am&xm 1ot et gecun=
dum berpuas®y == In, Q855 Re3Ce

L e
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a conflused notion mearely in the senso that, in the concrete objlects as

they tms presont thompelves, tiv inteilect geiges only that most gen-
aral factar vi.lch s comon to them all, nomely, their ogege But it

is important to keep in mind, tiet when the intellect kows a thing as
regards ita esge, 1t des not prescind from the fact tha‘bithmwpob—
Jects under thw aspect of the quiddity. Far this would be irposaible,
oirce the quiddity is ite farmel objeot axd vwi'sat i5 in 3i80lf primarily
intellizibles What bappens, then, is that the mlnd at this point 1s
not able et cnce to penetrate the proper constitution of_tbé taing end
discern ary detorminate aspeots in it; but rather that in the quiddity .

- itoelf it attains only that which 13 most common and fundementaly which

is tho goge itself) and this is what it then luiows es the quiddity. (1)
That is why we oan say, than, that the intelleod at this gtage kowg b~
nate mannor, g0 that

Jects only in a movre @ less confuged and
vhatever pertaims to the objecte as such is scarcely clstinguisbabla
from the fact of thelr ggse. (2) This knowledge of being is certaine
1y not sbetract in the caval sense of the word, but ib 13 rather selsed,
we might dayy oa it aotuslly wmters. the.vew congtitution of things, even

.....

Pidle Nate IoPs Qoles ArteIILy pecliall=< ]

dum esd) quando intellectus mgnoscit aliqnid quoad an eet.. non proe~
sodndit a quod quid sen a Qquidditate, hoo enim est impossibile, cum git
formale elus objecthum et prrimo ot per se intelligibile; sed soldua nem
cogoscit quidditatives 1d est penetrande constitutionen proprlam quide
ditatis et causes easendl, sed iu ipss quidditate solwm attingit pras-
dicatum quoddan valde cosrane ot confusum, quodestipsmesse; ot hoc
ooty quod tung cogaeselt ut quod quidfe Cou rime

(2) "40eIn ipoo oblecto sic ocourente non dlscormuntur cietom!m—-
tae ratlionss, sed solum accipitxr seu concipitur secundun quandan inds-
terainationonm, in qua quikdquid ad tale obiectun pertinet, confunditur
et fare est idem quod cognoscere rem quoad an estfs === Ibids, ps 24125,
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It is impartant to koep this in mind, If belng is tho primm
cugnitum, o {iret thing known by owr intollect, Af it Las an objeo-
tive reality, it 15 bocause being is known o8 it actually entors tio
very congtitution o composition of m. Tims, it 18 known nelther

by a formal nar a total abstraction, but ocly by a ldnd of negative

abotraction from gingularw. (1) It 1s not 8 totel abstraction, for.
this presuposes a lnorlodge already acquired of an chject, and this
oblact .i.a the subject and fowdation of the universality attained in
tho abstractive processs HNHor id 15 considered famslly as an element
wnmtnall%,digmmgedfmnth&,m&mmwm

a8 poen in this or that partiewlar objocts ons concretwn quidditatd

gongibiddy It 18 baing as enveloped an® embodied in the menifold of
satures and esgenceds It in ot tho same tiome the partﬁcular quiddity
ard belog 4o gcenornle Bub it 18 as yet, &0 we have soeny sometbing
confused and Andistdncts o

Cajotan, 4n his commontary on.the De Fote et Issentla, dovelops
this idee with romrkable precision. (2) Ths intellect Mmows diroct-
3y the walversal which may be conaldeved ea a definable whole (fotm
dafinibile) or o8 a universal whole (fofum unlvorsale)e Tho totelity

e e ——— -

(1) "eselion sunitur ens, ut subest abstractioni pogitivee, sive
lopmald sive totell, cicut de 11do tractet Metephysica, sod ut concde
pitwr secundm so of sub agbstractione negetive, qualis cbian notost
contingere in sensu, qui sccipit wnm omisso 8110 eseese quia in ipsa
quidditate scnalbill solwm acciplt rabicnen confusiorem vel corrmmio-
el secundun ey quas ost mois .Lmer“ecta et powntmlis". e JOIY

.of Sbr Tms Ibddes Do 33a7-284 ..

(2) Caleten, In D Bute ot Fusentis, Prooemisy Qels Ne3sppe2=le
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of a de:inable whole i3 based on vhat is actually included in the obwe
Jecty wheress too totality of a universal whole iz based on what 18
frtwallys deoe potentially, included in tie object. Both the do~
finable whole and the univergal whole can be known in t=0 wayst (a)
ocnfusedly; or (b) distinctly. Tie confused knowledpe of a derlinsble
whole consists in knowing a thing but without knowing clotinotly the
parta wiich campose 485 & distinct knowlodge 1s had of the dafinabla
waole when mépmmhmnm it mvmdmmwwmof
tie wholes Thoro is oonfused knuwsledge of a wilversal whole when it
is known but ot to the extent of balng gbls to Join 1t with its eub-
Jeotive perts, Animol, for oxmmples cen be considered as both & dee
finable whole and'es & wilvervsl wole, Tiore 18 confused lmowledge
of antmal as o definable whelo wien 46 13 known Andeed but not to the.
axtent of knowing the eesentisl perts which campose Lte defimitdons
there is distinet knowledgs whan these egsondisl parts &v distinetdy
kmown. Confused knowledge is had of animal as a widversal whole whon
the noticn of anlmal s g;:‘asped, but the specii‘ic k.im%s of animal are'
no'blcmmx mmmmmormlmawvmmmm had
whena.llthe spccieaofm'mlamdiaumﬂym Accorc.irg to
Cajctany theh; thare 18 (1) confused actusl kmowlodgs and (2) distlinet
aotual knowledgs of & definsbla wivle while there is (3) confvged VA
tunl knowledge and ao dlotinet virtual Lmovdedmc:r a xmm-aahmle.

mmmmwm&@,., aif e
fron one anothert (&) in that confugsed actusl is not compatible with &

-

Teer g we
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distinet lmowlecse of tie same objoct; fur cxample, animsl cannot be
lnom cr:ni‘aood\z ad diptinctly as regards what i3 actually included

in 1%; on e othior handy, cwnlused virtual knowledge 8 compatible wlth
a distinct kmowlodge of the sae object 23 a dolinable whole. Ono can
thus have a cdstinct knowledge of andmal as regards its definition, withe
out, kmnn:: the vorious aspecles of enimal: (b) confused actual knowledge,
moreover; 1 anterdor to eonfused virtual knowledsos

Thore 15 a cdistinotion, too, between cistinet ectual kmowledge and

© distinet virtual knowledge in that the former is compatible with a con-

fused virtusl knowledge of tie sams objects Thus, one can know animel |
as recards its definition; while having only e confused kuowledge of it
in 1ts universal totalitys Distinct virtual knowledge, on the comtrary,
is altogother incompatidle with any confused Imowlodgoe Tt 8 impossdble
to lmow the various specles of andnmel, for irstence, withouwt knowlng ohab
the easence of enimel 15 in iteelf. Thus it is that distinot virtual

kmowlodge presupposes distinet actuel knowlodge, but the inverse is not

true, o

Having made these cistinstions, Cajetan contonda that being ae the
m 1& kncm by eonﬂmd actual kmwladge

: —”Cmmzm ut ex dieﬁ&s patet, oréo cogni.ticmm confws.mn actu%ln
inm aih via ordginis prime caotarldy primam copnitum in ording. cog-
nitiontls confusae avbualis erdt prima cognitunm simplicitar: et sic
e hic quooremis quid sit prismm cognitun simpliciter ab intelloctu
noatro via originis, nihil alind dubitamus ndsi uidsitprimmeog-
nitm in crdim eogniﬁonis oontuam a.ctualu (1

~ s .-

.-
. :..A.A.

(1) 09& Oifu, M) q. 1' l'h» 3) "ﬁ’i 3)’}0 ”
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As further evidence cf this fact, which ‘manifests the marvelous
Insight of tils entire analysis, Cajetan outlines the threefold con=-
ditlon uncer wiich being may termimate tiie act of the imtellect; First,
it may have that condition which is total abstraction, not from singu-
lars, but from species and genera. Secondly, it may ‘have that condi=-
tion which is formal abstraction, likewise f{rom species and genera.
Thirdly, as having nelther of these conditions, but sbstracted never-

theless from singulars. (1) In the first case, being considered as

‘such is a universal whole and, as we shall see subsequently, contains

actually and not potentially its inferiors. Under the second oondi-

- tion, being is a metaphysical term, and, contimies Cajetan, perhaps not

even known to the most 1eamed men, In the third WYy being is the
ﬁ.rs*b thing known and is ca.lled being as concreted in a sensible qu:.ddi-
tys because it is not separated by one of the aforesaid abstractions
from a specifie or generic quiddity. (2)

In this shart passage Cajetan has touched upon a point of extreme
and fundamental importance, Here we have the basis for a proper under-

(1) BScito quod ens sub tn'iplici conditiona potest teminare actum
intellectus, Primo ut habet conditionem istem,” quae est abstractio to-
talis, non dico.a singularibus sed a speclebus ot a generibus. Secun-
do mode ut habet conditionem istam quae est abstractio formalis simili-
ter a speclebus et generfbus. Tertio modo ut neutram istarum conditi-
omm habens, abstractum tetien a singularibus". —— Op. cits, Ns 5, pe Go

(2) mPrimo nodo ens non est pertinens ad hanc quasstionew, quia ip-
sum ub sic est totmm universale, nos autem loquinmr de cognitione confu-
s& actuali non virtuali, Secundo modo ens est terminus metaphysicalis:
et forte adhuc viris doctlssimis non irmotuit: Tertisv modo ens est pri-
mm eognitum, et mincupatum est ens conefetum quidditati sensibilit quia
non est separatum alique dictarum abstractiomun a quiditate specifica vel
generica". . Ibido, p. 6




standin-~ of the differences betsreen being as {irst lknown by the in-
tell ct, beln as a mwcendentai or snalorous notion, and finally
belns as envisioned from the metaplysical point of view, Let ws ex-
amine this a 14t4lo more closelys According to St. Thomss, things

are intelligible in proportion as they are separable from mattery (1)

for ihe root of all knowledge is immateriality., (2) This fmmateriale
ity 18 requirsd, first of 811, on t‘:;e part of the knower himself and
secondly on the part of the object which 15 known., This latter reg-
uisite is achieved when the intellect, 1lifting its object from the
Gbscurity of its material concitions, proportions it to itself by
elevating it within itself to diverse degrees of ire:natoriality and
intelMgibilitys (3) The process by which the intellec‘t; lifts its "

(1) Mes materialis intellipidilis efficitur per hoe quod & ma-
teria et materialibus conditionilus separatur. Quod ergo est per sui
naturam ab omi materda et materialibus conditlonibus separatum, hoc
est intelligibile secundwm suam naturam®, = Contra Gentes, I, celi.

(2) "Patet igitur quod immaterialitas alicuius rel est ratio
quod 8it cognoscitiva} et secundum modum immaterialitatis est modus
cognitionis®, - la, qelly art.lc. In thls passage St. Thomas shows
that only those belngs whoss forms transcend the conditions of matter
can have the operation of intelligence. This same ldea is expressed
in I Sente, o8, 2.5, &:i2¢t"Hulla forma efficitur intelligibilis, nisi
per boc quod separatur a materia et ab appendentiis materia@eseesveses
Unde Avicenna dicit quod aliquid dicltur esse Intellsctivum, quia est
immine a materiam, —e- De Ver., q.23, a.lct "Cognitio non rebus omni-
bus attribuitur, sed solum terialibus; et secundum gradun immateri-

alitatis est gradus cognitionis®,.

The immaterislity of the objedt of knowledpe likewise is the con-
édtion of its capacity Loy .being known, The more immaterial en object
1s, the more kuowable ¥lll 1t be, Hence, God, Who is absolutely in-
metarial, Is also supremely Xiowable in Himself} wherees prime matter,
as ‘guch, 1§ ebsolutely nnknowadle in tsedfy  ~ . o~ 7

(3) vEt similiter intellectus species corporum, quae sunt materi-
ales et mobiles; reciplt immeterialiter et Lmmoblliter secundum modum
smlmt’ nenm receptun est it recipiente per modum reciplentis®, - Ia,q.8L,
a+lCe R : : ' , ’

*




object from its matorlal cunditions is called abstrecticns This may be
of two gortss positive and nogative. The former hag for 1ts term at
least cne concept whilch is complete by itself. This abstraction, in
tum, 483u88 into two distinot Minds, acoarding 28 the tem vhich i
abstracted and the torm from which the abstrection 1o made constitute
fwo Amlm concaptly ory one complete consepb and the otber income
Plote. 3ince all positive abatraction mVelwa soma ooyt of caperation,
the basis of this dual separation 13 a twofold composition: tho coupte
gition pf medtar and fcm, ané thoe c@eaitim of a wiiverasal whole and
its subjective perta, (1)

Abgtraction is said to be formed when it conaists: in dmmm
a form from the mtter in which it i conoretisedy 16 is sald o be
total when it consists in dlsengagine a umiversal whole from the sube
Jective parts in which it 1s foudds In tho firet tdse the sepavetion
is such that it results in & double concopb each of wiieh 18 complate

" by 1t80)fy f.0. tho two toxms are geparated in éuch & way that neithar

is of the ratio of the other, Fur instence, the ratlo o definition

of 14ne es Iing does not include sensiblo mabter, nar doos the definie
smnormmnwmawmmmmmumm
86 Was Mszs al&m. {2) maheanbaw:wﬁy meivod d.n

(1) In Boot. de Trine qi5y ae3ct "Sinco absteaction cannot teke
placey proporly cpeaxines wiless theve 18 conhmotion of thingd ebjec—
tively, meccording to two medes of confunotion refeeréed to above, namo=
1y ammmmmmwmole,wmwmtw,mw
tmmmmmmsmuymnwmmmmwwmmm
M,WMWMHWMMﬂEW _

(2) ®In abetraamdm fmmmm
ebetust ejus. aommmmammw,mmaqmammmwr,
egty formells et materialls, ita quod conceptus alter alterun non ine
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separation from the others In separetins the notdon of line fiom ooe

aible Moy line is considerod a8 & fwm in relation to sensidle, which
has ths charecter of matter in regard to 1nos DTecauvse frmal ebstrac-
tion reveals thus a form that 15 acparsted froa its ratarial conditions,

1% gives rise to grenter intelligibiiity,. In fect, this greater intele

Mgibility 18 the very reagson for the separsbility of the form, The
notdon of line, for exarple, 15 mrich more intelliciblo ia its state of
abatraction ttan in ita state of concroblicn in semm’.blé rattar, Thus,
forsal abétmctim clves rise to actuslity, dlstinotion, and prester

Intellloibility,

sbstraction is seld to be totaly on tho other hand, when wo cone

oider in iteelf g wiole sepaated Lo 1ts subjective parts, .ge an-

=0l soparated frao men and bruto. Intrdaabstmationanlyomm-
Plato concept resultos the 4dea of anixel is conpolvable without the
notdon of nen or brutej but nelther man nor brute 15 dntelligible witte
out animale (1) Awimel thus retaing whab s comwn o iis Inferiers,

clndite ILimse erdn, in eo quod lines, hebat complote suam diffinitl-
ommmwmmwmwmi@, et o convarso, mteria sene
sibilis linese habet complete suan Aiffinitionem non includentem ale
iquid Mincac, in eo (uod linea®s «~- Cajetan, oDy clbey NeSy Debe

Gl T rmemty el v S

(L) tlIn sbstanctdone wro twoiall non reconet seorsum uberque
conceplus caplotugy ita quod elter altermm mon Includit) sed wws
tantun ejua sclileet guod ebabrehitur. Quando endn abgtraho endmal
ab hénine non preescindud se invicwm conceptus hinds et anfmalls,
sad tantas conceplus animalis non lnoludit conceptum howinds: howo
enin non est intolligihilis alne animall. Mandanontum hujus diffore

‘artdng oot quod Alla abstractie fit par considerationes alicujus,

quod est de ratione infericeds, et per ravtionsm, id est, non cone
slderationen aliculus, quod eob de retione 11liuvmwt infericris: ebe
o banion St ot o T o s ot T pet et

i et o rat querun utreaque est de raticne
oainds®e  Ihidey Pede ’ : :
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" man an? brute, while loaving aside that vhich divides them, nomely,
‘‘‘‘ ' thoir dlflerancess 48 & congequeics, there 1s a movemont rom what
is In iteelf mors dotemined, mare actual, and hence more intolligie
ble odbjectivelys to what i3 more confused, mmpotential, ani loss

Antelligible object.ivaly )

The second type of abeteaction meationed above, which is gene
arally roferved to a8 mcgative 'amu‘mtion, differs Lrom both classes
of positiw abstragtion which we hove been congldering in that 4t does
ot achieve oven one capleto and indepondent concepts The term at
which tils abstraction atvives yemaing bound to the corbext fyrca
which it Imbomabah'wbed The mind does oot achleve 4n this 1.

J Btmmmlﬂtimﬁnfmmllﬁyithtofitam,Mit
(“ farth by itself, ax! eonglder it formally ap separateds Necative abe |
stractim rosenbles totol abotraction in the sengs that it arvives at -
a common notion, but 1 diffars from it dn Hat tils comxn notion is
not consldered in relation to its inferlors. It is ldke formal abstrace
tiom in that 1t achdeves aeerbainrmmlity,but it ¢iffera fron 4t in
that the separablon is not conplm‘,e, and aonsequanﬂs' 14 doos it cone
gida thn formaldty formally as separable or geparatods

(1) "In abetratione vero totald oritur in eo quod abstrahitar
potentialitatis confusio, et minor intelligibilitagssee Pundomentiza
eot quia «eoee abotractio totalis £i% per separationen a specificig
. s 8 quibua quanto aliquid est abstractius, tanto oot minug
intellligible, cun sctus secuncm se sit notior pom.ia“. - Cajotan,
3# Ope Cltey PPe 6’70




TN
!/ 3

-l -

In tho Lcht of theso refleotions on the ebutractive clnmotér of
our way of loovdng it should be possible for us now to gee nore wrecigo-
1y the meturae of belng as it is {irgt kmewn by the intellect. It i3 in
this sart of nogative sbtration, which, bocawe of its stmpldelty and.
eam, is axvo pmpartiomm to the potential character cf the intellect,
tmtbomgia U gragped by o minds, Thug, 1tiamtneisedaaaepa-
mmﬁmmmtwmafmlmwmmmdbeﬂ.mm
bolng, tho subject of motaphyslcd, ut rather as something concretdzcod
in sensidle quiddity; and as thws known it 158 an actual whole, althouch
I confusedly, Leoe without 88 yet penetvating ita actuality, and not
as & ;:o'bential wole which dmotes the relation of superior to inferior

tomlaba*d‘ac‘ummwuch, thecaseofbcd.n,_,,mmtbom
. _

Our net stop will be to examine being as & uwniversal whole (totum
wniversale) exhibiting ito anlogloal clnracter am the spocial ki of
total ebstraction 1in which it actually includea ite inferdiors and nob
mmmmwmm,mmunmofmmmm
conceptds This will be the subject of owr inquiry in the following
goctions

R L - R - -
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CIAPTER IX

Being as an Anslogous Whole

Sines beln; is the first object grasped by the intellect it is
clear tiat it is not known throuch the internmediary of any other obe
Jjecte In this sense, it is what is known matwrally, spontancously,
a5 that which 15 Lmeclately evident to the intellecte Every facule
tys says St Thomas, must have its formal object, that to whilch 4t is
raturally ordeined, tlat which it attains flrst of all, and by means
of which 1t comes to lmow everything else, Thus, the formal object
of the sense of slght is that sensidble quality lknown as color, for
nothing is visiblsm:ceptbymeans ofcqlor; sound 18 the formal ob-
Ject of the sense of learing, - The intellect, too, them mwt have one
formal objectmerﬂd&xmcmm things that are knowvn.
This 18 noae other than betng, (1)

There is a remarkable confirmation of this in all ow subsequert
knowled;e of realitys. Each object that presents itsclf to us and is

known es such, unm.ndpercaim as some determined aspect or mode

(1) "Ctmnatan-nserzperordinetwadmm, miusvﬁrtutis oportet
es8¢ mturaliter wnm obJectwdt slicut visus colorem; ot auditus somm.
Intellectus igitwr, cum sit wa vis, est elus umm raturale objectun,
cuing per se et anturaliter cognitionem habete Hoc autem oportet esse
idsuqu cemprehenduntur amta b intellecbn cognitas sicut sub colore
compreohendinter omes colores, qui sunt per se visibiles. Quod non est

-alivd quan enss Haturalitear mtw intellectus nogter cogwseit ens, ot

mmsﬁiermmmimtmmmmnjmqmwmmm
alia!nﬁ.nsmdi". ""-CQ Go| II; co 63e
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~of beinz. Thms, the intellect in the acquisition of its imowledse pro-

Ceeds fronm the idea of being to the scnewiat confused ideas of the mode
or manner of Leing implied in tAing_,a It seeks to render tlese now
ideas intenii;ible in the 1ight of being, and little by little comes to
recognlze that Same things are belngs in tie full senge of the word, as
things which exist in thauselves, as substances; while others, althoush
havin: being, do not exist in thomselvea Lut only in ancther, Here we
are nv longer merely aware of the being of things, of a "sometiing which
is"} what we are able to ascertaln now are different kinds of beings,
determinations and characteristics of things thet set them off ard dig-
tinguish them one from the others | ' o ’

- Moreover, and what is equalb'inportent,wacanatwsﬁintmab-
solute immanence of bedng in all thingé It auffices to raflect but an
inutanttoperceivuthatevm'yﬁlmgwekmwormubhtoknaum and
can only be of belng; only nothing is absolutely inconceivable and con- :
sequeatly :!.nmogs..ble to be. Cur concept of belng, therefcre, regresents
adequately and perfectly all reality, enbracing :!n its cmq:mhension all
actual or possible beings that we are able to coneeive.. It ia this !.a- -‘
ménerice of belng 1a everything that is or cen be that.fmthebas:h
and foundation of what' the intellect perceh’ea to be the trwceﬂdental
or axmogous cha.raoter of belng. ‘ i

It is quite obvious that the ccncept of being {5 not the same as thse
ordinary universal or generic concept, For the univex'sality of being
i3 such that itmx'passeaortranscendaallachxalanddeteminatem
ofbed.ng, Wider than all, even the htgbest or- supreae ‘genera, s.t itselr
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13 not a gomus. (1) In othor words, 1t 1s not a gencrde, but a trane
scendental notlon. Whereas a gomus is contracted to verious specles
by the addition of dilferences, which differences, bocause thay are
outalds the espence of tho pums, conptitute a veritabls addition to

it; in tho case of being, aa wo lave soen, there ars no differences

posaible that are not already included in the notion or concept of
being. (2) Belng s of the ratio of everything, actual or possible,
Nothing extrinsic, therefore, can be added to cntract it. This is

~ what we moan by the imenonce ar transcondental ctaracter of beirg. (3)

Memozfe, irearmch ao @ univereal o gereric ,mno@t,am

- (1) "Quod sutem ons et tmus non possint esso generam, probat tall
rationoessss Hulla autem cifforantia potest eceipl de qua non praedim
cotir ens of wmm, quia Quaelibet difforentis cujuslibet pgeneris cst
ong ot est una, alloquin pon poaset constituere upnam aliquam spociom
endia, Ergoizpossibileea% qod umum et eng sint gonergh, e In ITT

lects 8, n.l:333 cfe In ¥ Mataphs, lecte 9, ne 8895 De V““"er., Qe

2 Be.Cs

(2) nfm.m entn disforentia part.icipat. actn gerusg quia dif*“emntia
sumitur a8 forve, genus autenm & moberif.... Foma autem pon includitur in
essentin motarise sctu, ced materdn oot in potentis od ipssm, Eb simdle
itar differentla non partingt ad naturam goneris, sed genus habet diffepw
antiim potestete. Ef propter hoo differentia non pardicipst gomsy quia
oun dico rationals, significo habang raticnem, Neo est de ine
tellsotu rationalis quod sit Nlud autem participator, quod est
de intellectu participantis. Eb prmpter hoo dicitur, quod differentia
non participat gemus. Hulla sute:m posset differentia suml, de cujus in~
telleotu non esset wum ot ons. Unde wnm et N8 <eee nON poSsUNt GBS
genera", = In XI lotaphs, locts 1, ne 2069,

(3) John of Ste Thomas cite, logica, IX P Qe 13; 86 5y p.h%
b 381 v5t simlitor tramcmx%ﬁ ut ens, quia cdicmt rationem, quae
mi&igagigpamri b m?aib%mmniabmm quoden’oi it
nen congaptus ent, » 8
oxtranouy sicut sogrege twm&mlaratiomnutabm aidd, in
@mnmmﬁmlm,eodae meammmammmm
pm'tm,qmdinconmaoe cmea,qmediviaa
sunt in in:eﬁc&*ibm’ -
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perfect unity in its precision from its subordinate spocies, it con be
predicated ol thom univocally, While cifforirg {rom ono another by
caractaristlics which lio outsicde 4w concept of the genus, such gvocles,
neverthelesa, agree 1n realialng tho genaric concept itegelf, and as such
it 1s really and truly predicated of each of them in the samas way, Dut
since the transcendental concapt of beinc does not pérfectly abstrect
from the differences of things, because tho dzamcteristica which di.t‘fez*-
entioto all genera ad specles fron ons amther, ard fronm the comon no-
ticn of bedng, in vhich thay agree, ore likowlse being, it does nob
achiove 2 parfect wndty or precision. Por that reason,; we do not prodi-
cate belng untvooally of ite various modes) for as applied to each mode
it signifies tho whole content of t,hat rodey not. mrely&zat ﬂ.nwh.i.ch :Lt
agrees with, but also that 4n wmeh it d;u‘zm fyon, others, Yot .
carnot predicate balng in & totally differant senge of each determinate
mode, for in each case belng implies edtber actusl existence or some
relation to existence, The transcendentality of the wrncapt of being
requires, thon, that it be predicated of things, partly the ssne amd
partly diflerenty axi this ls what we nean whan we gay that the concept
of belng 13 analogical, that being is predicated of it8 foforiors amge

logicallys (1)

(1) "eee Bns sive quod eat dicitur mmltipliciter. Sed sciondm
qQquod aliquid pracdicatmr de diverais mailtipliciter: quandoque quiden
secundur rationan aanine eademy ob tunc dicitur de els univoce prao-
dlcard, sicut animal de equo et bove, ~- Quandoque vero secundum r'G-
ticnes emnino diversas) ef tue dlcitur de eds aequivoce praedicariy
sicut canis do sldare et animeli, - Quandoques Verc secunxiys ratlonde
quas partin sunt diversee et partim mon diversae: diversse quidenm go=
cundua quod diversas habitudines imortant, unag guten secundua quod
ad umm allquid ot iden istae diversae habitudines referuntury et -
113ud cledtar "analogicea preedicaril, idest proportionaliter, proud
umaquodque secundizn guant habitudinem ad 11Ind wam refexturts = In -
Iv Hetagh.. lects 1, ne 535
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It will be well 2o koep in mind that wi.en we speak o tho analogy
ol belng we are refor—ing tc a lo;ical or second intention, a rol-ation
tiat 1o formed by Wi in‘wlloat upon soeing *’*o sinailitude or nroportion

that 21l things have in boing, and consequentlx ag predicable of ‘thea in

a proportionmrl or analorous ways Since this relation is the product of |
tho intelloct's coiparative act, tio only existence it has 15 in the in-
tentdonal order, Analogy as suchy thon, docs not exist in thinga. It
les a romlatﬁn in reality, of course, but (o say that analocy is found
in beings is to confuse tic logical order with the rosl. Jol;n of Ste
Thomag stresses thiis padnt in the following ww.

Travacendentia non egt spocles enaloglags sed est subjectum engle

ogias, et concminctive est anslogum id, quod est trarecoidens, si-

cut animal denominative est gems. EY ratio ost manifosta, quia
transcanders egt aliquid resle, quod in omnibus inveniture. Annle

ocla auten, aicut univocatlo et soquivocatdo, formaliter ost in-
tentle secunda, sicut gomus formaliter est secunda intentlo; pore
tinet enizm ad mdma pmedicabil.‘batia et m;vsrsalita‘bis et con~
velt media sbata intellectus. (L) .

'Tmtem mlng.acoomingto tlncomonzyacceptedwinion,ua
mmmmwmuenmﬂmﬁmmmwwthw-
maedbyt&ammmtidmﬁimlwimmmwmw
ﬁmsmmeismtalwgmerdiﬂmmgweﬁw. mm'eh"

BN AS

ad&ﬁfmmm ﬁomﬁmmm@ mmu@mmwm
' w.cmnymdaccommtpammm these mtnaemthamev (2)

(1) John of Sbe Tharmss ops_cite, pps 512 b 3 = G13e
(2) Ibid., De wlb 360
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A thing pay be predicatod enalogously in saveral woys. St. Thoms
distinguishos Wree kinds of analofye (1) Iither according to the cope
copt only ard not accurcing w ﬁn%wu&mmﬁmonemept
ia refmrod to several things by e mior ax! pesterior order, but which
concept has an 9359 in ane thing, Thémplo%. Thomas gives is ‘
hoelth whichy although attriduted to severel things, has being only in
one thing properly speakinge Other things are denominated healthy solely
by the raferﬁ;ace thay have to that wilch has heelth in tha proper 84150,
Tho Decond kdal of enalogy 48 thab accurcing %o the egse and not accarde
ing to the concopts This happens when goveral things are made equal in
the intention of something commom, but that cowwn thing has not an gsse
of tho sme clnfacto:;igan tho things, as when all bocles are medo equal

(1) "rliquid dieitar secuncdus analogiam tripliciters vel secundum fne
tentdonen tantam, et non secundum wsse; et hoc est quande una intontlo roe
fortur ad plura por prive ot posterins, quae tamen non haboet esse nisi in
uneg sicut intentdo senitatis refertar ad animal, wrinem et distan divers
sincde, secundum prius et posterius) non tomen eedundun divorsum esses
quia esse sanitotis non est nisd in andmall. Vel socundmn esse eb non
secundim intenidonans et hoe contingit quando plura parificentux in inten-
tione alicujus communds, sed 41Iud commmne non hebet cese unius rationls
in cmndbug, slout canda corpare peyificantur in intentione corporeitatis..

Unde Loglous, qui considerat intentiones tantum, dicit, hoc nomen, corpus,

| sjusdem rationis in corporibus corrustid et fncorruptibilitus. Tnde

quentum ad retaplysicm et naturaleny qui congdderant res secundus suuvm esse,
neq hoc nomen, corpus, nec aliquid alind dicitur wnivoce de coryuptibilibus
et incarruptibilibug sese Vel socundum intentionam et secundua essej et hoe
est quanco noque parificatur in intentions coerznl, neque in essej slcub ena
dicitur de mubstantia et accidonte; ot de talibus oportet quod notura commos
nig habeal aliquod esse in woquoque eorum de quibus dicitur, sed differeons
soéxszm’ln rationom majoris vel minoris perfectionis?s e In I Sonte, de 19,
Qe 55 8o 2y ad 14 A
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in the camwn concept of ompom;ty. Farr tho logician, who considars
ouly concepts, this 13 an univooal. concapty but for the netaplysician,
W0 onsiders g according o thoir ease, this !5 an analogous tarm,
;i‘he thind type of analogy 18 that which 18 accoiding 0 e comcept and
accordirg t0 @859, This occws when the thing 1z not made equal in a
conmon concapt or in gsce. The oxarple civen hero m'm@cﬁ is

© 8ald ol substance and accident. Concernirg those thingcs, contimps Ste
Thamng, 11 Is nocessary thol thio comaon mture should Love a certain gasa
in each o those ﬂ*ings aoout which 1t 48 said but uif’ez'inc accordlre to
tho degree of creater or less parfoction.

The tires claseas of analogy deacribed Lare by Ote Thoms Ere treeted
quite at length by Cajetan in his Do Nomintm Analogias (1) The analogy
. gscundun esse et non gecundun intentionan, which Cajetan refers to as an
analogy of inequality, a'arictly apeakdng 15 ot an amalogy at al). The
M@Mﬂwﬁrp&mi&lm&f&,wtwmmwe@mmﬁwm
univocal oncepts  Agcording to dﬂﬁnit.x.on, all bodles are composed of
| *am;omzmmrtbasnaienweelwtm&oﬁesandmrﬂﬂybodm
eﬂuldmtbcmu@ttm&'amgm sinaemém%wmttwfom
mwmwwwo:mmwmm
mmmm,mmmmwmmmmmmﬁw'
ComRGR mneept of oox'poraiw: but. toa tzw mtnpmicim wbo eomwm-s min@

(1) Bce Pe Ha ?.mmit (m, 193&)
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in their bolns, this term wonld be an analorons te.m. on Cajetan roe
Jers to this analogy as an abuge of nades, 1t i3 q:lte evidert that 'e 8
spoaiing as a logleian and it <.e§ nut mean <hat Le totally rejected this

e of a_“.alog{. (l)

The anology socundum inbertionan tentum et non seoundua osse, which
15 tho first class of analogy cited by Ste Thomass 5 usunlly referred to
es the amplory of attribution or proportion. %re [} %em ‘s attributed
to d4fferent things becauge of the relations thay have to sode single term

which i3 dosignated as the prlaory arnlogue, whils tho nature comnoted by

this tom 4s fund Itrinsicelly only in tho primany ar principal analdgues

Analogy of attribution ordinarily dues not imply intrinsie denomination {n
the various amalogatos, tut 4t does not recessartly exelude 4Y eithere: On
this polnt Sylvester Perrara and Cajetan dlsagree somewiat. (2) But éinos -

(1) op. cit. Ps ,, note? “szswmspecﬁnbﬁmodismloggtmm
univoca comx sunt; et oub quo Ipse sint revers analoga, ex textibuws
Se Thomas iaa anatﬂ.a, satis ocnstat. Cun 4gitur Auctor sic de his anale
ogla acribebat, primum aspectum prae coulls vidstur hebuisse, et nen inten-

tum ea abaohrbe reiclendi, utd nonmlll aoctords wxistdmmtn,- e Caidoe

(2) Ferrariensis, Com, 1 an contra Oagtilea, I. ce 3L, odits Leon.
tome 135 pe 1043 ﬂQmutm ad Jorme. “par 8@ algnilicatun nominis, £it.do-
nomim int.rmsocabantaminm, inn.lovidelicetper conparationes ad
qed alia dlountur analogice taliar quia nominis significatum in 4110 e
daptoxat faameliter esty in allls vare non est formaliter, sed dicuntur talia
extinoece, per habitudimea sedlicet ad illnd, Aliquando autem et alils con-
venit formale significatum, et consequentur omia dicuntur intrinsoce telia..
an auten Lovenitur formaliter in substantla, in qualitate et in qaantitate.
mutroqueergomdovenmastqmdanddestpriussemmmutm
earum quass analoglea dlountur in ordine ad texrtlifRessseegns prius dicitur de
gubstantia secundum rem quan de quantitate od quelitete, quaee dicuntus entda
in erdine ad jpsant maturd endm entitatis ocut natdrsliter prior ot perfectior
in sobstantin quam in qmlilate ot quantitate, -quid ipse enbliiad cubtantise,
pm@*muwmmmsmﬁmm,wmm irsa Sub=
stantia, quas est accldente naturaliter pricrd, s Gf. Cajetan, De %mﬁmm

,;tg_,p.ﬁ,nn.lﬂ;ll.
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these differences of opinion are merely techaical one8y wa need not be
concerned with thom 4in axv dotail.

in tiie example which Ste Thomes gives of health as predicated cf an-
imal, food, aud nodicine, ‘thore 18 analogy accarding o0 the cencept of
healthbutnotaccordingtoﬁnesse £ hoalth, lealth as a farmad par-
footion oxists only in the miml, the pr&mzv ana:pgm. Thore 48 scmo-

thing, however, in each of tle malogues thet wartants thoir balng called
healtly, ond thus the mind soas the relstion (aécnndmx intentionen) of the

prinary a-mlo:*ue to the other anslogues, but the perfection 1tself i3 not
actually nthe ~ther analogues (chnonsecmmw Inatl*eranrds,
fmperocb..o“ cfmalthwwon.yintheuniml,amtm only reassn o
attributing hoalth to medicine or food 3. thet 4t cauges or sustatng hoalth
in the axdmel. Por this reason, health is prnuicated ¢f thege latter bow-
cauag of their relation percsived by the mind to the primary snalogues ™

‘mabmmemmmazsmmm:smwdosmmlmmn

signifies thet health ia 8 actually and *'rtrinsiwint‘n animl I‘b is
pradiaatedo* t"n mm@mmm oi'the ralationtbaybear
to ﬁnprimawamlagae; andwtbew:se amhayerf@ctmn e;dst.s inMv-"

nwmmum@'tﬂtmmmmmsmm:ma@w
mmwmﬁwﬂwmmo{b&mmwmmtmw'“
firgt oubntance in tho Metaplyulos, (1) Considering the perfection o

(1) rwmmmo‘mwmmcmmmw
o ono must read the ¥ Pook of the Y x.o3, .4n vhidh Aric-
clasaiﬁesmadiﬂ‘mmtaiauﬁmﬁms Hysioal taru,
Aftar having emmeratod, scoording to the order of immtwn, tix varicus
mesnings of oagh of these notions, which are analogical, e roduces the
vmdmmminmwammmmw,smmmﬂwmwofmcm Xo
better commontary on the genaral mipleaandmbett«arapplicat.anof
theaaprmciplescanbefmmt}mintba £ifth book,

e S
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“ottur quod sigi_gmt plura ub proportionolla sunt, In hoo 6i

-a‘-

belng simply, eubstance in belrc in the true Sanse, Sx 4t alone

is, favinc @ T4 and w144 gose in natures (1) A1l other things are
aaidwbewlmmbeing,mtaathoumthewemtedmumlm, but
anly becauge of somn relation they bave to gubstence, which alone. exists.
in the prisary sense, (2) '

Tho analogy gecundun intentdonen ot secundum esoe s usually cesige
nated as the analogy of proportionality, Doth Ferrara and Cajeban agree
that this is analogy in tho more propar senses (3) Things are predicated

(1) "Wa@mmwﬁq@wﬁmfmmm
mbeteeseinnatumab&qmmixtmmpxﬁvatm, ot habet egse firmum
of solldun, quasl por se axtatens, sicut sunt substantlas. IS ad hoo
madmotmmmmmw.mmmae

"~ (2) "Han gqualitates ot qmntita‘éea dicunta gsan, Wm insmzt
substantine; motus ot punerationes, {nquantun tendunt ad substantisn vel
ad aliquid prasdictemmy privationss au tem ot nogationesa, inquantim re-
novent aliquid trim preedictome®, e IbAds

(3) "Scioncm eat quod anslogiae nomen grascum est vocalulum, et aliter
acclpitur a Gradcis, aliter a nonmilis Latints. Orsoci enim
congillo dividunt in ea Qquae dlountur ab utebame
mmmua;ebmm utdemdicime’b

clbe dicitur smum in owdine ad. sonitgten enize T3] 95.90 quao cunt &

gat m Unde 4ngit s me tuor
ad alng terainls A s
 “Seowndun ergo propriua elgnlficatus, analoga ddountid proportionalts
mmmt@wm&mwmm. Eb noden gns \EREE

ubitur Artato nosdns analoglt ut patet V- zm@m,, 2 de Uho
aamm&wmmmmmszm ) '

voca a condillo abeolute vocantea. Uinde malte confunlo in
COD¥R 0 tﬁ s Porvariensis, OPs Qt.. tome 13, pe 105,
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analogously in this munner wea the name or tem 1a comson to all, end

e reality simified by that namo is nroportionally 4hs samo, 1.0. the
tdnse prodicated mmtiomllyin&«*swwmmtmdeequmeim
aocmmcmeptowmw nnmlagivmbyst.manbehg
83 prodigated of substance and accident, Hemthacmonetmrmot
uwmmwmaammwmmhormwmarmmumm
dicated, but differs in the dagree of its perfestion, Thua, being as

prodicated of substanca ©moans an eauence or mtum to which esse in se

bol@ga;aawadicatedofaceim, itmoamwmtmto
whichessemaliobelmgs Buttheperfeot_ono‘mbetamem?eaw
than the perfection of accidant.; therefore, tha gs8e i3 pz*opcmioml to
both, Unlﬂm tho analogyo.. praportion or attmbuuon vhare thex\e is

apx'oport,.ono smlﬂdn@toomthingorormnthhgwamm,
mmttnmalogormﬁozmmymmvaasimuinﬁa prvpcr-
tiombasadi\mdaraentauyon'rimiploeintrinsictoeachtung If

e PPpadponitiur enten analogia Laec casteris entedictis dignitate et _
noming,, Dlgrdtate quidem, quia hago rit. swmdm gemug causag formelds -

v
e
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there 18 a proportion, aalror instance, between creatad substance and
accident, that 18 not what is considered here, but merely the gimilare
ity of tle two relations, Substance is to ite exlstence, 2s accident

is to its existence, Each extsts in quite a different mammer, oince
substance s that whlch exists n itsslf, and accldent timt which exists
in subgtance, It is this kind of analogy walob, a8 Ste Thomas remarks,.
characterdszas what applies intrinsically amd formally to God and creae
turea. (1) |

The diiference betwm the analogy of ;ropoétimi and the snalogy of
proportionality is perhaps seen better upon conslderation of their abstrac-
tion from and thelr relation to their inferdovs. In bhe enalogy of pro=
portion several concepts are required, e.ge the éomepf;s of animal, food,
and medicine. (2) Each of these concepts represent different perfoctions
existing in reality. But health reproseute a perfestion intrinsically .
found only in animalj end, because food preserves health and medicine cauaes

On this point Ferrers writes the follce

(1)D6VQZ'Q'QQ 2, 8. 1. :

‘Ings @ ' argo in Questionitus de Veritate, considerans veram
analoglae rationsm, et nomina de Deo et crea 4 analogice vere dici,
dxit inter Deum et creaturen esse acalogiam lonalitatis, non autem

rbionis, quas magis dicitur vogatio a co o g | umm
qan elgnttication, L aieetde 8 Lo ,;ié, oK mim”m"
is of the same mind when he eaysi " secundo quod duplicis sunt anglogate:

Quaedan secundum determinaten habitudinem witug 8d altérua) Queedan secindom
propertionalitatem, IEng analogice utroque modo enaloglee dicitup de substane
tla ot accidentesess Tns dlodtur de Deo eb creature secundo modo tantiessees
lon aliter probetur pro mme quan auotoritate S. Thomas in questionibus de
Varitate (quasat. 11, art.2), ubd exominans quomodo sclomtia sit analoga scien~
tiag divinae ot solentiee creatasy sxpresse fatetur quod secwnde modo sit anale-
cga ot non primo modo, e Do Inte at Essentia, 0. 25 De &y PDe 3 8.

" (2)"John of 5t, Thomas, op, cites pe L91 b 2.
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hoalth, the mind attributes health to them. Each cf .these analogues,
although they agree in this that they are proportionate to health, nover-
theless they differ because the proportions are different. According to
John of St Thomas, thetmitefort}ﬁs analogy 18 one of arder or relation
of verious things requiring soveral concapts to represent, one of which
is primary and the tem of thess relatlonships, and bacause of the rala=
tion of others to that term, they are designated by that term,

Unitas borum anglogatorua non consistit in aliquo, quod intrinsece

reperiatur in aunibus, alve absolute ot simpliciter sive rospective

ot propoartionabiliter seu suo modo, sed consistit in ordine unius

vel plurium ad wmm terninum, a quo recipiunt denaminstionem, quia

ad 11lun mbent comotatlonsn vel habitudinem. Talls sutem, unitas

cumt 51t unitas ordinis et hsbitudinis untus vel plwium ad alivd,

necessario exiglt plures conceptus 1111 ordini adinnctos et ad talea

connotationem et habitudinem exercendam necessarios. (1) :

The amloa' of p}oportiomnty, on the 6ther }m&, can be refpresented
by @ single concepty whether this be a question of the fmlorofthq -
objeotive concept. Thus, the corcept of being 15 ona both in its formal
and oblective concept, This is comonly accepted among the Thomiata; as
writes John of St. Thome. (2) ALl betngs are intrinsically alike by the

. P

(1) John of St Thamady ope clte, volels pel91 b 336 ... . . . - .

(2) L Nalora proport Onatﬂm DIORIrlas posau . }nbere COLY
S{‘}ec‘bu Mt'” 1 ‘.05:.; i Inadasqustun o oPl o 3 ] =

ab Tnforioribus per allquid, quod In potentis 1ila 1
8&d oel nliguld cuod @ non u‘?& V

sunitwr ex Caletand In brevl quodem opusc. de Comcopiu entis et 1 OpuUsCe de
Analogla nomirum caps- Ue, et Fervuriensis 1. Contrs Gende, cops 3le ot comme
mdter Thomlstae. Et loquimar tam de conceptu obfectivo quam formeld; utrum=
que enim gibi ad lnvicam correspondet tamquam rebresentens ob. repraegantatuns,
"'"""IbMog PPe h92"h930~ - T L T PR B T A

-
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similitude of the proportion between their essence anc esse, This simil~-
itude 1s the furmal -coacept ol bedng; the ob.jective coucept of bein: is
the foundation ol tinis 31.mili’§ude, nemsly, that by which all the amalogues
are allke, the proportion of their. essence to 2388, This is the ratio or
caunon character of belng in whlch all beings are assimilated.

cuz ens quiccitative et essentlaliter praedicetur de rebus » Cupliciter de
conceplu elus loqul possumuss uno modo, de conceptu reil, secundum quem
adagquate et quidditative tur de omnibus a gatlis: allo modo, de
conceptu quid nominds, et fecto et inadnequato. Dico sutem conceptum
perfectum et a&a__o@- - non adsequatlone tantun praedicationis, sed sdac-
quatione e repraesentationls, quis scilicet non solum de cmibus enti-
bus prae.'icatur, sed etlar perfecte naturen rei repraesentat nomine entis
prime et per se significatume Si ergo de primo cwnceptu loguamr sic -
€0 quod ens non habed wxm conceptum mentalem, sicut nec obfoctivalen, ab
eliis preecisum. S1 autem logquamur de conceptu imperfecto st inadnequate
&d quid nowinis pertinente, sic non est inconveniens ens dicere unum con-
ceptua men ab allco praeciswa. - .

“Conceptus autem 1lle unus analogl non repraesentat perfecto fundamenw
ta similitudinis nomine analogo significeta primo et per se, sed aliquid cone
venit ipsis quod tall conceptu praecisc non repraesentatur, sicut patet de
enter considerans enim aliquis substantiem fundare esse per se, sccidens
auten {undare gsse in alio, istaque similia esse mmse licet
umgaquodque suo modo Jundet esse, format conceptum commnsa {psorum ut i~
milia in hoc sunt quod est fundare esse, dicens quonism ens est quod habet

g3se) sed iste conceplus non repracsentat accidens ‘Secundum quod est ens -
FM‘& . LTt

_ . Gajetan, In De Inte et Essentis, c+1j pedds "Ens algnificat wmm concep-
tus lormales commines. 4 reprasaentando substantine @b accidentd Deo et oroge
turaes Ens significat ut concoptum objectalem aliquid reale inventum in om~
nibus generibus- distinetum secvndum rationsm a proprils conceptibus objectale
ibus omniwm senerwm, nullum graduma supra naturas genericas, specificas et ine
divisuales exprimens®eecscecese In analogls veroy.guonlan fundamenta analogae
eiailitudinis diversarua rationmm sunt slmpliciter, ot alusdem secunchs guid,
idest secundum proportionems oportet duplicem analogl mentelem conceptum dise
tingusre, perfectun et imperfectum; el dicere qued analoge. et suls analogatis
respondet unus conceptus mentalis imperfectus, et tot perfecti, quot sunt an-
alogata®, = Do Noaimpm Ana: Celiy a3y ~—mewe AEgt autem inter hos duoes.

on polum dlcta: gx ; ibus differentin,-sed gtiam quia pripus.ad
quid rel _spactat analogly secundus sutem ad quid nominiss neuter temen per
fecte repraesentat analogums Ds quo scillcet perfecto seu adaequato explicite
conceptu analogi interpretandum est, cum a me vel ab alio scriptum invenitur
quod non potest analogum unum numero mentalem conceptum habere, sed unum ana-
logia tantum", --- De Conceptu Entis, n. 6.
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It ahould bo noted, howsver, as toth Cajetan and John of 8t. Thows
renark, that the comcopt of being 48 not the cancept ol a relation, It
1s the concopt of that which is the basis of this relation to 8339, To
do not agy that belng dmotes velation to egse, but that balng is that -
whose ot 1a ossar ens esb id cufus actus est esse. And thls 1d axpreso-
® in a confused way all tho analogues, inasmuch es thoy are ke one
another becanse of the various ways in which they relate to esse. A'I‘hie
rolation is th accldentaly 1t is' an essential or transcendmtal relation,

In othor wards, it is the espance 1tself in 80 far as it refers to esse. (1)

The conoopt of baing, then, tas truly a certaln unity, end thus we can
think of belng withoub thinking explicitly of its analogatos. But the unity
of this concept is mot abeolute. Far it is only&nimdeqmtemcaptd o
berg, 7o tave an adequate concept of beln we et think axplicttly o

(1) Ccajotan, In De Ente et Feoentla Coly pe 271 .95lcut concoptus formalis
animalis WwﬁTMWm generlcae, et conceptus fore
Lter ‘Trago Dluribus in ropteosartants rom e, Lrivoreal
tum simllitudinis Inter 41)a pluva, ut patet in exomplo supra posite do specie
in osulo causata a specis Sortds in speculss quey 4lls repracsetitad non Anmile
itudinen intar specisn in speculs et Sortem, owm &% relatlo, 804 fundamanton

John of 8% Thonany Ope cltey pe h95 b Uit Moo 41lo concaptus come
mnls est conoeptus ipsins proportionis, quatenus proportdo habitudo et relpe
tio esty sic enim essed conceptug culvsdom relationisy sed est conoeptus {1lius;
quod proportionem Sundaty Quatonus coriflige acdpitar ob non explieito in die
varsls. osye 08 ot spina confuse acoipiuntur, 81 cognoscantur sectmdzt ratiow

nen gustendandl carnes) pubstanbls b accidens confuse acotpdutur; 81 cognos-—
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the manifoldness which is esamtiél to it. (1) Ve dofnp 1t as tsat the
act of whidh 15 ¢gse. Dut even then, this relation to £888, alnco 1t is
eaaentiany varied, cannot be concoived without at least confusedly thinke
ing of the membars of the proportionality in -hich 4t 15 reslized. For
that reason, the concept of bedng, whether formal op objective, as not

an absolute but only a secundm quid wilty, L.e. a uddy according to pro-
portlonality, (2) - |

Thet is why the abstractlion of this common analogous cheracter or retlo

e

(1) "Bt quoniam conceptus monteles sunt dmacines rerum mpraeeentatarm,:
(nlsi sint fictitii),_ Quenaidmodun in mente ccm adaoquatus analogl non

atur, roprecsentstur, aut oongé;iatnr, abaque ibus rebus. =¢ sic in

test oblel dupliciters imparfocto ecilicot vel in uno wxplicite, in quw cae-
tars obloiuntur indetarminate; vel in mullo axplicite, sed mi; implicite,
in solo famalissimo aignificato explicite”, «~= Cajolan, De Conceptu Entis,

De 7o '.

(2) “Dlcendum ergo est quod ens non habet wnm praecisum conceptun mepe
talem parfectm et adeequatum, sed lrmediate diclt conceptia mm.
Quantitatis, sto., ut sunt wim atmilitudine et proportlonsy siout ex parte

sunt s4milia. Eb do hoo loqutur 8, ' caved ‘
ticues in conceptum entds reaolﬂ@‘badﬂlmaliqxﬁ.daddere, et almp si-
IRE 6388"e == Forrariencia,. ope citey ne XV, po 108,

"Sed occasio errendt maltds o8ty quia in resolutions dlstincta, quaar~
unt resolvere in umm o day sicut consuevit resolvi in wmm univocationa.
Ita quod quaerut in ane qnaaimmmotemﬂmn,mmmmim:‘.
cuat tamen terminug in analogia sit wnus proportiorabiliter tantdam, Ita quod
ot aingula resolubilia resolvumbur in canceptus simlices obiectivos eb mon~ .
taloay et omda in conc ebiwﬁmwbmmlmetmmw
tlonabdltter, . Ita quod (ub wnico varbo rem abaolvem) 3 mammtm
in qued £it cends resolutiog in qod cunts addunt, por i Siiterpro=
tendim cstt om quo ptare potead; quod ens secumdum perfoctim adaequatum cone
coptum, non abstrahit a naturis preedicanentalibug, gicut nec aliquod analo=
o a fundantibus analoglamf, e Cajetan; De Conceptu Brtis, ne e




of being mwt be carefully distincuished froa the abstraction of a: gonca
ic or spocific wiole. llore in the latter, as we lave seen, there Vis a
porfoct procision by tho imtellect of a univocal potential wholc. A

can quite woll think of anfmal, for example, vithout confusedly thiriding
of the different speclies of animel, sirce the notion of sniml s reslised
in the sase way in all the spocies, and can be perfectly sbstracted from
the differentes which are extrinoie to it, In ths case of bed.ng, on the
othar hand, there 18 no parfoot abotration or precision from its infige
lorsy and for that reason the concapt attained in such a procsss has only
a1 inadequate or imperfect unityy it i only proportionslly ore. (1)

~ Fhat really takes place, then, when we abstrect the concept of belng
o tat the intalloot confuses all the analogues 1:; the comwon ratio of

having gsse proportionally, ALl the various weys of having gsge sre tins
confusedly but actuilly contained in its comcepte (2) This confuslon of

. (1) "Guod sutem aliquando dicit dleere intentionenm et maturam
neny Intelligdtar do cammunitate analogice et propartionis,  quiddiies eniwm
B0 est ontitas quoedan ot maturs significeta nomine entls, et simil-

© Lt qmmm% naturg et Allongss - BY goavaniund. dn intentions commmi ofa-
sinilitodine, Ef quia Fetic entds dicta do subgtantia perfectior gat rations
ontig dicta de ecoldente, et ratio substantise includitur in ratlond acoiden-

s gsecundm qued est engy ideo de ipals dlcitur secundum prius ot posterius®,
e POrrariansis, oo. cites Ne XVy pe 108,

(2) “Sicut so Labet conceptus ctis confusus respectu esmiwm analogatore
w) reprassentat enln Lmediate camia sub wnfusione habendl esse, quod solwm
explicatesss Conceptus sutem confuse attingens plura ipsa confusione ea unit
solaxme explicat unitatem illorwa plurium non prascisionds, sed confusionds.
Unitos suten confusicnds requirit actualem pluralitatem eorum, quao confuse
accipluntury sicut cum videtur amititude sliqua sub una confSIONe esssse IN

illa prasdicationet “Homo est ensf, pracdieatumyeng-didetspids penfuse canda
sralogata resplolats son rationem aumdemuw in potentia cone
tineat lafariorn, tamen id, quod prasdicat, nom st 1114, quoe nateri-
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all the analogues of being in the common ratioc of having esse proportlon-
ally is brought out by John of St. Thomas in the following: manner.

- Qui penstraret.conceptum entis in communi nihél amplius videret
ibi contineri quam omnia entia in confuso; unde non penetraret
omnia entla distincte et determinate, quia sie ibi non continen-
tur, 51 autem tolleret confusionem, dastrueret illum conceptum
entis in commmi, qui egsentialiter egt-confusus, et alium dis~
tinctum determinati entis formaret, Et ita bene probavit S,
Thomas, quod s1 Deus viderst ereaturas solum in ratione entis,
imperfecte videret, qui cognosceret illas ut confunduntur in ente,
non ut inter se distinguuntur et determinantur et secundum proprii
modi explicationemj opponitur enim confusio illius conceptus ex—
plicationi entium determinatorum. Et sic ex pola cognitione et
penstrations 111ius eonceptus non potest determinate explicari
pluralitas entium, sed sub confusione manere; si vero tollitur
confugio, conceptus ille dastruitur. (1) - - . -

”
~

What occurs, \me’qggngy, wien being is contracted is that the differ-
Q_nt;mys qi‘ havizg giq_g ﬁmpqr.tionally which were actually but confused-
ljr in the ccuﬁnon ._x;gt_i_?__of Se;l.ng, now becoms explicit and more distinct,
We no longer, then, have ens- c&mnine, but rather special modes of being,
tho being of the predicameits, (2) - - - |

. b
£l .

aliter ot implicite continet, sed 11la ratio, in qu omnia confunduntur,

scilicet habsre esses - Heae enim est ratlo, non quae praescindit, sed

quae confundit omla, et hanc solum explicat!, =-- John of St. Thomas, ...

1522 Gitt, pqwa a h' ..
(1) Ibid_‘.‘!' Do 199D ég. sia

(2) "Cum decem praedicamenta non hoe modo se habeant ex additione ad
ens, sicut species se habent ex additione differentisrmum ad Zeneray sed
hoe ipsum quod est ens, msnifestum est quod ens non expectat aliquid addi-
tun ad hoc quod fiat hoe, idest substantia, vel quantum, vel quale 3 sed
statim a principio est vel substantia, vel quantitas, vel qualitas. Et
haec est causa quare in definitionibus non ponuntur nec wmm nec ens, ut
genusy quia oporteret quod umm et ens se haberent ut materia ad differ-
entdas, per quarum additiones eng fieret vel substantia vel qualitash,
= In VIIT Ke‘baphg Ject, S, Ne 1763- :

Sl e
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.(-/ The faresoln: considerations should suggest, at loest in a swmarily
way, some of the principal factors underlying our notdon and conception

of belng, 4o woll as the comwn points of agmemént between the oomentas
tars, Tho impartance of these factors for the problém we are undertaking,
Apart from the mceasity of p emmposixg them as startingpolints in the con-.
trovorsy, canbeaf.bo judgad, parhapg, onlyai‘berwehmsema detaliled
sposition of the poaitiom xhemalve&

Forthatzfeaaqn,ma;ta@tmmdnatadétaﬂedamlwia of eny pere
técular podnt in q.estion, nor was thero any inalstence wpon any such mtters
that aigm',vbavc proven controvesrsial. To have done otherwise might lave proe
Judiced the whole discussicn at the very outset before mving taken wp the
relative postblon t.hemelm. w N . -

()

| tmfm_mm;r, the tgak which_r;mins 18 not without difficultdes. . In
e firet place, the nature of tho problem necsssarily involves both logical
a8 well as metaphyaical considerations, This epears quita evident frxm
Ui previows dlscusslon, aud this 1is snother Feason wiy it wag deemod necgss
prior to taking up the problem.of the sigalflestion of belng proper es eoe .
visloned by Ferrera and Cajetan, Because of tha nocessary intarmingling -
of the logleal with the motaplysical aspects of the investigetion, it my
not slvays be cleer Just which of these two elements predominate in ang.
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g-van discussion. In view of this, it oay not be possiblo .to decide
whothor the divergoncles cantoer chiefly on the logleal or on the mota-
physicel plame or, perbapg, on both. Moreover, it ia not always easy
o interpret the nind of the comentators themselves. It is gﬁnfticxﬂar—
ly ddslficuddt to Judze what peenliar aspect of bedng each of the 4wo
comentators ere intent won stressing. In otdor words, aro they dis-
cussing totally different things, or is there, in some degres ot lsast,
an inaistence solely upon diffevent pointa of view of the geme thing?
Finally, and this 1o oven mare ¢ifficult still, which of the two pogi=
tions appear to bo more espressive and more in harnony wth the mimd of
Ste Thomas? |

_ Because of tho natre of thess and other problems, and in arder to
insure & maximm of {idelty to tho interpretations inwolving the tao pow
sitions, owr procedure will be to f£llow as closely as possidle tho menner
in which the coamentators themselves presented their opinions. We shall
tals wp the erpuments they offery &8 woll as the leading texts fiom St.
Thoras which geen to favor such an interpretation. We shall add some refer=
emeatomorcontewautmmaémto&li{mthémsdmﬁth
one or the other given polndt of view. This will congtitute the inttlal stege
of our Inguiry. Owr next step will ve to take wp Individually or singly the
various podnts at issue fiom a mwe critical standpoint. Owr mein concern
hemwiﬂbesithttndoctrimcfsmﬂmmelf, in the course of widch
vo hape to arrive at a solution to this diffiewlt problem,
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