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Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 184
Lecture 6

(92b3-39)

 

WHETHER QUOD QUID CAN BE SHOWN BY DEMONSTRATION OR DEFINITION

 

b3. To put it another way:

b7. But further, if definition

b11. Then too we hold that

b18. Moreover it is clear

b26. Since, therefore, to define

b28. But that were

b30. all sets of words

b32. no demonstration can prove

b35. It appears then

 

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 184
[image: image1]After considering each of the ways in which something might be demonstrated and showing that none can demonstrate the quod quid, the Philosopher now shows what he proposes through common reasons. Concerning this he does three things. First, he lays down something which is necessary for proving what he proposes. Secondly, he shows what he proposes (92b7). Thirdly, he sums up what has been stated (97b35).

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 184
[image: image2]He says therefore first (92b3) that there does not seem to be any possible way for a person to demonstrate that some quod quid is man: and this because whoever knows a quod quid to be of man or of any other thing is required to know that the thing exists. For since there is no quiddity or essence of a non-being, it is impossible to know the quod quid of something which is not; but one might know the meaning of the name or have a notion composed of several names. Thus a person is capable of knowing the meaning of the word tragelaphus or goat-stag, because it signifies an animal composed of goat and stag, but it is impossible to know the quod quid of a goat-stag, because there is no such thing given in nature.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 184
[image: image3]Then (92b7) from what has been established he goes on to prove what he proposed. In regard to this he does two things. First, he shows that the quod quid cannot be shown by demonstration. Secondly, that it cannot be shown by definition (92b26).

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 184
[image: image4]In regard to the first he presents three reasons, the first of which (92b7) is the following: Just as a definition is brought forward to manifest something which is one in the sense that from the parts of the definition something is formed which is one per se and not one per accidens, so a demonstration which employs a definition as its middle must demonstrate something which is one; for the conclusion must be proportionate to the middle. Consequently, it is clear that one cannot in virtue of one and the same definition demonstrate things that are diverse. But the quod quid of man is one thing and his being or existence is another--for it is only in the First Principle of being, Who is being essentially, that to be and quiddity are one and the same; in all other things, which are beings by participation, the to be has to be other than the quiddity. Therefore, it is not possible to demonstrate both the quid and the quia with the same demonstration.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 185
[image: image5]Then (92b11) he presents the second reason and it is this: According to a common opinion of wise men, it is necessary that all i.e., the whole demonstrated by a demonstration, be the quia est, unless perchance someone would want to say that the quia est itself is the substance of a thing. However, this is impossible. For the to be is not the substance or essence of anything existing in a genus; otherwise it would be required that being be a genus, because a genus is something predicated in quod quia. But, as it is proved in Metaphysics III, being is not a genus. For this reason God Who is His own essence is not in a genus.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 185
[image: image6]Furthermore, if the quia est were the substance of any thing, then in the same breath that one shows the quia est he would be showing the quid est; consequently, the whole which a demonstrator manifests would not be the quia est. But this is false. Therefore, it is clear that demonstration manifests only the quia est, for it demonstrates some enunciation which signifies that something is or is not.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 185
[image: image7]This is apparent also in the way a science proceeds. For geometry assumes what the name triangle signifies, and demonstrates quod sit, as when it demonstrates that an equilateral triangle has been formed on a given straight line. Therefore, if one demonstrated merely what a triangle is apart from the method of demonstrating which the sciences employ, he would not be demonstrating this whole which is that a triangle exists, but only what I call triangle. For just as, owing to the fact that to be is not the substance of a thing, one who demonstrates to be demonstrates that and nothing more, so if someone demonstrates the quid est, that is all he demonstrates. It would follow, therefore, that someone who knew the quid est in virtue of a definition would not know an est--which is impossible in view of what has been established above.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 185
[image: image8]Then (92b18) he presents the third reason. Now this reason uses ordinary definitions as examples to manifest the same fact that was concluded in the previous reason, namely, that one who demonstrates the quid est is not demonstrating the quia est. Wherefore he says that it is clear not only in the light of the foregoing but also in view of the modes of terms, i.e., of definitions, which are presently in vogue that those who define do not manifest the quia est. For example, one who defines a circle as something all the lines from whose center to the circumference are equal, is still left with the question why there must be such a thing as he has defined, i.e., why it is necessary to posit that there exists such a thing as was defined; for example, why it is required to posit that there is a circle which is defined in the way mentioned. For it is acceptable to give a like description of a brass mountain by saying, for example, that it is a brass body which is lofty and extensive; but the task would still remain to establish whether there is such a thing in nature. And this because terms, i.e., defining notions, do not state that their counterpart either exists or is capable of existing; rather, whenever such a notion is formulated, it is legitimate to ask why such a thing should exist. Clearly then, it is impossible to demonstrate quid est and quia est simultaneously.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 186
[image: image9]Then (92b26) by leading to something absurd, he shows that the quod quid cannot be shown by demonstration. First, therefore, he shows what would follow from this. Secondly, he shows that what does follow is unacceptable (92b28).

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 186
[image: image10]He says therefore (92b26) that since a definer might show either the quid est or merely what a name signifies, it follows that a definition does not necessarily manifest the quod quid, which belongs to definition in the proper sense; otherwise, it will follow that a definition signifying quod quid is nothing more than a statement signifying in the same way that a name does: for the only thing that a definition adds to such a notion is that it signifies the essence of some thing. Hence, if there is no thing whose essence the definition signifies, it will be no different from a statement explaining the signification of some name.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 186
[image: image11]Then (92b28) he shows that it is unacceptable for a definition to be nothing more than a statement explaining the signification of a name: and this for three reasons. The first of these is that it happens that even things which are neither substances nor beings in a universal sense can be signified by a name. Now a name can be explained by some interpretation. Consequently, if a definition were nothing more than a statement interpreting a name, it would follow that a definition could be given of non-substances and of things that do not exist at all. But this is clearly false, for as it is shown in Metaphysics VII, definition bears principally on substance and on other things insofar as they are related to substance.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 186
[image: image12]Then (92b30) he gives the second reason and it is this: To any notion, i.e., to any statement signifying something, it is possible to apply a corresponding name which is explained by that notion. Therefore, if a definition is nothing more than a notion explaining a name, it would follow that all notions were definitions. As a consequence, it would follow that when we dispute or converse with anyone, the disputations or our discussions are definitions; similarly, it would follow that the Iliad, i.e., Homer's poem about the Trojan War, is a definition.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 186
[image: image13]Then (92b32) he gives the third reason and it is this: No science demonstrates that a given name signifies a given thing. For names are arbitrary signs; hence they must be used according to the will of the one inventing them. But it is obvious that definitions are given in every science. Therefore, it is obvious that definitions do not signify this, i.e., a mere interpretation of a name.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 187
[image: image14]Then (92b35) he sums up what has been so far discussed disputatively. And he says that from the foregoing it is seen to follow that definition and syllogism are neither the same nor concerned with the same; and furthermore that a definition demonstrates nothing, since it is not concerned with the same thing as a demonstration. In like manner, it seems to have been shown that it is not possible to know quod quid either by a definition or a demonstration, because a definition merely shows the what and a demonstration the quia. But to know the quod quid a knowledge of quia est is required, as has been shown.
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WHETHER QUOD QUID CAN BE SHOWN BY DEMONSTRATION OR DEFINITION

 

b3. To put it another way:

b7. But further, if definition

b11. Then too we hold that

b18. Moreover it is clear

b26. Since, therefore, to define

b28. But that were

b30. all sets of words

b32. no demonstration can prove
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Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 184
[image: image16]After considering each of the ways in which something might be demonstrated and showing that none can demonstrate the quod quid, the Philosopher now shows what he proposes through common reasons. Concerning this he does three things. First, he lays down something which is necessary for proving what he proposes. Secondly, he shows what he proposes (92b7). Thirdly, he sums up what has been stated (97b35).

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 184
[image: image17]He says therefore first (92b3) that there does not seem to be any possible way for a person to demonstrate that some quod quid is man: and this because whoever knows a quod quid to be of man or of any other thing is required to know that the thing exists. For since there is no quiddity or essence of a non-being, it is impossible to know the quod quid of something which is not; but one might know the meaning of the name or have a notion composed of several names. Thus a person is capable of knowing the meaning of the word tragelaphus or goat-stag, because it signifies an animal composed of goat and stag, but it is impossible to know the quod quid of a goat-stag, because there is no such thing given in nature.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 184
[image: image18]Then (92b7) from what has been established he goes on to prove what he proposed. In regard to this he does two things. First, he shows that the quod quid cannot be shown by demonstration. Secondly, that it cannot be shown by definition (92b26).

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 184
[image: image19]In regard to the first he presents three reasons, the first of which (92b7) is the following: Just as a definition is brought forward to manifest something which is one in the sense that from the parts of the definition something is formed which is one per se and not one per accidens, so a demonstration which employs a definition as its middle must demonstrate something which is one; for the conclusion must be proportionate to the middle. Consequently, it is clear that one cannot in virtue of one and the same definition demonstrate things that are diverse. But the quod quid of man is one thing and his being or existence is another--for it is only in the First Principle of being, Who is being essentially, that to be and quiddity are one and the same; in all other things, which are beings by participation, the to be has to be other than the quiddity. Therefore, it is not possible to demonstrate both the quid and the quia with the same demonstration.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 185
[image: image20]Then (92b11) he presents the second reason and it is this: According to a common opinion of wise men, it is necessary that all i.e., the whole demonstrated by a demonstration, be the quia est, unless perchance someone would want to say that the quia est itself is the substance of a thing. However, this is impossible. For the to be is not the substance or essence of anything existing in a genus; otherwise it would be required that being be a genus, because a genus is something predicated in quod quia. But, as it is proved in Metaphysics III, being is not a genus. For this reason God Who is His own essence is not in a genus.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 185
[image: image21]Furthermore, if the quia est were the substance of any thing, then in the same breath that one shows the quia est he would be showing the quid est; consequently, the whole which a demonstrator manifests would not be the quia est. But this is false. Therefore, it is clear that demonstration manifests only the quia est, for it demonstrates some enunciation which signifies that something is or is not.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 185
[image: image22]This is apparent also in the way a science proceeds. For geometry assumes what the name triangle signifies, and demonstrates quod sit, as when it demonstrates that an equilateral triangle has been formed on a given straight line. Therefore, if one demonstrated merely what a triangle is apart from the method of demonstrating which the sciences employ, he would not be demonstrating this whole which is that a triangle exists, but only what I call triangle. For just as, owing to the fact that to be is not the substance of a thing, one who demonstrates to be demonstrates that and nothing more, so if someone demonstrates the quid est, that is all he demonstrates. It would follow, therefore, that someone who knew the quid est in virtue of a definition would not know an est--which is impossible in view of what has been established above.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 185
[image: image23]Then (92b18) he presents the third reason. Now this reason uses ordinary definitions as examples to manifest the same fact that was concluded in the previous reason, namely, that one who demonstrates the quid est is not demonstrating the quia est. Wherefore he says that it is clear not only in the light of the foregoing but also in view of the modes of terms, i.e., of definitions, which are presently in vogue that those who define do not manifest the quia est. For example, one who defines a circle as something all the lines from whose center to the circumference are equal, is still left with the question why there must be such a thing as he has defined, i.e., why it is necessary to posit that there exists such a thing as was defined; for example, why it is required to posit that there is a circle which is defined in the way mentioned. For it is acceptable to give a like description of a brass mountain by saying, for example, that it is a brass body which is lofty and extensive; but the task would still remain to establish whether there is such a thing in nature. And this because terms, i.e., defining notions, do not state that their counterpart either exists or is capable of existing; rather, whenever such a notion is formulated, it is legitimate to ask why such a thing should exist. Clearly then, it is impossible to demonstrate quid est and quia est simultaneously.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 186
[image: image24]Then (92b26) by leading to something absurd, he shows that the quod quid cannot be shown by demonstration. First, therefore, he shows what would follow from this. Secondly, he shows that what does follow is unacceptable (92b28).

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 186
[image: image25]He says therefore (92b26) that since a definer might show either the quid est or merely what a name signifies, it follows that a definition does not necessarily manifest the quod quid, which belongs to definition in the proper sense; otherwise, it will follow that a definition signifying quod quid is nothing more than a statement signifying in the same way that a name does: for the only thing that a definition adds to such a notion is that it signifies the essence of some thing. Hence, if there is no thing whose essence the definition signifies, it will be no different from a statement explaining the signification of some name.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 186
[image: image26]Then (92b28) he shows that it is unacceptable for a definition to be nothing more than a statement explaining the signification of a name: and this for three reasons. The first of these is that it happens that even things which are neither substances nor beings in a universal sense can be signified by a name. Now a name can be explained by some interpretation. Consequently, if a definition were nothing more than a statement interpreting a name, it would follow that a definition could be given of non-substances and of things that do not exist at all. But this is clearly false, for as it is shown in Metaphysics VII, definition bears principally on substance and on other things insofar as they are related to substance.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 186
[image: image27]Then (92b30) he gives the second reason and it is this: To any notion, i.e., to any statement signifying something, it is possible to apply a corresponding name which is explained by that notion. Therefore, if a definition is nothing more than a notion explaining a name, it would follow that all notions were definitions. As a consequence, it would follow that when we dispute or converse with anyone, the disputations or our discussions are definitions; similarly, it would follow that the Iliad, i.e., Homer's poem about the Trojan War, is a definition.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 186
[image: image28]Then (92b32) he gives the third reason and it is this: No science demonstrates that a given name signifies a given thing. For names are arbitrary signs; hence they must be used according to the will of the one inventing them. But it is obvious that definitions are given in every science. Therefore, it is obvious that definitions do not signify this, i.e., a mere interpretation of a name.

Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle Bk 2 Lec 6 p 187
[image: image29]Then (92b35) he sums up what has been so far discussed disputatively. And he says that from the foregoing it is seen to follow that definition and syllogism are neither the same nor concerned with the same; and furthermore that a definition demonstrates nothing, since it is not concerned with the same thing as a demonstration. In like manner, it seems to have been shown that it is not possible to know quod quid either by a definition or a demonstration, because a definition merely shows the what and a demonstration the quia. But to know the quod quid a knowledge of quia est is required, as has been shown.

 could not be diversity among spiritual substances if they were not composed of matter and form.†1 This argument was deficient in both parts of its reasoning. For it is not necessary that those things which are only matter be without diversity, just as it is likewise not necessary of those substances which are forms only. For we have said †2 that since matter according to its nature is a being in potency, there must be diverse matters according to the diversity of potency. Nor do we mean anything else by the substance of matter than that very potency which is in the genus of substance. For the genus of substance, like other genera, is divided by potency and act and hence nothing prevents certain substances which are only potential to be diverse according as they are ordered to diverse genera of acts; in which sense the matter of the heavenly bodies is distinguished from the matter of the elements. For the matter of the heavenly bodies is in potency to perfect act, that is, to a form which completes the whole potentiality of matter, so that there no longer remains any potentiality to other forms. But the matter of the elements is in potency to incomplete forms, which cannot exhaust the whole potency of matter. But above these matters, there is spiritual matter, that is a spiritual substance, which receives a form according to its totality while the lower matters receive their form in a particular way.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Treatise on Separate Substances Ch 8 Sct 38 p 75
[image: image30]38.--In the same way, the inference based on the forms is also deficient.†1 For it is clear that if things composed of matter and form differ according to their forms, the forms themselves are diverse through themselves. But if it be said that the forms of diverse things are not diverse except because of the diversity of matter--just as diverse colors are caused by one illumination of the sun in the air according to the diversity of the difference of density and rarity in it--, it is necessary that prior to the diversity of the colors, there be understood in the air a diversity of clearness and density. So, likewise, it is necessary that in matter, prior to one form, another form be understood, just as in the case of bodies, prior to color, a surface is understood. Therefore among forms, there is found a diversity according to a certain order of perfection and imperfection. For that form which is nearer to matter is more imperfect and as in potency with reference to a later form. Thus, although they are only forms, nothing prevents us from positing a multiplicity among spiritual substances, on the basis that one is more imperfect than the other, provided we do so in such wise that the more imperfect is in potency in relation to the more perfect and so on upward to the first Form, which is act only, namely, God; so that, in this way, lower spiritual substances can be called matters according as they are in potency and forms according as they are in act.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Treatise on Separate Substances Ch 8 Sct 39 p 76
[image: image31]39.--Therefore it is a clearly inconsequential objection that he brings forth against this view. He concludes that if a spiritual substance differs according to perfection and imperfection, it must be the subject of perfection and imperfection; and therefore since "subject" belongs to the nature of matter, a spiritual substance must possess matter. In this argument, he is deceived in two ways. He is deceived, first, because he thinks that perfection and imperfection are certain supervening forms or accidents that a subject needs--which is clearly false. For there is a certain perfection which a thing has according to its species and substance, which is not compared to that thing as an accident to a subject or a form to matter, but designates the proper species itself of the thing. For just as one number is greater than another according to its own species, which is why unequal numbers differ in species, so, among material forms and forms separated from matter, one is more perfect than another according to the character of its own nature, insofar, namely, as the proper character of its species consists in a given grade of perfection. Second, because to be a subject not only follows upon the matter which is a part of substance but in general belongs to all potency. For everything that is related to another as potency to act is naturally subject to it, and in this way, likewise, a spiritual substance, although it does not have matter as a part of itself, nevertheless, insofar as it is in some respect in potency, can be subject to intelligible forms.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Treatise on Separate Substances Ch 8 Sct 40 p 77
[image: image32]40.--From this, the solution of the second argument †1 is likewise clear. For when we say that a certain substance is corporeal or spiritual, we do not compare spirituality or corporeity to a substance as forms to matter or accidents to a subject, but as differences to a genus, in such wise, that a spiritual substance is spiritual not because of something added to substance, but according to its proper substance, just as a corporeal substance is corporeal not because of something added to substance but according to its own substance. For the form through which the species receives the predication of the difference is not a form other than the one through which it receives the predication of genus, as we have said before.†2 Hence, it is not necessary that something should underlie the spirituality of substance as matter or subject.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Treatise on Separate Substances Ch 8 Sct 41 p 77
[image: image33]41.--The third argument has no validity.†1 For, since being is not predicated of all things univocally, the same mode of "to be" is not required in all things that are said to be; rather, some share in "to be" more perfectly, and some less perfectly.†2 For accidents are called beings, not because they have "to be" in themselves but because their "to be" lies in the fact that they are in a substance.†3 Again, there is not the same mode of "to be" in all substances. For those substances which share in "to be" most perfectly, do not have in themselves something which is a being only in potency. That is why they are called immaterial substances. Below these, are those substances which, although they contain within themselves a matter which according to its essence is a being in potency, yet they have a potentiality that is entirely completed through form so that there remains in them no potentiality to another form. They are therefore also incorruptible. Such is the case of the heavenly bodies which are necessarily composed of matter and form. In fact, they must exist in act, otherwise, they could not underlie any motion or be subject to sense nor could they be the principle of any action. No one of them is form only because if they were forms without matter, they would be substances that are actually intelligible and having understanding through themselves. This is impossible, since to understand cannot be an act of a body, as is proved in the De Anima.†4
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Treatise on Separate Substances Ch 8 Sct 41 p 78
[image: image34]It remains, therefore, that they are composed of matter and form. But just as that particular body underlies this particular magnitude and determinate figure so that it is not in potency to another magnitude or figure; so, the matter of the heavenly bodies is so subject to this form that it is not in potency to another form. Below these substances, there is a third grade of substances, namely, that of corruptible bodies which in themselves have a matter that is a being only in potency. Yet the whole potentiality of such a matter is not realized through the one form to which it is subject, so that there does not remain in it a potency to other forms. And according to this diversity of matter, this potentiality in bodies is found the more finely and the more grossly according as the heavenly bodies are finer and more formal than the bodies of the elements. And since form is proportioned to matter, it follows that the heavenly bodies likewise have a nobler and more perfect form, inasmuch as it realizes the full potentiality of matter. Therefore among the higher substances to which the potency of matter is completely foreign, there is found a difference of greater or lesser refinement according to the difference in the perfection of the form; but there is in them no composition of matter and form.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Treatise on Separate Substances Ch 8 Sct 42 p 79
[image: image35]42.--The fourth argument has no validity.†1 For given that spiritual substances have no matter, it does not follow that they are not distinguished from God. For if we take away the potentiality of matter, there remains in them a certain potentiality insofar as they are not "to be" itself but they share in "to be".†2 For there can be only one being which is "to be" itself; just as some form, if it should be considered by itself, can be only one. That is why the things which are diverse in number are one in species because the nature of the species considered in itself is one. Just as therefore it is one according to the consideration of it while it is being considered, so it would be one in being if it existed through itself. The same argument applies to the genus in relation to species, until we reach the "to be" itself which is most common. There is therefore only one "to be" subsisting through itself.†3 Hence it is impossible that other than it, there should be something which is "to be" alone. Now everything that is, has a "to be". Therefore in every being other than the first, there is present both a "to be" itself as the act, and the substance having the "to be" as a potency receptive of the act of "to be".†4
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Treatise on Separate Substances Ch 8 Sct 43 p 80
[image: image36]43.--It is possible for one to say that that which participates in something, of itself lacks that thing; just as a surface which has the nature to participate in color, considered in itself is not color and not colored. In the same way, accordingly, that which participates in "to be" must itself be a non-being. That which is a being in potency and participative of being but is not of itself being, is matter as was said above.†1 Thus, therefore, since every being that is after the First Being, which is "to be" itself, is a being by participation, it has matter.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Treatise on Separate Substances Ch 8 Sct 43 p 80
[image: image37]But it must be observed that the beings which share "to be" from the First Being, do not share in it according to a universal mode of being as it is found in the First Principle; they participate in it in a particular way, according to a certain determinate mode of being which belongs to this given genus or this given species. Now each thing is adapted to one determinate mode of being according to the mode of its substance. But the mode of every substance composed of matter and form is according to the form through which it belongs to a determinate species. Thus, a thing composed of matter and form is made through its form to receive a share in "to be" itself from God according to a mode proper to it.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Treatise on Separate Substances Ch 8 Sct 44 p 80
[image: image38]44.--A two-fold order, therefore, is found in a substance composed of matter and form. One is the order of the matter to form, and the other is the order of the composite thing itself to the participated "to be".†1 For the "to be" of a thing is neither its form nor its matter but something coming to the thing through the form.†2 Consequently, in things composed of matter and form, the matter considered in itself, according to the mode of its essence, has "to be" in potency, and this it has as a result of a certain participation in the First Being; but, considered in itself, it lacks the form through which it participates actually in "to be" according to the mode proper to it.†3
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Treatise on Separate Substances Ch 8 Sct 44 p 81
[image: image39]Now a composite being, considered in its essence, already has a form but it participates in its own "to be" through its own form. Therefore because matter receives an actual determinate "to be" through a form and not conversely, there is nothing to prevent the existence of a form which receives the "to be" in itself, not in some subject. For a cause does not depend on the effect, but rather conversely. In this way, therefore, a form subsisting through itself participates in "to be" in itself just as a material form participates in its subject. If, therefore, when I say "non-being", the effect is to remove only the "to be" in act, the form, considered in itself, is non-being but sharing in "to be". But if "non-being" removes not only the "to be" in act but also the act or the form through which something shares in "to be", then, in this sense, matter is non-being, whereas a subsistent form is not non-being but an act which is a form that can participate in the ultimate act which is the "to be".
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Treatise on Separate Substances Ch 8 Sct 44 p 81
[image: image40]It is clear therefore wherein the potency which is found in spiritual substances differs from the potency found in matter. For the potency of a spiritual substance is measured only according to its order to "to be", whereas the potency of matter is measured according to its order both to a form and to "to be". If someone were to say that both potencies are matter, it is clear that he is using the word "matter" equivocally.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Treatise on Separate Substances Ch 8 Sct 45 p 82
[image: image41]45.--The solution of the fifth argument †1 is already apparent from what we have said.†2 For since a spiritual substance participates in "to be", not according to the infinity of its community, as is the case in the First Principle, but according to the mode proper to its essence, it is clear that its "to be" is not infinite but finite. Nevertheless, since the form itself is not participated in matter, in this respect, it is not limited by the mode by which forms found in matter are limited.
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[image: image42]Thus therefore we see a certain gradation of infinity in things. For a material substance is finite in a two-fold manner, namely, on the part of the form which is received in matter and on the part of the "to be" itself, in which it shares according to its own mode, as being finite from below and from above. A spiritual substance, however, is finite from above, inasmuch as it receives "to be" from the First Principle according to its proper mode; it is infinite from below, insofar as it is not received in a subject. But the First Principle, God, is infinite in every way.
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CHAPTER IX
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	ANGELS AS NOT CREATED AND ITS REFUTATION
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	[image: image44]46.--Just as the aforementioned position †1 on the condition of spiritual substances strayed from the opinion of Plato and Aristotle †2 by taking away from those substances the simplicity of immateriality, so, concerning their mode of being, we find that certain people have strayed from the truth by taking away from spiritual substances an origin in a first and highest Author. On this point there was a three-fold error among different thinkers.
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[image: image45]For, in the first place, some of them said that the aforementioned substances had absolutely no cause of their "to be".†3 Others held that these substances had indeed a cause of being but they did not proceed immediately from the highest and first Principle but the lower ones among them derived their being from the higher ones according to a certain orderly succession.†4 Still others admit that all these substances have the origin of their being immediately from the First Principle; but in the case of their other attributes, for example, in that they are living, intelligent, and the like, the higher substances are as causes for the lower ones.†5
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[image: image46]47.--In the first place, then, they hold that spiritual substances are completely uncreated. They derive this opinion from the things which are caused according to matter, and they base themselves on the common physical assumption of the philosophers as their principle, namely, that from nothing nothing comes.†1 That thing seems to become which has a cause of its "to be". Whatever, therefore, has a cause for its "to be", this must come from another. Now that from which another becomes, is matter. If, therefore, spiritual substances have no matter, it seems to follow that they have absolutely no cause of their "to be".†2
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[image: image47]Again, "to become" is a certain kind of "to be moved" or "to be changed". Now there must be some subject for all change and motion, since motion is the act of something existing in potency.†3 Therefore some subject must pre-exist for everything that becomes. Hence, if spiritual substances are immaterial, they cannot have been made.†4
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[image: image48]Again, in any given making, when we arrive at the final "having been made", there remains nothing to be made, just as after the last "having been moved", there remains no "to be moved". But in the case of those things that are generated, we see that each one of them is then said to have been made, as meaning that the making is finished, when it receives its form. For the form is the term of generation. Therefore when the form is acquired, nothing remains to be made. Therefore that which has a form does not become a being; it is a being according to its form. If then something is in itself a form, this does not become a being. Now spiritual substances are certain subsistent forms as is clear from what has already been said. Therefore spiritual substances do not have a cause of their "to be" in the sense of having been made by another.
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[image: image49]One could likewise argue to the same effect from the opinion of Aristotle and Plato who hold that such substances are everlasting.†5 But nothing everlasting seems to be something made, since a being comes to be from non-being, as white comes to be from non-white. It seems to follow, then, that what comes to be, previously did not exist. Consequently, if spiritual substances are everlasting, it follows that they are neither made nor do they have a principle and cause of their "to be".†6
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[image: image50]48.--But if one were to consider the matter correctly, he will find that this opinion and the previous opinion which attributes matter to spiritual substances, proceed from the same source. For the previous opinion proceeded from the fact that Avicebron, unable to transcend the imagination, considered that spiritual substances were of the same nature as the material substances which are perceived by sense.†1 So, too, the present opinion seems to proceed from the fact that the intellect cannot be raised to see a mode of causing other than the one which is suited to material things. For human ability seems to have progressed slowly in investigating the origin of things. In the beginning, men thought that the origin of things consisted only in an external change, by which I mean an external origin that takes place according to accidental changes.†2
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	Treatise on Separate Substances Ch 9 Sct 48 p 85
[image: image51]For those who were first to philosophize about the natures of things held that to become is nothing other than to be altered, so that the substance of things which they called matter, is a completely uncaused first principle.†3 For they were not able by their intellect to hurdle the distinction between substance and accident. Others, proceeding a little further, likewise investigated the origin of the substances themselves, asserting that certain substances had a cause of their "to be". But because they were not able by their minds to see anything beyond bodies, they did indeed reduce corporeal substances to certain principles but corporeal principles, and they posited that other substances come to be through the combining of certain bodies, as though the origin of things consisted solely in combining and separating.†4
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[image: image52]Later philosophers proceeded by reducing sensible substances into their essential parts, which are matter and form. Thus they made the "becoming" of physical things to consist in a certain change, according as matter is successively made subject to different forms.†5
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[image: image53]But beyond this mode of becoming, it is necessary according to the teaching of Plato and Aristotle, to posit a higher one.†6 For, since it is necessary that the First Principle be most simple, this must of necessity be said to be not as participating in "to be" but as itself being "to be". But because subsistent "to be" can be only one, as was pointed out above,†7 then necessarily all other things under it must be as participating in "to be". Therefore there must take place a certain common resolution in all such things according as each of them is reduced by the intellect into that which is and its "to be". Therefore, above the mode of coming to be, by which something becomes when form comes to matter, we must presuppose another origin for things according as "to be" is bestowed upon the whole universe of things by the First Being that is its own "to be".
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[image: image54]49.--Again, in every order of causes, a universal cause must exist prior to the particular cause, since particular causes act only in the power of universal causes. Now it is clear that every cause that makes something through motion is a particular cause, since it has a particular effect. For every motion is from this determinate point to that determinate point, and every change is the terminus of some motion. Therefore, over and above the mode of becoming by which something comes to be through change or motion, there must be a mode of becoming or origin of things, without any mutation or motion through the influx of being.
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[image: image55]Further, that which exists by accident must be reduced to that which exists through itself. Now in every thing that comes to be through change or motion, there comes to be that which is in itself this or that being. But "being" taken in its community, comes to be accidentally, for it does not arise from non-being but from non-being this, as if dog arises from horse. To use the example of Aristotle, if a dog were to come to be from a horse, that which is essentially a dog comes to be, but an animal does not come to be essentially but only accidentally, since animal existed previously.†1 It is therefore necessary to consider in things a certain origin according to which "to be" taken in its community, is granted essentially to things--which transcends all change and motion.
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[image: image56]And if one should consider the order of things, he will always find that that which is most such is always the cause of those things that come after it. For example, fire which is hottest, is the cause of heat in other elementary bodies.†2 Now the First Principle which we call God is most a being. For in the order of things, we cannot proceed to infinity but we must come to something highest because it is better to be one than to be many. But that which is better in the universe, must necessarily be because the universe depends on the essence of God's goodness. Therefore the First Being must of necessity be the cause of being for all things.
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[image: image57]50.--Having seen these points,†1 we can easily solve the arguments brought forth. That the ancient Naturalists assumed as a first principle that nothing comes to be from nothing was due to the fact that they were able to reach only a particular mode of coming to be, namely, that which is through change and motion.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


The second argument likewise was based on this mode of coming to be. For among things which come to be through change or motion, a subject is presupposed to the making, but in the highest mode of coming to be, which takes place through the influx of being, no subject is presupposed to the making; for according to this kind of making, for a subject to come to be is for the subject to participate in "to be" through the influence of a higher being.
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[image: image58]So, too, the third argument is likewise based on the coming to be, which is through change or motion. For when the form is reached, there will be no further motion. Nevertheless, we must understand that through its form, a generated thing receives its "to be" from the universal cause of being. For the causes that are acting towards the production of determinate forms are causes of being only insofar as they act in the power of the first and universal principle of being.
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[image: image59]51.--The fourth argument likewise applies in the same way to those things which come to be through change or motion, in which it is necessary that non-existence precede the existence of things that come to be, for their "to be" is the terminus of a change or motion. But in those things which come to be without change or motion through a simple emanation or influx, we are able to understand that something has been made without including that at some time, it did not exist. For when change or motion has been removed, there is not found in the action of the causal principle, the succession of "before" and "after". It is therefore necessary that the effect which is produced through the influence of a cause be so related to that influencing cause while it is acting, in the same way that things which come to be through motion are related to their acting cause at the terminus of the action that exists through motion; for at that time, the effect then exists. Therefore, in the case of those things that come to be without motion, it is necessary that the produced effect be simultaneous with the influx of the acting cause. If, however, the action of the acting cause be without motion, no disposition will come to the agent so that he might be able to act afterwards when previously he could not do so, because this disposition would already be a certain change. Hence he could always act by an influx. Therefore the effect produced can be understood to have always existed. And this appears somewhat among corporeal things themselves. For in the presence of an illuminating body, light is produced in the air without any preceding change of the air. Accordingly, if the illuminating body had always been present to the air, the air would always have light from it.
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[image: image60]52.--But this appears more clearly in the case of intellectual beings which are more removed from motion. For the truth of the principles is the cause of the truth in conclusions that are always true. For there are certain necessary things which have a cause of their necessity, as Aristotle himself says in the fifth book of the Metaphysics†1 and in the eighth book of the Physics†2 Therefore, although Plato and Aristotle did posit that immaterial substances or even heavenly bodies always existed, we must not suppose on that account that they denied to them a cause of their being.†3 For they did not depart from the position of the Catholic faith by holding such substances to be uncreated, but because they held them to have always existed--of which the Catholic faith holds the contrary.
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[image: image61]For although the origin of certain things be from an unmoved principle without motion, it is not necessary that their "to be" be everlasting. For an effect proceeds from any given agent according to the mode of the "to be" of the agent. Now the "to be" of the First Principle is His "to understand" and "to will". Therefore the universe of things proceeds from the First Principle as from a being that understands and wills. But it belongs to one understanding and willing to produce something not of necessity as it itself is, but as it wills and understands. Now in the intellect of the first understanding being, there is included every mode of being and every measure of quantity and duration. Therefore, just as the First Principle did not give to things the same mode of being by which He exists and enclosed the quantity of bodies under a determinate measure--since all measures are contained in His power as well as in His intellect--so He gave to things such a measure of duration as He willed, not as He has. Accordingly, just as the quantity of bodies is enclosed under a given measure, not because the action of the First Principle is determined to this measure of quantity but because a measure of quantity actually follows as the intellect of the cause has prescribed; so, too, from the action of the First Cause, there follows a determinate measure of duration because the divine Intellect so prescribed; not, indeed, in the sense that God is subject to successive duration, so that He now wills or does something which He previously did not will, but because the whole duration of things is included under His Intellect, so that He determines from eternity the measure of duration that He wills for things.
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CHAPTER X
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	FROM THE FIRST PRINCIPLE AND ITS REFUTATION
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	[image: image62]53.--Therefore, other thinkers, considering these and similar points, assert that all things do indeed derive the origin of their being from the first and highest Principle of things Whom we call God, yet they do not do so immediately but in a certain order. Since the First Principle of things is absolutely one and simple, they thought that only that which is one proceeded from Him. And although this effect be more simple and more one than all the other lesser things, it falls short of the simplicity of the First Principle, insofar as it is not its own "to be" but is a substance having "to be". This substance they call the First Intelligence, from which they say that it is possible for a plurality of beings to proceed. For according as the First Intelligence is turned to the understanding of its simple and first Principle, they say that the second intelligence proceeds from it. Then, according as it understands itself in terms of the intellectuality in it, it produces the soul of the first sphere; but according as it understands itself in terms of that which is potential within it, the first body proceeds from it.†1 And thus, according to a certain order down to the lowest bodies, they determine the procession of things from the First Principle. This is the position of Avicenna †2 which seems to be presupposed in the Book of Causes.†3
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[image: image63]54.--But it is immediately evident that this position is open to criticism. For the good of the universe is stronger than the good of any particular nature. Since the nature of the good and of the end is the same, if anyone withdraws the perfection of the effect from the intention of the agent, he destroys the nature of the good in the particular effects of nature or art. For this reason, Aristotle criticized the opinion of the ancient Naturalists, who posited that the forms of the things that are generated by nature and other natural goods are not intended by nature but come about from the necessity of matter. All the more unbefitting is it therefore that the good of the universe proceed not from the intention of the universal agent but by a certain necessity in the order of things. Moreover, if the good of the universe which consists in the distinction and order of its parts, does come from the intention of the first and universal agent, then it is necessary that the very distinction and order of the parts of the universe preexist in the intellect of the First Principle. And because things proceed from Him as from a principle with an intellect, which acts in accordance with conceived forms, we may not posit that from the First Principle--granting that It is simple in Its essence--there proceeds only one effect; and that it is from another being, according to the mode of its composition and power, there proceeds a multitude, and so on. This would mean that such a distinction and order in things proceeded from a certain necessity in things and not from the intention of the first Agent.
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[image: image64]55.--Now it can be replied that the distinction and order of things does indeed proceed from the intention of the First Principle, which intends to produce not only the first effect but also the whole universe; yet this happens according to a certain order so that the First Principle produces the first effect immediately and through the mediation of the first effect, He brings things into being in a certain order. But since there is a twofold mode of producing things, namely, one according to change and motion, and the other, without change and motion--as we have already said above †1-in the mode of production which takes place through motion, we clearly see that some things come to be from the First Principle through the mediation of second causes. For thus we see plants and animals brought into being through motion according to the powers of higher causes, in an orderly way extending to the First Principle. But in the mode of production that takes place without motion through a simple influx of "to be" itself, this cannot take place. But in the mode of production according to which a thing is brought into being, not only does it itself come to be this thing, but it itself comes to be a being absolutely, as we have said.†2
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[image: image65]56.--But there must be a proportion between effect and causes so that, namely, a particular effect corresponds to a particular cause and a universal effect to a universal cause. Just as therefore, when through motion some thing itself comes to be this being, an effect of this sort is reduced to a particular cause that moves towards a determinate form, so too, when some thing comes to be absolutely and not by accident a being, this effect must be reduced to the universal cause of being. This, however, is the First Principle, namely God. By way of change and motion, certain effects can be brought into being by the First Principle through the mediation of second causes; but according to that mode of production which takes place without motion, called creation, an effect* is reduced to God alone as its Author. In this way, alone, can immaterial substances be brought into being, as well as the matter of such bodies as could not exist prior to form, as we have said concerning the matter of the heavenly bodies which is not in potency to other forms.†1 It remains, therefore, that all immaterial substances and the heavenly bodies, which cannot be brought into being through motion, have God alone as the Author of their being. And therefore, that which is prior among them is not the cause of being for those that come later.
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[image: image66]57.--Moreover, the higher a cause, by so much the higher and more universal is it and by so much does its power extend to more things. But that which is found to be prime in each and every being is especially common to all beings, for whatever is added, contracts that which is given as prior, for that which is understood in a thing as subsequent in reality is related to the prior as act is to potency. But potency is determined through act. Thus, therefore, that which is first in each and every thing must be the effect of the highest power. But the later the effect is, the more it is reduced to the power of a lower cause. Therefore that which is found to be in each and every being--as matter in bodies and what is proportional to immaterial substances--is the proper effect of the prime power of the universal agent. Consequently, it is impossible that certain things should be brought into being by second causes, without presupposing the effect of a higher agent; and thus, no agent after the first, brings a thing as a whole into being, in the sense of producing a being absolutely in itself and not accidentally--which is to create, as we have said.†1
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[image: image67]58.--Again, a given nature or form has a two-fold cause: one, which is essentially and absolutely the cause of such a nature or form; the other, which is the cause that such a nature or form is in such a being. The necessity of this distinction is apparent to any one considering the causes of the things which are generated. For when a horse is generated, the generating horse is indeed the reason why the nature of horse begins to exist in this being, but it is not the essential cause of equinity. For that which is essentially the cause of a certain specific nature, must be the cause of that nature of all the beings that have that species. Since, then, the generating horse has the same nature, it would have to be its own cause, which is impossible. It remains, therefore, that above all those participating in equinity, there must be some universal cause of the whole species. This cause the Platonists posited as a Form separate from matter in the manner in which the principle of all artifacts is the artistic form that does not exist in matter.†1 According to Aristotle's opinion, however, this universal cause must be located in some one of the heavenly bodies and therefore he himself, distinguishing between these two causes, said that man and the sun generate man.†2 But when something is caused through motion, the common nature comes to some preexisting being through the coming of a form to matter or to a substance. For in this way, something that has that nature in a particular way, can be through motion the cause of some being, as man is the cause of man or a horse the cause of horse. When a thing is not caused through motion, then such a making refers to the nature itself according to itself. Therefore it must be reduced to that which is essentially the cause of that nature, but not to something which participates in that nature in a particular way. For such a making is compared to the procession or causality which is found in intelligibles, in which the nature of a thing according to itself depends only on a First Principle, just as the nature and essence of six do not depend on three or two but on unity itself. For according to the very nature of its species, six is not twice three but once six; otherwise, there would have to be many substances of one thing. Consequently, when the being of some thing is caused without motion, the causality involved cannot be attributed to any one of the particular beings that participate in being; it must be reduced to the universal and first cause of being, namely God, Who is being itself.
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[image: image68]59.--Further, the more distant a potency is from act, the greater the power it needs to be reduced to act. For a fire of a greater strength is needed to melt stone than to melt wax. But as between no potency and some potency howsoever undisposed and removed, there is no proportion; for between non-being and a being there is no proportion, for the power which produces an effect from no preceding potency infinitely exceeds the power which produces an effect from some potency, however remote it might be. Now an infinite power can belong to other things in a qualified sense, but an infinite power with respect to all of being can belong only to the first agent, which is its own being, and is thereby in all ways infinite, as we said above †1 Therefore only the power of the first agent can produce an effect without the presupposition of any potency †2 Such, however, must be the production of all ingenerable and incorruptible things, which are produced without motion. Such things, therefore, must be produced by God alone. Hence, it is impossible that immaterial substances should come into being from God according to the order which the aforementioned position laid down.
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CHAPTER XI
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	[image: image69]60.--Influenced by these reasons, the Platonists held that in the case of all immaterial substances and, in general, all existing things, God is immediately the cause of being according to the aforementioned mode of production which is without change or motion.†1 But they posited a certain order of causality in the aforementioned substances according to other participations in the divine goodness. For, as we said above,†2 the Platonists posited abstract principles according to the order of our intelligible conceptions. This would mean that just as unity and being are most common and are the first to fall in the intellect, after which comes life, then intellect and so forth, so likewise, the first and highest among these separate principles is that which is being itself, and this is the First Principle, God, of Whom we have said that He is His own being.†3 Under this principle, they posited another separate principle, life, and again, another, intellect. If, therefore, there be some immaterial substance which is intelligent, living, and being, it will be a being through participation in the First Principle which is being itself; it will be living through participation in the second separate principle which is life; and it will be intelligent through a participation in another separate principle which is the intellect itself.†4 This would be the same as if it were posited that man is an animal through participation in the separate principle which is animal; and a biped through participation in a second principle which is biped †5
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[image: image70]61.--Now this position can be true in a certain way but, absolutely speaking, it cannot be true. For among those qualities which come accidentally to some being, nothing prevents that which is prior from coming from a more universal cause and that, which is subsequent, from coming from some subsequent principle. For example, animals and plants participate in heat and cold from the elements but they obtain the determinate mode of complexion which pertains to their own species from the seminal power through which they are generated. Nor is it awkward that a thing have quantity or be white or hot from different principles. But this is absolutely impossible in the case of substantial attributes. For all attributes which are predicated of some thing substantially, are essentially and absolutely one. Now a single effect is not reduced to several first principles according to the same notion of principle because an effect cannot be simpler than its cause. Whence, Aristotle himself uses this argument against the Platonists, namely, that if animal were one thing and biped another thing in separate principles, then there would not be "one two-footed animal" without qualification.†1 If, therefore, among immaterial substances, that which is the "to be" were different from the "to live" and from the "to be intelligent" in such a way that "living" would come to an existing being or "being intelligent" would come to a living being as an accident to a subject or form to matter, then what is said would be correct. For we see that something is the cause of the accident which is not the cause of the subject, and something is the cause of the substantial form that is not the cause of matter. But in immaterial substances, their "to be" itself is their "to live", and their "to live" is not other than their "to be intelligent". Therefore they are living and understanding from the same principle that they are beings. Therefore if all immaterial substances have their being immediately from God, then they have immediately from Him their life and intelligence. And if anything comes to them over and above their essence, for example, intelligible species or the like, in this respect, the position of the Platonists can hold, namely, that such qualities among lower immaterial substances may have been derived according to a certain order from higher ones.
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CHAPTER XII
	

	

	


 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	ON THE ERROR OF THOSE WHO HOLD THAT ALL
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	[image: image72]62.--Just as the aforementioned positions,†1 considering the order of immaterial substances, taught that they proceeded from the First Principle not immediately but according to a certain order, so, some thinkers, contrariwise, wishing to save their immediate procession from the First Principle, completely took away an order of nature among them. The author of this position is recognized to have been Origen.†2 For it was his opinion that diverse and unequal things could not proceed from an author who is one and just unless some diversity were presupposed. But no diversity could precede the first production of things by God, which presupposes nothing at all. Whence he posits that all the things which were first produced by God were equal. Hence, because bodies cannot be made equal to non-bodily substances, he posited that there were no bodies in the first production of things. Afterwards, when the things had been produced by God, a diversity entered creation as a result of the diversity in the motions of the will of the non-bodily substances which, of their nature, have freedom of choice.
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[image: image73]According to this view, some of them, turning to their principle †3 by an orderly motion of their will, advanced in goodness, and this diversely, according to the diversity of their voluntary motion. Whence, some among them were made superior to others. Some others, however, were turned away from their principle by a disorderly motion of the will and these deteriorated in goodness, some more and some less; so that this was the occasion for the production of bodies, namely, that non-bodily substances having turned away from the order of the good, might be bound to them as having fallen down to the level of a lower nature. Whence Origen was wont to say that the whole diversity of bodies was based on the diversity in the disorderliness of the voluntary motion of non-bodily substance, so that those that had turned in a lesser way from God, were bound to nobler bodies, and those that were turned away more, were bound to less noble bodies.
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[image: image74]63.--The principle of this position is groundless and the position itself is impossible. The ground of this impossibility can be gathered from what we have already said. For we said above that spiritual substances are immaterial.†1 If, therefore, there is any diversity in them, this must be according to a formal difference. Now among those beings which differ by a formal difference, no equality can be found, for every formal difference must be reduced to the first opposition which is the opposition of privation to form.†2 Therefore, among all beings that differ formally, the nature of one that is imperfect with respect to another is related to that other in the disposition of privation to form. And this is apparent to us in the diversity of the species known to us. Thus among animals and plants and metals and elements, we find that a difference of species proceeds according to the order of nature so that step by step, nature rises from the lower to the most perfect. This is likewise apparent in the species of colors and flavors and other sensible qualities. But in things which differ materially, nothing prevents things that have the same form from being equal. For diverse subjects can participate in the same form either equally or by excess and defect. Consequently, it would be possible for all spiritual substances to be equal, if, having specifically the same form, they differed only in matter. And perhaps this is what Origen thought them to be by not distinguishing noticeably between spiritual and corporeal natures. But because spiritual substances are immaterial, there must be an order of nature among them.
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[image: image75]64.--Further, according to this position, it is necessary that spiritual substances be either imperfect or superfluous. For we do not find a multitude of beings on the same grade of nature except through some imperfection of any one of them or because of the necessity of continuing in existence, so that those things that cannot endure in numerical sameness, might endure through multiplication; just as among corruptible things, we find many individuals equal according to the nature of the species; or through the necessity of some operation for which the power of one is not sufficient but the power of many must be joined together as constituting one complete power, as is evident in a number of warriors and in a multitude of persons pulling a boat. But those things whose power is complete and which are enduring in the order of their nature are not multiplied numerically in the equality of the same species. For there is only one sun which suffices for permanent endurance and to produce all the effects which belong to it according to the grade of its nature; the same is clear in the case of the other heavenly bodies. But spiritual substances are much more perfect than even the heavenly bodies. Therefore, there is not among them a multitude in the same grade of nature, for, since one of them is sufficient, others would be superfluous.
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[image: image76]65.--Again, the aforementioned position takes away the perfection of goodness from the universe of things produced by God. For the perfection of each and every effect consists in this, that it is likened to its cause,†1 for that which according to its nature is something generated is then perfect, when it reaches the likeness of its generator. Artifacts are likewise made perfect when they achieve the form of the art. But in the case of the First Principle, we recognize not only that He is good, and being, and one, but also that He possesses this perfection above and beyond all other things and that He leads other things to a participation in His own goodness. Therefore, the perfect assimilation of the universe produced by God requires not only that each thing be good and be a being, but also that one thing should excel another and that one thing should move the other to its end. Hence the good of the universe, like the good of an army, is the good of an order.†2 Accordingly, the aforementioned position, by establishing a complete equality in the production of things, takes away the good of order from the universe of things.†3
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[image: image77]Moreover, it is unbefitting to attribute that which is best in the universe to chance. For that which is best has most especially the nature of the intended end. Now the good of order is that which is best in the universe of things, for this is the common good; while other goods are singular goods. This order, which is now found in things, the aforementioned position attributes to chance according, namely, as it happens that one spiritual substance is moved in a certain way according to its will, and another spiritual substance in another way. Therefore the above opinion must be completely rejected.
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[image: image78]66.--Furthermore, the basis of this position is clearly absurd. For the same notion of justice is not involved in the constitution of some whole out of several and diverse parts and in the distribution of some thing common among singulars. For he who intends to make a given whole, aims that the whole be perfect and accordingly, brings together diverse and unequal parts to its constitution. For if all the parts were equal, then the whole would not be perfect, which is evident both in a physical whole and in a civil whole.†1 For the body of man would not be perfect, unless it had members that are diverse and of unequal importance, nor would the body politic be perfect unless there were found in it unequal conditions and diverse offices. But in the distribution of something common, the concern is with the good of each singular; and therefore diverse things are assigned to diverse beings according to a preexisting diversity in them, in accordance with which, diverse things befit them. Therefore in the first production of things, God brought forth diverse and unequal things in being, looking to that which the perfection of the universe requires and not to any preexisting diversity in things. But He will look to this point in the rewarding of final judgment by giving to each according to his merit.
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CHAPTER XIII
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	[image: image79]67.--But not only did some thinkers err concerning the substance and the order of spiritual substances, judging of them after the manner of lower beings, but some of them also fell into error concerning the knowledge and the providence of these substances. For in wanting to judge of the intelligence and the operation of spiritual substances after the manner of human intelligence and operation, they held that God and the other immaterial substances did not have a knowledge of singulars, nor did they exercise a providence over any lower beings and especially human acts.†1
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[image: image80]For, since in our own case, it is the sense that deals with singulars whereas the intellect, because of its immateriality, deals not with singulars but with universals, as a consequence, they thought that the intellects of spiritual substances which are much more simple than our intellect, could not grasp singulars. Now since they are completely incorporeal, there is in spiritual substances no sense, whose operation cannot take place without a body. Accordingly, they thought that it was impossible for spiritual substances to have any knowledge of singulars.†2
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[image: image81]68.--Further, proceeding to a greater folly, they thought that God knew only Himself by His intellect. For thus in our own case, we see that to understand is the perfection and the act of the one understanding, for it is thus that the intellect becomes actively understanding. Now nothing other than God is nobler than He so that it can be His perfection. Therefore, they hold that it necessarily follows that God understands only His own essence.†1 Further, that which proceeds from the providence of any one cannot be by chance. If, therefore, all things that happen in this world proceed from the divine providence, there is no fortune or chance in things.†2
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[image: image82]They likewise use an argument of Aristotle in the sixth book of the Metaphysics,†3 where he proves that if we posit that every effect has an essential cause and that, given any cause whatsoever, its effect must necessarily be posited, it will follow that all futures will happen of necessity, since any future effect will be reduced to some preceding cause, and that to another and so on, until we come to the cause which already is or already was. But this cause is now posited because it is in the present or it was in the past. If, therefore, to posit the cause means necessarily for the effect to be posited, then all future effects will follow of necessity. But if all things that are in the world, are subject to the divine providence, the cause of all things is not only present or past but has preceded them from eternity. But it is not possible that when this cause is posited, its effect will not follow. For the divine providence on which no defect falls, is not thwarted either through ignorance or through the impotence of the one providing. Therefore if follows that all things come about of necessity.†4
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[image: image83]69.--Further, if God is the good itself, the order of His providence must necessarily proceed according to the nature of the good. Therefore either divine providence is inefficacious or it completely excludes evil from things. We see, however, many evils occurring among singular, generable, and corruptible things, and especially among men in whom, in addition to physical evils which are natural defects and corruptions common to them and to other corruptible things, there are added also the evils of vices and of disorderly happenings, as when numerous evils befall the just, and good things happen to the unjust. On this account, therefore, some people have thought that divine providence extends only to immaterial substances and the incorruptible and heavenly bodies, in which they saw no evil. But the lower beings, according to them, were subject to the providence of God in genus but not individually nor to other spiritual substances.
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[image: image84]70.--And because the things which have been said above are opposed to the common opinion of mankind and this, not only of men in general but also of the wise, we must show by certain arguments that the above positions have no truth and that the above arguments do not establish the conclusion they intend. This applies first to the knowledge of God and secondly, to His providence.
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[image: image86]Now we must, of necessity, hold firmly this point, namely, that God has a most certain knowledge of all things that are knowable at any time or by any knower whatsoever. For as we have maintained above,†1 the substance of God is His very act of being. Furthermore, His being and His understanding are one and the same; otherwise, He would not be a perfectly simple being nor the absolutely prime being. Therefore, just as His substance is His act of being, so is His substance His understanding or His intelligence as likewise the Philosopher concludes in Metaphysics XII.†2 Just as therefore His substance is His separate act of being, so likewise, is His substance His separate understanding. But if there should be some separate form, nothing that could belong to the nature of that form would be lacking to it, just as if there were a separate whiteness, nothing understood under the nature of whiteness would be lacking to it. Now the knowledge of any knowable is included under the universal nature of knowing. Therefore God cannot be lacking in the knowledge of any knowable.
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[image: image87]But the knowledge of any knower is according to the mode of his substance, just as any operation is according to the mode of the one operating. All the more so, divine knowledge which is God's substance, is according to the mode of His being. Now His being is one, simple, abiding, and eternal. It follows therefore that by one simple glance, God has an eternal and fixed knowledge of all things.
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[image: image88]71.--Further, that which is abstract can be only one in each nature. For if whiteness could exist as abstracted, the only whiteness would be the one that is separate and all the others would be white by participation. Now just as the sole substance of God is His separate existence, so His substance is His absolutely separate understanding. All other things consequently understand or know by participation, just as they are by participation. But that which befits a being by participation is found more perfectly in that in which it is essentially and from which it is derived to others.†1 Therefore God must have a knowledge of all things which are known by any being whatsoever. And therefore the Philosopher considers it unfitting that something which is known by us should be unknown to God, as is clear in On the Soul I†2 and in Metaphysics III.†3
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[image: image89]72.--Likewise, if God knows Himself, He must know Himself perfectly because if His understanding is His substance, then whatever is in His substance must be included in His knowledge. But when the substance of anything is known perfectly, its power must likewise be known perfectly. God therefore knows His power perfectly and consequently He must know all the things to which His power extends. But His power extends to everything that in any way is in reality or can be,--whether it be proper or common, immediately produced by Him or through the mediation of second causes--since the power of the First Cause acts on the effect more than does the power of a second cause.†1 Therefore God must have a knowledge of all things that in any way are found in things.
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[image: image90]Furthermore, just as the cause is in a manner present in its effect through a participated likeness of itself, so, every effect is in its cause in a more excellent way according to the power of the cause. Therefore all things must exist more eminently in their First Cause, which is God, than in themselves. But whatever is in a thing, must be in it according to the substance of that thing. But the substance of God is His understanding. Therefore, however things may be in reality, they must exist in God in an intelligible way according to the eminence of His substance. Therefore God must know all things most perfectly.
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[image: image91]73.--But because they †1 have found an occasion to err in the demonstration of Aristotle in Metaphysics XII,†2 we must show that they do not attain to the Philosopher's intention. Therefore it must be known that according to the Platonists, an order of intelligibles existed prior to the order of intellect, so that an intellect became actually understanding by participating in an intelligible, as we have already said.†3 And in the same way Aristotle showed earlier in the same book that above the intellect and the intellectual appetite by which the heavens are moved, there is a certain intelligible, participated by the intellect moving the heavens. His words are: "The receiver of the intelligible substance and of the intellect acts as possessing them,"†4 as if to say it actually understands as it already possesses its participated intelligible from above. And from this, he further concludes that that intelligible is more divine. And after he has interposed certain matters, he raises the question concerning the intellect of this most divine being by participation in which the mover of the heavens is actually understanding.†5
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[image: image92]For if that most divine being does not understand, he will not be something outstanding but will act as one who is asleep. But if he understands, the first query will then be how he understands. For if he understands by participating in something else above him--just as a lower intellect understands by participating in him--it will follow that there will be something else which will be a principle with respect to it, because by the fact that he understands by participating in another, he is not understanding through his own essence; so that his substance is not his understanding, but rather, his substance will be in potency in relation to understanding †6 For this is the condition of the substance of any participating being in relation to what it obtains by participation. And thus, it further follows that that divine being will not be the most excellent substance--which is contrary to the position.
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[image: image93]74.--As a result, he advances another query concerning that which is understood about the noblest substance. Whether it be granted that the first substance is its very understanding or whether its substance is an intellect that is compared as potency to understanding, there will be a question as to what it is that the first substance understands.†1 For it understands either itself or something other than itself. If it be granted that it understands something other than itself, there will arise the further query whether it always understands the same thing, or at one time one thing and at another time another. And because some one could say that it makes no difference what it understands, Aristotle raises on this point the query whether it makes some difference or none in any being to understand something good or to understand something contingent.†2 And he answers in reply to this query that to know certain things is trivial. The meaning of this statement can be two-fold: either that it is trivial to know concerning certain things, whether to understand them is as good as to understand certain other things, whether much lesser or much greater. The other meaning is that in our own case it seems trivial for us to have an actual understanding of certain things. Whence another reading has it, "Or meditating about certain things something is inappropriate."
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[image: image94]Having determined that it is better to understand something good than to understand something less good, he concludes that what the first substance understands is the best; and that in understanding, it is not changed so that it understands now one thing and now another. He proves this in a two-fold way: First, since it understands that which is noblest, it would follow, as has been said,†3 that if it were changed to some intelligible object, then there would be change to something less noble. Secondly, because such a change of intelligibles is already a certain motion.†4 The first being, however, must be in every way immobile.
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[image: image95]75.--He then returns to the resolution of the first question, namely, whether God's substance is His understanding. This he proves in a two-fold way as follows: First, because if His substance is not His understanding but is as potency to it, it is probable that to understand without stop would be laborious to Him.†1 He says that it is "probable" because that is how it happens in our own case. But since this can happen in our case not because of the nature of the intellect but because of the lower powers that we use in understanding, he therefore did not say that this is necessary in all cases. If, however, this probability is accepted as true, it will follow that it might be laborious for the First Substance to understand without stop and therefore it will not be able to understand everlastingly, which is contrary to what has been accepted.
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[image: image96]Secondly, he proves it by the fact that if His substance were not His understanding, it would follow that something else would be nobler than His intellect, namely, the known thing, through participation in which, it becomes understanding.†2 For whenever a substance is not its own understanding, the substance of the intellect must be ennobled and perfected by the fact that it understands some intelligible actually, even if this object be a most humble one. For every thing by which some thing becomes actual, is more noble than it. Hence it would follow that some most humble intelligible is nobler than the intellect which is not understanding through its essence. Hence this must be denied, namely, that something else understood by Him is the perfection of the divine intellect because the nobility of the thing itself understood belongs to the perfection of His act of understanding. This point is manifest from the fact that in our case, among whom the substance of the knower differs from actual knowledge, it is more worthy for certain things not to be seen than to be seen. And so if it be thus in the case of God, that His intellect is not His understanding and that He understands something else, then, His understanding will not be the best because it will not have the best intelligible object.†3 It remains, therefore, since He is the noblest of things, that He understands Himself.
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[image: image97]76.--It is therefore apparent to anyone who considers carefully the above words of the Philosopher, that it is not his intention to exclude absolutely from God a knowledge of other things, but rather, that God does not understand other things through themselves as participating in them in order that He then may become understanding through them; as happens in the case of any intellect whose substance is not its understanding. He rather understands all things other than Himself by understanding Himself, inasmuch as His being is the universal and fontal source of all being and His understanding is the universal root of understanding encompassing all understanding.†1
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[image: image98]The lower separate intellects, however, that we call angels, understand themselves in each case through their essence, but according to the Platonists' position, they understand other things by participating in the separate intelligible forms that they call gods, as we have said.†2 According to Aristotle's principles, they understand other things partly through their essence and partly through a participation in the First Intelligible, Who is God, from Whom they participate in both being and understanding.
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CHAPTER XIV
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	[image: image99]77.--Furthermore just as divine knowledge, according to what has been set down,†1 must extend to the least of things, so it is necessary that the care of divine providence should enfold all things. For in all things the good is to be found in a certain order, according as things help one another and are ordered to an end.†2 Just as every being is derived from the First Being Who is His own act of being, so it is necessary that every good be derived from the First Good Who is goodness itself. Therefore the order of individuals is derived from the first and pure Truth, from which, however, something is derived according to its manner, namely, in an intelligible way. And in this the nature of providence consists, that an order be established by an understanding being in the things that are subject to its providence. Therefore all things must be subject to the divine providence.
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