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The thesis has four main parts. The introduction, ''Contemporary
Thomism", endeavours to justify a re-examination of the structure of the

initial questions of the Summa Theologiae on account of the distortions

in the presentation of Thomas inherent in the Leonine revival. The

four chapters of Part Two comnsider first, Lombard's Sentences, second,

Anselm's Monologion and Proslogion, third, Boethius' De Trinitate, the

De Divinis Nominibus of Dionysius and the De Divisione Naturae of

Eriugena, and fourth, the Neoplatonism of Proclus and Porphyry in a
search for the origins of Thomas' theological structure. It concludes
that for the specific features of his system Thomas reaches back beyond

the Sentences to the pagan and Christian adaptations of the opposing

traditions of Porphyry and Iamblichus.

The five chapters of Part Three analyze the structure of the
questions. The first chapter considers the place of the "five ways'';
the other four treat questions 1 - 13; 14 - 265 27 - 43; and 44 - 45
respectively. The analysis discovers a common circular structure in
which there is a gradual development from the divine simplicity toward
more inclusive and concrete forms of divine self-relation. It finds
also an incompletely resolved tension between simplicity and self-
relation which are drawn from the contrary Neoplatonic logics of
infinite and finite. The thesis concludes that Thomas is better
understood as part of the Neoplatonic development of systematic thought

than from existentialist perspectives opposed to this traditiom.



ABSTRACT
The Structure of the first Forty-five Questions of the

Summa Theologiae of Saint Thomas Aquinas.

The thesis has four main parts. An introduction,
"Contemporary Thomism", attempts to justify a re-examination

of the structure of the initial questions of the Summa Theologiae

because of the distortions in the presentation of Thomas inherent

in the revival given authority by the Encyclical "Aeterni Patris"

of Leo XIII. Pope Leo's purposes require an engagement with

modern thought in order to subordinate it and the practical life
regarded as founded upon it to theology and ecclesiastical authority.
It is argued that these purposes involve a form of separation
between philosophy and theology and an overemphasis on the
Aristotelian features of Thomas' system which vitiates a sense of
its structural integrity. The introduction compares and contrasts
the realist and transcendental schools and finds in their common
characterization of Thomas' philosophy as an existentialist doctrine
of esse a perspective resembling that of Heidegger. The trans-
cendental Thomists seem to understand better than the realists

the unity of thought and being in Aquinas and so a more detailed
examination of some of their work is undertaken. E. Coreth's

Metaphysics and K. Rahner's Spirit in the World are found

to diverge from Thomas at crucial points because of their ultimate
acceptance of a Heideggerian critique of onto-theo-logy. Coreth
and Rahner are unable to unite philosophy and theology in the way
Thomas does. The relation of the Thomist revival to modern

Philosophy is considered more widely when an endeavour is made to

draw Bernard Lonergan into the picture. The idealism of the trans-



cendental thinkers as opposed to the realists shows itself in
this context as does a general correspondence between the various
Thomisms and contemporary philosophic perspectives. The part
concludes with a consideration of the reaction of recent Catholic
theologians against ontological Aristotelian Thomism in favour
of a negative theology based on the Neoplatonic elevation of the
One. This provides the context for a search for Thomas' sources

which is the work of Part Two.

Searching out the "Sources for the Structure of the de

deo of the Summa Theologiae" begins with the text book of High

Scholastic Theology, the Sentences of Peter Lombard. Thomas'

first system was a commentary on this work and derived its general

form from it. An exitus - reditus pattern in the Sentences was

discerned by St. Thomas and is carried over into his exposition

and ultimately to the Summa Theologiae. But Thomas alters

Lombard's order and structure at many crucial points and it is
clear that he cannot be the source for much of what is distinctive
about the Summa. The gradual descent toward multiplicity in

the de deo through which the Trinity becomes intelligible, the
centrality of man and the dependence of sacramental union upon the
hypostatic are worked out structurally in the Summa but not in the

Sentences. In contrast to the Sentences, Anselm's Monologion

and Proslogion have an argument by which the Trinity is derived

from the conception of God with which the works begin and so
Anselm's reasoning has suggested itself as the source of Thomas'.
Examination of the evidence fails to substantiate this link and

SO in chapter three of this part we move from the more Augustinian
Predecessors to those Christians whose thought has been more clearly
influenced by Proclan Neoplatonism and in whom Thomas is intensely

interested. The Theological Tractates of Boethius, as well as the




works of pseudo - Dionysius and the De Divisione Naturae of Eriugena

have a circular exitus - reditus form which gives greater emphasis

to the downward motion in reality than one finds in Plotinus.
Moreover, there is in all three a reasoning from the principle itself,
rather than from his word spoken outwardly, which Thomas believes
takes one theologically beyond Augustine. In Dionysius and

Eriugena what can be said of God as one and as three are separated

in a way related to Thomas' division of the de deo uno from the

de deo trino. Thomas uses Dionysius as an authority for this

distinction and it is shown that contrary to some current theological

opinion his Divine Names and the Periphyseon of Eriugena belong to

the origins of a long tradition of such structure in the Middle Ages.
The effectiveness of Proclus' influence through these mediaries

draws us in chapter four of Part Two to investigate further the
Neoplatonic sources of Thomas' doctrine. In the opposition between
Porphyry, identifying the One with being, and Iamblichus with his
followers, elevating the One above all the forms of division, is
discovered the basis of two traditions meeting in Aquinas which explain
the tension between the priority he gives both to esse and also to
simplicity or goodness as names of God. This contrariety is then
explored further in its manifold appearances in the first forty-five

questions of the Summa Theologiae.

Part Three, "An Analysis of the Structure of the first

Forty-five Questions of the Summa Theologiae", has five chapters.

The first concerns "The Place of the Proof of God's Existence'"; the
rest consider in order questions one to thirteen, fourteen to twenty-

six, twenty-seven to forty-three and forty-four and forty-five.

The place of the "five ways" is a particular problem because the rise

of the proof from the sensible is contrary to the direction Thomas



states belongs to sacra doctrina. As a whole, the Summa begins

from the simplicity of God and moves toward ever more divided forms

of the divine until it reaches creation. The need for the ascent
from the sensible is a consequence of the position the human soul

has for Thomas. He identifies the Proclan Dionysius and Aristotle
when he finds the whole human soul descended into the temporal process
and required to elevate itself by means of science in order to under-
stand the self-revelation of separate substance. Theology is thus
constituted in the meeting of the motions from above and below and a
circular structure is found in the relation of the five ways. A
portion of the work of analyzing the other questions treated is
uncovering a similar form in them. The analysis discovers two main
principles of structure. There is, first, a distinction of the simple
from the multiple; plurality proceeds from unity as prior and most
potent. This determines that God's substance, centred around unity,
precedes his operations, centred around intellect. Further, it
requires that these processions or activities, which involve only a
conceptual distinction between subject and object, are prior to the
Procession into trinitarian personality, which is the development
within the divine essence of real relation, opposition and distinction.
Finally, the emanation of equal subsistences, the Trinity, through the
extrinsic divine act, power, produces creation which is of necessity
unequal to its source. Man as the complex of spirit and matter is
the last term in the exitus and the point from which the return takes

place.

The other structural principle by which the descending
grades are connected to each other and united with their source is
the motion of exit and return. Its circle binds together the

substantial names which flow outward from simplicity, perfection,



goodness and infinity to arrive at the existence of God in things,
thus overcoming the privative character of simplicity, and returns
through immutability and aeternity to the divine unity. Similarly
the circuit through the operations proceeds from intellect, and

its reflective and comparative activity in truth, to will which adds
desire to intellect's object and is described as ecstatic in love.
Then are added the names which combine will and intellect until the
operation of power is reached whose object lies outside the subject.
Finally, all are collected in intellect's self-enjoyment, beatitude.

The de deo trino describes another circle initiated by the processions

formed out of the intrinsic operations. The treatise proceeds
out to the plurality of distinct persons and returns to its origin
in the notional acts which are the same as the processions. Within
this there is a smaller circle developed in the questions on the
distinct persons and resulting from the conception of the spirit as
unity of what is opposed in the relation of Father and Son. There
is in this progress simultaneously an increasing revelation of the
divine nature and a growing understanding the ground of creation in
this nature. Creation becomes intelligible as the emanation or
procession consequent on that of the Trinity. Question forty-four
introduces creation and shows that God is cause in all four of
Aristotle's senses. Thus, it has the same structure as the ''five

ways". The basis for the great exitus - reditus circle of the

Summa has been laid in the treatment of God himself.

The system as just described results from the union in Thomas
of the Neoplatonic logics of the One and of the finite. The
identification of these in the divine produces tensions at every level
of his theology which unites an Aristotelian positive science of the

first principle and a Proclan negative theology which knows the first



only in what is subsequent to it. In thequestions on the substance
of God a problem results from Thomas' negative statements about the
pPossibility of knowing the simple through the composite and his
opposed teaching that many affirmative predicates can properly be
given him. In the treatment of the operations the difficulty is to
reconcile the absolute identity of the various activities with

the divine undivided simplicity while setting out the operations as
a4 series of forms of self-relation distinguished precisely by
different ways the subject can possess itself as its own object.

In the questions on the Trinity a major difficulty is the reconcil-
iation of belief in the plurality of subsistences in the divine essence
with the knowledge of its simplicity taken as primary. This creates
problems understanding how there can be a rational transition from

the de deo uno to the de deo trino and from it to God's creative act.

Part Four, '"Conclusion, Some Philosophical and Theological
Implications' > draws together the results of the earlier parts. It

appears that the Neoplatonic aspect of Thomas' Summa Theologiae was

not fully appreciated from the perspective either of Pope Leo's
practical purposes or of the existentialism common to realist and
transcendental Thomists. This Neoplatonism does have however both
philosophical and theological justification. To explain the possibility
of experience and reason philosophy requires a movement from the unity
of the principle as well as from the sensible. Christian theology
demands the reduction of the independent and plural to the absolute
primacy of the one God. Thomas' Summa may be seen to solve certain

of the problems in the systems of his pagan Neoplatonic predecessors

and their more immediate Christian followers but it is perhaps overladen
by encompassing so much contrariety and his synthesis is impossible

for the next generation of medieval theologians. Its comprehensive-



ness also makes it subject to attack from many contemporary

perspectives. It is suggested, nonetheless, that Christian

theology must have a place for the systematic thinking Thomas

attempted.
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Preface
What could justify something more on the first questions of the

Summa Theologiae of Thomas Aquinas? The delayed official celebrations

of the centenary of Leo XIII's encyclical "Aeterni Patris' are now
one year past. This and other Papal declarations meant that, for a
considerable period, only recently ended, more scholarly careers and
more effort were devoted to the teaching of St Thomas than to any
other philosophical and theological doctrine. Yet the quantity and
enthusiasm of the work is just the problem. Such a massive expendi-
ture was made only because the scholars, theologians and philosophers
had been able to identify the '"'mind of St Thomas' with their own ur-
gent concerns and prevailing perspectives. The introductory part of
this thesis endeavours to suggest how contemporary Thomisms were re-
lated to current philosophical interests. One fears that the teaching
of Thomas, who was invoked to bless every enterprise of philosophical
theology which sought -- and some which fled -- official ecclesiastical
approbation in the Roman Church for nearly a century, was somewhat
manhandled and pushed out of shape in the process. Now that official
ardour has cooled, or at least become divided and less effective, may
there not be, as Anthony Kenny has suggested, new opportunities for
looking at Thomas more disintereétedly and with greater historical
accuracy?

The aim of this thesis, to look at the structure of a section of
Thomas' work in an historical view, may be given reason by other con-
siderations. The preoccupation of the Thomist revival since the
nineteenth century has been with ontology. Questions about structure

were largely subordinated to the quest for a distinct doctrine of being.
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The reaction against Thomism has partly been in order to replace
ontology with henology. It happens that the same late Hellenistic
philosophical and theological tradition which was most concerned to
give absolute priority to the One is that which was most consumed by
the problems of structuring theology. The‘study of these thinkers,
awakened and immensely forwarded by E.R. Dodds' edition of the
Elements of Theology of Proclus, has been the area of the prehistory
of mediaeval scholasticism most advanced in the last decades. Thus,
by the study of the structure of the initial questions of the Summa

Theologiae, the ones most distorted by the abstraction of a philo-

sophical ontology from the rest of his giant system, it is hoped to
occupy some territory less trampled than others, to restore somewhat
the shape of a portion of the Summa, and to exploit some current
theological and philosophical interests as well as much present
historical enterprise. |

Another justification is required at the outset. What reason
can be given for ending with question forty-five, i.e. at the be-
ginning of the consideration of creation and indeed only part way
through a subsection of it? Questions oné to forty-five correspond

to no division of the Summa Theologiae made by St Thomas. The

rationale is found in the same late Neoplatonic logic which will be
used to illumine the structure of these questions. It is character-

ized by the elaborate and extensive use of the exitus-reditus form.

Indeed, the crucial modification of theological structure and content
made by St Thomas relative to hié pagan predecessors lies in applying
this circular motion to the inmost reaches of divinity. 1In order to
exhibit his use of this form, it is necessary to include the whole
exitus»in principle. Thus creation is touched upon but not itself

investigated.
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In the course of writing this thesis, I have incurred many debts.
The Governors of Pusey House, the University of King's College and the
Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada have all
supported me financially. I am grateful to my colleagues in the
Classics Department of Dalhousie University and at King's who assumed
my work while I was on leave and to the Governing Body of St. Cross
College, Oxford for giving me a place in their Common Room, Other
organizations have given me the opportunity to present preliminary
versions of my ideas and to benefit from support, advice and contra=-
diction. Such benefits have accrued from my paper for the 1977 Bonn
Congress of the Societe internationale pour 1'€tude de la philosophie

médiévale which has now been published in their proceedings (Miscellanea

Mediaevalia 13/2, Berlin/New York, 1981), as also from my communication

for the Eighth International Conference on Patristic Studies held in

Oxford in 1979 which was published in the issue of Dionysius for that

year., The editors of Dionysius have kindly published a second article

in the 1980 volume. A paper delivered for me by Professor C.J. Starnes

is about to appear in the Atti del Congresso Internazionale di Studi

Boeziani (Pavia 5-8 ottobre, 1980) edited by L. Obertello to be pub-
lished this year in Rome., The Pontificia Accademia Romana di S.
Tommaso d'Aquino e di Religione Cattolica heard a paper delivered by

me in September of 1980 and it is to appear in the Atti del VIII

Congresso Tomistico Internazionale nel centenario dell'Enciclica

"Aeterni Patris'" di Leone XIII e della fondazione dell'Accademia di

S. Tommaso edited by A. Piolanti, Other aspects of my work on Thomas
have been presented in lectures or at colloquia sponsored by the
Norman Sykes Society of Ripon College, Cuddesdon, the Philosophy
Department and Queen's College, Memorial University, Newfoundland,

the Philosophy Department of Georgia State University in Atlanta,
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Georgia, the Mediaeval Colloquium of the University of the South,
Sewanee, Tennessee and the Harvard Divinity School. One of these

papers has been accepted for publication in The Thomist for 1982.

Finally the Sixth International Conference on Patristic, Mediaeval
and Renaissance Studies meeting at Villanova, Pennsylvania in
September, 1981 has agreed to hear a paper, gathered from this thesis,
entitled "Theology as System and as Science: Proclus and Thomas
Aquinas."

My personal debts are enormous. My supervisors Canon Ian Macquarrie
and Dr Anthony Meredith, S.J. have been tolerant and encouraging. My
colleagues in Halifax, Professors A.H. Armstrong, R.D. Crouse and
J.A. Doull have helped at every stage. The assistance of Fathers
L.-J. Bataillon, O.P. of the Leonine Commission, J.G. Bougerol, O.F.M,
of the College of St. Bonaventure at Grottaferrata, H.-D. Saffrey, O.P.
of the Institut Catholique and of the Reverend Professors A. Patfoort,
O.P. and G. Lafont, 0,S.B. of the Angelicum and Anselmianum respective-
ly has placed resources at my disposal which I could have never pro-
vided for myself. Their help and much more is owed to Dr M.-0,
Garrigues of the CNRS. Dr M.T. D’Alverney, Professor J. Trouillard,

Fr B. de Margerie, S.J., Dr L. Minio-Paluello, Miss Jean Petersen

and Sir Richard Southern have also been generous. The Reverend
Professors D.J.M, Bradley of the Oratory of St. Philip Neri and
Georgetown University and E.R. Fairweather of Trinity College, Toronto
have been more than kind in assisting an enterprise of which they
remain suspicious. The sufferings of Miss Joyce Brewis, Mrs Margaret
Kirby and Dr Marcia Rodriguez, who cared for its final production,

have all contributed with these others to whatever merit it possesses.



Note on the Bibliography
The bibliography is intended to assist the reader with the

notes. Frequently they give a more complete form of the reference
than is provided there. Scarcely any works are included which have
not been noted either directly or obliquely. The writings of Plato
and Aristotle cited are not listed; they are always quoted from the
Oxford Classical Texts series, Similarly patristic and mediaeval
authors are included only if quotations are from editions other than

those in the Patrologia Latina and Patrologia Graeca. For Aquinas

the texts recommended by the current Leonine editors have been used.

This is not always the one in the present Leonine Opera Omnia.

Note on Capitals

When quoting, I have followed the authors or editors; so ‘'deus'

and its derivatives, '€tre' and 'un' have received initial capitals
when indicated. My own practice is not to give the initial capital
in these cases unless the alternative is destructively ambiguous;

as regards 'deus', this accords with many good recent editions.
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Part I: Contemporary Thomism
The aim of this thesis is to show the distinction and connection

by which the first forty-five questions of the Summa Theologiae are

one continuous argument. The simple perfection, which is God, expli-
cates itself in a series of ever more inclusive forms of self relation.
The fundamental principles, by whose interpenetration this structure

is created, are Neoplatonic. The continuity is achieved by a Neo-
platonic logic in which being's priority is not absolute. The way
being is understood, the significance of Neoplatonic principles, and
the unity thereby discovered in the structure are all three opposed

to the general tendency of Thomist interpretation in the past century.
This direction ié related to the purposes for which Pope Leo XIII

gave 'une consecration officielle" to the revival of Thomas' philosophy

and theology.2
The centenary of Leo's momentous Encyclical "Aeterni Patris" has
just passed. 1Its authoritative exhortation sending the Roman Church
back to a philosophy and theology already six hundred years old may
seem to reflect only a fortress mentality. But this is an incomplete
view. '"Aeterni Patris'" is the courageous war plan of an embattled
church, The Pope believed,
the fruitful root of the evils which are now overwhelming
us, and of the evils we greatly fear . . . consists in
this--evil teaching about things human and divine has
come forth from the schools of philosophers.
If practical and political evils flow from evil/philoSOphy, the
corrective is philosophy '"rightly and wisely used".5
The problem with the '"new kind of philosophy . . . because of

. ... which men have not gathered these desirable and wholesome

fruits which the Church and civil society itself could have wished" is



that is has gone too far.

The aggressive innovators of the sixteenth century have not
hesitated to philosophize without any regard whatever to
the Faith, asking, and conceding in return, the right to

invent gnything they can think of, and anything that they
please.

The corrective for all these evils of so many kinds is to be found in
putting philosophy and theology back into their right relation. This
Thomas Aquinas does preeminently:
Carefully distinguishing reason from Faith . . . and yet
joining them together in a harmony of friendship; he . . .
guarded the rights of each.,
The true role of philosophy, besides "guard[ing] « + » all truths that
come to us by Divine tradition, and . . . resist[ing] those who dare
attack them",8 providing the means for expounding and scientifically
organizing ''the parts of heavenly doctrine"g, is remarkably limited.
In the first place, then, this great and glorious fruit
is gathered from human reason -- namely, that it demonstrates
the existence of God . . . In the next place, reason shows
that God, in a way belonging only to Himself, excels by the
sum of all perfections. . . . Hence reason proves that God
is not only true, but the very Truth itself, which cannot
deceive or be deceived. Further it is a clear consequence
from this that the human reason obtains for the word of
God full belief and authority . . . Reason clearly shows us
the truth about the Church instituted by Christ. 1O
A certain irony will be immediately apparent. The separation
between philosophy and theology implicit in this account of their
relation and of philosophy's role is very like that in the works of
""the aggressive innovators of the sixteenth century'. Though the
assertion of ecclesiastical authority is more directly the intention,
it is the Church, not nature, in which belief is justified because
God is not a deceiver. As Josef Pieper has remarked in another con-
text, ''the customary interpretation of St Thomas has been consider-
ably determined by Rationalist thought".11 But the relation of this

revived Thomism to modern thought is not just accidental and ironic.

For, as the intellectual foundation of the church's struggle in the



contemporary world, Thomism must actually engage its thought.

Pope Leo needed a philosophy and theology which would serve two
contrary purposes.12 It should, on the one hand, enable the Church
to speak to an intellectual world in which science and philosophy
had become independent and even opposed to ecclesiastical theology.

On the other, it should bring philosophy, and the political and social
life thought to be based thereon, back within the control of and into
subordination to ecclesiastical theology and authority. The scholas-
ticism which was to provide for these aims must allow philosophy to

be separated from theology, but subordinated to it, It was recognized
that of the various scholastic systems only Thomas' would serve. The
earlier and the more conservative mediaeval systems fused philosophy
and theology too immediately; the later ones asserted the incompati-
bility of the two, or the autonomy of reason, or both.

If these purposes influenced the interpretation given to the re-
lation of philosophy and theology in Aquinas, they -- as well as
such circumstances as the Jesuit involvement in the revival 13--
determined that the Aristotelian aspects of Thomas' thought must be
emphasised and its Platonic elements played down. The Aristotelian
sciences seemed to be relatively independent of each other. This
immediately provided the first object. Further, Thomas appeared to
have been able to make the conclusions of Aristotelian reason cohere
with his theology. So, when the ground of theology in a revelation
to faith was stressed and the dependence of theology on philosophy
diminished, the sciences were easily subordinated to ecclesiastical
theology. In contrast, the systematic and synthetic unity of Neo-
Platonism, if taken together with the incompatibility of Platonic
anti-empirical idealism with the nineteenth century view of modern
science would seem to prevent dialogue with natural science, the

separation of science and philosophy, and the disjunction of natural



and revealed theology.

A nice example of the political significance of Thomas' Aristo-
telianism is to be found in the interpretation of his relation to
his Arabic predecessors. Thomas was understood to be reviving a
purer Aristotelianism against the Platonized versions of the Philo-
sopher which he found in the Arabic commentators. These he was
obliged to combat, not only for the missionary purposes of the Church,
but also because of the dangerous consequences for Christian doctrine,
morals, and political life which this Arabic Platonized Aristotelian-
ism (or Latin Averroism) was conceived to have when taken up by
Christian intellectuals. It came to provide a basis for imperial
anti-Papal claims.14 In this picture, Thomas, like Leo XIII and his
followers, was seen.to be struggling against the secularist philo-
sophers of his day. -There is something in this account. But,
F. van Steenberghen has shown both how so many modern controversies
were involvéd in the way the historical facts were stated, and how,
as a result, the accounts by the exceedingly politically conscious
historians of mediaeval philosophy involved muddles and fictions.

What is important for our investigation into the origins of the
prevailing interpretation of Thomas is that those who laboured to
produce an historically accurate presentation of Aquinas' thought,
while remaining faithful to Leo's intentions, were themselves divided
about what Thomas taught in ways which reflected contemporary philo-
sophical concerns, as well as the division inherent in Pope Leo's
purposes. On the one hand, there arose the difference16 between the
transcendental17 and realist18 Thomists. The former attempted to
bridge the gap between the contemporary world and Thomas by finding
something positive in the critical spirit of the modern time and
understanding Thomas' epistemology and ontology in a way not alto-

gether exclusive of it. The realists, on the contrary, were in



touch with the aspect of the anti-modern contemporary spirit which
partly moved both Pope Leo and Martin Heidegger.19 They found in
Thomas an immediate unity with being which made the moderns' critical
questions incomprehensible except through perversity. The realist and
historically serious Thomism separated itself very sharply into a
school centered in Louvain and a school dominated by Professor Gilson.
The opposition between the realist and transcendental Thomists re-
flects the contrariety within the Pope's purposes, their conservative
and progressive aspects, but the division between the realists them-
selves shows this very vividly.

As indicated, both purposes require an emphasis on the Aristo-
telian character of Thomas' thought and both Louvain and Gilson's
followers agreed on this.20 But the opening to modern science and
the subordination of philosophy to ecclesiastical theology are
opposed to each other. Louvain, following the magnanimous Cardinal
Mercier, chose the first.21 Father Maréchal, the founder of the
transcendental school, came from Louvain and in his spirit Monseigneur
No#l even attempted the hopeless task of finding a critical realism
which would bridge the gap separating Father Marechal aﬁd the realists.
Professor Gilson succeeded in discrediting what was to him so evidently
a contradictory concep.tion,23 but when, in the interests of main-
taining the opening to modern autonomous reason, Louvain continued
to endeavour to ddentify in Thomas a philosophy independent of
theology, the insult was able to be returned in their criticism of
the central discovery of Gilson's historical research, the idea of a
Christian philosophy, as itself a contradiction.24 For ultimately
Gilson had opted for the second of Leo's purposes. He pronounced
impossible any contemporary attempt to imitate Thomas in reconciling
science and theology and placed all his faith in the métaphysic of

Exodus 3! 14, which revelation made true no matter what modern science

22



said. Paul Vignaux has surely identified this position correctly as
a quasi-Barthianism.25 But what in the end is interesting is that
Louvain and Gilson are wrong not only in that on which they are
opposed, but also in that on which they agree.

As we shall see,26 Professor van Steenberghen is right when he
asserts that Thomas understood Exodus 3: 14 through his philosophical
formation and not the inverse, but Professor Gilson was also correct
in denying that philosophy is really distinct from theology in Aquinas.
And yet the relation between philosophy and theology in Thomas cannot
be understood either through a contemporary theological positivism
nor yet through Aristotle's unsystematic ordering of the sciences,
even if, as has been recently shown, Thomas himself used Aristotle's
image of philosophy with her servants to represent theology's rela-
tion to her subordinates.27 What intervenes between Aristotle and
St Themas, colouring his vision of the Philosopher, is the Neo-
platonic unification of all knowledge in theology.28 It is only on
this account that the Summae can cover the immense ground they do.
But our own interpretation of Thomas must be established later.
Enough has been accomplished here if a connection has begun to emerge
between the purposes of the Leonine revival and the current under-
standings of the relation between philosophy and theology in Thomas'
thought, together with this Thomism's almost exclusive emphasis‘on
his Aristotelianism. We turn now to its representation of his
ontology.

The difference between the realist and transcendental Thomists
is clear enough: the realists find an intellectual intuition of esse
in Thomas which the transcendental Thomists deny is present in his
thought. Jacques Maritain,29 who had certain "critical" leanings,
and who differed with Gilson over Christian philosophy, speaks

nonetheless of a '"genuine intuition . . . a very simple seeing . . .



the intuition of being as being".30 Just so, Gilson holds

’ . .
"l'apprehensionﬂggll“%tre par l'intellect consiste é voir directement

~ 4 . 3 .
le concept d'etre dans n'importe quelle donnee sensible." Gilson
is quite content to be called a dogmatic realist. Lonergan, one of
the transcendental school, describes Gilson's dogmatic, as opposed to
. - 32 .
naive and critical, realism as follows:
His assertion is that over and above sensitive perceptions
and intellectual abstractions there exists an intellectual
vision of the concept of being in any sensible datum . . .
However, if Professor Gilson agrees with Kant in holding
that objectivity is a matter of perception, if he differs
from Kant in holding that de facto we have perceptions
of reality, one must not think that he attempts to refute
Kant by appealing to a fact that Kant overlooked.
Professor Gilson's realism is dogmatic; the course he
advocates is .. . . the blunt affirmation of the dogmatic
realism whose validity was denied by Kant's critique.
Rahner and Coreth, in seeking to do greater justice to Kant's position,
certainly deny the "intellectual intuition of being" replacing it by
the Vorgriff of the "horizom of being".34 Still, even at this point
of their greatest and most explicit difference, the two schools unite
in associating this contact with being with the act of affirmative
3 . . . . .
judgement., > What is arrived at by either means is not different;

it is what both call esse.36 "The doctrine of esse has characterized

Thomism -- even constituted it in its uniqueness from the earliest
37
days."
For Thomism esse is ultimately mysterious. Esse is just what it
is and everything is in virtue of esse and yet,it appears that God
is to be set off from everything in virtue of his esse. "It is the
. ] . " 38 " .
first object grasped by the intellect and "here metaphysics
comes to an end, for we cannot comprehend this Act of existing, whose
. 139 . . .
very essence is to be. It is the pre-apprehension present in
- i 1] . o . 1] 40 .
every judgement and ''the ultimate desire of spirit’, Every differ-

ence -- if there are any differences, this is the problem -- lies

within it, even the difference between knower and known, both are



being. "Being is therefore the ultimate reality, both intensively
and extensively."41

The limit to what philosophy can make known in theology is set by
the absoluteness of this mysterious esse. Our aim will be to show
that there is in fact a Neoplatonic context and content to Thomas'
concept of being which enables the‘union of philosophy and theology in
his single system. But it is precisely the mysterious emptiness or
fullness of being which prevents this unification in contemporary
Thomism. Since philosophy terminates in esse, faith has nothing with
which to explicate God's revelation to it. By means of this ontology,
modern Thomism does the work Leo set it. Limiting philosophy, it
hands man over to faith's authority. In fact, the contemporary
philosophical reasoning operative here comes from Heidegger.

There is now a great mass of Thomist literature endeavouring to
show that Thomas alone escaped Heidegger's criticism that western
philosophy had forgotten being, that it was not fatally an onto-theo-

42

logy, and so it was the remaining authentic fundamental philosophy.

Maritain puts it as well as any:

St. Thomas did not stop short at ens -- the "being" ('das
Seiende'", "l'etant'") -- but went straight to esse ("Sein",

"1'Etre') to the act of existing. (A pity . . . that
Heidegger couldn't see that.)

But K. Rahner is clearest about what accepting this Heideggerian
critique of the western tradition would mean. Rahner's reasoning is
Heideggerian in so far as he thinks that a metaphysics which becomes
"thematic", i.e., acquires content, as theological science cannot
respect the ontological difference., Being would then become a thing,
an existent, the thingliest of things:

If esse is made objective in reflection in order to be

known (gewusst) itself (not merely implicitly and

simul taneously known mitgewusst in the pre-apprehension),

then that can only be done insofar as it is concretized

again by a form. This is either a definite, and then it
limits esse to the fullness of a definite degree of being,




or it represents every form, it is the form of ens commune
(any-quiddity) and then its esse is indeed not limited to
any degree of ontological actuality, but for that reason
completely reduced to the empty void of ens commune. Hence,
insofar as this esse simultaneously apprehended in the pre-
apprehension is able to be limited, it shows itself to be
non-absolute . . , Esse in itself has no form distinct

from itself which completely preserves the fullness of

esse and which could be affirmed of it in a concretizing
and affirming synthesis without limiting it. 4%

. . . .. . 45
Essence in these thinkers is always treated as a limitation. I do
not see how this is reconcilable with Thomas' doctrine of the identity
) . ) . 46
of essence and existence. For him, God is also self-subsistent form.
But our task here is to see the contemporary philosophical logic be-
hind this interpretation. It is the need to preserve the ontological

difference which prevents metaphysics becoming theology -- or at least

theologia philosophica.

Heidegger's '"conversation with historical tradition" seeks in it
"something that has not been thought, and from which what has been
thought receives its essential space"‘47 "Metaphysics is onto-theo-
10gy."48 "When metaphysics thinks of beings with respect to ground
that is common to all beings as such, then it is logic as onto-logic."49
Metaphysics is founded in a particular kind of thinking.

Thinking means: letting-lie-before-us and so taking-to-
heart also: beings in being. Thinking so structured per-
vades the foundation of metaphysics, the duality of beings
and Being . . . The style of all Western-European philo-
sophy . . . is determined by this duality "beings -- in
being'. Philosophy's procedure in the sphere of this
duality is decisively shaped by the interpretation Plato
gave to the duality. 0

He says that between beings and Being there prevails the
wpLrpMde . . . beings and Being are in different places

?(-. . To make the question of the X_Lgfwgég , the

difference in placement of beings and Being at all possible,

the distinction -- the duality of the two -- must be given

beforehand, in such a way that tgis duality itself does

not receive specific attention.

Indeed, '"'the origin of the difference can no longer be thought of
within the scope of metaphysics."52 "Since metaphysics thinks of

beings as such as a whole, it represents beings in respect of what
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differs in the difference and without heeding the difference as
difference."53 But it is also just what it forgets that enables it
to be simultaneously ontology and theology. ''Because the thinking of
metaphysics remains involved in the difference which is as such un-
thought, metaphysics is both ontology and theology in a unified way."54
Our task is to recognize that Being which is neither the presence of
beings -- Being of beings -- nor identical with thought but rather
keeps and guards thought within itself as what belongs to it. "For
us, the matter of thinking is the Same, and thus is Being -- but Being
with respect to its difference from beings."55 This involves also
the difference between thinking and being: 'Parmenides is far from
holding the view that Being and thinking are of a kind, so that we
could indifferently substitute thinking for being, and being for
thinking."56 Rather, "different things, thinking and Being, are here
thought of as -the Same . . . thinking and Being belong together in
the Same and by virtue of this Samé."57 Thus the project of thinking
the difference between Being and beings and thought and Being are
identical: '"We speak of the difference between Being and beings.
The step back goes from what is unthought, from the differénce as
such, into what gives us thought."58 Heidegger knows the basis of
metaphysical thinking but also what it has forgotten., What it is,
the Being of beings, produces objectifying thought and practice:

If the Being of beings, in the sense of the being here of

what is present, did not already prevail, beings could

not have appeared as objects, as what is objective in

objects -- and only by such objectivity do they become

available to the ideas and propositions in the positing

and disposing of nature by which we constantly take in-

ventory of the energies we can wrest from nature. 29
Metaphysics as onto-theo-logy 1s just such an objectifying, making
thematic, representing. Consequently, those who pay attention to

the forgotten difference, and indeed to the ground of metaphysical

thinking itself will not do theology in this way:
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Someone who has experienced theology in his own roots,
both the theology of the Christian faith and that of
philosophy would today rather remain silent about God when
he is speaking in the realm of thinking. For the onto-
theo-logical character of metaphysics has become question-
able for thinking . . . from the experience of a thinking
which has discerned in onto-theo-logy the still gBthought
unity of the essential nature of metaphysics.

Rahner's limitation of metaphysics éo that it is not in fact onto-
theo-logy seems to take this problematic to heart. For him, the
immediate implicit pre-apprehension of being involves no gap
()@Qﬁiﬁlﬁﬁ% ),61 and esse is not informed by any essence to ob-
jectify and represent it in the direction of metaphysical theology.

It is just the "empty concept of being' which drives man back to the
world in which God reveals himself.

"E. Coreth is partly in the realist and partly in the transcendental-
ist camp. On the one hand, he, with Gilson, is '"quite convinced of
the priority of metaphysics over everything in general and over
cognitional theory most particularly."63 On the other, '"Coreth's
immediate realism not only can be but also is mediated."64 Nonethe-
less, he frames his metaphysics explicitly to run round Heidegger's
critique. He tries to avoid thé )33/1’7522'

We cannot 'arrive' at God: the distance is infinite.
We start from him and we end up in him., He is present
implicitly in the premises and explicitly in the con-
clusion., We reach God right away or not at all . . .

Only the Infinite . . . only God really is. All other
objects are this or that. 65

Human knowledge can penetrate into the realm of
metaphysics because it always occurs within that
realm., Human thinking can reach being because it
is already with being.

Moreover, he represents the subject of metaphysics in such a way that

it is particularly prey to Heidegger's criticism: '"beings as beings",

- . . 67 .
“"on € on", "ens qua ens", "Seiendes als Seiendes." And he admits

Heidegger's criticism of the general tradition, 'Since the time of

Aristotle, classic metaphysics has considered as its objects 'beings
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as beings' ".68 Aquinas is an exception and in virtue of his doctrine

of esse:

No thinker of the past has been more aware of the onto-
logical difference than Aquinas; nobody has more clearly
distinguished between beings (ens) and being (esse), or
interpreted beings more consistently in the light of being.

69
Though metaphysics is, in its origins, onto-theo-logy, it is still
possible, if Thomas be followed in his adherence to esse. Coreth
thinks that it can be developed thematically without specifying esse
by means of a limiting essence. In consequence, he carries it beyond
the point permitted by Rahner. We will look at his attempt further
below. But in order to judge the issue clearly we must now consider
the relation of esse and essence in the thought of these contemporary
Thomists.

It is clear already wherein the necessity for essential determi-
nation lies. Just because everything is esse, some determination is
needed to distinguish within it. In our context, it is especially
necessary to distinguish the finite from the Absolute or Infinite.
The problém is also clear. Essence is regarded as limiting potency
and thus it makes finite and objective. God specified by essence
would be only a being masking as Being, and all the Heideggerian
criticisms of the onto-theo-logical metaphysics would fall upon such
a God. The universal solution is to maintain, with Thomas, the pure
formality of esse itself.

Further determinations are not added to esse in the sense
that it would be perfected by them, brought from empty
indeterminateness to a full determined content., Such
determinations are either simultaneously given with esse
as such (simple perfectiomns), "since nothing is outside
it except non-being', or they are only confining limits
of the fullness which esse would have in itself, for

"that which is most formal of all is esse itself", esse

is determinin§ fulfilling, not determinable or
fulfillable. 0

So esse is '"formal", not indeed in the sense that it is
itself a form, a quiddity . . . which Thomas explicitly



denies. For esse is precisely that which brings the
quiddity (form) to reality. But esse is formal in the
sense that which is affirmed of something, that it is
thus what determines this something, although in another
way than is the case with the form in respect to its
subject, since it is not one determination among many
but the one ground of all real determinations. Further
esse is the "most formal and most simple': "nothing is
more formal or more simple  than esse' . . . pure esse,
if it exists as such, can receive no further determinations
at all . . . everything possible is already included in
it as in its one ground.

There are two possible interpretations of this 'pure formality'.
Either, the principle of the finite, in which essence and esse are

divided, is the identity of esse and essentia. So esse would be (as

13

73
Thomas says it is) 'per se forma"72, "per essentiam suam forma'"' self-

. . . 74 .. .
individuated and self-subsistent form. This is not to say he is
a torm’'. Or, altermnatively, even in God, indeed especially in God,
esse i¢ tne ground af all else and God would be esse as opposed to
essentia. It is the second course which Thomists have generally
followed. Rahner, as we have seen, regards essence as always a
limiting determining potency. E. Mascall engages in an anti-
essentialist polemic, after the manner of Gilson. However, by its
very onesidedness, it passes into its opposite.

What is given us in the finite world is not a realm

of essences, some of which exist, but a realm of existent

acts, each of which in view of its determinate character

gives rise to a particular essence. To ask what a being

is, therefore, is simply to ask how it exists, for its
essence is nothing but the mode of its existence.

How do you state the "determinate character" of the "existent act"
except by giving the essence? If essence be "nothing but the mode

of its existence", and, if esse is the fullness from which determina-
tions come, so that, as all agree, they do not come from outside,
ultimately esse and essence must be one, the essence as infinite as
the esse, indeed "nothing but the mode of its existence". To under-
stand the esse, its mode must be grasped.

Such an authentic Thomism will regard itself as equally
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essentialist as existential. Accepting with Thomas that we do not
have immediate vision, proper knowledge, of what God is, it will none-
theless strive to make the hidden known as much as is possible in via.
With Grabmann it will recognize that the identity of essence and exis-
. 76

tence in God provides a Brllcke to the knowledge of his essence. It
will be open to the consequences for the knowledge of what he is

L] - n . . - . . ”"n 77
which follow from the discovery that "ens is intrinsically ordinable’,

that its Neoplatonic context gives it an intelligible structure. It

will acknowledge that Thomas turned from an understanding of esse ''qui

. . crers .
annihilerait 1'essence congue comme une pure possibilite d'exister, et

4 s,
de facon plus generale par rapport é toute conception qui nierait

‘ 8 . . .
1'essentialite divine".7 And so it will not content itself with

tautologies like: '"'The fundamental truth about God is that he exists
P ey s . . . . 79
self-existently; it is because of this that he is self-existent being."
"To my way of thinking, to be real is to actually exist or more simply
to be actual. Hence, what makes something real is what makes it be
"80 . . X ‘ .
actual. Nor will it be content with paradox and mystery:
« + o since truth ultimately rests upon esse, there is no
science without some cognition of esse, and yet thereé is
no discursive cognition of esse, either in science or
dialectics. All that we can say about existence is est,

est, non, non. Discourse may be needed in order to
establish esse, but there can be no discourse about it.

81

Because . . . the metaphysics of St. Thomas . . . had the
intuition of being and saw in esse her chief object, . . .
the theology of St. Thomas was able to contemplate in

the trans-luminous obscurity of the mysteries of Faith

the Uncreated Cause of Being as Being itself subsisting
by itself., 82

Above all it will not be self-consciously polemical in order to
assert its existentialism, as when, against the very words of Thomas,
Dr Mascall denies that in itself God's existence is self-evident,
that a passage from essence to existence exists:

No doubt the antithesis is too sharp; we are perforce
speaking more humano. Nevertheless, the point at issue
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is a vital onej upon it depends the whole distinction
between an essentialist and existentialist theism. 83

If too sharp antitheses are to be avoided, oppositions directly
contradicting the words of Thomas, what must be acknowledged is that

to be true to St Thomas we cannot approach him with these contemporary
categories and antitheses already fixed.

Coreth, because of his desire to go beyond the ipsum esse as a

terminus, which would leave what was beyond to some other theologian
than the metaphysical or philosophical, faces the problem of what
essence is adequate to esse most squarely and most nearly passes to a
solution. Although, for Coreth, essence is the principle of limitation,
it is nothing but an inner principle of the existent
whose essence it is. It is absorbed into the existent,
as a constitutive ground, it exists only in and through
the existent. 84
Indeed, it is the basis of the Heideggerian "difference between
. . . 85
beings and being, between the ontic realm and the ontological realm",
(Heidegger does not think this difference suffices but that need not
86
concern us at present.)
The difference between beings and being supposes another
difference which explains why the existent is not ab-
solutely being itself and does not exhaust being . . .
Essence itself differs from being and communicates this
difference to the existent whose essence it is. Hence
essence is the condition of the possibility of the
ontological difference. 87
Since this difference cannot come from outside being, being and
. " ] . " 88 - - . -
essence must derive from a "'common origin'’, which is being and this
. sl s sas 8
"absolute being, as the fullness of all possibilities". ? So far the
argument is inescapable. At this point, however, it moves in a way

which leads to Rahner's result. In the end metaphysics has hold of

empty commune ens, Coreth fails to recognize that the problem is

not only to distinguish finite being from being but how Absolute

Being distinguishes itself from being., This second distinction is
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the fundamental philosophical problem for these thinkers. Their
language contains a dangerous ambiguity. Sometimes it seems the being
which is immediately present to us is God in the fullest sense. This is
certainly not the intended result, but, as a critic of Rahner puts it,
. AP 90
“the concept of esse oscillates between nothing and infinity."
Coreth, seeking the source of finite being, asks:
If the finite essence as possibility of being derives
from being as actuality of being, all finite essences as
finite possibilities of being must derive from absolute
being as the unlimited actuality of being which precedes
and gives rise to the finite duality of being and
essence., But how can the empty potentiality of limited
essences derive from the pure unlimited actuality of
being? 91
He answers profoundly that this is possible only if "absolute
being . . . as absolute identity contain at the same time difference
or non-identity".92 This requires "a relative opposition".
We have already said that there exists such a relative
difference in absolute being, in so far as it is
absolute knowledge of self-knowledge, absolute identity
of being and knowing. For in the act of knowledge the
knower sets up the known against itself. 93
If this were carried through theologically, the consequence would in
fact be the Thomistic argument. God essentially knows himself; being
and knowing are the same, and do not merely, as in a Heideggerian
Parmenidian premetaphysics, come together in the same. Thus, absolute
difference would be posited in the divine as the distinction of the
persons,
Thomas from the very beginning of his theological writing is
clear that the reason of the procession of creatures can be found
only in the prior procession of persons.94 Coreth falls back from
this genuinely theological metaphysics. He explains only the origin
of finite essences, although for Thomas even creation cannot be ex-

plained in this way. The difference is only one in whichs

the finite possibility of being sets itself up against
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the absolute actuality of being . . . Absolute being must
in its absolute knowledge oppose to itself the finite
as the object of its knowledge. 95

In Thomas, the '"reditio ad essentiam suam",96 the '"per se forma

subsistens"97 is, in fact, the self-knowledge of God. God knows the

finite in the knowledge of his own essence.98 The divine knowing is
modified by the personal relations.99 God knows creatures in knowing
his own divine Word.100 In Coreth, knowledge is just one of the per-
fections which attach to the divine fullness of being. Thus, Coreth's
derivation of the properties of God lapses at crucial points from
Thomas® own.
Coreth begins, not with the simplicity of God, but rather at the
other end, with his infinity:
Being as being is infinite, all perfections of being
are fully realized in it . . . It contains no limiting
essence, hence it is the infinite fullness of all the
possibilities of being. 101
This is confusing. Corporality is, among others, a perfection of
being. So Thomas' own first step must be to ask, "utrum Deus sit

corEus?"102 But, since we do not yet know in Coreth's Metaphysics

the mode of this infinity, we do not know whether this is simply all
beings. "It contains no limiting essence'; it may be only, as Rahner

. . 03
brings out, all essences in the ens commune.l On the contrary,

Thomas' own procedure in uniting essence and esse in the divine
simplicity has the effect of bringing éut the characteristic modality
of the divine esse as precisely what essentially belongs to it.
Having begun with the infinity of being, Coreth moves from posi-
tive to negative when subsequently introducing simplicity and the
characteristics following on it: immutability, supratemporality,
supraspatiality. This is the opposite direction from that of Thomas.

In the Summa Theologiae, the notion of God becomes more concretely

inclusive. 1In Coreth's Metaphysics, on the contrary, this negation
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places a wedge between the infinite being and the consequent per-
fections. Coreth does indeed pass to activity, life and knowing and
willing, but not in Thomas' order. For Thomas, activity was necess-
arily present from the beginning; nothing could be said or determined
about God without it. Being, at least the being of God, is not be-
fore it, because actus is just that by which God's being marks itself
from being in general or beings. Activity is not the specific form
of his being, nor life the specific form of his activity, nor spiritual
knowing and willing activity the specific form of his life -- this
would be the worst sort of Platonism for Thomas. Rather, as in
Aristotle, the higher activity contains the lower, and the lower is
understood through the higher and not contrariwise.lo4 Activity, life,
knowing, willing are not perfections which belong to being, as in
Coreth. For Thomas, God's identity of esse and essentia is his
actuality. His pure formality and self-relation is his knowing in
virtue of which he is the truth, and, Thomas concludes:

That being whose own nature is its self-understanding,

and to which what it is belongs naturally not deter-

mined by something outside, this reaches the highest

level of life, However such a being is God. Thus in

God is life in the highest sense. Hence the Philosopher

in Book XII of the Metaphysics having shown that God is

understanding, cqoncludes that he has life most perfect

and eternal, because his imntellect is most perfect and
always actual.

Coreth subsequently uses the same order as Thomas when he moves on
to God as "infinite freedom'" and "absolute person".106
Coreth seems to be genuinely caught in a dilemma. In order to be
true to that metaphysical tradition to which Thomas belongs, he feels
obliged to produce an onto-theo-logy; yet, he does not wént to fall
prey to Heidegger's criticism. He endeavours to escape by at least

an ambiguity about the relation of "Absolute Being" to its perfections.

While he says that "in Absolute Being, being and essence and all
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perfections are absolutely identical, he does not show how this is
50.107 Has not Rahner, whom Coreth follows so closely at other points,
been more astute in estimating the possibility for metaphysics if one
accepts Heidegger's criteria?lo8 Coreth's middle ground, allowing
Heidegger's standards, but attempting to find a metaphysical way
around them, seems doomed to failure.

Is not Heidegger's critique destructive of Christian metaphysics
root and branch? One might endeavour to solve the problem of
"limiting essence" by demonstrating that the divine knowing is not a
particular essence but the absolute intuitive unity of uﬁiversal and
particular. The particular in its utter individuality is known in the
absolute universality of the divine essence itself. This is surely
Thomas' own position.lo9 He knew perfectly well that the divine was-
not a particular being, an existent. One would ﬁot thereby satisfy
Heidegger. For the difference to which Heidegger ultimately wishes
man to attend is not that which is the origin of thimnking but that
which leaves Being unthought.110 Thomistic theology which draws into

sacra doctrina the Aristotelian onto-theo-logy cannot allow this

. : . 1 . . . .
difference to be ultlmate.11 For it, in the end, knowing and will-
ing are the relations and properties of the divine essence or being,

and in common with the tradition generally, he holds that the persons

possess the unity of essence: "In Deo non sit aliud essentia quam

nw 112

persona secundum rem. There is in Thomas' ultimate being

nothing unthought. Being and thought do not meet in the same. The
divine thinking is the divine being. A theology which wishes to re-
spect the Heideggerian difference must keep its distance from meta-
physics. Metaphysics will become for it a transcendental or pre-
liminary knowledge and theology will become an openness to the con-
tingent historical, which is what revelation must be by this account.

This is Rahner's more correctly Heideggerian theology. We must now
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consider its relation to Thomas' Summa Theologiae.

The true effect of Rahner's Heideggerian reinterpretation of
Thomas is to do for him what Marx and Feuerbach did for Hegel: to
take his theology, which was standing on its head, and to place it
squarely on its feet in the world. As we shall see, there is indeed

for Thomas a difference between philosophia prima, or theologia

philosophica or metaphysica; "illa theologia quae pars philosophia

ponitur", on the one hand, and sacra doctrina or sacra scriptura;

"theologia quae ad sacram doctrinam pertinet’, on the other.113 The

former begins in the world of sensible effects, common being, and
rises to consider the first and highest cause of this most extensive
subject matter, namely God as separate substance. The latter
commences, on the contrary, where philosophy has arrived. No doubt,
given its beginning, philosophy's knowledge of the first principle is

not adequate: for "necesse est uti effectu loco definitionis",114 and

God infinitely exceeds his effects. But Thomas is clear that the two
directions of knowledge do meet; indeed, the way up is the way down.115
Without the philosophical sciences theology is not able to understand
what God is saying to it in faith's revelation.116 Moreover, as we
hope to show, sacred doctrine is the meeting of these two and cannot

proceed if one direction were regarded as empty and to be left behind

for the sake of the other. '"Omnia pertractantur in sacra doctrina
117

sub ratione Deij;" "non solum in se est sed etiam secundum quod est

w118

principium rerum et finis earum.

For Rahner, on the other hand, just because metaphysics' result
is empty, it must be left behind. The existence of the separate sub-
stances is known but the metaphysical object is defined only "from
the empty concept of being',

For although esse is in itself the full ground of every

existent, nevertheless, this fullness is given to us
only in the absolute, empty infinity of our pre-apprehension
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or, what is the same thing, in common being with the
transcendental modes intrinsic to it. And so it re-
mains true: the highest knowledge of God is the ‘'dark-
ness of ignorance'. 1

Rahner rightly judges that spirit cannot be content with this "and

seeks to fill up the formal emptiness of the being given in the pre-

apprehension through the object of every individual act."120

Everything 'metaphysical' seems to exist only to make
possible this objective sense intuition; we seem to
know God, the 'object' of metaphysics, only as the
necessary horizon of the experience of the world which
is possible only in this way. 121

The function of this introduction to theology, the motto of which is

the "conversio ad phantasma", is to make "God the distant Unknown'.

wl22

"God can speak, because He is the Unknown.
Thomas' metaphysics of knowledge is Christian when it
summons man back into the here and now of his finite
world, because the Eternal has also entered into his world
so that man might find Him, and in Him might find himself
anew, 123

This may in Rahner's view make this theology (in both its aspects)

Christian, and indeed Thomist, but it is the very opposite of Thomas'

own.

We turn finally to another transcendental Thomist, Bernard

Lonergan. As for Rahner, the "conversio ad phantasma" is decisive

for Lonergan's understanding of the metaphysical basis of theology.

Rahner's Spirit in the World begins with an analysis of the question

in the Summa Theologiae in which Thomas explicates this notion;

. ~ Y \ \
Lonergan's Insight has set " _’/:\q_( &\CV f""" é‘@ 70 ﬂozrckm)

y) ~ / ar :.
&V %8 ¢'(V7’°’07140'4 PXEL" from Aristotle's De Anima III, 7 on its

title page. But Lonergan's position differs somewhat from that of
Rahner; to comprehend it, we will need to expand the categories of
our analysis,

The aim of this analysis of contemporary Thomism has been to

show that certain features of the current interpretation of St. Thomas
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originate in the philosophical perspectives of the present world from
which, consciously or unconsciously, these thinkers tend to view him.
This is true regardless of whether these Thomists think of themselves
primarily as historians, or rather, first of all as creative philo-
sophers and theologians. Such interpenetration of the present and
the past is very general and perhaps unavoidable. Nonetheless, it is
no doubt more fully operative here just because Thomas' philosophy
and theology was revived in the Roﬁan Church for the sake of securing
certain practical and political purposes. Those who did the scholarly
and speculative work of this great enterprise partook of its practical
spirit. Moreover, the authority given to Thomas' thought by Canon
Law'itself124 compelled Roman Catholic theologians and philosophers
who sought official approval to find it in their own perspectives

and interests_,125 thus further blending past and present, Our en-
deavour so far has been to demonstrate that, consciously or un-
consciously, it has been a Heideggerian understanding of the relation
of thought and being which has coloured the interpretation of}Thomas'
ontology, and the relation of philosophy and theology in his thought
(and indirectly the relation of Platonic and Arisfotelian elements)

by both contemporary realist and transcendental Thomists. Yét, the
completeness of the blending of current positions and historical in-
terpretations, and the diversity of these present perspectives,
compells a widening of our categories. The relation of these per-
spectives can usefully be expressed by introducing a consideration of
how Heidegger stands to Kant and Hegel. This is evident, if we
recollect that the realist and transcendental Thomists differ through
their attitude to the critical philosophy originating in Descartes

and culminating in Kant, and if we add that the realist or ontological
turn common to both Thomisms and to Heidegger had alreédy a form in

the absolute idealism of Hegel. As against Kant, Hegel supposed
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that the modern subjectivity could be given an objectivity and ground
. . 126 . . .
in being. By such an understanding, the Thomisms of Gilson,
Rahner and Lonergan can be located relative to each other.
Before introducing the positive relation to the modern critical
spirit contained in these positions, the unity with Heidegger in re-
jecting them needs restatement in a new form. Concerned previously
with Heidegger's analysis of onto-theo-logy, no reference was made to
what characterizes classical Modern philosophy. In fact, Gilson's
dogmatic realism is like Heidegger's own pre-epistemological stance,
despite Heidegger's opposition to the term.
This existential-ontological assertion seems to accord
with the thesis of realism that the extermal world is
Really present-at-hand . . . But it differs in principle
from every kind of realism; for realism holds that the
reality of the 'world' not only needs to be proved but
also is capable of proof. 127

In fact, Gilson would also hold that the perversity of the critical

spirit shows itself in seeking a proof of the world's reality. For

him objective being is given intuitively.

Professor D.J.M. Bradley has shown that Maréchal, the founder of
transcendental Thomism, accepting certain features of the Kantian
critical spirit but moving in a realist direction relative to Kant,
is forced toward Hegel. He '"raises the Hegelian question but with-
draws from the Hegelian answer".128 When Rahner's position is
criticised within this framework, the two poles in the movement
beyond Kant are seen to be Hegel and Heidegger.

In Spirit in the World, the Kantian quest for an apo-
deictic metaphysics is revitalized by being brought in-

to the ken of Heidegger's Question of Being with, what
can only be called Hegelian seriousness. 129

Dr Bradley finds that Rahner is not to be reduced to Heidegger,
Whereas for Heidegger, "Being for Dasein remains inextricably
130

finite",

Rahner departs significantly from the stance of Being
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essence of man as the being °who as such is already
with Being in its Totality', 131

Yet, "Rahner accepts (like Heidegger) the worldly factity of Dasein."

And this accounts for his failure either to ''reassert definitely or

to overcome critically the realist position".132 This ambivalence

prevents his going over finally to the Hegelian philosophy.

Hegel argues that Being is transcendentally derived as
the condition of possibility for philosophical discourse;
therefore, Being is always mediated and never simply
recognized or affirmed as sheer unmediated '"'presence".
But Rahner seems, at once to assert both that Being is

always mediated (posited) and yet merely recognized or
affirmed. 133

Thus he is poised uneasily between Hegel and Heidegger.
Dr Bradley states the 'confrontation" between the realist and
Hegelian metaphysics as follows:

The apparent incompatibility between a realist meta-
physics that rests upon the judicative affirmation of
Being, which as Being (esse) cannot be conceptually
mediated, and a transcendental genesis of Being that
posits Being as the condition for philosophical dis-
course which, as self-grounding rationality, is
committed to the full mediation of the concept of
Being. 134

When the issue is put thus, not in terms of Kant's subjectivity
separated from the inner truth of being, but, in terms of the
rational mediation of being, as opposed to an immediate positing of
it beyond conceptualization, then Gilson's realism appears nearer
Heidegger, and Lonergan and Rahner seem compelled to move toward
" Hegel, just because of their more affirmative attitude to Kant. From
Gilson's perspective Rahner then seems an essentialist (Bradley
stands with Gilson):

Ralner often notes, it is true that essence is only

"the potency for esse'" but at crucial points, he

identifies esse with the totality of the extra-mental

object . . . [Hel has recourse to a concept of Being

as that supreme essence which grounds all other essences

« - « the concept of esse is none other than the concept

of universal Being which subsumes the concept of every
particular Being. 135
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In Neo-scholastic terms Bradley designates Rahner's position as
"Suarezian'. Gilson held that of the great classical interpreters

Ballez alone understands Thomas® doctrine of being correctly.136

Lonergan's epistemological and ontological positions are close to
Rahner's.
Lonergan ''never took to his [Cilson's] view of an intuition of
. w137 . . . .
being. With Coreth, against Gilson, Lonergan is above all eager
to bring out the distinctive character of intellect. '"The intention
of being in questioning bears no resemblance to sensitive or empirical

"138

knowledge . . . "The analysis of questioning forces one to con-

ceive human intelligence not on the analogy of sense but properly in
terms of intelligence itself."139 If there is no intellectual in-
tuition of being, which would be like sense's perception, then
Thomas must be seen as going some way with modern philosophy toward
épistemology.
For Lonergan, Thomas is a realist, but not dogmatic.
Aquinas himself did not offer am account of the pro-
cedure he would follow; so it is only by piecing to-
gether scattered materials that one can arrive at an
epistemological position that may be termed Thomistic
but hardly Thomist. 140
Yet, the need for a "comparison between the knowing and its standard"

which "frightens the naive realist'" is met by Aquinas. He admitted

the necessity of a standard in judgement: 'nomen mentis a mensurando

4 . - .
est sumptum."1 1 Aquinas maintains that our knowledge of truth is

derived from our self-knowledge. And while '"it is to be observed
that the Aristotelian concept of wisdom or first philosophy . . .
does contain an epistemological element", it does not ''raise the
critical problem".142 On the other hand, because Thomas is also heir

to Augustine's reflection on self, the psychological and introspective
gus : ’ psy g p

element is essential to his philosophy; he goes beyond Aristotle.
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As a result, Thomas does not share the "prejudice of modern Schoolmen"
against "criteriology'. '"His predecessors were neither Descartes nor
Kant but Aristotle and Augustine."143 So finally, Thomist

realism is immediate, not because it is naive and un-

reasoned and blindly affirmed, but because we know the

real before we know . . . a difference within the real

as the difference between subject and object. 144

Lonergan places Thomas somewhat on the way to modern critical
thought. This is also how Heidegger sees him; for Heidegger has not
the same view of scholasticism as Heideggerian Thomists.145 Again,
Lonergan and Heidegger are commonly critical of the notion "that the
way to grasp the real is by a kind of knowing which is characterized
by beholding," which Lonergan speaks of as Platonist.146

For the Platonist, knowing is primarily a confrontation,
it supposes the duality of knower and known . . . For
the Aristotelian, on the other hand, comnfrontation is
secondary. Primarily and essentially knowing is
perfection, act, identity. 147
By this means, he comes to a union of epistemology (or psychology)
and ontology which is that critical or essentialist realism dis-
covered in Rahner by Gilson's followers and, on account of which, they
reject his position as authentically Thomist.

There is an identification of the self-relation of being and in-
tellect in Rahner and Lonergan, which is a result of the union of
epistemology and ontology, and which is most important for the inter-
pretation of Thomas offered in this thesis. Rahner maintains:

The beingness (Seiendheit), the intensity of being
(SeinsmHchtigkeit) of the being of an existent is
determined for Thomas by the reditio super seipsum,

the intensity of being is determined by the degree 148
of possibility to be able to be present to itself.

Presence to self is knowing. Lonergan has it that "Being . . . is
the objective of the pure desire to know" (placing being within

knowing). But, "transcendence . . . means a development in man's

w150

knowledge relevant to a development in man's being. "Cognitional
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activity is the becoming known of being."151 There is "a parallelism

between the dynamism of mind and the dynamism of proportional being".

The concept of being is natural to intellect; for
intelligibility is natural to intellect, for it is its
act; and conceptualization is natural to intellect, for
it is its activity; but the concept of being, on the
above showing, is the conceptualization of intelligibility
as such, and so it too is natural to intellect. Again it
follows that the concept of being is indeterminate . . .
that . . [1t] cannot be unknown to any intellect; for
its sole condltlon is that intellect be in any act of
understanding . . . [and] that being is the object of
intellect. 153 ‘

Only on condition that human intellect is potens omnia
facere et fieri is the concept of all concepts really
commensurate with reality -- really the concept of ens .
On the other hand, if intellect is potens omnia facere
et fieri, then since we know by what we are, per se and
naturally we do know ens, further, since we know we know
by knowing what we are, it is by reflection on the
nature of intellect that we know our capacity for truth
and for knowledge of reality.

Perhaps Gilson is fight that any concession to the modern critical
spirit, which'wquld endeavour to reconcilé it &ith Thomist realism,
in'faét is on the waylﬁo making being into intellect's self-positing.
In any case,'Lonergaﬁ'é position in sum is generally the same post-
Kantian epistemological realism situated ambivalently between
Heidegger and Hegel which Dr Bradley found in Rahner.

If Lonergan's Thomism can be understood within the same con-
temporary framework which comprehends other Thomists, he also shares
their unhiétorical view of Thomas' relation to Platonism. He regards
Thomas as Afistotelian as opposed to Platoﬁist. He is then left with
no philosophical means for describing the difference between Aquinas
and Aristotle. Near the beginning of Verbum, he notes:

Aquinas was troubled with a problem that had not con-

cerned Aristotle namely how to reconcile the simplicity

of God with the infinity of ideas known by God. 155
This is precisely a characteristic problem for Neoplatonic, as

opposed to Hellenic, theologians. Lonergan, however, sees the

treatment of the divine simplicity as Aristotelian:

152
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From the Sentences, he appreciated the advantage of
knowing as identity in reconciling divine simplicity
with divine knowledge . . . there is to be discerned
here an increasing Aristotelianism.

He sees only the identity of all the attributes of God; their order-
ing from simplicity toward division is hidden to him. Reason knows
only God's unity:

The natural light of reason will never get beyond . . .

identity in demonstrating the nature of self-knowledge

in the infinite simplicity of God.
One is left with the contradiction that Thomas' emphasis on the
divine simplicity is both Aristotelian and beyond Aristotle.

Similarly, Lonergan's anti-Platonism causes him to miss the

reason behind Aquinas' more than Aristotelian interest in the intro-
spective psychology of knowing and his unAristotelian faculty
psychology. He credits both to Augustine.158 In fact Augustine is
here only a vehicle for Neoplatonism. It is because the unity on
which thought depends is beyond it that the direct Aristotelian con-
fidence that the categories of thought are also those of being dis-
appears and epistemological»concern develops. Faculty psychology
equally depends on the Neoplatonic division between nnity and the
many. The substance of the soul and its more divided operations
are not 6n the same level. These historical iacunae may seem trivial.
Yet, because of them, there is a blindness to the full character of
Thomas' thought; e.g., ''Dionysian language was at hand and he did not

w159 Most importantly the philosophical tension in Thomas'

use 1it.
thought is missed. We return to a Leonine perspective in which the
division between philosophy and theology is all important -- a per-
spective which has appeared in every Thomist we have considered. It
is just this position with its anti-Platonism and overbalanced con-

cern with ontology which is incapable of showing the unity of the

first part of the Summa Theologiae.
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In consequence this study of the Summa Theologiae stems out of

contemporary concerns which include the reaction of a part of current
Catholic theology to official Thomism. What is proposed is a con-
sideration which might correct somewhat the dominant anti- Platonic
tendency of the Thomism of the Leonine revival, exploit the fruits of
recent historical scholarship, and establish a connection between
Thomas' thinking and this present direction in Catholic theology.

The developed study of the history of late Neoplatonism is quite
recent, having been set off very largely by E.R. Dodd's edition and

translation of Proclus' Elements of Theology.160 The progress of

these studies was interrupted by the Second World War and it is only
now that they have advanced far enough to yield much fruit for the
interpretation of the history of mediaeval theology and philosophy.
Stephen Gersh has applied its results to the earliest part in his

. : 1
From Tamblichus to Eriugena, but Thomas, whose relation to Neo-

platonism is entirely through these later forms -- he knew nothing of
Plotinus -- has hardly begun to be reconsidered in this reworking.
Partly as a result of the impact of these historical studies and
the possibilities for philosophy and theology which they recall, but
partly also in response to their perception of the contemporary
necessities of thought, some Catholic theologians have endeavoured
to revive and develop a Christian Neoplatonism. What attracts them
to this ancient tradition and what primarily characterizes it for
them is its being a negative theology. The person who has developed
the historical, systematic, and contemporary aspects of this Plotinian
and post-Plotinian Neoplatonism most completely is the Frenchman,
Jean Trouillard.162 But just as the greatest historians, philo-
sophers, and theologians in the service of the Thomist ontology were
French -- men like E. Gilson, J. Maritain, M.-D. Chenu -- so

Trouillard is surrounded in France by a constellation of historians --
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. 164
des Places,163 Festugilre, H.D. Saffrey,165 P. Hadot166 -- and

philosophers and theologians like H. Duméry167 and S. Breton.168
Together they represent a considerable force in contemporary French
Catholic intellectual life. Among the Germans and the English the
most notable advocates of the reconsideration of Neoplatonism for the
purposes of Christian thinking are W. Beierwaltes169 and A.H. Armstrong}?
respectively. 1t is significant for the history of Thomism not only
that these scholars are all Roman Catholics, but also, that some of
them, e.g., Fathers Trouillard and Breton and Professor Armstrong, are
clearly reacting against Thomism. Thus, Trouillard and Breton, among
others, are endeavouring to construct a henology to replace its
ontological metaphysics,

Of the various "essentialisms" opposed to the ontology of esse,
henology appeared to Thomists to be the most dangerous. It involved
for them all the pantheistic and other errors of pagan Neoplatonism
and its modern idealist counterparts. It is an extraordinary re-
versal then to find that immediately with the decline of the official
ontological Thomism there is an assertion of henology as a basis for
Catholic theology. But more ironic yet, part of the appeal of
henology is that it, not Thomism, is now conceived to be exempt from
Heidegger's criticism of onto-theo-logy.l7l Both sides accept the
same standard; the question is what falls under it. Also henology,
which understands the first principle as the One above being seems
able to lead men to worship a God, who, as not being, satisfies what
is sought in the contemporary phenomenon of Christian atheism.
Further, since what is below the One is self-constituted, henology
provides the room which ontology does not for modern freedom. This
judgement that the priority of essence threatens freedom is also of
éourse part of contemporary existentialism, but, perhaps it belongs

there more to the side of it seen in Sartre than that in Heidegger.
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All these considerations give some reason for looking at Thomas'

Summa Theologiae through the-logic of later Neoplatonism. Nothing

like a complete treatment is yet possible. Our tools are insufficient-
ly exact for a judgement of the transformations the tradition received
in reaching St Thomas. We do not possess, for example, a proper

critical text of his commentary on the De Divinis Nominibus of the

pseudo-Dionysius =-- the most authoritative source of the Proclan
Neoplatonism for Thomas. {(Dionysius' work had a quasi-biblical
authority as he was accepted throughout the Middle Ages as a disciple
of St Paul.172 The other main source of this tradition is the Liber
de Causis which for most of his life had for Aquinas the authority of
Aristotle. 3) Nonetheless, contempbrary scholarship and contemporary
theological concerns make some study both possible and necessary.
Before looking directly at this tradition, we must look at Thomas'

mediaeval predecessors both to see what is peculiar in the structure

he gives his Summa Theologiae and to see whether we can locate in

them the source of his logic of order.
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Notes: Part I

1A portion of this Part of the thesis is published in my article
"Aquinas' First Principle: Being or Unity?" Dionysius 4 (1980),
133-1723 another portion is to appear as "Pope Leo's Purposes and
St Thomas' Platonism,' Atti del VIII Congresso Tomistico
Internazionale sull' Enciclica "Aeterni Patris" e nel centenario della
fondazione dell'Accademia S. Tommaso (held in Rome, September, 1980),
ed. A, Piolanti.

2F. van Steenberghen, "L'avenir au thomisme," Rev. phil. de
Louvain, 54 (1956), 201.

3The Encyclical is published in Sancti Thomae Aquinatis, Opera
Omnia (Leonine), I (Romae, 1882), pp. iii-xiv. References are to
the English translation in St Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica (2d
rev, ed.; London, 1920), I, pp. ix-xxxii. For an enthusiastic
contemporary appreciation, there is Giuseppe Card. Siri, "I1 momento
storico nel quale nacque 1'Enciclica 'Aeterni Patris' " to appear in
the Atti del VIII Congresso Tomistico. For a more critical view, see
my “Pope Leo's Purposes and St Thomas®' Platonism." J. Hennesey,
"Leo'XIII's Thomistic Revival: A Political and Philosophic Event,"
The Journal of Religion, 58 Supplement (1978), SS185-197 stresses
Leo's "fortress mentality". G.A. McCool, "Twentieth Century
Scholasticism," ibid., SS198-221; G.A. McCool, Catholic Theology in
the N1neteenth Centu;y (New York 1977), F, van Steenberghen,

Medievaux, 18 (LouVain/Paris, 1974) pp. 54ff.; R.F. Harvanek,
"History and 'Aeterni Patris'," Notes et Documents Institut Inter-
national "J. Maritain,” V, 16 (July-September, 1979), 1-12 are all
useful,

"Aeterni Patris," p. X.
5Ibid., p. Xi.

Ibid., p. xxvii.

7Ibid., p. xxiv,

8Ibid., P. XV,

9Ibid., p. xiv,

10Ibid., pp. xiii and xiv,

11J. Pieper, The Silence of St. Thomas, translation of Ueber
Thomas Von Aquin Philosophia Negativa (London, 1957), p. 54.
0. Blanchette, "Philosophy and Theology in Aquinas, On Being a
Dlsc1p1e in our Day," Atti del Congresso Internazionale Tommaso
d'Aquino nel suo settimo centenario, 8 vol (Napoli, 1976), IV, 427-
431, finds E. Gilson importing a modern rationalist semse of inde-
pendent philosophy and theology into his understanding of Thomas.
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12F. van Steenberghen, Introduction, p. 56.

13See P. Dezza, "La preparazione dell'Enciclica 'Aeterni Patris'
il contributo della Compagnia di Gesu," Atti del VIII Congresso
Tomistico (forthcoming). For the commitment of the Jesuits to the
Aristotelian interpretation of Thomas, see R.F. Harvanek, art, cit,,
Pe 5. For the Jesuit Cardinal Ehrle's role in establlshlng this
interpretation in Leo's revival, see van Steenberghen, Introduction,
p. 57 and "L'avenir," 203. J. Maritain, "Philosophie de la nature
et sciences experimentales," Acta Pont. Acad. Rom., S. Thom. Aquin,
nova series 1 (Taurini/Romae, 1934), p. 17 begins-"ia conception
platonicienne de la metaphysique . . . i@pliqualt.g_ il n‘x avait
pas et ne pouvait p pas y avoir de philosophie de la nature . . . Au
contraire la conception qu'Aristote o o "

14 .
There is a very extended controversy about the balance of these

two aims and whether and how they provide a motive for the Summa
contra Gentiles: see A. Gauthier,Introduction, Contra Gentiles
(Parls, 1961), I; F. -van Steenberghen, La philosophie au Xxiiie
siecle, Phllosophes Médiévaux, 9 ( Louvain/Paris, 1966), pp. 316-
324 and van Riet, "La Somme contra les Gentiles et la polemique
islamo- chretlenne, Aquinas and the Problems of his Time,
Mediaevalia Lovaniensis, 5 (Leuven/The Hague, 1976), pp. 156-160.

15The Philosophical Movement in the Thirteenth Century (n.p.:
Nelson, 1955).

16On this division see E. Mascall, The Openness of Being, Gifford
Lectures, 1970-71 (London, 1971) and J. Macquarrie, Twentieth Century
Religious Thought: The Frontiers of Philosophy and Theology, 1900-
1970 (rev. ed.; Londom, 1971). Macquarrie makes some useful remarks
relatlng the two Thomisms to other features of twentieth century
philosophy, particularly to '"realist metaphysics'", "kerygmatic theo-
logy" and existentialism (pp. 254-56, 279, 288, 392). Other divisions
are possible, but they mainly reduce to a distinction between those
who treat Thomas historically and those who have primarily a speculative
or practical interest. Klaus Kremer,Die Neuplatonische Seinsphilo-
sophie und ihre Wirkung auf Thomas von Aquin, Studien zur Problem-
geschichte der Antiken und Mittelalterlichen Philosophie, 1 (Leiden,
1966), p. xxiii, has drawn a line among scholars of mediaeval philo-
sophy between those who, like Baeumker, Denifle, Ehrle, Grabmann,
Graf von Hertling, Pelster, Geyer, Koch,practise "literar-historische
Forschungen'" and those who, like Gilson, Geiger, Fabro, Hirschberger,
Meyer, '"das philosophische Gedankengut mittelalterlicherWerke flir
uns zum Sprechen zu bringen'., The latter suffer from "eine Illusion
« « o der philosophische Gedanke in seinem , An sich” wlre uns un-
mittelbar zuglnglich'", F, van Steenberghen, "L'avenir au thomisme,"
203 (quoted with approval by Kremer , p. 470) speaks of those for
whom "Aristoteles genuit Thomam, Thomas genuit Cajetanum, Cajetanus
genuit Joannem a Sancto Thoma . . .'" and who thus place St Thomas
"dans June tradltlon fort &troite, dans laquelle Aristote fait figure
de précurseur'"., This tradition is the ' hllosophla perennis . . .
la philosophie eternelle, la vrai philosophie'. This last group is
actually set against those who place him in no historical context
at all! Both these groups are contrasted to historians like himself
and Gilson. (See also his The Philosophical Movement and most
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exhaustively Introduction.) But the divisions of Kremer and van
Steenberghen fail to satisfy because of the interpenetration of
historical return and contemporary practical purpose which characterizes
this revival. Thus, Ehrle’s literary historical researches produce
results necessary to these purposes (cf. n. 13 above) and Gilson is

the most distinguished of the historians of mediaeval philosophy.

Of course, there are Thomists whose thought does not fall within
these categories, but they are very exceptional. One is Austin
Farrer, Finite and Infinite (Westminster, 1943). He distinguishes
himself from "the Thomists . . . [who} by their rigid Aristotelianism
and their insistence on the possibility of inescapable demonstration
make themselves vile in modern eyes'", and endeavours to ''re-state the
Analogy of Being in a credible form" (ibid., p. vi). He engages in
an extraordinarily free dialogue with Descartes, Kant, Hegel, Hume,
Berkeley -- to give only examples -- and he very evidently takes them
seriously. His whole aim is to enable an "apprehension of substantial
being" (p. 98), but he is certainly neither a one-sided existentialist
nor an essentialist. "Essence without existence is not, and therefore
cannot be presupposed as the measure of it; and finite existence
without e<<ence is not, and cannot therefore receive the imposition of
‘a measure" (p. 266). Indeed, the only aspect in which he shares the
spirit of contemporary Thomism is in his limitation of rational
theology:

The knowledge of God to which rational theology leads

US « « « 1s the knowledge of existent perfection con-

c>7ved through the analogy of spirit, and the knowledge

that this Being is the creator of all finite existence.

Bu: that is all . . . no sound reason for a belief in

Providence is deducible from these premises . . . As

with providence, so it 'is with grace . . . For this

knowledge . . . we must turn to the field of particular

'contingent' events . . . Rational theology deals with

God and Freedom, but not with Immortality, Providence

of Cra~e, except in consilering their mere possibility

when the idea of them has c¢rme from another quarter

(pp. 299-300).
St Thomas him-21f would certainly include providence and immortality
within the philus~.mi:»" %“rowled e of God, although it will be
important to notice that, unlike Farrer, Gilson, Rahner or the rest,
he never prodi=:d a work of philosophical -- in the sense of natural --
theology and, unlike Farrer, began rather than ended his theology
with the prooi’s for God's existence.

17The great master is J. Marechal Le point de depart de la
metaphysique, the five cahiers of which were publlshed between 1922
and 1946 in Belgium and France; cf. D, Bradley, 'Transcendental
Critique and Realist Metaphysics," The Thomist, 39, 4 (1975), 631-
667. K. Rahner, Geist in Welt, zur Metaphysik der endlichen Erkenntnis
bei Thomas von Aquin, foreword by J.B. Metz (2d ed.; MUnchen, 1957)
is translated as Spirit in the World by W. Dych (London, 1968). All
references are to the translation. Fr Rahner is the greatest of
Marechal's heirs. E. Coreth, Metaphysics, ed. and trans. J. Donceel
(New York, 1968) is clearly a reflection on Rahner's developments,
but with a greater confidence in ontology and metaphysics. B.
Lonergan, Verbum, Word and Idea in Aquinas, ed. D.B. Burrell (Notre
Dame, 1969), is an intrepretation of Thomas' teaching on the
"mental word". It is a series of articles actually written before
his own philosophic construction, Insight (New York, 1957). Fr
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Lonergan differentiates himself in a number of ways from Rahner and
Coreth. See Mascall, Openness, pp. 84 and 89, Donceel's preface to
Coreth's Metaphysics, especially p. 12 and Lonergan's 'Metaphysics

as Horizon" (a review of Coreth) reproduced at the end of Metaphysics.
In general, Lonergan sees Coreth as more on the realist and onto-
logical side of the post-Kantian alternatives, whereas Mascall puts
Lonergan himself on the idealist side. '"Lonergan's own ultimate is
not being but intelligence" (Openness, p. 89). All this is considered
more fully further on in Part I. The division between transcendental
and realist is only relative., Both are in the spirit of what
“Macquarrie calls the new realism, i.e., the twentieth century's re-
action against idealism, its turn toward the objective.

“ne realists are a host beyond enumeration. Most prominent
are E. Gilson (on his realism cf. especially the works listed im.n.
23 below) and J, Maritain (see nn. 29 and 30 below). Mons. L No#1
(see m. 22 belew); L. de Raeymaeker, 'La profonde originalité de la
metaphy31que de saint Thomas d'Aquin," Die Metaphysik im Mittelalter,
Miscellanea Med1aeva11a, I, ed, P. Wilpert (Berlin, 1963), pp. l4-
29; G. van Riet, L' eplstemologle thomiste, Bibl. phil., de Louvain, 3
(Louvain, 1946) ‘and F. van Steenberghen are.all realists of the
Louvain school., Notable followers of Gilson include A.C. Pegis, The
Basic Writings of St. Thomas Aquinas (New York, 1945), outstanding
for its antl-Platonlsm, Summa contra Gentiles -- first published as
On the Tiuth of the Catholic Faith (New York, 1956) -~ translation,
introduction and notes (Notre Dame/London, 1975) J. Owens, The
Doctrine of Being in the Aristotelian Metaphysics (Toronto, 1951),
which is very 1mportant as part of the endeavour to establish the
supposed difference between Aristotle's teaching and that of Christian
metaphysics; A. Maurer, who, in the last pages of St. Thomas and
Historicity (Milwaukee, 1979), was still trying to maintain that the
true solution to the problem of modern thought is "a radical counter-
Copernican revolution" (p. 40). E. Mascall, Existence and Analogy
(London, 1949), He Who Is (London, 1943), and The Openness of Being,
is explicitly a Gilsonian realist. '"For the principle of the primacy
of existence over essence and for the view that, while essence is
grasped in the concept, existence (esse) is affirmed in a judgement,
I was heavily indebted to M. Etienne Gilson'" (He Who Is, p. xii).
J. Pieper is' similarly dependent. In his Introduction to Thomas
Aquinas, translation of Einfllhrung zu Thomas von Aquin (London, 1962),
he acknowledges the basis of his account in Chenu, Gilson, van
Steenberghen (p. ix) and notes that Gilson and Chenu ''go beyond mere
scholarliness to ask and answer the question of the truth of things"
(p. 9). This truth is brought out as follows: '"The most marvellous
of all the things a being can do is to be. 1In these words, Gilson
most clearly and convincingly elucidates that insight of St, Thomas
which I am discussing here" (p. 136). He subsequently reproduces
Gilson's account of the history of the doctrine of being (pp. 136-
139). Here and in The Silence of St. Thomas, he associates himself
with his existentialist account of Thomism. "It can be . . .
demonstrated that this common concern of all the Existentialists
finds in St. Thomas's teaching both a positive correspondence and a
specific corrective" (The Silence, p, 91). "Etienne Gilson, Jacques
Maritain, and other French scholars have expressly termed St. Thomas'"'
metaphysics an existential philosophy™ (Introduction to Thomas

Aquinas, pp. 138-139.
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Gilson's realism and that of many other Thomists is usefully
compared to Heidegger's position in Being and Time, trans. J.
Macquarrie and E. Robinson (New York/Evanston, 1962), where despite
his opposition to the name (207, p.51) he adopts a stance very
similar to realism and shares the same attitude towards Descartes:
25, p. 463 40, p. 64; 93, p. 126,

20 . . R .
It is remarkable in the vast sea of Thomist literature how little

serious attention has been given to Thomas' Platonism. There have
always been Platonists, like W.R.Inge, The Philosophy of Plotinus,

2 vol (24 ed.; London, 1923), I, p. 15 or J. Findlay, Plato, The
Written and Unwritten Doctrines (Lomdon, 1974), to claim him as one
of their own. Otherwise there is little of significance beyond:

L.B. Geiger, La participation dans la philosophie de s. Thomas d'Aquin,
B1b110theque thomiste, 23 (Paris, 1942), idem, "Les Idées Divines dans
1'oeuvre de s. Thomas,” St Thomas Aquinas, 1274-1974, Commemorative
Studies, 2 vol (Toronto, 1974), I, pp. 175-209; Victor White, "The
Platonic Tradition in St Thomas Aquinas,' God the Unknown (London,
1956), pp. 62-713 R.J. Henle, Saint Thomas and Platonism (The Hague,
1956), Cormnelio Fabro, Participation et causalité selon s. Thomas

d Aquin, Chaire card. Mercier, 2 (Louvaln/Parls, 1961); K. Kremar,
Die Neuplatonische Seinsphilosophie und ihre Wirkung auf Thomas von
Aquin; J. Moreau, "Le platonisme dans la Somme Théologique," Atti
del Congresso Internazionale Tommaso d'Aquino nel suo settimo
centenario ‘M»poli, 1975), I, pp. 238-247; idem, De la connaissance
selon =, ‘il _tas d'Aquin (Paris, 1976); E.H. Weber, Dlalogue et

diss nsions entre saint Bonaventure et saint Thomas d'Aquin a 3 Paris
(1253- 1273), Bibl. tliomiste, 41 (Parls, 1974), espeC1a11y c.viis
idem, La controverse de 1270 a 1! Universite de Paris et son
retentissement sur 1a pensee de s. Thomas d Agu1n, short t1t1e,
L'homme en discussion al' Universite de Paris en 1270, Bibl. thomlste,
40 (Parls, 1970), pp- Zlff., T. Litt, “Les Lcorps 's célestes dans 1'univers
de saint Thomas d'Aquin, Philosophes M&diévaux, 7 (Louvain/Paris,
1963), PP. 267ff., P. Faucon, Aspects neoplatoniciens de la doctrine
de saint Thomas d'Aquin (Lille/Paris, 1975)3; H. Dumery, T "L'Etre et

1! Un," Miscellanea Albert Dondeyne, Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologi-
carum Lovaniensum, 35 (Louvain, 1974), pp. 331-350; F. Ruello,

"“Saint Thomas et Pierre Lombard,'" San Tommaso, Font1 e riflessi del
suo pensiero, ed. A, Piolanti, Studl Tomistici, 1 (Roma, n.d.),

pp. 176-209; M. Jordan, 'The Grammar of Esse," The Thomist, 44

(1980), 1-26.

21F van Steenberghen, Introduction, pp. 212ff.; other accounts
in wan Riet, L' eplstemologle thomiste; L. de Raeymaeker, Le cardinal
Mercier et l Institut superleur de philosophie de Louvain (Louvain,
1952)3; A. Slmon, Position phllOSQphlque du cardinal Mercier (Brussels,
1962).

22See L. No#l, Notes d' epistémologie (Louvain, 1925); idem, 'La
presence de 1' 1nte111g1ble a la conscience selon s, Thomas et
Cajetan," Philosophia Perennis (Regensburg, 1930), I, pp. 159-166;
idem, "Les progres de 1' eplstemologle thomlste," Rev. neos. de phil,,
34 (1932); idem, "L'epistemologie thomiste," Acta Secundi Congressus

Thomistici Internationalis (Taurini/Romae, 1937).
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23 . ' ‘4 .
See E. Gilson, '"Le realisme methodique,' Philosophia Perennis,

11, pp. 744-755; idem, Réalisme thomiste et critique de la connaissance
(Paris, 1939); the second is a reply to the criticisms of the first.
F. van Steenberghen, who follows in No¥1°'s tradition, remains attached
to "critical realism" but "safe from Professor Gilson's censures', or
so he reports in Epistemology, trans. L. Moonan from the fourth

French edition (Louvain/New York, 1970), pp. 9 and 245.

24 .
E. Gilson, The Elements of Christian Philosophy (Garden City,

1960); idem, History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages
{London, 1955); idem, The Christian Philosophy of Thomas Aquinas
{London, 1961); idem, Being and Some Philosophers (2d ed.; Toronto,
'952). In the last, on p. 30, Gilson writes, '"nmo Christian philo-
-ophy can posit anything above being.'" J. Owens, 'Aquinas as
Aristotelian Commentator,'" Commemorative Studies, I, p. 237, writes,
"May not the Thomistic commentaries on Aristotle be regarded as
Christian philosophy?" F. van Steenberghen attacks the notion in
many places, for example: The Philosophical Movement, pp. 14ff. and
pp. 108ff., Introduction, especially pp. 283-332. Cf. M. Nedoncelle,
Is there a Christian Philosophy?, trans. I, Trethowan, Faith and fact
books, 10 (London, 1960) and G. Grisey, ''The 'Four Meanings' of
'Christian Philosophy'," The Journal of Religion, 41-42 (1961-62),
103-118 who discuss the issues. For a recent attack on Gilson's
position, see O. Blanchette, art. cit.

5Présentation, Dieu Eg_l'ﬁtre, Exégeses d'Exode 3, 14 et de
Coran 20, 11-24, edited by the Centre d'Etudes des Religions du Livre,
Etudes Augustiniennes (Paris, 1978), p. 11, n. 16. Strikingly
Barthian pieces by Professor Gilson are '"Trois lecons sur le thomisme
et sa situation présente," Seminarium, New Series,V,4 (1965), 682-
737 reprinted as Les tribulations de Sophie (Paris, 1967) and "De la
notion d'étre divine dans la philosophie de saint Thomas d'Aquin,"
Doctor Communis, Acta VI Congressus Thomistici Internationalis

(Roma, 1965), I, pp. 113-129.

26Chapter II, D below.

27R.D. Crouse, "Philosophia Ancilla Theologiae, some texts

from Aristotle's Metaphysics in the Interpretation of Albertus
Magnus," Proceedings of the Fifth International Congress of Medieval
Philosophy (Madrid, 1972); idem, '"St, Thomas, St. Albert, Aristotle:
Philosophia Ancilla Theologiae," Atti del Congresso Internazionale
Tommaso d'Aquino nel suo settimo centenario (Napoli, 1975), I, 181-
185.

28M.L. Minio-Paluello, "La tradition aristotelicienne dans
1'histoire des id€es,”" Actes du Congres de Lyon, Association
Guillanme R-3é (Paris, 1960), pp. 166-185; P, Hadot, 'Les divisions

des parties de la philosophie dans l'Antiquite," Museum Helveticum,
36 (1979), 201-223,

9Maritain and Gilson write in very different ways. The first
is primarily a poetic philosopher; the second writes what is called
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history. They, nonetheless, see themselves as agreeing on the

doctrlne of Being in Aqu1nas. Gilson writes the leading "hommage''s:
"Une sagesse redemptrlce for the tribute volume of the Revue
thomiste, Jacques Maritain, son oeuvre philosophique, Bibliothéque
de la Revue thomiste (Paris, 1949), pp. 3-5 . And Maritain fre-
quently quotes Gilson with approval. See Jacques Maritain, Challenges
and Renewals, Selected Readings, ed. H.W. Evans and Leo R, Ward
(London, 1966), p. 112, and The Peasant of the Garonne (London, 1968),
pp. 107, 133-39. He is in full accord with Gilson's rapprochement
with Heldegger; cf. The Peasant, pp. 107-08. Maritain, with Heidegger,
refers us to Parmenides: "observe what an unforgettable event in the
history of philosophy was Parmenides' discovery"” (Challenges and
Renewals, p. 129).
Their earlier dlfferences over the critical character of realism
and over Christian philosophy were minor. "It is important to avoid
here a double-sided danger; one, which consists in accepting, in
whatever way and however little, the idealist setting of the critical
problem; and here I am in the fullest agreement with M, Gilson; and
the other which consists in the refusal of any possibility whatsoever
of posing as philosophically soluble the whole-critical problem.
It is here that I part company with M, Gilson." J. Maritain, The
Degrees of Knowledge, translation. of the 2d French edition (London,
1936),p.87. He is opposed to "abandoning into the hands of the
idealists the whole use and possession of the word ‘critical' and
all it signifies" (ibid., p. 89). He thus finds himself doctrinally
in accord with No#l (p. 98). He accepted with GllSOD the notion of
Christian philosophy (cf. his De la philosophie chrétienne (Paris,
933), pp. 8-9, 13, 16, 56-7). But he saw no need to divide Thomas
from Aristotle in 350 doing (cf. "Marginal Notes on Aristotle,"
Bergsonian Philosophy and Thomism, translation of La philosophie
bergsonienne |New York, 1955), pp. 349-377; also An Introduction
to Philosophy [London, 19321 , p. 101). J. Owens, The Doctrime of
Belqg in the Aristotelian Metaphysics represents just the opposite
tendency in pure Gilsonians.

3OJ. Marltaln, Challenges and Renewals, p. 121. See also idem,

Sept 1e¢ons sur l etre et les premiers principes de la raison
speculative (2d ed,; Paris, n.d.), pp. 51ff. and Existence and the
Existents An essay on Christian existentialism, English version of
Court traite de 1° existence et de 1'existent (New York, 1957), pp.
28ff. and The P Peasant, p. 139 n.9.

31E. Gilson, Realisme thomiste, p. 215.

32For these contrasts, see B. Lonergan, The Way to Nicaea, trans-

lation of part one of De Deo Trino (London, 1976), p. 90.

33B. Lonergan, 'Metaphysics as Horizon," pp. 207-209.

34Rahner, Spirit in the World, pp. 25-29, especially n.8, p. 25;
Metz, Introduction , Spirit in the World, pp. xliii-xlv, Metz
writes (n.39, p. xliii): "Rahner is very insistent in his rejection
of a metaphysical intuition. This rejection is his major correction
of the Thomistic or neo-scholastic interpretations.” Coreth uces
the term "intellectual intuition'". For example, Metaphysics, pp. 34+33.
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"we are also aware of knowing this object (intellectual intuition).

In other words, every instance of sense experience contains elements
which transcend that experience." However, he does not use it in the
realist but in a "transcendental' sense. No immediate thematic know-
ledge can be used to found metaphysics. '"We do not really start from
an immediate evidence, but this evidence itself cannot be demonstrated,
except by showing that whatsoever rejects it, affirms it in his very
act of rejection. In this sense, we have what Hegel called vermittelte
Unmittelbarkheit, a mediated immediacy," p. 35. Rather than founding
metaphysics in the objective content of an intellectual intuition,
Rahner and Coreth .found it in the unthematic or implicit "Vorgriff"

by which men are conscious of the "horizon of being". See Donceel's
Preface to Coreth, Metaphysics, pp. 11ff. and Mascall, Openness,

pp. 68ff. '

3
5Cf. Lonergan on Gilson above. '"This method [6f Maréﬁhal, Lotz,

Marc] ressembles ours, insofar as these authors try to establish meta-
physics by demonstrating that the absolute affirmation of being is

a condition of every judgement." Coreth, Metaphysics, pp. 46-47.
Rahner: "Esse as the In-Itself (Ansich) of the Reality Apprehended

in the Judgement. We should not expect a long discussion of this
question in Thomas. To him his view seéms self-evidemnt . . ."

(Spirit in the World, p. 163).

36 : ,
At this point, "Esse in Thomas", Rahner cites Marc, de Finance,
Gilson, et al. (Spirit in the World, p. 163).

37M. Jordan, art. cit., p. 2.

8
Macquarrie, Twentieth Century, p. 285, quoting Maritainm, The
Degrees of Knowledge, p. 214.

39Ibid., p. 287, citing Gilson, God and Philosophy.

40This is the language of Coreth and Rahmer; the quotation is

from Rahner, Spirit in the World, p. 407; cf. Coreth, Metaphysics,
po 35 and pp. 62-630

41The quotation is from Coreth, Metaphysics, p. 67. See also

ibid., p. 70: "In every act of inquiring or knowing, some being is
given which coincides immediately with knowing, which knows itself
as being." Also Donceel in his Preface quoting Coreth,"'Metaphysics,
as about being' equates with absolutely every being, including the
'subjective pole'. The incarnate inquirer 'is a being, and nothing
but a being' " (p. 12). Rahner, Spirit in the World, "Being is the
one ground which lets knowing and being-known spring out of itself
as its own characteristics . . . Knowing is the subjectivity of
being itself. Being is the original unifying unity of being and
knowing in their unification in being known " (p. 69).

42See n.29 above and E. Gilson, "Trois lggons" and Appendix II,

L'&tre et 1'essence (2d ed. revue et augmentée; Paris, 1962);
C. Fabro, Participation et causalité, p. 636; idem, 'Le retour au
fondement de l'etre," S . Thomas d'Aquin Aujourd'hui, Recherches de
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philosophie, 6 (Paris, 1963, pp. 177-193); idem, "Il nuovo problema
dell'essere e la fondazione della metafisica," Commemorative Studies,

I1, pp. 423-457; the articles by G. Giannini and C. Moreau in

Saplentla égu1natls, Communicationes IV Congressus Thomistici Inter-
nationalis (Rome, 1955) and those by T.A. Fay and C. Fabro in Atti

del Congresso Internazionale Tommaso d'Aquino nel suo settimo centenario,
1V, pp. 480-484, 119-128; also E. Coreth, Metaphysics, p. l6.

43
The Peasant, pp. 133-134.

44 . s
Spirit in the World, pp. 180-181.

5Rahner, Spirit: "The ultimate reason for this limitation is to
be sought in the fact that essence is to be conceived as potency
(which implies limitation in itself) with respect to esse, whose
finiteness, as the limitation by essence of what is infinite in it-
self, makes possible the comparison between the scope of various
essential natures" (p. 151). '"Thomas knows essences only as the
limiting potency of esse" (p. 160). Coreth, Metaphysics: "Whereas
the act of being is the principle of all positivity in every existent,
its essence is the principle of negativity of limitation" (p. 83).
Mascall, Existence and Analogy: "In finite beings, essence is distinct
from existence, being related to it as the potential to the actual.
In God everything is actual, so everything is existence'" (p. 42).

46S. Thomae de Aquino, Summa Theologiae, editio Piana (Ottawa,

1953), I, 3, 2 ad 3; hereafter abbreviated as ST. The Summa contra

Gentiles is abbrev1ated as ScG. For Thomas, Platonic separated self-

subsistent forms are appropriate for speech about God.
Nec solum huiusmodi abstractione Platonici considerabant
circa ultimas species rerum naturalium, sed etiam circa
maxime communia, quae sunt bonum, unum, et ens. Ponebant,
enim, unum prlmum quod est ipsa essentia bonitatis et
unitatis et €sse, quod dicimus Deum . . . Unde illud
primum nominabant ipsum bonum vel per se bonum vel
principale bonum . . . eo modo quod de " homine separato
expositum est. Haec 1g1tur Platonicorum ratio fidei non
consonat nec veritati, quantumﬁgg hoc quod continet de
speciebus naturalibus separatis, sed quantum ad id quod
dicebant de primo rerum Principio, werissima est eorum
opinio et fidei christianae consona.

S. Thomae Aqu1natls, In librum Beati Dionysii de Divinis Nominibus

Expositio, ed. C. Pera (Taurini/Romae, 1950), prooemium, p. 2.

The Platonism of Thomas is discussed in Chapter II, D below. God's

being as self-subsistent form is further explained in Chapter III, B,

47Martin Heidegger, 'The Onto-theo-logical Constitution of Meta-
physics,” Identity and Difference, translation of Identitdt und
Differenz, trans. J. Stambaugh (Pfullingen, 1957; New York, 1969)
p. 48

48Heidegger, "Onto-theo-logical," p. 54.

49Ibid., pp. 70-71.
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41

M. Heidegger, What is Called Thinking?, translation of Was

Heisst Denken?, trans. F.O. Wieck and J.G. Gray (Tuebingen, 1954;

New York: Harper Torchbook, 1972), p. 224.

>libid., p. 227.

52 .
Heidegger, "Onto-theo-logical," p. 71.

>31bid., p. 70.

54Ibid.

>J1bid., p. 50.

56Heidegger, What is Called Thinking?, p. 240.

57Heidegger, "Identity and Difference'" in Identity

and Difference,

p. 27.
58 - ”" . n
Heidegger, ''Onto-theo-logical,” p. 50.

59Heidegger, What is Called Thinking?, p. 234,

6OHeidegger, "Onto-theo-logical," p. 55.

61See below, n, 108,

62See below, n. 119.

Lonergan, 'Metaphysics as Horizom,” p. 210.

641 bid.

65Donceel, Preface to Coreth, Metaphysics, p. 1l.

66Coreth, Metaphysics, p. 35,

67Ibid., p. 19.

%8 1bid., p. 28.

9 1bid., p. 29.

70Rahner_, Spirit, pp. 160-161.

"l1bid., pp. 175-176.
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7?§3 I, 3, 2.

73Ibid.

7f§1 I, 3, 3.

5
Mascall, Existence and Analogy, p. 48.

76
M. Grabmann, Thomas von Aquin (MlUnchen, 1912), p. 88.

7
7M. Jordan, art. cit., p. 15.

78E. zum Brunn, 'La 'métaphysique de 1'Exode' selon Thomas d'Aquin,"
Dieu et 1'Etre, p. 252,

79Mascall, Existence and Analogy, p. 48.

0Leo Sweeney, '"Metaphysics and God, Plotinus and Aquinas," Die
Metaphysik im Mittelalter, Misc. Mediaevalia II, p. 236.

81E. Gilson, Being and Some Philosophers, p. 230.

82Maritain, The Peasant, p. 143.

83Mascall, Existence and Analogy, p. 43,

84Coreth, Metaphysics, p. 85.

831bid., p. 87.

86Cf. M. Heidegger, The End of Philosophy, translation of part
of volume II of Nietzsche, trans. J. Stambaugh (Pfullingen, 1961;
New York, 1973), especially essay one,

87Coreth, Metaphysics, p. 87.

88Ibid.

89Ibid., p. 88.

90D. Bradley, "Rahnmer's Spirit in the World: Aquinas or Hegel?",
The Thomist, 41, 2 (1977), 184.

91Coreth, Metaphysics, pp. 88-89.

221bid., p. 89
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93Ibid.

94 .
F. Ruello, art. cit., pp. 176-196, 208-209; Sancti Thomae de

Aquino, Expositio super librum Boethii de Trinitate, ed. B. Decker,
Studien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des Mittelalters, 4 (Leiden,
1959), prologus;ST I, 45, 6; I, 33, 3 ad 1; I, 34, 3.

9
5Coreth, Metaphysics, p. 89.

96
ST I, 14, 2 ad 1: "ipse est maxime rediens ad essentiam suam et

cognoscens seipsum.,"

97
"Sed illa forma quae non est receptibilis in materia, sed est
per se subsistens, . . . et huiusmodi forma est Deus." ST I, 3, 2 ad 3.

98§1 I, 14, 5.

99§I I, 34, 2 ad 4; ST I, 37, 1 ad 4; ST I, 39, 7 ad 2, see

Chapter III, D below.

109§I I, 34, 3 and ST I, 41, 3 ad 4.
101Coreth, Metaphysics, p. 184.
10%§I I, 3, 1.

103

See nn. 70 and 71 above and Rahner, Spirit in the World, pp.
180-181,

104See In de Div. Nom., V, 1, 634ff. and Sancti Thomae de Aquino,
Super Librum de Causis Expositio, ed. H.D. Saffrey, Textus Philosophici
Friburgenses 4/5 (Fribourg/Louvain, 1954), Prop. 18; see also Prop.
3 and 12.

lOS"Illud igitur cuius sua natura est ipsum eius intelligere, et
cui id quod naturaliter habet, non determinatur ab alio, hoc est
quod obtinet summum gradum vitae. Tale autem est Deus. Unde in Deo
maxime est vita. Unde Philosophus in XII Metaphysica, ostenso quod
Deus sit intelligens, concludit gquod habeat vitam perfectissimam et
sempiternam, quia intellectus eius est perfectissimus et semper in
actu." ST I, 18, 3.

l06Coreth, Metaphysics, p. 187.

1071414, , p. 185.

108We have already considered several points of common ground
between Rahner and Coreth: the contact with being in judgement, the
doctrine of esse, the limiting potency of essentia, their common
endeavour to deal with certain problems for metaphysics posed by
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Heidegger (and one can add, by Kant), the attempt to avoid the

wos o the recognition that classical metaphysics is subject to
Heidegger's critique, the attempt to escape it through what they
think to be Thomas' doctrine of esse. There is also the crucial
difference over the onto-theo-logical possibility for metaphysics.
What is also worth noting is that the vetry method of Coreth's
argument rises out of the development of ideas present already in
Rahner. Crucially, "The point of departure: the Metaphysical Question"
(Rahner, Spirit, p. 57), which Coreth turns into the question about
metaphysics. There is also between them a common teaching that every
question involves the known as well as the unknown. 'Every question
is evoked by an antecedent summons from what is questioned, which as
conscious (although not reflexively known, or although not even know-
able reflexively) and as known (although not explicitly known, or
although not even knowable explicitly) is present in the question
itself" (ibid., p. 68). Being is, for both, the unity of the subject
and the object of knowing (ibid., p. 69). They both have a quasi-
Cartesian recognition of the finitude of the questioner shown in the
fact that he doubts or questions: 'the being that must ask is non-
being, is deficient in its innermost ground of being'" (ibid., p. 72).
There is also a denial of the ;. in Rahner: "It is not a
question of 'bridging' a gap, but of understanding how the gap is
possible at all" (ibid., p. 75). They both teach the pre-apprehension
of being as opposed to its intellectual intuition. Finally, they
commonly criticise Kant because in him the form and content of knowing
and questioning remain divided. Their common endeavour to overcome
this division is perhaps what is crucial to their method.

10?§I I, 14, articles 5ff.

lloSee p. 10 above.

lllScholarship subsequent to Rahner's Spirit in the World makes

his separation of metaphysics, as the science of being, from sacred
doctrine, as the science which has God for its subject, untenable as
a representation of Thomas' teaching. For example, there are the
articles by R.D. Crouse (cf. n.27 above); J.H. Walgrave, "The Use of
Philosophy in the Theology of Thomas Aquinas,' Aquinas and the
Problems of His Time, pp. 161-193; A. Patfoort, "Théorie de la
theologie ou réflexion sur le corpus des Ecritures?”, Angelicum, 54
(1977), 459-488; L. Ducharme, "L'idée de la métaphysique dans les
écrits du premier enseignement parisien de saint Thomas d'Aquin,"
Colloque commemoratif saint Thomas.g’Aquin, Eglise et théologie, 5, 2
(1974), pp. 155-169; C. Stroick, "Commentaire: La métaphysique de
s. Thomas", ibid., pp. 171-188.
Crouse writes:
It is usual to think of philosophia ancilla theologiae
as specifying the relationship between natural and re-
vealed knowledge, as in the Philonic-Patristic tradition.
It is therefore important to emphasize that for St. Thomas
and St. Albert, that is not the primary reference of the
concept; for them it refers rather to the relationship
which obtains between the particular philosophical sciences
and theology, whether theology takes the form of metaphysics,
or the form which it has in sacred doctrine, deriving its
principles from revelation. Theologia, for these doctors,
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though double in fOI‘m, is radically one . . + but because
the modes are two, the question necessarily arises as to
the relationship between these modes, and once again the
concept of philosophia ancilla theologiae comes into con-
sideration . . ., the hierarchical order of the two forms
is worked out in terms of the principle . . . with
reference to the same Aristotelian texts employed else-
where to specify the relationship between the particular
philosophical sciences and metaphysics, thus apparently
suggesting that the relationship here is similar ('"St.
Thomas, St. Albert, Aristotle: Philosophia ancilla
theologiae'", pp. 182-183).

As nature is both presupposed by and perfected by grace
so metaphysics is both presupposed by and perfected in
sacred doctrine (ibid., p. 185).

Ducharme finds Thomas both affirming and denying that meta-
physics has God as its subject (p. 161). He concludes that " saint
Thomas décrit surtout la métaphysique comme science divine, théologie
des philosophes" (p. 168) but is ambiguous about whether God is its
subject because God is both the subject, and principle of the subject
(when this is expressed as 'being gqua being').

In Rahner, these are detached:

But the relationship of these two "objects'" of metaphysics
is defined in Thomas in such a way that Absolute Being as
such is really not its object (subjectum) at all . ., . He
is thus only in the word of His revelation. Metaphysics
reaches God only as the ground (principium) of its object,
common being, and it is essentially impossible for it then
to make the ground so reached another '"object'" in a discipline
of its own . . . Every natural theology . . . as a special
discipline is, therefore, a repetition of general ontology
or a usurpation of what can be possible only in a theology
of sacred Scripture (Spirit, pp. 388-389).

There is in Thomas no difficulty about a principle becoming an
object of science., This is indeed usual, e.g., "'sicut musica credit
principia tradita sibi ab arithmetico, ita, doctrina sacra credit
principia revelata sibi a Deo, ST I, 2, 1. Of course the real
problem is whether the same science can have the same things both as
principles and as subject. But even the controversial texts affirm
this.

Crucial texts are his commentaries on Boethius, De Trinitate
11, 23 V, 43 and on Aristotle, Metaphysics: S, Thomae Aquinatis,

In duodecim libros Metaphysicorum Aristotelis Expositio (Taurini/
Romae, 1964), and the Summa contra Gentiles: Sancti Thomae Aquinatis,
Summa contra Gentiles, Opera Omnia (Leonine), XIII-XV (Romae, 1918-
1930), III, 25 and IV, 1. 1In Boethii de Trin. V, 4 is usually cited
by those who would divide the two theologies. 1In fact it teaches that
they meet. The divine is able to be treated in two ways: ''res
divinae, quia sunt principia omnium entium et sunt nihilominus in

se naturae completae dupliciter tractari possunt . . ." They are not
just abstract principles,but things in themselves. Yet, the two

ways of looking at separate substances start at opposite points.

"Per lumen naturalis rationis pervenire non possumus in ea nisi
secundum quod in ea per effectus ducimur.' We arrive at God but do
not start with him, and, thus being, as our beginning, is the

formal subject of the science. The other theology has not this
limitation. "Est autem alius modus cognoscendi huiusmodi res, non
secundum quod per effectus manifestantur, sed secundum quod ipsae
seipsas manifestant." It therefore begins with Deus as its subiectum.
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In a particular science there would be a difficulty about the prin-
ciples becoming themselves subjects (or objects), i.e., something
treated by the science. Metaphysics, theological science in its
philosophical aspect, is not however a particular science. This is
not only due to the generality of its subject, commune ens, but
because it treats its own principles. Indeed, because it is also the
science of principles, it is theology!
Part of the argument of this thesis is that Thomas' theology is
a circle in which the movement of human knowledge from creatures
joins the movement from God's revelation of himself. A weakness of
Thomas' system is his failure to recognize that this movement from
the first principle is also a natural movement of the mind. In
general, it is the Neoplatonic movement. It is not a motion possible
only by grace. But a fundamental integrity is present in Thomas'
thought because philosophy is not involved in a vicious circle of
always treating its objects by principles known elsewhere and assumed
by it., First philosophy turns its eyes upon the per se nota which
it arrives at through effects -- effects being just what are known
through another. "Philosophus primus . . . probat . . . peraliqua
principia per se nota. Et sic non est aliquis circulus in
diffinitione" (In de Trin. V, 1 ad 9). These "naturae completae”,
which are "in se res quaedam" (ibid., V, 4) are able to be given a
kind of demonstration: ''cum per eos effectos pervenimus ad
cognitionem causarum primarum, . . . €X quibus probabantur demonstra-
tione quia.'" Just as demonstration "propter quid' derives from them
(ibid., V, 1 ad 9). 1In contrast, Rahner speaks as if we have at this
point only an '"'intuition' of concepts" (Spirit in the World, p. 26).
Thus, also his difference from Aquinas on the role of angels.
"The essentially 'incidental' character of Christian angelogy
has been well brought out by K, Rahner" (K. Foster, in St. Thomas
Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, IX [Blackfriars, 1968:], p. 302). But
Thomas says: ''necesse est ponere, ad hoc quod universum sit perfectum,
quod sit aliqua incorporea creatura" (ST I, 50, 1). The deduction
here is from the divine nature as known: 'Deus . . . producit per
intellectum et voluntatem" (ibid.). The angelic nature is not for
the sake of what is below it but exists for its own part in God's
glory (ST I, 50, 3). 1In this perspective the universe must be a
much more angelic than a human place both numerically and quali-
tatively (ibid. and I, 50, 4 ad 3). Separate substances are not, as
in Rahner's theological anthropology, mere abstractions.
At root the unity of Thomas' thought stems from the unity of
Aristotle's Metaphysics -- as Crouse argues above. It depends on
the unity in that work of the science of being as being and the
science of separate substances, i.e.,, on metaphysics being onto-theo-
logy. One knows, of course, that modern scholarship denies this
unity, e.g., W. Jaeger, Aristoteles: Grundlegung einer Geschichte
seiner Entwicklung (Berlin, 1923)., But this is not Aquinas' view:
Secundum igitur tria praedicta, ea quibus perfectio
huius scientia attenditur, sortitur tria nomina.
Dicitur enim scientia divina sive theologia inquantum
praedictas [separatas] substantias consident. Meta-
physica, inquantum considerat ens . . . Dicitur autem
prima philosophia, inquantum primas rerum causas considerat
(In Meta., proem.).
These separate substances do actually become objects of knowledge in
this science: " . . . secundum sententiam Aristotelis humanus
intellectus potest pertingere ad intelligendum substantias simplices"
(ibid., IX, 11, 1916). "Cum haec scientia sit de premis causis et




47

Principiis oportet quod sit de Deo" (ibid., I, 3, 64).
Patet . . . guae sit natura huius scientiae, quia est
speculativa libera, non humana sed divina; et quae est
eius intentio, qua oportet habere quaestionem et totam
hanc artem. Intendit enim circa primas et universales
rerum causas, de quibus etiam inquirit et determinat.
Et propter harum cognitionem ad praedictum terminum

pervenit, ut scilicet non admiretur cognitis causis
(ibid., I, 3, 68).

112
ST I, 39, 1; cf. also I, 42, 1.

113
ST I, 1, 1; for the names of theology and their relation cf.

Crouse and Patfoort n.111 above and G.F. van Ackeren, Sacra Doctrina,
The Subject of the First Question of the Summa Theologiae of St.
Thomas Aquinas (Romae, 1952).

14
41 1, 2, 2 ad 25 also I, 1, 7 ad 1.

115 . . . . .
ScG IV, 1: '"Quia vero naturalis ratio per creaturas in Dei

cognitionem ascendit, fidei vero cognitio a Deo in nos e converso

divina revelatione descendit; est autem eadem via ascensus et
discensus.'" Cf. n.1l1l1 above.

Wéer 1, 1, 5 ad 2.

Wier 1, 1, 7.

11?§I I, 2, prol.

119Rahner, Spirit in the World, p. 401.

1201154, p. 283.

1211pid., p. 407.

1221454, p. 408.

123Ibid. J.B. Metz, a student of Rahner's, brings out the prac-
tical (as well as further theological) COnsequences of this Marxist
turn. See his foreword to Spirit in the World, pp. x1iii, xliv, 1liii,
and his Christliche Anthropozentrik, Ueber die Denkform des Thomas
von Aquin (MUnchen, 1962) and Zur Theologie der Welt (Mainz und
Mlnchen, 1968).

124Cf. E. Gilson, "Trois legoms," p. 683.

125Theological examples are supplied by Gilson, ibid., pp. 685ff.
The labour of M.D. Chenu, in Toward Understanding St. Thomas, revised
translation of Introduction a 1'étude de saint Thomas d'Aquin,
Universigé de Montréal, Publications de 1'Institut d'études médiévales,
9 (Montreal/Paris, 1950; Chicago, 1964), pp. 305ff. and "Création et
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histoire," Commemorative Studies, II, pp. 391-399, to find in Thomas
the spirit of heilsgeschichte theology is another instance. Philo-
sophically, the enthusiasm for existentialism invented texts in Thomas
to make him relevant: cf. D,J. McCarthy, "Une doctrine en quete d'un
auteur," Rev. phil. de Louvain, 66 (1968), 630-660.

126 . 1 s
It is Kant's Critique of Pure Reason and Hegel's Phenomenology

of Spirit which are being opposed here.

27, . . .
Heidegger, Being and Time, 207, p. 251. Cf. n.19 above,

128"Transcendental Critique," p. 662,

129,, . .
Rahner's Spirit," p. 172. Also, "the philosophy of religion

developed in Hearers of the Word has been described as a 'Thomistic
dialogue' with Heidegger. The metaphor can be extended to include
against the background of Kant, a quartet of speakers: Rahner,
Heidegger, St. Thomas and Hegel.'" D. Bradley, '"Religious Faith and
the Mediation of Being: The Hegelian Dilemma in Rahner's Hearers of
the Word," The Modern Schoolman 55 (1978),128.

130"Rahner's Spirit," n.29, p. 173,

Blipid., p. 173.
13214id., n.38, pp. 175-176.
133"Religious Faith," p. 145,
1341414,
135,, * s "

Rahner's Spirit," pp. 182-183.
136

Gilson's complaint is that authentic Thomism has been so little
taught that no one knows its real power. Suarez had a version for the
Jesuits (on its faults cf. L“étre et l'essence, chap. V). Cajetan

is more Aristotelian than Thomas (cf. History of Christian Phil.,

p. 800); his rendering is what the Dominicans transmit. This is
Gilson's account in "Trois legons", p. 685ff. He recommends Bahez

in History, p. 707 and L'&tre et l'essence, p. 356. For a useful
survey of part of the history of Thomas' doctrine of being, see L.
Kennedy, "Thomism at the University of Salamanca in the Sixteenth
Century: the doctrine of existence," Atti del Congresso Internazionale

Tommaso d'Aquino nel suo settimo centenario, I, pp. 254-258.

137F.E. Crowe, Collection: Papers by Bernard Lonergan (London,
1967), p. XxXX.

138Lonergan, "Metaphysics as Horizon," p. 214,

1391pid., p. 215.
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140Lonergan, Verbum, pp. 84-85.

141_. .
Ibid., p. 60; Fr Lonergan is quoting De Veritate, g. 10, a. 1.

142Ibid., p. 71.

1431pid., p. 72.

14114, , p. 88.

145 . . . A
M. Heidegger, Being and Time, 25 p. 463 40 p. 643 93 p. 126.

146 1p5d., 202 p. 246.

147Verbum, pp. 133-134,

148Rahner, Spirit in the World, p. 69.

149Lonergan, Insight, p. 348.

150:4,:4., p. 636.

Llipid., p. 445,

1521014,

153Lonergan, Verbum, pp. 44-45,

154Ibid., ppo 86-870

191b1d., p. 5.

1561454., p. 189.

L7 1bid., p. 194.

158Ibid., p. 188 and n.143 above.

191pid., p. 219.

160Oxford, first edition, 1933, second, 1963,

1618. Gersh, From Iamblichus to Eriugena: An Investigation of
the Prehistory and Evolution of the Pseudo-Dionysian Tradition,
Studien zur Problemgeschichte der Antiken und Mittelalterlichen
Philosophie, 8 (Leiden, 1978).
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162
Some important writings of Pere Troulllard include La pro-

cession plotinienne (Paris, 1955); "L'Ame du Timee et 1'Un de Parmenide,"
Rev, inter. de phil., 92, 2 (1970) L'Un et I‘ZEE selon Proclus

(Parls, 1972) 3 "Theologle négative et autoconstltutlon psychique chez
les néoplatoniciens," Savoir, faire, espérer, hommage a Mgr Henri Van
Camp (Bruxelles, 1976), pp. 307-321. The work of this school can be
seen in Etudes neoplatoniciennes (Neuchatel, 1973) which he edited

with others. A partial bibliography and consideration of the
significance of his early work can be found in A. Charles, "La raison

et le divin chez Proclus," Rev. sc. ph. th., 53 (1969), 458-482,

163
Tamblique, Les Mysteres d'Egypte, texte etabli et traduit par

E. des Places, S.J., Budé (Parls, 1966).

164A M.J. Festuglere has, among much else, edited in four volumes

La révelation d'Hermes Trismegiste, Etudes bibliques (Paris, 1944~
1954) and he has translated and annotated Proclus, Commentaire sur
la République, 3 vol., Bibl, des textes philosophiques (Paris, 1970)
and Proclus, Commentaire sur le Timée, 5 vol., Bibl. des textes
philosophiques (Paris, 1966~ 1968).

165Fr Saffrey edited Sancti Thomae de AQu1no, Super Librum de

Causis Expositio and with L G. Westerink, Proclus, Théologie
platonicienne, 3 vol., Budé (Paris, 1968- 1978) His articles, '"L' état
actuel des recherches sur le Liber de Causis," Die Metaphysik im
Mlttelalter, Miscellanea Medlaevalla, IT1 (Berlin, 1963), pp. 267-281
and "Nouveaux liens objectifs entre le pseudo-Denys et Proclus," Rev.
sc. ph. th., 63 (1979), 3-16, are very important.

1()()Pierre Hadot, Porphyre et Victorinus, 2 vol., Etudes

augustiniennes (Paris, 1968) is fundamental for establishing the
tradition of Porphyry. Many of his articles are referred to below.

167Of special interest for our purposes are H. Duméry, "Le néant

d'etre,"'__ﬁ études philosophiques (Juillet-Sept., 1973), pp. 315- 327
and "L'Etre et 1'Un," Miscellanea Albert Dondeyne, Ephemerldum Theo-
logicarum Lovaniensum 35 (Leuven, 1974), pp. 313-350. Y. L' abbe,

"Le probleme de Dieu dans la philosophie de la réligion de H. Duméry,"
Rev. sc. ph. th., 55 (1971), 393-431.

1688 Breton was editor with other members of 1'Association des

Professeurs de Philosophie des Facultés Catholiques de France of an
important seven volume series,Recherches de philosophie" published
between 1962 and 1971 by Les Editions du Cerf. Hls article in

volume VI Saint Thomas d'Aquin Aujourd'hui, "L'idée de transcendental
2t la genese des transcendentaux chez saint Thomas d'Aquin (pp. 45- 74)
ant1c1pates M. Jordan s article cited above (n.20). His "Le théoreme
de 1°Un dans les Elements de Théologie de Proclus," Rev.sc.ph.th., 58
(1974), 561-583 and nd "Actualite de néoplatonisme" in Etudes Ezo-
platoniciennes, pp. 110-126 are arguments for the contemporary via-
bility of characteristic Neoplatonic positions. His Etre, monde,
imaginaire (Paris, 1976) is Heideggerian. Cf. Y. L'abbe, "Logique,
métaphysique et théologie, deux ouvrages de Stanislas Breton," Rev.
sc. ph. th., 56 (1972), 252-264,
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169See W. Beierwaltes, Proclus: Grundzllge seiner Metaphysik
(Frankfurt am Main, 1965) and IdentitHt und Differenz (Frankfurt am
Main, 1980).

170 . . .
The movement in Professor Armstrong's relation to the official

theology of the Roman Catholic Church is evident in the various editions
of Introduction to Ancient Philosophy and in the articles collected

in Plotinian and Christian Studies (London, 1979). He edited The
Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval PhlloSOphy
(Cambridge, 1967). " Since Plotinian and Christian Studies, he has pub-
lished "The Self-Definition of Christianity in relation to later
Platonism" in Jewish and Christian Self-Definition, ed. E.P. Sanders
vo,U,M, Press, 1980), I, pp. 74-99.

171 "
S. Breton, Etre, monde, 1mag1na1re, p. 10' idem, "Le théoreme

de 1'Un", PP, 580ff.; J. Trouillard, Theologle negatlve et auto-
constitution', pp. 320-321; H, Dumery, "Le néant', p. 315 all endeavour
to get beyond the problems of onto-theo-logy generally exempllfled by
Thomism or Thomas. P. Aubenque, "Plotin et le dépassement de 1'onto-
logie grecque classique, l&zneoplatonlsme, CNRS (Paris, 1971), pp.
101-108 regards both the Plotinian and Porphyrian (Thomistic) ‘alter-
natives as escaping Heidegger's critique of onto-theo-logy. J.E. Jones,
"The Ontological Difference for St. Thomas and Pseudo-Dionysius,"
Dionysius 4 (1980), 119-132 compares Aquinas to Dionysius from the
Heldeggerlan perspectlve and finds Thomas lacklng.- Thomas is too
"essentialist"
it is Pseudo-Dionysius and not Aquinas who radically goes
beyond the essentialist way of thinking be-ing. [For in
my view a radical overcoming of essentialist metaphysics
requires not only that essence be subordinated to esse . . .
such an overcoming requires that esse not be thought as
a being or as subsisting in itself £ (p. 126).
Aquinas . . . uses the essentialistic language and con-
stantly makes crucial distinctions based on such language.
Thus while one needs to depart considerably from traditional
interpretations of Pseudo-Dionysius to comprehend his
understanding of be-ing, it seems one must engage in an
Heideggerian retrieve of monumental proportioms to get
Aquinas to say that esse is not an emns, and is to be not
thought as per se subsistens (pp. 128-129).
The Thomism of Coreth and Rahner is such a monumental Heideggerian
retrieve,

172J. Durantel, S. Thomas et le pseudo-Denis (Paris, 1919) is
the classic work. It catalogues 's and evaluates -all 1700 citations of
Dionysius by Thomas -- more than any other author. A very useful
short plece on Thomas and Dionysius is T.C. O'Brien, "The Dionysian
Corpus," Appendix 3, in St, Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae XIV
(Blackfriars, 1975), pp. 182-193.

1735¢e H.D. Saffrey, "L'etat actuel", p. 277:

On v01t‘ﬂ__ « . le Liber est officiellement rattache
la Metaphyslque d' Arlstote,'gg dans la charte du 19
mars 1255, qui régle le statut de la faculte des Arts
a Paris, nous trouvons inscrit parmi les oeuvres d'
Aristote comme texte‘g lire officiellement, le Liber
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de Causis. C' etait 1! annee du De ente et essentla de S.
Thomas d' Aqu1n, dans lequel on Voit cet auteur s'appuyer
trois fois explicitement sur l autorité du Liber.
It was only in his exposition of the work his last commentary that
he reveals his knowledge of its Arab and Proclan sourcess
in arabico invenitur hic liber qui apud Latinos De
causis dicitur, quem constat de arabico esse trans-
latum et in graeco penitus non n haberi: unde videtur
ab allqpo philosophorum arabum ex praedicto 1libro
[ Elements’] excerptus.
In de Causis, prooemium, p. 3, 5-8.
Since this d depended on hav1ng before h1m the translation just done
by William of Moerbeke of Proclus' Elements, the discovery is no doubt
actually William's; cf. L, Minio-Paluello, art, cit., p. 171 and
Saffrey, art. cit., n.ll, p. 269. On the date of the Expositio
(after 1268) cf, Saffrey's edition and article and Sancti Thomae de
Aquino, De Substantiis Separatis, Opera Omnia (Leonine), XL (Romae,
1968), p. D6. The Liber de Causis is printed: "Le Liber de Causis,"
Tijdschrift voor Filosophie, 28 (1966), 90-203. A new critical
edition is now in progress.
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Part II: Sources for the Structure of the de deo of the Summa Theologiae

A

The Sentences of Peter Lombard

Part of the justification given the Summa Theologiae in its

prologus is that the necessities of theological teaching cannot be
adequately provided when the teacher of catholic truth must follow
the order which expositing another book requires. Besides the Bible,
the book whose order dominated the teaching of theology in the

High Middle Ages and beyond, was the Sentences of Peter Lombard. The

discovery of what alteration of the traditional order of High
Scholastic theology St Thomas thought necessary so that it might

conform to the "ordo disciplinae"1 and be carried forward "secundum

. . 2 . .
quod materia patietur'"” requires a comparison of the structure of

these two works.

The Sentences had been explicitly recommended by the Lateran

Council in 1215 and, from about 1230, it was the official text-book
for theological instruction. It maintained this position even
beyond the Middle Ages.3 Indeed, though scholars, and its own pro-

logue, suggest that Thomas intended the Summa Theologiae '"to take

the place of Lombard's Sentences as an elementary introduction to

e s 4 .
dogmatics for divinity students", it had no such success in the

Middle Ages. Thomas' Summa was more used than his own Commentary

on the Sentences,5 but it remained an experiment which did not gain

authority outside a limited school.6 It may be that his designating

the Summa for "incipientes' implies that his Sentences' commentary

continued to be for him proper magisterial theology but this is made
more doubtful by the discovery that his supposed second version of

that commentary was only the work of a disciple.7 The alterations
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in the Summa to the order of theology fixed by the Sentences are

so closely bound up with Thomas' own doctrine that it seems hard to

believe that he would ever want to write another Sentences' theo-

logy.

The popularity of the Sentences stems in part from its limitations

as theology. It is a text-book -- a collection of texts.8 A great

deal of room is left for the commentator to develop his own thought:

there is very little or hardly any metaphysics, the
philosophical data are fragmentary or badly assimilated,
there are frequent (and often intentional) cases of in-
decision in thought. But the exposition . . . is rich
in content for the period, and assembles its materials
in a relatively brief and convenient organic whole . . .
[There is anl absence of long drawn out digressions,
[itlgoes forward accurately, is clear in its plan,

alert to dialectical discussions, careful in noting

all opinions, sufficiently impersonal to give free

play to comment by other teachers, and rigorously
orthodox,

The development of both lectio, or exposition, and quaestio as tech-

niques of commentary increased the freedom for the expositor impli-

cit in the character of the work. But, despite Thomas' relation to

Lombard having been mediated by Alexander, or his contemporary who

.. . s . L -
produced the organizing "dlstlnctlons",l and Bonaventure,12 his

Commentary was still confined by certain features of the Lombard's

structure,

Thomas analyses the structure of the Sentences accurately.

There are two fundamental divisions. The first is into things,

Tres

signs, the earlier, things. These three books are again divided. The

13

, and signs, '"signa'. The last of the four books is about

first, '"de mysterio Trinitatis" concerns things to be enjoyed,

"frui"; the second, "de rerum creatione et formatione corporalium

et spiritualium et aliis pluribus eis pertinentibus'" is of things

to be used, "uti'". Book Three, ''de incarnatione Verbi, aliisque ad

hoc spectantibus’ is of those things which order the useful to the
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) 14 ) ] ..
enjoyable. Book Four is entitled "de sacramentis et signis sacra-

mentalibus'. According to Thomas the first three books have an

exitus-reditus structure; the exit is described in the first two,

15

the return in the third.

The Summa Theologiae gathers Books One and Two of the Sentences

into the Prima Pars, which considers God and his works.16 The

Secunda Pars organizes around man all the virtues and vices scattered

through the books of the Sentences.17 The Tertia Pars combines

18
Books Three and Four by treating Christ, his sacraments and our end.

In addition to the reorganization of the virtues and vices around man
as free and the source of his own works in the Second Part, and the
founding of the sacraments and our way to our end in Christ by re-
grouping the material of Books Three and Four into Part Three be-
ginning with our Saviour,19 Thomas makes important alterations to

the first book. He divides what in Peter Lombard is the fgg mys-

terio Trinitatis" into a de ggg_gggzo and a de deo trino21 and be-
gins divinity with the unity. Then'hé moves the operations of God
from their place in Lombard at the end of Book One to a new posi-
tion between the substance of God and the three persons.

Peter Lombard's material is largely drawn from Augustine and
his explicit principles of organization are derived from him as
well, Thomas' structural transformations depend upon principles
outside Augustine's world. The change of the definition df the

subject of theology from res et signa to God -- on which the simpli-

fication of the Summa is based -- is, in part, a move toward Aris-
totelian science. The division of the de deo comes to Thomas thrdugh
Dionysius and is Proclan in its philosophical origins.23 The step

by step development from the unity of substance through the con-
ceptual division of the operations to the real relation and opposition

of the persons also has a late Neoplatonic logic behind it. The
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anthropology on which the Secunda Pars is founded is from this

source and the Greek Fathers, and the Christology of the Tertia Pars

has similarly drawn on later Greek patristic and philosophical
sources,

The shift from the psychological categories of Lombard in making
God the centre of theology as its object seems to depend on a genuine
move by Thomas in the direction of Aristotelian science.25 An
Augustinian source is precluded and such a view does not come from

26
the Proclan Neoplatonism of the Liber de Causis nor of Dionysius.

God is certainly one of the subjects of the science,27 which for
Aristotle is alternatively called metaphysics, first philosophy or
theology, and this is how the Philosopher is understood by Aquinas;28
Paradoxically, it is the movement ﬁoward Aristotle which allows
Thomas to imitate Proclus and embrace the whole course of reality

within theology's exitus-reditus framework'.29 Whereas, by Thomas'

account, only the material belonging to res in Lombard's scheme
could be given such a structure, the whole course of theology falls
within it in his own Summa.
All things are treated in sacred doctrine with reference
to God for its matter is either God himself or what is
ordered to God as 1its p?inciple a?d end, FFom whence it30
follows that God truly is the subject of this science.
What is remarkable is both the lateness of this development for
Christian theology31 and the mixing of Aristotelian and Neoplatonic
logics in this solution.
The division of the de deo we must consider later but a word
is appropriate here about the interposing of the operations be-
tween the substance of God and the Trinity so as to lead the mind
step by step from the unity of God to the divisions which lie within,

and then without, his essence., The treatment of unity and Trinity

. . . 33 . .
in the first book of the Sentences is mixed. This seemed unsatis-
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factory to even early followers>? of the Lombard and to those
< 35 . . .
usually called Augustinians™~ who remained as faithful as possible
to him., Thomas understands that in such an arrangement the purpose
of placing the operations of knowing, power and will at the end of
. 36 . . .
the treatise is to provide a transition to the procession of
37 . .
creatures, But the logic of Thomas requires from his earliest
works a different order:
his approach . . . consists in three simple steps, moving
out from the oneness of the divine essence, to the plurality
of the rationally distinct attributes, and finally to the

plurality of the really distinct persons, 38

And indeed, in a revision of the Sentences' commentary he introduces

such an order into the structure of his consideration of one of the
"distinctions".39 As we shall see, placing the operations before the
procession of persons and creatures enables a rational link to be made
between the unity and the Trinity. The persons are understood through
the internal activities of knowing and willing and the proceséion to
creatures through the activity ad extra of power. The three operations
and the three persons are related by a Proclan triad.40 This connection

was not accomplished in the Summa contra Gentiles either and the

treatment of the Trinity there, separated by the entire remainder

of the work from the de deo uno, is much more scriptural in its

argumentation than the Summa Theologiae's consideration. The

"missionary" purposes of the contra Gentiles compel this as it is

Thomas' scheme to go through the whole material accessible to reason
before touching on what is only available to faith.lﬁtl Consequently,

it is only in the Summa Theologiae and the Compendium Theologiae

that this logic is able to be carried through structurally. These
considerations must make impossible the view that Thomas®’ thinking

becomes less Dionysian after the Commentary on the Sentences.

Only after it the full implications for theology of a gradual exitus
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and a complete reditus of reality from and to God are able to be
developed in form and content,
The anthropocentrism of Thomas which permits the organization

of the whole Secunda Pars around man as free and source of his own

works stands in opposition to the more pessimistic Augustinian account
of man in Lombard. A.ugustine,43 Gregory the Great,44 Boethius,45
Anselm46 and Peter Lombard47 all hold a view of man which is in-
compatible with the anthropocentrism of Thomas,48 and the tradition
in western theology stemming from Eriugena.49 The followers of
Augustine maintain that man makes up the number of the angels which
fell with Satan, In Anselm and Gregory this is indeed said to be the
reason for his creation. The cause for this shift in the ﬁnder-
standing of man we must consider later, but it is part of the move
from the inward turning Augustinian spirituality to the much more
affirmative attitude to the semsible world found in the Proclan-
Dionysian psychology and picked up in the west by Eriugena,‘his‘
twelfth century followers like Honorius Augustodunen51350 and St

Thomas. St Thomas understands a statement deriving from Proclus

in the Liber de Causis so as to see man as the crux of the universe,

the line linking spirit and matter,51 but, in fact, the dominant in-
fluence here is from the Greek Fathers.52 In Proclus, man is at the
end of theology not in its midst.53

If man in his independence, freedom and sin provides the middle
of the Thomist theology, such a being can be reunited to its

source, and such a theology can be made complete only through what

unites God and man.54 Christ forms the basis of the Tertia Pars,

joining what in the Sentences is divided between two books. He

enables the reditus and thus allows God to be the subject of the
whole work as both principle and end. Such a view of the relation

of the Third Part to the Summa as a whole is opposed to M.-D. Chenu's
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view, referred to above,55 that there are two returns in the work,

a natural one in the Secunda Pars, and one through gracious history:

The transition from IIa Pars to the IlIa Pars is a
passage from the order of the necessary to the order
of the historical, from an account of structures to
the actual story of God's gifts. 20

Two difficulties attend this position. First, it depends upon
an opposition of the historical and the necessary which is not
Thomas'. Thomas is eager, like the ancients generally, to resolve
the contingent into the essential -- he is not an existentialist,

For the Greek, the question of salvation was primarily
a question of knowledge, but it is not possible to

have true knowledge of what is transient in history,
only of what is permanent and unchanging. Thomas's
starting point is essentially the same: everything

in salvation depends on revelation, but revelation

is conceived as the giving of an otherwise inaccessible
knowledge of God. We can indeed, says Thomas, have

a knowledge, scientia, de rebus mobilibus . . ., but
only on the assumption that we are aware of the immovable
order that is presupposed by all motion and change and
know how to refer such motion and change to aliquid
immobile. 57

Second, there is nothing optional about the so-called second
return. There is no return in sacred doctrine without it, The
very first article of the firs£ question makes clear that a teaching
based on revelation is necessary because "man is ordered to God as
to an end which exceeds the ratiomnal understanding."58 The man of

Thomas' Secunda Pars "has freedom and a power over his own works",59

but he is also fallen, and certainly this power cannot bring him

to God his end.60 Over and again Christ is called the via.61 The

whole argument is assimilated to the logic of exitus et reditus and
it is to the tradition which transmits this logic to Thomas that we

must be alert.
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Part II

B
The Monologion and the Proslogion of St Anselm

The examination of the structure of Peter Lombard’'s '"Augustinian
breviary'" has disclosed the movement of Thomas' thought beyond
62

Augustine in both an Aristotelian and a Neoplatonic direction. Our

investigation of the sources of the structure of the Summa Theologiae

again and again involves a question of the relation to Augustine. We
turn now to inquire into the significance of Aquinas’ reversal of the

order of Augustine's De Trinitate in his Summa Theologiae and its

relation to Anselm’s Monologion which has appeared to some as the

inspiration in this process. This reversal can be seen in the al-
teration of the position of the psychological image of the Trinity
by Anselm and Aquinas as against Augustine. Two preliminary questions

arise: first, the relation of the Proslogion to the Monologion, since

the former is more evidently influential on Thomas,63 and second, how

Anselm's two works are related to Augustine's De Trinitate.

64
The Monologion and the Proslogion share certain basic structures.

They both begin with a prologue; proofs, or a proof, of God's exis-

tence, follow., The Proslogion inserts between these a prayerfui

dialogue on knowing and enjoying God which is a prayer for, a question-
ing of and an exhortation to fallen man. Then comes a treatment of
God's attributes which are primarily derived from the idea of his
perfection and which does not generally move outside the content of

Thomas' de deo uno, though Anselm's treatise is not structured

exactly like Thomas' nor is it as exhaustive as his. Then there is
a treatment of the Trinity of persons and finally a consideration of

the Three and One as man's salus. The two books share also a dia-

lectical character apparently derived from Aristotle's logical works.65
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The works also differ in important respects. The Proslogion

is more ecstatic, prayerful, mystical than the Monologion. Whereas

the Monologion develops the idea of God primarily through the contrast

and positive relation of creatures to the supreme perfection, the

prime contrast in the Proslogion is between God and fallen man.

This coheres with the character of proof in the Proslogion. For,

given that anyone.who understands the idea of God must know him to
exist and exist necessarily, the question is first why (end of Chap-
ter IIT) and then how (Chapter IV) anyone can say what he cannot

think. The movement in the Monologion's proofs is from various per-

ceived and distinguished degrees of goodness, greatness, existence
and value to the nature, supremely good and great, the supreme being
and suBsistence, by participation in which creatures have whatever
being and goodness they possess.67 On the other hand, the proof in

the Proslogion is from an idea of God to his necessary existence.

Clearly, the greater concern with human subjectivity in the Pros-

logion than in the Monologion is related to the difference in their

ways of rising to (or proving the existence of) God. But the diffe-

rences between the proofs stem from the fact that "the Proslogion

68

is actually a continuation of the Monologion,"

Anselm is dissatisfied with the concatenation of the proofs in

the Monologion.69 He seeks an argument which accords better with

the nature of the object of the proof:70

to establish the existence of a "sovereign good that
has no need of any other" he sought a proof worthy

of its object and in its image "a single argument which
to be proven needs nothing but itself alone'., 71

Because the Proslogion is an advance upon and in a way assumes ‘the

Monologion, and precisely because it strives for a greater simplicity,

both in its proof and the subsequent argument cohering with it, the

later work eliminates a great deal of what is found in the earlier.
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Crucially, although the Trinity is introduced at about the same
point in the two, there is no real attempt to demonstrate it in the

Proslogion.72 This lack of any complete deduction of the Trinity, or

indeed of any extensive treatment of it -- the Proslogion has one

chapter, the Monologion about thirty-five or half the work -- makes

the earlier work the one more suitably compared with the Summa. Be-

cause the Monologion's deduction of the Trinity from Augustine's

psychological triad of memory, understanding and love as characteristic

of Spirit is so abbreviated in the Proslogion, the section following

this treatment of the Trinity in the Monologion has gone, For it

concerned how the Trinity can in some measure be understood on account

of its image in the soul., The Proslogion goes on directly to the

conclusion common to both works, the beatitude of man found in the

knowledge and possession of the Trinity. Certain doctrinal pre-

occupations of the'Monologion also disappear: notably the problem
of the reality of nothingness, and the question as to whether in any
sense God generates himself.73 Finally the dialectical style in

the two works is somewhat different. Whereas in the Monologion,

Anselm often arrives at the contradiction to be solved by pursuing

, . 74, .
two different 'mecessary reasons', in the Proslogion, he tends

to begin with the problem, the opposition ready made.75 No doubt,
this difference proceeds from the greater tightness and simplicity
aimed for in the second work.

The Proslogion follows on the Monologion, its character trans-

formed and simplified to cohere with its different form of the proof

of God's existence. The self-conscious source of the Monologion

is Augustine's De Trinitate.

If it should seem to anyone that in this little work I have
put forward anything which is too novel or departs from the
truth, I ask him not to immediately denounce me as pre-

sump tuously novel or as a maintainer of error, but let him
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first read diligently the books On the Trinity of the
previously mentioned doctor Augustine, then according to
these let him judge my book. 76

On the basis of these considerations, it should suffice to compare

the Summa Theologiae with the Monologion alone and both with the

De Trinitate,

The movement from faith to understanding which structures the

De Trinitate, not only involves a thinking of how Father, Son and

Spirit are one God, but also.a process by which the mind knowing the
Trinity is ''united with [it asJ its illuminating source' and so comes

to "see itself solely as memoria Dei, intellectus Dei, voluntas Dei,

that is, to see itself as precisely nothing other than imago Trini-

Eggig."77 By this the mind returns to itself in its source through

its experience in the outer world and the visible Word. Because this
experience is absolutely necessary for the return, the beginning must
be in faith and the exterior Word, the proper order for this character-
istically Plotinian spiritual motion of return is determined.78 The
consequence is that the consideration of the trinitarian image in

the soul can occur only in the last of the three parts of the work,

The order in Thomas' Summa Theologiae and Anselm's Monologion has

turned this upside down. Despite sharing with Boethius and Anselm
79
a professed dependence on Augustine, Thomas and Anselm, like

Boethius, follow an order '"'per rationes" which is the opposite of

Augustine's 'per auctoritates et per ratiomes',

In Anselm and Thomas this "rational' theological order begins
from the unity or goodness of God,81 and moves from that to the
plurality of attributes and peréons, and Thomas agrees with Anselm
in moving from the knowledge and love of God to the treatment of the
persons. As a result, Thomas' argument is able to proceed from God's

esse to his operations of knowledge, will and power. Knowledge and



64

will, the intrinsic operations, determine that the processions in
God are, and can only be, those of Word and love. They produce the
divine relations and the relations the persons. The extrinsic
operation, power, is the ground of the divine emanation into crea-

tures. Anselm’s Monologion uses the trinitarian image of the soul

twice; once, as the structure of Spirit itself from which the Trinity
can be demonstrated, then again, with Augustine, after the Trinity
has been demonstrated, in order to judge how much we can understand
it and to show how it is our beatitudé.82 It is the first use which
concerns us; for, although Anselm begins by showing the existence of
the Word in God from the fact of creation, he later maintains that
the supreme spirit would have this character whether or not anything
were created. This seems to correspond with Thomas' movement from
the pure spirituality of God's being, that is his immateriality, to
his knowing and thus to his willing, from whence, as Word and love,
the persons are derived.83 The common order of the two arguments and
the rational necessity with which Thomas' argument proceeds has per-
suaded some that, despite his protests to the contrary, Thomas,
"haunted"84 by Anselm's procedure by reason alone,85 is at least un-
consciously imitating him,

This by no means follows. Aquinas pushes more strongly than many
of his mediaeval predecessors the arguments which show why the
Trinity cannot be produced by philosophical reason.86 To proceed in
sacred doctrine from natural reason to faith would violate a first
principle of his theological method, i.e., that in theology the
articles of faith are the premises, not the conclusions, of the
argument.87 Further, there is no need for the order of theological
argument to follow the Qrder by which a doctring is discovered ini

disciplinae is not via inventionis) but rather theology can be made

intelligible in precisely the reverse order. Consequently, there is
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no reason to disbelieve Thomas' explicit denials that he is deducing
the Trinity by natural reason because of the order in which matters
appear.88 But what is the reason of his ordering?

Answering this question has been greatly hindered by viewing
Thomas as an Aristotelian. Despite the fact that with equal lack
of reason Augustine's trinitarian theology has been called Aris-
totelian Latin in contrast to Greek Platonist,89 Anselm and Aquinas
are also set against Augustine at this point as Aristotelians,
Apparently to proceed by such deductions as they are supposed to
employ here provides the justification for this categorization. If,
in fact, the structure and order of Thomas' questions are examined
directly, the principles turn out to be Neoplatonic from beginning
to end,

Thomas himself acknowledges the source of his conception of

theological order as Boethius' De Trinitate, and, as we shall see,

his understanding of the logic of Boethius' treatises finds in them
Proclan forms of thought rather than the Plotinian forms of
Augustine-.91 He is explicit that Dionysius teaches- that the de deo

uno should be separated from the de deo trino and he finds in

Boethius that the procession of creatures follows that of the per-

sons. Augustine's De Trinitate -- and Aristotle's Metaphysics -=-

are moving in the opposite direction, toward the principle.

Further the order of attributes treated under the substance of God
(simplicity, goodness, infinity, immutability, aeternity from whence
we arrive again at unity) is to be derived from the Iamblichan-

Proclan tradition known to him, at this point, in the Divine Names

of Dionysius and the Liber de Causis. The distinction between esse
‘and operations in the form he uses it has a similar source and he

gives the Liber de Causis as the authority for his use of the notion
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of the redire ad seipsum. This idea, so important in Proclus,

structures being itself for Thomas, thus enabling the questions on

God's esse to be bound together. That God knows himself is able to

be deduced from his being and his will as self-love from his know-
ledge. It also binds the operations to the substance; being returns
to itself through them, This common form ties the operations and
persons together. The movement from knowledge through will to power
is a movement towards the external but beatitude belongs to intellectual
life; the Spirit as love is a kind of unity of the Father and his
distinct Word. There is a similar form for the divine esse, opera-
tions, and persons and the treatises in which they are considered.
Finally, as we have seen, exit and return provides the notion by
which the procession into creatures and redemption are related to
the idea of God himself ~- creatures return to God through man and
man through Ch'rist.92 All this we must attempt to establish below
in Part III. It is introduced at this point in order to make clear
that Aquinas' principles of structure are neither from Augustine
or Aristotle and that what is common between Aquinas and Anselm
has not likely been derived from the saint of Canterbury.

But what may we conclude from this analysis? First, that in

the treatment of God in Aquinas and in Augustine's De Trinitate we

have two Neoplatonic structures. Augustine's involves primarily

the return into unity of a soul which has necessarily had to go out
into the external world, where faith operates, so that its principle
could speak to it and draw it back into unity with itself. 1In the
other, theological method proper is identified with beginning from
the inner being of that principle as it comes toward us. Neither
the philosophical nor the theological structures are fundamentally
different, no greater than say the difference between Plotinus and

Proclus, although in Thomas' case the interest in structure appears
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to be greater and the structural devices are more elaborated and com-

plex. Second, Anselm's rationes necessariae have not been shown to

haunt Aqu:i.nas.g'3 He is acquainted with Anselm's argument but gives
no evidence of being particularly interested in it and his own theo-
logy seems to have a structure in no way dependent upon it. Anselm®s
argument can be looked at either in an Augustinian or a Dionysian-
Eriugenan context. In an Augustinian view, Anselm has dogmatically

taken one side of Augustine's necessarily two-sided dialectic, i.e.,
the side where the understanding of self is a kind of demonstration
of the principle by which, on the other side, the self is itself

94

understood, and endeavoured to represent the former alone, In

fact this is completed in the sequel to the Monologion. In the

Proslogion, ‘the second part of the argument is altogether dropped.

There is a severely pruned statement of the derivation of the Trinity
from the structure of the self-conscious soul but no movement from
the Trinity to the mind's self-awdreness. Such a procedure Thomas
finds unsatisfactory. His theology involves the intellectual inter-
penetration of the motions from God to creatures and creatures to .God.

Alternatively, on the basis of the structural similarity of the de

deo of the Summa Theologiae and the Monologion, together with some
of its language, we may regard Anselm as at some point on the way
from Augustine to the Proclan Platonism of St Thomas.95 Neither
way of treating him is very satisfactory. But, since he tells us
so little about what he is trying to do and virtually nothing about

. ey s . 9
his sources, it is hard indeed for us to do better.



68

Part II
C
The De Trinitate of Boethius, the De Divinis Nominibus of Dionysius
and the De Divisione Naturae of Eriugena 97

The result of our search for the sources of the structure of the

first forty-five questions of the Summa Theologiae in the Sentences

of Peter Lombard and the Monologion of St Anselm has been largely

negative or indeterminate. In fact, we have been looking in the
wrong direction, But this investigation has forced us to turn from
the Augustinian tradition toward the Christian mediaevals who were
influenced by the Neoplatonism of Proclus. Our results here will
be more directly fruitful, though once again we must see how Thomas
moves beyond Augustine,

Recently St Thomas Aquinas has been both praised and criticised
for introducing a distinction within the theological treatment of
God between his unity and the Trinity of persons and for beginning
theology with the unity. His supporters see in this the appropriate
rational order through which revelation is made intelligible by means
of its proper praeamble in natural reason. His critics oppose this
same rationality and think that through it the distinctively Christian
revelation of the triune God is reduced by an abstract and merely
natural reasoning to the unity of an impersonal first principle.
They maintain as well that the vitality and concreteness of a proper
Christian understanding of the Trinity is thereby lost. We will
consider briefly at the end of this chapter the justification of
aspects of this praise and blame, but before doing so, the statement
of facts on which both are based needs examination, for it is capable
of doubt,

The Jesuit theologian Karl Rahner98 gives a full statement of the
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received view in which he is followed by the Protestant Eberhard
Jﬁngel.99 Their position accords with that of the Orthodox Vladimir
Lossky.lOO The account has then weighty ecumenical authority.
According to it the distinction between the de deo uno and the de deo

trino was first made by Thomas and it "only came into general use

101
since the Sententiae of Peter Lombard were replaced by the Summa."

The division and order of the two treatises goes back to the Augus-
s . . ., 102 . . .
tinian and western conception of the Trinity which is said to
. . . 103 .
start with the one single nature of God as a totality, This pro-
cedure is held to be the inverse of that of the eastern Fathers, who
treating the nature of God in general when considering the person of
the Father, may be represented either as commencing with the persons
or with the unity and triad simultaneously. Pseudo-Dionysius the
Areopagite is for Professor Lossky the epitome of the Orthodox tradi-
tion. In elevating a negative mystical theology to the highest rank,:
Dionysius finally celebrates God not only as simultaneously unity
and Trinity, but also, as beyond being known in either of these
. 104 . . .
categories, His eastern followers are held to be moving in the
direction opposite to that the west is travelling. Despite the
authority of this common account, the actual history seems to be its
contrary.
First, Thomas is by no means the originator of the distinction

between the de deo uno and the de deo trino nor does he originate

the explicit ordering of the theological system, whether pagan or
Christian, beginning with the Divine unity, Second, neither Augus-
tine nor those who are faithful to his theological logic make this
distinction. Third, Thomas finds the authority for the ordering in
Boethius and Dionysius and for the distinction itself actually in
Dionysius and he is to some degree correctly interpreting them in

doing so.
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A curious feature of St Thomas' Commentary on the De Trinitate

of Boethius is that it contains his most extended statement on the
relation of the various sciences and consequently on theological
order. These are themselves connected because the order of theology
follows from the relation of natural to revealed theology. This
feature of the Commentary is rightly attributed to the presence in
Boethius' little treatise of an enumeration of the parts of specula-

X 105 .
tive knowledge as naturalis, mathematica and theologica, But it

is not a complete account., St Thomas, in his Prologus, makes three
observations we must consider., First, he contrasts the theologian's
starting point with that of the philosopher.106 Natural knowledge
begins from corruptible bodies and subsequently rises to God, thus
inverting in thought the structure of reality. The theologian, by
virtue of faith's superior light, is able to start aright, that is
to begin from .God and proceed subsequently, as God's own knowledge
does, to creatures, Theology does not begin where it does because
of its dependence on natural knowledge but precisely because it es-
capes its deficiencies and is able, as Thomas explains later in the
Commentary, to proceed from his self-revelation; it manifests the

occulta of God.107 Second, Thomas notices. that Boethius' Theological

Tractates may be systematically arranged. Two consider the pro-

cession of persons, another the procession of creatures (depending
upon and hence subsequent to the first procession) and two more treat
. . . 108 )
the restoration of creatures in Christ. Thus Thomas finds that
the treatises have a systematic connection through the Neoplatonic
logic of procession and return. Thomas is not the first to see a
unity in them and his understanding of their connection has recently
109 .

been defended as accurate. Finally, and most perceptively, Thomas
discerns in Boethius a theological method different from that used by

Augustine, According to Thomas, whereas the argument of Augustine's
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De Trinitate is a complex of reason and authority and others use

only authority, Boethius chooses the remaining alternative, reason

alone.110

If Thomas is right, his comments point to something most signi-
ficant in Boethius. For he identifies in Boethius a systematizing
spirit very different from that found in Augustine, It is not the
spirit of Plotinus, who, although logically beginning with the One,
leaves behind a series of discursive, often tentative, treatises on
various philosophical subjects.111 Nor is it that of Porphyry, which,
although very concerned about structure, in ordering Plotinus does
not unite form and content adequately. But the spirit is nearer that
vt the Tamblichan school best worked out by Proclus, who produced
in Li. Zlements of Theology an extremely formalized system in 211
propositions, beginning with the divine unity and ending with the
hunan soul entirely descemded into the temporal world. Thomas'
systematizing of his own works and the elaborate formalizing, in
his commentaries, of the arguments of the works he expounds is clear-
ly in this tradition. But, is he not also sensitive to the change
in Boethius, who, although only explicit about his dependence on
Augustine in theology,112 has on other grounds been found following
Proclus?113

What separated the more Plotinian Platonism of Augustine from
that of Boethius is not just the greater formalism of Boethius but
the character of the logic. The formalism shows itself in the divi-
sion of the content between different treatises, their ordering
relative to one another and penetration of the logical spirit into
the internal argumentation of the treatise itself. The different

character of the logics manifests itself, if Thomas is right, in

placing three of the five treatises in the two parts devoted to the
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movement downward from the divine unity. For the Augustinian teach-
L] 114 [ 3 'v 3 [

ing, in common with that of Plotinus, was dominated by an ascend-
ing movement: inward and upward.115 As argued above, the result is

that the De Trinitate of Augustine begins per auctoritates, with the

Word of God addressing man in the external world in order to save
him from it.116 Augustine proceeds only secondarily to the argumenta-

tion per ratiomnes, through the psychological analogies, in order that

man may know his true unity with God out of the sensible world through
mind's inward and upward turning. Augustine, and his mediaeval
followers,117 reflect in this teaching the influence of the Plotinian
doctrine of the higher and lower parts of the soul.118 But in Proclus
there is the philosophical basis of a different Christian spiritual-
ity.119 The soul is altogether descended into the temporal world.
Because of its weakness and distance from the One, it needs spiritual
assistance from the world in which it finds itself. Because of the
likeness of matter to the divine, it has the assistance of spiritual
power given to sensible things by theurgy. The soul is forced and

it is able to return upward by moving outward. In Thomas,-DiOnysius,'
and Proclus there is a sense of the equal weight of the downward and

upward moVements in reality so that the eros and activity, which

underlie it, have themselves the exitus-reditus structure. Moreover,

the One is also able, in such a view, to be given its place at the

beginning; it is not just the end to be sought. Eriugena makes all

this systematically explicit in his De Divisione Naturae.120 But

Thomas finds the same logic in Boethius and in doing so he is in
tune with a long tradition of mediaeval comment,

Remi of Auxerre believed Boethius taught that God was unity
121

and all else was its explication and descent from his simplicity,

In consequence of this, theology began from this simplicity. Carlo
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122 .
Riccati has collected other comments with a similar import. Pierre

Hadot has traced the history of the mediaeval interpretation of
Boethius' doctrine that essence and existence are united in God and
divided in creatures, a teaching with such profound influence on
St Thomas. Bernard HHring's works on later commentators must
also be noted.124 For Abelard, in whose theology the one and the
three are not divided, remained faithful to Augustine in reaction
against this specific Neoplatonic logic deriving from Boethius which
he found in Gilbert of Poitiers.125
I1f Boethius hints of the fruit for Christian theology of the
Proclan Neoplatonism, fruit actually borne in the systems of Thomas
and Eriugena, the nature of the flower is more easily recognizable
in Dionysius. Dionysius' treatises can also be given a systemétic
relation1 6 and their content as symbolic theology certainly in-
volves the transformation of theurgy into a Christian movement to
God through sensible things.127 Moreover, the divine movement in
things is clearly a full circle,128 in which the divine unity and
goodness have the right of the principle to be the beginm’.ng.129
But most importantly for our investigation, there is in his theology
an explicit division of the treatises between one on the names be-
longing to the unity of the Trinity and another on those names be-
longing to the persons., Thomas is clear (and correct) that this
division and the reason for beginning from the divine as one and good
is.to be found in Dionysius.130 For Dionysius separates the con-
sideration of the undifferentiated and the differentiated names and

speaks of two treatises.131 One, the De Divinis Nominibus, considers

the names common to the divinity; the other, which does not now exist
and may never have existed, deals with the names proper tc the distinct

persons.132 And he calls perfect and one the name most potent
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/’
" KapTeow770¥ " because goodness and unity are the highest names
of God as cause.133 We shall see that Thomas recognized this argu-
4
ment as giving goodness a priority among the names.13 But by the

. .en 135
same reasoning, he sees that "unum habet rationem principii', and

so he imitates Dionysius almost exactly by beginning his own treat-
ment of God's substance with perfection and goodness -- which
immediately follows simplicity -- and ending it on the unity of God.
The same reasoning no doubt determines the priority of the de deo
uno over the de deo trino. It is not Augustine, but Dionysius, whom

Thomas follows.136

The line Thomas stands in goes back in fact to the first fully
explicit and unified western Christian system of theology, the De

Divisione Naturae of Eriugena. Father Cappuyns, in.his magisterial

work, declared already that Books One and Two divided roughly as a

. 1
de deo uno and a.gg deQ-trlno. 37 At least one recent treatment of

the Periphyseon follows him in'thisjudgement.138 But it has been

challenged by Professor Allard,139 and is generally replaced by
the view that the work is rather an hexameron.140 Yet these opinions
are not incompatible unless the second be taken very narrowly and
exclusively. For Book One is certainly about the unity of God pre-
.ceding creation to which Eriugéna, following the Neoplatonic logic
to be found in Dionysius, brings back all things in return. The
Trinity is developed only in the second book in explaining creation,
for as Thomas and Eriugena agree, creation cannot be properly under-
stood without the Trinity.

On a 'bedrock, Latin and Augustinian",141 Eriugena constructed

in his De Divisione Naturae a system 'meither Augustinian nor
rc Yy g

Dionysian nor that of Maximus nor of Gregory".142 Augustine's

Platonism was developed through Dionysius,143 and Dionysius was



75

carried beyond himself.144 Dionysius' thought was unified, completed,

and made consistent., Into this system, which lacked a developed

anthropology, Eriugena placed his own vitalism and a doctrine of

man taken from Augustine, Gregory of Nyssa and Maximus.145 Thus

"a new thing" was created.146
It is a commonplace of Eriugena'’s commentators that, like Neo-

platonists generally, he identifies the logical and real =-- or the

logical and physical.147 His system is a division of nature arrived

at through logical analysis. Yet the treatment of the categories in

148 149

Book One is regarded as a '"preliminary" or a '"'digression'.
g P y

Eriugena needs no proof of God's existence to begin his theo-
logy.150 Indeed it would be inappropriate as God is more properly
non-being than being., He can begin through logical division, having
taken care to start with the widest possible genus, nature, as con-
taining what is and what is not.151 By this process he arrives at
a complete division of reality, really complete because logically
complete, and is able to begin with God. Sheldon-Williams reports
the structure of Liber I as follows:

(i) Introduction: On the Division of Nature . . . Definition
of the genus Nature. Classification into four species
(Bk. I1.1-10 = 441A-451C)
(ii) First Species: That which is not created but creates,
i.e, God as efficient Cause . . . (Bk. I.11-78 = 451C-

524B). 1Includes a digression on the first eight
Categories (22-61 = 469A-504A), 152

But an examination of these categorical 'digressions' shows that
they have to do mnot only with how God, who is in himself unknown
and unknowable, is known in his creatures but also with how this
non-being is in what it makes. The categories are the dialectic
of self-revelation and self-creation precisely because they are
simultaneously the categories of thought and being. And therefore,

in the process of Eriugena's successive examination of these
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categories, we pass from the logical to the real, We discover how
God is spoken of and how he is: how he can be named through his crea-

tion and how his creation comes into being through him. These are

all covered in the de deo uno of Thomas: how God is == or is not153--,

155

how he is in things,154 how he is known and how named.
Eriugena starts with the problem of naming, a logical question:

But I should like to hear from you, clearly and succinct-
ly, whether all the categories =~ for they are ten in
number -- [?an truly and properly be predicated] of the
supreme One essence in Three Substances of the Divine
Goodness, and of the Three Substances in the same One
Essence, 156

It turns out that they cannot apply to God directly:

And yet as we have said before, in the same way as almost
all that is properly predicated of the nature of created
things can be said metaphorically of their Creator, so
that some significant statement may be made (concerning
Him), so also what is signified by the categories, which
strictly speaking can only be discerned in created things,
can without absurdity be pronounced about the Cause of
all things . . . 15¥ :

And so, we are able to go through the categories a first time, dis-
covering how they are said of God. As in Anselm,158 the categories
of place and time turm out to be particularly important, for they are

in Eriugena both the conditions of all "consistere et cognosci' and

the means of creation.159 The act of definition and the act of
160

creating in space and time are identified, both are defining.
Placing and God's reasoning, or running, or creating, his presénce
in all things are connected through these categories.

The second consideration of the categories begins with a dis-

tinction between the four fig statu" and the six fig motu".162 It

treats their totality as moving and creative and yet simultaneously
at rest so that they constitute altogether an image of God. As the
creative side is developed, the definition of body and of spirit

163 .
occurs, and the arts are introduced, for they form reality as
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well as thought.164

all the Categories are incorporeal when considered in
themselves, [Some] of them, however, by a certain
marvellous commingling with one another, as Gregory
says, produce visible matter, while some appear in
nothing and remain for ever incorporeal. 165

The elements behave in the same way. We are able to arrive, without
leaving the categories, at corporeal and material being by passing
through the rational soul,
place is definition and definition is place . . . But
the definitions [of bodies and of things devoid of
reason] are nowhere but in the rational soul. 1In it
therefore will also be the places of all things com-
prehended in place. 166
Place is incorporeal but the basis has been laid for the coming

into being of the sensible world with the fall of the soul., The

argument moves on to accidents, matter, shade, ''de accidentibus

accidentium", until we ask again how to act and to suffer apply to

God.167

We are required in considering whether he moves and loves to
turn to a consideration of Scripture which is the basis of all state-
. . 6 . . .
ment concerning h1m.1 8 Having established the remainder of the
argument of this book on a treatment of the relation between
authority and reason, Eriugena eoncludes with a statement as to how
God is present in the whole of creation as its very being and yet
remains still in himself.
Therefore, just as being -is predicated of Him although
He is not in the strict sense being because He is more
than being and is the Cause of all being and essence and
substance, so also He is said to act and to make although
He is more than acting and making and is the Cause of all
for making and acting without any motion that could be
attributed to accident, being beyond all motion. For of
all motions and of all accidents, as indeed of all essences,
He is the Cause and Principle. 169

This is then the conclusion of the ''digression" concerning the

categories. We know just what it means for God to be uncreated
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creator, This is how God appears in Book One. When the first causes
through which he creates, the created creating causes, are considered
in Liber II, we come to the distinction of persons.

Sheldon-Williams outlines the contents of the second book as

follows:

(iii) Second Series: That which is created and creates
(Bks, II1.1-I11.4 = 523-634A), After a brief
recapitulation (1-2 = 523D-528C) the second species
is shown to be the Primordial Causes = the
Platonic Forms. 170

After the summary of the division of nature generally, Eriugena
speaks of what was accomplished in the first book. Although its
subject was the first form of nature, the ten categories were dis-
cussed because it cannot be spoken of directly.171 The first is to

be spoken of again in the treatment of the fourth division =-- '"de

reditu omnium in eam per primordiales causes', though, even there
‘ D ’ ’

. . 72 . .
not !proprie quod aut dlgne".1 The procession and return are in-

separable., So a discussion of the return occurs here. After which
Eriugena returns to the proper subject of this book, the second
form, the created creating. His consideration commences once again
"ex divinis eloquiis'", the Scriptures, 'ex ea enim omnem veritatis

. . es e e e . . 173
inquisitionem initius sumere necessarium est." We are able to
gt

commence at Genesis I, 1 because in Liber Primus we have already

spoken about the God with which it begins so far as we are able.
But whereas there he appeared in his unity, the Trinity comes into
view along with the primordial causes.

But as for myself, when I consider the interpretations

of the many commentators, I think none is more acceptable,
nothing more likely to be true, than that in the afore-
mentioned words of Holy Scripture, that is, by the choice
of the terms 'heaven' and 'earth', we should understand
the primordial causes of the whole creature, which the
Father had created in His only begotten Son, Who is

given the name of 'Beginning', before all things which
have been created . . . 174
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These causes cannot be spoken of without their place, the Form of
forms and have no content without it,

For in being ever turned towards the one Form of all things
which all things seek, I mean the Word of the Father, they
are formed . . , For in themselves they are formless, and
know that they themselves are perfectly created in their
universal Form, I mean the Word, 175

The Spirit is introduced in order to show that God comprehénds the
primordial causes:

For God made them in the beginning as a kind of founda-
tion and principle of all the natures which are from
Him, and He comprehends them in His supereminent (and)
infinite gnostic power, and His Spirit is bormne above
them [not by movement through space but by the eminence
of its knowledge]. 176

Thus, from creation, we arrive at the Holy Trinity: "Pater

siquidem wvult, filius facit, spiritus sanctus perficit."177 Father,

Son and Spirit are:
the supreme Trinity Whose being is understood from the
things that are, and Whose Wisdom is known from the-
things that are wise, and Whose Life is most clearly
demonstrated from the things that move, 178
Because the Trinity has arisen necessarily in considering creation,
‘Eriugena proposes ''to say a few words about the first and supreme
Cause of all, the Holy Trinity."l79 From treating the Trinity it-
self, the argument passes on easily to its images, particularly that
in us, It is only at the beginning of Book Three that he comes back
to the primordial causes themselves, After them, he goes on to the
third form -- the created not creating.
In Thomas proper knowledge of creation and of the Trinity are
also connected:
the knowledge of the divine persons is necessary for us
.« « o for the right understanding of the creation of
things. For by saying that God created all things in
his Word the error is excluded that God produced things
from the necessity of his nature. And by saying that in

him there is a procession of love, it is shown that God
does not produce creatures through some lack, nor for
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some extrinsic reason, but because of the love of his
own goodness. 180

Moreover the procession of creatures has its reason in the procession
‘ ., 181 . ..
of persons, and follows from it, Though, since the Trinity acts

c o s . 182 '
here as one, it is not known adequately from creation. Thomas
argument is more like the second of Anselm's derivations of the

Trinity in the Monologion, i.e., it moves from the Trinity to

. . 183 . .
creation not vice versa, In any case, the interpenetration of
the two sides in Eriugena is not sufficient reason to exclude call-

ing the second book of his De Divisione Naturae a de deo trimo.

Further, it should now be clear that just as Thomas' Summa contains

an hexameron but is not simply an hexameron, so the same is true of

the De Divisione Naturae. Liber Primus and, qualifiedly, Liber Secun-

dus are ticatises de deo uno and trino corresponding to the treatises

of Tho!: (ggrdeo. Both works may only be regarded as hexamera if
these i1eatises are only an extended commentary on the God who is

"in the begi ning'". But in both cases, sacra scriptura as sacra

doctrina has gotten to a systematic and rational freedom which lectio,
. 184
or commentary on scripture, cannot have.

This then is the result of Proclus' logic, mediated through
Dionysius, on the first system of theology produced in the mediaeval
west., But Eriugena's influence has been ignored or played down by

' . . . 185 . 186
many modern historians. Professors Gilson and Pieper have
thought him unwestern and believed him without influence because
the west had turned decisively away from this alternative. M, Land-
: 187 . 188 . s . s .
graf, " even revised, shows no significant tradition deriving

. 189 ....

from him. And, despite Fr Chenu's corrective work, = Gillian
Evans'190 two books published only last year on the transformation

of theology in the twelfth century, although noting the importance

of Boethius' influence and of Honorius Augustodunensis, do not mention
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Eriugena, 1In fact the influence of the De Divisione Naturae omn

Thomas and his immediate predecessors is, for well known reasons,

indirectlgl-- although the quantity of it in the Diomysian Corpus,

which Thomas must have known, is extensive.192 But in the twelfth

century this was not the case, Both the Summa "Quoniam Homines' of

] . 194
Alan of L111e193 and De Anima et de Deo of Honmorius Augustodunensis,

themselves two enthusiastic disciples of Eriugena, show its influence

in making a clear division between tracts de deo uno and de deo trino
and ordering them from unity to trinity. Indeed, the Proclan tradi-

tion seems to have this result where there is no direct knowledge of

the Periphyseon. For even where its influence is quite diffused

and other structural considerations are given equal weight, as in

the Summa Theologica195 of Alexander of Hales, this distinction and

order are present. Karl Rahner explicitly denies196 that there is
a clear separation here, and the primary division is between the
kinds of confession, yet certainly this logic is at work. What
influences Richard of St Victor is not clear; but one and three

divide his De Trinitate.197 Dionysius seems the moving force be-

198

hind Bonaventure's use of it in the Itinerarium mentis in Deum.

It could be the influence of the Elements of Theology themselves

which move Albert the Great in his Summa Theologiae sive de Mira-

bili Scientia Dei,199 and Ulrich of Strasbourg certainly knows

Albert's teaching, Dionysius, and Proclus when he follows this

tradition of order in his Summa de Bono.200

On the other hand, theologians who followed Auguétine more
conservatively,201 like Abelard202 and Peter Lémbard,203 do not
make the distinction whose origins we are investigating. This
would seem to finally exclude the tracing of these roots to

Augustine's De Trinitate., Indeed, while Thomas accords with
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Augustine in giving priority to simplicity as what separates God

and creatures, E., zum Brunn has pointed out that for Thomas this

simplicity is more exclusive of multiplicity than for Augustine:
La citation du De Trinitate: de illa simplici multi-
plicitate vel multiplici simplicitate est remplacée

par le illa simplicitate (De pot. g.7, a.3, S.C. Cf.
De Trin. VI, 4, 6), 204

In fact, as both Lossky205 and Rahner206 admit, Augustine’s position
is not really very different from that of the Cappadocians, especially
that of Gregory of Nyssa,207 as they all stress the unity of the
three and the plurality of the unity, It is not then to a difference
between eastern and western theological traditions we must look but
to differences which separate the Neoplatonic philosophical schools
together with their Christian followers. The origins of Thomas'
distinction are to be traced back through the twelfth century follow-
ers of Eriugena, Dionysius and Boethius to these early Christian
Neoplatonists of the Iamblichan-Proclan school. It remains to con=-
sider what the meaning of this division is in its initial context.

In Proclus' Elements of Theology, the henads interpose between

the One and the intelligences. Professor E.R. Dodds interpreted
their presence as deriving
partly in the desire for logical completeness and
symmetry . . o and partly in an attempt to bridge

the yawning gulf which Plotinus had left between the
One and reality. 208

Doubtless he is correct, and this feature of Proclus' thought agrees
with the tendency of his school to multiply entities and logical
distinctions. . But these distinctions also serve the contrary pur-
pose of separating the one and reality. The henads' mediation both
separates and unites. Just so, in Thomas himself, we find a gradual
movement outward from the simplicity of the divine substance, treated

between questions on the divine unity and simplicity, through those



83

on the divine operations, enclosed as they are within noetic
activity, and separated from the substance by the questions on the
knowing and naming of God. The movement continues downward through
the real distinction within the unity introduced by the relations of
persons and terminates in the procession from the unity of creatures.
Beginning from the divine unity, Thomas is able to give theology its

proper intelligibility. The ordo disciplinae is the order of com-

prehensible teaching because it is the union of logic and reality.
Returning then to the judgements with which the chapter began,

the historians who find Thomas using this order for the sake of the

intelligibility of theology have something on their side. But there

is no question here of praeambula of faith., Thomas finds in

Dionysiu3209 that neither the unity nor the Trinity of God is ade-
quately known from creatures and he teaches this in his own works.210
He also learns from the pseudo-Areopagite that unity is by nature
principle.211 He imitates Dionysius and Eriugena in making the
divine simplicity and perfection the starting point of sacred doc-

trine, a science which reflects logically the order of God's own

thinking, and which thus proceeds sub ratione Dei. Theology

certainly needs philosophical reason.212 Indeed sacred doctrine is
constituted in the meeting of the philosophical movement up from
creatures with the movement of revelation down from God. The
. . . . . 213

ascending and descending orders are united in one circle. But
theology as sacred doctrine has an origin proper to itself. The
beginning from God, from the self-revelation of the separate sub-
stances, to which philosophical reason has been reaching, is its

special privilege.214 But here again we meet with the influence of

the Proclan elevation of the One to be an object beyond science.215

For this revelation is a movement from the occulta, from the unknown
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- . ° 216
God, -- whose substance in Thomas remains unknown in via, --

who is manifesting himself,

Sacred doctrine is not beginning in philosophical reasonings.
They are necessary to it but they do not provide its basis or origins.,
Sacred doctrine is the unknown One as principle disclosing itself,

A reduction of the full concrete life of God to an abstract category
known to natural reason is not thereby implied. The opposition set
up here is false, for neither Plotinus nor Proclus217 thought the
One to be a nature in itself knowable but hid only to eyes like
ours.218 Indeed it is distinguished from.gdz itself. These, with
Boethius, Dionysius and Thomas, begin from a deep mystery, the
occulta. The common aim of their works is that which Thomas ascribes

to the De Trinitate of Boethius: “"finis vero huius operis est, ut

w219

occulta fidei manifestentur, quantum in via possibile est.
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Part II1
D
Neoplatonic sources of the structure of Thomas' de deo: Porphyry and
Proclus. The primacy of being or of unity? 220

The result of this investigation into the sources of the structure

of the first questions of the Summa Theologiae has been to force us

back toward pagan Neoplatonism., The Augustinian tradition has failed
over again to provide what is sought and more and more it is the
Proclan side of the tradition behind Boethius, Dionysius and Eriugena
which answers affirmatively, But the Iamblichan-Proclan school is
only one of the post-Plotinian Neoplatonisms to which Thomas is in-
debted. A more than one-sided account of Thomas' Summa and its sources
requires equally a consideration of what he owes to that interpreta-
tion of Plotinus against which Iamblichus and his followers were
reacting, TIf it is also taken into account, some sense of the real
inner tension, both doctrinal and structural, of Thomas' system may
come into view. This involves us in an account of the origins of
the ontology of Thomas which has so preoccupied contemporary Thomists
and of the aspects of henology in him. As indicated in Part I, the
construction of a henological theology has been an aspect of the re-
action against this Thomism. Our interpretation will suggest that
Thomas himself may not be claimed for one or the other of the sides
in this contemporary debate. His synthesis has perhaps a wider appeal
than recognized, although it remains to be seen whether the tensions
necessary to this breadth are genuinely held together within his
thought.

The harshness of Iamblichus' attack on Porphyry once caused

historians to doubt that his De Mysteriis could have been written by

Porphyry's pupil.221 Yet it seems it was, and that, within a
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generation of the death of Plotinus, his successors had divided

sharply over the direction in which his development of the Platonic
tradition should be carried. Moreover, because these differences
reappeared in the Christian theologies which grew out of these Neo-
platonisms -- the later reflects the earlier scholasticism -- these
same conflicts continued to emerge in western mediaeval thought,
Partly, this is due to the great authority of both Augustine and
the pseudo-Dionysius. For Augustine's Plotinus is at least partially
mediated by Porphyry and Victorinus and shares certain of the features
of this Roman school,222 whereas objective and doctrinal connections
between Dionysius and Proclus, the greatest systematizer of the
direction Iamblichus gave Neoplatonism, are well established.223

The Porphyrian Neoplatonism was the first to establish itself
in the west224 and even in the Middle Ages it was, as embodied in the
Augustinidns, the conservative position. It seemed also to have the
power of self-renewal, for as late as Julian of Norwich,225 we find
reiterated a characteristic Plotinian doctrine which Iamblichus and
his followers had explicitly rejected: the doctrine of the two parts
of the human soul, the higher remaining in contemplative unity with
God, the lower fallen into the temporal world.226 vThe Augustinian
illuminationist epistemologies have their source in this psychology
transmitted to Augustine, for whom the human mind remains in touch
with the divine truth.227 In contrast, Aquinas unites Aristotle and
Dionysius when he maintains that we know through reversion to the
phantasm and that we can rise to the contemplation of the divine
only through sensible things.228 In this Thomas has chosen the
Iamblichan-Proclan tradition against Porphyry-but in fact both

Augustine and pseudo-Dionysius are of the greatest authority for him

and his system is a synthesis of their divisions.
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The doctrine characteristic of Porphyry’s own special position

which we find in Thomas is the primacy given to being and indeed the

T
representation of the prime term by the infinitive -- &¥at in

Greek, esse in Latin.229 So much has been written about this aspect
of Thomas' philosophy that little need be said to show that it is a
feature of it, An adequate statement of his teaching can be found

in the Summa Theologiae where, within the treatment of the divine

simplicity, Thomas denies the composition of essence and existence
in God. Rather, the simplicity of God requires that both be united
in his esse.230 A little later on, when he reflects on the know-

ledge of the divime substance attained in this de divinis nominibus

and lays down the rules for applying names to God, Thomas tells us

that esse is the highest of them: "this name Qui est . . . is the
231

most proper name of God." No major revision of the usual descrip-
tion of Thomas' doctrine on this point is required.

However, the newly uncovered facts relating to the source and
transmission of this doctrine overthrow the Thomist representation
of the significance of his teaching. It is of revolutionary import
that the anti-Christian Neoplatonist Porphyry, uniting the One and

. . . . . . . rs , 7. 232
the first intelligible triad, identified the One and €L¢ .
It is also significant that he is the source of this doctrine in
. e . . . 233 : . 234
the Christians Victorinus, Augustine, and Boethius and that
thus it was held well before Thomas. Indeed Thomas is only one in
the long line of interpreters of the crucial early texts in Boethius
) 235 . cr s
which convey it to the Middle Ages. Finally, it is important that
it is Porphyry, not a common scriptural revelation, that stands be-
. . . 236
hind the similar teaching in Arab Neoplatonists like Avicenna.

Avicenna and Thomas both maintained that God was the simple act of

being and that, in contrast, existence and essence were distinct in
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creatures.237 Indeed Avicenna may be one of Thomas' sources of the
Porphyrian tradition. If these considerations destroy the notibns
that Thomas' ontology, his philosophy of esse, is unique, or Christian,
or a "metaphysic of Exodus", or reflects the Aristotelian rather than
Platonist side of his thought, the historical investigations used

to establish thése views are not therefore useless, What served to
distinguish Thomas from Aristotle in this regard -- Thomas was thought
to have been able to grasp the import of Exodus 3:14 because of the
Aristotelian direction of his thought, though his "existential"
philosophy of being was contrasted with Aristotle's "essentialism"238--
in fact rather serves to distinguish his position as Neoplatonic as
opposed to Aristotelian. Theology is one of the names of Aristotle's
science of being as being,239_ but God is not distinguished by being

e{égz , Nor is his activity without subject or object, indeed it is

17 \ -~/ ) 8
subject and object and their unity: " wWUd7Té 7aU70Y  2OUC Kal

N\
zon 0¥ ",240 and so Aristotle has not the difficulties of either

Plotinus or Thomas about making predications ot God.241 Also the
characteristics stated above, meant to place Thomas and Avicenna to-
X .y 242 . .

gether in the tradition of Exodus, rather serve to identify
their common filiation from Porphyry.
Yet what is meant by Neoplatonic here needs some attention, Plo-
tinus is said to initiate the Neoplatonic tradition in contrast to
. . . . . ~ 243
Middle Platonism by his teaching that the One is above - oS .

Porphyry, like Iamblichus and his followers, is attempting to recon-

cile Plotinus and the Chaldean Oracles, ''a collection of Greek magico-

mystical poems of late antiquity, which . . . was elevated by the Neo-
platonists to the rank of a scripture of holy revelation" and which
philosophically are Middle Platonist.244 To accomplish this

Porphyry identifies the Father, or first principle, with being in



89

245

the triad being, life, thought. But there is an essential fea-

ture of his doctrine of the identity of the first principle and
which marks its Neoplatonic context and this feature is common to

the teaching of Boethius, Avicenna and St Thomas. Namely, the first
is called esse (or the equivalent) precisely to give it a form appro-
priate to the One: an activity without subject or predicate, a simpli-
city beyond the distinction of essence and existence.24 What then
constitutes the lower or created quality of what is other than the
One-being is the division in it of existence and essence. Plotinus
himself speaks of the first as this subjectless, predicateless acti-
vity, although not calling him gZégf .247 While Iamblichus and
Proclus are reacting against Porphyry's debasement of the One in his
"telescoping of the hypostases",248 their teaching is characteristi-
cally more negative than that of Plotinus. They speak of his exis-
tence as ‘J%ﬁeELg rather than §§E§ , but they deny Zﬂézgeax

of him,249 and Proclus places his henads between the One and the
noetic.250 But in fact both sides are endeavouring to think how the
first can both be transcendent and yet all things be in and derive
from it as their source, though perhaps they are looking at this
problem from its opposite ends.251 What is curious is that Thomas

is actually able to derive his teéching by combining both traditions.

For he follows the Liber de Causis and Dionysius252-- both most

obviously derivative from Proclus253 -=- in calling God being because
being is his first effect, and the divine is known and named from

its effects. These are both Neoplatonic commonplaces. But there is
in fact-.a feature of Thomas' teaching on being which is characteristi-
cally Proclan. Thomas teaches not only that causing existence is what
God specially does but that his causative power is not limited to

what immediately derives from him; rather it is active at every level



90

of creation.254 This direct relation to the first of all which

comes from him is a doctrine of Proclus and accords with the whole

. . 255

tendency of his school to which we now turn.
What comes to Thomas from the tradition of Neoplatonism originating

in Iamblichus is much more multiform, though its provenance is just

as indirect. Although Thomas did read Proclus' Elements of Theology

(in William of Moerbeke's translation) when he was commenting on

the Liber de Causis == itself largely excerpts from the Elements -- ,

this was near the end of his life and after he had written his

various treatises de deo.256 But through the works of Dionysius and

through the Liber, both of which Thomas knew from his student days
(indeed our first piece of Thomistic autograph is his notes of Al-

bert the Great's lectures on the De Divinis Nominibus),257 as well

as through their generally diffused influence, Thomas came to know
both the characteristic formal structures as well -as the doctrines
of this tradition. So far as the content of his teaching is con-
cerned we have referred already to how it affects his view of the
character of the divine causality and of the place and nature of
the human soul, Proclus' understanding of evil is also important,
and we must see how all this coheres with Thomas' reception of
their criticism of the identification of the One and being,

The bseudo—Dionysius is an authority for Thomas' holding to
the Iamblichan-Proclan view of the situation and nature of the
human soul fallen into the temporal process.258 No part of it re-
mains above fixed and stable in the realm of ggzk y illumined by
the ideas and divine truth. A result of such a psychology is that
material means must be found from within the soul's contact with the
sensible world for assisting its rise back toward the One through

science and intellection, Among the pagans the means is theurgy, a
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259
word also found in Dionysius, though with him we speak more

. 2
generally of a symbolic theology. o0 The influence of this theology

on the spirituality and aesthetic views of the Christian Middle Ages

is profound261 though because of its association with heterodoxy not
fully appreciated. 262 Its teaching that the soul can ascend to God
through an opening toward the sensible rather than simply by turn-
ing inward away from it provides a counterpoint to the more Plo-
tinian Augustinian psychology and spirituality throughout the period.263
When secularized in the thirteenth century, the phenomena of this
attitude in Thomas are the things which Thomists speak of as his
realism: his Aristotelian epistemology, his starting in the evidence
of sense to prove God's existence, his interest in the physics of
Aristotle, etc, Indeed one might say that his Aristotelianism should
be seen within the context of his Neoplatonism. Certainly he generally
reads Aristotle through Neoplatonic spectacles,264 but more signifi-
cant is that the movement toward a more positive view of Aristotle
is a feature of the later Neoplatonism and especially of its Christian
adherents.265 Nor is it exclusively a feature of the Iamblichan tradi-
tion. Porphyry's view of the first principle is closer to Aristotle's
than are the positions of either Plotinus or Iamblichus and his
followers, and he is responsible for the assimilation of Aristotle's
logic into Neoplatonism after Plotinus' critique. It is perhaps
enough to mention that Porphyry, Boethius, and the Arabs provide the
méin western mediaeval sources for the knowledge of Aristotle until
the time of St Thomas.

If the soul is altogether fallen into the temporal world and is
able to use that world to rise again to God, indeed can effect its

rise in no other way, the appearance of the sensible world will be

different from the picture which corresponds to Plotinus' psychology.
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Sensible matter will have a goodness relative to this human necessity

.. 266
which it does not have in Plotinus. It will not itself be evil,

Indeed, the similarity between the top and the bottom of the cosmos
will come out: prime matter and the One are in opposite ways un-

specified by form.267 In common with Proclus, Thomas holds the

notion that evil is not itself real but is rather privation.268
And he stands with Proclus in opposition to Plotinus on two other
points which cohere with this:

that the higher a principle, the further does its

creative activity extend; and that matter therefore

is a direct creation of the One, and not, as in

Plotinus, a product of the partial soul. 269
In consequence, for Thomas, as for his pagan predecessors, there is
a positive character to the downward movement in reality which en-
ables the development of a system with an equipoise between the up-
ward and the downward.270 Perhaps this is prerequisite for the crea-
tion of explicit formalized systém, in fact one of the contributions
of this school of Neoplatonism tOAphiIOSOPhy. There is no doubt a

logical hierarchy in Plotinus but he does not develop this into an

explicit formal system271 and the movement in his cosmos is "avant

272

tout ascendante'. Porphyry joins the lower to the higher soul

by the upward movement of the former,273 if anything strengthening
the upward tendency, and his systematizing of Plotinus' writings
is notorious for its divorce between form and content. The form is
a numerical scheme.274 In Proclus,275 and in Thomas276 the form
penetrates the whole content. The system is total in that primary
conceptions, like activity, being,27 1ove,278 have the same move-
ment which informs the whole as their own internal structure.
Finally, cohering with these doctrines, is the concern of this

school to protect the transcendence of the One from any admixture

with finitude. The careful distinction of all the elements of reality



93

clearly belongs to their reaction against Porphyry's heterodox
"telescoping of the hypostases', but even the emphasis on theurgy,
the development of cultic and ascetical practice and the new think-
ing about evil, matter and the divine action are concordant with its
higher theological aims. For this school has not only a psychology

radically different from that of Plotinus but also carries his nega-

tive theology further. Most obvious is the doctrine of Damascius

that the highest God is above the One.279 But two features of

¥

Froclu: " position might be appropriately adduced. First, whereas
theve is at least a suggestion in Plotinus ‘(although a much disputed
one) that there is a self- reversion in the One,280 in Proclus, the
logic of self-reversion, or more generally of 7_7/00/0{9; and

&ﬂayzpquK , is just what distinguishes all else from the One.281
¢ 7

Second, it has now been shown that while Proclus is not the origina-
tor of the henads interposed between the One and the intelligences,
he is,the great developer and diffuse; of the doctrine.282 While
it is perhaps fruitless to argue over whether they are meant to
separate what is above and below them or to join these, the need
for them indicates the greater feeling for the transcendence of the
One in Proclus ‘than in his predecessors.283 This negative theology
and the other features of Neoplatonism in the Iamblichan school
belong together, For theurgy and the rest is necessary for the uni-
fication of the soul, altogether descended into the temporal world,
with.the God so highly elevated above what proceeds from him. His
transcendence makes his grace necessary.284

The view that the highest is the Good or One elevated above
being is known to Thomas through Dionysius and others.285 It has
two effects. First, it conditions his doctrine of the divine being,

God's being is not properly known to us; we have no vision of it.286
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While he does not teach with Dionysius and Eriugena that God's being
is the being of his effects, for Thomas we can only know it through
God's effects and thus inadequately.287 God's being is by no means
the common being of things.288 It is known indirectly, negatively
and abstractly. Second, Thomas also teaches that from a certain
perspective Good is a higher name for God than being:

In causation then the good precedes the existent as

end precedes form; and, for this reason, in any list

of names designating divine causality, good will pre=-

cede existent., 289"
Thomas knows also the identification of the One and Good in Platon-
ism.290 We shall see that these two doctrines are of great impor-
tance in his structuring of theology, in which, as in Proclus'
Eisucuts, form and content are united.

At least as important for Aquinas as the content he derives from
the Iamblichan school, its own peculiar teachings, its development
of Plotinus' thought, and, its critique of Porphyry are its formal-
ism and the theological literary genre it created. The movement
toward a systematizing of the diverse dialogues and sebarate treatises
of Plato and Aristotle respectively predates Ne0p1atonism.291 But
the complete encompassing of the whole circuit of reality within
theology, together with its explicit formal ordering into one sys-
tém, is specifically the work of Proclus.292 Iamblichus arranged
Plato's dialogues into a systematic schema but Proclus' Elements of
Theology is an explicit formal system of reality beginning from
the One and ending in the last of its 211 propositions with the
soul altogether descended into the temporal world.

Such a system is the form appropriate to the content we have
described: a view of a spiritual world with its elements and levels

carefully separated and subordinated, encompassing everything from

spirit utterly transcendent and unmoved to a form which must turn
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toward sensible matter to perfect its life, and the whole requiring
a powerful divine motion running downward and back to draw its dis-
persed parts in return toward the unity from which they had come out,
Plotinus shows no interest in such a formal system. His treatises
begin very obviously from individual questions and even current
problems and Porphyry is unable to unite form and content in
schematizing Plotinus' works. It is Proclus' invention which the
mediaeval summae recreate,

Thomas follows Iamblichus' school in the doctrines belonging to
this literary development and he is imbued with its formalizing and
systematizing spirit.293 In his Aristotelian and other commentaries,
he not only looks at the content through Neoplatonic spectacles, but,
indifferent to its own form, he divides and restructures it into a

systematic chain of arguments. The greatest fruit of this spirit in

him is his Summa Theologiae.294 It is, like the Eiemeﬁts of Proclus,
an explicit, consistently formalized system containing the complete
circuit of reality. It begins, as we have seen, by justifying it-
self because of the formal inadequacies of the available writings

on the subject.295 It procedes to show how its object, God, in
himself and as principle and end, can be unified under one formal

. . : ... 296 | .
consideration, the revelabilia, in order to produce a sc1ence.297

The whole immense content is divided into components organized in a
single form, the quaestio, itself a product of that same endeavour
to both think and remain faithful to the conflicting authorities

: , . . 298
which characterizes our Neoplatonists after Plotinus. The work
embraces every level of reality from God to prime matter, what is
given to man in creation, what he does in his freedom, and what com-
pletes his freedom in grace. It includes time and eternity and

time's beginning and end.
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All of this is not to deny that much stands between Proclus'

Elements of Theology and Thomas' Summa Theologiae and this will be-

come clear at many particular points. In any case the Elements

could not have been the direct inspiration of the Pars Prima of the

Summa,299 which is what we will mainly consider. But there are

connections vid Dionysius. Thomas had a direct knowledge of

Dionysius and there is also the important influence of the De Divi-

sione Naturae300 and the De Fide Orthodoxa3o_1 of Dionysius' follow-

ers Eriugena and John of Damascus respectively on the formation of

the Summa as a theological literary genre for the High Middle Ages.
Proclus, mediated by Dionysius, also provides Thomas with a

second genre, that for treating God in himself in the Summa Theo-

logiae. For this treatise may be regarded as a "de divinis

nominibus".302 This form was Christianized by Dionysius but the

very first tract de divinis nominibus is contained in the Platonic

Theology of Proclus which Dionysius was imitating and transforming.
The originality of Proclus has been discovered by the editors of the

Platonic Theology, H.D, Saffrey and L.G. Westerink, What they call

- ’ * L o L ’ - (4
a "traite des attributs divins" is an exposee uncovering, enumerating

. s . .. S 304
and organizing the essential divine characteristics., Such a
treatise is not to be found either among the classical or Neoplatonic
predecessors of Proclus.

A comparison of the treatises is too large a task to be under-
taken here but a few points may be noted. For the three thinkers,
the discovery of the names involves a dependence on authority.

. . ' . 305 . . .
Proclus derives his from Plato's dialogues. Dionysius will not
presume to speak or conceive of the Godhead anything which is not-
. . 306 . '
revealed in Holy Scriptures. The relation of Thomas' argument

at different stages to various kinds of authority, scriptural,
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ecclesiastical, philosophic, is complex. For him in principle the
Trinitarian names are known only through scriptural revelation. In
fact his use of the quaestio involves the citation of both scriptural

and other authority throughout the de deo of the Summa Theologiae.307

However, the form Proclus uses to relate his treatise to its sources
means that he is more limited in arranging it logically than these
successors. For '"the attributes are classed according to the Platonic

. . . 1308 . .
dialogues in which they appear. No comparable principle con-
fines Dionysius or Thomas,

Aquinas exposes with great acuity the principles organizing

Dionysius' treatise. He perceives that Dionysius begins with good

309 . . . .
. as a name and employs an exitus-reditus structure in drawing the

.y : . 310
exposition back to its source by means of the names perfect and one.
As indicated above, Thomas knows the Proclan conception by which
these names, good and one, are identified. He notices that the
311

aﬁthor'moves from the more to the less generic in relating the names.
He calls these Platonic principles and in fact ﬁhey are generally
used also by Proclus. Thomas employs them in forming his own
treatise, though not exclusively, and its structure has important
differences from those of either Proclus or Dionysius, despite a
fundamental formal continuity..

As if leaping over the intermediary, Thomas312 begins like
Proclus313 - as opposed to Dionysius -=- by establishing the existence
of his divine subject and in fact, for both, the first argument is

from motion. (Our editors mistakenly state "tout traité des attri-

L - L , [
buts divins commence toujours par une ou plusieurs demonstrations

314

de 1'existence de dieu.") But there is a great difference be-

tween this aspect of Proclus' treatise and subsequent Christian

ones. Proclus demonstrates " Z@ elan 76£% ‘ﬁkﬁﬁ%‘ "9315

o
. which is sharply contrasted with the Vﬁfﬁg’g of the One.316
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I1f they were identified, he would be following Porphyry not Iam-
blichus. The Christians and Arabs cannot make this distinction.
One alternative is to avoid speaking of God as existing in himself.
For Dionysius317 and Eriugena,318 God's existence is not in him-
self but in his effects. This is the strongly negative sense of
naming through effects. Though for Thomas naming God from effects
is necessary because we do not see his essence directly in this life;
nonetheless, the names taken from creatures are pr0perly>and affirma-
tively predicated of God. The other alternative is to speak of
God's own existence, but then this involves, as in Thomas, a funda-
mental shift from the Proclan theology toward Porphyry, even if,
as also in Thomas, the other tradition negatively conditions the
Porphyrian affirmation. |

The two major divisions of Thomas' treatise QE.QEQ (qg. 2-43)
6riginate in the Dionysian mediation of Procian Neoplatonism. The

first is the distinction of the de deo uno (gqg. 3-26) from the

de deo trino (gq. 27-43). The second divides the de deo uno be-

tween a consideration of God's.substance (gg. 3-11) and his opera-

tions (gg. 13-27). Question two, 'de Deo an sit," is more a condi-

tion of beginning the treatise than a part of itg it is of signifi-
. . . . 319
cance that there is in fact no question on being as a name of God.
Questions twelve and thirteen, on how we know and name God, are also
exceptional and are considered below.
. . . ' . . . 320
We have considered above the origins of the first distinction,
It is not of course to be found directly in Proclus, though his
treatise on the divine names is, like that of Dionysius, on the
names common to the divine, rather than those specific to particular

gods (or persons).321 Further, he, Dionysius, and Thomas share the

distinguishing formal spirit at work here, and his henads represent
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a high development of this mentality and the desire to keep the
highest consideration of God above all multiplicity.

The second division, that within the de deo uno, has its ul-
timate origin in Aristotle's distinction between the first and
second acts of the soul,322 but has been considerably altered in its

323 The formula Thomas uses .

passage through the Neoplatonic filter.
for the structure of spiritual substances and which orders their
treatment is ''there are three things found in spiritual substances
namely essence, power and operation, - or "operation follows
" . . . . 325

power and substance” and these he finds in Dionysius. That opera-

. . . 326
tion follows nature is a formula derived from John of Damascus.
These formulae imply a much wider gap between the two sides than in
Aristotle's psychology. This remains so even if power is not repre-
sented structurally at this level of divinity, because of the greater
simplicity of the activities within the essence as compared to the
procession of distinct persons; power does appear as a characteris-
tic of the Father at the level of the persons.328 The widening of
the division within spirit shows itself in many ways in Thomas. For
example, it produces his faculty psychology in which the acts of the
soul do not inhere directly in its substance.329 Here, in the de deo
uno, it is manifest by the separation of the two sets of names. The

. . . . . s . . 330 : .
first begins in simplicity and ends in unity. Substance, being
more simple than act, is centred around unity. The second begins

in knowledge,331 and passing through will and power, arrives at

beatitude, which "significat bonum perfectum intellectualis

naturae."332 That is, operation, being more divided than substance,
is centred around intellect or 1”0§ , which both for Thomas and
333

his Neoplatonist predecessors is that by which multiplicity enters.

Between the two come the questions on how we know and how we name
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God. These questions (gq. 12 and 13) provide evidence that the

treatise is a de divinis nominibus but this is not their structural

justification., They come after the substantial names because in
Aquinas' Aristotelian epistemology the knowledge of the mind which
knows is reflexive upon its act.334 Moreover, they divide the sub-
stance from the operations in the stronger Neoplatonic way. An
example of this widening of the difference which Thomas finds in the

Liber de Causis (Prop. 32), and traces back to Proclus in his Ex-

positio, is the notion of what has its substance in eternity and its
activity in time (cf. Proclus' Elements, Propositions 106 and 107,
and 191). While quite consistent with Proclus' philosophical prin-
ciples, this is surely an outstanding example of his formalistic
mentality and of the spirit and doctrine which enables Thomas to
distinguish God's own substance and his operatiomns.

Enough has perhaps now been said to indicate the general struc-

tural principles of the Summa Theologiae. They are, first, a dis-

tinction of the simple from the multiple, which proceeds from unity
as prior and most potent., This principle determines.that God's sub-
stance, centred around unity, precedes his operations centred
around intellect. Further, it requires that these processions,

| : . 335
which involve only a conceptual distinction of subject and object
are prior to the procession into trinitarian personality, that this
comes before the procession into creation, and that, within creation,
and government the treatment of pure spirit, angels, and matter pre-

336 .. .
cedes the complex of both, man. For the Trinity is the devel-
| P o e . 337

opment of real relation, opposition, and distinction between the
terms of knowing and willing, activities, the object of which remains

. . 338 . . .
in its subject. In creation, the Trinity as one is related through

the extrinsic activity, power, to what is of necessity unequal to
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its source.339 The result is in the multiplication and dispersion of
the forms of goodness.340 Finally man joins spirit and matter, but
only by being more complex than either, and he is thus appropriately
both the last element in the exitus, and the point from which the
return takes place.

The second general principle, and that by which the descending

elements are connected to each other and reunited with their source

/ .
is the motion of Wga’oo_‘gg , and ’emfltaogp;) , exitus and reditus,
going out and return. 1Its circle binds together the substantial
names, which flow outward from simplicity, perfection, goodness and
infinity to arrive at the existence of God in things, overcoming by
. . . . . .. 342

- this motion the privative character of simplicity, and return
through the denial of mutability and temporality, i.e., through
immutability and aeternity; back into the divine unity., Similarly
the circuit through the operations moves out from intellect through
will, which adds desire to intellect's object and is described as

. . 343 . . . . . .
ecstatic in love, and power, the divine activity whose object lies

) ) ) o . . 344

outside its subject, back to intellect in beatitude. Bernard

Lonergan has shown how the de deo trino describes a great circle

which begins in the processions, formed from the intrinsic opera-

tions, passes out to the plurality of the distinct persons and re-

turns to its origin in the notional acts which are the same as the
. 345 ‘s . . .

processions. Within this there is the lesser circle developed

in the questions on the distinct persons and evolved in understand-

. .. . 346 .

ing the Spirit as unity of Father and Son. Creation and govern-

ment contain the dialectical movement involved in the notion of man

as complex unity of the simple elements of spirit and matter,

Finally the Summa, as a whole, describes a great circle. The Prima

Pars, which treats God's being, his intrinsic acts, from which the
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Trinity develops, and his extrinsic act, creation, and concludes

with man, creation's sum, passes into the Secunda Pars, where man,

as free and principle of his own works, displays his powers for good

and evil. But the great circle is only closed in the Tertia Pars

when Christ, the unity of God and man, restores the universe with
. . . . 347
and in man to the divine source from which it had come out.

What is significant for our purposes is that these two principles

are the structural foundations of Proclus' Elements gi Theologz:

/
The total structure of the Z_T._Q,cxg.g’uo’g @.._wxogﬂ(«‘(z
is that ofyzv# ,z;zégm;__, and_l.ﬂ,ﬁg_y;._é 2t XY Va0 ) . This

total structure is developed within the Yogical frame-
work of one and many. One as principle is infinite and
its structure as#&&%&,is as conceived an infinite
logic. Many as printiple is finite and its structure

asm andﬁzlgfpaﬁ/__ is as conceived finite or

phenomenal logic. Thus, the movement of the total work

is triadic while the principles of this totality are

dual. 348
In forming the content of his Summa by means of these principles,
Thomas develops many matters differently from his source in Proclus
and his tradition. A number of these points have been touched on
before. With Plotinus and Aristotle, he places life and providence
under intellect.349 With Dionysius against their pagan predecessors,
Thomas reduces the separate Neoplatonic hypostases to attributes of
God.350 Beyond Dionysius, in one direction he is clear that the
predicates belong properly to God, in the other, he separates the
operations from the substance and places them below it, thus
securing a tighter step by step movement from unity to multiplicity
and enabling the Proclan triad which constitutes the operations to
supply a logical connection between them, the persons and the
creation.351 The influence of the Greek Fathers allows Thomas to
make man as free the turning point, rather than, as fallen, the end

of his system.352 Much more could be said but not to our purpose.

For our aim has been only to show how the Neoplatonism stemming
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from Iamblichus is operative in aspects of Thomas' Summa Theologiae.

This established, it remains to consider the implications of his also
having followed the opposing Porphyrian tradition.

What is the net result of our investigation? Does Thomas' Summa
have two opposed later Neoplatonic teachings about the nature of the
first principle and a henologically biased structure? This would be
an incorre¢ct summary. For the two contrary logics are integrated in

the Summa Theologiae. On the one side, God's being is never ordered

above his unity. On the other, the structure of the finite, of
exitus and.reditus, is incorporated into the highest consideration

of God. First, in the Summa Theologiae, and indeed in Thomas' other

works, the specific character of God's being -- that he is esse, that.

in him, and in him alone, existence and essence are one =-- follows
o e e, 353 L - ‘

from his simplicity. This is represented structurally by treat-

ing the being of God within the treatment of the divine simplicity.

The fact that in the Summa the proof of his existence occurs in the

previous question is not against this. Quaestio II, "an Deus sit",

by the form of its. title as well as by its content, is not a.treat-
ment of being as a name of God. Thus, although many of Thomas' Neo-
platonic.predecessors would not name God being at all, Thomas has
clearly dbne so within a Neoplatonic tradition and context: God's
being is simple; it is not composed of existence and essemnce.
The second side, although a consequence of this identification

of being with the first principle, is in danger of destroying the

very Neoplatonic thought patterns through which we are able to
describe it., We have identified the two Proclan structural principles
operating in the Summa, the logic of the One and the logic of the

finite. The first keeps the ultimate 15(799417’ above all multiplicity.

, s /
The second, m | and ém’TPOQ;Z , structures the finite.
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It is led out from the One, and dfawn back again. In Proclus, the
two meet in all that is below the One, giving reality its triadic
structure. For, without the immanence of the One, the finite would
not be. But no reversion, not even self-reversion, can occur in the
One without destroying its essential simplicity. This is not so in

Aquinas. The exitus-reditus form is found at all levels of his Summa,

Recollect how it structures central concepts in the system as well as
ordering its elements together. Though both of these features are
found in later Neoplatonism, Thomas has moved beyond his predecessors.
He has pushed the logic of the finite up into the divine unity it-
self. As described above, the questions on the divine substance are
ordered so as to flow out from the éimplicity and to return to the
unity. This logic is effective in the content as well. God's being
is self-relation.354 The highest 1is self-subsistence.355

The movement upward has the same formias the movement downward;
the structure of both informs the nature of God. The ways in the
proof by which we rise to the knowledge of his'existence are ordered
in a sequence never used by AristotLe.356 Corresponding to his four
causes, they begin with the moving cause and, passing through the
material and formai causes, they conclude with the final. 1In God
these causes are identical.357 Descending, the self-subsistent
divine esse progressively unfolds its simplicity to reveal itself
as knowing and willing, a Trinity of persons and finally, as creator
and saviour of the world. All these are forms of self-relation.
This unification of the two Proclan logics in Aquinas' treatment of
God is just what answers the criticism of those who cannot find

what is Christian in his doctrine of God. Jesus, they think, ought

to appear in the Prima Pars and not wait for his entry.in the

Tertia Pars.358 The truth is that he appears in different forms in
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both.359 The consubstantiality of Father and the Son, of the ulti-

mate source and the Verbum, forces the logic of the finite into the
infinite. This is the Christian motive for 'telescoping the hypo-
stases'. Thus even in the strongly Proclan Dionysius the separate
existence of hypostases begins to be annihilated. The division be-
tween creator}and creature comes to be more felt than that between
the One and the rest of the spiritual and material hierarchy.360

A similar change takes place among the Arabic Neoplatonists. Thomas
and modern scholars are aware of the similarity of the philosophical

361
positions of the De Divinis Nominibus and the Liber de Causis.

No doubt this can be connected to the motive force of Moslem mono-
theism.

There is, however, something further to be said about these de-
velopments. For this ''telescoping” is not just a feature of Por-
phyrian heresy, or Christian orthodoxy or Arabic philosophy but it
is also a necessity even for the Iamblichan tradition. E.R. Dodds
comments on Proclus:

~ \ AU
he has the interesting phrase V7ol Met 7, 0\717/\\"@
#ékﬁé & Eg_ ﬁﬂ_z;_ . If this be pressed, it must
mean that the separateness of the lower is an illusion
resulting from a partial point of view, and it follows
that the sensible and intelligible cosmos are both of
them appearance, and only the One fully real. This

doctrine was never accepted by the Neoplatonists, but
they often seem on the verge of falling into it.

362

Further, the difference between Porphyry and Proclus may only be that
of two mutually necessary perspectives taken separately:

Il est precisément remarquable que Iambl;gue et Proclus,
réfractaires aux initiatives de Porphyre,.g &tudient pas
la transition de l.HE.E.l Stre sur le tralet descendant
.g_i va (en 1mag1nat10n) de 1' unité pure a 1! unité multiple;
ils 1 etudlent 1 intérieur du processus par lequel la
totalitd S autogenere en egp11c1tant une unité qu1 lui

est 1mmanente, qui lui a appartient, une unité qu ‘elle

enveloppe pour la développer. 363

P. Hadot states it simply: Porphyry wishes to explain "la genération
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de 1'Un-Etant par le premier Un'. Iamblichus and his successors

y . / . .
describe fl'autogenératlon de 1'Un-Etant, c'est-a~dire le passage

364

If these differences be really a matter of from which side we
look at the generation of reality and its elements, Thomas is
attempting to unite them both.

Quia vero naturalis ratio per creaturas in Dei cognitionem
ascendit, fidei vero cognitio a Deo in nos e converso

divina revelatione descendit, est autem eadem via
ascensus et discensus. 365

So finally, it seems that in diverse ways, each with its own special
difficulties, Porphyry, Proclus and Thomas are all forced to identi-
fy unity and being and to elevate simplicity. There is in Thomas no
clear choice between ontology and henology, between the primacy of
unity or of being.

Our examination of Thomas' sources has resulted in uncovering
a fundamental tension in his thought. It remains to substantiate
our interpretation of the structure of the Summa by a more detailed
examination of the first forty-five questions, seeing how in these
the opposed logical forces operate. Beyond that we must try to
judge how successfully their tension has been resolved and to what
extent the life and comprehensiveness of Thomas' system compels

its own dissolution,
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Notes:s Part II

"ordo disciplina" is both the order of teaching and the necessary
objective order of the content: M.-D. Chenu, Toward Understanding
St. Thomas, brings out its ambiguity:
St. Thomas ues the words: ordo disciplina. In point of fact
the construction of such an order is required by the very
object of science. The latter does not surrender itself
to the mind apart from that hidden order without which
the most exact formulae would be, scientifically speaking,
shapeless and impenetrable matter (p. 301).
For a history of "disciplina'" cf. G.R. Evans, 0ld Arts and New
Theology (Oxford, 1980), pp. 96ff.

ST I, prologus.,

3Per Eric Persson, Sacra Doctrina (Oxford, 1970), p. 6. The
popularity of the Sentences may be gathered from the list of com-
mentaries: F. Stegmllller, Repertorium Commentariorum in Sententias
Petri Lombardi (Wlrzburg, 1947), also V., Doucet, Commentaires sur
les Sentences, Supplement au Repert01re de F, Stegmueller (Quaracchi,
-Ad Claras Aquas, 1954) which goes up to Luther and past, Essent1al
is J. de Ghellinck, Le mouvement theologlque du XII€ siecles etudes,
recherches et documents, 2d ed., Museum Le551anum, sect. hist., 10
(Bruges, 1948), pp. 213-249. E.R. Fairweather, A Scholastic
Miscellany: Anselm to Ockham, Library of Christian Classics, 10
(London, 1956) gives a nice summary of de Ghellinck. Cf. also
A.M. Landgraf, Einfllhrung in die Geschichte der theologischen
L1teratur der Frﬂhscholastlk (Regensburg, 1948), and its revision:

scholasthue nalssante, ed. A.M, Landry, Universite de Monf;gal
Publ. de 1'Institut d'études médiévales, 22 (Montréal/Paris, 1973)

Per Eric Persson, Sacra Doctrina, p. 7.

5Judging by the number of surviving MSS discovered to date, see
J.A. Weisheipl, Friar Thomas d'Aquino: His life, thought and works
(Oxford, 1975), pp. 358, 360-361. This list gathers in everything
before printing and the domination of the Summa Theologiae in the
earlier period might be less than for the whole period; still it
is clearly in majority.

The Dominican order soon rallied round Thomas' teaching and
used the Summa to expound it but outside it was far different; see
F.J. Roensch, Early Thomistic School (Dubuque, 1964). Even within
the order, the Summa's structure did not immediately conquer that
of the Sentences: Albert the Great in his Summa written after
Thomas' death follows the order of Alexander's Summas; cf. M.M.
Gorce, "Le probleme des trois Sommes, Alexandre de Hales, Thomas
d'Aquin, Albert le Grand," Revue thomiste, 26 (1931), 293-301.
"The first comprehensive work of the Thomist school . . . rather
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awkwardly follow [ed] the plan of the Sentences (the Defensiones of
John Capreolus).'" Fairweather, Scholastic Misc., p. 228. Cajetan
was 'primus in scholis explicavit Summam Theologiam sancti Thomae
loco Senteniarum." R. Garrigou-Lagrange, De Deo Uno (Paris, 1938),
p. 12,

7The issue is discussed by M. Grabmann, La Somme Theologlque
de saint Thomas d'Aquin, trans. of Einfllhrung in die Summa des hl.
T. von Aquin (Fribourg i. Br., 1919/Paris, 1925), p. 91, Chenu,
Toward, p. 300 and Weisheipl, Friar Thomas, pp. 216-217 and there
is an extensive literature on the subject but the debate is effective-
ly terminated by H.F. Dondaine, " 'Alia lectura fratris Thomae'?
(Super I Sent.)," Medieval Studies, 42 (1980), 308-336. Fr Dondaine
has discovered the supposed second commentary of Thomas on the
Sentences: un manuscrit du Super primum Sententiarum, qui fait
mention d'une alia lectura fratris Thomae'(p. 08)
La doctrine est évidemment celle de Frére Thomas, Q;lsee
a 3 bonnes sources. La 1 Pars est exp101tee dans nos p1eces
VIII IX X, XII, XIV at XV; le Compendlum est utlllsee

Trinitate est au moins consulte pour_l II et ITI, du De
Veritate est transcrit un extrait en plece.K “On peu

donc parler d'un dlSClple de Saint Thomas; dlsc;gle 1n-
connu et dlscret, qui fait son profit des clairs chapltres'
du Compendium pour enricher le Commentaire thomiste au
premier llvre des Sentences. . . . Or cet ensemble ne
favorise guére 1’ idée d une intervention Eersonelle de

saint Thomas (1b1d., p. 335).

8For the sources cf. Magistri Petri Lombardi, Sententiae in IV
Libris Distinctae, Editio Tertia, Spicilegium Bonaventurianum 4
(Collegii S. Bonaventurae ad Claras Aquas, Grottaferrata, 1971), I
pp. 119%, J. Pieper, Scholasticism, trans. R and C Winston (London,
1961), p. 98, calls it

« « o a systematically organized Augustinian breviary . . .
It contains one thousand texts from the works of Augustine;
these works make up nearly four fifths of the whole.
In consequence Lombard is placed by the author of the Summa philo-
sophia in the third rank of theologians, 'those that are called
'makers of Summaries' (multique moderniores scriptores, quos
summarum vocant confectores),” E. Gilson, History, p.267. He re-
moves most of the philosophical speculation in his sources (ibid.,
p. 314). Apparently, this lack of originality is honestly derived
from its model, John Damascene's The Source of Knowledge. Its " . . <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>