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CHAPTER ONE
Two Kinds of Analogy -~ An Historical Survey

Etymologically the word "analogy" comes from the
Greek avaloyLo meaning proportion or a precise relation
between guartities. The basic concoption of analogy in the
Elements of Euclid is that of ident’' - of ratio, e.g. as
two is to four so six is to twelwve, but Aristotle, for
example, uses the term to signify in addition a proportional
likeness between things and so the meaning of the term was
extended to include other than purely mathematical or
guantitative relations. Indeed as the term is now
employed, any two things or states of affairs may be
said to be analogous when, although theynare different,
there is a certain similarity or likeness between them, or
a word or term may be said to be analogous when it denotes
things which are different and yet in some respect the
same, or when it has different though related meanings.
This rather broad characterization, however, hardly indicates
the complexity of the much controverted Scholastic doctrine

of analogy which has its roots in Aristotelian philosophy



and was developed and employed, especially by S£. Thomas
Aguinas, in connection with the attempt to solve a number
of philosophical problems. Perhaps one of the most
significant of th;se problems is how it is possible to talk
meaningfully about a transcendent deity.

In dealing with religious language Aguinas constantly
strove to avoidtwo extremes, the first being equivocity and
the second, univocity. To take the first extreme, if we
call God good or wise or anything else on this view, we are
merely eguivocating. Socrates may be called wise and
"wise" designates human wisdom, but when we call God wise,
"wise" designates divine wisdom and since divine wisdom 1is
altogether different from and transcends human wisdom, to call
both Socrates and Godwise is to use the term "wise”
equivocally. This view of religious language, of course,
either presupposes or entails agnosticism in the sense
that it implies that everything we say aboutGoa. necessarily
fails to convey anything about God as he really is. The
second extreme, that of univocity, presupposes or entails the
very opposite of the first, namely anthropomorphism, for on
this view of religious language to say thatGod is wise and
that Socrates is wise is to say much the same thing about

both of them, and the term "wise" is being employed not
egquivocally, but rathex. univocally, that is, it has the
same meaning when predicated of God and Socrates and denotes

the same characteristic which is present in both of them.



Of course, one can only hold to this view of religious
language if one also holds that there isa basic similarity
between the things which our language is ordinarily used to
describe and explain and God. Aduinas would not wish to
commit himself to either of these extremes and the theory
of analogy is an attempt to find a‘zﬁi media between themn.

Needless to say, the case we have been discussing
is only one instance where analogy has been thought to have
a prominent role to play -- the significance of a theoxry
of analogy extends beyond its application to the problems one
encounters in trying to explain the meaning of religious
language. But it is especially within this context, where
the need for analogy or at least something like it is so
pressing, that the theory was developed by the medievals
and it is within this context that much of the discussion
in this essay will take place.

In this chapter we shall be concerned with wﬂat
are usually considered to be two gulte distinct kinds or
types of analogy —— analogy of attribution and analogy of

proportionality to use the terminology of Cajetanol We

1Thomas De Vio, Cardinal Cajetan . The Analogy of
Names and The Concept of Being, literally translated and
annotated by Edward A. Bushinski and Henry J. Koren
(2 nd. ed.; New York: Duguesne Studies, Philosophical
Series, No. 4, 1959). Hereafter cited as The Analogy
of Names.




shall trace the origin and background of these types in
Aristotle, where they appear as pros hen equivocity and
analogy, respectively, and in Agquinas, where they appear
as analogy of proportion and analogy of proportionality.
Cajetan's account of both will then be dealt with and a
particular difficulty in his treatment of analogy of
attribution will be taken up in Chapter Two, a difficulty
which may eventually force us to dquestion Cajetan's whole

approach to the problem of analogy.

Aristotle, Pros Hen Eguivocity and Analogy

Aristotle treats of analogy as a type of equivocity.

The first sentence of the Categories defines an equivocal:

"Things are called equivocal whose name alone is common,

the defintion as denoted by the name being in each case
different.”2 There are three elements involved here. First
of all, there are different things: secondly, there is a

name3 which is common to these things: thirdly, the

2Univocals, on the other nhand, ars things of which
both the name and the corresponding definition are common.
Mote that by "univocals" and "equivocals" Aristotle clearly
means things not names or definitions, see below p. 9 ).

3uName" here is not to be understood as indicating
a proper namez, but stands for any verbal symbol signifying
a nature or property or set of properties.



definitions denoted by the name are different. Aristotle gives

us an example, the name ¢Hov -— both a man and a painting are
called thov thus they have the same name, but a man and a painting
are obviously different kinds of things and the definition or
meaning of T®ov as the name of a palnting differs from the definition
or meaning of t#ov as the name of a man. This kind of situation

is readily recognizable as the foundations of puns and the fallacy
of equivocation. For example, in the English language the name
"date" happens to denote both the fruit of a palm-tree and a day of
the month, and the name "pen" happens to denote both an enclosure
for animals and an instrument for writing.

Aristotle sometimes defines the equivocals as "things said
in many ways'" and by this he simply means things expressed by the
same word in ways that differs according to form or definitions.
(For Aristotle the definition expresses the form of a thing, thus
when the same name is used of different things having different
forms there will be different definitions expressed by the name),.
Aristotle is well aware, however, that not all things which are
different in form and definition and vet have the same name, are
glven this name merely by chance -- as we might reasonably suppose
is the case when an enclosure for animals and instrument for
writing are both called "pens". Hence we shall have to
make a distinction between those things which are "eguivocal by
chance" (and in these Aristotle has little interest) and
those which are "equivocal by design”. This

distinction is brought out in the following passage from



the Nicomachean Fthics, where attention is drawn to the

1

equivocal nature ofthe term 'gocd'.

"The definitions of honor and prudence and

pleasure are different and distinct

under the very aspect of being good. Therefore

the good is not something common in the way

of one idea. How then are they called good?

They surely do not seem like things eguivocal

by chance. Are they then called good because

they are from something one, or because they

are ultimately directed toward something one?

Or are they rather good by analogy? -- for

just as sight is good in the body, so is the mind

good in the soul4 and similarly another thing in

something else. ™’ ‘ '
Here we have different things -- honour, prudence, pleasure —-
which are each being named good, but when we speak of
honour as beilng good and of prudence and of pleasure as
being good we certainly do not mean exactly the same
thing in each case -- in other words, the definition of
"good" seems to vary in each context. For example,
although honour and pleasure may both be good, the way in
which honour is good is very different from the way in which
pleasure is good. Thus Aristotle says "the good is not

something common in the way of one idea". He thus raises

the possibility that these wvarious things are called good

4Aristotle, The Nicomachean - Ethics 1.6; 1096 b 23-
29, translated by Joseph Owens in The Doctrine of Being in
the Aristotelian Metaphysics (2 nd. ed., revised; Toronto:
Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, University of
Toronto Press, 1963), p. 116. Hereafter cited as
The Doctrine of Being. Our account of pros hen equivocity
and analogy in Aristotle has largely been arawn from Chapter
Three of this work entitled "The Aristolelian Equivocals'.




because they have a common origin or because of something
to which they are all in some way or another related (having
a common origin would be an instance of this) or, he asks,
are they good by analogy? In either case, whether they are
called good because there is something to which they are
all related or whether they are called good by analogy, they
are not "equivocals by chance® but rather "equivocals by
design". We now turn to examine the two main divisions of
non chance equivocity -- pros hen equivocity and analogy.

There is pros hen equivocity when two or more
different things receive the same name because these various

things are related to one other thing. For example,

"BEverything healthy is expressed in reference to

health, one thing through preserving health,

another through producing it, another

through being a sign of health, and another

because receptive of it. And - the medical

by reference to medical science -- for one

thing is called medical because it

possesses medical science, another through

being naturally adapted to it, and another .

through being a function of medical science.”
There are two examples here of different things receiving
the same name because of the reference or relation they

have to one other thing. The first example concerns

different things called "healthy" -- food is called healthy

5Aristotle, Metaphysics I 1003a 34-b5 translated by
Owens in The Doctrine of Being, p. 1109.




because it preserves health, medicine is called healthy
because it produces health in a sick man, a complexion

is called healthy because it is a sign of health and a

man is called healthy because he possesses health. All
these different things are called healthy because of their
reference to one thing, namely, health. Food is the
preserver of health, medicine the restorer and producer of
health, a certain kind of complexion the sign of health and
a man is the subject or possessor of health. Thus these
different things called healthy are not just eguivocals by
chance —-- there is a certain unity among them which justifies
the imposition of a common name and this unity consists in
their common reference to one thing, namely health go éoo
with the "medical' example. The name "medical" is applied
to doctors because they possess medical science, to medicine
and medical instruments insofar as these play a part in the
exercise and application of medical science and to the
doctor's assistants and orderlies insofar as these aid the
physician in the application of his knowledge and skill.
Thus the name "medical"” has a different meaning or definition
in each of these cases but again there is a unity béggﬁse

in each case there is a reference to one priﬁciple, namely
the science or art of medicine. "In Jjust the same way",
says Aristotle, "*béing is used in several senses, but

always with reference to one central point.”



"Some things are said to 'be' because they

are (a) substance; others because they

are () modifications of substance;

others because they are (¢) a process

towards substance, or (d) destructions

or qualities or privations of substance,

or (e) productive or generative of

substance or of terms relating to

substance of (f) negations of some gf

these terms or of substance itself®.

At this point we raise the guestion whether the term
"equivocal"” (be it "equivocal by chance" or "equivocal
by design") properly applies to things which are different
in nature yet share the same name or whether the term
properly applies to the name so shared. In other:words is
it things which are eqguivocal or the name which is equivocal?
It seems clear enough that when Aristotle talks about the
equivocals he is talking about things and not about names --
although as Ralph McInerny rightly points out, when anyone
talks about equivocals they are talking about things as they

are known and named by us and not about things as they exist

in rerum natura apart from their being known and named by us.

This is clear from the very definition given by Aristotle of

6Aristotlep Metaphysics T Chapter two, translated by
John Warrington in Aristotle’s Metaphysics. (Everyman
edition; London and New York: J. M. Dent and Sons Ltd., and
E. P, Dutton and Co. Inc., 1961), p. 116.

7Ralph McInerny, The Logic of Analogy (The Hague:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1961). McInerny insists that the doctrine
of analogy is a logical doctrine concerned with names and
their signification and not, for example, as some have
thought, a metaphysical doctrine providing explanation for
the seemingly irreconcilable unity and diversity of all
things considered under the aspect of being.
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the equivocals ("Those things are called equivocal whose
name alone is common . . . . "). Joseph Owens argues that
names and definitions as well as things may be called equivocal
and this extension of the denotation of the term "equivocal”
is itself an instance of pros hen eguivocity. For we name
things as we know them and we know things through concepts
and concepts are expressed precisely in definitions -- ’
therefore names and definitions signify things, that is
they are signs of things which we know and name, hence we
may call names and definitions equivocal when they signify
things which are equivocaln8 This 1is parallel to the
"healthy" example where a complexion is called healthy
because it is a sign of health. So too, names and definitions
are called eguivocal when they signify things which are
eguivocal. Thus Aristotle warns that equivocity may lie
concealed in a definition.

"Often the egquivocal follows along unnoticed

also in the definitions themselves. For this

reason the definitions themselves also
should be ernmined e.g. if anyone should

describe wh  is indicative of health and
what is pr. «<tive of health as 'what is
related cor. nsurably to health', we

must not deuist but examine what he has
meant by commensurate 1in each case e.g. if

8Owensr The Doctrine of Belng, p. 120,
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in the latter case 'to be of the right

amount to produce health', while in the

former “to be such as to signify what

kind the disposition is'",

We now turn to the second division of non-chance
equivocity-analogy. As mentioned etymologically the term
"analogy" means "proportion" or "according to a ratio"
and the technical use of the term in philosophy was taken
by Aristotle from its application in mathematics. The
mathematical model is just what Aristotle has in mind when
he speaks of analogy as an equality or similarity of
proportions involving at least four terms. (In a
continuous proportion, however, the same term will occur
twice and there will in fact be only three distinct terms
e.g. a is to b as b is to ¢.). But he extends the mathematical
sense of analogy to include equality or similarity of ratio
between non-gquantitative proportions. For example, he
says as sight is to the eve, so intelligence is to the soul.
His purpose in drawing attention to this is to show that there
can be a wider unity among things than the unity of genus and
this is illustrated in the following passages.

"We must similarly consider likeness in the

case of things belonging to different

genera. As one thing is to another, so

is a third to something else. For example,

as knowledge is to the knowable, so is

sensation to the sensible thing, and as one
thing is in another, so is a third in something

9Aristotle, Topics, 1.15, 107b 6~12 translated by
Owens in The Doctrine of Being, p. 119.
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else. For example, as sight is in the
eye so the mind is in the soul, and as
calm is iﬁothe Ssea, 8¢ is stillness in
the air."

"Moreover some things are one in number,
others in species, others in genera,
others by analogy. One in number are
those whose matter is one; one in
species are those of which the
definition is one; one in genus are
those whose location in a category is the
same; and one by analogy are those

that are ¥elated as a third thing is to
a fourth. The latter mentioned types

are always implied in the preceding ones.
For example, whatever things are one in
number are also one in species while
things that are one in species are not
all one number; but whatever things

are one in species are all one in genus,
while all things that are one in genus
are not one in species, but by

analogy; while all things that are one
by analogy aremt all one in genus."™

While it should now be clear what Aristotle
means when he says that analogy consists in four terms
having an equality or similarity of relations between

each pair, it may not be guite clear as to just how this is a type of

lOAristotle, Top;gi, 1.17, 108a 7-12 translated

by Owens in The Doctrine of Being, p. 124.

Maristotle, Metaphysics 4 6. 1016 b31-1017 a3
translated by Owens in The Doctrine of Being, p. 124.
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equivocity, which we remember demands that different things
receive the.same name, the defintion as denoted by the name
being in each case different. Indeed Aristotle himself

gives an example of analogy in the context of biology where
he says that we cannot find a single identical name to give tc
a squid's pounce, a fish's spine and an animal's bone
although as he points out, there is a definite proportional

similarity between these three.12

However, we could presumably
give these three different things a common name in virtue
of this similarity between them just as we could use one
name "tranguility” to denote both the calm that is in the
sea and the stillness in the air. The calmin the sea and
the stillness in the air are two different things yet there
is an evident proportional likeness between them in virtue
Iof which tHe name "tranguility" is properly applied to
both of them although it means something different in each
case. We can take this then as a fairly clear example of
non-chance equivocation, which it may be noted, is readily

distinguishable from pros hen eqguivocity. Pros hen equivocals

receive the same name because they are related in different

ways to one thing, but analogicals receive the same name

12Aristotle, Topics 2.16. S8a ff. The proportional
similarity is one of function; as the squid's pounce is to
the squid so is the fish's spine to the fish and the

animal's bone to the animal.
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because of a proportional likeness between them e.g. the
calm in the sea is to the sea as the stillness of the air

is to the air. In pros hen eguivocity there is a relational
on two—~term structure e.g. food is called healthy because it
preserves health and therefore stands in a certain relation
to health, medicine is called healthy because it restores
health and thus it too is related to health, although in a
different fashion from food, and so too with the complexion
which is the sign of health and the bodily organism which

is in the possession of health. All of these things are
called healthy because they are related in some specific way

13 1 analogy, on the

to the one thing, namely, health.
other hand, there is a four-term structure with an eguality
of ratio between the two pairs of terms and a mathematical
example such as two is to four as six is to twelve, although
misleading 1f taken literally, at least clearly conveys the
form of analogy which Aristotle has in mind.,14

As we shall see the Aristotelian pros hen equivocity

reappears in Cajetan's The Analogy of Names as the "analogy

leote that if we call both cabbage and cheese healthy
because they are a cause of health in him who eats them the
name "healthy" is not being used equivocally here because
the same relation to health is signified in both cases.

14The mathematical example is misleading because if
we call two a "half" on account of its relation to four, and
if we call six a "half'" on account of its relation to twelve,
then the name "half" as applied to two and six means exactly
the same thing in both cases {or the definition corresponding
to the name is the same in both cases), hence there 1is no
equivocity and no analogy. Proportionality in its philcosophical
use demands a siwmilarity rather than a strict identity of ratio
between the two pairs of terms, and mathematical nroportionalities
do not fulfill this condition.
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of attribution" and the Aristotelian four-term analogy
reappears as the "analogy of proporticnality" but before
examining Cajetan's treatment of analogy we shall briefly
indicate how St. Thomas Aguinas deals with the subject,
for it is the thought of Aquinas which Cajetan claims to

be interpreting and systematizing in The Analogy of Names.

St. Thomas Aguinas, Proportion and Proportionality

Although Aguinas deals with analogy in a considerable
number of texts (a very useful collection of which is to be

found in St. Thomas Agquinas on Analogy by George P. Klubertanz),

he wrote no formal treatise on analogy nor did he ever devote
a Question or Article to the subject in either of his large
Summae or, for that matter, in any other work. He seems to
have taken it for granted that his readers were already
familiar with the essential notion of analogy and when he
does discuss the matter at any length, it is always within
the context of some particular problem which he is trying to
solve. Indeed, more often than not, the préblem is how we
can talk meaningfully about a transcendent God without fall-
ing into either of the two extremes mentioned above --
univocity which entalls anthropomorphism and equivocity, which
entails agnosticism. The upshot of this is that it is
extremely difficult to extract from the writings of Aquinas

a consistent and clear—cut doctrine of analogy, for in one
context he seems to say one thing and in another context

something gquite different, and although one may sympathize
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with Whitehead's dictum that a .contradiction: is not a
failure but rather an opportunity, such a situation does

not make things easy for the interpreter. It may be, of
course, that Aguinas never systematically developed for
himself a definitive doctrine of analogy and that therefore
we ought not to search in his writings for what is not to

be found there in the first place. Most of his interpreters
nevertheless seemitc assume the contrary and although it will
be impossible for us to give all of these a fair hearing we
shall have to give some of them serious consideration later
on. In the meantime let us note that it does seem to be

the case that there is a very definite shift of emphasis
where analogy is concerned, between the earlier and the
later works of Aguinas and this will be pointed out as we

go along. In this present chapter, we shall examine two
texts which at least shed some light on the development of

s

the doctriné since the time of Aristotle. Our first text is
from the EE.VQEEEEEEJ a Work written by Aguinas between
1256 and 12 2nd in this passage ne discusses how we
predicate "kuowledge® of God. In other words, what do we
mean when we say that God has knowledge? He dismisses the
view that we mean exactly the same thing as when we say
that Socrates has knowledge. For in this case "knowledge"
would be predicated univocally of God and Socrates and this

commits us to anthropomorphism. FHe then dismisses the view

that "knowledge" is predicated of God purely eguivocally for
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then "knowledge" would be predicated of Gog without any real
meaning —- 1f God's knowledge is not somehow or in some
respect like Socrates' knowledge how can we meaningfully say
that God has knowledge at all? We do have a certain under-
standing of what knowledge is in Socrates, that is, we do
have a certain understanding of what human knowledge consists
in, and if G&4's  knowledge is totally different from and un-—
related to, human knowledge, in what sense is it meaningful
tc assert that God has knowledge? This is the problem,

and having drawn attention to the impossibility of #£inding

a solution in terms either of univocity or pure equivocity
Aguinas turns to analogy.

"Consequently it must be said that knowledge
is predicated neither entirely univocally

nor vet purely equivocally of God's knowledge
and ours. Instead, it is predicated
analogously, or in other words according to

a proportion. Now an agreement according to
porportion can be of two kinds. According

to this, two kinds of community can be noted
in analogy. There is a certain agreement
between things having a proportion to each other
because they have a determinate distance
between then or some other relation to each
other as two is related to one because it is its
double. Sometimes an agreement is also noted
between two things between which there is no
proporticon but rather a likeness of two
proportions to each other, as six with four
because six 1s two times three, just as

four is two times two. The first kind of
agreement is one of proportion; the second

of proportionality.

According to the first type of agreement we
find something predicated analogously of

two things of which one has a relation to

the other, as being is predicated of substance
and accident from the relationship which
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substance and accident have, or as healthy
is predicated of urine and animal because
wine has some similarity to the health

of an animal. Sometimes, however a thing
is predicated analogously because of the
second type of agreement, as sight is
predicated of corporeal vision and of

the intellect because understanding is

in the mind as sight. is in the eve,

Because in those terms predicated accord-
ing to the first kind of analogy there
nust be some determinate relation between
the things to which something is common

by analogy, nothing can be predicated
analogously of God and creature according
to this type of analogy; for no

creature has such a relation to God by
which the divine perfection could be
determined. But in the second kind of
analogy, no determinate relation is noted
between the things to which something

is common by analogy; so according to this
kind, nothing prevents us from predicating 15
some name analogously of God and creature.”

We are told here that when a name or term is
predicated analogously, it is predicated according to a
proportion and according to Aquinas, agreement according
to proportion can be of two kinds -- two things can be
proportioned or related directly to each other (as two is
related to one because it is its double) or there can be
a likeness or similarity of two proportions (as six agrees
with four because six is two times three just as four is two

times two). In the case of the two-term proportion a name

e
1”'St.‘ Thomas Aguinasg, De Veritate, g. 2, a. 11

(Chicago: Loyola Universityv Press, 1960) p. 89-90.
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is predicated analogously when one of the things so named is
related or proportioned to the other, as when we predicate
"being" of substance and accident because of the

relation between them (an accident is a modification of
substance and can only be said to have being because of this)
or when we predicate "healthy" dfwine and animal because
urinecan signify or be a sign of, the health which is in
the animal. In both these cases there is a determinate
relation or. porportion between the things which share the
common name, that is, between substance and accident in the
one case, and between the animal and its urinein the other.
It is precisely because there is this determinate relation
between the two things which receive the common name that
Aguinas rejects predication based on a two-term proportion,
as being adegquate to explain the analogous predication of
the yme name of both God. and creatures, for the simple
reason that between God and creature there can be no

such determinate relation. Between the infinite (God) and
the finite (creatures) there is no determinate relation or
proportion, therefore there cannot be any predication
based on such a two-term relation or proportion. However,
there may be an agreement between two very different things
in virtue of which both can share the same name without
there being a proportion or determinate relation between
them, but rather, to use Aguinas' worxds, “"a likeness of

two proportions to each other"”, and such is the case when



"sight" is predicated of corporeal vision and the intellect
because understanding is in the mind as sight is in the

eye. Here we have the four-term proportionality structure,
which alone was designated "analogy" by Aristotle, and it is
only in this way that names may be predicated meaningfully
of God and creatures -- at least this is what Aguinas says

16 In any case the point being made is that when

in this text.
we predicate "knowledge" of God, we do so on the basis of a
proportionality. Just as we can predicate "sight" of

corporeal vision and of intellectual understanding because

in the one instance things are made present to us through

the eyes and in the other instance things are made intelligible
to us through the mind, so we may predicate "knowledge" of

God and creatures, for just as things are present to us

in a way proper to our psycho-physical nature, so too,

l6Even in the De Veritate itself Agquinas shows some
inconsistency or perhaps 1t might be better to say that he
is willing to consider more than one possibility in this
matter, e.g. in g. 23, a. 7, ad 9, he says "In the sense in
which the term proportion is transferred to signify any
relationship of one thing to another . . . ., nothing
prevents us from saying that there is a proportion of man
to God, since man stands in some relation to God, as that
he is made by God and is subject to him.

Or the answer could be given that, although there cannot
be a proportion strictly so called of the finite to the
infinite, vet there can be a proportionality which is the
likeness of two proportions". Translated by Klubertanz,
Ibid., p. 32.
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things are present to God in a manner proper to his divine
nature, and we may meaningfully call both of these "knowledge"
although we certainly do not mean exactly the same thing

when we talk of human knowledge and divine knowledge.

In this text, then, a distinction is drawn between two
different foundations for analogical predication. Firstly,
different things may receive the same name because of their
relation or proportion to some one thing. Secondly, proportional
similarity may provide the basis for the predication of the
common name. This division seems to parallel exactly
Aristotle's éivision between pros hen equivocity and analogy.
Aguinas, however, goes on to distinguish between two kinds of
analogy of proportion, between analqu which is based on a
"many to one" type of relation and analogy which is based on
a "one to another" type of relation". We can use the "healthy"
and "being" examples to illustrate this distinction. When
"healthy" is predicated of animal and also of ﬁrine when the
qualify of the urine assures us of the health of the animal,
and when "being" is predicated of substance and alsoc of quantity
because quantity is a modification or property of substance,
here we have analogy kased on the "one to another"” type of
relation. On the other hand, when "healthy"” is predicated
of urine and food and medicine because of the different
felationé or proportions which these have to the health of the
animal, and when "being" is predicated of gquality and gquantity

because of the different relations or proportions these have
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to substance, in this case we have analogy based on the
"many to one" kind of relation. (The jpcuytion "two to a
third" is sometimes used by Aguinas instead of "many to
one" when he is considering only two things or classes of
things which receive a common name because of their relation
to some third thing, as, for example, when he asks whether
God and creatures receive a common hame because of their
relation or reference to some third thing.)l7
We find the distinction we have just been .discussing

made by Aquinas in the following text taken from the First

Part of the Summa Theologiae, a work written between 1266

and 1268 and thus a later work then the De Veritate. In this
text no mention is made of proportionality as a distinct
kind of analogy, nor is proportionality emploved to explain
how terms predicated of God are analogous. Indeed, this
passage seems to indicate at least a shift of emphasis in

Aguinas' treatment of analogy.

l7In point of fact Aguinas will always deny that any
name can be predicated analogously of God and creatures because
of theirrelation to some third thing. What he wants to avoid
is any suggestion that the likeness between God and creature
can be explained in terms of the participation of both in a
Platonic Form. He argues that there is nothing that can in
any way be prior to God, in which both God and creatures
could participate. Hence, where names common to God and
creature are concerned, we cannot have an analogy based on
the "two to a third" or "many to one" kind of relation.
When Aguinas does talk about analogy of proportion in this
context he is always careful to point out that it can only
be an analogy based on the "one to another” kind of relation.



"Yet although we never use words in exactly
the same sense of creatures and God we are

not merely equlvocating when we use the same
word, as some have sald, for if this were

so we could never argue from statements

about creatures to statements about God ~~ any
such argument would be invalidated by the
Fallacy of Eguivocation. That this does not
happen we know not merely from the teachings
of the philosophers who prove many things about
God, but also from the teaching of st. Paul,
for he says, 'The invisible things of God are
made known from those things that are visible:

We must say therefore that words are used
of God and creatures in an analogical

way; that is in accordance with a certain
order between them. We can distingish two
kinds of analogical or 'proportional'

uses of language. Firstly there is the
case of one word being used of two

things because each of them has some order
or relation to a third thing. Thus we

use the word 'healthy' of both a diet

and a complexion because each of them has some
relation to health in a man, the former

as a cause, the latter as a symptom

of it. Secondly, there is the case of the
same word used of two things because of
some relation that one has to the other --
as 'healthy' is used of diet and the man
because the diet is the cause of the health
in the man.

In this way some words are used neither
univocally nor purely eguivocally of God

and creatures, but analogically, for we
cannot speak of God at all except in the
language we use of creatures and so
whatever is salid both of God and creatures
is sald in virtue of the order that
creatures have to God is to their source and
cause in which all the perfections of things
pre—exist transcendentally.

This way of using words ties somewhere
between pure eguivocation and simple
univocity, for the word is neither used

in the same sense, as with univocal

usage, nor in totally different senses, as
with equivocation. The several senses

23
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of a word used analogically signify different
relations to some one thing, as ‘health’

in a complexion means a symptom of health

in a man, andlén a diet means a cause of

that health.”

We shall have reason to refer again to this

discussion in the Summa Theclogiae but now we turn to

Cajetan's treatment of analogy in The Analogy of Names, a

short but very influential treatise written in the year 1498.

Cajetan, Attribution and Proportionality

Cajetan tells as he was motivated to write The Analogy

of Names "both by the obscurity of the subject itself and by the
deplorable scarcity of profound studies in our age." FHe says

that "in this work the word analogy means proportion or proportionality
as we have learned from the Greeks"” and 'all analogous terms can

be reduced to three modes of analogy: analogy of inequality,

analogy of attribution, analogy of proportionality”. Only the

last mode is truly analogy -- "the first one is entirely foreign

o]
12 We shall not examine the first mode of analogy,

to analogy".
the analogy of ineguality -- which is sometimes called the
analogy of genus. Suffice it to say that it is rejected by Cajetan

because it resembles a type of univocity far more than a

lSStu Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, Ia, g. 13, a. 5
translated by Herbert McCabe O.P. in the new Latin-English Edition
of the Summa Theologiae (Blackfriars in conjunction.with McGraw-
Hill, New York, and Eyre and Spottiswode, London: 1564), p. 65-67.

G
l“Cajetan, The Analogy of Names, Chapter one, paragraphs
one to three, p. 9-11.




25

type of analogyuzo In the second chapter of his treatise,
he dgiscusses analogy of attribution and we shall have no
difficulty in recognizing what is going on here.

"Those things are analogous by attribution
which have a common name and the notion
signified by this name is the same with
respect to the term but different as
regards the relationship to this term.
For example, the name healthy' 1s common
to medicine, udne and animal, but the notion
of all differs insofar as healthy expresses different
relationships to one term, namely, health.
For if anyone describes what an animal is in-
__sofar as it is healthy, he will say that it
is the subject of health, and that urine
insofar as it is healthy is a sign of health,
whereas medicine insofar as it is healthy
will be mentioned as the cause of health.
In this example it is perfectly clear that
the notion of health is not entirely the
same nor entirely different, but to a
certain extent the same and to a certain
extent different. For there is a diversity
of relationships but the term of these
relationsips is one and the same, "1

Here is the pros hen equivocity of Aristotle and
the analogy of proportion already seen in the De Veritate

and Summa Theologiae of Aquinas. However, Cajetan deals

much more systematically with this kind of analogy than

do the others, and he proceeds o lay down four conditions

23For an interesting defence of analogy of inequality
as a genuine analogy see Armand Maurer's article "St. Thomas
and the Analogy of Genus", The New Scholasticism, XXIX
(April, 1955), p. 127-144.

Zlihe Analogy of Names, Chapter two, paragraph eight

r. 15.



26

which are necessarily attached to analogy of attribution.
The first condition is that "This analogy is according to
extrinsic denomination only, so that only the primary
analogate realizes the perfection formally, whereas the

n22 By this

others have it only by extrinsic denomination.
Cajetan appears to mean that only one of the analogates

hés or possesses the property (or "?erfection“ as he calls
it) formélly i.e. possesses the property as a form inherent
in it. The other analogates receive the name nét because
the property signified by it is possessed formally by them
but because they are related in some way to the analogate to
which the pfoperty is intrinsic -- hence, these analogates
are sald to be denominated extrinsically, that is, they

are so named not because the property signified by the

name 1s intrinsic to them but because they are refated

to that to which the property 1s intrinsic. This also
explains why this kind of analogy is called "aralogy of
attribution" ~- the property signified by the name, since it
is only possessed formally by one analogate (which for that
reason is designated the primary analogate), is "attributed”
to the other analogates (the secondary analogates). The
"healthy" example very clearly exemplifies this first
condition as it is set out by Cajetan -- the animal which

is the subject of health is the prime analogate for it

22£9£énr Chapter two, paragraph ten, p. 16.
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alone possesses the property signified by the name, namely
health. Medicine and urire are the secondary analogates --
they do not possess health but are only called "healthy"
because of their relation to the health which is in the
animal. However, when Cajetan gives the example of "being"
predicated of substance and accident, as an example of
analogy of attribution the applicability of the first
condition is less readily ewident and Cajetan, realizing
this, proceeds to gualify the first conditioh. But we shall
defer discussion of this until the next chapter.

The second condition of analogy of attribution --

which we are told directly follows from the first -- is
that "the one thing which is the term of the diverse
relationships in analogous names of this type 1s one not

w23 and to demonstrate the

merely in concept but numerically
point the "healthy" example is once again employed& "health
is not multiplied numerically in animal,-urine and diet,
since there is not one health in urine, another in animal
and a third in diet". This illustrates how a name wnich is
analogous by attributien differs from a name which is

univocal ~- for example, a man, a hare and an ox are all

correctly named "animal' and they are so named in virtue of

23Ibido, Chapter two, paragraph twelve, p. 18.
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the animal nature which each of them possesses. One could
say that this animal nature is "multiplied" in them --

in contrast to the property signified by a name analogous by
attribution which is possessed only by the primary analogate.

The third condition of analogy‘of attribution is that
"the primary analogate is put into the Jdefinition. of the
others with respect to the analogous name”24 and this third
condition f: ‘ows from the second. For example, when medicine
or vurim is called healthy, the meaning (or definition) of
"healthy" as it is predicated of these must include a reference
to the health of the animal for it is only in reference to
the health of the animal, that these things are called
healthy in the first place.

The fourth condition, according to Cajetan, follows
from the third: "a name which is analogous in this manner
does not have one definite meaning common to all its partial-
modes, i.e. to all its analogatesl‘25 For example, "healthy”
predicated of animal means "possessing health"; predicated

ofurine, "signifying health”™ etc. And so he says, there

24ibid,, Chapter two, paragraph fourteen, p. 19.
Cf. Aqguinas in the De Veritate p. 2., art. 11, ad 6, where
he is discussing analogy of proportion he says, "one analogate
must be found in the definition of the other, as substance
is found in the definition of accident, or else some common
note must bz put in the definition of both, inasmuch as both
are denominated by their relationship to that one thing, as
substance is found in the definitions of both guantity and
quality". Translated by Klubertanz, op. cit., p. 33.

251bida, Chapter two, paragraph fifteen, p. 20.
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are three elements in this kind of analogy: "the name,
the term and the relationship to this term. The analogous
name signifies the term distinctly, e.g. healthy distinctly
signifies health. The diverse relationships, however, are
implied in such an indeterminate and confused way that the
primary relationship is sigﬁified distinctly or about
distinctly, but the others in a coﬁfused manner and by way
of reduction to the primary relationship”.26 The primary
relationship signified distinctly (or almost so) by "healthy™"
would of course be "possession of health”" -- the other
relationships being sign of health, cause of health etc.
Haviné set out these four conditions of analogy
of attribution, Cajetan's next step is to indicate that
"this analogy is divided by St. Thomas into analogy of
"two-to a third', such as of urire and medicine to a healthy
animal, and analogy of 'one to another', such as of urine
or medicine to a healthy animal“a27 This division we have
already seen 1n our account of analogy of proportion. In

one case, two things are considered analogous because of the

26£Ei§f, Chapter two, paragraph fifteen, p. 20.

27§bidm, Chapter two, paragraph seventeen, p. 21.
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relation between them. In the other case, two things
are considered analogous because of the relation they have
to some third thing.
Cajetan concludes his account of analogy of attribution
with the assertion that terms analogous in this way should
be called equivocal -- equivocal by design -- cather than

analogous. He cites the _Nicgmwachean Ethics where it is

asked concerning "the good" whether "goods are one by being
derived from one good, or by all contributing to one good ox
are they rather one by analogy?" 1In other words, he appeals
to Aristotelian usage, where the type of situation we find

in analogy of attribution is described as pros hen equivocity,
and the term "analogy"” is reserved for the four—-term
proportionality structure. This brings us to Cajetan's
analogy of proportionality which is the final member OF

his three-fold division.

"Passing over from what 1s incorrectly called
analogous to analogy in the propesr sense

we say that those things are called analogous by
proportionality which have a common name, and the
notion expressed by the name is proportionally
the same. Or to say the same in a different
way, those things are called analogous

by proportionality which have a common

name, and the notion expressed by this name

is similar according to a proportion. For
instance, to see by corporeal vision and by
intellectual vision are indicated by the

common term ‘to see', because just as
understand presents something to the mind,

so <o see preS@%Fs something to the

animated body."

o]
2“Ibid,, Chapter three, paragraph twenty-three,
p. 24-25.
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Again we are familiar with the structure of this
kind of analogy from our brief treatment of Aristotle
and Aguinas and there is little need to elaborate much
further. However Cajetan does draw an interesting distinction
between two kinds of proportionality =-- between proper
proportionality and metaphor (or improper proportionality).29
To illustrate what he means by a metaphorical analogy he uses
the example of "smiling", predicated of a blooming meadow or
good fortune, and points out that neither a meadow nor

fortune can really smile but can only be said to do so by

a figure of speech. Nonetheless there is a genuine

29For the foundation of this distinction in Aquinas,
see the De Veritate g. 2, a. 1l; " (Analogy of proportionality)
occurs in two ways. Sometimes- the name implies in its

primary meaning something in which no agreement can be
found between God. and creature, not even in the aforesaid
manner (i.e. as sight with respect to eye and intellect).
This happens in all names which are symbolically predicated
of God; e.g. when he is called a Lion, the Sun; or other
names of this sort, for the definition of these names
implies matter, which cannot be attributed to God. At
other times, however, a name predicated of God and creature
does not imply in its primary meaning anything in which the
aforesaid mode of agreement cannot be found. This is the
case with all things whose definition does not include

any defect and which do not depend on matter for their 'to
be'; e.g. being, good and such like things." Translated

in The Analogy of Names, p. 25-26. footnote number eight.
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proportional likeness in metaphorical analogy and both
Aguinas and Cajetan draw attention to the way it is
employed in the Scriptures and religious language generally.
For example when it is said that Christ is a lion the
name "lion" is predicated of him not because he actually
possesses the specific animal nature of the lion, but
because he has proporties similar ﬁo those manifested by the
lion e.g. great courage and fearlessness in dealing with
his enemies, strength, the quality of arousing fear,
awe, respect etc. or he could be said to be noblest of
men as the lion is the noblest of the animals. However,
the thing to which a name is applied metaphorically does
not possess the property signified by the metaphorical
name and in this respect metaphorical analogy is very
similar to analogy of attribution.

Turning to analogy of proper proportionality on
the other hand, we see that what is signified by the
analogous name is intrinsic to both analogates, hence
the name is used in its proper sense of both of them. "For
instance", says Cajetan, ”’principle' can be predicated of
the heart with respect to an animal and of a foundation with
respect to a houSe,"BO Both the heart and the foundation
of the house are properly termed “"principle" -- although

"principle" has a somewhat different meaning in each case.

3OIbidm, Chapter three, paragraph twenty-six.
Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics A 1013a 4-8.
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Nevertheless there is a proportional unity which can be
expressed thus -- as the heart is to the animal, so the
foundation is to the house -- in virtue of which both heart
and foundation are intrinsically denominated a "principle".
Cajetaq rounds off his chapter on analogy of
proportionality by asserting that analogy of proper
proportionality excels above all the other kinds of analogy
he has dealt with both "by dignity and name." For this
type of analogy alone "arises from the genus of inherent ‘

formal causality for it predicates perfections that are

inherent in each analogate whereas the other analogy

. . . . - . . 1
(attribution) arises from extrinsic aenomlnatlon",3— Of

course this "superiority" of proportionality over attribution
would be undermined if it could be shown that there is an
intrinsic as well as an extrinsic analogy of attribution.

We shall take up this question in the next chapter. Analogy
of proper proportionality also excels above the other kinds
of analogy "by name", "because only terms which gre analogous
by this type of analogy are called analogous by the Greeks,

from whom we have borrowed the term."

31‘Ibidm, Chapter three, paragraph twenty three,
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Attention should be drawn to the fact that Cajetan
bases his three-fold division of analogy on a text from the

first book of the Commentary on the Sentences, one of the

earliest works of Aguinas, written between 1254 and 1256.
‘In this text Aguinas says that "there are three ways in

which something might be said by analogy. In the first place,

according to intention only and not according to being.
This happens when one intention refers to several things
according to priority and posteriority, but has being

32 The familiar "healthy" example is given in

in one only.
illustration. As Wwe have seen, the property signified
by the name "healthy" (or its "intention") is possessed
by (i.e. has being in) the animal alone. Thus the

1

primary meaning of the term "healthy" is "possessing health”™ --
the other related meanings "sign of health", "cause of healh"
are prosterior or secondary meanings of the term "healthy"

in that such things as medicine and urine are only called

"healthy" because of their relation to the health of the

animal. "In the second place (something may be said by

analogy) according to being and not according tc intention.
This happens when several are considered equal in the
intention of something they have in gommon, but this common

element does not have a being of the same kind in all.”

33St, Thomas Adguinas, The Commentary gg_the Sentences,
I, d. 19, g. 5, a 2, ad 1.
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This corresponds to Cajetan's analogy of inequality and
refers to unequal participation by different things in the

same generic notion. "In the third place (something may

be said by analogy) according to being and according to
intention. This happens when a thing is considered neither
egual in intention nor equal in being. For example,

being i1s predicated of substance and accidents in this way.
In such cases, the common nature must exist in

each of those things of which it is predicated, but its
existence differs according to a higher or lesser degree

of perfection. In this manner I say that truth, gocdness
and all other similar terms are predicated of Gog and
creatures by analogy”. This corresponds to the analogy of
proper proportionality where the property signified by the
analogous name is possessed by both analogates and yet
exists in both of them in a different way (hence, diversity
in being). Furthermore what is signified by the analogous
name differs as the name is applied to different analogates
(hence, diversity is intention) yvet there is a similarity
of proportions which is the source of likeness amid
difference. And Cajetan, following Aguinas' suggestion
here, says that it is this kind of analogy which is of. great
importance in metaphysics and hence ip the predication of

names of both God and creatures.
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Conclusion

We have attempted in the first chapter to explain
the origin and nature of two kinds of analogy =-- the analogy
of attributien and the analogy of proportionality. Although
the term &nalcogy of attribution"is not used by either
Aristotle or Aquinas, this kind of analogy clearly has its
origin in the pros hen equivocity of Aristotle and the
analogy of proportion of Aquin§§; .Analogy of attribution,

11

whether of the "one to another" type or of the "many to one"
type is to be sharply distinguished from the analogy of
proportionality which involves two pairs of terms and a
similarity of ratio between them. Analogy of attribution
demands that among the analogates, one must be the primary
analogate and the others secondary analogates, which only
receive the analogous name because of their various relations
to the primary analogate, which alone possesses the property
or perfection signified by the analogous name and therefore
alone is intrinsically denominated. In analogy of proper
proportionality on the other hand, both analogates are
intrinscially denominated -- both possess the property or
perfection signified by the analogous namé, and yet the
property or perfection so signified differs in such a way
that it is only by virtue of the similarity of proportions
that the name 1s not purely equivocal.

Our next step will be to examine a little more
critically Cajetan's treatment of attribution ané to guestion
whether his statement of attribution really corresponds to

the analogy of proportion to be found in Aquinas.



CHAPTER TwO

The Two-Fold Division in Question

Extrinsic and Intrinsic Attribution

Cajetan rejects attribution in favour of proper
proportionality becausz he believes that the latter is a
"truer"” kind of analogy and in it alone is the perfection
signified by the analogous name intrinsic to both
analogates. He finds support for this contention in his

interpretation of the Commentary on the Sentences I. d. 19,

g. 5, a. 2. ad I and in the De Veritate g. 2, a. 11 text.
However we have already noted that Agquinas' doctrine of
analogy appears to undergo some modification in his

later works —-- particularly the Summa Theologiae and the

Summa Contra Gentiles, where in the important discussions

on analogy and the predication of names of Godr, nO mention
is made of proportionality. Indeed, one would get the
impression frc¢ these works that analogy is to be identified
with analogy of proporticn and no further classification is
necessary except that analogical predication may be based

on the "many to one" type of relation oxr on the "one to

another" type. Nonetheless, until fairly recently, Cajetan's

37
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classification of analogy and his interpretation of Aguinas
has been accepted by the majority of philosophers in the
Scholastic tradition, and although nowadays it is under attack
from several quarters, it is still defended with spirit
by Cajetan's followersel

We commence this present chapter by examining a
difficulty to be found in Cajetan's treatment of the
first condition attaching to the analogy of attribution --
namely the condition that only the primary analogate
possess formally the property signified by thé analogous :
name. This condition is important not only in that it sharply
differentiates analogy of attribution from analogy of proper
proportionality, but also because if analogy of attribution
is purely extrinsic; then it cannot provide us with an
adeguate interpretation of the meaning of names predicated
of God.. That is, it will be of very limited wvalue when we
are seeking to explicate the meaning of religious language.
For if, for example, wWe say by analogy of attribution that
God. is good, what we mean is fact is something like 'Gog is
the cause of good things". But presumably God's being the

cause of good things is logically compatible with his being

lFranciS Suarez and Sylvester of Ferrara were two
early critics of Cajetan. Among more recent critics we can
number Hampus Lyttkens, George P. Klubertanz, Battista
Mondin and RalphMcInerny, although it should be remarked
that none of these critics, who are all in the Scholastic
tradition, take the same stand on the guestion of analogy.
Persistent defenders of the Cajetanian interpretation
include Gerald B. Phelan and James F. Apderson.
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wicked or evil in himself; although, of course, if by analogy
of attribution we say ”God is evil", all that we can mean is
that God is related to evil things as their cause. In
short, names analogous by analogy of attribtion tell us
nothing about the nature or intrinsic properties of the
secondary analogates, except that they are in some way
related to the primary analogate and since God is known and
named not directly but only from the things he has created
which are directly known and named by us, names said of
him in this way tell us nothing about his nature or
intrinsic properties other than that he is the cause of
creatures and theilr properties. Granted, then, that names
said of gpg by analogy of attribtuion, as set out by
Cajetan, tell us practically nothing about God, analogy of
proper proportionality would seem to be the only alternative
left to us in our attempt to explain how we can meaningfully
talk about God. Yet, as we have remarked, this is not the
impression that Aquinas gives us in his treatment of this
problem in his more nature works. But we will take this
up again later.

Cajetan's first condition, it will be remembered,
is that "This analogy (attribution) is according to
extrinsic denomination only, so that the prime analogate
realizes the perfection formally, whereas the others have it
only by extrinsic denomination®. As we pointed out, the
"healthy" example is a clear—-cut illustration of this

condition, for only the animal (the prime analogate) possesses
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formally the property signified by the analogous name. But
Cajetan goes on to say that both substance and accident

are called "being"” in this way,2 as the "essential good"
(zog) and all others goods are called "good". In both
these examples, however, the property Signified by the
analogous name -~ "being"” in the one instance, "goodness"
in the other =-- is dntrinsic to both primary and secondary
analogates. How then are we to reconcile this with the
claim that "only the primary analogate realizes the perfect-
ion formally"? Cajetan recognizes the difficulty and
hastens to qualif§ his statement of the first conditioﬁ by
asserting that "it should not be undérstood as 1f every
name which is analogous by analogy of attribution is common

to the analogates in such a way that it pertains only to

2We saw this example of "being" predicated of
substance and accident when dealing with Aristotle's pros
hen equivocity and Aguinas' analogy of proportion in the
De Veritate gq. 2, a 11 text. The same example 1is also used
to 1llustrate the analogy "according to intention and
according to being" mentioned in the Commentary on the Sentences

I, d. 19; g. 5, a. 2, ad I, which Cajetan identifies as
analogy of proper proportionality. It may seem somewhat
unsatisfactory to use the same example to illustrate two
different kinds of analogy, but, in this case, we might
guestion Cajetan's accuracy in identifying analogy of
proportionality with analogy "according to intention and
avcording to being" or we might prefersto argue that the
same ontolocical situation can be the basis for different
types of analogical predication.
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the primary analogate formally and to the others by extrinsic
denomination, as happens to be with ‘'healthy' and 'medical'.
Such a generalization is false, as is clear from ‘being’

and 'good' and cannot be gthered from what we have said

3 The gualification

unless it were understood materially”.
of the first condition is that this condition is to be
understood formally and not materiélly. What is the differeﬁce
between understanding the condition formally and understand-
ing it materially? As Ralph McInerry remarks, there seems

to be no difference,4 at least if we interpret Cajetan
literally, for the material understanding is that "every name
which is analogous by analogy of attribution is common to

the analogates 1is such a way that it pertains only to the
primary analogate formally and to the others by extrinsic
denomination" (and this is how we are not to understand

the condition) and the formal understanding is that "Our
explanation must be understood in the sense that every name
which is analogous by analogy of attribution as such i.e.
insofar as 1t is analcgous in this manner, is common to the
analogates in this way, that it pertains to the primary

analogate formally and to the others by extrinsic denomination”.

3Cajetany The Analogy of Names, Chapter two, paragraph
eleven, p. 17-18.

4McInerQﬁ The Logic of Analogy, p. 7-
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There seems to be only one way to interpret this
gualification of Cajetan's. Perhaps he wishes us to under-
stand that in analogy of attribution, the property or
perfection signified by the analogous name is always possessed
by, or inherent in, the prime analogate, from which the other
analogates are denominated, or receive the analogous name,
because of their relation to thi#s prime analogate (as medicine
is denominated "healthy" because of its relation.to the
health of the animal or as accident is denominated - -

"being" because of its relation to substance) regardless of

whether these according analogates do or do not possess
formally the property signified by the analogous name -—-
the essential point being that they receive the name because
of their relation to the prime analogate. But if this is the
case, it would zeem that the first condition of analogy of
attribution is irrelevant, at least insofar as it lays
down that "only the primary analogate realizes the perfection
formally"” for understood in the sense that we have suggested,
the secondary analogates may or may not realize formally the
perfection or property signified by the analogous name.

Let us examine more closely the distinction between
intrinsic and extrinsic denomination. In his commentary

on the Summa Theologiae I, g. 6, a. 4 Cajetan says:

"Denomination is two—-fold. One is intrinsic and
the other is extrinsic. A denomination is
called intrinsic when the form of the
denominative (perfection) is in that which

is denominated, say, white, duantified etc.;
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whereas a denomination is extrinsic if the
form of the denominative (perfection) is
not in the denominated Ehing e.g. located,
measured and the like™.

He goes on to draw attention to two distinct kinds of
extrinsic denomination:

"In two ways a thing may be called such
or such after something extrinsic.

In one way, if the reason for the
denomination is the very relationship
(of this thing) to something extrinsic;
e.g.urine 1s called healthy for the
sole reason of its relationship as a
sign of health. In another way, 1if
the reason for the denomination is not
a relationship of similitude or any
other, but a form which is the
foundation of a relationship of
similitude to an extrinsic thing;

e.g. as alr is said to be ludid be-
cause of the 1° "t of the sun

inasmuch as it ' irticipates in it
through the fo: . of light.

When a denomination is made in the
first way there 1S a purely extrinsic
denomination, but when the denomination
is made in the second way, there is
extrinsic denomination, yet not only
extrinsic denomination, because there

5Cajetan, Commentary on the Summa Theologiae I,
g. 6, a 4 cited and translated in The Analogy of Names
p. 16, footnote seven.
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. . . . . . . 6
is also intrinsic denomination, as is clearxr.”

When something is intrinsically denominated the name
which is predicated of it, or given to it, signifies a property
or perfection intrinsic to it; thus when I say "the wall is
white", "white" signifies a property intrinsic to the wall,
a formal determination of the wall. In the case of extrinsic
denomination, on the other hand, the name which is preéicated
of something signifies not a property intrinsic to that thing,
not a form inherent in the thing determining its mode of
being, but rather a relational property telling us how the E
thing in question is related to some other thing. For ‘
example, to say that the Eiffel tower is in Paris 1is to

indicate the location of the Eiffel tower,

6Ibid. The following explanation given by Aguinas
in the De Veritate is perhaps a little clearer. "There are
two ways of denominating something with respect to something
else. One way makes the very relationship the meaning of
the denomination. Thus urine is called healthy in relationship
to the health of the animal. The very meaning of healthy
as it is predicated of urine is to-be-a-sign of health in
the animal. In such predication that which is denominated
with respect to something else is not so denominated because
of any form inhering in it but because of something outside
it to which it is referred.

The otheway of denominating something in relationship to
something else does not make the relationship the very meaning
of the denomination, but rather its cause. Thus when the
atmosphere is called bright because of the sun, this does not
mean that the very relationship of the atmosphere to the

sun is its brightness, but rather that the location of the
atmosphere directly opposite to the sun is the cause of

its brightness”. De Veritate g. 21, a. 4, ad 2, translated

by Klubertanz in St. Thomas Aquinas and Analogy p. 45-46.
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its relation to its surroundings and not to tell us something
about the intrinsic properties of that structure; hence
the Eiffel tower in this instance, is denominated extrinsically.
We may now go on to clarify the two kinds of extrinsic
denomination. .When the denomination is purely extrinsic
a name is simply being used to signify a relationship,
as urine is called "healthy" because it can be a sign of
health. "Héalthy” as predicated of yrine simply means
sign~of-health. In the second type of extrinsic denomination,
on the other hand, a name is applied to a thing because of
its relation to another thing, but the name so applied
does not just signify a relationship of one thing to another,
but a property which is intrinsic to both things, vet a

property which is possessed by one thing only because of

its relation to the other, as the atmosphere can only be
said to be bright because of the sun's causality, for the
sun is the cause of the brightness of the atmosphere; hence
"brightness" is predicated of the atmosphere by this kind
of extrinsic denomination and as predicated of the atmosphere
it does not simply mean effect*of~the"sun'S"causality but
indicates a property intrinsic to the atmosphere. And so
Cajetan says, "there is extrinsic denomination, yet not
only extrinsic denomination because there is also intrinsic
denomination, as is clear." It is to be noted that Cajetan
does not distingulsh between these two kinds of extrinsic

denominaticon in The Analogy of Namés.
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Are we now in any position to make more sense of
Cajetan's analogy of attribution? Some would say ves,
provided we are prepared to do what Cajetan does not do,
that is, to make a distinction within analogy of attribution
between analogy of extrinsic attribution (where the denomination
is purely extrinsic) and analogy of intrinsic attribution
(where the denomination is not purély extrinsic). On this
view, the "healthy" example is a perfect illustration of the
former kind of analogy, where Cajetan's four conditions are
indeed satisfied. On the other hand, "being" as predicated
of substance and accident provides us with a good philosophical
example of analogy of intrinsic attribution, for here it 5
is certainly not meant that accidents have no being but ‘
rather that the being of an accident consists [
in its being a modification of substance. It is the wvery
relation of accident to substance that is the source of the
accident's being, thereby enabling the accident to be
denoninated "being"” intrinsically (just as it is the very
relationship between the sun and the atmosphere which is
the cause of the intrinsic brightness of the atmosphere).
In this kind of analogy although the property signified by
the analogous name is intrinsic to both analogates, nones
theless, there is an evident distinction to be drawn between
primary and secondary analogates. In our example,
substance is the prime analogate, because "being" is
predicated primarily and most properly of substance, only

secondarily and less properly of accidents and then, only
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because of their relation to substance. In such an analogy,
therefore, we find-é relationship of priority and posteriority
and Cajetan's third condition that "the primary analogate

is put into the definition of the others" 'would seem to be
verified. (For instance, one cannot define the being of
accident without referring to substance, for to be an

accident is to be a modification of substance. )

These considerations might prompt us to give the
following generic definition of analogy of attribution. What
is essential to this kind of analogy is that there be a
primary analogate i.e. something to which the analogous name
primarily and most properly applies and to which the property
signified by this name is intrinsic, and that the secondary
analogates receive this name because of their relationship
to the prime analogate. Any analogy of attribution is
essentially a relational type of analogy, involving a direct
relationship between primary and secondary analogates, "the
primary analogate being put into the definition of the
other analogates" with respect to the analogous name. We
can now go on to distinugish two speiles of analogy of
attribution: firstly, analogy of extrinsic attribution,
where the property signified by the analogous name is
intrinsic to the primary analogate alone and the secondary
analogates are denominated purely extrinsically; secondly,
analogy of intrinsic attributien where both primary and
secondary analogates are intrinsically denominated i.e. where

the property signified by the analogous name is
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possessed. formally by both primary and secondary analogates.
It is just this kind of classification which is urged by
Suarez and which a modern commentator, Battista Mondin puts

forward in "The Principle of Analogy in Protestant and

Catholic Theology" , not simply because he is dissatisfied

with Cajetan's obscurity in The Analogy of Names but

because he sees this as the most faithful interpretation of
Aguinas and he is further convinced that the meaning of
religious language can -only be satisfactorily explained on
the basis of analogy of intrinsic attribution. We have
already indicated why analogy of extrinsic attribution is of
little help to us here and a contention such as Mondin's

that analogy of intrinsic attribution is of key importance
when it comes to predicating names of God draws considerable

strength from what Aguinas has to say in the Summa Contra

Gentiles, Chapters twenty-nine to thirty~four and in the Summa

Theologiae I, g. 13, as the following passages from these works

make clear.

" . . . what is predicated of some things
according to priority and posteriority is
certainly not predicated univocally. For
the prior is included in the definition of
the posterior, as substance is included

in the definition of accident according as
an accident 1s a being.. . . . now nothing
is predicated of God and creatures as
though they were in the same order, but
rather according to priority and
posteriority. For God is called being

as being entity itself and he ig called
good as being goodness itself.”

'summa Contra Gentiles Book I, Chapter thirty-two,
paragraph seven, translated by Anton C. Pegis (New Yorx:
Image Books, 1955), p. 145.




49

"From what we have gaid it likewise appears
that not everything predicated of God and

other things is said in a purely eguivocal
way, in the manner of eguivocals by chance.

For in equivocals by chance there is no order or
reference of one to another, but it is entirely
accidental that one name is applied to

diverse things: the application of the

name to one of them does not signify that

it has an order to the other. But this

is not the situation with names said of Gogd

and creatures, since we note in the community

of such names the order of cause and,effect,

as is clear from what we have said.”

"In the case of all names which are predicated
analogously of several things, it is necessary
that all be predicated with respect to one, and
therefore that one be placed in the 'gefiniton
of all. Because 'the intelligibility which

a name means is its definition,' as is said

in the fourth book of the Metaphysics, a

name must be antecedently predicated of that
which is put in the definitons of the

others, and conseguently of the others,
according to the order in which they approach,
more or less, that first analogate. . . .

Thus, all names which are predicated of God. figurative-
ly are predicated antecedently of creatures rather
than of God . . . The case would be the

same for other names as well, which are not
predicated of God merely figuratively, if

they were predicated merely as cause,; as some

have held. Thus, when God is called good

this would mean only that God is the cause of the
creature's goodness; the goodness thus
predicated of God would therefore include in its
intelligibility the creature's goodness and
goodness would be predicated antecedently of the
creature rather than of God. '

8
Ibid, Book I, Chapter thirty-three, paragraphs one to
three, p. 145-146. .
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However, as was shown above, names of

this sort are predicated of God not only

as cause but also properly. For when God

is called good or wise, this signifies

not only that He is the cause of wisdom

and goodness, but also that thgse perfections

exist in Him in a higher way."

What Aguinas seems to have in mind here, where he
is explicity reflecting on naming God seems to be none
other than our analogy of intrinsic attribution. We do
not intend to examine in detail here the kind of
relationship which, Aquinas asserts, holds between God and
creatures, the knowledge of which enables us in some Sense
to know and name God. Suffice it to say here that it
is very obviously a causal relationship. Because God is the

cause and ultimate source of created things, he can

meaningfully be said to have certain properties, such as

being, goodness etc., which are evident in his effects.lo It
9Summa Theologiae I, g. 13, a. 6, translated by
Klubertanz, ibid, p. 098.
lOTWO points should be noted here: (1) According to
Aguinas the only knowledge we have of God is what we know
of him as cause of creatures. One of his standard principles

is that every cause reveals something of its own nature in its
activity. It is because of this that we can move from the
affirmation that God is the cause of creatures to the affirmation
that certain properties necessarily belong to him. Just how
Aguinas decides that there must be a cause of the universe, that
this cause is in fact what we mean by the name "God" and why
some properties and not others must be ascribed to this cause,
is dealt with in some detail in the first parts of both Summae.
(2) God, as creator, is obvicusly a unique kind of cause. He
is not, for example, the cause of creatures in the same way
medicine is the cause of health. Indeed, "cause" itself is an
analogical term and our concept of God's causality will
necessarily be derived from cur understanding of causality as
operative in the universe. Aguinas insists that every term
predicated of God. (even the term " God') will be predicated

of him analogically.



51

is because he is related to creatures as their cause that

he can be known and talked about in human language, not
univocally, of course, but only analogically. Furthermore,
in explicating the nature of this analcgy, Aguinas makes
guite clear that there is priority and posteriority involved
and that this necessitates that the prior (the prime
analogate) is included in the definition of the posterior (the
secondary analagate), and this we saw to be the essential
condition of analogy of attribution. Nor guite obviously

is he talking about analogy of extrinsic attribution,

for when God is called good or wise, this signifies not only
that he is the cause of wisdom or goodness in creatures,

but that these properties are intrinsic to him. Indeed,

we are told that these perfections exist in him "in a higher
way". This last remark ralses some difficulty. 1Is éod

the prime analogate in this particular analogy? It seems

he must be since he is the cause of goodness in creatures

and possesses goadness in a higher way than they do. (Indeed
God is salid to be goodness, a startling assertion, as Aquinas
himself realizes.) But if God is the

prime analogate are we to insist that human goqdness can
only be defined by reference to Divine goodness, which

must be the case if the condition that the prime analcgate
be placed in the definition of the others be fulfilled.

This, however, is patently unacceptable, for we do not have
to know what Divine goodness is before we can meaningfully

talk about human goodness. Indeed, it is guite the reverse.



52

To meet this obvious difficulty Aguinas posits a

distinction between priority and posteriority in the

espistemological order and priority and posteriority in

the ontological order. What i1s prior in the epistemological

order is what is most easily grasped and understood by us

but what is most easily grasped and understood by us is

not necessarily what is most fundamental in reality. Indeed

it invariably turns out to be the case that what is most

fundamental in reality, that is, in the ontological order

proves to be most difficult for us to know, and this is

especially so when we attempt to know and to understand

God. Thus when we attempt to talk akout God the prime

analogate will be what is most familiar to us, in this

case, human goodness, and any effort to understand Divine

goodness will always include a reference to human goodness,

but in reality, of course, Divine goodness is indisputably

prior to human goodness, just as God the creator and

source of all things is ontologically prior to all things.ll
Enough has been said perhaps to justify meking a

clear distinction between analogy of intrinsic attribution

and analogy of extrinsic attribution, and to claim for

the former a key role in the interpretation of

theological discourse (at least, as far as Aguinas is

liSee, for example, the Aguinas texts translated
by Klubertanz, ibid,, p. 67-69.
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concerned). But we will be disappointed i1f we expect a
Cajetanian to agree with us. For him the so-called analogy
of intrinsic attribution remains somewhat of a contradition
in terms and, furthermore, inevitably confuses analogy of
attribution with analogy of proper proportionality, thereby,
rendering impossible any coherent and comprehensive under-

standing of the true nature of analogy and its divisions.

~

Analogy of Intrinsic Attribution

versus
Analogy of Proper Proportionality

Ts the so-called analogy of intrinsié attribution-
based on the kind of confusion referred to above? We
have seen that Cajetanh insists on keeping attribution distinct
from proper proportionality on the grounds that in +he analogy
attribution "only the primary analogate realizes the
perfection formally, whereas the the others have it only by
extrinsic denomination.t What he is cbviously most anxious
to emphasize is that attribution is essentially a two-term
analogy involving a reference of one thing to anotherx,
such that the meaning of the analogous term when predicated
of the secondary analogate is "related—in-some-way-to-the-
primary analogate". Thus m when predicated in this way of
x and v (x being the primary analogate, y the secondary
analogate) means related-in-some-way-to-x (to which the
property signified by m is intrinsic) when predicated of y.
The difficulty arises as soon as you introduce intrinsic

denomination of the seondarv analogates as well as the
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primary analogate, for then m is used to signify a

property intrinsic to both x and vy, and m as predicated of

y is supposed to take on a double signification; it is
supposed to mean both related-in-some-way-to-x (to which the
property is intrinsic) and possesses~the—pr@perty«signifiéd“
by-m-which—-is also-possessed-by-x (althoughin "a hiéher way ") .
But once it is admitted that there is a common property
intrinsic to x and y and that this property is signiffé&

by m, then m as predicated of y ceases to mean related-
in-one~wav~to x. What we are attempting to point out is
simply this: ©precisely insofar as the secondaxy analogates
are intrinsically denominated, the name which is predicated
of them signifies a property intrinsic to them and not a
relation to the primary analcgate; insofar as the name
predicated of the secondary analogates signifies a relation
or proportion between them and the primary analogate,

it does not signify a property intrinsic to the secondary
analogates. It seems to be just this formal condition

that Cajetan is emphasizing in Chapter two cf The Analogy of

Names and it is this which prevents any Cajetanian from

accepting the so-called analogy of intrinsic attribution as
a formal division of analcogy. It is, indeed, often the case
that we predicate a name signifying an (intrinsic)

property of anumber of things which are so related that
one of them (the primary analogate) is the ¢ =2 of the
other things having this property (e.g. the God-creature

and the substance~accident situation) but the essential
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point is that the relationship of these other things (the
secondary analogates) to the primary analogate is not

what is signified by a name so common to the secondary
enalogates 1f the denomination is intrinsic, that is, if the
name genuinely signifies a property inherent in all the
analogates. Where you have several things denominated
intrinsically the Cajetanian will insist you either have
univocity or an analogy of proper proportionality but not
an analogy of attribution. He will admit, howewver, that
where cne of the things (let us call it x) which is
denominated extrinsically is in some way responsible for
the possession by the other things of the property signified
by the common name, there you have the basis for a virtual
analogy of attribution, for you can conceive of these other
things not insofaras they possess the property signified

by the common name, but merely insofar as they are related
to x and, in this case, the name common to them and x, as
predicated of them simply meens related-in-some-way-—to-x.
This, of course, is not to admit that what we have here is
an analogy of intrinsic attribution, but simply that there
are cases where the same ontological situation can be the

basis for an analogy of proper proportionality (or univocal

predication, as we shall see) and alsc the basis for a
. . 12
virtual analogy of attribution.
lZT"‘ . 1 o =] o . c T o
For a mere detailed discussion of this, u@t, for
exanmple, James F. Anderson's The I nd of Pe‘ng (S Louis and
London: B. Herder Book Co.; 194%), p. 235-240.



There is a further difficulty to be encountered in
the so-called analogy of intrinsic attribution. Given that
a name so analogous signifies a property intrinsic to ali

the analogates, and what is 1t that prevents such a name from

h

being purely univocal insofar as it denominates intrinsically

those things of which it is predicated? For example, when

a man and a lion are intrinsically denominated "animal”

~

few will deny that this is a clear example of univocity,

q.

for in this case, the name "anlimal" designates a property

or set of properties (being alive, capable of sensation
etc.) which both lions and men formally possess. Admittedly

among those things which receive a common name by analogy

of intrinsic attribution there is a certain order or proportion :
but this in itself is not enough to avoid univocity. For

example, we call John Brown and his parents "human';

his parents are the cause of John Brown and he is related to

them as a product, an effect, but "human" as predicated cf

John Brown and his parents does not cease to be univocal for

0N

ic

all that. Of covrse, those who uphold analogy of intrin:

attribution would not for a moment deny this, for they would

¥

insist that a name analogous by this kind of analogy is
predicated primarily and most properly of only one of the
analogates (the primary analogate) in which the property

signified by the analogous name is to be found "in a higher

way" (e.g. "being” is predicated primarly of substance, only

- »

i1 . -

secondarily of accident:; "coodness' is predicated primarily

of creatures only secondarily of God). But what exactly isg
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meant here? Is it meant that the analogous name signifies
exactly the same property when predicated of primary and
segcondary analogates, the only difference being that the
primary analogate possesses the property more perfectly,
much as when two men have the ability to recall

something, but one of them can do so at greater speed and

in greater depth than the other, we say his is the better

=
S

or more perfect memory? But although evervone admits there
is a difference between & good memory and a bad one, no one
has ever suggested this mekes memory an analogous term.

We can then conclude that it is not this kind of thing which

is meant when it ig as rted that the primary analogate

n
¢l
©

possesses the property signified by the analcogous

name "in a higher wav'". It will be found, we think,

that this can only be explained, without at the same time
lapsing into univocity, by & reference to analogy of
proper proportionality. Here, as we have seen, "it 1¢ not

the case that exactly the same property is signified by the

131nteresting in this regard is the remark of Aguinas
in the De Malo (24, 5), that "all animals are egually animals
but yet are not equal animals. Rather one animal is
greater and more perfect than ancther.” Of course, "animal®
is clearly a generic term wherxeas "memory" would not
normally be considered as such. Some have argued that all
generic terms are analogous becavse of the unequal way in
which different members of a genus realize the properties
signified by the generic term; however, there is hardly
sufficient evidence in Aguinas to merit this interpretation
and furthermore, i1f it is admitted that all generic terms
are analogical texms the next step might well be to deny that
any term {(even a specific one) is univocal, for on the same
reasoning could it not be argued that all men are equally

men yet not equal men; rather one man 1s greater and more perfect
than another (and so +too with menory ) ?
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4

analogous name which intrinsically denominates all the
analogates, rather we have to deal with a property which is
only proportionally the same in the various analogates.

In this kind of analogv, morcover, we have a likeness or

po 0
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v of the proportions rather than a case of things

.

directly related or porportioned to each other. Now if we

are correct in affirming that in every case where two or more
things are intrinsically denominated univocity can oniy be
avoided if there is an analogy of proper proporticnality
(formally based on a similarity of two -- or more «- proportions,
not on a relationship of one thing to another or many things
to one) this must further confirm our suspicion of the so-
called analogy of intrinsic attribution. But to return to
the demand that in any analogy one of the analogates must

{13

s the perfection signified by the analogous name "in

in

posses
a higher way" can we understand this any better in the light

=g

of proper proportionality? In a sense we can, for it is

of the essence of this kind of analogy that there be ineguality
in the way the different analogates possess the perfection
signified by the analogous name;it is this very inequality
after all which leads +to the assertion that the common

imilar in the differe

perfection is only proportionally s
analogates. For example, "vision" as sald of corporeal sight
and of intellectual understanding does not signify a common
property in the way that "memory"” as said of a man with a

good memory and a man with a bad memory does, for the "vision”

attributed to the eves and the intellect has a different mean-—
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ing in each case (yet there 1is proportional similarity, for
as things are made present to us in their sensible reality
through the eyes, so they are made present to us in theilr
intelligible reality through the intellect) whereas

"memoxry " has precisely the same meaning in both instances
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of its prediction. Likewise in the case
accident rexample, what really prevents univocity when both
substance and accident are intrinsically denominated ;being"
in the proportionality "as substance exists in a manner is
proper to its nature, so accident exists in a mannexr proper
to its nature®, the differences of substance and accident

determining two very different modes of being which are

o

only proportionally similaxr. It is this kind of ineguality,
then, which is the foundation of analogy of proper

proportionally {(and, therefore, of any analogy where all the

[

analogates are denominated intrinsically) and this kind o
ineguality which gives rise to the fact that what is
signified by the analogous name is found "in a higher way

: . . ; 14
in one of the analogates (the primary analogate).

14.. . . . . . . .
Difficulties of course, remain. For instance 1is

vigion found "in a higher way" in the eye or in the intellect?
On the one hand, it might seem that it is the intellect which
possesses 1t in a higher way, since the act of the intellect
when it understands is more penetrating and comprehensive than
the act of the eye when it sees. On the other hand, it does
seem that "vision" is more properly said of the eye and by
extension of the intellect. In other words, there seems to

be a difficulty in specifying the primary analcgate in this
case. (There is the same trouble in the case of names
predicated of God.) In Chapter three it will be argued that
there is a basic defect in Cajetan's whole conception of
analogy, which inevitably gives yge to difficulties such

as this.
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Thus far we have outlined the Cajetanian objection
which calls into question the possibility of any analogy where
all the analogates are intrinsically denominated which is not
an analogy of proper proportionality, and claims that the
attempt tc posit an analogy of attribution where all the
analogates are intrinsically denominated rests on a confusion,
the confusion betvizen analogy of attribution and analogy
of proper proportionality. We have further seen how i£ can
be claimed that in any analogy of proper proportionality,
there is such an ineguality that one of the analogates (the
primary analogate) can be understood as possessing the
property signified by the analogous name "in a higher way"
than do the others, 5 condition which is clearly demanded in

the Summa Theologiae. Now since it is an important part of

our inguiry to discover whether Cajetan is really
interpreting Aquinas correctly, we should ask whether, in the
passages quoted earlier in this chapter, Aguinas has in

mind analogy of proper proporticnality and not analogy of
intrinsic attribution (which seemed, at first so natural an
interpretation). In one of these passages it is stated
categorically that "in the case of all names whitch are
predicated analogously of several things it is necessary that

therefore one

3
-
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all be predicated with respect to one, and
be placed in the definition of all." Now it is obwvious that
it is far casier to reconcile this statement with analogy of

attribution than with analogy of proper proportionalitiy.
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Indeed, Aquinas explicitly distinguishes between analogy
of proportion (attribution) and analogy of proper

proporticnality in the De Veritate text (quoted on page

thirteen) by insisting that in proper proportionality there
is no direct proportion or relacion between the analogates
and in the answer to Objection two of the same article he
explicitly reject. that in this kind of analogy “one be
placed in the definition of all’, which surely forbids us

from identifying the kind of analcogy defined in the Summa

Theologiae with analogy of proper propertionaltiy. There

S£2

is one commontator, however, Svlvester of Ferrara, who,
accepting the basic validity of Cajetan's classification of
analogy, valiantly attempts to demonstrate that every
analogy (whether it be one of attribution or proper
proportionality) involves a reference of one analogate to
another and thus the placing of the primary analogate

in the definition of the secondary analogates insofar as
these are signified by the analogous name. DMoreover, he
contends that this represents a faitthful.interpretation of

En

Aguinas and that the apparently contradictory De Veritate

) . L 15
and Summa Theologiae texts can be reconciled. He

15, : .
For a discussion of Sylvester's position S5€€ Lyttkens:
The Apnalogy between God and the World, (Uppsala: Almgvist
and Wiksells:; 1852) p. 225~-228.
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argues that in the former Agquinas is merely rejecting the
view that a name which is predicated absolutely of a creature
(as, for example, when a man 1s sald to be wise without

any reference to God or divine wisdom as the scurce and
origin of human wisdom) can be predicated of God. in

such a way that divine wisdom is defined in terms of (and

to that extent, limited by) human wisdom. In this sen

0
®

there can he no proportion or relation between God and‘
creature for between them there is infinite distance and
since CGod is in no way limited by the finite, he cannot

be defined in terms of it. This is what is meant by the
denial of the applicability of analogy of proportion to the
predication of the divine names in the De Veritate. 2Analcogy
of proper proportionality, on the other hand, secems
enminently suitable in helping us to avoid the error of
seeing God as in some way limited hy the finite, for in
this kind of analogy there is no explicit reference to a
relation or proportion between the analogates -— but this
is not to deny that in every analogy (including analogy of
proper proportionality) there is such a relation. Indeed,
in the God&creature analogy we are discussing, there is
obviously some kind of a relation between God and creature

1

and it is such that the creature is the imperfect imitation

of its most perfect source, in whom all the perfections

and preoperties of the creature pre-exist in a higher way.

Seen from this point of view God is the prime analogate in
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any analogy involving him and creatures. As we noted

earlier the problem of‘predicating names of God is complicated
by the fact that although he is prior or first is the real or-
der, he is certainly not that which is first known by

us, that is, first is the order of knowiedgeh He is only

known and named second-hand, as it were, from creatures. Follow-

to make clear that although

»

it is only in terms of our knowledge of creatures we can

Uz

ing Aguinas, Sylvester want

talk or think about Ggd, this is;in fact, the reverse of
the real order: although the meaning of our words used to
describe Cod inevitably includes a reference Lo whalt we
know best, namely creatures,in reality, since creatures
derive everything they have, including their very existence,
from God, it is they who are completely dependent on him
and to be defined by reference to him, not the other way
around.

There is no doubtthat in his textual analvsis Sylvester

displavs considerable ingenulty in attempiting to reconcile
> s i L -

the following assertions: (a) analogy of proportion

involves a reference (or proportion or relation) of one thing
to another,; such that the definition of the analogous name

as predicated of the secondary analogates necessarily includes
a reference to the primary snalogate, whereas in analogy of
proper proportionality there is not a proportion of one to
another (and, hence,; one is not placed in the definition of

another) but rather a similarity between two proportions
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(De Veritate (b) evew analogy invelves a reference of
one thing tc another such that the definition of the
analcgous nams as predicated of the secondary analogates

necessarily includes a referencd to the primary analogate

(Summa Theologiae). Now, however successful Sylvester

may be in exhibiting certain features attaching to the pre-
dication of any neme of God, it is difficult to see how

one could agree that every analogy of proper proportionality

]

can be an analogy of porportion, without running into

the same basic confusion which the Cajetanian points to

in the so-called analogy of intrinsic attribution. The
guestion here is how can an analogy which is based on a
similarity of proporxtions be identified with an analogy
which is kased on a direct relation or proportion between
the analogates? Perhaps one might have the

basis here for twe different types of analogical predication,

but the important point seems to be that if there is such a
basis it will be the basis for two quite different kinds of
analogy, each having its own formal structure and properties

8 indicated in the De Veritate., If this is the case

&)

we find ourselves having to reject both analogy of intrinsic
attribution and Sylvester's claim that analogy of proper
proportionality 1s a kind of analogy of proportion (attrib-
ution) and having to accept Cajetan’s classification of analogy

as the most satisfactory of the alternatives yvet encountered.

o

However is Cajetan's account of anaslogy really satisfactory?
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Hardly insofar as it claims to be an interpretation of

Aguinas, for the threefold classification of The Analogy of

Names, as we have seen, nowhere appears in the Summa Contra

Gentiles or in the Summa Theologiae which would be

l._l.
e

unthinkable if it really expressed the essence of Aguinas'

thought on the subiject.

Conclusion

s

We began this chapter by examining Cajetan's
gualification of his deﬁand that in analogy of attribution
only the primary analogate formally possesses the property
signified by the analogcus name. We then attempted to

- o~

understand more fully the business of intrinsic and
extrinsic denomination. This, together with cur reflection

on certain texts on analogy to be found in the Summa Contra

Gentiles and the Summa Theologiae, brought us to examine the

contention that Cajetan falls to account for a very important
division of analogy, analogy of intrinsic attribution. We
then saw the Cajetanian response to this obijection. Next

we examined the view of Sylvester of Ferrara, who claims that
in every analogy, even analogy c¢f proper proportionality;
there is a reference of secondary analogates to primary
analogate, such that the primary analogate must be

included in the definition of the secondary analogates,
However, from the Cajetanian standpoint this would seem to

involve the same sort of confusion that is found in the so-
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called analogy of attribution. Af this stage the two—-fold
division of Cajetan would seem to emerge rather well.
However, our analyvsis has made us reallze more than ever
that it certainly does not seem to be (as it claims to be)
an adequate interpretation of Aguinas, who, as he proceeded

to lay more and more stress on analogy of proportion, ceased

to talk about analogy of proper proportionality.



CHAPTER THRER

A New Approach to the Problem

Cajetan's Mistake

We now turn our attention to a rather different
approach to the whole guestion of analogy, an approach

devaloped by Ralph McInerny in The Logic of Analogy. With

regard to Cajetan's analogy of attributicn, firstly,. Mc sInerny

]

contends that Cajetan's first condition is irrelevant and

secondly, that the second and third conditicnh Stipulated by

by .

Cajetan should not be restricted to analogy of attributicn

alone but are the necessary conditions of analogy as

a

such. It will be remembered that these conditions are,
respectively, that "the one which is the term of the diverse

relationships in analogous names of this type is one

ol Y

not merely in concept but numerically” and "the primary

o

analogate is put into the definition of the others with

1o .
respect to the analogous name”.” Mclnerny drawe our attention

to something Aguinas clearly lays down in the Summa Theologlae,

namely, that "whatever is said analogically of many things

2 -

is found accoxrding to its ratlo propia. in only one of them

‘See above p. 27-28.

67



68

. , o \ ¢ 2 s . .
from which the others are denominated”. This dictum is
a universal statement about all analogous names and meant
to be taken as such. But Cajetan will not admit this. Why?

The reason is fairly simple. He thinks that to say that in

the case of analogous names, the ratio propria is saved in

only one of the things to which the name is common is the
same as to deny that there is something intrinsic to the
secondary analogates in virtue of which they receive the
analogous name. Understanding the dictum in the Summa

Theologiaes thus, he cannot, of course, accept that it is

truve of every class of analogous name, although it

might appear to be the distinguishing mark of analogy of

w

attribution, as he understands it. In other words he

interprets the condition that "whatever is said analogically

ZSumma Theologiae, Ta, ¢. 16, a. 6. The term ratio
propria i1s not an easy one to translate. We could think
of the ratio propria of a term as its proper or primary
meaning  (For a discussilon of the meaning of "ratio” in this
context see The Logic of Analogy, p. 61-64). Further

in this chapter.

3In point of fact therxe are certain properties
intrinsic to medicine, wine etc. in wvirtue of which they
are called "healthy® but it is not these properties which
the namz “healthy” primarily signifies. For the medievals
the term primarily signifies health, or the correct
balance or proportion of humours, in an organic kody.
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of many things is found according to its ratio propria in

only one of them" as laving down that only one of the
analogates is denominated intrinsically, whereas the others
are denominated extrinsically. This confusion ¥McInerny
sees as a basic and fundamental one casting doubt on
Cajetan's whole classification, for what Cajetan fails to
realize is that the analogy of names is a purely logical
question, having nothing to do with intrinsic or extrinsic
denomination as such but rather with ineguality on the part
of the signification of the common name.

Wnen things are named purely eguivocally they
have a common name, but that is all they have in common,
for as soon as we go beyond the name to the notions
signified by it there is total diversity. In the case of
things named analogically on the other hand, there is not
total diversity for such a name involves an order among
the notions signified. Thefe is diversity because the name
signifies different proporticons (or relations or references)
and there is unity because the proportions or relations
are to some one thing. Mclnerny wishes to emphasize, of
course, that the question of analogy does not arise in
discussing things as they exist but only insofar as
they are known and named: just as univocity and equivocation
are clearly logical matters, so too with analogy. Now, when
it is claimed that in the case of the analogous name,
the multiple signification of such a name can be reduced to

a certaln unity, does this mean that we are reducing analogy
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to uwnivocity? The answer is no, for when things are-
named univocally the common name imposed on them signifies
the name ratio motion) in each case. Here the common

name is sald properly i.e. according to its ratio propria

of each of the things of which it is predicated. Things
nared univocally may be said to pa;ticipat@ equally in the
notion signified by the common name; for example, "animal”
signifies a living sentient being and all animals, dogs,
lions, men etc. realize this notion egually i.e. they

; . 4 . . .
are all egqually animals. Where there 18 univocity the
common name 1s predicated preoperly of all the things to
which it is applied. (This makes Mcherny very suspicious
of Cajetan's formulation of analogy of proper proportionality
where it seems it is just this that Cajetan has in mind, but
if such is the case and in this kind of analogy -- as
distinct from attribution -- the analogous name is
predicated properly of each of the analogates, what is to

thin

n

[o

K4

distinguish such a name from a univocal name?) Whex
are named analogically the notion signified by the name
cannot be said to be shared equally by all the things which

receive the name. Only one of the analogates is signified

Rut see p.: 57, footnote no. 13,
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perfectly by the name. The others are signified imperfectly

and in a certain respect, that is, insofar as they refer in

some way to what is perfectly signified. Thus there is an

®

order in the multiple signification of the analogous name.
This throws light on the stipulation that the one to which
the secondary analogates refer is "one not merely in cbncept
but numericaily.”

By this we are to understand that among things
named analogically one of the things is primarily signified
by the analogous name (and this thing that is signified
is the prime analogate) and the others are signified
insofar as they refer to this one thing. To cite once again
the "healthy" example, what is primarily signified by
the term "healthy" is the animal which possesses health;
the animal is the prime analogate because the primary

meaning of "healthy" (that is, the ratio propria of the

term) is "possessing health” and cnly the animal, properly
speaking, actually posscsses health and not medicine or
urine etc. which because of their relation to the health

of the animal are also called healthy, but in a secondary
sense. These secondary analogates then are called healthy
because of their relation to the primary analogate, which
ig numevrically distinct from them and the unity of the
analogous name is based on this relation. The unity of
the univocal name, on the other hand, is solely due to
reason. When a man and a horse are beoth described as

animals, what is properly signified by the term "animal”
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is not something numerically distinct from the man and
the horse; both the man and the horse are animals in
the proper sense of the term and we will not find something

i

primarily signified by "animal"™ which is numerically distinct

from the man or the horse in the way in which a healthy

animal is numerically distinct from healthy medicine and

healthy urine. The notion of animaleas something distinct

from men and horses and other animals is something the

mind abstracts from particular animals, but what is contained

in such a notion is not something really distinct from

particular animals. It is in this sense that the unity of

a univocal name such as "animal" is sald to be due to

reason alone,; l.e. it is a conceptual not a numerical unity.
Where things are named analcegically, then, the

one which is principally signified is not an aspect of the

secondary analogates separable from them only by the operation

of reason. This is so because only one of the things named

saves the ratio propria, the name being given to the others

precisely because of their relation to this primary
analogate (thus, of course, necesitating that the
definition of the name when applied to the secondary

analogates involves a reference to the primary analogate).

SSee above p. 28 and p. 48.
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That the analogous name signifies one thing primarily

is shown by the fact that if the name is used simply, it
will then be taken to signify that thing. What is named
principally by the analogous name is that which perfectly

saves the ratio propria of the name, whereas the secondary

analogates do this only imperfectly that is, with reference
to what saves it perfectly. There is no gquestion of such
an inequality among things named univocally. That is

why we must never confuse the ratio communis of an analogous

name with the ratico communis of a univocal name. It is

the ineguality among things as named by it which makes the-
analogous name analogous; only one thing is named principally
and properly, the others by reference to this one thing.

As such analogy does not entall any determinate ontological
conditions, such as the condition that the primary
analogate formally and intrinsically possess the property
signified by the analogous name. Indeed, this is sometimes
the case, as in the "healthy" example, as it is also
sometimes the case that both analogates are intrinsically
denominated as in the substance~accident example. It can
also happerr though that there is an analogy where none

of the analogates are intrinsically denominated (a

sitvation which Cajetan's classification would not seem to
recognize) as when we say that an angel on some other

immaterial being or force is in place. Properly speaking,

0]

of course, only hodies or material objects or forces can be
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sald to be in place although by analogy this can be said
of the immaterial. he peint is that in this e#ample both
the primary and secondary analogates are extrinsically
denominated {(for "to be in place"” whether said of the material
in the immaterial =~ is an extrinsic denomination on
Cajetan's own admission).

We have then, briefly indicatead McYnerny's alternati&e
to Cajetan's understanding of analogy. However, it will
be necessary to examine in greater detall certain aspects
of this theory to see if it offers us a more adeguate
understanding of analogy itself than does Cajetan's
approach, whether it can meet the objections of its
opponents and whether it offers us an acceptable interpretation
of Aguinas. TFirst of all we shall focus our attention on

the important matter of the ratio communis.

Modes of Signification

and

the Ratio Communis of Analogous Names

The terms ratio propria and ratio communis must

be clarified for they hold the key to an adequate understand-

ing of analogy. But in order to do this we must see how
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terms come to signify things and the ways in which they can
signify things, and this involves a discussion of the res

significata -- modus sionificandi (thing signified -~

mode of signification) distinction. We have already
mentioned that for Aguinas words or names (Written or spoken)
only signify extramental things or properties of things

via concepts or ideas and in order to understand this dictﬁm
we have only to consider that words or names are not natural
properties of things —- a name is only given to something
insofar as the mind has formed a concept of that thing and
so what the name directly signifies is not the thing itself
but that thing insofar as it is known to us, that is, all
our words or names directly signify cur concepts of things,
only indirectly the things themselves. Hence the insistence
that we name things as we know them. Furthermore, what is
most easily and first known by us is not necessarily what
is most fundamental and "first" in reality. In fact, what
is most easily known by us is always that which we
apprehend directly in sense experience; althouch the object
of understanding, the intelligible, is tc be distinguished
from the object of sense, the sensible, nonetheless the
intellect can only grasp the intelligible in and through the
sensible (hence the necessity to use concrete examples,
diagrams and illustrations when trying to convey an idea).
From this it follows that even when we are thinking about

something which is in no way sensible or material
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our concept of this i erial obiject will necessarily be
drawn from gyr understs ding of material objects, and to that
extent, of course, will inevitably be imperfect. Now, némes
signify things as they are known and not ilmmediately as they
exist, and in material things, which are as it were, the
natural object of our knowledge, a distinction can be

made between a property and the one which has the property,
and because. this is the case one and the same property or
form can be signified either abstractly (considered as it

is in itself) or concretely (considered as it subsists or
exists in a subject). This gives rise to a division in
modes of signification. To use a common example, "humanity”
signifies human nature abstractly, not as something which
subsists but as that by which a man is a man, whereas “"man”
signifies the same human nature concretely, as that which
has the humanity, a subsistent being to be encountered in
the existent world. This example of different modes of
signifying the same thing is of particular interest when

we turn our attention to language about God. All the terms

of human language which signify properties or sets of

properties ei’ ~r signify these properties abstractly
(humanity, g¢ 188, whiteness etc.) or concretely (man, good,

white etc.) ¢ .1 when they signify them concretely they
signify them as inhering in or subsisting in a subject.
But neilther mode of signification is really applicable when

o T3

we predicate names of God. To say that "God is goodness
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does not seem to make much sense, for we do not mean to

- 7 .. A e - 3 - [~ G e g o el < v pmdn = .,, .
say that God 1s good in the abstract, a sort of platonic
form pertaining to the realm of essence and not to the
realm of being, and it seems equally unsatisfactory to say
that "God is good"”, for here "good" signifies a property
subsisting in a subiject, whereas in God there is no
composition, no distinction between subject and properties
(a conclusion which directly follows from the definition

of God as Pure Act, since according to Aquinas, whatever

Fh

admits of division in any way to that extent admits o
potency ). However our concern here is with the fact that
the same property can be signified in different ways and

it is suggested that herein lies the clue to the under-
standing of the nature of analogy. Let us lock again at the
complexity of meaning in a term such as ‘*healthy". In

each instance of its use the same property (health) is
signified but the way in which this property is signified
differs in each case. For example, "healthy" may

signify a subject of health, a cause of health or a sign of
health. For this reason "healthy"” is not a univocal term.
If it were a univocal term it would signify the same
property in the same way in every instance of its use --
where univocal terms are concerned we do not have different
modes of signification. We are now in a position to

explain a little more precisely the distinctions between the

ratio propria and the ratio communis of analogous terms.
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In analogous naming where you have the same name or term
signifying in different ways a property or set of

properties (the recs significata) one of the modes of

signifying will be primary and enter into an explanation
of the other ways of signifying the res. In the "healthy"

example the primary meaning of the term is "subject of

oy

ealth”, this is the primary mode of signification and the
other meanings of the term will all have a reference to
this primary meaning; "healthy"” as signifying cause of
health signifies something as cause of health in a

healthy subject, "healthy"” as signifying sign of health

signifies something as sign of health in a healthy subject.

The ratio propria of a term, then, is its primary meaning

and this primary meaning will enter into an explanation of
any of the secondary meanings of the term. In the case

of the univocal name there is no such distinction between
the primary and secondary meanings of the name. The ratio

propria of such a name is identical with the ratio communis.

£~

But what about the ratic communis of analogous names? If

analogous terms had no ratic communis, no common element of

meaning, they would simply be equivocal. But there is a

ratio communis precisely because the secondary meanings

3

of an analogous name all have a reference to the primary

J

meaning. Since this is the case there will always be

po/)

-

priority and posteriority where the signification of an

analogous name is concerned. There will be no such



79

inequality in the signification of the univecal name.

Hence the warning never to confuse the ratio communis of

the analogous name with the ratio communis of the univocal

name.
Not everyone, however, finds this understanding of
analogy satisfactorv. For instance Dr. John E. Thomas

claims that "far from elucidating the ratio communis

of the analogous name, Mgnernys Presentation either leaves
us with the problem unsolved, i.e. with vague talk of

'unity of order, secundum prius et posterius' and ‘extension

of meaning' or else leads us to a fresh crop of difficulties

.. . . ‘ . 6
arisir - out of the claim that 'analogy is analogous'."
Brief ummarized, his misgivings amount to this: given
that ¢ -xy analogous name has a ratio communis, how can that

commorn core of meaning be specified without an ultimate
reduction of analogy to univocity? (It is interesting that
Dr. Thomas considers MInerny's use of the "healthy" example
"could be misleading since it sets the readers mind thinking
about analogy of attribution which is based on univocity" --
presumably because it signifies different relations to what

is signified by the univocal term "health", but more about

6. . . , . . S s
John E. Thomas, Analogy and the Meaning of Religilous
Utterances (as unpublished doctoral dissertation submitted
to the Department of Philosophy in the Graduate School of

Arts Aand Sciences of Duke University, 1964), p. 125.
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this in a moment),, If one tries to avoid postulating any
1d@nt£§i of meaning among the different significations of th
analogous name -- and Dr. Thomas cbviously feels that
wherever cne finds any identity cof meaning univocity is
unavoidable7 -= one could fall back on the claim that the
several meanings of an analogous term are not identical in
any respect but simply analogous which Dix. Thomas sees

as implied by the dictum "analogy is analogous”. But

when he analyses this dictum he finds that, so interpreted,

it gives rise to an infinite regress. One can entirely

7An eyamplo uomd by Dr. Thomas to illustrate this
difficulty is the descri leOh of communism as a religion.
Obviously the term "religion® is given a new signification
when used in this Way, yet it is not being emploved in an
altogethey novel sense. Thus it seems to function as an
analogous term. In answer to the quostion "Is communism a
religion?" Dr. Thomas points oult, "an affirmative answer
involves citing certain similarities between the two and
these can be found; communism resembles religion in exhibiting
certain gualities of dﬂvotion, fanatical zeal, lovalty, the
submergence of the self in a common cause, mlssionary zeal
and so cn. So far so good. But the . . . guestion . . .
would now be: ‘'Are the terms ffanatical zeal' and 'submergerence
of the self' (to pick a couple of terms at random) univocal,
egulvocal or analogical?'”

Of course whichever alternative one picks it seems
one will be in difficulty. The terms signifying the common
elements of meaning can hardly be eguivocal. Yet if they are
univocal then the analogical term "religion" can be reduced
to a set of univocal terms. If they are salid to ke analogical
gtill ancther difficulty arises.

8Two very interesting articles on this particular puzzle
11

are J. L. Thomas' "On the Meaning of 'analogy is analogical'”,
Laval Theologique et DnWloaophlun XXII (1966), pa. 74-72 and

Ralph McTInernys. "'Analogy' is analogous", Laval Theologigue
et Philosophique, XXII (1966) p. 80-88.
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agree with him that where analogous terms are concerned “the

extension of meaning and the problem of the ratio communis

"

stand or fall together" and in guestioning whether identity

of meaning (providing the basis for univocal predication)

can ultimately be avoided among the different significations

of the analogous name he certainly brings us to the heart of
the problem. But let us examine the following passages

from The Logic of Analogy:

"The analogous name 1is first of all
univocal, having like any name its ratio
propria. So long as the propcr notIon is
all it has, it can only be used
metaphorically of things which do not

save the proper notion. It is only when
its signification is "tnnded, when it
receives a ratio Cpmﬂuﬁlu, that it becomes
analogous. on exampier "healthy" first

of all signifies what has a proper proportion
among its humors, and only animals save
this notion; anything else is called
healthy meLapuorlcallye However, when
usage sanctions the extension of meaning

of the term, urine food and medicine can

be called healthy Pro operly, 1f less so than
animal. The extension of meaning whereby

a univocal term becomes analogous does not
eradicate its ratio propria, hOWOVO“" as

we have seen its extended moanlnq involve 8
reference to what saves its ratio propria.”

"Moes a ratio communis entall univocity?
Does the common notion 'principle of
manifestation’ make 'light' univocally
common to spiritual and corporeal things?

9, -
McInerny, The Logic of Analogy, p. 131.
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Well, does the ratio communis entis make
'being’ univocally common €O stGbstance

and accident? Cajetan has referred us to

the definition of univocal terms. Things

are named univocally which have a common

name signifying exactly the same notion

as said of each of them. It is true that
both the univocal and the analogous

name have a ratio communis; the difference
lies in the way the notion is common.

The analogous name has a proper notion as
well as a common notion which is why, if

the meaning of the name is sought, the answver
will most likely ke the proper notion.
Moreover, if the word is used, it is going to
be taken to mean only the proper notion
unless some indication to the contrary is given.
In the univocal name there is no such
distinction between a proper and common notion:
the two are identical because it i1s not
predicated per prius et posterius. That is

each of the things of which the univocal name
is said. However although the analogous name
has a common as well as a proper nction, the
latter is saved in only one of the things of
which the name is said. The other things save
the ratic communis in such a way that when we
explain what the term means, the proper

notion enters into their notion. Thus the
proper notion is "that which has health” and
this is verified only in the animal. When yrine
is called healthy, it is denominated from
health, not directly but with reference to the
animal. This 1s what is meant when it i1s said
that the analogous name is divided by giverse
modes and not by formal differences.”

The first passac ~ited indicates how a name that
is originally univocal (and every name is originally univocal)

conzs to be analogous. Its original meaning (the ratio

10, . B,
Ibid, p.150~151.
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propria) is extended through usage so that it comes to

have in addition to this original wmeaning other related
meanings. Where usage has not sanctioned this extension
of meaning, the name can only be used metaphorically of

things which do not save the ratio propria. {(In the ¢case

of the eguivocal name, the same name, through usage, is given
two or more unrelated meanings. Here, there is no guestion
of analogy.) Of course, a difficulty immediately springs

to mind -- is it really the case that with every analogous
name, the original meaning of the name is always its ratio
propria (as McInerry seems to accept)? The answer is, surely,
not necessarily. The extended meaning of a term which is

-

originally univocal may in time become the ratio propria

of the term and in that case, the original meaning of the
term might only be intelligible when explained in terms of
the derived (and now standard) meaning. It is wvery often
the case of course, that the original meaning of a term has
faded completely into the background and ceases to bear any
relaticn to the meaning of the term as now used, but this
simply means that the term has ceased to be analogous and is
now equivocal.ll It is important to remember that names

only acguire their meanings through usage and thus names

which were once analogical become equivocal, as soon as the

leFor some remarks on the problem see Mondin, The
Principle of Analogy in Protestant and Catholic Theology,

pP. 53~57.
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analogical name ceases to have one primary meaning which
enters into the explanation of the other meanings. Language
is not something static. .Today,'especially with the
growth of the particular sciences, words are often employed
in gquite different senses to those which they had a short
while before, and the constant (and often subtle) shifts
of meaning do not permit us in many cases to specify with
_ precision whether a word is analogous or simply equivocal
(égain, the same word as used by one group of people may
be eguivocal, as used by another it may be analogous.)
But this should not deter us from deciding what we mean by
"equivocal" and "analogous" and from examining certain
words that interest us to determine into which category
these words do in fact fall.

It is interesting in the respect to examine McInerny's
exposition of what St. Thomas means by "analogy" and more

T

partiéularly by the dictum that "'analogy' is analogousf
(especially since we have mentioned Dr. Thomas' difficulty
with this dictum). The Latin word "proportio" is a

synonym for "analogy" and its original meaning (anq ratio
propria) is "a determinate relation between quantities". Its
meaning is then extended to signify "any relation between
things", of which the relation between God and creature is

one example and of which "the relation between several

meanings of a common term where all the meanings are ways of
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signifying the same res significata and one way of signifying

the res is priveleged because it enters into the explication

12 is another example. The term "analogy" then,

of the others"
is analogous because it itself has a number of different mean-
ings, one of which is priveleged ("a determinate relation
between quantities") and enters into an explanation of the
other meanings. (This involves maintaining, of course,

that the rule which applies to terms other than "analogy",

in virtue of. which they are all analogous, also applies to

the terms "analogy" itself.) However, one might raise a

number of objections here. One might, for instance, question

whether the ratio propria of the English term "analogy"

is, in fact, "a determinate relation between guantities"

for, unlike the médievals, we do not usually think of "analogy"
as synonymous with "proportion". But since Aguinas was
certainly not faced with this difficulty, let us leave it

for a more serious and fundamental objection that could be

made, an objection concerning the ratio communis. In the

example of "analogy" the ratio communis is seen to be "any

relation between things". This is the common core of meaning

l%clnerny, "'Analogy' is analogous", Laval Theologique
et Philosophique, p. 88.
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to be found among the diffevent meanings of the term "analogy”,
but i1f "analogy", in all its different uses, means "any
relation between things"” surely this implies that it is,

in fact either a univocal term or at least ultimately
définable in univocal terms. Does it not seem, then, that

ultimately the ratio communis of analogous names gives

rise to univocity? McInerny's reply to this question has
been cited on p. 82 . This reply cannot, unfortunately,
satisfy Dr. Thomas because he seems to think that if we

are to avoid reducing analogy to univocity, we must be able

to explain the ratio communls of analogous names without

ever using univocal terms in our explanation, and this secems,
. . . . o 13 ;

in practice and in principle, impossible. Cajetan, when
discussing the abstraction of the analogous concept in
analogy of attribution also displayvs a similar

malalse:

"For it is not true that healthy signifies

what I call 'pertaining or related in

some way to health'. First of all

because if this were the case, the name ‘healthy
would really be univocal with respect to yrine,
animal, etc., as is evident from the

definition of univocal terms. Secondly,

because it is against the intention of

g

let should be noted that Dr. Thomas himself ig not
averse to admitting that analogous terms have a common
univocal core of meaning. What he correctly points out is
that where religious language is concerned, this has implications which
some Scholastics (inciluding Aguinas) could not accept
since they contend that nothing can be said univocally of
God and creature. '
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those who callyrine or a diet healthy.
If anyone inguires what rine 1s insofar
as it is healthy, the answer is not
"something having a relation to health",
but everyone specifies the relationship
and says "a sign of health'. Likewise,
the answer with respect to a diet is
that it is preservative of health, etc.
Thirdly, because it is contrary to all
philosophers and logicians, at 1eizt
those I have consulted thus far”.

In one way he wants to reject analogy of attribution
in favour of analogy of proper proportionality (the "truer®
kind of analogy), but in another way he wants to maintain
that it really is a type of analogy (even if an imperfect
type) and to do this he thinks he must deny that "healthy”

has a ratio communis ("pertaining or related in some way

to health"). Now, if the ratio communis were all that was

signified by "healthy" and if this name had no ratio propria,

then, indeed, it would be univocal, but the fact that one
of its meanings is privileged and enters into an explanation
of the others, causes 1t to be not an univocal but an

analogical name. Of course, if you simply consider the ratio

communis of the name, then, under this aspect it is an

univocalname, but as Cajetan seems to be pointing out in the

above passage the ratio communis certainly does not exhaust

the meaning of the analogous name: indeed, it is only an

aspect of the name's meaning. What particuiarly bothexrs

14Cajetan, The Analogy of Names, Chapter five, paragraph

fifty—two, p. 40.
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Dr. Thomas is the problem which arises when we consider names
predicated of God, for here many theists will maintain that
nothing can be said univocally of God and creatures. For
example, 1f "wise" is predicated of.God and John Brown and

the ratio communis of the terxrm is specified, it must be

specified in either univocal or analogous terms. But it
cannot be expressed in univocal terms because nothing 1is
univocally common to God and creatures. If it is expressed

in analogous terms, then the ratio communis of these terms

must be specified in univocal or analogous terms and so on,
ad infinitum. Is there anvescape from this dilemma?

Both Aquinas anddMcherny see the difficulty and the latter
remarks that "In any absolute reduction of names, St. Thomas
suggests, we are going to get back to 'being! which is
analogically commonn”l5 Although in the case of creatures,
"it is always possible to have a nawe which is univocally
common toc them, if only in terms of a logical genus", such
an ultimate reduction to univocity is impossible where

names predicated of God are concerned, for when we come down
to the most comprehensive name of all, "being", this cannot
be predicated univocally of God and creatures, for when
predicated of God., we have to deny the mode of signification

this term has when predicated of creatures, for in Geogd being

15, N .
McInerny, The Logic of Analogy, p. 131.
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and essence are one, as can never be the case where creatures
are concerned. Indeed, this 1s true of any name predicated
analogically of God; the mode'of signification attaching to
the name as it is used in ordinary language must be denied
when the same name is used in religious language. The term
as used in ordinary language will be univocal; it will
signify a definite property in a definite way. As used in
religious language, it will signify the same property, but

in an altcgether different way. The ratio communis of the

name will be expressible in univocal terms, but this does
not destroy the fact that the amalogous name as predicated
of God can only be predicated of him by denying the modus

significandil attaching to the name as it is predicated of

creatures. In a sense, this is true of every analogous

name ~- as predicated of the primary analogate it signifies

a certain property in a certaln way, as predicated of the
secondary analogates the same name signifies the same property

in different ways. This is the foundation of the complexity

of meaning in the analogous name, That the ratio communis
is expressible in univocal terms does not destroy analogy
precisely because the name has a privileged meaning which
enters into an explanation of the other meanings. Were

this not the case the analogous term would indeed be univocal,
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McInerny as interpreter of Aquinas

We have examined in some detall McInerny's concept
of analogy. In answer to the question "how many kinds of
analogous names are there?" he replies that there are only
two possible logical divisions of analogous naming

and these are respectively the "one to another" and the

"many to one" divisions.

"It can happen that what a name properly
signifies is not one of the things which
are said to be named analogically. For
example, if wine and food are said to be
healthy, they receive the common name
because of thelr reference to a third
thing, to that which "healthy"

signifies per prius and most properly.

So too, quality and relaticn are named
being because of their proporticns to what
that term signifies per prius and most
properly, namely, substance. This tvpe

of analogy is called that of several to one
(multorum ad unum). Sometimes, on the
other hand, two things receive a common
name because one has a proportion to

the other. For examnple, when food and
animal are sald to be healthy, this is
because foced has a proportion to the
health of the animal. Animal, of course
is not called healthy with reference to
some other thing. So tcoo then substance and
guantity are named being; guantity has a
proportion to substance. This type of
analogy is called that of.@pe thing to
another (uynius ad alterum).

Yrpia, p. 81,
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This, of course, is a denial of the Cajetanian
division of analogous names where intrinsic and extrinsic
denomination have an important role to play. But what might
seem more puzzling is how McTerny can reconcile his inter-
pretation of analogy with such texts of Aguinas as De

Veritate 2, 11, Commentary on the Sentences, 19, 5, 2,
17

ad 1 and Commentary on the Ethics, 1, 7, 95. In all

of these texts there seems to be a solid foundation for
making a clear distinction between at least two basic
categories of analogy, namely, analogy of proportion and
analogy of proportionality. The fact that Aquinas ceases
to distinguish between provortion and proportionality in
the later works would seem to indicate that he has changed
his mind but what Mcherny wishes té araswva 1s that his

(McInerny's) interpretation is equally valid when we consider
the earlier texts as when we consider the later ones.

In cther words, he would have us believe that Aguinas did
not change his mind and that his doctrine of analogy is
perfectly consistent throughout. We do not intend to set

outMclherny's extremely detailed and interesting analyses of

these texts which appear to support Cajetan's interpretation

l/Sae above p. 17-18 for De Veritate 2. 14 text and p. 34-
35 ff. for Commentary on the Seniences 19, 5, 2 ad 1.
See The Logic of Analogy p. 94-85 for the Commentary on the
Ethics 1, 7, 95 text and HcInern ys commentary. dndeed
Chapbpr six of McInerny- b >ok is devoted to a thorough
analysis of these and other texts.
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. 18

rather than his own, but let ug see how he handles one
such text, De Veritate 2. 1l text which we have already
had reason to discuss. In this text Aguinas asks
whether "knowledge"” (or "science") is predicated univocally
of god and creatures. He concludes that this cannot be the
case; rather the term "knowledge" as predicated of God is
predicated of him analogically, that is, according to a
proportion. He then goes on to suggest that agreement
according to proportion can be of two kinds; there may be a
certain agreement between things having a proportion to each
other because they have a determinate distance bhetween them
or they may be a likeness of two proportions and, here, there
is no determinate distance between the things so named. The
latter is the case when "knowledge" 1s predicated of God.
MoeInerny comments:

"In the Summa Theologiae, St. Thomas spoke of

names common to God and creature in

terms of a proportion of one to another.

Is he denying this in the text before us?

This conclusion has sometimes been drawn

and it leads in turn Lo a strange issue.

We might be told in the present case, for

exanple, that the analogous word

'science' means that 'as our sclence is to our

intellect, so is God's to his'. To this may
be added * -- only proportionally,’ a curious

18 . . . , .
Almost one quarter of The Logic of Analogy 1is
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addendum te the statement of the similarity
of proportions. Now this does not seem to
be a particularly enlightening statement,
anymoxe than 'as sight is to the eye, so

is understanding to the mind' seems to

say what the commeon word 'sight' means.

What is lost sight of when such state-

ments are taken to give the meanings of
analogous names is that one proportion

is the means of knowing and naming the
other. God's knowledge is known and named
from ours, just as; when we speak of
understanding as seeing, we are moving

from something obvious to something less

so, a movement which should be revealed in the
notions signified by the common name. In
other words where there is a similarity of
proportions,; one is very often the per prius

with regpect to the signification of a common

11

name.

In another cont: = we are told, "The similarity of
proportions, as we have . 'n and will see again, does not
involve another doctrind ..f the anclogy of names: if 'good!

means one thing with reference to sense, and another with
reference to mind, and these meanings are not wholly diverse,

. . . 20
they will be related per prius et posterius.” Furthermore -

and this seems to be a crucial point -- "it is only when
{(the) community of the name is set aside that the guestion
of similarity of proportions, of similar proportions to

. . . ; : 21
different subjects, comes into the picture." So what

P 1pia, p. s4-85.
20ypia, p. 95.
Zi;@id, P.

0
ol
°
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McIneryis arguing is that even where the so-called analogy
of proper proportionality is concerned, the analogous name

has first of all a ratio proprias then its meaning is extended,

and this new meaning of the term will involve a reference

to the original meaning (the ratio propria) of the term.

Every instance of analogous naming involves the reference
or proportion of the secondary meanings of the term to the
primary meaning. Thus every analogy is an analogy of

proportion in this sense. We are reminded that '"analogy” or

"proportion" (its synonym) is an analogous name itself. When
Aquinas in the De Veritate distinguishes between "proportion"
and "proportionality", he means us to understand by proportion
"a determinate relation between things"” (which of course, is
only one meaning of "proportion"). In this sense there is

no analogy based on this kind of proportion between God and
creature --~ for there is no determinate relation between God
and creature —- and, as an alternative, he offers us the
proportionality schema. But we are reminded by McIn:rny that
"sroportionality" is another meaning cof "proportion'.

The ratio communis of "proportion' is "any relation between

things" of which proportionality is one instance and

proportion in the narrow sense of "any determinate relation

between things' is another., Clearly there is no contradiction
in denying a proportion between God and creatures in the
narrow sense and affirming a proportion between God and

creatures in the broad sense. Thus there is no need to sae
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any contradiction between the De Veritate and the Summa

Theologiae; at least insofar as the basic doctrine and
22

division of the analogy of names is concerned.
Particularly valuable is McTnernys insistence that
knowledge by analogy {(i.e. by proportionality) is not to
be confused with the logical doctrine of the analogy of names.
Given that two known mathematical guantities are related to
each other in a definite way and given that a third known
guantity is related to a fourth unknown guantity in the same
way, we can swiftly determine the value of the unknown. This,
of course, was the original application of the proportionality

schema. Indeed, the original meaning {(and ratio propria) of

the term "analogy" was "a determinate relation between
guantities". Proportionality was employed by Aristotle to
exemplify his idea of distributive justice whereby eéch person
is to be rewarded according tc his merits, so that just as

I am to be rewarded in proportion to the extent that I have

merited it, so you, too, are to be rewarded to the extent to

221t will be remembered that Svlvester of Ferrara
attempted in a rather similar fashion toMcInerny to reduce
analogy of proper proportionality to an analcgy of proportion.
However, Sylvester never reallv manages to break away from
the Cajetanian approach to analogy, and as we demonstrated
in Chapter two as long as one keeps within Cajetan's frame
of reference, no 'such reconciliation of the two divisions
of analogy is strictly satisfactory.

23 . - PRI
Ibid, Chapter eight.

[

23
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which you have merited it. We see here an extension of the
meaning of the term "proportionality” beyond its original

and strictly mathematical usage, for we are no longer dealing
simply with the relation between mathematical guantities,

A further application of the proportionality schema is the
argument whereby Aristotle concludes that there must be a
subject of ungualified becoming, namely, prime matter.

Briefly put the argument is that just as accidental change

is only intelligible insofar as it takes place in a

subject (a substance) so substantial change is only intelligible
insofar as 1t takes plaée in a subject (prime matter).

This is how we come to know the existence of prime matter

and we can express our knowledge thus: as accident is to
substance, so is substantial form to prime matter (recognizing,
of course, that prime matter still remains, in a wvery real
sense, an unknown for us). Now it may happen that when

we come to know x by analogy with y, we start to call x a y;
for example, when we see that the relation between corporeal
sight and the visible is similar to the relation ketween
understanding and the intelligible, we start talking of

I

understanding as seeing. In this case one might argue that
"sight” is an analogous term, for as predicated of the intellect
it has an extended meaning, a meaning which must be explained

in terms of the ratio propria, which is saved only in the

case of corporeal vision. There is, however, another element
involved for if usage had not sanctioned this extension of

meaning on the part of the term “sight", it would not be an
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analogous term but simply a metaphor (as some indeed might
claim it is), and as it turns out, in most cases where a
name is given to something because it is known by analogy with

something else in which the ratio propria is saved we have

a case of metaphorical, and not of analogous, naming. For
example, when we talk of God being angry or of Christ as a
lion, this is metaphor and not analogy. When we are angry
we punish those who thwart us and God is said to be angry
because we know that he punishes those who thwart him. We
know that the lion is considered by many to be the noblest
and most impressive of beasts and we know that Christ was a
most noble and impressive man, therefore we say that he is

a lion. Metaphors are thus based on a similarityv of
proportions thereby a name is transferred. But thé key to
the divide between analogy and metaphor is to be found

in the usage of the name. The analogous name is such that
usage has so sanctioned its extension of meaning that all
those things to which it is applied fall under its signification,
although it must be remembered that only one of those things

saves the ratio propria, only one of them is signified

primarily and most properly by the name. Thus in the case
of the analogous name, the various analogates are signified

)

by the name (although more or less properly) and all fall

. , 24 . , .
under its denoctation, whereas in the case of the metaphorical

24 : . , o
In scholastic terminology, the term "suppostion'
is used and not the term "denctation”; however, the two
terms are practically synonymous.
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name, those things to which the name is mstaphorically applied
do not fall under the signification of the name and are
not denoted by it. The problem with the metaphorical name

is that it has no ratio communis whereby there is an extension

of the original meaning so that it now has a wider signification

than it did have and as a result now denotes objects which

it did not denote before. Until this had been made clear our

account of analogy could not be complete, for it did not

enable us to distinguish precisely between analogy and metaphor.
We have seen then that proportionality as such is

not constitutive of the analogous name. Némes based on

knowledge by analogy (i.e. proportionality) may not be analagous

names at all. McInerny points out that "when St. Thomas speaks

of names applied metaphorically to God, he will say that

they are based on a proportionality, or on a similitudo

proportionalitatis. As for names sald properly of God, he

will say that they are based on a similitudo analogiae as
w25

opposed to a similitudo proporticnalitatis. We may

conclude that we are under no obligation to accept Cajetan's
notion of the key importance of "analogy of proper proportionality”,

still less are we obliged to consider this the only valid kind

of analogy when we come to consider the names predicated of

251pid, p. 144.
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God.  Rather we should regard knowledge in terms of
proportionality as a possible basis for analogceus naming but,
far more often, a ! 'is for the predication of metaphorical
names. This undoubtedly explains why Aquinas does not find
it necessary to even allude to proportionality in his

treatment of analogy in the Summa Contra Gentiles and the

Summa Theologiae.

Some DPifficulties

We have seen McInerny's claim that the doctrine of
analogy is a logical doctrine concerned with ineguality
on the part of the signification of the analogous name and
not with such ontological matters as whether only one or
all of the analogates possess an intrinsic property. It
is on this ground that he holds that intrinsic and extrinsic
denomination do not provide a basis for a division in analogous
naming. Two difficulties present themselves here. First
of all is it true that the doctrine of analogy is simply
a logical doctrine? What about the analogy of being, for
example, which for many philosophers in the Scholastic
tradition seems to be a rather crucial plece of metaphysics
enabling us to escape from the Farmenidean One, which could
hardly be the case if the doctrine of analogy were simply
a logical doctrine? Secondly, even 1f we grant that analogy
does belong to the realm of logic, is it not still the case
that the logical doctrine of Aguinas has rather definite
metaphysical presuppositions in the sense that he took it

for granted that the distinctions built into his logic
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can we not make a logical distinction between analogous names
which signify a property intrinsic to all the analogates
and analogous names which signify a property intrinsic to
only one of the analogsates. Such a distinction will indeed
involve a reference to things as they exist, but this will
not necessarily prevent the distinction being a logical dist~
inction unless it is the case that logic has nothing what-
ever to do with the existing world, a claim which might seem
to run counter tc Aguinas' whole idea of logic.

Bafore we attempt tc deal with these difficulties
which might be urged against McInernys Whole interpretation
of analogy, let us indicate very briefly what constitutes the
realm of logic for Aquinasa26 Logic is to be distinguished
from metaphysics because unlike metaphysics it is not
concerned with things as they exist; but rather with the
properties attaching to things insofar as they are known by
reason. These properties he calls "second intentions". The
mind is first of all aware of extramental realities and their
properties; its concepts of these are called first intentions
(what the mind first "tends toward"). Second intentions,

on the other hand, are properties attaching to first intentions,

26 full treatment of this topic is to be found in
Robert W. Schmidt, S.J., The Domain of Logic BCﬂorainq to
St. Thomas Aquinas (The Hague: Mafulhug—ﬁ:j off: 1966)
a brief treatment of the same topic is to be found in

McInerny, The Logic of Analogy, p. 37-48.

McMASTER UNIVERSITY LIBRARY.
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properties which the mind oxr reason discovers through reflection
on its own operations. Concepts such as man, dog, animal,
thing etc. are first intentions; concepts such as species,
genus, definition, universal etc. are second intentions. To
first intentions there are things which answer directly in
reality. To be a man or a dog or a thing is to be something
in the real world. To second intentions there is nothing
which answers directly in reality, for second intentions are
properties of first intentions. To be a species or a genus
or a definition or a universal is not to be something in the
‘real world but rather to be something attaching to the
concepts or intentions which the mind has drawn oxm abstracted
from the real world. Second intentions, then, are not

simply fictions, they do have a remote fcocundation in reality
insofar as they are properties or accidents of real things

. . : 27 . . , .
as these exist in our minds. Logic,; according to Aguinas,

a

has second intentions for its subject matter —-- it is the
science of second intentions. Thus, the doctrine of analogy

insofar as it is a logical doctrine will not be directly

concerned with things as they exist in rerum natura but with

27Of course, the distinction between things as they
exist in rerum natura and things as they exist in our minds
is in no sense to be confused with the Kantian distinction
between the thing-in-itself and the phenomenon. Aguinas
takes it for granted that we do have genuine knowledge of
extramental realities, but this does not prevent him from
maintaining that our concepts of these realities have
properties (universality, for example) to which nothing
directly answers in reality. '
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the properties or accidents of things insofar as these exist

h

in our minds.
Now let us return to the business of intrinsic and
extrinsic denomination (to tackle the second difficulty we
raised, first). McInerny's refusal to allow that these can
provide a basis for a division in analogous naming meets with
criticism from J. D. Beach, who claimé that intrinsic and
extrinsic denomination are themselves logical entitities,
since to be denominated intrinsically or extrinsically is
not a property attacking to a thing as it exists in rerum
natura but only insofar as it is known and named. If this
is the casc then to divide analogous names according to
intrinsic and extrinsic denomination is not, as McInerny
contends, to employ extra-logical criteria,28 McInerny
replies to Beach as follows:

"My own contention was that Cajetan bases his
distinction between these two (analogy

of attribution and analogy of proper
proportionality) on extra-logical

criteria: on whether or not the

perfection signified by the name exists

ASJohn D. Beach, "Analogcus Naming, Extrinsic
Dencmination, and the Real Order", The Modern Schodlman,
42 (1964-1965) p. 198-213. This critlicism of McInerny is
cogent enough and one might expect Beach to support
Cajetan, but instead he criticizes Cajetan for "passing
from the fact that an analogate is extrinsically denominated
to the assertion that it lacks a formally inherent perfection,
and from that to the assertion that this situation in the
real is a necessary concomitant of analogy of attribution.
(p. 204) But Beach fails to give any alternative to this
way of understanding extrinsic denomination and as a result
his article is somewhat confusing, a fact which McInerny
does not fail to note.

i
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in all the analogates or in one alone.
It seems clear to me that St. Thomas
defines the analogous name in such a
way that nothing at all is said about
such determinate ontological matters.
In speaking of these two determinate
ontological situations, Cajetan employs
the notions of intrinsic and extrinsic
denomination. The clear impression
one gets is that intrinsic and extrinsic
denomination name diverse real.
situations. If that is what intrinsic
and extrinsic denomination mean for
Cajetan, then analogous naming cannot
be distinguished on the basis of these
kinds of denomination.

« « « o Professor Beach seems to think that
intrinsic and extrinsic denomination,
understood logically and not in the
Cajetanian fashifon as cntological,

properly divide the analogy of names.

I will invite him to persue overtly

this hidden suggestion. I suspect that

it will soon occur to him that some
univocal names involve intrinsic and some
univocal names involve extrinsic
denomination and that therefore intrinsic and
extrinsic denomination, be they ever so
logical, are not appropriately divisive of
analogous naming."“”

In this reply it seems to us that McIneriy does insist
too much on the separation between the logical and the
real orders. As far as Aguinas is concerned, logical
distinctions will reflect the structure of reality and no
logical discussion can be carried on without some reference
to the existent world. This will be the case whether ve

are talking about what congtitutes a good definition or

29Ralph M.McTInerny, '"Reply to a Critic", The Modern
Schoolman, 43 (1965-1966) p. 65-67.
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about signification and its different modes or about types
of analogous names. This is not to deny, of course what

we have already seen, namely, that logic is not concerned

a2t

with thingé as they exist, but rather to emphasize someswhat
moxre than Mcherny does that there is necessarily (for
Aguinas, at any rate) a close relation between the logical
and the real orders. Granted this, there seems to be no
decisive reason why we should not divide analogous names

on the basis of intrinsic and extrinsic denomination =--
without "transgressing genera” (i.e. without confusing logic
with a study of the real world). When McInerry claims that
Cajetan employs intrinsic and extrinsic denomination to

name diverse real situations, he is not being strictly fair.

After all in The 2nalogy of Names Cajetan is talking about

names (i.e. about an aspect of things insofar as they are

known by us) and what he is pointing out is that some

analogous names have the property of signifying something
intrinsic'to all the analogates and some have the property

of signifying something intrinsic to only one of the analogates.

In doing this, he is not talking about things as they exist

in rerum natura -- to be intrinsicall or extrinsically

denominated is only something which happens to a thing
insofar as it is known and named by us. At this point, there-
fore, we must disagree with McInerny.

However, this does not necessarily involve rejecting

his main thesis, namely that the doctrine of analogy is a
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logical doctrine, that a name or term is analogous

when it has a number of different, although related,
meanings, one of which is primary and that what is primarily
signified by the analogous name may be said to be one of

the things which are named analogically (as in the one-to-
another kind of analogy) or it may not (as in the many-to-
one kind of analogy).BOMdInerny is correct, we think, in
considering this to be the essential core of the doctrine

of analogy, but he is wrong when he insists that one

cannot further subdivide analogous names (of the one-to-
another type and the many~to~one type) into those which
signify properties intrinsic to all the analogates and those

47

which signify a property intrinsic to one analogate only.

N

However, this latter division of analogous names is not,

as Cajetan seems to think, essential to the doctrine of

analogy, for, as McInerrwy suggests, univocal names can also

be divided along the lines of intrinsic and extrinsic denomination.
The trouble with Cajetan is that he misinterprets the dictum

that the ratio propria of an analogous name is saved in

only one of the things to which the name is common: he
understands this as laying down that there is nothing intrinsic

to the secondary analcgates in virtue of which they receive

3OSee above p. 90.
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the analogous name. But as we have seen the question of

the ratio propria and the cuestion as to whether the

analogous name signifies or does not signify a property

intrinsic to all the analogates -—- although we have argued

that these are both logical guestions -- are two different
questions and must not be confused. 2And it is just this confusion
of which Cajetan is guilty. Thus he thinks that the dictum

concerning the ratio propria just mentioned applies only to

his analogy of attribution. But, as we have seen, this is
not the case: any name which is analogous, whether it
signifies a property intrinsic to all the analogates or not

will fall under this wmle. Once this has baen settled, then

one may go on to divide analcgous names on the basis of
intrinsic and extrinsic denomination. Whether it is
particularly helpful to go on to make this further distinction
is, of course, another matter.

But what of our first difficulty? Is fhe doctrine
of analogy a logical doctrine in the first place? The
answer, in the light of our analysis in the present chapter,
must be yes. However this is not to deny that the doctrine
of analogy is of some importance to one who would study
metaphysics (metaphysics, that is, in the Aristotelian and

Scholastic sense of the science of being as being). Just

e

as it is very important for the metaphysician to realize
that there is no such thing as a subsistant universal but
rather that universality is a property attaching to the

natures or essences of real things insofar as these exist in



the mind so too it is important for him to realize that
r >

many of the key terms he must employ in his ingquiry, terms

11 1

such as "being"”, "cause", "unity" etc., have attached to

them a systematic ambiguity in virtue of which they cannot

be said to be simply univocal or simply equivocal. "Being"
p.Lly PLY eq g

is certainly an analogous term and like other analogous terms

its ratioc propria will be saved in only one of the things

of which it is predicated, namely substance. "Being" as
predicated of gquantity, guality, relation etc. and, indeed,
of God himself will be predicated of these insofar as they

are related to what saves the ratio propria of the term.

Certainly the diversity of actual being may be expressed
in terms of the metaphysical proportiocnality: as substantial
being is proportionate to the nature of substance, so
accidental being is proportionate to the nature of accident

: : - 3 . 1o o e L ) a a - 31
and the Divine being is proportionate to the Divine nature.
However this does not alter the fact that one meaning of the
term "being" is primary and will enter into an explanation

of the term as predicated of the other analogates. If this

BlThe problem with this last proportion is that in

God natuxe and being, essence and existence are identical.
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is denied., that is, if it is maintained that the term "being”
is predicated as properly of accident as it of substance or

of God, it is very difficult to see how "being" can be any
more an analogous term than animal as predicated of Fido and

Socrates.

Conclusion

In Chapter One we examined the origin and nature of
what traditionally have been considered two very different
kinds of analogy, analogy of attribution and analogy of proper
proportionality. In Chapter Two we focussed on the guestion
of intrinsic and extrinsic denomination and how Cajetan
employs these to draw a sharp distinction between his two
main divisions of analogy. However we saw that there is
a distinct difficulty in reconciling what Cajetan has to
say about analogy with Aguinas' insistence that "whatever
is sald analogically of many things is found according to

its ratio propria in only one of them from which the others

are denominated."” In Chapter Three we tcok a more theorough
look at the wheole guestion of analogy in the light of
Ralph McInernys insistence that Cajetan has misinterpreted

the dictum concerning the ratio propria of analogousS names

as entailing that only one of the analogates is intrinsically
denominated. Because of this confusion Cajetan's interpretation
of Adquinas is inevitably deficient and his division of

analogy into analogy of attribution and an analogy of proper
proportionality is misleading insofar as he thinks that a

rule which will apply to any analogy applies only to analogy
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of attributiocn. However, unlike McInerny, we have suggested
that it is indeed pos¢ible to distinguish between analogous
names which signify a property intrinsic to one analogate
alone and analogous names which siognify a property intrinsic
to all the analogates, without tranngessing genera, that
is, without confusing the logical and the real orders. It
is not for this reason that Cajetan's division is unsatisfactory.
It is unsatisfactory because he fails to keep two

distinct logical issues separate. Fe fails, in other words,
to realize that it is one thing to say that an analogous
name is predicated primarily and most properly gf only one

of the analogates and guite another to say that it signifies

a property intrinsic to only one of the analogates.

We have in the course of our discussion referred to
the importance of analogy in the area of religious discourse.

We have not attempted to deal systematically with this

problemn, that is, to specify in what way the things we say

of God are meaningful. To carry cut this task satisfactorily --
if it can be carried out -~ would reguire a detailed study

of a host of problems which would take us beyond the scope of
this essay. All that we have attempted is a limited

tion into the Schelastic doctrine of analogy and

).J
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if some light has been shed on this toplic, then, our end

has been achieved.
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